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Date
MINUTES OF THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Senator Dwayne Umbarger at 8:45 a.m. on January 15,
2009 in Room 136-N of the Capitol.

All members were present.

Committee staff present:
Mike Corrigan, Kansas Office of the Revisor of Statutes
Hank Avila, Kansas Legislative Research Department
Jill Shelley, Kansas Legislative Research Department
Cindy Shepard, Committee Assistant

Conferees appearing before the committee:
Patrick R. Hubbell, Kyle Railroad

Others attending:
See attached list.

Chairman Umbarger welcomed everyone and introduced the committee and staff. Regular meetings are
scheduled Tuesday through Fridays at 8:30 a.m. in room 136-N of the Capitol. The Senator stated this will
be a busy session for the committee with the assigned task of drafting a new 10 year comprehensive
transportation plan. We are currently waiting for staff summary of conferee testimony from the Interim
Committee on a New Comprehensive Transportation Plan held in 5 cities across Kansas. In addition, the
Transportation-Leveraging Investments in Kansas (T-Link) Task Force report will be completed soon and will
be useful in assessing our future transportation needs.

Discussion followed about budget restraints, Federal Stimulus Plan, and the current sources of funding
transportation. Chairman Umbarger announced a Joint Meeting with the House Transportation Committee
on January 22, 2009 in room 143-N at 12:00 p.m., to hear a presentation from Deb Miller, Secretary of
Transportation, State of Kansas.

Bill Introductions

Patrick R. Hubbell, representing the Kyle Railroad, requested the introduction of a bill that would amend
K.S.A. 12-3412 regarding the clarification of the 1987 law concerning port authorities which was not intended
to apply to lease-purchase agreements. Senator Brownlee moved, Senator Apple seconded, to introduce the
bill. Motion carried.

Presentation on 2009 Issues on Transportation

Jill Shelley and Hank Avila, Kansas Legislative Research Department, provided the committee with a
summary of information from the equivalent of a federal T-Link report on current transportation issues
(Attachment 1). In addition, copies of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) overview were distributed to the committee (Attachment 2).

. General Transportation Funding

. State Funding

. Federal Legislation Recently Enacted
. National Survey of Likely Voters

. Other Information

Hank Avila presented the committee with a report that he compiled last year, “Chronology of Selected
Federal-State Highway Legislation and Highway Related Activity 1880-2008”, available in the Kansas
Legislative Research Department 48006~(10/22/8{1:56}).

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 a.m. The next meeting is scheduled for January 21, 2009.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not been submitted to

the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 1
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2009 Issues on Transportation

The purpose of this document is to provide the reader with information on
transportation funding; including general transportation, state, and other funding.

Recently enacted federal legislation and voter preference information also
is included.

This information can be found in the following sections:

General Transportation Funding

State Funding

Federal Legislation Recently Enacted
National Survey of Likely Voters—April 2008

Other Information
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Transportation for Tomorrow (KLRD summary)
Report of the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission
issued January 15, 2008; available at http://www.transportationfortomorrow.org/final_report/;

196 pp.

The vision adopted by this Commission is that the United States will create and sustain the
preeminent surface transportation system in the world. (ll, 1-4)

Transportation plays 7 key roles:

. Making goods more convenient and accessible

. improving international competitiveness

. developing markets within the U.S.

B enhancing personal mobility

. supporting national defense and homeland security
. determining the nation’s energy use

. impacting health and safety

Mobility is a key factor in our quality of life. (ll, 1-6)

Volume 1 - Recommendations

the need:

« nationally, at least $225 billion annually from all sources is needed for the next 50 years to
upgrade the existing system to a state of good repair and create a more advanced surface
transportation system to keep the country competitive in world markets; current spending is
less than 40% of this
. through 2020, this additional amount needed translates into a fuel tax increase of

between $0.79 and $1.02 (the Commission does not think the fuel tax should be the
only source of funding) (p. 6 has table of capital investment levels needed, by mode)

- elements of a best-practice system include
+ a cultural shift in personal transportation, with emphasis on transit and intercity

passenger rail
. projects that can be designed, approved, and completed quickly
. transportation and land use policies that are well-coordinated
. transportation financing that is not politicized (e.g., Congressional earmarks)

+ Why
« the nation's transportation system has been vital to the nation’s preeminence in the
world

. current chokepoints present congestion (which wastes productive time), environmental
hot spots, and potential trade barriers; freight volumes were expected to increase 70%
from 1998 to 2020 (p. 17)

. the U.S. is expected to add 150 million residents in the next 50 years, thus greatly
increasing the need for transportation of both goods and people

« inaction will cause the transportation system to further deteriorate and will decrease
safety for those on the roads

« the declining performance of the surface transportation network — as a result of both
inadequate capacity and inefficient management — will choke economic progress,
preventing the U.S. economy from growing to its full potential.

«  “Our families and firms can no longer tolerate excessive transportation constraints that
waste our collective resources: time, money, fuel, clean air, and our competitive edge.”

(p. 7)
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The Commission was established in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient

Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) of 2005.

“The Commission concludes that the current Federal surface transportation programs should

not be reauthorized in their current form.” (p. 9) The nation’s first modern transportation era

built the interstate system; the second has been “Transportation Efficiency Act” era of allowing

State and local officials to invest Federal highway dollars; the third should be one that is

focused on “activities of genuine national interest” and mode neutral.

The first leg is accelerating the lengthy process by which transportation projects are delivered,

saving both time and money. (p. 33)

“The Commission believes that it takes too long and cost too much to deliver transportation

projects, and that waste due to delay in the form of administrative and planning costs, inflation,

and lost opportunities for alternative use of the capital hinder us from achieving the very goals
our communities set. ... [M]ajor highway projects take approximately 13 years to advance from

project initiation to completion.” (p. 11)

the average rate of inflation in highway construction costs averaged 7.2 percent a year from

2000 to 2006, as measured by the Federal Highway Administration's Bid Price Index

proposals to reduce delays:

. address redundancies in the National Environmental Policy Act environmental impact
statement process, and allow issues to be handled in an integrated fashion, rather than
only sequentially

. require greater cooperation among the USDOT and other agencies that must issue
permits, e.g., the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (p.
14)

The second leg is consolidating the numerous investment categories of current law into a more
focused, performance-based set of transportation programs related to objectives of genuine
national interest.

proposes 10 new programs to replace the “dozens of separate highway and transit funding
categories in SAFETEA-LU”

Current Federal Surface Transportation Programs

Federal Highway Administration 62 programs
Federal Transit Administration 20 programs
Federal Railroad Administration 6 programs

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration | 12 programs

Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 8 programs

108 programs

National plans to accomplish key national program goals would serve as the basis for
apportioning funds to the States on a cost-to-complete basis (much as was done for the
Interstate system). Those plans would be based on individual plans developed by each State
and major metropolitan area and in conjunction with a wide range of public and private
stakeholders. They would be coordinated with key environmental and energy objectives. (p. 15)
State and local performance standards would be the basis of the plans and would replace the
short- and long-range plans currently required. Developing performance standards and
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integrating them into a performance-driven regimen that would be applicable to all States and

metropolitan areas will be a challenge since local conditions are so different, but the reward will

be worth the effort. Current programs rarely link project performance to funding, and the
economic justification for projects is seldom fully evaluated either before or after projects are
implemented. The Commission’s recommended approach of performance standards and
economic justification would do much to restore public confidence in the transportation
decision-making process. In such an environment, Congress and the public would be more
amenable to agreeing to invest, whether through taxes or other user fees, to meet the nation's
transportation investment needs. Only projects in the national plans would be eligible for
federal funds.

10 programs (pp. 15-32) (more details on Vol. Il, Ch. 6) (the Commission's recommendation for

percentage of federal funding is included):

. 1. Rebuilding America: A National Asset Management Program. Objective: to put and
keep the nation’s infrastructure in a state of good repair in the most efficient and cost-
effective manner possible. Asset maintenance would have to conform to nationally
accepted standards, defined by USDOT in conjunction with State and local
transportation agencies, and be independently audited. The USDOT would “roll-up” the
individual State plans to develop a consolidated National Asset Management Plan; the
investment costs developed in these plans would become the basis for future
authorization requests to Congress. Reconstruction activities should be executed in a
manner that also conforms to the goals of other plans. This program underlies all of the
others. Federal funding: 80% of project costs.

. 2. Freight Transportation: A Program To Enhance U.S. Global Competitiveness. The
Commission believes that the federal government must return to its historic role of
ensuring that the transportation needs of interstate commerce are met. The
Commission supports the creation and funding of a national freight transportation
program what would ... implement highway, rail, and other improvements that eliminate
chokepoints and increase throughput. USDOT, working closely with the full range of
public and private stakeholders, would establish performance standards. Multi-state and
state freight planning groups would use stakeholder-provided information to develop a
consensus on future investments in major highways, freight railroads, waterways, ports
and intermodal facilities. Freight plans should be closely coordinated with key
environmental and energy policies to ensure compatibility. It will be important to
standardize public benefit methodology to ensure private entities are neither subsidized
nor required to pay for public benefits. Federal participation in individual projects: at
least 80%.

3. Congestion Relief: A Program for Improved Metropolitan Mobility. The Commission
recommends a distinct program to reduce congestion in metro areas of 1 million or more
(about 60% of the U.S. population). USDOT would set mobility goals but first establish
standardized measures of mobility (e.g., hours of delay per 100 vehicle miles traveled).
Public transit would be important not only to congestion relief but also to reduce
transportation energy consumption and air pollution. The Commission recognizes
congestion fees (incentives for off-peak travel or use of a different mode) have potential
to reduce improve system efficiency. It is expected that States would develop
comparable mobility plans for smaller urbanized areas and coordinate those with plans
of the larger metropolitan areas. In multi-state metropolitan areas, authority could be
vested in a consortium of agencies through interstate compact. Federal funding: 80% of
project costs.

. 4. Saving Lives: A National Safe Mobility Program. The Commission recommends a
national plan for safety be developed that both informs investments in all other
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transportation programs and leads to transportation investments undertaken purely for
safety purposes, to reduce the number of fatalities by half by 2025. The U.S. fatality
rate per 100 million vehicle miles traveled has declined from 5.3 in 1965 to 1.42 in 2006,
but some developed countries have rates at 1.0 or lower. The plan should consider
factors including highway improvements, safer environments for pedestrians and
cyclists, stronger enforcement of safety laws, programs to reduce crashes caused by
unsafe operators, and licensing requirements that take into account age and
experience. Federal funding: 90% of project costs.

5. Connecting America: A National Access Program for Smaller Cities and Rural Areas.
The nation has enormous interest in providing efficient transportation connections to
natural assets and food production. The Commission concludes that there are
inadequate highway connections to fully develop the nation’s heartland communities.
The Commission also concludes that public transportation in rural and small urban areas
provides vital access to essential services for individuals who do not have access to
automobiles. USDOT would develop standardized measures of access (e.g., all-
weather access to agricultural sites by large trucks, mobility by at least one
transportation mode available to all citizens) and national accessibility goals. Each state
would develop state-specific performance standards. Federal funding: 80 percent of
project costs.

6. Intercity Passenger Rail: A Program To Serve High-Growth Corridors by Rail.
Passenger rail transportation is a key component of the Commission’s vision for the
future, and the nation should pursue the development of a fast and reliable rail
passenger network. Key performance measures for the system would be reliable on-
time performance, congestion mitigation, safety and environmental benefits, and
reduced energy use. Passenger rail consumes 17 percent less energy per passenger
mile than air carriers and 21 percent less energy per passenger mile than automobiles.
Investment must ensure that both passenger and freight needs can be accommodated;
public and private sectors must work together. Federal funding: 80 percent of project
costs, primarily for capital costs, on a cost-to-complete basis.

7. Environmental Stewardship: A Transportation Investment Program to Support a
Healthy Environment. Environmental impacts of transportation go far beyond
transportation facilities. The Commission believes that an Environmental Stewardship
Program should be established and authorized at a level equivalent to 7 percent of the
total funding for the Federal surface transportation program, approximately 2 percent
more than the current share. Program funds would be distributed to the States on a
per-capita basis, with at least 10 percent of the spending required in each of four
categories: air quality, vehicle retrofits, transportation enhancements, and mitigation
such as “banking” open space. Federal funding: up to 80 percent

8. Energy Security: A Program to Accelerate the Development of Environmentally-
Friendly Replacement Fuels. The Commission recommends that a distinct
transportation energy research and development program be authorized in conjunction
with ongoing research programs of the U.S. Department of Energy to address these
goals, at a level of $200 million annually over the next decade. The Commission
recommends that Congress establish an accelerated tax credit program and a revolving
loan program to encourage early investment in alternative fuels.

9. Federal Lands: A Program for Providing Public Access. Of the 2.3 billion acres in the
United States, the federal government has title to about 650 million acres (30 percent).
Visitation to these lands has increased significantly. The Commission believes the
federal government should continue to be responsible for transportation access to this
federal property. Multiple federal agencies must work together to develop appropriate
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performance standards and goals. No state matching share.

. 10. Research, Development, and Technology (R,D&T): A Coherent Transportation
Research Program for the Nation. The Federal government has the resources to
undertake and sustain large-scale, high-risk, long-term research that is cost-prohibitive
for small private and public sector organizations, and it is best suited to monitor the vast
scope of research activities underway, targeting funds to research gaps. The
Commission recommends that dedicated Federal funding of RD&T be provided, and
that this funding be subject to careful planning and review by the transportation industry.
USDOT should work with the modes, industries, and stakeholders in the nation’s
research community, such as the Transportation Research Board and institutions of
higher learning, to establish performance measures and goals for a National RD&T plan.
The Commission recommends that an important goal for research under the National
RD&T plan should be to improve the Nation’s ability to measure project performance
data. No state matching share.

USDOT will need to take an active role in consolidating these separate plans into a national

strategic plan.

The third leg involves creating an independent National Surface Transportation Commission (or
NASTRAC) to oversee development of a national strategic plan for transportation investment
and to recommend appropriate revenue adjustments to the Congress to implement that plan.
(starts on p. 34)

would be similar to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) and the Postal
Regulatory Commission. These two commissions were created by Congress to de-politicize
difficult policy actions—closing military bases and raising postal rates. Many states have
created transportation commissions independent of the Legislature to oversee statewide
transportation planning and project selection. A related State model is the public utility
commission. NASTRAC is also intended to strengthen public confidence that tax dollars are
being wisely invested, and that those investments will produce not just good projects but better
performance. The proposed part-time Commission would have 10 members appointed by the
President and approved by Congress (and including the Secretary of Transportation); members
would have staggered two-year terms; it would have its own independent staff and could hire
consultants; Congress could only veto its revenue recommendations, without amendments, with
a 2/3 majority, within 60 days of receiving the recommendations; if no actions were taken, the
recommendations would become law. The Commission would oversee the USDOT-led process
on performance standards; would help ensure that only economically feasible projects that fit
into national plans are approved; would have authority to adjust the federal share to reward
innovative projects and reduce federal funding to grantees that fail to meet objectives; and
ensure federal resources are not substituted for State and local moneys.

Process Overview: Implementation of a new strategic direction for transportation

Create plans Submit plans \ Submit consolidated plan | ®
with | touspoT to NASTRAC (USDOT)
stakeholders B (Lead /

based on ’ institutions)

standards and
outcomes (Lead

institutions)

L
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Allocate funds Act on Approve national strategic

to projects NASTRAC plan

(State and local revenue and develop revenue

governments) recommendati recommendations
ons (NASTRACQC)
(Congress)

The Commission endorses changes in the structure of the USDOT that would reinforce the
functional orientation of the 10 new recommended programs rather than the current modal
orientation. (p. 37) The Commission envisions the new processes as a substitute for current
processes, rather than as an overlay on top of them. Given the scope and scale of the
changes, the Commission recognizes that issues such as dealing with projects already in the
pipeline will need to be given prompt attention.

p. 38 The financing question does not stand alone but is fundamentally tied to the underlying
policy questions. Simply raising the Federal fuel tax and putting more money into the same
programs will not be acceptable. The Commission strongly believes that, before Federal
financial support for surface transportation is increased, the Nation's surface transportation
programs must be fundamentally reformed.

How to pay the bill (starts on p. 39)

The absolute level of Federal funding ultimately should be tied to what is necessary to achieve

national goals.. In the last decade, the annual Federal share of total highway capital investment

has ranged from 37 to 46 percent. The Commission recommends that, in the short term,
the Federal government should contribute approximately 40 percent of total surface
transportation capital outlay in line with the Federal share in recent years. Personal and
commercial travelers should pay for the transportation systems and services they use in
proportion to the costs associated with their use. Fuel taxes represent almost 90 percent of
total Highway Trust Fund revenues. Among the attributes that make fuel taxes particularly
attractive sources of surface transportation revenues are their (1) low administrative and
compliance costs, (2) ability to generate substantial amounts of revenue, (3) relative stability
and predictability, and (4) ease of implementation. A limitation of the fuel tax is that it is not
responsive to increasing construction costs when levied on a per gallon basis. That weakness
can be remedied by indexing the tax to inflation. The Commission recommends that the

Federal fuel tax be increased from 5 to 8 cents per gallon per year over the next 5 years,

after which it should indexed to inflation. The exact tax rate required within this range would

be confirmed by the strategic planning process and the new commission described above.

(Each cent of fuel tax raises almost $2 billion) When adjusting federal fuel tax rates, the

Commission recommends that tax rates on existing federal truck taxes be adjusted

proportionally to maintain the current allocation of highway cost responsibility.

In addition to the fuel tax, the Commission recommends additional types of fees (starts on p.

41):

+ The Commission believes that the “user pays” philosophy should extend to the transit
program. Therefore, the Commission recommends that a Federal ticket tax be levied
on all transit trips to supplement revenues from the Federal fuel tax and General
Fund.

+  The Commission recommends that a Federal freight fee help finance freight-related
improvements as part of an overall freight program. Congress should create an accountable
and transparent programmatic linkage between an assessed freight fee and the selection
and funding of projects that facilitate increasing volumes of primarily trade-driven freight.
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The payers of such a fee must realize the benefit of improved freight flows resulting from
projects funded by the freight program.

+  The Commission recommends that a portion of Customs duties be dedicated to help pay
the costs of freight-related improvements. If 5 percent of Customs duties were dedicated to
freight transportation improvements, revenues would be approximately $1.8 billion per year,
which is equivalent to a fuel tax increase of about 1 cent per gallon.

« The railroads have indicated that anticipated future revenues will be inadequate to allow
them to privately finance all capacity improvements required to maintain their current market
share of freight traffic. To help them make the capital investments that will be required to
move the increasing volumes of goods, freight railroads have proposed that a 25 percent
Federal tax credit be granted for investments to expand capacity. They have also proposed
that they be allowed to expense capital expenditures since other modes can expense their
Trust Fund payments. The Commission recommends that a Federal Investment Tax
Credit be granted to transportation facility owners for freight capacity expansion.
The net effect is that project return would increase by 3 percent to 4 percent, making the
expansion investment more likely.

. The Commission proposes three sources of Federal funding for intercity passenger rail
service: (1) ticket surcharges, (2) highway user revenues, and (3) Federal general fund
revenues as are used for some transit programs. To implement the new Intercity
Passenger Rail Program, the Commission recommends initial Federal funding of $5
billion per year for grants to States, Amtrak, or other competitive service providers.

(Vol. 2, pp. 5-20 and 5-21 list funding mechanisms and estimated revenues to be generated)

The state and local share of additional investment requirements could range between the
equivalent of 36 and 62 cents per gallon of fuel tax. This range could vary considerably among
individual states depending on several factors, including their share of overall investment
requirements and the extent to which they have the ability to use and choose to use other
revenue sources.

Surface Transportation Finance Through 2025: Remove the Barriers to Options for

Increasmg State and Local Revenues Over the Next 20 Years
Increase State fuel taxes and other highway user fees. Indexing the fuel tax or
converting to a gasoline sales tax would allow revenues to increase with rising highway
construction costs.

. The Commission recommends that Congress remove certain barriers to tolling
and congestion pricing. The Commission believes that increased tolling and pricing
must be part of the overall solution if we are to indeed create and sustain the pre-
eminent surface transportation system in the world. First, the Commission
recommends that flexibility be given to use tolls to fund new capacity on the
Interstate System, as well as the flexibility to price the new capacity to manage its
performance. And second, the Commission recommends that flexibility be given
to implement congestion pricing on the Interstate System, on both new and
existing capacity, in metropolitan areas with populations greater than 1 million.
Attention must be given to effects on users with no real choices, potential discrimination
against any given set of travelers (e.g., interstate carriers), and effects of potential
diversion to other routes. The Commission also recommends that Congress
promote the use of a nationwide, uniform system of electronic tolling so that toll
collection does not become a burden on interstate travel and commerce.

. Encourage the use of public-private partnerships (PPPs), including concessions,
for highways and other surface modes. PPPs can supply revenues but also can (1)
prioritize projects that generate the highest returns, (2) improve life cycle investing, and
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(3) provide incentives for more efficient operations and maintenance. About 40 percent
of the States (not including Kansas, according to this report, but including Missouri and
Colorado) have statutory authority to enter into significant public-private partnerships.
(Model legislation is available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ppp/legislation.ntm) The
FHWA uses the term “public-private-partnership” for “any scenario under which the
private sector assumes a greater role in the planning, financing, design, construction,
operation, and maintenance of a transportation facility compared to traditional
procurement methods.” (from the website listed above) Transparency should be a key
element in all aspects of the process and the arrangement, including all terms and
conditions in the agreement. The report lists some elements to be included in
agreements, such as what happens if the private partner does not fulfill all conditions.
Note: The Commission has explicitly rejected the use of rate-of-return regulation for
public-private partnerships.

The Transportation Research Board is among those issued recently examining alternatives to
the fuel tax. The TRB report reaffirmed the viability of the fuel tax to serve as the cornerstone
of the nation’s transportation financing system through 2025, provided that political resistance
to adjusting the rate can be overcome. The report also said that road use metering and
mileage charging appear to be the most promising approach to reform that will generate
revenues to cover the cost of an efficient program in a fair and practical manner. 5-33 Three
major studies identified forms of a vehicle-miles-traveled fee as the preferred alternative from
among a number of other options. Some questions about it are being addressed in pilot
projects being conducted by Oregon, Washington State, and the University of lowa. One of the
potential strengths of a mileage-based fee is that it could readily be converted to a congestion
pricing charge or a weight-distance fee that would better reflect the impact of the vehicle on
road wear and tear. Another advantage is that it doesn’t depend on the type of fuel, e.g.,
electric. Still, there are a number of technological issues to be resolved. Phasing it in could
take as long as 20 years. The Commission recommends that the next surface transportation
act should fund a major national study to develop a strategy for transitioning to an alternative to
the fuel tax to fund highway and transit programs.

To emphasize the multimodal nature of future programs, the Commission recommends that the
name of the Highway Trust Fund be changed to the Surface Transportation Trust Fund (STTF).
Funds deposited to the STTF should continue to be dedicated to surface transportation
purposes, budgetary firewalls shold continue to guarantee annual spending levels from the
SGGF, and a mechanism should be retained similar to Revenue Aligned Budget Authority
(RABA) to adjust spending levels based on the latest estimates of available revenues.

Barriers to achieving these reforms:
ineffective investment decisions:

. lack of performance standards - current federal programs are essentially block grants

. congressional earmarking, under SAFETEA-LU, up to 11% of authorized level spending

. lack of requirements for investment analyses such as benefit-cost analysis

. “stovepipes” that prevent State and local agencies from implementing the most efficient
solutions

. insufficient delegation from the State to local agencies

. federal regulations to limit tolling on interstate highways

institutional arrangements that constrain effective intermodal planning, linkages between
transportation and land-use decisions, and the effective use of operational strategies.
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Reforms to address problems in the project development processes

Given the scope and scale of these changes, the Commission urges Congress to pay particular
attention to several transition issues that will need to be address in the early phases of
implementing the recommendations, including dealing with projects in the development pipeline
so these projects can continue to advance in a timely manner; carrying out existing or pending
federal financial commitments; and authorizing USDOT to obligate federal funds to a limited
number of new projects and activities that are clearly in the national interest, prior to the
completion of the performance-based planning process to be overseen by NASTRAC.
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Exhibit 5-20. Evaluation of potential iransportation revenue sources against generally accepted evaluation criteria
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This chart provides a subjective evaluation of a series of alternative revenue sourcas against a sat of criteria.

Source: Commission Staff analysis.
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Exhibit 521. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue

sources

Motor fusl taxes have besn the most important revenue mechanism for highway
programs at the Federal and state levels.

Most states have traditional “cents per gallon” excise taxes on the highway use of motor
fuel. Somne also have variable rates based on an inflation adjustment or a fusl price.
Several alternative fuals currently are taxad on an energy equivalent basis to gasoline or
diesel.

Fuel taxes also support iransit programs at the Federal level and in some states.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Historically motor fuel taxes have been atiractive because of their high yield (currently
about $1.9 billion per penny of tax at the Fedsral level), their adequacy to support
highway construction programs, and their stability. In recent years the adequacy of the
fuel tax has come into question because it does not increase with inflation and because
voters at all levels of government have been less willing to approve fuel tax increases

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Motor fuel taxes are inexpensive to administer arid have low compliance costs. Evasion
has been a rajor Issus, especially for diesel fuel, but states and the FHWA have
reduced evasion levels,

Motor fuel taxes at rates sufficient to fund all neads would not add enough to fuel prices
to significantly impact travel volumes.

Fuel taxes vary with highway uss, but this relationship will become less direct as we
move toward mora fusl efficient vehicles and greater use of alternative fueis.

Raising fuel taxes without at the same time raising truck taxes reduces the squity of

the overall highway user fee structure because trucks would pay a lower share of their
overall highway cost responsibility.

Economic Efficiency

Motor fuel taxes ars not economically sfiicient because they do not vary as the cost
of travel increases. They do vary with vehicle fuel efficiency, but the decline in fusl
efficiency when vehicles operats in congested traffic does not reflect the full costs ot
travel in congested conditions.

Potentlal Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Motor fuel taxes are applicable to financing programs of improvements, but not
individual projects. All levals of government can and do impose motor fuel taxes.

Recent studies suggest the fusl tax will be a viable revenue source for highway and
transit programs for at least 15 to 20 years, but after that moves to alternative fusls and
more fuel efficient vehicles will increasingly erode the ability of the fus! tax to serve its
current role as the major revenue source for Federal and State highway programs.

Potential Acceptability

About 20 States have increased their fuel taxes since 2000, but the general aversion to

tax increases has mada it difficult fo increase fuel taxes. The Federal tax has not been

increased since 1993. High fuei prices maka it even more difficult to raise fuel taxes,

zven though the tax represents a smaller shars of the total price of fuel when prices ars
igh.

implementation lssues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

Based on history, adjustments through legislation to the motar fuel excisa tax have been
the method of choice in most states for major new funding resources to fill funding gaps
for state highways.

Flat rate feas per gallon have not been adjusted fast enough to keep pace with nesds.

Motor fuel taxes may be higher per gallon in sorme States than in neighboring
states, Opponents of fuel taxss generally raise the issue of diversion of purchases o
neighboring states with lower tax rates.
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Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvaniages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Source and History

‘ Moto Fuel Taxes - Indexing of Fuel Taxes .

About 5 States currently index their fuel tax to some measure of inflation.

Yield, Adaquacy and
Stability

The yield and adequacy of motor fuel taxes could be enhanced by indexing to inflation
or, in some cases to fuel prices. They could also be indexed to needs estimates or io
construction prices, making it responsive to anticipated program costs,

Cost-Efficlency and Equity

Motor fuel taxes by themselves are not equitable among vehicle classes, since the
largest vehicles pay less in fuel taxes relative to the cosis imposed on highways

Economic Efficiency

Indexing the fuel tax cdoes not make the tax more sconomically efficient.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Indexing the fuel tax does not affact its applicability.

Potential Acceptability

Many argue that simply indexing the fuel tax to s6me measurs of inflation does not
constitute a tax increase and thus is more acceptable than a tax increase. Others
disagree and say that changes due o indexing are tax increases.

Implementation issues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barrlers

Source and History

Motor Fuel Taxes - Sales Tax on Fruel__‘

A ceiling and floor on the change in the indexed rate may be desirable to prevent large
changes in tax rates,

Many see indexing as just a backdoor way of increasing the fuel tax.

Several States impose a tax on the sales price 6f fuel.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

A sales tax on fuel is likely to be more volatile, buit could be subject to limits in tarms of
the maximum or minimum or the rate of change sach year.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Motor fuel taxes are mildly regressive among income groups. Basing the rate on the
sales price of fuel would make them more regressive.

Economic Efficiency

Basing the fuel tax on the price of fuel rather than on a gallonage basis would not
improve the efficiency of the tax.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Difierent Levels of
Government

Basing the fuel tax on the price of fuel rather than on a gallonage basis would not affect
its applicability.

Potential Acceptability

The volatility of fuel prices would adversely affect the public acceptability, especially
when fusl prices are rising.

Implementation Issuss
and Potential Strategies to
Ovarcome Barriers

Sales taxes on fuel have recently been of greater interest dus to the increase in fuel
prices
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Source and History

Exhibit 5-21. Advanizages and disadvaniages of alternative revenue sources, continued

i)ther Types of Peirolgum Taxe

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Other types of motor fuel taxes could be utilized.

Cost-Efiiciency and Equity

Economic Efficiency

Other types of petroleum taxes would be no mors efficient than the current tax.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Fuel taxes by their nature are applicable anly at the program level.

Potential Acceptability

Pennsylvania has an oil company franchise tax to coliect fees on petroleumn fuels.

implementation Issuses
and Potentlal Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

_Value Added Tea}r:_“ by T

Source and Hisiory

Some believe that petroleum taxes have more voter appeal because of a perception that
they are imposed on petroleum companies rather than on individual drivers; however,

such taxes are normally passed through to drivers the same as other types of motor fuel
taxes.

Dt R

nhe U.S. is one of the few countries that does not have a value added tax. The tax is
similar to a sales tax, but is lavied at every stage in the production process, nat just on
final consumpticn as the traditional sales tax.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

The vield could be high and would be fairly stable, fluctuating with changes in the
national economy.

Cost-Efiiciency and Equily

Administrative costs would be higher than for the fuel tax since there are many taxpayers
and considerable documentation involved. This potentially could also make it subject to
evasion.

Economic Efficiency

The economic efficiency would not be as great as the fuel tax since a VAT would not
directly reflect transportation requirements or use.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level

The VAT could be applicable to general transportation purposes. It would be applicable
to financing programs of transportation improvements, but not individual projects. It

and by Different Levels of | aimost certainiy would be limited to the national level.
Government
Potential Acceptability Like any new tax it would face opposition from taxpayers and from businesses.

Implementation lssues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

Source and History

‘Registration and Other Vehicle Fees * .-

A general VAT has been discussed for many years, but rejected. Estimating just the
value added by transportation could be difficult.

All states have traditional typss of registration fees for light vehicles and somewhat
higher and graduated fess for heavy vehicles.

At the Faderal level the Heavy Vshicle Use Tax is similar to a registration fee but it applies
eniy to the heaviest trucks.




Exhibit 5-21. Advaniages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Registration and Other Vehicle Fess, continued

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Registration fees provide major revenue sources for states and local governmsnis
(through state allocations) and must be adjustsd through legislation.

In addition fo adjusting rates, other options include revising the type of registration fee.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Registration fees are relatively inexpensive to administer in relation to potential yield, but
not as inexpensive as fuel taxes.

The fact that registration fees do not vary by miles traveled is a major source of inequity
and inefficiency. Registration fees allow for collections from vehicles using alternative
fuels without establishing new mechanisms for collection.

Economic Efficiency

Registration fees can be varied by vehicle size afd can be sat in rough relation to
highway cost responsibility, except for the impacts of different mileage by similar sized
vehicles. Thus for trucks they may be somewhat more efficient than fuel taxes, but for
passenger vehicles they likely are less efficient because they do not vary by mileage and
they do not capture costs of congestion.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Projact Level
and by Different Leveis of
Government

Like fuel taxes registration fees are applicable &t the program level, but not the project
level. The federal Heavy Vehicle Use Tax is similar 1o a registration fee and all States
have registration fees.

Potential Acceptability

Reglistration fee adjustments are promising as both a short- and long-termn option for
funding highways,

Implementation Issues
and Potentlal Strategies to
Overcome Barrlers

Source and History

 Registration Fees Based on Value - Personal Property Taxes

Equity among vehicle classes would indicate that parallel adjustrments in registration
fees should be made applicable to all vehicles.

A registration fee based on value can be structured as a personal property tax and be
deductible from Federal income.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

A fee on the value of a vehicle could raise substantial revenue, and could be structursd
to be deductible for Federal income tax purposes, thus increasing the staie's revenue
yleld without an equal increase in net total tax paymenis.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Registration fees for light vehicles, if collected on a flat basis, ara somewhat regressive
by income class. Registration fees for light vehicles on the basis of value are
progressive,

Economic Efficiency

Basing registration fees on value could improve their efficisncy somewhat since nswer
vehicles tend to be driven more than older vehicles.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Levying fee on the basis of a vehicle’s value would not change the overall applicability of
registration fees.

Potential Acceptability

Registration fees (in actuality, personal property taxss on vehicles) based on value have
the best ravenue generating potential and are less costly to taxpayers in the state.

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

Some states have recently eliminated or reduced such fess despite thair advantages in
comparison {o collecting other stats taxes that are not deductible for faderal income tax
purposes.
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Source and History

£ 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

The Federal Government and many States have salas taxes on vshicles. The Fedaral tax
applies only to heavy trucks, but formerly had been applied to all vehicle sales,

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Sales taxes on vehicles can be useful revenue sources. Thay can bring in relatively
large amounts of money but their stability is threatened by trends toward the purchass of
srnaller, more fuel efficient vahicles that cost less than large cars and SUVs.

Cost-Efficlency and Equity

Sales taxes on vehicles will be fairly progressive. Administrative costs are relativaly
low, but especially with trucks there are issues concerning what specialized squipment
should be exemnpt from taxation.

Economic Efficiency

Sales taxes do not vary with the amount of travs! or other factors that affect the costs of
travel and thus have poor efficiancy,

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Sales taxes are much more applicable to the program level than the project level. They
are particularly applicable at the local level, but could be used at the State lsval as well,

Potential Acceptability

Sales laxes on vehicles have substantial revenue raising potential.

implementation lssues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

| Traditional Tolls ™+ 1

Source and History

Selected highways and selectad bridges have historically been toll facilities.

All sales taxes already may be deposited into general revenuse accounts.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Existing toll facilities have been proven to be raflable and stabla generators of revenue.
The bonds of toll agencies are highly marketable.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Administration and compliance costs for tolling are greater than for motor fusl taxes,
although these costs are reduced greatly through slectronic toll collection,

Economic Efficiency

Traditional tolls vary by miles traveled and the sizs of trucks so ars mors sfiicient than
fuel taxes, but traditional tolls do not vary with congestion levals.

Potentlal Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Traditionally tolls have been used to finance individual projects. Several States allow

tolls from one project to be used to provide front-end financing for other toll roads and
thus tolls can be applicable to systems of toll roads or to transit facilities as well. Tolls
are applicabie at the State and local level, but have not been used at the Federal leval,

Potantial Acceptabliity

Tolis may be considared to be highly promising options for application to new highway
capacity in the longer term with perhaps some limited short-term opportunities.

Implementation Issuss
and Potential Stratagies to
Overcome Barriers

A few existing toll facilities have been leased to international companies, substituting
short-term revanue gains by public agencies for lesser longer-term revenues.




Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

:';EJéi.l,i_ng New Lanes -

Source and History

In the past 10 years, 30-40 percent of new

SBFs

@ has been

limited access highway mileag

financed at least in part through tolls.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Legislation may be necessary to enable new types of tolls or pricing initiatives.
Electronic pricing could significantly expand future oppertunities. Toll revenuss have
been relatively stable at from 5-7 percent of total revenues for highways, Ii tolls are
indexed to inflation revenues could increass substantially. Variable pricing would also
incraase toll revenues.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Tolls collected at traditional toll booths are expensive to administer, but slectronic tolling
Is much less costly. Tolls can be set to achieve equity among vehicle classes,

Concerns about the impacts of tolling on equity among income groups continue, but
HOT lanes have been supported by all income groups.

Economic Efficiency

Variable tolls are much more economically efficient than fuel taxss.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Tolls are predominantly facility-based revenue sources used to finance individual
projects. Tolls are applicable at the Stats and local level, but have not been used at the
Federal level.

Potential Acceptability

facilities such as for truck lanes or HOT lanes could be promising.

Major positive opportunities exist to toll new future capacity. Sometimes this could be
accomplished with tolls covering only a portion of needed revenues, which provides
more total revenue and capacity than no tolling riew facilities. Special types of toll

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

Tolling Existing Lanes
Source and History

states, which would enable private parties to initiate proposals to develop naw facilities

There currently are restrictions on tolling existing Interstate Highways but that can be

Acts allowing Regional Mobility Authorities (RMA) and a PPP act could expand future
possibilities for tolling. Some states do not yet have a PPP act parallel to that of other

or to add toll lanes to existing facili

ties,

done under several pilot programs for eithar pricing purposes or reconstruction of
existing Interstate Highways.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Tolling existing lanes could provide very substantial additional revenues.

Cost-Efficlency and Equity

Tolling existing lanes could provide for greater equity than other sourcss of new
revenues, but is widsly perceived as inequitable (“paying twice"). This perception is
false, however, since funds are needed for the continued maintenance and operation of
the facilities.

Economic Efficiency

Variable tolls are much more economically efficient than fusl taxes.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Difierent Levels of
Government

Tolls are predominantly facility-based revenus sources used to finance individual
projects. Tolls are applicable at the State and local level, but have not been used at the
Federal level,




Exhibi 5-21. Advaniages and disadvaniages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Tolilng Existing Lanes, continued

Potential Acceptability

Opposition to tolling existing lanes is greater than to tolling new lanes. The greatsst
opportunity for tolling existing lanes may come with tolling Interstate facilities when they
rnust be reconstrucied.

implementation Issues
and Potential Strategies to

Source and History

| VMTFees ... i

Sentiment is against tolling any currently free highway lanss. Likewise, littie opporiunity
axisis for tolling existing free bridges.

Fess on VMT could be longer-term options that could supply revenues without being
directly tied to fuel consumption. VMT fees could be weighted by fusl aconomy, weight,
emissions, or other factors to support other policy goals.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

VIMT fees could be set to yield any level of desired revenues, but unless indexed to
inflation their purchasing power would erode over time as does the fuel tax currently.

VMT fees do not conflict with the need to reduce energy costs, reduce the balance of
payments, or reduce fossil fuel consumption.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

VMT fees would be more costly o collect and administer than fuel taxes, but long term
costs are uncertain.

Econommic Efficiency

VMT fees ars mors directly related to vehicle use than fuel taxes or registration fees.

VMT fees, especially if applied as congestion pricing fees or weight-distance taxes can
send strong pricing signals to users.

Potentlal Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Govarnment

VMT fees are primarily for program financing raiher than project financing - the
counterpart at the project leval is the toll. VMT fees could be used at the Federal, State,
or local levels.

Potential Acceptabiiity

A 2005 study of highway and transit revenue options for the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce’s National Chamber Foundation identified VMT fees and congastion pricing
fees as promising options in the long term (15 yéars or mora).

VIMT fees do not reward use of fuel efficient vehicles as does the fuel tax, but inceniives
for fuel efficient vehicles could come through registration fess

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategiss 1o
Overcome Barriers

“Could be applie

VMT fess or congestion pricing fees require tha technology to collect those fees reliably
and also the political will to implement a new approach. There are privacy concarms
associated with VMT faes but concems are not substantiated. Transitioning away from
fusl tax and to a VMT tax will require substantial coordination and consensus building.

d as a special kind of VMT fes, with fees varying based on the level o
congestion on the road. Pricing can also be implemented on an area-wide basis or a
cordon basis. While the primary goal of cangestion pricing is demand management
rather than revenue generation, pricing can generate substantial ravenues as

wall. Pricing can be either facility-based or arsa-wide. Oregon is demenstrating the
technologies for collecting VMT fess at the fusl pump.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

To maintain purchasing power congestion-related fees would have to be indexad fo
respond to Inflation, but such indexing might nét result in the lsvel of congestion tolls
desirable to efficiently manage demand.

The yield and adequacy of congestion pricing revenuss depsnd on where and how they
ara implemented. In some cases facility-based charges may cover facility construction
and operations costs, but in other cases they may not.




Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Congestlon Priclng, vontinuead

Cost-Efficiency and Equity | Congestion pricing is more expensive to administer and enforce than motor fual taxss.

Concerns have been raised about the equity of congestion pricing. Equity is strongly
influenced by the availability of good alternatives to driving on the priced highways.
Rebate programs have been suggestad as one way to reduce adverse impacts on lower
income groups.

Economic Efficiency Congestion pricing is more economically efficient than fuel taxes or most other revenue
sources because users directly pay all or part of the costs their driving imposes on
others. Congestion pricing could be combined with a weight-distance tax to capture the
costs associated with operations of heavy trucks.

Potential Applicability at In the feng run, VMT fees and congestion pricing could replace all or a partion of current

Program or Project Level user fees.

and by Different Levels of | Congestion pricing is applicable at either the project level or an area-wide level,

Government but it generally would not be applicable to financing entire statewide transportation
improvement programs.

Potential Acceptability In the U.S. pricing generally has been limited to individual bridges and to HOT lanes and

express lanes, The HOT lane and express lane applications have generally besn wall
accepted since they provide drivers the choice of whether to pay to avoid congestion or
nat. Acceptance of pricing entire facilities or entire areas of a city is mare controversial,

Implementation Issuas The ability to apply pricing on the Interstate System is limited by federal law.
and Potential Strategies to | Good transit alternatives also must be available for those who cannot afford the
Overcome Barriers congestion toll and cannot change their trip destination or time of day.

iit;cji Option Taxes

Source and History Have bided in n states to support highway and ransit invstents !_ocal
governments in most states have implemented some type of local option tax, which must
be specifically allowed by state enabling legislation.

Local option taxes for transportation investments include motor fuel, vahicls, property,
sales, and income taxes.

Yisld, Adequacy and Sales taxes tend to have the highest yield compared to other local option taxes. Motor
Stabllity fuel and vehicle taxes tend to generate less revenue compared to other local option
taxes.

Except for motor fuel and vehicle taxes, other local aption taxes tend to be indexed with
inflation. Sales taxes respond to economic growth.

Fluctuations in economic conditions tend to affect sales tax yield. Gasoline taxes and
incame taxes also could be impacted to some level by fluctuations in the ecanomy.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity | Collection mechanisms already are in place to levy these taxes at the state or local leval.

Most local option taxes are regressive (except for income taxes). However, sales taxes
tend to receive stronger support than other local option taxes. People consider that sales
taxes are more “fair,” since evaryone pays, whether they are vehicle or transit users.

Economic Efficiency Most local option taxes do not reflect the costs associated with highway use and thus
are not econamically efficient. 7

Potential Applicability at Local option taxes may be applicable to a major project, but are more applicable to a

Program or Project Level program of transportation improvements. By definition these fees arz applicable only at

and by Differant Leveals of | the local leval.
Government
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Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of aliernative rovenue soureess, continued

Lozal Optlon Taxas, continued

Potential Acceptability

State legisiation must be in placs that allows local option taxas.
Sales taxss have been widely used by transit agencies to support oparations and capital
investments.

Rates of success with ballot measuires to fund transportation have been incraasing, as
documentad by the Center for Transportaiion Excellance.

Implamentation Issues
and Potential Stratagizs to
Qvercome Barriers

Source and History

‘Beneficiary Charges; Impact Fees |

Commoenly, local option taxes require voters' approval. While an expenditurs plan that
specifies projacts and/for programs to be funded with the new local option tax levies
is not always required, local option taxes have batter chances of success for impls-
meniation where expenditures and uses are clearly definad.

Implementation plans that are well designed have resultad in very high success rates for
ballot measures to enhance transportation revenues.

impact fee legislation exists in 26 states (excluding Florida). Impact fees for
transportation improvements are widely used in California and Florida.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stabillty

Revenues from impact fees are typically dedicated for certain road and transit
improvements that would serve the new development. In addition, revenues from
impact fees will be highly dependent on development opportunitiss in the area where
irnplemantad.

Valus captura tools are subject to increases in property value realized by infrastruciure
improvements.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

These charges can be relatively equitable if properly structured. Bariefit districts can
target the specific beneficiaries.

While impact fees are directly chargad to developers, they pass those chargas to
buyers, increasing the cost of real estate.

TIF aliocates a portion of the additional property taxes resulting from the increase in
property values.

Communities and local agencies could argue that implementation of TIF would taks
away revenues that otherwiss would be used to mest other public needs.

Economic Efficiency

Beneficiary charges send modsst pricing signals to sncourags betier transportation and
land use integration.

Potential Applicabiiity at
Program or Project Leval
and by Different Levels of
Government

Beneficiary charges may be applicabie to a major project, or to a program of
transportation improvements in a local arsa. These feas ars applicable only at the local
level.

Potantial Acceptability

Implementation is subject to enabling legislation that allows the colisction of impact fess
and the formation of assessment districts.

These tools tend to be most applicable in highér growth state or localities.

Implemaniation Issuas
and Potaential Strategies to
Overcome Barriers

Impact fees are only applicable to new devslopment. TIF and other propery
assessments may rsquire the formation of districts, where property tax levies are
dadicated for transportation improvement. This may requirs voters' approval from district
rasidanis and business ownars.

Bensficiary charges have bean the subjact of numarous lawsuiis in many areas.
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Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

‘ lnnovmlye I-‘mmwe

Source and History Most states have used one or more forms of the IF financing teols. Innovative finance is
not a source of new revenues, but rather a method of financing projects or programs of
projects. It usually involves borrowing that must be repaid from other sources of funds
such as fuel taxes, tolls, or other revenue sources,

Yield, Adequacy and IF financing tools are used to leverage capital in the form of debt or equity. They rely on
Stability existing or new revenue sources fo pay the indébtedness.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity | Incurring longsr-term debt helps advance programs and projects that would otherwise
take years to develop if at all. Innovative finance may be more equitable than financing
high-cost projects out of current revenues because it spreads the cost to future users
who will also benefit from the investment.

Economic Efficiency The economic efficiency will depend on the sotirce of revenues from which indebtadness
Is repaid. .
Potential Applicability at Innovative finance is more oftan used at the project level, but it also is applicabls to the

Program or Project Level program level as well. Itis most applicable to the State and local levels of government.
and by Different Lovels of

Government

Potential Acceptability Innovative finance is usually well accepted since it spreacls the cost of projects over
tirne,

Implementation Issues States may require enabling legislation to issue GARVEE bonds. Most innovative

and Potential Strategies 1o | finance grant management tools are codified under Title 23 U.S.C. and require no

Overcome Barriers speucial action from states to be used. To test new grant management tools, states may

apply to U.5. DOT under the SEP-15 or TE-045 programs.

Debt mechanisms must be balanced against long-term revenue sources. Many states
| cap the amount of debt that can be issued.

Source and History PPPs are commomy used in Europe to reduce public-sector costs to construct, oparate
and maintain highway facilities but are not yet widely used to support similar projects in
the United States. PPPs are primarily financing and project delivery mechanisms, but
like innovative finance they may help accelarate project delivery. Highway improvements
are now eligible for financing with private activity bonds.

Yield, Adequacy and States and other public sponsors increasingly consider private-sactor involvement
Stability as a way ta spur implementation of large projects. Since these projects typically ars
supported by tolls, the yield, adequacy, and stability will depend on characteristics of the
specific project.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity | PPPs can facilitate access to private capital and bring innovative cost-saving projects
delivery methods. Cost-efficiency and equity will be similar to other types of tolls. Since
the private sector often handles toll collection and must deal with snforcement, public
agency costs for those items are low.

Economic Efficlency The economic efficiency of PPPs as a financing mechanism is similar to other toll
facilities, although PPPs are more likaly fo use electronic toll collection and other
mathods for improving opsrational efficiency. Other efficiencies unrelated to financing
may also be realized through the use of PPPs,




Exhiblt 3-21. Advaniages and disadvaniages of alternative revenue sources, coniinued

Public-Private Partnerships, continued

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and hy Different Levals of
Government

PPPs that involve private sector capital generally are implementad at the project

lavel. Saveral siates are using PPPs to operate and maintain portions of thair highway
systems, but those do not all involve tolling. PPPs ars applicable at either the State or
local leval.

Potantial Acceptability

PPPs have become quite contraversial. Several States routinely consider PPPs for
certain types of projacts while unceriain public accepiance has prevented other States
from doing so.

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategies to
Overcome Barrlers

| ContainerFees.
Source and History

act has fostered a wide range of proposals.

A nurnber of current and emerging trends are driving the exploration of container

Specific project proposals need to be evaluated to detarmine if it will be cost-effactiva.

May require enabling legislation. More than 20 states have explicit PPP acts that provids
rmeans to bring the private sector into funding and management of highways. Virginia's

charges and other direct user fees as a transportation reventie scurce. These incluce
the rapid growth in international and domaestic freight volumes and recognition that new
revenue sourcas will be needed to fund freight-specific transportation improvemsnts.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Contalner fees reprasent a potentially large source of ravenue. A recent NCHRP raport
estimated that a $30/TEU fee applied at all U.S. poris, would generats average annual
revenues of $2.2 billion through 2017. A study psrformed in 2005 for the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) found that a container fee of $192 per
TEU assessacl on every inbound loaded containér at the San Pedro Bay ports could fund
about $20 billion in access infrastructurs improvements.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Container fees offer a way to tis freight system users more dirsctly to the resources and
infrastructure they use. Thess fees ars seen by many as a more equitable method 1o
raise revenue that can be dedicated specifically to freight system improvements.

Economic Efficlency

Economic efficiency will depend on the extent to which the container fees reflect the
costs associated with the freight facility. If congestion costs are not significant and
container traffic represents the prepondsrance of traffic on the facility, container fees
rmay b2 raiatively afficient, although they would not capturs differences in the container
weighis.

Potantial Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

There ares limited options to fund or finance non-highway freight improvermeni

projects. Currant federal programs rnay be applicable to small, localized freight
system improvements, but are not wsll suited to larger regional interrodal freight
improvements. Container fees could provide substantial revenues for such large-scale
projects and would be appropriate for both rail and highway compenents of intarmodal
projects. Container fees could be applicable to either State or locai projects.

Potantial Acceptability

It will be challenging to develop consensus ameng competing jurisdictions and othar
stakeholdars on the types and locations of projects to be developed.

Implemaniation lasues
and Potential Strategiss to
Overocome Barriers

Implementing a container fee that equitably links costs and potential benefits for the mix
of freight traffic using any given gateway ray be diffictilt.

S
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Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvaniages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Source and History

Customs Duties = .

The majority of customs duties currently are deposited into the U.S. General Fund,
although a portion is used to support costs of Customs and Border Patrol operations.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

In FY 2002 customs duties amounted to $23.8 billion in gross revenue, three quarters
of which was collected from marine sources. This would be a very stable source of
revenues.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Fees based on the valus of cargo are not as equltable as thoss on the volurne because
they do not reflect the transportation requirements as well.

Economic Efficlency

The economic efficiency of customns duties is poor since the value of cargo has littls
bearing on costs associated with moving the cérgo. The sfficiency of customs duties
would also depend on the type of facilities financed from those fees.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

Customs duties would be most appropriately used for improvements to watarside or
landside port or airport facilities, to improve the connections between these facilities and
the highway and freight rail systems, or to improve freight facilities serving large volumes
of international shipments. They would be applicable to the Federal level only.

Potential Acceptability

One key disadvantage is the likely resistance by the Congress and federal agencies to
the diversion of Custorns duties to offset freight transportation investments.

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategles to
Overcome Barriers

':Tax Credit Bonds
Source and History

Some will argue that gateway improvement programs already exist and point to
SAFETEA-LU's Coordinated Border Infrastructure Program (Section 1303), but finding
from that program currently is inadequate.

Like innovative finance, tax credit bonds are a financing mechanism and not a new
source of revenue. Tax credits would represent reductions of income taxes owed by
bond holders.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Tax credit bonds could provide a large and stable source of funds to finance transportation
improvernents for a fixed period of time.

Cost-Efficlency and Equity

Tax credit bonds would have low administrative and enforcement cosis since those

costs would be small increments of costs associated with processing Federal incorme tax
returns. Bonds would be relatively pragressive with income since bond interest would be
paid from general tax revenues.

Economic Efficiency

Income tax from which bond interest would be “paid” has no relationship to costs of
transportation system use.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

This financing mechanism would be applicable at the program level and would apply to
the Federal Government.

Potential Acceptability

Implementing such a financing mechanism would be difficult since it could represent a
loss of General Fund revenues.

Implementation Issues
and Pofential Strategises to
Overcome Barrlers

Several tax credit bond proposals for surface transportation have been introduced in
racent years (.g., Build America Bonds, Amtrak, other rail infrastructure), but none has yat
been enacted.

[~2b



i

ructure Bank

Source and History

Exhibit 5-21. Advantages and disadvantages of alternative revenue sources, continued

Over the years various forms of infrastructure bark have been proposed as mechanisms
to provide funds for infrastructure investment. These banks are not necessarily limited to
transportation investment. Like other financing mechanisms, funds borrowed from the
infrastructure bank would have to be repaid from some other general or project-relatad
revenue source.

Yield, Adequacy and
Stability

Infrastruchure banks can pravide large and stable sources of funds for a limited period of
time.

Cost-Efficiency and Equity

Administrative costs generally would depend on the revenue source from which borrowed
funds were repaid.

Economic Efficiency

The relative sconomic efficiency would depend an the source of revenues from which
borrowed funds were repaid. Tolls would tend t& be more efficient than fuel taxes or other
general revenues.

Potential Applicability at
Program or Project Level
and by Different Levels of
Government

This financing mechanism would be applicable to either the program or project leval.
Revenues to repay loans would come from the State or local level of government.

Potential Acceptability

Borrowed funds would likely come from the Federal General Fund. Getting agreement to
allccate General Funds for this purpose could ba difficuit.

Implementation Issues
and Potential Strategiss to
Overcome Barriers

As noted, thers have been several proposals for infrastructure banks over the years, but it
is not believed any have been enacted.

This table provides details supporting the summary evaluation of alternative revenue sources presantad in Exhibit 5-20.

Source: Dscember 2008 NCHRP studly, Fulure Financing Options to Meet Highway and Transit Needs and Cormmission Staff analysis.
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Motor Fuel & Highway Trust Fund
FHWA > Policy information> ME & HTF > Highway Taxes and Fees 2008> Summary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/

Highway Taxes and Fees 2008

Summary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/
Based on information obtained from state authorities and on the law of the states
Table MV-103 Part 1 of 2

Status as of January 1, 2008

STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES 2. SINGLE—UNIT TRUCKS
FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEEFOR FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/ . FEE FOR TYPICAL HEAVY
RANGE 3/ TYPICAL : VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE
iy VEHICLE4/ ) : ; : ‘
FROM TO .REGULARREGISTRATION: SPECIAL 'NON-FARM' FARM _=UNIT8/
i ' ) 'RATES FOR.
(2) (3) (8) : FARM (8) @ . (10)
; ' - TRUCKS 6/
: o
.Alabama Flat fee. A 1 $2425 $24.25 $24.25: Gross weight “523 for up to 8,000 pounds %$30 for up to 1$236.25 f$?;1.25 f$586.25 /
of 13 10/13/2008 2:28 PM

=30



Summary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H...

20f13

Connecticut

STATE

Colorado

Delaware

District of
Columbia

:for 2,000

less; $6.00
.plus 20 cents

.2,000 pounds; :
:$12.50 plus 60

‘registration fee ’
“of $12.00 for

'$10.00 for 7
.yrs, but less

-Flat fee. $40
: per year of
‘registration.

1. AUTOMOBILES

APPROXIMATE FEE FOR
- RANGE 3/ TYPICAL i
FROM TO VEHICLE4/

FEE BASIS FEE BASIS

@ (3) «

Additional fees - - = =
supporting a

variety of local

issues such as .

freeway

service, air

quality

improvement

can add $1-$6.

Vehicle = - - =
License Fees :

-are also

charged based ;

-on the vehicle .
.value. i

19.00 28.20 26.60 Empty weight
for 16,000
pounds or
less. Declared -
gross weight
plus annual
mileage
groups for over
16,000

pounds.

Empty weight ;
groups: $6.00 .

pounds or
per cwt. over

cents per cwt.
over 4,500
pounds. An
additional

vehicles less
than 7 yrs. ald;

than 10 yrs;

“and $7.00 for

10 yrs. and
older. An

“additional fee

of $1.50, a
$4.00 clerk

fee,a 50 cent -

‘emissions fee, |

*§1.00

' Emergency

; Medical
Network.

' Flat fee for

7000 70.00  70.00 Gross weight.

2-year period.

40.00 40.00 40.00 Gross weight.

Empty weight  $72.00 $155.00 $72.00 Empty weight

hitp://www . fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103ptlicfm!

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

T

i

APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/ . FEE FOR TYPICAL - HEAVY
. VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE
REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL -NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/ ”
RATES FOR' i
(8} FARM {8) 19) (10) i
TRUCKS 6/ ‘
1) r
F
Vehicles over 10,000 - i - - I
pounds. pay flat fees of s
$177 as well as weight fees.
F
i
[
: = i
Local fees and Vehicle = = - - ‘
License Fees also apply. i
i
'$7.60 for 2,000 pounds or  *$6.20 for 117.00 46.10  -1,788.00 [
less to $233.00 for 16,000 2,000 i : :
pounds. An additional “pounds or §
registration fee of $12.00 for less to ; [
vehicles less than 7 yrs old;  $110.00 plus :
-$10.00 for 7 yrs. butless  + $1.50 per :
-than 10 years; and $7.00 for ; cwt. for over
10 years and older. $273.00 16,000 -
“for 16,001 pounds and : pounds. An !
:driven less than 30,000 . additional {
miles per year to $2,373.00 | registration ! :
for over 74,000 pounds and ;fee of $12.00
driven more than 30,000 : for vehicles F
‘miles per year plus $10.00. lessthan 7
An additional fee of a $1.50, * yrs. old; : i ;
a $4.00 clerk fee, a 50 cent - $10.00for 7 :
emission fee, and $1.00 yrs. but less |
-Emergency Medical ithan 10 yrs; : 2
Netwark. ‘and §7.00 !
“for 10 yrs. i
and older.  : B
" An additional
fee of $1.50, : P
a $4.00 clerk: . ;
-fee, a 50 i f
.cent '
{ emissions
:fee, $1.00 ;
‘Emergency i
‘Medical !
- Network '
:$1.15 per cwt. for up to . Flat fee for :1281.00 ‘2800 - !
.20,000 pounds to $1.90 per : 2-year ’ [
. cwt. for over 73,000 pounds." period. [
“Minimum fee: $§39.00. i g
$40 for first 5,000 pounds _ $40.00 for 272.00 59.00 876.80 I
and $18 for each additional _ first 5,000 i [
1,000 pounds. pounds and |
.$3.80 for -
“each
additional P
1,000 1
pounds. rL
$125 for less than 3,499 No special - $125.00 $575.00 -
pounds to $575 for 10,000  rates. -

groups: 72 for
3,499 pounds

groups. A $25
inspection fee

orless to $155 is assessed
for 5,000 every yearin
pounds and addition to the
over. A $25 fees shown.
inspection fee

is assessed

pounds and over, $25 per
each additional 1,000
pounds over 10,000 pounds.

10/13/2008 2:28 PM . -
J=31



ummary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H...

http://www.fhwa.dot. gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pt]l.cfm

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES
FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEEFOR FEE BASIS
RANGE 3/ TYPICAL
" rrom TO VEHICLE4 @
@ o L
‘every two
years in to the
: ‘fees shown.
:Florida _Empty weight - 27.10  45.10 35.10 Empty weight !
groups: $14.50 groups: $14.50
for 2,499 : ~for 1,999
pounds or less pounds or less
“to $32.50 for ‘to $32.50 for
3,500 pounds 3,001 pounds
‘and over. A | ‘to 5,000
1$2.50 service ° pounds.
| ;charge, a 50 'Add-on fees
cent “identical to
? reflectorized ‘those listed in
‘plate fee, a 50 | “column (1) for
‘centfeefor ‘automoabiles.
:Real Time Gross weight
‘Vehicle .groups:
‘ Information “Twelve g
| System fee,a ! .different weight
1$1.00 Air :groups for
i Pollution .vehicles over
i Contral fee, a :5,000 pounds,
151.50 :ranging from
i | Transportation | flat rate of
{ Disadvantaged -$45.00 to
ifee, $1.00 Law ; :$979.00.
; Enforcement . -Add-on fees
| Radio System -are similar to
:fee, a $2.00 ! ‘those listed in
i License Plate column (1) for -
- Replacement ‘automabiles,
ifee,a $2.00 . _except that
.surcharge, 10 : Transportation .
icents : ; Disadvantaged ,
: Emergency -fee does not
-Medical tapply to trucks .
‘ Services fee, “over 5,000 ;
151 Juvenile .pounds, and
“Justice fee, : ifor vehicles of
! .and a $1 Decal ;10,000 pounds
{on Demand ‘or more there
‘fee are {is an additional |
sincluded in : i$5.00 {
! . columns (2) -surcharge.
! .through (4). ! : Add-on fees
i ‘are included In ;
: columns (6)
i : ; | through (10).
i Georgia Flat fee. 20.00 725.00:Variable :Gross weight.
: Hawaii Forthe City - - - -
i and County of :
Honolulu, :
Hawaii County,
Maui County ¢
and Kauai
County:
Flat fee 130.00 236.50 167.50. Flat fee
($25.00) plus - ($20.00) plus
net weight tax 9f 9/ 9/ net weight tax
of 3.00 cent of 3.50 cents
per pound .per pound for
($12.00 the City and
minimum) for County of
the City and Henolulu.
County of

of 13

APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/

! FEE FOR TYPICAL

HEAVY

Private trucks: $20 to $400. . Flatfes of | 38.00
‘ For-Hire trucks: $20 to :
1§725.

SINGLE
-UNIT8/

| VEHICLES 7/
REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL NON-FARM FARM
_RATES FOR.
(€) ° FARM

TRUCKS 6/

lul

(8) (9) (10)

$27.60 flat fee for 1,999 1147.60 588.60
pounds or less to $994.60

for 72,000 pounds or more.

: Gross
1vehicle
‘weight:
:$81.60 for
‘less than
44,000

- pounds, :
:$256.60 for
*44,000 '
{ pounds or

i more.
iVehicles

: classified as :

81.60

P

12000 ;36500

£$20.

$178.00 for 3,000 pounds fo - $155.50 for :167.50 167.50
$900.50 for 20,000 pounds - 3,000 ‘
for the City and County of  poundsto 10/
Honoelulu. $750.50 for -
*20,000 :
pounds for
the City and
County of
Honolulu.

10/

10/13/2008 2:28 PM
I~32



Summary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H...
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STATE

‘ldaho

lllinois

1. AUTOMOBILES

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pti cfm | |

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

L

. 45,000 pounds.

FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEEFOR FEEBASIS APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE §/ - FEEFOR TYPICAL HEAVY
RANGE 3/ TYPICAL VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE
a VEHICLE4/ @ :
FROM TO REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/
(4 RATES FOR
(2) (3) (6) FARM . (8) (9 (10} |
PTRUCKS 6/° :
{7)
'F
Honolulu. I
Flat fee ($18) Flat $126.00 to $593.50 for $126.00t0 ° -
plus netweight  75.30 115.78 90.15 fee(318.00)  !Hawaii County. ‘$443.50 for 1233.10 169.80 483.10
tax of 0.75 plus net weight Hawaii !
cents per 10/, 10/ 1of tax of 2 cents i County. A L Y !
pound ($6.00 per pound for
minimum) for iHawaii County )
Hawaii County
Net weight tax - Net weight tax  $89.00 to $471.50 for Maui - $89.50 to : - 3
of 0.0125 per ~ 53.24 9369 71.90 of 0.02cent  County. :§321.50 for - 239.08 140.18
pound ($6.00 per pound for - Maui
minimum) for 10/ 10/ 107 Maui County. “County. A "

. Maui County. B
Net weight tax : Net weight tax *$103.50 to $571.00 for .$103.50t0 ‘
of 0.0125 cent : 52.74° 93.18 71.40 of0.025cent  Kauai County. i$421.00 for ;278.14 179.24 !

. per pound per pound for : Kaual

(§$12.00 10 1o/ 10 Kauai County. . County. 1! : "

“minimum) for i
Kauai County.

‘For State of - - - - - - - - 3
Hawaii: . i

Flat fee - - - Flat fee = :6,000 i . =

*($25.00) plus . ($25.00) plus ipoundsor :

‘ State net State net * over used
weight tax 0.75 weight tax of “for

“cent per pound ’ 0.75 cents per ‘agricultural
for 4,000 1 pound for ‘purposes
pounds or 4,000 pounds " are not

‘less; 1 cent or less; 1 cent _subjectto i
per pound for . per pound far ‘the State |

-4,001 to 7,000 4,001 to 7,000 -weight tax.

-pounds; 1.25 pounds; 1.25 : :
cents per cents per
pound for pound for !

-7,001 to 7,001 to :

10,000 10,000 i

:pounds; flat ¢ pounds; flat I

rate of $150.00: rate of $150 for |

“for over 10,000. over 10,000 i

: pounds 9/ 1 pounds. 9/ : ; ;

‘Agegroups: - $25.25 $37.25 $20.25 Gross weight $48 for 16,000 pounds or  -$48.00for |  $144.65; $62.33 §516.65; )
$24.00 for groups. A less to $515.40 for 50,001 to’ 8,001 to i ! : : |
vehicles over 8 $3.00 60,000 pounds. $210.00to : 16,000 i {
years old o reflectorized  $4,500.00 depending on ‘poundsto

- $48.00 for plate fee miles traveled for 60,000  : $311.68 for

-vehicles 1 and ° ($6.00 per pounds to 106,000 pounds. 50,001 to .
2yearsold. A - truck) is : 60,000 i
$3.00 : assessed - pounds. l
reflectorized when new .$210.00 to

. plate fee plates are *$4,500.00

"($5.00 per ; issued. A depending ;

- automobile) is ° $1.25 - on miles !
assessed emergency traveled for i

~when new medical 60,000 L

‘plates are services feeis pounds to
issued. A included in 106,000 .
$1.25 columns (8), pounds. i
emergency (9) and (10).
medical
services fee is
included in 3
columns (2) i
through (4). ;

Flat fee. 78.00 78.00 78.00 Flat fee plus $10 flat fee plus $68 for $10 flatfee  490.00 226.1
fee based on  gross weight of 8,000 plus $140 for
gross weight.  pounds or less to $1,380 for 16,000
pounds or

10/13/2008 2:28 PM |
I~53



pmrﬁﬁr_\r Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H...
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2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/ : FEEFOR TYPICAL HEAVY
VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE

REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL :NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/
RATES FOR

@) FARM
{TRUCKS 6/:

7)

@) ©) (10)

'less to $800 !
’fur 45,000
o pounds
$10 flat fee plus $?3fnr
gross weight of 12,000

'Ncn special

180.00° 226007 863.00
rates. :

:mileage weight - pounds or less to $695 far

STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES
FEE BASIS 'APPROXIMATE FEE FOR FEE BASIS
RANGE 3/ TYPICAL
M rrom 1o VEHICLE4 @
@ e )
- - - - - Optional basis:
:flat fee plus
-tax.

:Indiana 'Flat fee of 1275 12,75 12.75 Gross weight

i $12.00. A 25 : .groups. A 25
cent Public H +cent Public
Safety fee and . - Safety fee and -
a 50 cent i -a 50 cent
financial H financial

. responsibility : responsibility
‘fee are fee are
{included in ‘included in
icolumns (2) -columns (8)

i ‘through (4). | : : ‘and (Q)

‘lowa 'Empty weight | 23.00° 35.00 27.00. Grass weight

i fand value: 40 ; i groups,

jcents percwt. | :

:plus one i

- percent of i

‘value. The

. portion based !

"on value drops ;

100.75 percent

-after 5

‘ registrations,

0.5 percent
after 6
. registrations
.and after 8
registrations (if :
1994 model or

“newer ) the

 registration fee | ;

s aflat$3s. | : £ 5
!Kansas iGross weight = 27.25! 37.25: 27.25 Gross weight
: i groups: $25.00 : : 'groups.

for 4,500 ‘ ; !

- pounds or i i

“less; $35.00

{for more than -

- 4,500 pounds. °

‘A$2.25

‘service fee is

.included in

.columns (2)

: - through (4).

: Kentucky Flat fee. A 21.00  21.00 21.00 Gross weight
$9.00 service i :groups. A $9
charge, an service
additional charge, a 50

. county clerk cent

.fee of $6.00, Reflectorized

and a State fee Plate fee, a

of $3.00 are $6.00 County

included in ‘Clerk and a

columns (3) $3.00 State

through (5). are included in
columns (7),
(8) and (9).

of 13

: pounds.

;45,000 pounds with per mile |
“taxes on mileage exceedmg
stipulated amounts.

'$20 for 7 OUD pounds or Iess One half 88-..25

175.75 810.75
to $956 for aver 66,000 i regular fee )
pounds. i for trucks
‘over 11,000 ;
‘ pounds.
: 365 for 3 tons or less i$80for6  1235.00 1150.00 $1,060.00°
‘(decreasing with agetoa | tons to $675 : : :
- minimum of $35) to $1,695 | for 32 tons.
:for 40 tons. Over 40 tons is
:$1,695 plus $80 for each ton:
|in excess of 40 tons. :
i i
: $35.00 for 12,000 pounds or: $35.00 for 132.25° 4225 -
i less to $1,825.00 for 85,500 : 16,000 f !
; pounds. A $2.25 service fes | pounds or
-is included in column (8).  ilessto
: ¢ $600.00 for i
£85,500 1
: pounds. A
1$2.25
i service fee : :
‘isincluded in‘ i i
{column (9). i
$21.00 for 10,000 pounds or: $21.00 for 149.00; 21.00 703.50

less to $474.00 for 44,000 | 38,000

i pounds or
‘less to 40

‘ percent of
‘regular fee
- for over

. 38,000

. pounds.

10/13/2008 2:28 PM

/-3¢



jummary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H...
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STATE

Louisiana

‘Maine

-Maryland

: Massachusetts

:Michigan

1. AUTOMOBILES .
FEE BASIS

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pt1 :Cfmé

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS
FEE FOR TYPICAL

APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/
~ VEHICLES 7/
REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL :NON-FARM FARM
RATES FOR’
(6) EFARM {8) (9
ITRUCKS 6 /.
o
$10 per year for a 4 year $3 per year 76.00 10.00
period for 6,000 pounds or  fora 4 year -
+less to $1,056 for 88,000 _period for
‘. pounds, paid annually. 16,000
3 : pounds or
‘less to $40
-for 88,000
_pounds.
$25 far 6,000 pounds or less. $21 for

186.00  99.00

to $982 for 90,000 pounds. 6,000

$40 rebate for vehicles ‘poundsor
" registered for more than less to $469
23,000 pounds gross “for 69,000

vehicle weight and attesting - pounds.
to exclusive operation in the
power unit semi-trailer

FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE FOR
i RANGE 3/ TYPICAL .
FROM TO VEHICLE4/
@ o i

Actual value: 10.00 41.00 15.00 Gross welght
310 per year : groups.

fora 4 year

; period for
1$10,000 or

less to $10

plus §1 per

-$1,000 over

$10,000. )

Flat fee. 25.00 25.00 25.00 Gross weight
i groups.

.made. )

; Shipping $35.00 $48.50 $35.00 Chassis weight $33.75for 3/4 tonorless . $2.75 per $88.75 §$54.75
weight groups: groups with manufacturer's rated 1,000 : i
1 $27.00 for : gross weight . capacity. Others $47.50 : pounds of
13,700 pounds “limits or (minimum gross weight : gross
torless to manufacturer's

* $40.50 for over,
13,700 pounds. :
-An $8.00 H
:surcharge is
included in
“columns (2)
"through (4).

rated capacity -
for 1/2 and 3/4
ton.

:rFlat fee for $36,b0 Gross weight.
lifetime of
s registration.

'$36.00 $36.00

:surcharge is included in

10,000 pounds) to $940.00 . registered |

{maximum gross weight 1 weight; !

80,000 pounds). An $8.00 :$27.50

i (minimum

: gross weight .

;of 10,000

- pounds) to

:$195.00

* (maximum

: gross weight ;

;0f 85,000
pounds). An :

:58.00 ;

.surcharge is |

-included in

:column (9).

columns (8) and (10).

$24 biennial per 1,000 ‘No special 25280, 252.75.

pounds for 5,000 pounds or ' rates.

_less. Minimum fee: $96. $15

per 1,000 pounds for greater’

“than 5,000 pounds. Annual

Gross weight
groups, except

. Empty weight: ; 29.00 211.00: 58.00

1983 or older

' model vehicles empty weight
are based. $29 for trucks less
+for 3,000 than 8,000

: pounds or less : pounds.

-to 90 cents per:
cwt. for over
10,000 -

‘pounds. 1984
or newer

* model vehicles
are based on

mfrs. base list
price; $30 for
$5,999 or less
to 0.5 % of the
base list price
for over
$30,000 plus a
$5 processing
fees. Decrease
in 2nd, 3rd and
4th year by 10

“cwt. for other trucks (not

minimum fee: $90.

$39.00 for commercial 74 cents per
pickups 4,000 pounds or ‘cwt. of

less empty weight to $49.00 empty

for 5,000 pounds. $1.40 per : weight plus

. $5.

190.00  55.00°

used in combination) for
2,500 pounds empty weight
ta $2.72 per cwt. far 8,000
pounds plus $5.00; $378.00
to 24,000 pounds gross
weight to $2,3098.00 for over
160,000 pounds.

HEAVY
SINGLE

-UNIT8/

(10)

348.00

638.00

$596.00

840.00

975.00°

s e

P ]

AR S

10/13/2008 2:28 PM I
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STATE

‘Minnesota

i

Mississippi

: ]
: Missouri

1
Montana

i
|

I
H
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

Nebraska

of 13

1. AUTOMOBILES

FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE
) RANGE 3/

:FROM TO
@ ™

. % per year.

!Value and age:- 99.00. 464.00

The base

!value is the

~manufacturer's
suggested

retail price plus

‘the destination *
charges. Value ;
depreciation

‘ every other

i year until

. minimum tax.

i Flat Fee. $8.75: 23.75
i decal fee plus | ‘
1§15.00

s privilege tax.
i An additional ¢ ;
1$1.251s i !
‘ assessed ; : :
‘when new

‘plates are

‘issued.

2375

' Horsepower 21.000 33.00,
~groups: $18 for i d

. less than 12
horsepower to .
$51 for 72

- horsepower

“and over.

| Empty weight

‘groups: $10.25°

“for 2,850 ‘

: pounds or

i less; $15.25

: for 2,851

' pounds and

‘over. An ; i :

. additional : :

.$2.00 fes ;

- collected when

. new plates are |

.issued. i

Flat fee. An
additional fee
of $5.50 is
-included in
columns (2)
: through
.columns (4). A
$3.25 per plate
fee is
assessed
when new
plates are
issued.

1025 1525

20500 20.50

FEEFOR FEE BASIS
TYPICAL
VEHICLE4/ 15)

(4)

125.00 Gross weight
.and age
igroups. Fee

reduced in the

vehicle life.

23.75 Flatfee plus
gross weight
groups.

24.00 Gross weight
.groups.

15.25 Flat fee plus
gross weight
‘fee.

Gross vehicle
weight. An
_additional fee
of §5.50 is
included in
-columns (8)
and (9). A

20.50

+$3.25 per plate

feeis
assessed
when new
plates are
issued.

http://www .thwa.dot.gov/chim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pt] .cfm

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/

REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL NON-FARM FARM

(8)

$90 for 9,000 pounds or less $21 for
and older than 8 years to

$1,760 for 81,000 pounds.

| FEE FOR TYPICAL HEAVY

VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE
-UNIT8/
RATES FOR.
FARM . (8) (9) (10)
" TRUCKS 6/,
m
145.00 65.00 865.00
12,000 ' :
: pounds or

Fees reduced by 25 percent :less and :
eighth year of {for vehicles 9 years old and :olderthan 8 °

older.

$8.75 decal fee plus $7.20

for 6,000 pounds or less to
$2,862.00 for 80,000

pounds. An additional $1.25 | 6,000
_is assessed when new
. plates are issued.

1$25.50 for 6,000 pounds or
.less to $1,719.50 for over
. 78,000 pounds.

. $15.25 flat fee plus gross
:weight fee of $21.00 for

. 16,000 pounds or less to
:$750.00 for 80,000 pounds
: plus additional $46.00 for
+each 2,000 pounds over
80,000 pounds.

$18 for 3 tons or less to

$1,140 for 47 tons.

‘ §J$B.?5 decal

{years to

+$1,056 for

181,000

! pounds. |

:Fees ;
reduced by

- 45 percent

i for vehicles

19 years old

:and older.

503.50. 425.00:1,663.00"
:fee plus i
;1 $7.20 for i

{ pounds or . !
ilessto | ! i
1$2,214.00 | !
:for 80,000
:pounds. An
! additional
1§1.2510s
‘assessed
{when new

. plates are
‘issued.

1 $15.50 for
- 6,000

i pounds or
‘less to |
1 $350.50 for |
Lover 72,000 ;
: pounds. i

:$15.25 flat

. fee plus 35

1 percent of

- gross
:vehicle
weight fee

. schedule

S with i
- minimum fee |
: of $6.00. :

63.00° 20.50i-

i

4325 2125 41525

§18for5 !

tons or less |
‘to $335for ¢
47 tons,

138.00. 2450 -

10/13/2008 2:28 PM
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¥

STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES 2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEEFOR FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEERANGE 5/ | FEE FORTYPICAL HEAVY

. RANGE2/  TYPICAL 5 | VEHICLEST/  SINGLE
FRGM, TO VERELE REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL ;NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/ r
@ RATES FOR, i
(2) (3l (8) FARM | @ 1) (10) ;
I TRUCKS 6/ :
yl i
5 : : : t

:Nevada Flat fee. © 33.00 33.00 33.00 Declared gross $33 for 6,000 pounds or less No special 252,00 252.00 988.00 il

weight groups. to $48 for 10,000 pounds. . rates.
Over 10,000 to 26,000
;pounds, $12 per 1,000
tpounds. Over 26,000 to
80,000 pounds, $17 per
1,000 pounds.

—

:New Gross weight  $31.20  $55.20 $43.20 Gross weight. $31.20 for 3,000 pounds or - $24 for $192.00 $54.00. $556.80 .
iHampshire groups: $31.20 i Plus additional less to 96 cents per cwt. for * 16,000 ; i . s
: “for 3,000 : : . $4.00 per plate 8,001 pounds and over. : pounds or k
. pounds or less reflectorized :less. Plus 74 i
“to 96 cents per - : plate fee when ‘ gents per
-cwt. for 8,001 : new plates are i cwt. for any
- pounds and issued. ‘ additional i
‘and over. ; :weight : ! |
. Additional : : :above : : ) |
i 1$4.00 per plate ; : : 116,000 i
| ‘reflectorized i : pounds.
; : plate fee when * i i
inew plates are *
iissued. ! _ :
iNew Jersey  Shipping © 2500 50.00. 25.00 Gross weight.  $53.50 for 5,000 pounds or -1/2 the fee 161.50°  80.75:-
: weight groups - : ! less to $11.50 for each : provided for :
and age: $14 | additional 1,000 pounds for :trucks. A
‘for under 2,700 : .over 40,000 to 70,000 182,50
‘pounds for  : : : pounds. Solid Waste {inspection
1970 and older | : ¢ Vehicles: $50 for 5,000 ifeeis
‘models to $51 ° : ; pounds or less to $11.50 for ‘assessed in
ifor aver 3,800 : : -gach additional 1,000 ‘addition to
pounds for ] ; pounds up to 60,000 "the fees
1971-1979 : : pounds. Confractor: $322.50° shawn.
‘models. $25 . ' for $41,000 pounds
‘ for under 3,500, i . (minimum) to $22.50 for
: pounds to $50 ' _each additional 1,000 3
i for over 3,500 [ pounds up to 70,000 ]
- pounds for i S pounds. 5
-1980 and ?
‘newer models. ;
(A 5250 H
iinspection fee :
{is assessed in :
i : addition to the :
i :fees shown. ‘ 1 ; ) : ; [
iNew Mexico ' Shipping : 21.00 56.00: 4500 Gross weight ' $40 for 4,000 pounds or less' 23 of 157.000 104.67: 172.00: |
. weight groups : : groups. 12/ to $172 for 48,001 pounds . regular ; ; i {
,and age: $27 : and over. Fee reduced 20 : registration : t
:for 2,000 i percent after 5 years for . fee for i i
t pounds or : : trucks under 26,000  vehicles
‘less; $39 for ¢ : : pounds. : over 6,000 ! :
:2,001 to 3,000 : : { pounds. i - ; ) [
“pounds; $56 ! 5 ; ] : : :
:for over 3,000 !
- pounds. Fees : i ; ; ! : [
‘are $21, $31, : ‘ - ;
and $45, i ; i : :
respectively, . : i
! after 5 years. i :
1 i 2 - P
‘New York Shipping 17.25 37.00 24.85 Gross weight. $2.88 per 500 pounds gross * Agricultural 115.25° 80.50 334.25 i
' weight: 86 A reflectorized vehicle weight, or fraction trucks ! :
cents per cwi. plate fee, not  thereof, rounded to the .owned bya °
or major to exceed nearest 25 cents. person .
fraction thereof $1.50 above engaged in | i
for 3,500 ) actual cost, food i
pounds or less rounded to the praduction,
plus $1.29 per nearest 25 $2.01 per
cwt. or major cents, is 500 pounds
fraction thereof assessed gross ;
over 3,500 when new vehicle !
8of 13 10/13/2008 2:28 PM |
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STATE

|
| .
INorth Carolina :
|

North Dakota

" Ohio

1. AUTOMOBILES

FEE BASIS
(4]

!

pounds
rounded to the !
nearest 25 :
icents.
 Minimum
1$13.80 (less .
:than 6 :
‘cylinders); :
:$17.25 (6
cylinders or
‘more). :
Maximum'
1$74.75. $17.25°
i for electrically
: propelled i
ivehicles. A |
 reflectorized
. plate fee, not
i to exceed
:$1.50 above
| actual cost,
i rounded to the
: nearest 25
; cents, is
: assessed
:when new
: plates are
‘issued.
Flat fee.
{ Passengers
!cars - $28.

: Gross weight
‘and age
‘groups: $49 for:
13,199 pounds
iorless for the |
i 13th and ;

subsequent |
. registrations to

$274 for 9,000 :
;poundsand |
. aver for the 1st!
ithrough 6th !
i registrations.

RANGE 3/
"FROM TO
) 3
i
28.00; 28.00°
:
49.00] 79.00;
| 3450 3450

Flat fee. A
$3.50 service
charge and an :
$11.00 Hwy
Safety Fee is
included in
columns (2)
through (4). A
25 cent county
tag fee is
assessed in o

:APPROXIMATE FEE FOR

TYPICAL
VEHICLE4/

(4)

(5)

‘plates are
issued.

28.00 Gross weight
and flat fee.

57.[in Gross weight
;and age
"groups.

34.50 Gross weight. *$56.00 for 2,000 pounds or

(A $3.50

FEE BASIS

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pt].cfm

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS
APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/

REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL |NON-FARM FARM
"RATES FOR:

(8)

FARM

I TRUCKS 61|

]

‘ weight or

i fraction

‘ thereof,

i rounded to
‘the nearest |
i25 cents. |

: Farm

i vehicles
 operated
iupon a

: highway

{ connecting
i by the most !

“$3.00 plus 59 cents per cwt. |
- For 4,000 pounds or less to
-$1.54 per cwt. For over

17,000 pounds, Minimum
-annual fee $28.00

. $49 for 4,000 pounds o;'!'éss?
.far the 11th and subsequent :

. registrations to $191 for ! registered
:26,000 pounds for the 1st | from 20,000
i through 7th registrations. i to 105,000

i | pounds: $65
i i for 22,000

! : pounds for

ithe 11thand |
i subsequent |
 registrations ;
; to $649 for
. 105,000

: pounds for
: the 1st

: through 6th

less to $1,351 for 80,000

‘service charge pounds.

“and an $11.00

Hwy Safety

Fee is included
in columns (8),
(9) and (10). A

50 cent
reflectorized
plate fee is

- farm under
i single or
i common

i fee.

: 29 cents per
:cwt. For
14,000

: pounds or
ilessto 77

i cents per

i cwt. For over
17,000

{ pounds.

: Minimum

: annual fee
:1$24.00

direct route
any farms or
portions of a

ownership or
operation,
$1.00 flat

$3.00 plus

Special rate
for trucks

registrations.

| Empty

weight. i
License tax
is $5.00 plus :
additional  :
license tax
that varies
according to |
the weight of
the vehicle.

: FEEFOR TYPICAL HEAVY

VEHICLES7/  SINGLE
-UNITS/
(®) @) (10)
236.40. 11575 87075
'
100.00! - 632.00°
164.50. 6750 739.50;

10/13/2008 2:28 PM
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Summary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/-H..
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STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES
FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE FOR
" RANGE 3/  TYPICAL
FROM TO VEHICLE4/

@ @) &

the fees
shown. A 50
cent
reflectorized
‘plate fee is
assessed
when a new
plates are
issued. The fee,
does not
include the
local tax
ranging from
$0 ta $20in
increments of

$5.

‘Oklahoma  Flatfee, value | 2000  90.00 100.25
: and age: Fee
for 1st to 4th
year is $85
plus $5.75in
additional fees !
to the 17th
year and over :
_for $15 plus
$5.75in !
additional fees. ;

.Oregon Flatfeeisfor @ 30.00 30.00 30.00
i 24 consecutive ; ; .
months. A
$1.00
reflectorized
plate fee ($2 |
‘per ;
:automobile) is
- assessed
when new
- plates are
issued.

‘Pennsylvania Flatfee.  1$36.00 $36.00.  $36.00

'Rhode Island - Grossweight : 30.00 70.00. 30.00
-groups. A :
$1.50
technology fee
is assessed at
each 2 year
renewal.

South Carolina Flat fee fora 2400 24.00 24.00
2-year period.

‘pounds. Over - trucks under 15,000

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS

FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/
(5)
RATES FOR
© . FARM
i TRUCKS 6/
{7
assessed
when new
plates are
-issued. The fee
does not
include the
local tax

ranging from

"$0to 520 in

increments of

$5.

Gross weight  $101.00 for under 15,000 : Flat fee. i
and age on pounds to $1,084.00 for :
trucks up to 90,000 pounds. Fee i
15,000 -reduced after 5th year on

15,000 pounds ‘pounds. Minimum fee:
based only on ‘$30.00.

gross weight

registered. A

$1.75

administrative

fee and a

$3.00 general

revenue fund

fee are

included in :
columns (8), :
(9) and (10). : :

Gross weight - $15 for 8,000 pounds or less! $15 for
groups. 13/ 'to $415 for 105,500 pounds. : 8,000
: {poundsor |
less to 5385
- for 105,500
: pounds.

Gross weight.  $58.50 for 5,000 pounds or : $76.50 or
_less to $1687.50 for 80,000 - 1/3 of the
: pounds. standard
‘annual fee
i for class,

“whichever s :
:greater. 14/

Gross weight  $34 for 4,000 pounds-cr.leés? A ﬂét fee of |

groups. A _ta $972 for 74,000 pounds : $1C for all
$1.50 -plus $24.00 per 2,000 ‘farm
technology fee ~pounds over 74,000 pounds.. vehicles.
is assessed at

each 2 year

renewal.

Gross weight  $30 for 4,000 pounds or less_§12 for

groups. to $1,600 for 80,000 . 26,499

pounds. pounds or

less to $120
for 80,000
pounds.

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103pti.cfm{ '

* FEE FOR TYPICAL HEAVY
VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE

REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL "'NON-FARM FARM -UNITB/ .

(8 @ (10)

e SR

S

=

100.00 26.00 653.00°

180.00 60.00. 220.00,

$35550 $188.50  $882.00°

.

19400 1000 14000

[

19550° 15.00 844.00

10/13/2008 2:28 PM | -
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STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES

FEE BASIS :APPROXIMATE FEE FOR
) RANGE 3/ TYPICAL
'FROM  TO VEHICLE4/

FEE BASIS
(8)

{4

(2) (3

30.00. Shipping
{weight groups
‘and age.

:South Dakota . Shipping
weight groups !
and age:

.$30.00 for
;2,000 pounds
‘arless to |
. $55.00 for |
4,001 to 6,000 |
pounds, :
inclusive. Fee !
reduced 30 !
percent when |
“vehicleis Sor
"more years ]
i

21.00 40.00

‘old. Additional |
. fee for Solid

i Waste

: Management
i of $0.25 per
tire, not to
exceed $1.00
: per vehicle.
‘Flat fee. A
:$2.50 clerk's ! i
ifee is included :
{in columns (2) ; i
ithrough (4). A ! !
+$1.00
‘reflectorized
. plate fee is
_assessed
-when new

. plates are
‘issued.

23.007‘E Gross weight
i groups.

Tennessee 23.005 2300

40.80- 58.80; 50.80. Flat fee plus
: i ‘gross weight
:groups. A 30
‘cent
‘reflectorized
‘plate fee is
‘included in
‘columns (8)
.and (9).

: Age groups or |
flat rate and
i gross weight.
:$40.50 for
: model year
! :more than 6
i :years from i
idate of annual !
:registrationto ¢
‘$58.50for
‘model year3 |
:years or less
: ; from date of
i ;annual
‘ registration. H
i -$25.00 plus 60 . : :
! \cents per cwt. : : i
-far vehicles : i !

. over 6,000

pounds. A 30
.cent
_reflectorized

plate fee is

included in

‘columns (2)

through (4).

Flat fee. A
$2.50 driver
education fee

is included in
columns (2)
through (4). A -
$1.00
reflectorized
plate fee

i Texas

22.5ﬁ_ Gmss weight
" groups.

{Utah 2250 49.50

of 13

http://www.thwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103ptl.cfm

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS
APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/ . FEE FOR TYPICAL - HEAVY

: VEHICLES 7/ :SINGLE
REGULARREG[STRATION: SPECIAL iNDN-FARM_ FARM " -UNIT8/
:RATES FOR; :
(6) FARM | (8) (9) (10)
i |
I TRUCKS 61
. {?, H
$48 for 6,001 poundsta ' No special 49.000 49.00. 873.00
{8,000 pounds, Additional | rates. ; i :
fees for vehicles over 8,000 :
‘pounds. Fee reduced 30
- percent when vehicle is 5 or .
more years old. :
1$39.75 for 9,000 pounds or | $19.50 for 360.25 129.75! 898.25:
‘less to $1,334.25 for 80,000 : 9,000 i
{ pounds. pounds or |
i less to }
1§493.75 for i
180,000 i
| pounds. 3

1 .'é regular
fee plus $5.

'$25.00 plus 44 cents per
~cwt. For 6,000 pounds or
-less ta 99 cents per cwi. for !
; over 31,000 pounds. Diesel i
: trucks pay 11 percent i i
! additional fee. L

18007,  95.19. -

$22.50 for 12,000 pounds or $22.50 for

105.00° 60.00° 419.50°

less. For over 14,000 *12,000
pounds add $18.50 for each pounds or
2,000 pounds or fraction less. $33.00 !
thereof in excess. Vehicles :for 12,001
over 80,000 pounds must pounds to
purchase an overweight 14,000 ;
permit, and if over length,  pounds. Add |
an oversize permit as wall.  $9.00 for

10/13/2008 2:28 PM
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12 0f 13

STATE

‘Vermont

éVirginia

;Washingtun-

$1.00 emission’

" Flat $30.00

1. AUTOMOBILES
FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE FOR
i) RANGE 3/ TYPICAL -
FROM TO VEHICLE4/

@ () “

($2.00 per
automoabile) is
assessed '
when new

:plates are

issued.

Flatfee. A . 50.00. 59.00 59.00
feeis :
assessed in

addition to the ]

"fees shown.

Shipping 39.50
weight groups: |

$33.00 for

4,000 pounds

or less; $38.00 ;

for over 4,000

39.50 44.50

‘pounds. A

$1.50 State
Palice :
Inspection fee °

;and $4.00
Emergency

Medical !
Service fee are’
included in :
columns (2)
through (4).

$43.75 $43.75 $43.75
fee. A $2.00 :
reflectorized
plate fee
($4.00 per
automabile) is .
assessed
when new
plates are
issued. A :
$3.00 filing fee
is included in
each
registration. A
passenger
vehicle weight
fee is included

FEE BASIS
(8)

Gross Weight

-groups. A

$1.00 emission
feeis
assessed in
addition to the
fees shown,

Flat fee plus

fee based on
gross weight.
A $1.50 State

Police

inspection fee

‘and an

additional

-$5.00 fee for
-vehicles over -
16,500 pounds

are included in
columns (8)
and (10).

Declared gross
weight groups
including
surcharge. A
$2.00
reflectorized
plate fee
($4.00 per
automobile} is
assessed
when new
plates are
issued. A
$3.00 filing fee
is included in
each
registration. A

$59,00 for less than 6,000
-pounds to $20.42 per 1,000

. pounds. 15/

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103 Dti".cfmi

2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS
APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/

FEE FOR TYPICAL HEAVY
VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE

REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL -NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/

RATES FOR'
FARM
“TRUCKS &/

(6)

@

each 2,000
pounds or
- fraction
.thereof in
"excess of
114,000
- pounds. i
:Farm trucks !
‘in excess of :
:80,000
- pounds or
‘over length
-must
{ purchase
‘ overweight
:andlor
:oversize
permits with
the same |
: limits as :
i regular
i registrations. |

Annual permits for
overweight vehicles are
$300.00, and for oversize
vehicles are $50.00.

pounds far over 80,000 ‘pounds to
‘pounds. additional fees of :$189 for !
$29.00 for 10,000 pounds to ‘ over 55,000 :
'$319.07 for 60,000 pounds | pounds !
and aver.

$13.00 flat fee plus $2.60  Vehicles

per 1,000 pounds for 10,001 :
pounds to $13.25 per 1,000
pounds for 80,000 pounds.
Minimum fee of $34.00 for

exclusively

‘vehicles with gross weight of connecting

6,501 pounds to 10,000 ‘farms, natin
lexcessof |
: twenty miles, |
iare exempt

i from i
iregistration. !
j_Dtth :
i two-axle
‘farm
ivehicles
{7,500
‘poundsor
‘more pay 1/2;
iof feeper !
: thousand
‘ pounds of
‘gross

‘§27.50for i
‘4,000 :
: pounds or
‘less to $263 :
“for 40,000 :
‘ pounds.
“Trucks
operating
iwithin 15
miles of farm_
require only
a §5 decal
.and are
exempt from
regular
registration.
A §3.00 filing

$40.00 for up to 4,000
pounds to $501.00 for
40,000 pounds.

(8) (9) (10)

ot

et e ey

27100 40.00 -

13150° 56.00 599.50

s

$171.00° $98.00; $771.00

10/13/2008 2:28 PM i- -

e



ummary Of State Motor-vehicle Registration Fee Schedules 1/ - H... http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hwytaxes/2008/mv103ptl.cfm

STATE 1. AUTOMOBILES 2. SINGLE-UNIT TRUCKS
FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE FOR FEE BASIS APPROXIMATE FEE RANGE 5/ . FEE FOR TYPICAL HEAVY
) RANGE 3] TYPICAL =) ; VEHICLES 7/ SINGLE
FROM TOo VEHICLE4 REGULARREGISTRATION SPECIAL 'NON-FARM FARM -UNIT8/
(4) -RATES FOR:
{2) (3 (6) . FARM (8) (9 (10)
- TRUCKS 6/
{7)
in each passenger feeis
‘registration. vehicle weight ‘included in
i This fee varies - -fee is included :each
iby scale : : in each ! registration.
‘weight. The ) registration. A §0.75
‘typical weight : “This fee varies iLicensing i
:vehicle 3/ or 4/ . i “by scale { Services fee |
‘would be : : ‘weight. The iis included ini
‘assesseda ! : _typical weight :each
:$10.00 vehicle : ; .vehicle 3/ or 4/ ‘registration. !
iweight fee. A : ‘would be
$0.75 i : .assessed a :
‘Licensing : :$10.00 vehicle : ‘
:Services fee s : { i ‘weight fee. A
.included in § : i :$0.75
:each i -Licensing
iregistration. | ! 3 :Services fee is -
: Average : : : !included in
! : weight vehicles; : -each
! ias listed below,’ : -registration.
i ipowered by | ‘ ;
inatural gasor :
liquefied :

i petroleun gas

5 ‘are assessed
{an additional
ifee of $135.00. :

A $5.001ling !
feeis included :
'in each :
! : registration. : : : :
West Virginia | Flat fee. A 3000°  30.00 30.00 Gross weight $28.50 for 4,000 pounds or | $30 for : 90.00° 6150 754.75°
'§1.50 ; : groups. A less to $78.50 for 16,000 8,001 ] :
; | additional fee - i .$1.50 : pounds, plus $10.00 per ‘poundsto !
i tis included in ¢ ; ; " additional fee 1 $250 for i
: icolumns (2) : : .is included in
i ithrough (4). | : ) : ! . ; :
:Wisconsin : Flat fee. . 75.00 75.00: 75.00 Gross weight _$75.00 for 4,500 pounds or ; $45 for 356.00 89.00: 1,135.[]0_j
: 1 : groups. less to $2,560.00 for 80,00 : ;
. pounds. :
i
1Wyoming i Flat fee. . 15.000 15.00¢ 15.00° Empty weight * $2 for 1,000 pounds or less 60.00 60.00:  60.00:
; : : ‘ groups. 16/ to $60 for 6,001 pounds or i : i
| over.
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Projected Transportation
Needs and Revenues

ANNUAL NEEDS
$2.9 BILLION

Bike Ped $15M z [T
’ iz O | ANNUALGAP |
N H
W $1.5 BILLION
3z
m
o
%]
ANNUAL
REVENUES

- $1.4 BILLION

NOIT119 §°TS - SAIIN AYMHDIH ILYLS

Source: Kansas Department of Transportation
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~ Transportation Funding by Source

(average annual amount 2000-2009
State Motor Fuel Taxes : : i L N | | 26% 6423
State Bonding & Other Sources
State Sales Tax

State Registration Fees

Federal

Local

0 100 200 300 400 500

$ in millions
Source: Kansas Department of Transportation
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Memorandum ‘l'ax Kates http://165.201.62.139/Filots/Ntrntpil/IP1Lv1x0.NSF/ae2ee39t774805. ..

of 2

Memorandum

Identifying Tax Rates
Information:

Tax Type: Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
Brief Description:  Historical Tax Rates from 1925 to Present
Keywords:

Body:
Kansas Department of Revenue, Research and Revenue Analysis

Kansas Motor Fuel Tax Rates
[Motor fuels tax is per gallon; trip permits are each; oil inspection fee is per barrel (50 gallons)]

%LegislativeéEffectivegFiscal Gasoline?Gasoholé E-85 ;DieseléLP-Gas Compressed  Motor %Inventoryé

- Session = Date | Year ‘Gasohol Natural ~ Carrier | Tax

. Year Gas*  Trip |
Permits%

| 1929 42020 [1929
1941 | 7141 1942 |
1945 3146 1046 |
1949 | 4-149 1949
1949 | 7-1-49 | 1950
1955 | 7-1-56 | 1956
1956 | 7-1-56 | 1957 |
1957 | 7-1-57 |1958 |

| 1959 | 7-1-59 | 1959 |
1969 | 7169 1970 |
7177 1977 ]
13176 (1978 |
7-177 11980 |
71791981 |
' 7-1-80 11982 |
. 51-B2 11983 |
17183 |1984
T 1184|1984

$3.00 | $0.02 = $0.005

$3.00 | $0.01 = $0.005
$5.00 | $001 | $0.005

$5.00 © $0.01 | $0.005
$5.00 '
: ©$5.00 |
ETa 1 .
$0.07  $6.00
$0.09  §$650
$0.10  $650  $0.01

6/17/2008 4:22 PM
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Memorandum Tax Rates

20[2

1985

hitp://165.201.62. 139/Pilot5/NtrnLpil/IPILle(}.NSF/acZecB9F774805..._

5 $0.11 |
- §0.11

$0.07

1$0.13

$0.10

$0.10

$6.50

5008 |

$0.13

$0.10

$010

$6.50 |

$0.01
$0.01

i987 o

$0.11

s

5003

$0.10 |

$0.10

$6.50 |

$0.03

£ $0.005
~ $0.005 {

1989

)| s015

1 $.0.15 |

$0.17

$0.14 g

50.14

1§8.50 |

$0.04

©$0.005

| $0.16

$0.16 |

1$0.18 |

$0.15 |

$0.15

$9.00 |

1989

-
1990

) $0.17

9017 |

1$0.19

$0.16

$0.16

$950 |

$0.01

$0.01

- $0.18

:1$0.20

$0.17

$0.17

$10.00

5001

199

1959

- $0.20

| $0.20 |

:$0.22

1 50.19

$0.19

$11.00

2001

$0.21

$0.21

$0.23 1$0.20 $0.20

2002

2002

$0.23

§$023

$0.25 18022 $0.22

50.02

© $0.005

0005
g

i

50015 !

- $0.015

C$11.50 $0.01  $0.015

$12.50 $0.02  $0.015

2006

$0.24

$0.24

e $0.26 $0.23 $0.23
$0.17

$13.00 $0.01

s0015

* Kansas Administrative Regulations, 92-14-9. 120 cubic feet of compressed natural gas equa[é onegallon

Sources: Kansas Statutes Annotated: 55-426;79-34,141;79-34,118 and KAR 92-14-9
Kansas Department of Revenue, Motor Fuel Tax Section
Kansas Legislative Research, KANSAS TAX FACTS, various
Kansas Department of Transportation, SELECTED STATISTICS, various

Kansas Administrative Regulations

Date Composed: 10/06/1997 Date Modified: 03/29/2007
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‘StataSources
Motor Fuels Taxes |

Transportation Funding in Kansas

Fedaeral Funds ﬁlﬁéﬁrﬁﬁﬁa;”'
» FHWA (Federal Match)

* FTA (Rural and | ° Misc. Sources
Small Urban)

KDOT E Cities and Countias

Highway Programs
* Construction

|« Operations &

. Fixed Costs
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* Aviation * Local Federal Aid '
* Transit * Local Partnership Programs |
* Rail
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State Highway Fund - Debt Summary (In Millions)

10/24/08
State Highway Fund (SHF) Debt authorized
Comprehensive Highway Program S 890
Comprehensive Transportation Program (initial) 995
Comprehensive Transportation Program (supplemental) 277
Total 2,162

Debt issued for benefit of SHF, backed by State General Fund appropriation § 210

SHF Principal currently outstanding

Variable Rate Debt * $ 201
Variable Rate Debt that is synthetically fixed ** 705
Fixed Rate Debt 801
Total S 1,707

SHF estimated annual debt service (principal and interest) in FY 2010 through

FY 2012. Due to the variable rate component, actual will vary. S 170

In subsequent years the debt service will decline.

Principal Paid  Balance

SHF principal currently outstanding S 1,707
Duration of FY 0% S 20 1,686
FY 2010 100 1,587
FY 2011 105 1,482
FY 2012 110 1,372
FY 2013 107 1,264
FY 2014 103 1,161
FY 2015 113 1,048
FY 2016 75 973
FY 2017 48 925
FY 2018 115 810
FY 2019 119 691
FY 2020 122 569
FY 2021 129 440
FY 2022 132 308
FY 2023 126 182
FY 2024 85 97
FY 2025 97 0

*

**  Synthetically fixed rate debt involves the payment of a variable interest rate to

The interest rate on variable rate debt is reset periodically, generally every 7 days.

12%
41%
47%

bondholders, and a contract with a counterparty whereby KDOT pays a fixed rate of
interest in exchange for a variable rate of interest from the counterparty. The variable

rate of interest received conceptually equals the variable rate paid bondholders.

The synthetically fixed rate debt paid by the issuer is lower than the interest rate on

plain vanilla fixed rate debt.

The maximum duraticn of State Highway Fund debt is twenty years.
Assuming any new debt bears interest at 5% and is repaid with level debt service, the

annual cash outflow is roughly 8% of the debt issued. On $100, the debt service is $8.
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FEDERAL LEGISLATION
RECENTLY ENACTED
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AUTHENTICATED
U.S. COVERNMENT

INFORMATION

GPO

122 STAT. 3532

PUBLIC LAW 110-318—SEPT. 15, 2008

An Act

Sept. 15, 2008 To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to restore the Highway Trust Fund

[H.R. 6532]

balance.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of

the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. RESTORATION OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND BALANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 9503 of the Internal

26 USC 9508. Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to determination of trust fund
balances after September 30, 1998) is amended—

Appropriation
authorization.

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as subpara-
graphs (A) and (B), respectively, and by moving such subpara-
graphs 2 ems to the right,

(2) by striking “For purposes” and inserting the following:

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes”,

(3) by moving the flush sentence at the end of paragraph
(1), as so amended, 2 ems to the right, and

(4) by adding at the end the following new paragraph:

“(2) RESTORATION OF FUND BALANCE.—Qut of money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there is hereby appro-
priated to the Highway Trust Fund $8,017,000,000.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The last sentence of section

9503(f)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by
subsection (a), is amended by striking “subsection” and inserting

“paragraph”.
26 USC 9503 (c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by this section
note. shall take effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

Approved September 15, 2008.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—H.R. 6532:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 154 (2008):

July 23, considered and passed House.
Sept. 10, considered and passed Senate, amended.
Sept. 11, House concurred in Senate amendment.
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H.R. 6355, THE “AIR SERVICE IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008”

H.R. 6355, the “Air Service Improvement Act of 20087, requires air catriers and
large- and medium-hub airports to file emergency contingency plans with the Secretary of
Transpotrtation for review and approval. The Sectetary may establish minimum standards
for plans and require airlines to modify the plans they submit. These plans must detail how
the air cartiet will provide food, watet, restroom facilities, cabin ventilation, and medical
treatment for passengets onboard an aircraft that is on the ground for an extended period of
time without access to the terminal. The plans must also detail how facilities and gates will
be shared. The ait carriers must update their plans every three years. The airports must
update their plans every five years. If aitlines do not comply with the requirements of their
plan, they ate subject to a §25,000 per day penalty. H.R. 6355 requires the Department of
Transportation (“DOT”) to establish and propetly advertise a consumer complaints hotline
numbet for the DOT Aviation Consumet Protection Division and to collect and publish
data pettaining to cancelled and diverted flights of air catriers. The bill establishes an
Advisoty Committee for Aviation Consumer Protection at DOT and provides several
studies to provide oversight of customer protections,

H.R. 6355 also mandates a fair and equitable contract negotiation for Federal
Aviation Administration (“FAA”) air traffic controllers by requiring the FAA and the
National Air Traffic Controllers Association to teturn to the bargaining table under the last
mutual agreement. The parties ate required to resume negotiations, patterned after the
ptocess in Postal Service regulations, until a new contract is adopted. If an agreement is not
reached within 45 days after negotiations tesume, then the dispute would be submitted to
binding atbitration, In the intetim period, affected employees ate eligible for back pay,
subject to the availability of appropriations, not to exceed $20 million.

/ ;
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
H.R. 6052, THE “SAVING ENERGY THROUGH PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2008”
June 12, 2008

BACKGROUND

In 2007, Americans took more than 10.3 billion trips on public transportation, the highest
level in 50 years. Public transportation use is up 32 percent since 1995, a figure that is more than
double the growth rate of the population and up substantially over the growth rate for vehicle miles
traveled on our nation’s highways for that same period. Public transportation use saves fuel, reduces
emissions, and saves money. Public transportation use saves the United States the equivalent of 4.2
billion gallons of gasoline annually, or more than 11 million gallons of gasoline per day. Public
transportation use is estimated to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 37 million metric tons annually.
A commuter who switches from driving to work alone to public transportation can reduce carbon
dioxide emissions by 20 pounds per day, or more than 4,800 pounds in a year. Public transportation
use provides an affordable alternative to driving, as households that use public transportation save an
average of $6,251 every year. As such, increasing public transportation use is a priority of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

A primaty objective of H.R. 6052, the “Saving Energy Through Public Transportation Act of
20087, is to reduce the United States dependence on foreign oil by encouraging more people to use
public transportation. According to a recent study, if Americans used public transit at the same rate as
Europeans — for roughly 10 percent of their daily travel needs — the United States could reduce its
dependence on impotted oil by more than 40 percent, nearly equal to the 550 million barrels of crude
oil that we impott from Saudi Arabia each year.

H.R. 6052, THE “SAVING ENERGY THROUGH PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2008”

To inctease public transportation use across the United States, H.R. 6052, the “Saving Energy
Through Public Transportation Act of 2008:

» Authorizes §1.7 Billion of Capital and Operating Funds for Transit Agencies to
Reduce Fares and Expand Transit Services. This section authorizes $850 million
(General Fund) for each of fiscal years 2008 and 2009 to allow public transit agencies to
reduce transit fares and expand transit services. These funds will allow transit agencies to
provide incentives for commuters to choose transit options, thereby reducing our nation’s
transportation-related energy consumption and reliance on foreign oil, as well as decreasing
its greenhouse gas emissions. These funds will be distributed under current law urban and
rural transit formulas (49 U.S.C. 5307 and 49 U.S.C. 5311, respectively). The Federal share
for these grants is 100 percent and funds will only be available for a two-year period.

» Increases the Federal Share for Clean Fuel and Alternative Fuel Transit Bus, Ferry,
or Locomotive-related Equipment and Facilities from 90 percent to 100 percent.
Under current law, the Federal shate of the portion of transit buses, ferries, or locomotives
that is for clean fuel or alternative fuel-related equipment or facilities for compliance with
the Clean Air Actis 90 percent. Under the Federal Transit Administration’s interpretation
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of current law, the total Federal share for alternative fuel buses only increases from 80
percent to 83 percent. The bill increases the Federal share for the alternative fuel vehicle-
related equipment from 90 percent to 100 percent of the net project cost for fiscal years
2008 and 2009. As a result, the total Federal share for such buses will be more than 90
percent.

Extends Transit Benefits to All Federal Employees. Under current law, all Federal
agencies within the National Capital Region are required to establish a transit pass benefits
program and offer transit passes to Federal employees. The bill establishes a nationwide
Federal transit pass benefits program and requires all Federal agencies in the United States to
offer transit passes to Federal employees. The bill also requites that the Department of
Transportation (“DOT”) to establish specific guidance for implementing the nationwide
transit pass benefits program. The guidance will ensure that Federal agencies have the
necessary administrative procedures to ensure that Federal employees properly use the
program.

The current law requirement originated with Executive Order 13150, signed by
President Clinton on April 21, 2000. The Executive Order required that all Federal agencies
within the National Capital Region offer transit passes to Federal employees. It also required
the Department of Transportation (“DOT”), the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Department of Energy to implement a nationwide three-year pilot transit pass benefit program
for all qualified Federal employees of those agencies.

The Department of Transportation has determined that both the National Capital
Region program and the nationwide pilot program are a success, and recommends that the
transit pass benefits program be extended to all Federal employees nationwide.

Establishes a Vanpool Pilot Program. The bill establishes a two-year pilot program to
allow the amount expended by private providers of public transportation by vanpool for the
acquisition of vans to be used as the non-Federal share for matching Federal transit funds in
five communities. Under cutrent law, only local public funds may be used as local match, and
this pilot program allows private funds to be used in limited circumstances. The provision
requires the private providers of vanpool services to use revenues they receive in providing
public transportation, in excess of its operating costs, for the purpose of acquiring vans,
excluding any amounts the providers may have received in Federal, State, or local government
assistance for such acquisition. The Department of Transportation will implement and
oversee the vanpool pilot projects, and will report back to Congress on the costs, benefits, and
efficiencies of the vanpool demonstration projects.

Increases the Federal Share for Additional Parking Facilities at End-Of-Line Fixed
Guideway Stations. The bill increases the Federal share for additional parking facilities at end-
of-line fixed guideway stations to increase the total number of transit commuters who have

access to those stations. The bill increases the Federal share from 80 percent to 100 percent for
fiscal years 2008 and 2009.
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H.R. 2095, THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008
D1viSION A — THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

H.R. 2095 reauthorizes the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA™) and provides $1.625
billion for out nation’s rail safety program over the period encompassing fiscal years 2009 through
2013. The authorization of the rail safety program expired a decade ago, in 1998.

The bill clarifies that the mission of the FRA is to ensure that safety is the highest priority;
creates a new position of Chief Safety Officer; requires the Secretary of Transportation to develop a
long-term strategy for improving rail safety, which must include an annual plan and schedule for,
among other things, reducing the number and rates of accidents, injuries, and fatalities involving
railroads; and requires annual reporting from the Secretary on the Department’s progtess in
implementing unmet statutory mandates and open safety recommendations by the Department of
Transportation’s Inspector General and the National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”).

WORKER AND PUBLIC SAFETY

> Mandates Installation of Positive Train Control. Requires all Class I railroads and
intercity passenger and commuter railroads to implement a positive train control system by
December 31, 2015, on all main-line track where intercity passenger railroads and commuter
railroads operate and where toxic-by-inhalation hazardous materials are transported. In
addition, includes a grant program for the deployment of various positive train control
technologies, electronically controlled pneumatic brakes, rail integrity inspection and warning
systems, switch position indicators, remote control power switch technologies, track integrity
circuit technology, and other technologies.

> Hours of Service Reform. Provides signal and train crews with additional rest; prohibits
them from working in excess of 12 hours; extends hours-of-service standards to railroad
contractors; limits limbo time; requires retrofitting or replacement of camp cars; and requires
railroads to develop fatigue management plans through a mandatory risk reduction program.

> Rail Passenger Disaster Family Assistance. Directs the NTSB to establish 2 program to
assist victims and their families involved in a passenger rail accident, modeled after a similar
aviation disaster program.

> Locomotive Cab Safety. Requires the FRA to complete a study on the safety impact of the
use of personal electronic devices by safety-related railroad employees during the
performance of their duties. The study will also look at other elements of the locomotive
cab environment that could harm the employee’s health and safety. Based upon the results
of the study, the Secretary may establish regulations on the use of personal electronic devices
in the locomotive cab.

> Training. Establishes minimum training standards for railroad workers; requires
certification of conductors; and a study on certification of other classes and crafts of
employees, including carmen and signal employees.

> Medical Attention. Prohibits railroads from denying, delaying, or interfering with the
medical or first aid treatment of injured workers, and from disciplining those workers that
request treatment. Also requires railroads to arrange for immediate transport of injured
workers to the nearest appropriate hospital.

» Emergency Escape Breathing Apparatus. Provides emergency breathing apparatus for all
crewmembers on freight trains carrying hazardous materials that would pose an inhalation
hazard in the event of unintentional release.

TRACK SAFETY

> Concrete Crossties. Directs the FRA to develop and implement regulations for all classes
of track for concrete rail ties.

> Track Inspection Time. Requires the FRA to study track inspection procedures, including
time intervals between inspection, repair priosities and methods, the speed of track
inspection vehicles, and the territories inspectors must cover.



GRADE CROSSING SAFETY

>

Toll-Free Number to Report Grade Crossing Problems. Requires the railroads to
establish and maintain a toll-free telephone number for reporting malfunctions of grade
crossing signals, gates, and other devices and disabled vehicles blocking railroad tracks.

Sight Distance. Requites the FRA to develop model legislation to encourage States to
adopt and enforce laws regarding overgrown vegetation, standing railroad equipment, and
other obstructions at grade crossings, which can obstruct the view of approaching
pedestrians and vehicles.

Accident and Incident Reporting. Requires the FRA to conduct periodic audits of
railroads to ensure they are reporting all accidents and incidents to the National Accident
Database.

National Crossing Inventory. Requires railroads to report information, including
information about warning devices and signage, on grade crossings to enable the FRA to
maintain an accurate inventory of such crossings.

State Action Plan. Requires the Sectetary to identify on an annual basis the top 10 States
that have had the most grade crossing collisions, and to work with them to develop a State
grade crossing action plan that identifies specific solutions for improving safety at grade
crossings.

Emergency Grade Crossing Improvements. Establishes a grant program to provide
emergency grade crossing safety improvements at locations where there has been a grade
crossing collision involving a school bus or multiple injuries or fatalities.

ENFORCEMENT

>

Penalties for violations. Increases civil penalties for certain rail safety violations from
$10,000 to $25,000. The minimum civil penalty remains $500. For grossly negligent
violations or a pattetn of repeated violations, the maximum civil penalty is increased from
$20,000 under current law to not more than $100,000. Also increases the maximum penalty
for failing to file an accident or incident report from $500 to $2,500.

Enforcement Transparency. Requires the FRA to provide an annual summary to the
public of all railroad enforcement actions taken by the Secretary.

Railroad Radio Monitoring. Authorizes the FRA to monitor certain railroad radio
communications for the purpose of correcting safety problems and mitigating the likelihood
of accidents or incidents.

Inspector Staffing. Increases the number of Federal rail safety inspectors and supporting
staff by 200.

OTHER SAFETY HIGHLIGHTS

>

Bridge Safety. Requires the FRA to issue regulations requiring each track owner to

develop and maintain an accurate inventory of its railroad bridges; determine, and update as
appropriate, the safe capacity of each bridge; maintain the original design documents of each
bridge, if available, and a documentation of all repaits, modifications, and inspections of
each bridge; enforce 2 written procedure that will ensure that its bridges are not loaded
beyond their capacities; conduct regular comprehensive inspections of each bridge; and
designate qualified bridge inspectors or maintenance personnel to authorize the operation of
trains on bridges following repairs, damage, or indication of potential structural problems.

Solid Waste Processing Rail Facilities. Ensutes that State governments are able to
protect their citizens against environmental hazards, such as noxious fumnes or leaks into
groundwater, which could result from operation of a waste processing facility by a railroad.

Tunnel Information. Requires railroads to maintain certain information related to
structural inspections and maintenance activities for tunnels, and requires railroads to
provide periodic briefings to the government of the local jurisdictions in which the tunnels
are located, including updates whenever a repair or rehabilitation projects alters the methods
of ingress and egress into and out of the tunnels.
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H.R. 2095, THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

DI1vISION B — THE PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

H.R. 2095 reauthorizes Amtrak and provides a total of $13.06 billion over five years to help

bring the Northeast Corridor to a state-of-good-repair, and encourage the development of new and
improved intercity passenger 1ail service through an 80-20 Federal /State matching grant program. It
also provides $1.5 billion for the planning and development of high-speed rail corridors.

>

Increases Capital and Operating Grants to Amtrak. H.R. 2095 authorizes $5.315 billion
(an average of $1.063 billion per year) to Amtrak for capital grants and $2.949 billion (an
average of $589.8 million per year) for operating grants. Past inconsistent Federal support
has hampered Amtrak’s ability to replace catenaries, passenger cars, bridges, ties, and other
equipment necessary for Amtrak to provide service. These capital grants will help bring the
Nottheast Corridor to a state-of-good-repait, and allow Amtrak to procure new rolling
stock, rehabilitate existing bridges, and make additional capital improvements on its entire
network. In addition, the operating grants authorized under the bill will help Amtrak pay
salaries, health costs, overtime pay, fuel costs, facilities, and train maintenance and
operations. These operating grants will also ensure that Amtrak can meet its obligations
under its recently negotiated labor contract.

Develops State Passenger Corridors. In an effort to encourage the development of new
and improved intercity passenger rail services, the bill creates a new State Capital Grant
program for intercity passenger rail projects. The bill provides §1.9 billion ($380 million per
year) for grants to States to pay for the capital costs of facilities and equipment necessary to
provide new ot improved intercity passenger rail. The Federal share of the grants is up to 80
percent. The Secretary of Transportation would award these grants on a competitive basis
for projects based on economic performance, expected ridership, and other factors.

Relieves Congestion. ILR. 2095 authorizes $325 million (an average of $65 million per
year) out of the State Capital Grant program for “congestion grants” to Amtrak and the
States for high-priority rail corridors to increase capacity along certain lines in order to
reduce congestion and facilitate ridership growth.

Provides Funding for High-Speed Rail Corridors. The bill authorizes $1.5 billion ($300
million per year) for grants to States and/or Amtrak to finance the construction and
equipment for 11 authorized high-speed rail corridors. The Federal share of the grants is up
to 80 percent. The Secretary of Transportation would award these grants on a competitive
basis for projects based on economic performance, expected tidership, and other factors.

Improves On-Time Performance. By law, Amtrak is given preference over freight traffic
on lines outside the Northeast Corridor. However, many of Amtrak’s service routes outside
the Northeast Corridor suffer from poor service reliability and on-time performance. This
performance prevents Amtrak from retaining and attracting new ridership, and increases
Amtrak’s operating costs. The Department of Transportation Inspector General recently
reported that if Amtrak achieved an 85 percent on-time performance outside the Northeast
Corridor in fiscal year 2006, it would have saved Amtrak $136.6 million, or almost one-third
of its opetating budget. H.R. 2095 empowers the Surface Transportation Board (“STB”) to
investigate whether and to what extent delays or failures to achieve minimum on-time
performance standards is the result of a host rail carrier. If the host rail carrier is found to
be at fault, then the STB may award damages that would be used to improve service on the
impacted route.

Reduces Amtrak’s Debt. Federal support of Amtrak was cut drastically in fiscal year 2000
and 2001, forcing Amtrak to assume a large amount of debt just to stay afloat. Amtrak has
aggressively targeted this debt, paying down $600 million from 2002 through 2007. H.R.
2095 helps Amtrak to take further steps to reduce its debt, authorizing $1.404 billion (an
average of $280.8 million each year) for debt service through FY 2013. This funding will
allow Amtrak to focus its resources on improving existing services and making additional
capital and operational improvements.
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Establishes an RFP for High-Speed Rail Service. H.R. 2095 directs the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a request for proposals for projects for the financing, design,
construction, and operation of 11 federally-designated high speed rail corridors. Proposals
would need to meet certain financial, labor, and planning critesia, as well as a detailed
description to account for any impacts on existing passenger, commuter, and freight rail
traffic to be considered. If the Secretary receives a qualifying proposal, she would be
directed to form a Commission to study any proposals received. The Sectetary would issue a
report to the Congress on the Commission’s findings and her recommendations for each of
the corridors. Any further action on a proposal would need legislative approval by

Congress.

Resolves Disputes between Commuter and Freight Railroads. Currently, no Federal
guidelines exist to mediate disputes between commuter rail providers and freight railroads
over use of freight rail tracks or rights-of-way, nor is there a standard forum for negotiating
comimuter rail operating agreements. The bill establishes a forum at the STB to help
complete stalled commuter rail negotiations, helping our rail network operate as efficiently as
possible. This section is identical to a provision of H.R. 2701, the “Transportation Energy
Security and Climate Change Mitigation Act of 2007”, as ordered reported by the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure on June 20, 2007.

Provides Funding for Washington Metro System. The bill authorizes $1.5 billion for
fiscal years 2009 through 2019 for capital and preventive maintenance grants for the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (“WMATA”). These funds are not
available until WMATA notifies the Secretary of Transportation that certain amendments to
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Compact have taken effect, including
an amendment requiring that all payments by local signatory governments for WMATA for
matching Federal funds authorized by this section are derived from dedicated funding
sources, In addition, these funds may be used only for the maintenance and upkeep of the
Washington Metro system and may not be used to increase the mileage of the rail system.
The Federal share of the grants shall be for 50 percent of the net project cost of the project.
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H.R. 2095, THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

DIvISION B — THE PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

H.R. 2095 reauthorizes Amtrak and provides a total of $13.06 billion over five years to help

bring the Northeast Corridor to a state-of-good-repair, and encourage the development of new and
improved intercity passenger ail service through an 80-20 Federal/State matching grant program. It
also provides §1.5 billion for the planning and development of high-speed rail corridoss.

>

Increases Capital and Operating Grants to Amtrak. H.R. 2095 authorizes $5.315 billion
(an average of §1.063 billion per year) to Amtrak for capital grants and $2.949 billion (an
average of $589.8 million per year) for operating grants. Past inconsistent Federal support
has hampered Amtralc’s ability to replace catenaries, passenger cars, bridges, ties, and other
equipment necessary for Amtrak to provide service. These capital grants will help bring the
Noztheast Corridor to a state-of-good-repait, and allow Amtrak to procure new rolling
stock, rehabilitate existing bridges, and make additional capital improvements on its entire
network. In addition, the operating grants authorized under the bill will help Amtrak pay
salattes, health costs, overtime pay, fuel costs, facilities, and train maintenance and
operations. These operating grants will also ensure that Amtrak can meet its obligations
under its recently negotiated labor contract.

Dewelops State Passenger Corridors. In an effost to encourage the development of new
and improved intercity passenger rail services, the bill creates a new State Capital Grant
program for intercity passenger rail projects. The bill provides $1.9 billion ($380 million per
year) for grants to States to pay for the capital costs of facilities and equipment necessary to
provide new or improved intercity passenger rail. The Federal share of the grants is up to 80
percent. The Secretary of Transportation would award these grants on a competitive basis
for projects based on economic performance, expected ridership, and other factors.

Relieves Congestion. HR. 2095 authorizes $325 million (an average of $65 million per
year) out of the State Capital Grant program for “congestion grants” to Amtrak and the
States for high-priority rail corridots to increase capacity along certain lines in order to
reduce congestion and facilitate ridership growth,

Provides Funding for High-Speed Rail Corridors. The bill authorizes $1.5 billion ($300
million per year) for grants to States and/or Amtrak to finance the construction and
equipment for 11 authorized high-speed rail corridors. The Federal share of the grants is up
to 80 percent. The Secretary of Transportation would award these grants on a competitive
basis for projects based on economic performance, expected ridership, and other factors.

Improves On-Time Performance. By law, Amtrak is given preference over freight traffic
on lines outside the Northeast Cortidor. However, many of Amtrak’s service routes outside
the Northeast Cozidor suffer from poor service reliability and on-time performance. This
performance prevents Amtrak from retaining and attracting new ridership, and increases
Amtral’s operating costs. The Department of Transportation Inspector General recently
reported that if Amtrak achieved an 85 percent on-time performance outside the Northeast
Corridor in fiscal year 2006, it would have saved Amtrak $136.6 million, or almost one-third
of its operating budget. H.R. 2095 empowers the Surface Transportation Board (“STB”) to
investigate whether and to what extent delays or failures to achieve minimum on-time
performance standards is the result of a host rail carrier. If the host rail carrier is found to
be at fault, then the STB may award damages that would be used to improve service on the
impacted route.

Reduces Amtrak’s Debt. Federal support of Amtralc was cut drastically in fiscal year 2000
and 2001, forcing Amtrak to assume a large amount of debt just to stay afloat. Amtrak has
aggressively targeted this debt, paying down $600 million from 2002 through 2007. H.R.
2095 helps Amtrak to take further steps to reduce its debt, authorizing $1.404 billion (an
average of §280.8 million each year) for debt service through FY 2013. This funding will
allow Amtrak to focus its resources on improving existing services and making additional
capital and operational improvements.
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Establishes an RFP for High-Speed Rail Service. H.R. 2095 directs the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a request for proposals for projects for the financing, design,
construction, and operation of 11 federally-designated high speed rail corridors. Proposals
would need to meet certain financial, labor, and planning criteria, as well as a detailed
description to account for any impacts on existing passenger, commuter, and freight rail
traffic to be considered. If the Secretary receives a qualifying proposal, she would be
directed to form a Commission to study any proposals received. The Secretary would issue a
report to the Congress on the Commission’s findings and her recommendations for each of
the corridors. Any further action on a proposal would need legislative approval by
Congress.

Resolves Disputes between Commuter and Freight Raiiroads. Currently, no Federal
guidelines exist to mediate disputes between commuter rail providers and freight railroads
over use of freight rail tracks or rights-of-way, not is there a standard forum for negotiating
comruter rail operating agreements. The bill establishes a forum at the STB to help
complete stalled commuter rail negotiations, helping our rail network operate as efficiently as
possible. This section is identical to a provision of H.R. 2701, the “Transportation Energy
Security and Climate Change Mitigation Act of 2007, as ordered reported by the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure on June 20, 2007.

Provides Funding for Washington Metro System. The bill authorizes $1.5 billion for
fiscal years 2009 through 2019 for capital and preventive maintenance grants for the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (“WMATA”). These funds are not
available until WMATA notifies the Secretary of Transportation that certain amendments to
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Compact have taken effect, including
an amendment requiting that all payments by local signatory governments for WMATA for
matching Federal funds authorized by this section are derived from dedicated funding
sources. In addition, these funds may be used only for the maintenance and upkeep of the
Washington Metro system and may not be used to increase the mileage of the rail system.
The Federal share of the grants shall be for 50 percent of the net project cost of the project.
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122 STAT. 3532 PUBLIC LAW 110-318—SEPT. 15, 2008

Sept. 15, 2008

[H.R. 6532]

26 USC 9503.

Appropriation
authorization.

26 USC 9503
note.

An Act

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to restore the Highway Trust Fund
balance,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RESTORATION OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND BALANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 9503 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to determination of trust fund
balances after September 30, 1998) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as subpara-
graphs (A) and (B), respectively, and by moving such subpara-
graphs 2 ems to the right,

(2) by striking “For purposes” and inserting the following:

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes”,

(3) by moving the flush sentence at the end of paragraph
(1), as so amended, 2 ems to the right, and

(4) by adding at the end the following new paragraph:

“(2) RESTORATION OF FUND BALANCE.—QOut of money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there is hereby appro-
priated to the Highway Trust Fund $8,017,000,000.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The last sentence of section
9503(f)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by
subsection (a), is amended by striking “subsection” and inserting
“paragraph”.

(c) ErFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on the date of the enactment of this Act.

Approved September 15, 2008.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY—ILR. 6532:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 154 (2008);
July 23, considered and passed House.
Sept. 10, considered and passed Senate, amended.
Sept. 11, House concurred in Senate amendment.

O
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H.R. 6355, THE “AIR SERVICE IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008”

H.R. 6355, the “Air Setvice Improvement Act of 2008”, requires ait carriers and
large- and medium-hub aitpotts to file emergency contingency plans with the Secretary of
Transpottation for review and approval. The Sectetary may establish minimum standards
for plans and requite aitlines to modify the plans they submit. These plans must detail how
the ait carrier will provide food, water, restroom facilities, cabin ventilation, and medical
treatment for passengets onboatd an aitcraft that is on the ground for an extended period of
time without access to the terminal. The plans must also detail how facilities and gates will
be shated. The air castiers must npdate theit plans every three yeats. The airports must
update their plans every five years, If aitlines do not comply with the requirements of their
plan, they ate subject to a §25,000 per day penalty. H.R. 6355 requires the Depattment of
Transpottation (“DOT”) to establish and propetly advertise a consumer complaints hotline
numbet for the DOT Aviation Consumet Protection Division and to collect and publish
data pettaining to cancelled and diverted flights of air catriets. The bill establishes an
Advisory Committee for Aviation Consumet Protection at DOT and provides several
studies to provide oversight of customer protections.

H.R. 6355 also mandates a fait and equitable contract negotiation for Federal
Aviation Administration (“FAA”) air traffic controllers by requiring the FAA and the
National Air Traffic Controllets Association to teturn to the bargaining table under the last
mutual agreement. The parties ate required to tesume negotiations, patterned after the
process in Postal Service regulations, until a new contract is adopted. If an agteement is not
reached within 45 days after negotiations tesume, then the dispute would be submitted to
binding atbitration, In the interim period, affected employees ate eligible for back pay,
subject to the availability of appropriations, not to exceed $20 million.

g
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
H.R. 6052, THE “SAVING ENERGY THROUGH PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2008”
June 12, 2008

BACKGROUND

In 2007, Americans took more than 10.3 billion trips on public transportation, the highest
level in 50 years. Public transportation use is up 32 percent since 1995, a figure that is more than
double the growth rate of the population and up substantially over the growth rate for vehicle miles
traveled on our nation’s highways for that same period. Public transportation use saves fuel, reduces
emissions, and saves money. Public transportation use saves the United States the equivalent of 4.2
billion gallons of gasoline annually, or more than 11 million gallons of gasoline per day. Public
transportation use is estimated to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 37 million metric tons annually.
A commuter who switches from driving to work alone to public transpottation can reduce carbon
dioxide emissions by 20 pounds per day, or more than 4,800 pounds in a year. Public transportation
use provides an affordable alternative to driving, as households that use public transpottation save an
average of $6,251 every year. As such, increasing public transpottation use is a priority of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

A primary objective of HL.R. 6052, the “Saving Energy Through Public Transportation Act of
20087, is to reduce the United States dependence on foreign oil by encouraging mote people to use
public transportation. According to a recent study, if Americans used public transit at the same rate as
Europeans — for roughly 10 percent of their daily travel needs — the United States could reduce its
dependence on impotted oil by more than 40 percent, neatly equal to the 550 million barrels of crude
oil that we import from Saudi Arabia each year.

H.R. 6052, THE “SAVING ENERGY THROUGH PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2008

To increase public transportation use across the United States, H.R. 6052, the “Saving Energy
Through Public Transportation Act of 2008

> Authorizes $1.7 Billion of Capital and Operating Funds for Transit Agencies to
Reduce Fares and Expand Transit Services. This section authotizes $850 million
(General Fund) for each of fiscal years 2008 and 2009 to allow public transit agencies to
reduce transit fares and expand transit services. These funds will allow transit agencies to
provide incentives for commuters to choose transit options, thereby teducing our nation’s
transportation-related energy consumption and reliance on foreign oil, as well as decreasing
its greenhouse gas emissions. These funds will be disttibuted under current law urban and
rural transit formulas (49 U.S.C. 5307 and 49 U.S.C. 5311, respectively). The Federal share
for these grants is 100 percent and funds will only be available for a two-year period.

> Increases the Federal Share for Clean Fuel and Alternative Fuel Transit Bus, Ferry,
or Locomotive-related Equipment and Facilities from 90 percent to 100 percent.
Under current law, the Federal share of the portion of transit buses, fetries, or locomotives
that is for clean fuel or alternative fuel-related equipment or facilities for compliance with
the Clean Air Actis 90 percent. Under the Federal Transit Administration’s intetpretation



of current law, the total Federal share for alternative fuel buses only increases from 80 /
percent to 83 percent. The bill increases the Federal share for the alternative fuel vehicle-
related equipment from 90 percent to 100 percent of the net project cost for fiscal years
2008 and 2009. As a result, the total Federal share for such buses will be more than 90
petcent.

Extends Transit Benefits to All Federal Employees. Under current law, all Federal
agencies within the National Capital Region are required to establish a transit pass benefits
program and offer transit passes to Federal employees. The bill establishes a nationwide
Federal transit pass benefits program and requires all Federal agencies in the United States to
offer transit passes to Federal employees. The bill also requires that the Department of
Transportation (“DOT”) to establish specific guidance for implementing the nationwide
transit pass benefits program. The guidance will ensure that Federal agencies have the
necessary administrative procedures to ensure that Federal employees properly use the
prograrn.

The cutrent law requitement originated with Executive Order 13150, signed by
President Clinton on April 21, 2000. The Executive Order required that all Federal agencies
within the National Capital Region offer transit passes to Federal employees. It also required
the Department of Transportation (“DOT”), the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Department of Energy to implement a nationwide three-year pilot transit pass benefit program
for all qualified Federal employees of those agencies.

The Department of Transportation has determined that both the National Capital ;
Region program and the nationwide pilot program are a success, and recommends that the (
transit pass benefits program be extended to all Federal employees nationwide. '

Establishes a Vanpool Pilot Program. The bill establishes a two-year pilot program to
allow the amount expended by ptivate providers of public transportation by vanpool for the
acquisition of vans to be used as the non-Federal share for matching Federal transit funds in
five communities. Under cutrent law, only local public funds may be used as local match, and
this pilot program allows private funds to be used in limited circumstances. The provision
requites the private providers of vanpool services to use revenues they receive in providing
public transportation, in excess of its operating costs, for the purpose of acquiring vans,
excluding any amounts the providers may have received in Federal, State, or local government
assistance for such acquisition. The Department of Transportation will implement and
oversee the vanpool pilot projects, and will report back to Congress on the costs, benefits, and
efficiencies of the vanpool demonstration projects.

Increases the Federal Share for Additional Parking Facilities at End-Of-Line Fixed
Guideway Stations. The bill increases the Federal share for additional parking facilities at end-
of-line fixed guideway stations to inctease the total number of transit commuters who have
access to those stations. The bill increases the Federal share from 80 percent to 100 percent for
fiscal years 2008 and 2009.



H.R. 2095, THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008
D1vISION A — THE RAIL SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008

H.R. 2095 reauthorizes the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA”) and provides $1.625
billion for our nation’s rail safety program over the period encompassing fiscal years 2009 through
2013. The authorization of the rail safety program expired a decade ago, in 1998.

The bill clarifies that the mission of the FRA is to ensure that safety is the highest priority;
creates a new position of Chief Safety Officer; requires the Secretary of Transportation to develop a
long-term strategy for improving rail safety, which must include an annual plan and schedule for,
among other things, reducing the number and rates of accidents, injuries, and fatalities involving
railroads; and requires annual reporting from the Secretary on the Department’s progeess in
implementing unmet statutory mandates and open safety recommendations by the Department of
Transportation’s Inspector General and the National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB™).

WORKER AND PUBLIC SAFETY

> Mandates Installation of Positive Train Control. Requires all Class I railroads and
intercity passenger and commuter railroads to implement a positive train control system by
December 31, 2015, on all main-line track where intercity passenger tailtoads and commuter
railroads operate and where toxic-by-inhalation hazardous materials are transported. In
addition, includes a grant program for the deployment of various positive train control
technologies, electronically controlled pneumnatic brakes, rail integrity inspection and warning
systems, switch position indicators, remote control power switch technologies, track integrity
circuit technology, and other technologies.

> Hours of Service Reform. Provides signal and train crews with additional rest; prohibits
them from working in excess of 12 hours; extends hours-of-service standards to railroad
contractoss; limits limbo time; requires retrofitting ot replacernent of camp cats; and requires
railroads to develop fatigue management plans through a mandatory risk reduction program.

> Rail Passenger Disaster Family Assistance. Directs the NTSB to establish a program to
assist victims and their families involved in a passenger rail accident, modeled after a similar
aviation disaster program.

> Locomotive Cab Safety. Requires the FRA to complete a study on the safety impact of the
use of personal electronic devices by safety-related railroad employees during the
performance of their duties. The study will also look at other elements of the locomotive
cab environment that could harm the employee’s health and safety. Based upon the results
of the study, the Secretary may establish regulations on the use of personal electronic devices
in the locomotive cab.

> Training. Establishes minimum training standards for railroad workers; requires
certification of conductors; and a study on certification of other classes and crafts of
employees, including catmen and signal employees.

> Medical Attention. Prohibits railroads from denying, delaying, or interfering with the
medical or first aid treatment of injured workers, and from disciplining those workers that
request treatment. Also requires railroads to arrange for immediate transport of injured
workers to the nearest appropriate hospital.

> Emergency Escape Breathing Apparatus. Provides emergency breathing apparatus for all
crewmembers on freight trains carrying hazardous materials that would pose an inhalation
hazard in the event of unintentional release.

TRACK SAFETY

> Concrete Crossiies. Directs the FRA to develop and implement regulations for all classes
of track for concrete rail ties.

> Track Inspection Time. Requires the FRA to study track inspection procedures, including
tirne intervals between inspection, repair priorities and methods, the speed of track
inspection vehicles, and the territories inspectors must cover.

f“éz

5



GRADE CROSSING SAFETY

.

Toll-Free Number to Report Grade Crossing Problems. Requires the railroads to
establish and maintain a toll-free telephone number for reposting malfunctions of grade
crossing signals, gates, and other devices and disabled vehicles blocking railroad tracks.

Sight Distance. Requires the FRA to develop model legislation to encourage States to
adopt and enforce laws regarding overgrown vegetation, standing railroad equipment, and
other obstructions at grade crossings, which can obstruct the view of approaching
pedestrians and vehicles.

Accident and Incident Reporiing. Requires the FRA to conduct periodic audits of
railroads to ensure they are reporting all accidents and incidents to the National Accident
Database.

National Crossing Inventory. Requites railroads to report information, including
information about warning devices and signage, on grade crossings to enable the FRA to
maintain an accurate inventory of such crossings.

State Action Plan. Requires the Sectetary to identify on an annual basis the top 10 States
that have had the most grade crossing collisions, and to work with them to develop a State
grade crossing action plan that identifies specific solutions fot improving safety at grade
crossings.

Emergency Grade Crossing Improvements. Establishes a grant program to provide
emergency grade crossing safety improvements at locations where there has been a grade
crossing collision involving a school bus or multiple injuries or fatalities.

ENFORCEMENT

>

Pendlties for violations. Increases civil penalties for certain rail safety violations from
$10,000 to $25,000. The minimum civil penalty remains $500. For grossly negligent
violations or a pattern of repeated violations, the maximum civil penalty is increased from
$20,000 under current law to not more than $100,000. Also increases the maximum penalty
for failing to file an accident ot incident report from $500 to $2,500.

Enforcement Transparency. Requires the FRA to provide an annual summary to the
public of all railroad enforcement actions taken by the Secretary.

Railroad Radio Monitoring. Authorizes the FRA to monitor certain railroad radio
communications for the purpose of correcting safety problems and mitigating the likelihood
of accidents or incidents.

Inspector Staffing. Increases the number of Federal rail safety inspectors and supporting
staff by 200.

OTHER SAFETY HIGHLIGHTS

>

Bridge Safety. Requires the FRA to issue regulations requiring each track owner to

develop and maintain an accurate inventory of its railroad bridges; determine, and update as
appropriate, the safe capacity of each bridge; maintain the original design documents of each
bridge, if available, and a documentation of all repairs, modifications, and inspections of
each bridge; enforce a written procedure that will ensure that its bridges are not loaded
beyond their capacities; conduct regular comprehensive inspections of each bridge; and
designate qualified bridge inspectors or maintenance personnel to authorize the operation of
trains on bridges following repairs, damage, or indication of potential structural problems.

Solid Waste Processing Rail Facilities. Ensures that State governments ate able to
protect their citizens against environmental hazards, such as noxious fumes or leaks into
groundwater, which could result from operation of a waste processing facility by a railroad.

Tunnel Information. Requires railroads to maintain certain information related to
structural inspections and maintenance activities for tunnels, and requires railroads to
provide periodic briefings to the government of the local jurisdictions in which the tunnels
are located, including updates whenever a repair or rehabilitation projects alters the methods
of ingress and egress into and out of the tunnels.
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s Methodology

* Universe: Likely Voters
* Sample Size: 1,000
* Error Margin: +3.1%

* Method: On-Line (email-driven web-based survey to
random sample of Survey Sampling Inc. opt-in national
panel)

* Field Dates: April 4-6, 2008
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Voters Spend Most Time Travelling By Car

Q: For 2acn of the foilowing forms of transportaticn, please indicate what percantage of the lime you use that form of

soc:al visits, vacaticn, 2tc. All of the percentages enterad shculd add up 0 100%

By car but not in a carpool : s : —Ja1.9%

By bicycling or walking [ }6.4%

By bus [§3.6%

In a carpool or vanpool [Ja.4%

By airplane Dz.s%

-

By other mass transit bT.B%

Amtrak }0.4% ' ; !

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

transportation during the course of 3 year. Please consider ALL of the piaces you 3o, inctuding werk, schaal, shepping,

Safety Improvements Needed

Q: In terms of safety, please rate your opinion of the condition of the nation's major highways and bridges

2% ﬁ% ExceilenUGoﬂl

40%
@ Excellent condition

& Good condition

& In need of minor improvements

& In need of major improvements

80% Need Improvements

AHUA Nali naISuheyofu y Vol
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Major Congestion Relief Needed

Q: In terms of congestion, please ratz your apinien of the condition of the nation's major highways and bridges

12% Excellent/Good |
1%

o

& Excellent condition
B Good condition
@ In need of minor improvements

o
2% @ In need of major improvements

Invest More In Highways & Bridges

Q: In the next year, should the federal government's investment in highway and bridge improvements be...

3%

@ More than it is today
O The same as it is today
@ Less than it is today

Likely Voters - April 2008
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Candidates Benefit From Talking About
Congestion Relief

Q: 'Wouid you ne more likaly or less likely to vote for a candidate for Congress wio 'alks about relieving congestion
an gur nation’s highways?

38% @ More likely to vote for
O Makes no differance

@ Less likely to vote for

Candidates Significantly Benefit From
Talking About Safety

Q: Would you be more likely or less likely to vote for a candidate for Congress who talks about improving the safety of
our nation's highways and bridges?

@ More likely to vote for
O Makes no difference
@ Less likely to vote for

AHUA National Survey of Likely Voters - April 2008 *
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Q: How imcertant s it o you that your slected officials support the oesition that fuel taxes and other fees collect
highway users should oe dedicated only for hignway and bridge improvements?

7% Not Jmporta;l

g% 1%

@ Very Important

@ Somewhat Important
@ Not Very Important
@ Not At All Important

43%

93% Important

Important To Keep Fuel Tax Dedicated To
Highways & Bridges

ed from

Q: Which of the following two visws on transportation palicy are closer to your own?

24% cars, roads and oridges have a
negalive impact on society and funding for
them sheould be redirected to promote
alternative modes of transportation like
Bicycles, walking 2nd mass transit.

8%

Strong Majority See Cars, Roads & Bridges
As Benefit To Society

@ Strongly Senefit
Somewhat Benefit

o 52%

@ Strongly Negative

@ Somewhat Negative

76% Cars, roads and bridges benefit
society and we need te investin a strong
highway system to improve safaty, relieve
congeslion, and kaep the aconomy maving.

24%

AHUA National Survey of Likely Voters - April 2008

10/

08

i~k



Reducing Congestion Better Green Policy
Than Reducing Driving

Q: 'Which of the “oilcwing approaches to reducing gr2en Nouse 3as 2missions s closer to your own view?

2 Getting people moving 2y reducing the numoer
| of congested traffic jams can greatly reduce
o wasted fuel and gresnncuse gas 2missicns. A
| sound green policy is compatible with traffic

The way o reduca wastad fuel and
grzennouse 3as smissicns is o reduce
:he numoer of cars en our roads. Policies
snould be aimed zt reducing Inving and
gelting oeople cut of thair cars

&| congestion relief.

@ Reduce Congestion
@ Raduce Oriving

o

National Survey of Li

Federal Government Should Lead On
Funding Major Highways & Bridges

Q: For zach of the following types of transportation, please indicate which level of government you think should take the
leacarship role in funding, the federal government, statz, or lccal governments

Bicycle paths

Walking paths

O Federal Gavernment
® State Government
& County ar City Government

Urban light rail and

trolley transit R e
Melorgtways I e
| ] 1
T i | ! ool
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

7 AHUANational Survey of Eikely Voters = April 2008 -

1012715 .
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Strong Opposition To More Tolls On
Interstates

Q: Thera is an zffort in several states to put tolls on Interstate highways to generate ravenue for transportation and
ather government needs. Would you support or oppose Interstate highways becoming toll roads?

5% 1 34% Support

@ Strongly support
@ Somewhat support
& Somewhat oppose
@ Stran

40%

Strong Opposition To Leasing Public
Highways

Q: There is an effort in several states to sell or lease roads to private corporations. The companies weuld increase tolls
and collect monay from metorists over several decades. In exchange, the current state government would get cash to
give up contral of the road. Would you support or oppose selling or leasing existing public highways to companies?

3, | 16% Support

14%

@ Strongly support
@ Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
& Strongly oppose

10,
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Majority Support Some Increase In Fuel Tax

Q: Highway users pay for roads and bridges oy paying fzderal user ‘ees on gascline and diesel. The currant federal
fuel tax hasn't changed in 15 years and is 18.4 cents per gallcn. Some nave suggested an increase over the naxt five
vears to 2ay for nesded transportation projects. 'Vhich of the fallowing would you suppont? (multiple responses aillowed)

Annually increase the ‘sderal uel
fax by 10 ar more cems per Jailan

Arnuaily increase the federal fuel
tax by 3 cents per gailon

Annually increase the federal fuel
tax by 3 cents per gallon
Annually increase tha federal fuel
tax by 2 cems per gallen
Annually increase the federal fuel
tax dy ! cent per gallon

Allow the federal ‘uel tax ‘o be
adjusted to inflation.

420%

A Cne-Time increase of 25 ar feerem
mare-cents per gallan i

A One-Time increase of 10-cents = |
1 @ No Increase

per gallon
A One-Time increase of S-cents B 3’% H '{ @ One-Time Increase
per gallon .
. /| @ Recurring [ncrease
A Cne-Time increase of 1-cent oer e
gallen !

Co ot increase the ‘ederal fuel tax g
to fund highway and bndge projects

Fuel Tax Increase Opinion
By Vote Behavior

Demaocrats

@ Recurring Increase
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& No Increase
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Messages: Trust Fund Bankruptcy

Q: Pleasa rate the impact of the informaticn below on Your support far increased investment by the federal government

an hignways and bridges. ..

Far the first time In its history, the Federal Highway Trust Fund, which is funded by the fuel
tax, will be bankrupt in 2009. Without acticn from Congress, highway funds will be

dramatically cut.

6%

AHUA National Survey of Likely

B Invest More Funds for
Roads & Bridges

O Neither Increase or
Decrease Its Investment
for Roads & Bridges

@ Invest Less In Roads &
Bridges

Messages: Tax Has Lower Buying Power

Q: Plzase rate the impact of the information below on your support for increased investment by the federal government

on highways and bridges...

Due to inflation and higher costs for construction materials, today's tax on a gallon of
gasaline can only pay for half of the improvements it did 15 years ago. This means every
year the government has less to spend keeping our roads and bridges up to date.

7%

AHUA National Survey of Likely Vaters - Agril 2008

& Invest More Funds for
Roads & Bridges

O Neither Increase or
Decrease Its Investment
for Roads & Bridges

& Invest Less In Roads &
Bridges
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Messages:

on nighways and bridges...

U.S. Losing Competitiveness

Q: Please rate the impact of the informaticn below on your suppert for incraased investment by the federal gavernment

will only suffer more.

China is building an economy to compete with the U.S. By 2020, China will have a bigger
Interstate Hignway System then the U.S. to reduce freight delays and move people.
China spends 2.3% of its GCP on highways but the U.S. only spends 0.55% of our GCP.
If the U.S. dces not invest more in its roads and bridges, its international competiveness

T%

32%

f 62%

AHUA National Survey of Likely Vate

@ Invest More Funds for
Roads & Bridges

O Neither Increase or
Decrease Its Investment
for Roads & Bridges

@ Invest Less In Roads &
Bridges

on highways 3nd bridges...

Messages: Improvements Can Save Lives

Q: Please ratz the impact of the information below on your suppoert for increased investment by the federal government

Of the nearly 43,000 lives lost annually on U.S. highways, about 14,000 can be linkad to
substandard road conditions, obsolete designs or unprotected roadside hazards.
Investing more in roads and bridges will save lives.

6%

23%

2%

® Invest More Funds for
Roads & Bridges

Q Neither Increase or
Decrease Its Investment
for Roads & Bridges

@ Invest Less In Roads &
Bridges

10/27/%
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Messages: Unsafe Bridges

Q: Plsase rats the impact of the infarmation below an

your support for increased investment by the federal Jovernment
an nighways and oridges...

21% of the nation's major highway oridges have been rated by the Federal Highway
Administraticn as aither structurally deficient ar functionally obsclete. We cannct wait for
another bridge collapse to invest in bridge improvements.

4%

E Invest More Funds for
Roads & Bridges

O Neither Increase or
Decrease Its Investment
for Roads & Bridges

@ Invest Less In Roads &
Bridges

AHUA National Survey of Eikely Voters -Apnit 2008

Support For Fuel Tax Increase Grows From
57% to 71% After Messages

Q: As menticned =arlier, the current faderal fuel tax, set fiftesn years ago,
information abeut the state our nation’s roads,

is 18.4 cents per gallon. After reading more
which of the following would you support?? (muitiple respanses allowed)

Annually increase the federal uel
tax by 10 or more certs per gallon
Annually increase the federal fusl
tax by 3 cents per gallon
Annually increase the federal fuel
tax by § cents per gallon

Annually increase the federal fuel
tax by 2 cents per gailon

Arnually increase the federal fuel
tax by 1 cent per gallan

Allow the federal Lel tax to be ~ £ a,
adjusted ta inflation, 22% 1%
A Cne-Tima increase of 25 or b
mare-cents per gallen

@ No Increase
A One-Time increase of 10-cents B One-Time Increase
per gailen

B Recurring Increase
A One-Time increase of S-cents je=

per gallen

A Cne-Time increase of 1-cent per 5 | o,

gailon L L
Co not increase the federal fuel tax = SR T — p—— o,
to fund highway and bridge projects = e — " SR J_ .

AHUA National Survey of Likely Voters - Apnil 2008
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Age
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AHUA National Survey of Likely Voters ~Apal 2008~

Vote Behavior

Always vote
Democrat

Usually vote
Democrat

Vote for as many
Democrats as
Republicans

Usually vate
Republican

Always vate
Republican

~ - AHUA National Survey of Likely Voters ~April 20
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Race/Ethnicity

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
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AHUA National Survey of Likely Vaters - Aprit 2008

Gender
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Trucking Fees for Kansas and Nearby States

Annual Reg: = Annual Registration per
Truck

Diesel Tax = Diesel Fuel Tax

User Fee = Highway User Fees per Truck
# Reg = Registered Commercial Vehicles;
TT = Truck Tractors, T = Trailers

 Annual Reg:\
$1730

Source: American Trucking Association,
6 Oct. 2008 issue of Transportation Topics

[—§3



fr urcebook.Governing.com

State & Local Highway Total State & Local
State (vs. Local) Share of State & Local Highway Spending as % of Personal Highway Spending (in
Highway Spending, 2006 Spending Per Capita, 2006 Income, 2006 millions), 2006
State {vs. % of
Local) Persanal Total (in
Region Share Region Per Capita Region Income Region millions)
United States 62.20% United States $453 United States 1.20% United States $135,412
smallest to largest smallest to largest smallest to largest smallest to largest
District of District of District of
1 Minnesota 39.60% 1 Columbia S$113 1 Columbia 0.30% 1 Columbia S96
2 Wisconsin 40.10% 2 Georgia $291 2 Connecticut 0.70% 2 Vermont $380
3 Michigan 41.90% 3 Hawaii 5348 3 Massachusetts 0.70% 3 Rhode Island $395
4 New York 44.20% 4 Massachusetts $350 4 New lersey 0.80% 4 Hawai $445
5 Nevada 44.80% 5 Michigan $358 5 Georgia 0.90% 5 North Dakota 5573
6 Colorado 46.40% 6 Tennessee 5360 6 Hawaii 0.90% 6 Wyoming 5578
7 Georgia 52.30% 7 Connecticut $365 7 Maryland 0.90% 7 Delaware $620
8 Ohio 52.30% 8 Rhode Island $372 8 Rhode Island 0.90% 8 New Hampshire $620
9 lowa 54.80% 9 North Carolina $377 9 Virginia 0.90% 9 South Dakota $668
10 Illinois 54,90% 10 Indiana $380 10 California 1.00% 10 Montana 5697
11 Arizona 55.10% 11 Virginia 5385 11 Colorado 1.00% 11 Idaho $740
12 Oregon 55.60% 12 South Carolina $392 12 |llinois 1.00% 12 Maine $798
13 Alabama 58.50% 13 Arizona $400 13 Michigan 1.00% 13 Nebraska 51,098
14 Nebraska 58.70% 14 Arkansas $403 14 New York 1.00% 14 Utah $1,098
15 Washington 58.70% 15 Ohio 5405 15 Indiana 1.10% 15 West Virginia $1,102
16 Vermont 59.50% 16 New lersey S411 16 New Hampshire 1.10% 16 Arkansas $1,132
17 California 59.70% 17 Alabama $420 17 North Carglina 1.10% 17 New Mexico $1,194
18 Hawaii 60.20% 18 Illinois 5420 18 Tennessee 1.10% 18 Connecticut $1,277
19 Qklahoma 60.50% 19 Qklahoma 5422 19 Washington 1.10% 19 Alaska $1,304
20 Kansas 60.70% 20 California S426 20 Arizona 1.20% 20 Nevada $1,465
21 Missouri 62.00% 21 Utah $426 21 Chio 1.20% 21 Oklahoma $1,508
22 Connecticut 62.70% 22 Colorado 5434 22 Qklahoma 1.20% 22 South Carolina $1,697
23 ldaho 64.90% 23 Maryland 5434 23 South Carolina 1.20% 23 Mississippi $1,723
24 Florida 65.50% 24 Kentucky 5446 24 Texas 1.20% 24 Kansas $1,788
25 Indiana 66.30% 25 New York $452 25 Alabama 1.30% 25 Oregon $§1,798
26 Maryland 66.30% 26 Washington $462 26 Arkansas 1.30% 26 Jowa $1,862
27 New Jersey 66.40% 27 Texas $471 27 Florida 1.30% 27 Kentucky 51,876
28 Mississippi 67.00% 28 Missouri $472 28 Utah 1.30% 28 Alabama $1,929
29 New Hampshire 67.40% 29 New Hampshire S473 29 Kentucky 1.40% 29 Colorado $2,069
30 Maine 67.50% 30 Oregon 5487 30 Louisiana 1.40% 30 Louisiana $2,107
31 Massachusetts 68.10% 31 Florida 5493 31 Minnesota 1.40% 31 Tennessee $2,186
32 Tennessee 68.70% 32 Louisiana 5497 32 Missouri 1.40% 32 Massachusetts $2,252
33 Utah 68.90% 33 Idaho $506 33 Nevada 1.40% 33 |ndiana $2,394
34 North Dakota 69.10% 34 Pennsylvania 5544 34 Oregon 1.40% 34 Maryland $2,431
35 Arkansas 70.00% 35 Wisconsin $586 35 Pennsylvania 1.40% 35 Arizona 52,466
36 South Dakota 70.20% 36 Nevada 5588 36 ldahe 1.60% 36 Georgia $2,719
37 Texas 71.20% 37 Minnesota $593 37 Wisconsin 1.60% 37 Missouri $2,757
38 Louisiana 71.60% 38 Mississippi $594 38 Delaware 1.70% 38 Virginia 52,943
39 Wyoming 73.40% 39 Maine $607 39 Nebraska 1.70% 39 Washington $2,945
40 New Mexico 74.40% 40 West Virginia $609 40 Vermont 1.70% 40 Minnesota $3,055
41 Virginia 76.40% 41 Vermont $612 41 lowa 1.80% 41 Wisconsin 53,264
42 Rhode Island 76.50% 42 New Mexico $615 42 Kansas 1.80% 42 North Carolina $3,343
43 Pennsylvania 78.50% 43 Nebraska 5623 43 Maine 1.80% 43 New Jersey 53,566
44 Delaware 79.20% 44 lowa $626 44 New Mexico 1.90% 44 Michigan §3,621
45 Kentucky 79.90% 45 Kansas S649 45 Mississippi 2.00% 45 Ohio $4,639
46 Montana 80.50% 46 Montana $736 46 West Virginia 2.10% 46 |llingis $5,370
47 South Carolina 82.50% 47 South Dakota $847 47 Montana 2.20% 47 Pennsylvania 56,742
48 North Carolina 84.80% 48 North Dakota $899 48 South Dakota 2.50% 48 New York 58,707
49 Alaska 86.70% 49 Delaware $1,058 49 North Dakota 2.60% 49 Florida 58,911
50 West Virginia 92.60% 50 Wyoming $1,127 .50 Wyoming 2.60% 50 Texas $11,021
51 Alaska $1,925 51 Alaska 4,70% 51 Califernia $15,446

Definition: Construction, maintenance and operation of highways, streets and related structures, including toll highways, bridges, tunnels, ferries,
street lighting and snow and ice removal.

Footnote: Fiscal year data

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Kansas Bridge Information

After the I-35W collapse in Minneapolis

% KDOT immediately conducted structural analysis on the state’s six deck-truss bridges which had similar
components to the [-35W bridge.

< Performed an in-depth analysis of the gusset plates of all bridges that had the plates, since they were
believed to be the leading cause of the I-35W failure. This included the six deck trusses in addition to six
other bridges in the state.

* Inspected all 105 structurally deficient bridges on the State Highway System.

%+ Formed the Kansas Local Bridge Task Force, which has been working to identify and evaluate options that
local governments and KDOT can take to improve the local bridge inspection process. The Task Force has
made initial recommendations which are expected to improve the quality of routine inspection of local
bridges.

Kansas Bridges At A Glance

State System Local System* Total
All bridges 5,039 20,425 25,464
Structurally deficient 60 2,789 2,849
Functionally obsolete 446 1,590 2,036
Total % deficient & obsolete 10% 21.4% 19.2%

*Numbers may change as local entities update inspections and perform bridge improvements.

¢ Structurally Deficient Bridge — These are bridges restricted to light vehicles or closed because of
structural deterioration. These bridges have limits for weights and speed.

¢ Functionally Obsolete Bridge — A structure that has older design features and often is simply too narrow

%+ Kansas has invested in bridges by spending $73.5 million since the Minneapolis failure, including $41.0
million on state bridges and $32.5 million on local government bridges.

%+ On the local system, about 14 percent of the bridges are structurally deficient and 21 percent of the bridges
are either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.

¢+ On the state system., less than 2 percent of the bridges are structurally deficient and about 10 percent of the
bridges are either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete.

¢ It is estimated it would take $3.35 billion to fix all deficient bridges in the state. That includes about $3
billion on the local system and $350 million on the state system

¢ The Kansas Comprehensive Transportation Program (CTP) comes to an end in 2009. Over the course of the
CTP about $750 million will have been spent on bridges. KDOT has plans to address about 50 percent of
the structurally deficient bridges. Completing this work will depend on the availability of future funds.

# The current level of federal funding is sufficient to replace or rehabilitate only about 40 local Bridges a year.
With nearly 3,000 bridges qualifying for federal bridge replacement funds, it would take 75 years to
replace all of these bridges at the existing funding levels.

November 10, 2008
(=33
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CAFE Overview - Freqguently Asked Questions

o What is CAFE?

Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) is the sales weighted average
fuel economy, expressed in miles per gallon (mpg), of a manufacturer's
fleet of passenger cars or light trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating
(GVWR) of 8,500 Ibs. or less, manufactured for sale in the United States,
for any given model year. Fuel economy is defined as the average
mileage traveled by an automobile per gallon of gasoline (or equivalent
amount of other fuel) consumed as measured in accordance with the
testing and evaluation protocol set forth by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

e What is the origin of CAFE?

The “Energy Policy Conservation Act,” enacted into law by Congress in
1975, added Title V, “Improving Automotive Efficiency,” to the Motor
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act and established CAFE
standards for passenger cars and light trucks. The Act was passed in
response to the 1973-74 Arab oil embargo. The near-term goal was to
double new car fuel economy by model year 1985.

o Who has executive responsibility for CAFE?

The Secretary of Transportation has delegated authority to establish
CAFE standards to the Administrator of the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA). NHTSA is responsible for establishing
and amending the CAFE standards; promulgating regulations concerning
CAFE procedures, definitions and reports; considering petitions for
exemption from standards for low volume manufacturers and establishing
unique standards for them; enforcing fuel economy standards and
regulations; responding to petitions concerning domestic production by
foreign manufacturers and all other aspects of CAFE, including the
classification of vehicle lines as either cars or trucks; collecting, recording
and cataloging Pre- and Mid-model year reports; adjudicating carry back
credit plans; and providing program incentives such as credits for
alternative fueled vehicle lines.

EPA is responsible for calculating the average fuel economy for
each manufacturer. CAFE certification is done either one of two
ways: 1) The manufacturer provides its own fuel economy test

Senate Transportation

=567
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data, or 2) the EPA will obtain a vehicle and test it in its Office of
Transportation & Air Quality facility in Ann Arbor, MI. EPA will do
actual tests on typically about 30% of the existing vehicle lines,
using the same laboratory test that they use to measure exhaust
emissions. The entire certification test procedure, including the
vehicle test preparation, the actual running of the test on the
dynamometer, the recording of the data, etc., is specified in Title
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

Do NHTSA’s CAFE values differ from EPA’s fuel economy data?

Three different sets of fuel economy values- NHTSA’s CAFE values,
EPA’s unadjusted dynamometer values, and EPA’s adjusted on-road
values exist. NHTSA's CAFE values are used to determine
manufacturers’ compliance with the applicable average fuel economy
standards and to develop its annual report, the Automotive Fuel
Economy Program Annual Update. The EPA’s unadjusted dynamometer
values are calculated from the emissions generated during the testing
using a carbon balance equation. EPA knows the amount of carbon in
the fuel, so by measuring the carbon compounds expelled in the exhaust
they can calculate the fuel economy. EPA’s adjusted on-road values are
those values listed in the Fuel Economy Guide and on new vehicle
labels, adjusted to account for the in-use shortfall of EPA dynamometer
test values.

What is meant by “maximum feasible fuel economy standards?”

Congress specified that CAFE standards must be set at the “maximum
feasible level.” Congress provided that the Department’s determinations
of maximum feasible level be made in consideration of four factors:

1) Technological feasibility;

2) Economic practicability;

3) Effect of other standards on fuel economy; and
4) Need of the nation to conserve energy

o~ o~ — —

For what years and at what levels have the passenger car CAFE
standards been set?

To meet the goal of doubling the 1974 passenger car fuel economy
average by 1985 (to 27.5 mpg), Congress set fuel economy standards for
some of the intervening years. Passenger car standards were
established for MY 1978 (18 mpg); MY 1979 (19 mpg); MY 1980 (20
mpg); and for MY 1985 and thereafter (27.5 mpg). Congress left the level
of 1981-84 standards to the Department to establish administratively.
Subsequently, standards of 22, 24, 26, and 27 mpg were established. For
the post-1985 period, Congress provided for the continued application of
the 27.5 mpg standard for passenger cars, but gave the Department the
authority to set higher or lower standards. From MY 1986 through 1989,
the passenger car standards were lowered. Thereafter, in MY 1990, the
passenger car standard was amended to 27.5 mpg, which it has
remained at this level. :

For what years and at what levels have the light truck CAFE
standards been set?

AL

1/15/2009 9:57 AM
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Congress did not specify a target for the improvement of light truck fuel
economy. Instead, it provided that light truck standards be set at the
maximum feasible level for model year 1979 and each model year
thereafter. Unlike for the passenger car fleet, there is no default standard
established for light trucks. NHTSA must set the standard for each model
future model year. Light truck fuel economy standards have been
established by NHTSA for MY 1979 through MY 2007.

Light truck fuel economy requirements were first established for MY 1979
(17.2 mpg for 2-wheel drive models; 15.8 mpg for 4-wheel drive).
Standards for MY 1979 light trucks were established for vehicles with a
gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 6,000 pounds or less. Standards
for MY 1980 and beyond are for light trucks with a GVWR of 8,500
pounds or less. The light truck standard progressively increased from MY
1979 to 20.7 mpg and 19.1 mpg, respectively, by MY 1991. From MY
1982 through 1991, manufacturers were allowed to comply by either
combining 2- and 4-wheel drive fleets or calculating their fuel economy
separately. In MY 1992, the 2- and 4-wheel drive fleet distinction was
eliminated, and fleets were required to meet a standard of 20.2 mpg. The
standard progressively increased until 1996, when the Appropriations
prohibition froze the requirement at 20.7 mpg. The freeze was lifted by
Congress on December 18, 2001. On March 31, 2003, NHTSA issued
new light truck standards, setting a standard of 21.0 mpg for MY 2005,
21.6 mpg for MY 2006, and 22.2 mpg for MY 2007.

e What is the penalty for not meeting CAFE requirements for any
given model year (MY)?

The penalty for failing to meet CAFE standards recently increased from
$5.00 to $5.50 per tenth of a mile per gallon for each tenth under the
target value times the total volume of those vehicles manufactured for a
given model year.

Since 1983, manufacturers have paid more than $500 million in civil
penalties. Most European manufacturers regularly pay CAFE civil
penalties ranging from less than $1 million to more than $20 million
annually. Asian and domestic manufacturers have never paid a civil
penalty.

For MY 2002, five passenger car fleets including BMW, DaimlerChrysler
import, Fiat, Lotus, and Porsche are projected to fail to meet 27.5 mpg
passenger car CAFE standard. In addition, two light truck fleets including
BMW and Volkswagen will likely fail to meet the light truck CAFE
standard of 20.7 mpg. Final Reports for MY 2002 provided by the EPA to
NHTSA in mid-calendar year of 2003 may adjust these projections
favorably.

e What are CAFE credits?

Manufacturers can earn CAFE “credits” to offset deficiencies in their
CAFE performances. Specifically, when the average fuel economy of
either the passenger car or light truck fleet for a particular model year
exceeds the established standard, the manufacturer earns credits. The
amount of credit a manufacturer earns is determined by multiplying the
tenths of a mile per gallon that the manufacturer exceeded the CAFE

275
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standard in that model year by the amount of vehicles they manufactured
in that model year. These credits can be applied to any three consecutive
model years immediately prior to or subsequent to the model year in
which the credits are earned. The credits earned and applied to the
model years prior to the model year for which the credits are earned are
termed “carry back” credits, while those applied to model years
subsequent to the model year in which the credits are earned are known
as “carry forward” credits. Failure to exercise carry forward credits within
the three years immediately following the year in which they are earned
will result in the forfeiture of those credits. Credits cannot be passed
between manufacturers or between fleets, e.g., from domestic passenger
cars to light trucks.

e How is the actual Average Fuel Economy reported by manufacturers
to the Government?

Manufacturers are required to submit three reports: 1) Pre-model year; 2)
Mid-model year; and 3) Final Report. The pre- and mid-model year
reports are submitted to NHTSA, while the final report is submitted to and
validated by the EPA.

e Who classifies vehicles for the purposes of CAFE and how is it
done?

Authority to establish vehicle classifications for the purposes of
calculating CAFE was delegated to NHTSA. Specifically, the definitions
are as follows:

1) Passenger Car — any 4-wheel vehicle not designed for
off-road use that is manufactured primarily for use in
transporting 10 people or less.

2) Truck — a 4-wheel vehicle which is designed for off-road
operation (has 4-wheel drive or is more than 6,000 Ibs.
GVWR and has physical features consistent with those of a
truck); or which is designed to perform at least one of the
following functions: (1) transport more than 10 people; (2)
provide temporary living quarters; (3) transport property in
an open bed; (4) permit greater cargo-carrying capacity than
passenger-carrying volume; or (5) can be converted to an
open bed vehicle by removal of rear seats to form a flat
continuous floor with the use of simple tools.

e Are import vehicles treated the same as domestics when it comes to
CAFE?

The rules are different for passenger cars and trucks. There is a statutory
“two-fleet rule” for passenger cars. Manufacturers’ domestic and import
fleets must separately meet the 27.5 mpg CAFE standard. For passenger
cars, a vehicle, irrespective of who makes it, is considered as part of the
“domestic fleet” if 75% or more of the cost of the content is either U.S. or
Canadian in origin. If not, it is considered an import.

Beginning in 1980, light trucks were administratively subjected to a
similar two-fleet rule. However, given changes in market conditions (the
“captive import” sector of the fleet had become insignificant), NHTSA

24
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eliminated the two-fleet rule for light trucks beginning with MY 1996.
Therefore, there are no fleet distinctions, and trucks are simply counted
and CAFE calculated as one distinct fleet of a given manufacturer.

How are alternative fuel vehicles treated under CAFE?

The CAFE law provides for special treatment of vehicle fuel economy
calculations for dedicated alternative fuel vehicles and dual-fuel vehicles.
The fuel economy of a dedicated alternative fuel vehicle is determined by
dividing its fuel economy in equivalent miles per gallon of gasoline or
diesel fuel by 0.15. Thus a 15 mpg dedicated alternative fuel vehicle
would be rated as 100 mpg. For dual-fuel vehicles (vehicles that can use
the alternative fuel and gasoline or diesel interchangeably), the rating is
the average of the fuel economy on gasoline or diesel and the fuel
economy on the alternative fuel vehicle divided by .15. For example, this
calculation procedure turns a dual fuel vehicle that averages 25 mpg on
gasoline or diesel with the above 100 mpg alternative fuel to attain the 40
mpg value for CAFE purposes. Several limitations are established for
CAFE credits for dual fuel vehicles. For MYs 1993-2004, the maximum
CAFE increase attributable to dual fueled vehicles in a manufacturer's
passenger car or light truck fleet is 1.2 mpg.

The Alternative Motor Fuels Act (AMFA) directed the Secretary of
Transportation, in consultation with the EPA Administrator and the
Secretary of Energy, to conduct a study and submit a report to Congress
evaluating the success of the policy decision to offer CAFE credit
calculation incentives for dual-fuel and gaseous dual-fuel vehicles. The
report was transmitted to Congress in March 2002.

The statutory language also requires that the Department of
Transportation either extend the incentive program for dual-fuel vehicles
beyond MY 2004 for up to four more years with a maximum allowable
increase in average fuel economy for a manufacturer of 0.9 miles per
gallon; or issue a Federal Register notice that justifies termination of the
incentive program. In March 2002, NHTSA issued an NPRM proposing to
extend the availability of the CAFE credit incentive for dual-fueled
vehicles for four years, through the end of the 2008 model year. A final
rule will be issued in 2003.

Are any vehicles exempted from CAFE standards?

Light trucks that exceed 8,500 Ibs gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) do
not have to comply with CAFE standards. These vehicles include pickup
trucks, sport utility vehicles and large vans.

A study prepared for the Department of Energy, in February 2002, by the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory found that 521,000 trucks with GVWR
from 8,500 to 10,000 Ibs were sold in calendar year 1999. The vast
majority (82%) of these trucks are pickups and a significant number
(24%) were diesel. At the end of 1999, there were 5.8 million of these
trucks on the road accounting for 8% of the annual miles driven by light
trucks, and 9% of light truck fuel use.

How is a manufacturer’s CAFE determined for a given model year?
A manufacturer's CAFE is the fleet wide average fuel economy. Separate

=5
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CAFE calculations are made for up to three potential fleets: domestic
passenger cars, imported passenger cars and light trucks. The averaging
method used is referred to as a “harmonic mean”. The regulatory
language describes the calculation as: “the number of passenger
automobiles manufactured by the manufacturer in a model year; divided
by the sum of the fractions obtained by dividing the number of passenger
automobiles of each model manufactured by the manufacturer in that
model year by the fuel economy measured for that model.” The numerical
example below illustrates the process. Assume that a hypothetical
manufacturer produces four light truck models in 2004, where MPG
means miles per gallon and GVWR means gross vehicle weight rating
measured in Ibs:

* Model  MPG GVWR Prodution Volume |

Vehicle A 22 3000 130,000
~ VehicleB 20 = 3500 120,000
Vehicle C 16 | 4000 100,000
VehicleD 10 | 8900 40,000

Because the Vehicle D exceeds 8,500 GVWR, it is excluded from the
calculation. Therefore, the manufacturer's light truck CAFE is calculated
as:

Total Pr oductionVolume
#Vehicled | _#VehicleB  _#VehicleC _~/Verage Light Truck
FuelEconomy FuelEconomy FuelEconomy
Fleet Fuel Economy

350.000
130,000 " 120,000 " 100.000
22 20 16

= 1927 MPG

The 2004 model year light truck CAFE standard is 20.7 mpg therefore the
manufacturer is not in compliance.

What is the penalty for noncompliance for a given
MY and how is it calculated?

The current penalty for failing to meet CAFE standards is $5.50 per tenth
of a MPG under the target value times the total volume of those vehicles
manufactured for a given model year.

Since 1983, manufacturers have paid more than $590 million in CAFE
civil penalties. Most European manufacturers regularly pay CAFE civil
penalties ranging from less than $1 million to more than $20 million
annually. Asian and most of the big domestic manufacturers have never
paid a civil penalty.

For MY 2002, five imported passenger car fleets, including BMW,
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Daimler Chrysler, Fiat, Lotus and Porsche are projected to fail to meet

the 27.5 mpg passenger car CAFE standard. In addition, two light truck
fleets, including BMW and Volkswagen are projected to fail to meet the
light truck CAFE standard of 20.7 mpg.

When NHTSA finds that a manufacturer is not in compliance, it notifies
the manufacturer. Surplus credits generated from the three previous
years can be used to make up the deficit. Using the example from above,
the manufacturer may use credits from any of the previous three model
years (2001, 2002, or 2003). Credits generated in the furthest out model
year (2001) would be used first, followed by any generated in 2002 and
finally 2003. If there are no (or not enough) credits available, then the
manufacturer can either pay the fine, or submit a carry back plan to the
agency. In the example, the hypothetical manufacturer's CAFE was
19.27 mpg for model year 2004. In that year, the standard was 20.7 mpg.
The fine is calculated as:

(20.7 - Average Fuel Economy)*10.0 * $5.50* Production Volume = Total
Fine
(20.7- 19.27) *10.0* $5.50 * 350,000 = $27,527,500

If the manufacturer decides to make up the difference in the following
three years instead, they must file a carry back plan with NHTSA. A carry
back plan describes what the manufacturer plans to do in the following
three model years (2005, 2006 and 2007) to make up the deficit credits.
NHTSA must examine and approve the plan. The total number of credits
that must be made up are:

(20.7 — Average Fuel Economy)*10.0 * Production Volume = Total
Credits
(20.7 — 19.27) *10.0* 350,000 = 5,005,000

The manufacturer can make up deficit credits by producing a fleet of
vehicles that exceeds the standard at that time. For example, suppose
the manufacturer submits plans to build the following light trucks in 2005
model year:

__Model  MPG| GVWWR _Production Volume

hicle A | 22 | 3000 | 100,000

_VehicleB | 20 3500 | 80000
VehicleD | 10 8800 55000
VehicleE | 25 2800 150,000

In this model year, the manufacturer has quit making one model (Vehicle
C) and introduced a new model (Vehicle E). Because Vehicle D has a
GVWR in excess of 8,500 Ibs, it is excluded from the calculation.
Therefore, the manufacturer's CAFE is calculated as:
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Total Pr oductionVolume
#Vehicled % #VehicleB 2 #VehicleE
FuelEconomy FuelEconomy FuelEconomy

= Average Fuel
Economy

330,000 B
100,000 , 80,000 , 150,000 S
22 20 25

Since the light truck standard is 21.0 mpg in 2005, the manufacturer has
exceeded the standard and generated excess credits:

(Average Fuel Economy —21.0) *10.0* Production Volume = Total Excess
Credits
(22.69-21.0) *10.0* 330,000 = 5,577,000.

These excess credits generated in 2005 model year cover the deficit

from the 2004 model year with a surplus of 572,000 that can be used in
later model years.
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