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I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE 

The Pennsylvania Motor Truck Association (“PMTA”), which is a non-profit 

entity formed in 1928 with over 1,200 members, represents the interests of over 

32,000 trucking companies in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  The mission of 

PMTA is to promote the common business interests of persons engaged in the motor 

transportation industry.   

In the Commonwealth alone, the trucking industry employs over 320,000 men 

and women, which equals 1 in every 16 jobs.  An understanding of how the industry 

works is critical when evaluating policies that have the ability to greatly impact the 

industry as a whole.  It is well known that increased operating costs on the trucking 

industry result in higher prices for  consumer goods.  While tolling is not a novel 

concept, careful deliberation should be given to the potential implications of 

burdening trucking companies with more costs.   

PMTA fully supports repairing the roads and bridges of the Commonwealth.  

In fact, PMTA has worked closely with PennDOT and the Senate Transportation 

committee to develop alternative sources for transportation funding.  However, in a 

knee jerk and rush to judgment manner, PennDOT has defaulted to tolling as a 

primary source for generating transportation funding before considering alternatives 

and the impact that bridge tolling will have on the transportation industry and the 

citizens of Pennsylvania.  Should the Major Bridge P3 Initiative move forward, the 
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trucking industry will be forced to increase prices, reduce the number of trucks on 

the road, or both.  In an industry already plagued with a shortage of drivers, tolling 

will force trucking companies to divert funds to pay tolls rather than increasing 

wages for drivers.  For small trucking companies, tolling could force them to stop 

doing business.  Thus, PMTA and its members have a stake in these proceedings.1  

II. ARGUMENT 

Everyday thousands of commercial drivers take to the road to transport 

necessary goods that citizens require—food, medicine, clothing, gas, water, and 

toilet paper.  The Commonwealth’s roads and bridges are the office for these hard-

working Pennsylvanians, and no one wishes for better infrastructure more than them.  

For decades, the trucking industry has paid more than its fair share of transportation 

funding in the Commonwealth.  In fact, the industry already accounts for an 

astounding 38% of transportation funding, while only making up 9% of the vehicle 

miles driven in the Commonwealth.  Ex. A, 3/24/21 R. Oyler Testimony, p. 2.  

Despite a consistent flow of revenue from the trucking industry through, among 

other things, registration fees of over $2,000 per truck with a registered gross weight 

of 80,000 pounds and the second highest gas tax in the United States, the 

Commonwealth still cannot manage to repair its ailing bridges.  

 
1 Amicus certifies that no party or party’s counsel contributed money to fund this brief, and no 
person other than Amicus, its members, and their counsel contributed money intended to fund this 
brief. 
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In an effort to generate more revenue for bridge repair, Respondents, in 

complete disregard for Act 88’s statutory process, adopted the Major Bridge P3 

Initiative.  The single paragraph Resolution adopted by the P3 Board on November 

12, 2020, reads: 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the P3 Board unanimously approved that the 
PennDOT Pathways Major P3 Initiative proceed using the appropriate 
contracting P3 delivery model for each interstate or expressway bridge 
and associated roadwork package, as defined in Act 88 of 2012 and 
following the process as delineated in the PennDOT P3 Implementation 
Manual. 
 

Ex. B, 11/12/20 Resolution.  The Resolution makes no mention of user fees or what 

bridges are included in the Major Bridge P3 Initiative.  However, in a press release 

issued the same day, the P3 Board and PennDOT stated, “[t]hrough this program, 

the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) will be able to 

accelerate critical work on major bridges across the state through consideration of 

user fees.”  Ex. C, 11/12/20 Press Release.  Three months later, PennDOT, not the 

P3 Board, identified nine bridges across the Commonwealth that were being 

considered for tolling under the P3 Initiative.  Ex. D, PennDOT Announces ‘Major 

Bridge P3 Initiative’ Next Steps, Private-Sector Opportunities, 

https://www.penndot.gov/pages/all-news-details.aspx?newsid=819 (Feb. 18, 2021).   

Although the Major Bridge P3 Initiative resolution was adopted in November 

2020, the P3 Board and PennDOT have yet to complete studies on the impact of 

bridge tolling on the affected communities.  Ex. E, Senate Appropriations Committee 
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Hearing, video at 56:37 https://www.pasenategop.com/blog/transportation (Apr. 22, 

2021).  As argued by the Petitioners, PennDOT failed to follow the clearly 

established procedures laid out in Act 88, and in doing so has completely ignored 

the numerous concerns raised by the citizens of this Commonwealth—320,000 of 

which earn a living directly related to the trucking industry.  A petition against bridge 

tolling circulating through social media has garnered over 6,200 signatures, while 

another has 378 signatures.  Ex. F, Stop the Tolls on I-79, CHANGE.ORG, 

https://www.change.org/p/penndot-stop-the-tolls-on-i-

79?recruiter=671312660&recruited_by_id=16947c90-e516-11e6-8dff-

5562b5afeb58&utm_source=shre_petition&utm_medium=copylink&utm_campaig

n=petition_dashboard (last visited Feb. 8, 2022); see also Ex. G, Bridge Tolling 

Petition.  

PMTA defers to Petitioners concerning the constitutionality of Act 88 and the 

variety of ways PennDOT violated the Act.  PMTA submits this Amicus Curiae 

Brief to address the impact that tolling bridges will have on the trucking industry 

and, in turn, to the overall economy of not just the Commonwealth, but the entire 

nation. 

A. The Negative Impact of Tolling and the Consequences of the Major Bridge 
P3 Initiative on the Trucking Industry 

Had PennDOT and the P3 Board performed the necessary analyses prior to 

adopting the Major Bridge P3 Initiative, they would have been fully apprised of the 
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negative impact bridge tolling will have on the trucking industry.  The trucking 

industry is a heavily regulated and  generally a low profit margin business model 

that relies upon volume of loads transported to make even a small profit.  Even 

incremental price changes must be carefully planned for as most trucking companies 

operate with the hopes of making a 1% to 3% profit.  See Ex. A, 3/24/21 R. Oyler 

Testimony, p. 2.  Since 2012, the cost of operating a tractor trailer in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has increased $7,400, making Pennsylvania the 

“third most expensive state in the country in which to operate a truck.”  See id.  Given 

the already exorbitant cost to operate a tractor trailer in the Commonwealth, 

additional fees, such as increased tolling, will force many small companies to close.   

Pricing in the trucking industry is unlike any other industry.  For example, toll 

fees cannot be directly passed on to the customer.  Ex. H, 1/25/21 J. Butzer 

Testimony, p. 2.  Joseph Butzer, former interim President of the PMTA and former 

executive of a local trucking company, testifying before the Senate Transportation 

Committee, provided a firsthand account of the difficulties many small trucking 

companies face.  Mr. Butzer explained that many trucking companies use online 

“load boards” or brokers to locate available shipments to ensure every time a truck 

is running it is full.  Id. at p. 3.  The price to pick up or deliver the shipment is fixed 

and final—no negotiations or additions.  Id.  If the price is $500, a company with a 

1% profit margin makes $5 off this shipment, assuming the driver encounters no 
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delays as it is customary for customers to reduce the price if the shipment is delayed.  

Id.  Having to cross a tolled bridge at $10 results in a net loss of $5 for that leg of 

the shipment.  Id.  Because the cost of the shipment is fixed, this cannot be passed 

onto the customer and the trucking company must absorb that expense. 

In 2008, Mr. Butzer’s company spent approximately $103,716 on tolls.  

Ex. H, 1/25/21 J. Butzer Testimony p. 2.  Despite a company policy that required 

drivers to avoid toll roads whenever possible, by 2015, the company was spending 

$136,265 in tolls.  Id.  Ultimately, the company closed in 2018.2  Id.   

This example illustrates both the thin margins truckers operate on, but also the 

significant impact even a nominal toll has on the industry.  To date, PennDOT has 

not definitively stated the toll amount for vehicles using the affected bridges.  

However, according to PennDOT’s Alternative Funding Program Director, Kenneth 

McClain, passenger vehicles will pay $1 to $2 per pass with commercial vehicles 

being expected to pay 4 to 6 times more than that.  Ex. I, Jan Murphy, Tolls on I-83 

South Bridge? West Shore leaders want to hit the brakes as study continues, 

PENNLIVE.COM (Sept. 30, 2021), https://www.pennlive.com/news/2021/09/tolls-on-

i-83-south-bridge-west-shore-leaders-want-to-hit-the-brakes-as-study-

 
2 Even large companies will be affected by additional tolls.  Testifying in front of the Senate 
Transportation Committee, Mark Giuffre, Vice President of State Government Affairs for UPS 
and Chairman of PMTA, explained tolling is the least efficient, but most detrimental way to 
increase revenue for infrastructure.  See Ex. J, 1/25/21 M. Giuffre Testimony, p. 1.  Mr. Giuffre 
explained in 2020, UPS paid more than $15 million in tolls in Pennsylvania alone.  Id.   



7 
 

continues.html.  Assuming a $10 toll is implemented on the nine bridges, a trucking 

company with 6 trucks will pay $31,000 more a year for crossing just one of the 

tolled bridges.  Ex. A, 3/24/21 R. Oyler Testimony, p. 2.   

Considering the industry already accounts for nearly 40% of transportation 

funding, while only making up 9% of the vehicle miles driven in the 

Commonwealth, adding charges for bridge tolls that will be 4 to 6 times more for 

commercial vehicles will cause an undue burden on trucking companies that are 

transporting goods into and out of Pennsylvania.  Trucks traveling into and out of 

Pennsylvania are more likely to encounter more than one of the nine bridge tolls 

during any trip.  Thus, PennDOT will be imposing an undue burden on interstate 

commerce and discriminating against interstate commerce in violation of the 

dormant Commerce Clause.  The Commerce Clause contains an implied 

requirement, known as the dormant Commerce Clause, that prevents states from 

mandating differential treatment of in-state and out-of-state economic interests that 

benefits the former and burdens the latter.  Cloverland-Green Spring Dairies, Inc. v. 

Pa. Milk Mktg. Bd., 462 F.3d 249, 261 (3d Cir. 2006) (quoting Granholm v. Heald, 

544 U.S. 460, 472, 125 S.Ct. 1885, 161 L.Ed.2d 796 (2005)). 

The impact that costly and excessive tolls to be imposed against commercial 

vehicles will have on the greater economy is obvious.  To ease the burden caused by 

cumulative and excessive tolls, trucking companies will be forced to increase prices 
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to compensate for higher operating costs.  Their customers will also be forced to 

raise prices to cover the increased cost of shipping.  The net result being an overall 

increase in consumer goods.  Ex. K, 3/6/19 C. Spear Testimony, p. 11.  Ultimately, 

the consumer pays twice by paying tolls directly and through the increased cost of 

goods caused by tolling. 

Over 80% of U.S. communities rely exclusively on the trucking industry for 

their freight transportation needs.  See Ex. K, 3/6/19 C. Spear Testimony, p. 1.  There 

is no doubt that bridge tolling will increase operating costs for trucking companies.  

Every increase in operating costs is felt not only by the trucking industry, but each 

and every consumer who relies so heavily on the quick and efficient transportation 

of goods.  Id. at p. 2. Better alternative options exist and should be explored before 

the P3 Board and PennDOT saddle the trucking industry with yet another substantial 

increase in operating costs.  Many small businesses—both in the trucking industry 

and those that rely on local truckers to deliver their goods—cannot survive another 

significant increase in costs. 

B. Tolling is an Ineffective Generator of Revenue and Disproportionately 
Impacts the Trucking Industry 

In April 2021, in defending the Major Bridge P3 Initiative, Yassmin Gramian, 

Secretary of Transportation, testified that revenues from the Act 89 gas tax decreased 

because less people were driving on Pennsylvania’s roads.  Ex. E, Senate 

Appropriations Committee Hearing, video at 22:01, 1:27:50; Ex. L, PennDOT, 
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Public-Private Transportation Partnership Board Meeting, p. 9 (June 16, 2021), 

https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/p3forpa/Documents/ 

06.16.2021%20P3%20Board%20Meeting%20Presentation.pdf.  However, if traffic 

is down, it strains credulity to think that tolling bridges is an effective solution to 

generate revenue to repair the Commonwealth’s failing bridges.   

Indeed, research has confirmed that tolling is the least efficient and one of the 

more costly ways to generate revenue.  Ex. M, American Transportation Research 

Institute, A Financial Analysis of Toll System Revenue: Who Pays & Who Benefits, 

p. 47 (Jan. 2020).  Studies indicate that the administrative costs of collecting tolls 

ranges from 21.9% to 30.3% of revenues while the costs of administering a fuel tax 

ranges from 1% to 2% of revenues generated.  Id.; see also Ex. J, 1/25/21 M. Giuffre 

Testimony, p. 1.  In addition to the administrative costs of tolls, our own 

Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission (“PTC”) has proven that tolls are not an 

efficient means of generating highway revenue; it incurs administrative costs to 

charge tolls that it may never collect.  In 2020, more than $104,000,000 in 

Pennsylvania Turnpike tolls went uncollected.  Ex. N, Mark Scolforo, Free rides 

take $104M toll on Pennsylvania Turnpike finances, APNEWS.COM (Sept. 14, 

2021), https://www.apnews.com/article/lifestyle-technology-laws-only-on-ap-

carlisle-a2c9f6845ef5d8e1ce53f7a533ce0733.  Ironically, if Respondents have their 

way, they will partner with the PTC to charge and collect bridge tolls. 
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A January 2020 study completed by the American Transportation Research 

Institute (“ATRI”) queried “whether tolling could be a viable alternative to 

traditional funding mechanisms, and what the implications of tolling on the trucking 

industry were.”  Ex. M, ATRI Financial Analysis at p. 8.  For its study, ATRI selected 

21 toll systems throughout the United States.  Id. at p. 12.  These systems combined 

to represent 81.77% of all the toll industry.  Id.  Included in the 21 systems was the 

Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission.  Id. at p. 24.  For the 10-year period reviewed 

by the ATRI, annual toll revenue from the PTC increased 94.38%, with the 2018 

annual revenue totaling $1,196,606,000.  Id.  Only the New Jersey Turnpike 

Authority, Port Authority of NY/NJ B&T, Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 

and Illinois State Toll Highway Authority boasted more revenue for 2018.  Id. 

Ultimately, the study concluded not only that tolling is an ineffective strategy 

for generating revenue for funding highways,3 but that the trucking industry is 

significantly impacted by tolling.  Ex. M, ATRI Financial Analysis at pp. 47-48.  By 

way of example:  

 
3 Tolling also implicates issues of equity.  Lower income travelers end up paying a significantly 
higher percentage of their household income to travel roads that are necessary for them to get to 
work, medical care, etc.  Ex. M, ATRI Financial Analysis at p. 42.  Further complicating the matter 
is the characterization of tolling as a “user fee.”  A user fee necessarily implies the user is getting 
a service in return for the fee paid.  Id.  However, on a tolled road, no service is provided.  Id.  
Instead, the user pays a toll, which is then put into a general fund to provide services to the public.  
Id.  Tolls are more akin to a tax.  
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 The study revealed that commercial vehicles, defined as vehicles 

with three or more axels, paid approximately 550% more per toll 

transaction than light duty vehicles.  Id. at p. 29.   

 Commercial vehicles made up 28.5% of $14.7 billion in total 

revenue from tolled roads throughout the country.  Id. 

 Commercial vehicles used just 13% of the total vehicle miles 

traveled (“VMT”) on toll roads, but paid an inflated $0.45 per mile 

as compared to passenger and light duty vehicles that comprised 

86.6% of VMT, but paid only $0.165 per mile.  Id. at p. 30.   

 In 2018, the trucking industry paid $4.2 billion to the 21 tolling 

facilities included in the study.  Id. at 48.  However, 48.2% of that 

was diverted from direct costs of operating tolling facilities.  Id. 

Of note, the PTC was used as a “case study for why the trucking industry has 

growing concerns over tolls.”  Ex. M, ATRI Financial Analysis at pp. 8-9.  In 2019, 

the PTC increased tolls by 6%, which resulted in a fee of $293 for E-Z Pass 

commercial drivers to travel the full length of the Turnpike.  Id.  According to the 

PTC, it is required to provide PennDOT with $450 million for highways, bridges, 

and public transit, which necessitated the increase in toll feels.  Id. at p. 9.  However, 

that money, which represents 37.6% of the PTC’s revenue, has been diverted to mass 

transit.  Id.  This demonstrates that the toll fees on the Pennsylvania Turnpike are 
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well in excess of the costs associated with collecting the tolls.  Still, the highways 

and bridges of the Commonwealth remain unrepaired and failing.  Adding additional 

tolled roads will not alleviate the problem.  

C. Prioritizing Expenditures of Transportation Funds 

Despite having one of the largest budgets in the Commonwealth, year after 

year, PennDOT comes before the General Assembly and requests more money.  And 

year after year, the roads and bridges of the Commonwealth continue to deteriorate.  

In 2019, only 48.5% of PennDOT’s $10 billion budget was spent on highways and 

bridges.  Ex. A, 3/24/21 R. Oyler Testimony, pp. 3-4.  The remaining 51.5% of that 

budget went to mass transit, State Police, multi-modal, debt service, and bike paths.  

Id.  As Rebecca Oyler, President and CEO of PMTA, testified, “We do not have a 

transportation funding problem in Pennsylvania; we have a funding diversion issue 

that must be addressed.”  Id. at p. 4.  To manage their budgets, everyday citizens 

prioritize their needs over their wants.  PennDOT should do the same.  Bike paths 

are important; however, the roads and bridges are in dire need of repair and must be 

prioritized over other “wants.” 

By way of example, funds from the Act 89 “gas tax” are held in the Motor 

License Fund (“MLF”).  According to PennDOT’s Annual Report for 2019-2020, 

the MLF collected over $4 billion in one fiscal year.  Ex. O, PennDOT Annual 

Report 2019/2020 (last visited Feb. 8, 2022), https://www.penndot.gov/about-
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us/annual-report/2020-Annual-Report/Pages/index.aspx#financials.  Of that money, 

only $1,139,071,000 was devoted to highway and bridge improvements.  Similarly, 

the Annual Report for 2018-2019 reveals the MLF collected over $5 billion with 

$1,317,848,000 being earmarked for highway and bridge improvements.  Ex. P, 

PennDOT Annual Report 2018/2019 (last visited Feb. 8, 2022), 

https://www.penndot.gov/about-us/annual-report/Pages/index.html.  PMTA, after 

PennDOT promised infrastructure improvements, supported the passage of Act 89.  

However, rather than spending the lions share of the revenue generated by the gas 

tax on fixing the infrastructure, PennDOT prioritized other initiatives, leaving the 

roads and bridges of the Commonwealth unrepaired.4 

As of April 2021, undeterred by legal challenges and overwhelming 

opposition to bridge tolling, PennDOT had already expended $3.5 million on 

contracts associated with the Major Bridge P3 Initiative.  Ex. E, Senate 

Appropriations Hearing Committee video at 8:45.  Yet, Secretary Gramian could not 

provide the amount of the toll, the length of the contract with the private entity, or 

details on the impact on the public.  Id. at 16:28, 54:45, 57:40.  Not specifically 

related to the Major Bridge P3 Initiative, but relevant to PennDOT’s track record of 

 
4  A 2019 audit revealed more than $4 billion from the Motor License Fund was diverted from 
projects to repair roads and bridges and was instead used to fund the State Police.  See Ex. Q, 
Auditor General DePasquale: PennDOT Audit Finds $4.2 Billion Diverted from Repairing 
Roads, Bridges (Apr. 25, 2019), 
https://www.paauditor.gov/media/default/Print/RLS_DePasquale_PennDOT_Audit_042519_FIN
AL.pdf.     
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managing projects and effectively utilizing its funds, Secretary Gramian was unable 

to reassure the Committee that the disaster that was the Mt. Rose Interstate 83 

interchange project in York County would not be repeated.  Id. at 1:01:00 – 1:05:30.  

Finally, Secretary Gramian was unaware of the potential legal challenges that may 

prohibit the PTC from collecting the tolls.5  Id. at 1:43:55 – 1:47:13.  If the PTC 

cannot collect the tolls, Secretary Gramian conceded a third party would be required, 

which would increase costs.  Id. at 1:47:50 – 1:50:35. 

The risk to the trucking industry, the citizens of Pennsylvania, and overall 

economy, that tolling these nine bridges carries is simply not worth it considering 

PennDOT’s history of prioritizing other initiatives that, in theory would be 

beneficial, but take much needed funds from projects, such as bridge repairs, that 

must be completed in order to keep the citizens of the Commonwealth safe. 

D. The General Assembly Alone has the Power to Appropriate and it has 
Rejected Respondents’ Major Bridge P3 Initiative 

It is clear the process by which the P3 Board and PennDOT created the Major 

Bridge P3 Initiative is in direct contravention to the directives of the General 

Assembly.  The dictates of Act 88 are clear; yet the P3 Board and PennDOT 

expressly disregarded those clear guidelines because “the actions of the Board are 

consistent with other action and process followed in previous transportation projects 

 
5 Section 8116(b) states, “Tolls shall not be subject to supervision or regulation by any other State 
commission, board, bureau or agency.”  74 Pa. C.S.A. § 8116(b). 
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approved by the board.”  Ex. R, 4/15/21 Letter from Sec. Gramian, p. 2.  Here, the 

legislature has acted in direct response to the Major Bridge P3 Initiative by 

introducing Senate Bill 382 (“SB 382”), which amends Act 88 to require additional 

information be included in any Act 88 analysis pursuant to 74 Pa. C.S.A. § 9105(b).  

It is a rare occasion to have such clear insight into the intent of the legislature; 

however, that is the situation presented herein.   

In a letter dated February 4, 2021 to Secretary of Transportation, Yassmin 

Gramian, P.E., Senator Wayne Langerholc, Chairman of the Senate Transportation 

Committee, enumerated the various ways in which the Major Bridge P3 Initiative 

violated Act 88.  Among his concerns was “PennDOT’s interpretation that it has 

broad authority to generate revenue and appropriate.”  Ex. S, 2/4/21 Letter to Sec. 

Gramian, p. 1.  As explained in Petitioners’ Brief in Support of their Application for 

Summary Relief, as presently drafted, Act 88 requires PennDOT to “develop a 

detailed analysis of a request or recommendation prior to approval by the board.”  

74 Pa. C.S.A. § 9105(b).  SB 382 would amend this section to provide further 

clarification as to what “a detailed analysis” should include.  See Ex. T, SB382 at 

§ 9105(b), (last visited Feb. 8, 2022), https://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/legis  
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/PN/Public/btCheck.cfm?txtType=PDF&sessYr=2021&ssInd=0&billBody=S&bill

Typ=B&billNbr=0382&pn=1231.  Examples include, among other things, the exact 

location of the proposed project, the estimated costs, the estimated length of the 

public-private agreement, and the social, economic, and environmental impacts of 

the proposed project.  See id.  PennDOT would further be required to post the 

analysis on its website, notify the chairperson and minority chairperson of the 

Transportation Committees of both the House and Senate, and allow for a period of 

public comment.  Id. at § 9105(b)(2)(i)-(viii) and (b)(3).  This would all be completed 

before a resolution is approved.  Id. at § 9105(b.2) (emphasis added).   

Despite PennDOT’s opposition, SB 382 has received bipartisan support in 

both the House and Senate.  See Ex. U, Affidavit of Senator Scott E. Hutchinson; 

Ex. V, Affidavit of Representative Doyle Heffley.  In a March 2021 press 

conference, the sponsor of the bill, Senator Langerholc stated, “the intent of Act 88 

was not to tax and appropriate without legislative oversight.”  Ex. W, New 

Legislation Puts the Brakes on Tolling PA Interstate Bridges, video 

https://www.pasenategop.com/blog/new-legislation-puts-the-brakes-on-tolling-pa-

interstate-bridges/ (Mar. 11, 2021), at 6:08.  While the legislature is permitted to 

grant an administrative agency with the power to execute a law, basic policy choices 

must be made by the legislature.  See Belovsky v. Redevelopment Authority, 54 A. 

277, 283-284 (Pa. 1947); Blackwell v. Com. State Ethics Com’n, 567 A.2d 630, 637 
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(Pa. 1989).  The legislature is comprised of individuals elected by the citizens of the 

Commonwealth, which is why they alone are vested with the power to make policy 

choices that impact the electorate.  See Protz v. Workers’ Compensation Appeal 

Board (Derry Area School District), 161 A.3d 827, 833 (Pa. 2017) (citing Wm. Penn 

Parking Garage, Inc. v. City of Pittsburgh, 346 A.2d 269, 291 (Pa. 1975) (plurality)).  

It is the General Assembly, not PennDOT, who is tasked with brainstorming revenue 

sources, deciding where that revenue should be invested, and ultimately in balancing 

the pros and cons inherent in policymaking.  See Jubelirer v. Rendell, 953 A.2d 514, 

529-530 (Pa. 2008) (quoting Shapp v. Sloan, 391 A.2d 595, 604 (Pa. 1978) (“[T]he 

General Assembly enacts the legislation establishing those programs which the state 

provides for its citizens and appropriates the funds necessary for their operation[] 

[while] [t]he executive branch implements the legislation by administering the 

programs.”).   

Here, PennDOT, which is not accountable to the public, infringed upon the 

General Assembly’s power to make basic policy choices by selecting the nine 

bridges and determining the amount of the toll.  If Respondents prevail in this action 

despite the clear failures to follow Act 88, it is reasonable to presume that they will 

not stop at tolling just nine bridges.  Giving Respondents a pass will result in more 

bridges being tolled followed by interstate and congestion tolling.  The General 

Assembly has spoken, and it has rejected PennDOT’s approach in creating the Major 
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Bridge P3 Initiative.  If the Major Bridge P3 Initiative is permitted to move forward, 

the trucking industry will be irreparably damaged and citizens will suffer from 

increased prices and delays in an already taxed supply chain. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons, the Major Bridge P3 Initiative will have a significant 

negative impact on the trucking industry.  The risk to the citizens of the 

Commonwealth posed by the Initiative is not worth potential reward.  It is 

respectfully requested that the Court consider these perspectives and grant 

Petitioners’ Application for Summary Relief. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
SAXTON & STUMP, LLC 
 

By: /s/Michael T. Traxler    
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EXHIBIT A



 
 

Testimony of Rebecca K. Oyler  

Pennsylvania Motor Truck Association 
Before 

House Transportation Committee 
March 24, 2021 

 

Good morning, Chairman Hennessey, Chairman Carroll, and members of the Transportation 

Committee. We appreciate the opportunity to testify today on the impact of bridge tolling on 

the trucking industry in Pennsylvania. I am Rebecca Oyler, President & CEO of the Pennsylvania 

Motor Truck Association (PMTA). We represent an industry comprised of 37,440 trucking 

companies in the commonwealth, the majority of which are small businesses operating fewer 

than six trucks.  

The trucking industry employs more than 320,000 hardworking men and women in 

Pennsylvania. One in every 16 workers is employed directly in transportation, and countless 

other jobs are indirectly related. Our industry is critical to many others; manufacturing, 

agriculture, warehousing, supply chains, and essential consumer goods distribution depend on 

trucking in every corner of the state. When COVID-19 shut down most of our country, truck 

drivers kept our economy moving and continue to do so every single day.  

We appreciate you providing PMTA a voice in this discussion, as our organization was not 

consulted prior to the PennDOT P3 Board announcing its plan to toll interstate bridges in 

November. We have had conversations with PennDOT more recently, but still believe it is of 

critical importance to emphasize how tolling – even a single bridge – will harm our industry. 

The trucking industry is already one of the most highly regulated in the country. It is also one of 

the most difficult to stay profitable in due to constantly increasing costs. Our testimony is 

focused on the dynamics that already hamper the competitiveness of Pennsylvania trucking 

companies and the impact that bridge tolling will have on them. 

I am happy to be joined today by the Chairman of PMTA’s Board of Directors, Mark Giuffre, 

who will also testify, along with my predecessor, Joe Butzer. Joe operated several trucking 

companies in Lancaster County, and I will draw on Joe’s extensive first-hand experience as an 

illustration of the industry’s struggles, which tolling will only exacerbate. 

First, I would like to point out that the trucking industry is fully supportive of well-funded 

transportation infrastructure. Roads are our workplaces, and our companies rely on highways 

being safe and efficient.  

However, the industry already pays a large portion of the bill, and this burden is affecting the 

competitiveness of Pennsylvania companies even now. According to the American 
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Transportation Research Institute (ATRI), the trucking industry pays almost 40% of 

transportation taxes in Pennsylvania, while operating only 9% of the vehicle miles.  

In fact, taxes and fees make Pennsylvania the third most expensive state in the country in 

which to operate a truck. This is due in large part to the transportation funding package known 

as Act 89 of 2013, which increased operating costs for trucks significantly. For the sake of the 

promised infrastructure improvements, PMTA supported the act only after PennDOT began to 

force the issue by weight restricting bridges throughout the Commonwealth.  

Act 89 increased Pennsylvania’s fuel tax to the highest in the nation at the time. Today, it is the 

second highest fuel tax in the country, having been bested only by California. Federal and state 

taxes on diesel fuel are almost $1 per gallon here. The act also increased registration fees on 

trucks, further squeezing the industry. Today, a tractor trailer costs $689 more to license than it 

did in 2012. Between fuel and registration costs, operating a single tractor trailer in 

Pennsylvania today is over $7,400 more than it was in 2012.  

And that is just one truck. Many companies have fleets, from two to several hundred trucks, 

which increase these costs exponentially. A single PMTA member who operates six tractor 

trailers in their business is now paying $45,000 more a year, a crippling increase for a business 

that already operates on a razor thin margin. Most trucking companies’ profit margins are 

between one and three percent, leaving little room to absorb extra costs.  

Now imagine if this PMTA member company is located near one of the bridges proposed to be 

tolled. PennDOT anticipates that tolls for passenger vehicles will be around one to two dollars, 

with tracker trailers about five times that. A $10 toll for our member business’ six trucks, which 

may need to cross the bridge twice a day, will add over $31,000 a year to its operating costs.   

To illustrate the impact of tolling, I would point to Joe’s former trucking company. In 2008 Joe’s 

company spent $103,716 on tolls for 20 trucks. By 2015, tolling costs had risen to $136,265, a 

30% increase in just seven years, making it difficult for the business to stay profitable, despite 

his company’s policy to avoid toll roads whenever possible.  

Joe’s company operated just like many other trucking companies. His company had 

relationships with local businesses, including a manufacturer that depended on his drivers to 

haul their products from Pennsylvania to elsewhere in the country. After delivering its products, 

an empty truck needed a load to return. No trucking company can afford to run its trucks 

empty. To find a load to return to Pennsylvania, Joe would use either shipping brokers or load 

boards. A load board is an Internet site with available shipments to pick up. The goal was to find 

a destination close to the truck’s delivery location and ending near home in Lancaster County.  

A return load acquired from a load board or broker has a fixed price to ship to its destination. 

Truckers are told what time to pick up the load and what time to deliver it, and the price is not 

negotiable. Let us assume that, after Joe’s truck delivered its goods, he found a load for his 

empty truck that paid him $500 to pick up and deliver. Joe’s truck had to take the job or leave it 
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because another trucking company, maybe one from a state with lower operating costs, would 

pick it up if he did not. Because the cost was fixed, he could not recoup tolls or fuel surcharges.  

In Joe’s case, if his return load had a 1% margin, his profit would be only $5 for this leg of the 

shipment. If the truck had to cross even one tolled bridge on the way back at $10, the company 

would have lost money on the trip that could not be recovered. 

Making matters worse, shippers often reduce payment if delivery is late. Delays for congestion, 

winter weather closures, or even diversions around tolls create real problems that put truckers 

even further in the red. 

Joe also managed a full-service truck rental and leasing company with just under 200 trucks, as 

well as a storage trailer company with 450 trailers and containers. Unfortunately, both of Joe’s 

trucking companies were forced to close, and he sold his trailer business in recent years due to 

the increasing costs in our state and industry. The impact of rising toll costs, along with fuel tax 

increases brought about by Act 89, were the largest contributing factors to shuttering Joe’s 

businesses. Tragically, when Joe’s company closed, his 45 employees also lost their livelihoods, 

and the local businesses that depended on him had to find trucking services elsewhere, likely 

from out-of-state providers, whose costs were lower. 

These same dynamics are at play for every Pennsylvania trucking company now as they face 

ever-increasing costs and falling profit margins. Bridge tolling may be the final straw for those 

that are just managing now.  

Let us look at a specific example of how bridge tolling will put a Pennsylvania trucking company 

at irreparable disadvantage, using the I-83 South Bridge as an example. Imagine a beverage 

manufacturer off I-83 in Etters shipping its product to a distributer to Philadelphia. A 

Harrisburg-based trucking company wants the contract, but it is competing against a Maryland 

trucking company on I-83 for the same load. The Maryland trucking company has a price 

advantage because its trucks have no toll bridges to cross to pick up and deliver the shipment, 

whereas the Pennsylvania trucker would have to pay the toll in both directions, putting each 

truck at a $20 disadvantage and likely losing the company the contract. When the Pennsylvania-

based trucking company loses the job, the state loses the wages and other taxes paid by the 

business and its employees, all because of a single toll on a single bridge. Multiply this scenario 

across nine bridges and thousands of companies, and the impact of bridge tolling is clear. 

For these reasons, we believe that PennDOT’s P3 Bridge Tolling strategy is the wrong approach 

to funding highways and keeping Pennsylvania’s infrastructure sound. This proposal will 

further contribute to making Pennsylvania’s trucking industry uncompetitive and set it up for 

failure. Worse, it will create winners and losers, depending on which side of the bridge a 

business is located. 

A review of PennDOT’s 2019 annual report reveals that, of its $10 billion budget, only 48.5% is 

spent on highway and bridge maintenance and improvements. The remainder goes to mass 
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transit, State Police, multi-modal, debt service, bike paths, and other priorities. Most 

Pennsylvanians would likely be surprised to learn that less than half of the taxes and fees they 

pay for transportation is focused on roads and bridges. Truckers pay a large percentage of these 

taxes and fees, and we are disappointed that much of it is diverted away from the highways on 

which we depend.  

We often hear that Pennsylvania has over 40,000 miles of roadway, more miles of roadway 

than New York and New England combined. However, a closer examination reveals that this is 

misleading. According to the Federal Highway Administration, Pennsylvania has 249,302 lane 

miles of roadway. This makes our state more comparable to Ohio, which has 262,492 lane 

miles. But PennDOT’s budget cost per lane mile is higher at $20,340, while Ohio’s is $19,200. 

Michigan spends $18,317 per lane mile, and even Illinois comes in lower at $16,957 per lane 

mile, even though Illinois has over 1,000 more bridges than Pennsylvania. 

We do not have a transportation funding problem in Pennsylvania; we have a funding diversion 

issue that must be addressed. This conversation should start with the PA Turnpike, which is 

now the most expensive toll road in the world because of its diversion of funds to mass transit. 

Motorists who wish to avoid the Turnpike’s exorbitant tolls find other routes, further stressing 

these roadways and increasing congestion elsewhere. Should interstate bridge tolling take 

effect, traffic will be pushed to local roads in the same way. 

We are hopeful that the newly formed Transportation Revenue Options Committee (TROC), of 

which I am a member, will begin to find solutions to address Pennsylvania’s transportation 

funding problems without tolling bridges.  

Legislators should also review the state’s P3 process, as established by Act 88 of 2012, to 

ensure that sufficient public and legislative consideration is given to tolling initiatives. Call it a 

user fee or a toll, bridge tolling is in fact a tax. But unlike fuel taxes, should this initiative 

succeed, the tax will have been enacted not by a vote of our elected officials, but by a decision 

made by the seven-member P3 Board.  

For the trucking industry, tolling is a tax that cannot be passed on to customers. It further cuts 

into already thin profit margins and jeopardizes the viability of this critical industry in our state. 

Pennsylvania’s trucking companies are integral to the state’s economy. Making them even less 

competitive will impact all the industries that depend on them, with ripple effects across 

regional economies and the state at large.  

Trucking delivers America. The industry has gone above and beyond in one of the most trying 

years in our nation’s history. As we move toward recovery and examine long-term options for 

transportation funding, we look forward to participating in the conversation about more fair 

and equitable solutions.   

Thank you for your time. We will be happy to answer any questions. 
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  Resolution Ratifying Action of the Public-Private Transportation Partnership Board 

WHEREAS, the Pennsylvania Public-Private Transportation Partnership (“P3”) Board met on 
November 12, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, a quorum of the Board was present; and, 

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Transportation’s (“PennDOT”) P3 
Office recommended approval of the presented P3 Project, PennDOT Pathways Major Bridge P3 
Initiative.  

BE IT RESOLVED, that the P3 Board unanimously approved that the PennDOT Pathways Major 
Bridge P3 Initiative proceed using the appropriate contracting P3 delivery model for each interstate 
or expressway bridge and associated roadwork package, as defined in Act 88 of 2012 and following 
the process as delineated in the PennDOT P3 Implementation Manual.  

Honorable Michael Carroll  APPROVED 

Mr. Howard A. Cohen APPROVED 

Mr. Gregory Davis  APPROVED 

Mr. Ronald Drnevich APPROVED 

Mr. James Kunz  APPROVED 

Mr. Mark Ryan (designated alternate to Honorable Jen Swails) APPROVED 

It is hereby certified that the foregoing action was duly taken by the P3 Board on this 12th day of 
November 2020, in accordance with the P3 Law, 74 Pa.C.S. 9101-9124.   

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand on this ____ day of November 2020. 

________________________________________ 

Yassmin Gramian, P.E. 
Secretary, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Chair – Pennsylvania Public-Private Partnership Board 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
November 12, 2020  
 

Public-Private Partnership Board Approves Major Bridge 
Reconstruction and Rehabilitation Program 

 
Harrisburg, PA - Pennsylvania’s Public Private Transportation Partnership (P3) Board today 

approved a new transportation initiative that will help accelerate the reconstruction and 

rehabilitation of major bridges in partnership with the private sector.  

Through this program, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) will be able 

to accelerate critical work on major bridges across the state through the consideration of user 

fees.  

The Major Bridge P3 program will allow for the delivery of these major bridges through the 

appropriate contracting P3 delivery model for each project or package of projects, and will help 

PennDOT achieve the following goals: 

• Accelerate the renewal of major bridges to ensure public safety; 

• Avoid time and financial impacts of travel diversion resulting from bridge restrictions and 

closures due to bridge condition; 

• Help offset gas tax revenue losses, as identified by the state Transportation Advisory 

Committee (TAC) and exacerbated by the coronavirus pandemic;  

• Ensure users (including out-of-state traffic) contribute fairly to the replacement or 

rehabilitation of the bridges based on usage; and 

• Create a sustainable funding model for the state’s major bridges. 

PennDOT will consider the P3 delivery model for major bridges and apply it in a geographically 
balanced manner statewide. Major bridges are structures of significance based on physical size, 
location, and cost to replace or rehabilitate. These structures are in a condition that warrants 
timely attention to enhance safety and to avoid disruptions and community impacts if closures or 
weight restrictions were imposed. 
 
By using a P3 delivery method, PennDOT can leverage private-sector innovation to address 
complex projects and to help ensure the longevity of infrastructure investments.  
 
The Major Bridge P3 program is a component of PennDOT’s forthcoming Pathways initiative, 
part of the department’s ongoing work to explore sustainable transportation funding options in 
response to a growing highway and bridge funding gap. Seventy-four percent of highway and 
bridge funding is generated through gas taxes, but fuel consumption has been progressively 
decreasing. The initiative will aim to provide travelers, residents, and businesses with high-
quality transportation infrastructure by studying and implementing alternative funding solutions 
that could address near- and long-term highway and bridge needs.  
 

https://talkpatransportation.com/perch/resources/tac-2019-transportation-funding-risks-report.pdf
https://talkpatransportation.com/perch/resources/tac-2019-transportation-funding-risks-report.pdf


To learn more about the Major Bridge P3 program, visit PennDOT’s website. For more 

information about transportation funding in Pennsylvania, visit www.PennDOT.gov/funding.   

MEDIA CONTACT:  Alexis Campbell, 717-783-8800 

### 

 

https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/p3forpa/Pages/Meetings.aspx
http://www.penndot.gov/funding
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PennDOT Announces 'Major 

Bridge P3 Initiative' Next Steps, 

Private-Sector Opportunities 
02/18/2021 

Harrisburg, PA-As part of its study to explore sustainable transportation funding methods and 

completing critical projects, the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (Penn DOT) today 

announced the bridges being considered for its PennDOT Pathways Major Bridge Public-Private 

Partnership (P3) Initiative, and the coming industry opportunities to participate. 

"Our reliance on funding models from the last century leaves us especially vulnerable to fund 

losses stemming from volatile economic conditions and the increasing transition to alternative 

fuel or electric vehicles," Penn DOT Secretary Vassmi n Gramian said. "This initiative will help us 

make much-needed improvements without compromising the routine projects our 

communities and industry partners rely on." 

To support Penn DOT Pathways, an alternative funding Planning and Environmental Linkages 

(PEL) study is underway to identify near- and long-term funding solutions for the overall 

transportation system and establish a methodology for their evaluation. One of the early 

findings of the PEL study is that tolling of major bridges in need of replacement or rehabilitation 

appears to be a viable near-term solution. To advance this funding alternative, Penn DOT is 

pursuing the first initiative of the Penn DOT Pathways Program: The Major Bridge P3 Initiative. 

The Pennsylvania P3 Board approved the Major Bridge P3 Initiative on November 12, 2020, 

which allows Penn DOT to use the P3 delivery model for major bridges in need of rehabilitation 

or replacement, and to consider alternative funding methods for these locations. Through the 

P3 model, Penn DOT can leverage private investment to rebuild critical bridges during a period 

with historically low interest rates and a favorable labor market. This initiative can provide a 

dedicated source of revenue for these infrastructure improvements and could create significant 

savings over the life of the program while ensuring the vitality of the state's transportation 

system and economy. 



substantial size that warrant timely attention and would require significant funds to rehabilitate 

or replace. Additionally, these bridges were selected based on the feasibility of construction 

beginning in two to four years to maximize near-term benefits, and with the intention that their 

locations are geographically balanced to avoid impact to just one region. Projects being 

considered, and for which a public involvement process begins this spring, include: 

1-78 Lenhartsville Bridge ReQlacement Project 

(https.I/www penndot gov/i781enhartsville) 

1-79 Widening, Bridges and Bridgeville Interchange Reconfiguration 

(https //www penndot gov/i79Bndgev1lle) 

(Allegheny County); 

1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges 

(https //www penndot gov/iSOCanoeCreek) 

1-80 Nesco12eck Creek Bridges 

{https //www penndot gov/i80nescopeck) 

1-80 North Fork Bridges Project 

(https //www penndot gov/iSONorthFork) 

1-80 Over Lehigh River Bridge Project 

(Clarion County); 

{https //www penndot gov/i80Leh1ghR1verBndge) 

counties); 

1-81 Susç¡uehanna Project 

{https.I/www penndot gov/i87Susquehanna) 

1-83 South Bridge Project 

{https //www penndot gov/i83SouthBndge) 

1-95 Girard Point Bridge lm12rovement Project 

{https.I/www penndot.gov/i95G1rardP01nt) 

(Berks County); 

(Luzerne County); 

(Jefferson County); 

(Luzerne and Carbon 

(Susquehanna County); 

(Dauphin County); and 

(Philadelphia 

County). 

Each bridge's project scope, surrounding roadway network, and traffic flow is being evaluated 

for inclusion in one or more project bundles to be advertised this spring. Penn DOT is analyzing 

potential structures for project bundles to ensure fair, competitive, and local participation in the 

P3 procurement to replace these bridges and anticipates issuing a Request for Information to 

industry partners in the week of February 22 to gather industry feedback on the project, with a 

Request for Qualifications anticipated this spring. Private-sector partners can find a 

presentation outlining the anticipated process and project benefits on the 

{https //www penndot gov/ProJectAndPrograms/p3forpa/Pages/MaJor-Bnd 

Major Bridge P3 P-roject Qaggges aspx) 



PennDOT's ability to deliver its current program of projects, thus allowing existing funding to 

continue to be used for needed roadway and bridge safety and operational improvements. 

Tolling would be all electronic and collected by using E-ZPass or license plate billing. The funds 

received from the toll would go back to the bridge where the toll is collected to pay for the 

construction, maintenance and operation of that bridge. 

Over the next year, Penn DOT will evaluate these candidate bridges through individual 

environmental documents being prepared or re-evaluated for each bridge. More information on 

each individual bridge project, and when the public will have an opportunity to engage on 

www.12enndot.gov/fu nd ing 

those projects, ca n be found at (/funding) and on the project pages. 

As Pennsylvania's mobility needs have grown, the amount of funding required to support our 

highway and bridge network has continued to increase. PennDOT's current highway and bridge 

budget for construction and maintenance is about $6.9 billion per year - less than half of the $15 

billion needed to keep Pennsylvania's highways and bridges in a state of good repair and 

address major bottlenecks on our roadway network. 

These are the latest in the agency's efforts to support and grow the state's transportation 

network in the face of growing needs and shrinking resources. Much of PennDOT's current 

highway and bridge funding comes from gas taxes, which are declining due to alternative fuels 

and fuel efficiency. Penn DOT Pathways aims to identify reliable, future-focused funding 

solutions that will meet the overall transportation system's growing needs while serving 

communities. The Penn DOT Pathways PEL study will evaluate additional alternative funding 

solutions and will be available for public comment in the spring. 

For more information about Penn DOT Pathways and the Major Bridge P3 Initiative, visit 

www.12enndot.gov/funding 

(/funding) 



Subscribe to statewide Penn DOT news and traffic alerts at (/news) 

(https.I/www penndot gov/Reg1onalOffices/Pages/d 

choose a region under 11Regional Officesefaultaspx) 

Information about the state's infrastructure and results the department is delivering for 

www.penndot.gov/results 

or 

Pennsylvanians can be found at (/results) 

www. Q ro j ects. pe n n dot.gov 

active construction projects at (http//wwwproJects penndot gov/) 

www.twitter.com/PennDOTNews 

Follow PennDOT on Twitter at (http//wwwtw1ttercom/PennDOTNews) 

and like the department on Facebook at 

www.facebook.com/Pen nsY.lva nia DeQa rtmentofTra nsportation 

(http //www face book com/Pennsylva n 1a DepartmentofTra nsportatron) 

and lnstagram at 

https://www.instagram.com/P.ennsY.lvaniadot/ 

. Find PennDOT's planned and 

(https.I/www mstaqrarn com/oermsylvamadot/) 

MEDIA CONTACT: Alexis Campbell, 717-783-8800 

### 
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Chairman Langerholc, Chairman Sabatina, Vice-Chairman Scavello as well as 
members of the Senate Transportation Committee, thank you for allowing me to 
testify today. I am Joe Butzer, Interim President of the Pennsylvania Motor Truck 
Association representing over 32,000 trucking companies in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania with the majority of them operating less than 6 trucks. The 
trucking industry employs over 310,000 hard working men and women in 
Pennsylvania which equates to 1 in every 17 jobs in PA. 

I sit before you today not just as the Interim President but as a former executive 
of a trucking company located in Lancaster County that operated 45 trucks at one 
time and a trucking company that we ultimately shut down in 2018 due to 
increasing costs. Simultaneously at that time, my responsibilities also included 
operating a full -service truck rental and leasing company with just under 200 
trucks which we sold in 2019 along with a storage trailer company with 450 
trailers and containers that continues to operate successfully. 

The trucking business is one of the most highly regulated in our country and one 
of the most difficult to maintain profitability due to constantly increasing costs. 
Costs that are out of our direct control and cannot be passed along to customers. 

An example of these escalating costs would be tolls. In 2008, my company at the 
time spent $103,716 on tolls for 20 trucks and in 2015 the costs rose to $ 136,265 
equating to over a 30% increase in just seven years and in spite of the fact that 
our company policy was to avoid toll roads whenever possible. Our toll miles 
declined but the toll cost to our business significantly increased. The impact of 
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rising toll costs where tolls could not be avoided, and the ongoing impacts of Act 
89 were two of the major contributing factors in shuttering our business along 
with lawsuit abuse increasing our insurance costs. Lawsuit abuse is a topic for a 
different day. Due to these increasing costs, we no longer found it worth the risk 
of being in the trucking business. 

I am in front of you today to discuss why PennDOT's Pathways program in general 
and specifically their P3 Bridge Tolling strategy is the wrong approach to 
increasing the highway funding required to keep Pennsylvania's infrastructure 
sound and how this strategy will destroy the trucking industry in the 
Commonwealth. Our industry fully grasps the fact that we need our highways to 
be well-funded to be safe and efficient. 

I need you to understand that the trucking business operates on razor thin 
margins. Anyone in the trucking business is happy to have a profit of 1 to 3% of 
revenue. Most operate at margins under 1%. Toll costs cannot be passed on to 
our customers. 

When I say the trucking business cannot afford tolling, it is not about being 
greedy or increasing profits, it is about maintaining the little profit we have and 
survival. We are all responsible to banks and those banks have covenants that 
must be met annually. If those covenants are not met, the bank will increase your 
costs to continue your financing to protect their interests, in other words, the 
trucking business is highly leveraged from the day you purchase your first truck. 

Act 89 increased our cost of operating significantly. Our industry was held hostage 
by Penn DOT prior to the passage of Act 89 by reducing the weight rating of 
bridges throughout the Commonwealth to force our industry to support these 
increased costs. At that time, Act 89 increased Pennsylvania's fuel tax to the 
highest in the nation and today Pennsylvania has the second highest fuel tax in 
the country. Federal and State taxes on diesel fuel is almost $1.00 per gallon. Act 
89 also increased registration fees on trucks. Today a tractor-trailer costs $688.50 
more to license in Pennsylvania than it did in 2012. In total, operating a single 
tractor trailer today costs over $ 7,400.00 more than it did in 2012. As a point of 
reference, a registration for a car has only increased $2.00 since Act 89 was 
passed. 



What I am saying is that according to the American Transportation Research 
Institute (ATRI) the trucking industry already pays almost 40% of transportation 
funding in the Commonwealth while only operating 9% of the miles and 
PennDOT needs to look elsewhere before increasing our industry's costs any 
further. 

I will attempt to explain how our trucking company operated which is just like 
many other trucking companies. My trucking company had relationships with a 
local manufacturer or a shipper. We had agreements with that shipper to haul 
their product from their location in Pennsylvania to somewhere else in the 
country. After delivering that product to the receiver, we now had an empty truck 
at that location and must find a load to return because we could not afford to just 
come home empty. To obtain this load to get back to PA, we would either use 
shipping brokers or load boards. A load board would be on an Internet site with 
available shipments to pick up hopefully nearby with delivery hopefully ending 
near our home location. 

That load obtained from a load board or broker has a price to pick up and deliver 
that shipment to its destination and let us say that price is $500.00. That price is 
the final price, PERIOD. No surcharges can be added. We cannot recoup tolls that 
we paid nor any fuel surcharges nor for any delays in driving time. We are told 
what time to pick up the load and what time it must be delivered at its 
destination. Plus, making matters even worse, the shipper may actually reduce 
your payment if you are late for your scheduled appointment time. This really 
becomes a disaster for truckers when PennDOT closes highways in the winter and 
unnecessarily delays the shipment. In this case, at a 1% profit, the company made 
a profit of only $5.00 for this leg of the shipment. If they had to cross a tolled 
bridge at $10.00, the company lost money that cannot be recovered. 

Also, imagine a scenario when you have a shipper on Route 81 in southern 
Pennsylvania with a Pennsylvania trucking company north of a tolled bridge and a 
Maryland trucking company further south on Route 81 in Maryland. The Maryland 
trucking company is at a price advantage as they would not have to pay any tolls 
to pick up the shipment whereas the Pennsylvania trucker would have to pay the 
toll. When the PA trucking company loses the business, the Commonwealth loses 



the wages and other taxes paid by the Pennsylvania trucking company because 
the PA trucking company could not compete due to a single bridge being tolled. 

PennDOT, by their own admission stated that it will "spread out the 5 to 10 tolled 
bridges across the state so as not to hurt or overly burden one area". No matter 
where these tolled bridges may be located, there will be winners and losers in 
trucking all depending on which side of the bridge your business is located. 

As I reviewed PennDOT's 2019 annual report, I was surprised to find that only 
48.5% of taxes I paid to operate on Pennsylvania roadways actually goes to 
highways and bridges. The remainder goes to Mass Transit, multi -modal, State 
Police, bike paths and so on. What I am saying is the trucking industry in 
Pennsylvania is paying for roads and bridges and we are not getting anywhere 
near what we are paying for because more than half of these funds are being 
diverted away from highways. 

In closing, our industry fully grasps the fact that we need our highways to be safe 
and efficient and are willing to pay our fair share. The highways are our office and 
we fully support funding these assets however as I stated above, the trucking 
industry pays almost 40% of the taxes when it only operates 9% of the miles. We 
already pay more than our fair share and I implore you to find funding 
somewhere else because my industry will not survive more cost increases. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 



 
EXHIBIT I



Subscribe 

Advertisement 

News 

Tolls on 1-83 South Bridge? West Shore leaders want to hit 
the brakes as study continues 
Updated Sep 30, 2021, 6 10 p m I Published Sep 30, 2021 6 00 p m 



A proposal to toll the 1-83 South Bridge crossing the Susquehanna River in Harrisburg continues to draw ire from local rnurucrpal officials Feb 26, 
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By Jan Mur,:ihY. Ljmur1:1hY.@1:1ennlive.com 

A plan to toll the 1-83 South Bridge in Harrisburg to pay for its replacement 1s drawing strong oppositron 

from leaders of two West Shore communities that would be heavily impacted by 1t. 

Representatives from Lemoyne and Wormleysburg shared their concerns with the House Transportation 

Committee on Thursday during a hearing that examined the state Department of Transportation's proposed 

bridge tolling program. 
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"We know the bridge has to be replaced. We are adamantly against tolling that bridge as a methodology of 

financing 1t," said Gale Gallo, president of Lemoyne Borough Council. "And we are adamantly against the 

current conftguratron of the ramp for this project." 

Penn DOT 1s examining the vrabrlrty of placing tolls on the 1-83 South Bridge. The 1-83 bridge replacement 1s 

estimated to cost as much as $600 rrullron to $700 mrlhon. 

The agency 1s weighing the possibrhty of tolls on as many as rune interstate bridges across the 

commonwealth to pay for the $2.2 bilhon cost of their replacement or repairs. 

Another round of public hearings on each of those proposed projects will begin in October. Some hearings 

were held teleJ;1hon1cally: last snnns.atter Penn DOT identrñed the nine bridges that were candidates for 

tolling. 

In addrtron to the 1-83 bridge project, the 11st also includes: 

• 1-78 Lenhartsville Bridge ReP-lacement Project (Berks County), 

• 1-79 W1dernng, Bridges and Bridgeville Interchange Reconf1gurat1on (Allegheny 

County), 

• 1-80 Canoe Creek Bridges (Clarion County); 

• 1-80 NescoJ;1eck Creek Bridges (Luzerne County); 

• 1-80 North Fork Bridges Project (Jefferson County); 

• 1-80 Over Lehigh River Bridge Project (Luzerne and Carbon counties); 



• 1-81 Susguehanna Pro¡ect (Susquehanna County); 

• 1-95 Girard Point Bridge Improvement Pro¡ect (Phrladelphra County). 

The projected initial toll rates for passenger cars on these bridges using E-ZPass will be in the range of $1 to 
$2 and would be charged in each drrectron, 
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As for the commercial vehicle rate, Ken McClain, PennDOT's Alternative Funding Program director, said he 

expects they would pay four to six times the passenger car rate. 

At the earliest, McClain said tolls would begin being charged in 2023 but more likely in 2024 or 2025. 

But Penn DOT Secretary Yassrrun Grannan said setting toll rates 1s the last step in the process and will be 

based on the final analysis and the final costs for the project. 

'We know the bridge has to be replaced We are adamantly against tolling that bridge as a methodology of financing it," Gale Gallo, 



presment or Lemoyne f:jOrougn councu. tola tne House iransportanon vommntee on I nursaay taikmg about tne 1-öj soutn tsnoge 

Sept 30, 2021 Screenshot from Pa House of Representatives website 

'Crunching the numbers' 

Currently, Grannan said environmental and societal impact studies are underway and meetings with leaders 

of impacted communities are nearly complete. 
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The department antrcipates selecting a private firm that will be responsible for the build, design and 

maintenance of the bridges by Feb. 15. Three firms are currently in the running for that contract. 

Mcclam added that even after that point, ,t 1s possible that one of the nine bridge candidates could be 

eliminated from the program 1f the overall cost and complexity of the project makes 1t so costly that 1t can't 

be paid for with an rrutral toll rate of a dollar or two. 

"We're crunching the numbers and you know wrthm the next couple of weeks and months, we're going to 

settle in on that final number of bridges," he said. "But in the meantime, that procurement 1s progressing." 

The department intends to use a public-private partnership for this program. That entails the state 

contracting with a private company that would borrow money to pay for the design, construction and 

maintenance of the bridges for a 30-year pen od. Penn DOT would pay the firm's fee using revenue 

generated from tolls. 

Grarruan said the department chose that approach to avoid having to divert all of its road and bridge 

funding from other projects around the state to pay for the bridge work on the interstates. 

Critics cite costs, other concerns 

Since the legislatively created Public-Private Partnership board's approval of the bridge tolling idea came to 

light last November, ,t has drawn widespread cntrcrsrn from lawmakers and the public alike. 

Many of those concerns came up during the hearing. The committee heard complaints about tolling a 

bridge that taxpayers already paid for, the impact 1t could have on their wallets, the toll 1t could take on 

businesses, and the lack of transparency and financing method chosen to fund 1t. 
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But for the municipal officiais from the West Shore, their concerns focused heavily on the quality of life for 

folks who live near the South Bridge and commuters who frequently use that span. 
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Wormleysburg Borough Council member Joe Deklinski shared his community's concerns about the proposed tolling of the 1-83 

South Bridge Sept 30, 2021 Screenshot from Pa House of Representatives website 

Wormleysburg Borough Council member Joe Deklmski and Gallo both shared concerns about the increased 

traffic on nearby streets from traffic trying to avoid the tolls by using the Market Street Bridge or Harvey 

Taylor Bridge to cross the Susquehanna River. 

They also conveyed worries about how that increased traffic flow in their boroughs could delay first 

responders in handling emergencies. 



"Motorists seeking these alternatives will drive down Front Street, a two-lane state highway or secondary 

streets, especially those leading to the approaches to the Harvey Taylor Bridge, overloading these streets 

which are already 111 equipped to handle any increase in traffic," Dekhnski said. 
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Addrtronally, he said the businesses and restaurants In Wormleysburg report decreased business during 

rush-hour, which are peak times for walk-in customers. 

"Once cut-through traffic Is added, 1t means less revenues for those local businesses that have already been 

impacted negatively," Deklmski said. 

Gallo added the increased traffic on borough streets could add to their wear and tear and that could lead to 

tax increases for Lemoyne residents. She also raised concerns about how low- to-moderate-income tarmhes 

can 111 afford even a modest increase in their monthly budgets to cover the cost of tolls. 

Moreover, she said the proposed ramp conftguratron "dumps all the westbound traffic from the South 

Bridge right on to Third Street in Lemoyne, right in the middle of a residential area" that Is less than a block 

from the community pool and park. She said the borough would prefer a different conftguratron that would 

bring traffic from the bridge to a commercial industrial area instead. 

Lastly, she added there Is the matter of the mural. 

The $81,000 mural that was completed in 2019 with the help of 125 crtrzens has community srgruftcance, 

she said. 

If the South Bridge reconñguratron gets approved as currently Is proposed, Gallo said, "we're going to in 

essence lose this mural that means so much to our community because it's the story of our community 

from the 1800s, earlier actually, to the present and we're proud of 1t." 

'Difficult political sell' 

At the hearing's outset, committee Chairman Tim Hennessey, R-Chester County, commended Penn DOT for 

being proactive with regard to addressing these bridges that are nearing the end of their serviceable life. He 

said what Pennsylvania doesn't want to see Is a major bridge collapse ilke the one that happened in 

Mmneapolts in 2007 that led to 13 deaths. 
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But he questions whether PennDOT's plan to hire one private firm as its partner to control the bndge 

projects scared away some potential Pennsylvania-based bidders. He also said he wonders whether 

Penn DOT has "the experience to enter into a $2 bilhcn contract which will affect our citizens for the next 30 

or 35 years or perhaps longer," and whether a better route might be to break the projects into separate 

bundles and let PennDOT manage those projects as 1t does other improvement work. 

Further complicating this issue, he said, 1s the potential for the state to receive an influx of federal funding 

from a transportation bill Congress 1s debating, 

"It's going to be a dtfficult polrtrcal sell for us to try and advance tolling when we may see an infusion of 

bilhons of dollars into our transportation budget coming from Washrngton," Hennessey said. "Our work 1s 

set out for us." 

Jan Murphy may be reached at jmurP-hY.@P-ennlive.com. Follow her on Twitter at @Jan Murphy. 
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Mark Giuffre 

Vice President of State Government Affairs, UPS  
Chairman, Pennsylvania Motor Truck Association (PMTA) 

 
I submit this testimony on behalf of the 24,000 UPS employees based in the 
Commonwealth.  
 
It is important to start by saying that UPS applauds the committee for focusing on 
improving the road and bridge infrastructure throughout the Commonwealth.  
 
The roads and bridges are the daily work place for UPS employees as they provide 
services that drive commerce throughout Pennsylvania and the surrounding areas.   
 
UPS opposes the proposed Public Private Partnership and toll programs and urges the 
committee to consider alternate funding mechanisms that are more equitable, and 
provide a steady, reliable stream of funding.   
 
Tolling is the least efficient and most detrimental way to try and raise revenue and collect 
funds for infrastructure investments.   
 
Tolling facilities are expensive to build, maintain, operate and enforce. On major toll 
roads, toll collection administrative costs can exceed 30% of revenue collected from the 
toll. Fuel taxes such as the state gas and diesel tax, which cost approximately 2% to 
administer, are much more efficient, and there are no additional collection costs 
associated with collection of those fees.  Every year UPS drives more than 184 million 
miles on Pennsylvania roads.  Through the International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) UPS 
pays fuel taxes for every mile we travel regardless of where we purchased the fuel.  UPS 
also paid more than $15 million in tolls on Pennsylvania roads last year.   
 
Understanding the critical need to fix the bridges, the trucking industry stepped up 
several years ago during ACT 89 and accepted the highest gas and diesel tax rate in the 
country.  This added considerable expense to our industry with very little being done to 
improve the infrastructure or add additional efficiencies or freight corridors to the network.  
The increased expense came with little to no benefit to the users who rely on it the most.  
The only benefit we saw was the lifting of bridge restrictions that the PennDOT put in 
place to force the discussion on infrastructure funding.  Those restrictions were 
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detrimental to our industry and many of the members of the Pennsylvania Motor Truck 
Association (PMTA).  In some cases, those bridge restrictions prevented local trucking 
companies from having access to their own depots.  This was very unpopular with many 
of our member companies but as an industry we have said that we are willing to pay for 
the roads we use each day to keep them in good repair and we put our money behind 
those words.  Unfortunately, only a percentage of the funds we pay into the transportation 
trust fund goes back into the roads.  A large percentage of those funds are diverted to 
other areas such as State Police, Public Transportation systems, and administrative 
costs.   
 
If you proceed with a tolling plan, it will take several years and millions to build the tolling 
gantries.  All of those funds could be dedicated immediately and directly to the roads and 
bridges instead with immediate payback to the system.     
 
Pennsylvania’s transportation and logistics industry is one of the fastest growing 
industries in the Commonwealth.  UPS is investing more than $1 billion in new facilities 
that will add thousands of new jobs while also expanding several existing facilities.  
Placing new tolls on existing bridges will increase the cost to move goods throughout the 
supply chain, hurting Pennsylvania’s economic competitiveness and consumers. As the 
“Keystone State” Pennsylvania plays an important role in the nation’s transportation 
network and many businesses rely on the economic activity from the industry.  Many 
trucking companies will look for alternate routes to avoid the tolls.  We saw firsthand the 
impact toll increases have as the Turnpike continues to raise toll rates and ridership 
finally started to decline even prior to the COVID pandemic.  Fewer trucks passing 
through Pennsylvania will negatively impact communities and businesses that rely on the 
unhindered flow of people and goods.  Only the local trucks who have no choice but to 
use our roads will be the ones forced to pay the tolls. 
 
Tolling an existing piece of infrastructure forces motorists to pay two taxes for the same 
road: a gas tax and a “toll tax.” Dedicated gas tax revenue is the current mechanism for 
funding road and bridge maintenance and construction, and has worked for decades with 
proven success. 
 
There are many creative solutions to consider to fund transportation challenges, but 
tolling is the least efficient and most detrimental.  UPS urges you to explore alternate 
plans and use the transportation funds for their intended purposes without diverting those 
funds.    
 
The deterioration of the bridges was not caused by the cars and trucks that drive these 
roads today.  This is the result of neglect by the Commonwealth to use the funds they 
received to do maintenance and repairs over the years.  Good preventative maintenance 
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that includes regular inspection and maintenance are the basic responsibility of the state 
and the expectation of the tax payers who pay for the roads through their gas tax, 
registration and other fees that are supposed to be dedicated to the road fund.   
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Chairman Neal, Ranking Member Brady, and members of the committee, thank you for providing 
the American Trucking Associations (ATA)1 with the opportunity to testify on our nation’s 
infrastructure needs. ATA is an 86-year old federation that represents every sector of the trucking 
industry, with affiliates in all 50 states. Our federation has members in every Congressional district 
and every community. More than 80 percent of U.S. communities rely exclusively on trucks for 
their freight transportation needs. Trucking is the glue that connects all modes in support of the 
American economy. 
 
The title of this hearing is entirely appropriate. Our infrastructure is not being adequately 
maintained. It’s inefficient, it’s dangerous, and Congress is literally months away from losing its 
best window of opportunity to fix these problems before surface transportation funding reaches a 
crisis point as the Highway Trust Fund begins to rapidly deplete beginning in FY2021. We hope 
you will act with the urgency and expediency that this moment requires.   
 
Trucking is the fulcrum point in the United States’ supply chain. This year, our industry will move 
70 percent of the nation’s freight tonnage, and over the next decade will be tasked with moving 
three billion more tons of freight than it does today while continuing to deliver the vast majority of 
goods.2 Trucks haul 98 percent of the freight originating in Massachusetts and two-thirds of the 
freight delivered from Texas. In 2017, the goods moved by trucks were worth more than $10 
trillion.3 The trucking industry is also a significant source of employment, with 7.7 million people 
working in various occupations, accounting for every 1 in 18 jobs in the U.S.4 Furthermore, “truck 
driver” is the top job in 29 states.5  
 

                                                           
1  American Trucking Associations is the largest national trade association for the trucking industry. Through a 
federation of 50 affiliated state trucking associations and industry-related conferences and councils, ATA is the 
voice of the industry America depends on most to move our nation’s freight. Follow ATA on Twitter or 
on Facebook. Trucking Moves America Forward. 
2 Freight Transportation Forecast 2018 to 2029. American Trucking Associations, 2018. 
3 2017 Commodity Flow Survey Preliminary Report. U.S. Census Bureau, Dec. 7, 2018. 
4 American Trucking Trends 2018, American Trucking Associations. 
5 https://www.marketwatch.com/story/keep-on-truckin-in-a-majority-of-states-its-the-most-popular-job-2015-02-
09 
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Without trucks, our cities, towns and communities would lack key necessities including food and 
drinking water; there would not be clothes to purchase, and no parts to build automobiles or fuel to 
power them. The rail, air and water intermodal sectors would not exist in their current form without 
the trucking industry to support them. Trucks are central to our nation’s economy and our way of 
life, and every time the government makes a decision that affects the trucking industry, those 
impacts are also felt by individuals and by the millions of businesses that could not exist without 
trucks.  
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Mr. Chairman, we are on the cusp of a transformation in the movement of freight, one that you and 
your colleagues will greatly influence. Radical technological change will, in the near future, allow 
trucks to move more safely and efficiently, and with less impact on the environment than we ever 
dared to imagine. Yet we are facing headwinds, due almost entirely to government action or, in 
some cases inaction that will slow or cancel out entirely the benefits of innovation. Failure to 
maintain and improve the highway system that your predecessors helped to create will destroy the 
efficiencies that have enabled U.S. manufacturers and farmers to continue to compete with countries 
that enjoy far lower labor and regulatory costs.  
 
While trucks move the vast majority of freight, it is important to recognize the critical nature of the 
multimodal supply chain. The seamless interchange of freight between trucks, trains, aircraft, ships 
and waterways operators allows shippers to minimize costs and maximize efficiencies. While 
carriers do what they can to make this process as smooth as possible, some things are largely out of 
their hands and require government action.  
 
The federal government has a critical role to play in the supply chain. Freight knows no borders, and 
the constraints of trying to improve the movement of freight without federal funding and 
coordination will create a drag on all freight providers’ ability to serve national and international 
needs. As the maps in Appendix B show, trucks move products to and from all corners of the 
country, and serve international markets as well.  
 
These maps demonstrate that parochial debates over how much funding each state receives is 
ultimately destructive to shippers no matter where they are located. The cost of congestion for a 
truck that moves freight from Boston to New York City is no different whether that congestion 
occurs in either city. There is little advantage to a truck moving a load of cars from the Port of 
Houston to a dealership in New Orleans if roadway improvements are made around the port, only to 
experience severe congestion in New Orleans. The critical role that only the federal government can 
play is to look at investment decisions in the context of national impacts and determine which 
investments can produce the greatest economic benefits regardless of jurisdictional considerations. 
Only the federal government can break down the artificial constraints of geographic boundaries that 
hamper sound investment in our nation’s freight networks. Only the federal government can provide 
the resources necessary to fund projects whose benefits extend beyond state lines, but are too 
expensive for state or local governments to justify investments at the expense of local priorities. 
This is why devolution of funding highway projects to state and local governments cannot and will 
not address our most important national needs. 
 
We are at a critical point in our country’s history, and the decisions made by this committee over the 
next few months will impact the safety and efficiency of freight transportation for generations. ATA 
looks forward to working with you to ensure the long-term stability of surface transportation 
funding, which will greatly benefit the millions of Americans and U.S. businesses who rely on a 
safe and efficient supply chain. 
 
THE COST OF INACTION 
 
A well-maintained, reliable and efficient network of highways is crucial to the delivery of the 
nation’s freight and vital to our country’s economic and social well-being. However, the road 
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system is rapidly deteriorating, and costs the average motorist nearly $1,600 a year in higher 
maintenance and congestion expenses.6 Highway congestion also adds nearly $75 billion to the 
cost of freight transportation each year.7 In 2016, truck drivers sat in traffic for nearly 1.2 billion 
hours, equivalent to more than 425,000 drivers sitting idle for a year.8  
 
These are impacts that serve as a brake on economic growth and job creation nationwide. Mr. 
Chairman, a first-world economy cannot survive a third-world infrastructure system. As such, 
the federal government has a Constitutional responsibility to ensure that the resources are 
available to address this self-imposed and completely solvable situation. The Commerce Clause 
does not represent an antiquated 18th century ideal; it is what binds us a nation. E Pluribus Unum 
– out of many, one.  
 
Those who support abandoning or curtailing the federal role in surface transportation 
improvement do so in contempt of the ideals that have made the United States great. They are 
willing to put aside centuries of precedent in favor of a wager that 50 states will, at their own 
behest, take the actions that are necessary to prevent further deterioration of a transportation 
system that binds us together as one nation and allows our economy to thrive. This is especially 
problematic for low-population, large-area states, which carry large volumes of interstate traffic 
that benefit the entire nation, but do not have the population base to fund needed improvements. 
The trucking industry, the backbone of the economy, will not accept this reckless approach, and 
Congress should reject it as well.    
 
Most troubling is the impact of underinvestment on highway safety. In nearly 53 percent of 
highway fatalities, the condition of the roadway is a contributing factor.9 In 2011, nearly 17,000 
people died in roadway departure crashes, over 50 percent of the total.10 Many of these fatalities 
result from collisions with roadside objects, such as trees or poles located close to the roadway.  
 
The Highway Trust Fund (HTF), the primary source of federal revenue for highway projects, 
safety programs and transit investments, is projected to run short of the funds necessary to 
maintain current spending levels by FY2021.11 While an average of approximately $42 billion 
per year is expected to be collected from highway users over the next decade, nearly $60 billion 
will be required annually to prevent significant reductions in federal aid for critical projects and 
programs.12 It should be noted that a $60 billion annual average federal investment still falls well 
short of the resources necessary to provide the federal share of the expenditure needed to address 
the nation’s surface transportation safety, maintenance and capacity needs.13 According to the 
American Society of Civil Engineers, the U.S. spends less than half of what is necessary to 
address these needs. As the investment gap continues to grow, so too will the number of deficient 

                                                           
6 Bumpy Road Ahead: America’s Roughest Rides and Strategies to make our Roads Smoother, The Road 
Information Program, Oct. 2018; 2015 Urban Mobility Scorecard. Texas Transportation Institute, Aug. 2015. 
7 Cost of Congestion to the Trucking Industry: 2018 Update. American Transportation Research Institute, Oct. 2018. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Roadway Safety Guide. Roadway Safety Foundation, 2014. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Projections of Highway Trust Fund Accounts ‒ CBO's January 2018 Baseline, Congressional Budget Office. 
12 Ibid. 
13 2015 Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions & Performance. USDOT, Dec. 2016; see 
also 2017 Infrastructure Report Card. American Society of Civil Engineers, 2017. 
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bridges, miles of roads in poor condition, number of highway bottlenecks and, most critically, 
the number of crashes and fatalities attributable to inadequate roadways. 
 
While the cost and scale of addressing highway improvement needs is daunting, it is important to 
note that much of the congestion is focused at a relatively small number of locations. Just 17% of 
National Highway System (NHS) miles represents 87% of total truck congestion costs 
nationwide.14 Many of these locations are at highway bottlenecks that are identified annually by 
the American Transportation Research Institute. ATRI recently released its annual freight 
bottleneck report, which identifies the top 100 truck bottlenecks around the country.15 
Massachusetts had three bottlenecks, all in Boston. ATRI found 13 bottlenecks in Texas, 
including seven in Houston, more than in any other city in the United States. In fact, Houston 
had as many truck bottlenecks as the entire state of California. While most of the bottlenecks 
were in large metropolitan areas, the report found trouble spots even in smaller cities like Baton 
Rouge, LA, San Bernardino, CA, Birmingham, AL, Chattanooga, TN, and Greenville, SC. 
ATA’s highway funding proposal, described below, would adopt a strategy for funding 
improvements at these costly choke points.  
 
A recently released report16 by the Transportation Research Board (TRB) requested by Congress 
focused specifically on the current state and future needs of the Interstate Highway System. This 
critical network binds our nation together and reaps immeasurable economic and national 
security benefits for the United States. Most importantly, because interstates are far safer than 
surface roads, since 1967 its construction has prevented nearly a quarter million people from 
losing their lives in vehicular crashes.17 The Interstate Highway System accounts for about one-
quarter of all miles traveled by light-duty vehicles and 40 percent of miles traveled by trucks.18 
The TRB report estimates that conservatively, the state and federal investment necessary to 
address the Interstate system’s maintenance and capacity needs will have to double or triple over 
today’s expenditures in the next 20 years.19 
 
BUILD AMERICA FUND 
 
ATA’s proposed solution to the highway funding crisis is the Build America Fund. The BAF 
would be supported with a new 20 cent per gallon fee built into the price of transportation fuels 
collected at the terminal rack, to be phased in over four years. The fee will be indexed to both 
inflation and improvements in fuel efficiency, with a five percent annual cap. We estimate that 
the fee will generate nearly $340 billion over the first 10 years. It will cost the average passenger 
vehicle driver just over $100 per year once fully phased in.20  
 

                                                           
14 Ibid. 
15 https://truckingresearch.org/2019/02/06/atri-2019-truck-bottlenecks/ 
16 Renewing the National Commitment to the Interstate Highway System: A Foundation for the Future (2018). 
Transportation Research Board, National Academy of Sciences. 
17 Ibid, p. 2-18 
18 Ibid, p. 2-10. 
19 Ibid, p. S-5 
20 Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 2016, Table VM-1. Average light-duty vehicle consumed 522 
gallons of fuel.  
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We also support a new fee on hybrid and electric vehicles, which underpay for their use of the 
highway system or do not contribute at all. We look forward to working with the committee to 
identify the best approach to achieve that goal.  
 
Under the BAF proposal, the first tranche of revenue generated by the new fee would be 
transferred to the HTF. Using a FY 2020 baseline, existing HTF programs would be funded at 
authorized levels sufficient to prevent a reduction in distributed funds, plus an annual increase to 
account for inflation.  
 
Second, a new National Priorities Program (NPP) would be funded with an annual allocation of 
$5 billion, plus an annual increase equivalent to the percentage increase in BAF revenue. Each 
year, the U.S. Department of Transportation would determine the location of the costliest 
highway bottlenecks in the nation and publish the list. Criteria could include the number of 
vehicles; amount of freight; congestion levels; reliability; safety; or, air quality impacts. States 
with identified bottlenecks could apply to USDOT for project funding grants on a competitive 
basis. Locations could appear on the list over multiple years until they are addressed. 
The funds remaining following the transfer to the HTF and the NPP would be placed into the 
Local Priorities Program (LPP). Funds would be apportioned to the states according to the same 
formula established by the Surface Transportation Block Grant Program, including sub-
allocation to local agencies. Project eligibility would be the same as the eligibility for the 
National Highway Freight Program or National Highway Performance Program, for highway 
projects only. 
 
This approach would give state and local transportation agencies the long-term certainty and 
revenue stability they need to not only maintain, but also begin to improve their surface 
transportation systems. They should not be forced to resort to costly, inefficient practices – such 
as deferred maintenance – necessitated by the unpredictable federal revenue streams that have 
become all too common since 2008. Furthermore, while transportation investment has long-term 
benefits that extend beyond the initial construction phase, it is estimated that our proposal would 
add nearly half a million annual jobs related to construction nationwide, including more than 
7,000 jobs in Massachusetts and over 41,000 jobs in Texas (see Appendix A for a full list of 
state-specific employment figures).21 
 
The fuel tax is the most immediate, cost-efficient and conservative mechanism currently 
available for funding surface transportation projects and programs. Collection costs are less than 
one percent of revenue.22 Our proposal will not add to the federal debt or force states to resort to 
detrimental financing options that could jeopardize their bond ratings. Unlike other approaches 
that simply pass the buck to state and local governments by giving them additional “tools” to 
debt-finance their infrastructure funding shortfalls for the few projects that qualify, the BAF will 
generate real money that can be utilized for any federal-aid project. 
 
Mr. Chairman, while some have suggested that a fuel tax is regressive, the economic harm of 
failing to enact our proposal will be far more damaging to motorists. The $100 per year paid by 
the average car driver under this proposal pales in comparison with the $1,600 they are now 

                                                           
21 A Framework for Infrastructure Funding. American Transportation Research Institute, Nov. 2017. 
22 Ibid. 
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forced to pay annually due to additional vehicle maintenance, lost time, and wasted fuel that has 
resulted from underinvestment in our infrastructure. Borrowing billions of dollars each year from 
China to debt finance the HTF funding gap – a cost imposed on current and future generations of 
Americans who will be forced to pay the interest – is far more regressive than the modest fee 
needed to avoid further blowing up our already massive national debt.  
 
Forcing states to resort to tolls by starving them of federal funds is far more regressive than the 
$2.00 a week motorists would pay under our proposal. One needs only look to I-66 in Northern 
Virginia, where tolls average more than $12.00 per roundtrip and can sometimes exceed $46.00, 
to understand the potential impacts on lower- or middle-income Americans.23 To put this into 
perspective, even if motorists only paid the average toll, the cost of a 10-mile trip over an eight 
day period on I-66 would be equivalent to their cost for an entire year under ATA’s BAF 
proposal for all roads and bridges.  
 
There is a perception that the fuel tax is no longer a viable revenue source due to the availability 
of electric vehicles and improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency. This notion is belied by the 
facts. According to the Congressional Budget Office’s latest estimates, revenue from fuel taxes 
will drop less than eight percent over the next decade, or about $3 billion.24 A modest increase in 
the fuel tax, or a new fee on alternative fuel vehicles, can easily recover these lost revenues. 
 
Finally, ATA supports repeal of the federal excise tax (FET) on trucking equipment, provided 
the revenue it generates for the HTF is replaced. This antiquated 12% sales tax, which was 
adopted in 1917 to defray the costs of World War I, is a barrier to investment in the cleanest, 
safest trucks available on the market. In fact, when the FET was first adopted, it was applied to 
all vehicles, and now is imposed only on heavy trucks. Income from the FET has varied widely, 
mostly in response to economic conditions. Over the past decade revenue has ranged between 
$1.5 billion during the recession year of 2008 and $4.6 billion in 2015. This variability 
contributes to mismatches between federal-aid money authorized and revenue available for 
appropriation. In fact, the first bail-out of the HTF, in 2008, was necessitated largely by an 
unanticipated drop in FET revenue. 
 
ALTERNATIVE REVENUE SOURCES 
 
The fuel tax is the most fair and efficient method for funding highways. Just 0.2 percent of fuel 
tax revenue goes to collection costs.25 However, we are willing to consider other funding 
options, provided they meet the following criteria:  
 

 Be easy and inexpensive to pay and collect; 
 Have a low evasion rate; 
 Be tied to highway use; and 
 Avoid creating impediments to interstate commerce. 

 
 
                                                           
23 http://www.66expresslanes.org/documents/66_express_lanes_january_2018_performance_ereport.pdf 
24 Congressional Budget Office, Budget and Economic Outlook: 2019-2029, January 2019. 
25 Ibid. 
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While we favor the fuel tax, ATA could support a new federal registration fee on all vehicles. 
Since states already collect registration fees, the infrastructure is already in place to collect such 
a fee at a very low cost. The fee could be charged initially on electric and other alternative fuel 
vehicles that do not currently pay a fuel tax. The cost to motorists would be relatively small; a 
$110 annual fee per passenger vehicle, for example, would be roughly equivalent to the average 
amount of federal fuel tax currently paid by these vehicles each year. Yet, this $110 registration 
fee would raise nearly $30 billion annually if charged to all motorists, a total that exceeds the 
amount of revenue currently collected through the federal gasoline tax. 
 
ATA opposes expansion of Interstate highway tolling authority and highway “asset recycling.” 
Interstate tolls are a highly inefficient method of funding highways. One study found that 
converting all Interstate highways into toll roads would cost more than $55 billion.26 Tolling also 
forces traffic onto secondary roads, which are weaker and less safe.  
 
Furthermore, tolls distort the business model for companies that rely on Interstate highway traffic 
for a significant share of their revenue. Motels, restaurants, truck stops and other roadside 
establishments would be devastated by the imposition of tolls. Often they are the largest 
employer in rural areas and small towns, and if they are forced to cut back or close down, this 
could cause ripple effects through surrounding communities. Nor are the effects likely to be 
confined to the state that imposes the tolls. In Virginia, for example, the Governor is supporting 
tolls along the entire length of I-81. These tolls will not only severely hurt businesses in Virginia, 
but also in neighboring Tennessee, West Virginia and Maryland communities that rely on I-81 
for freight services. 
 
In addition, tolls present a strong temptation for states to contrive ways to unfairly shift their 
revenue burdens disproportionately to out-of-state users to whom they are not politically 
accountable. Rhode Island’s RhodeWorks program is a case in point: the state legislature abused 
the federal bridge exemption to the general prohibition on tolling federal-aid highways to 
transform “bridges” like two-lane overpasses into toll facilities, and authorized imposition of 
tolls only on tractor-semitrailers—precisely the vehicles most likely to be engage in interstate 
commerce—while excluding passenger cars and heavy trucks such as construction vehicles and 
dump trucks that are more likely to come from in-state. Other states have expressed interest in 
similarly extorting the interstate trucking industry. To be clear, the trucking industry is 
committed to paying its fair share of highway costs. But to treat the industry as a piggy bank to 
avoid fairly distributing the burden is unacceptable—that is why ATA is currently challenging 
the RhodeWorks program in federal court, as an unconstitutional, discriminatory burden on 
interstate commerce. But Congress should also act to make clear to states that Rhode Island’s 
cynical exploitation of the bridge exemption undermines the presumption against tolling 
federally supported roads, and to expressly prohibit states that choose to toll the channels of 
interstate commerce from doing so in a way that insulates favored in-state users from the impact. 
 
Related to tolls, some have suggested using asset recycling to raise money for infrastructure 
investment. Asset recycling involves selling or leasing public assets to the private sector. Where 
asset recycling has been utilized on toll roads in the U.S., toll payers have seen their rates 

                                                           
26 Renewing the National Commitment to the Interstate Highway System: A Foundation for the Future (2018). 
Transportation Research Board, National Academy of Sciences, p. 6-13. 
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increased, only to subsidize projects with little or no benefit to them. One need only consider the 
recent 35% increase in truck toll rates on the Indiana Toll Road for an example of these abusive 
practices. The state gets a single tranche of money for road, broadband, airport and other projects 
that have no direct benefit for toll road users, while the private operator of the highway reaps the 
profits for the next six decades. This latest increase is on top of the doubling of toll rates prior to 
the initial lease in 2006, and subsequent annual increases that have resulted in a greater than 
300% increase in truck toll rates over the past 13 years, with little or no benefit to toll road users. 
ATA is adamantly opposed to these types of forced subsidies. Please note that our position on 
asset recycling pertains only to the highway sector. 
 
ATA is aware of proposals to create a new fee that taxes the cost of freight transportation 
services, sometimes known as a waybill or bill-of-lading fee. One such proposal, the BOLD Act, 
for example, would impose a one percent tax on the cost of moving domestic freight shipped by 
trucks. While such a proposal is attractive in concept, we have identified several issues that have 
yet to be resolved to our satisfaction, and therefore we cannot support it at this time. These are 
our concerns: 
 

1. The fuel tax is collected from approximately 200 taxpayers, mostly very large ones. The 
proposed waybill tax would be collected by hundreds of thousands of, mostly, very small 
entities. The magnitude of the administrative costs involved for both business and 
government is probably even more disparate. The costs of enforcement, processing, 
collections, training, regulatory initiatives, just to name some of the government costs, 
would be enormously greater. Given the number of entities involved and the number of 
transactions, the Internal Revenue Service will not have the necessary resources to 
prevent evasion on a massive scale.  For example, the New York State weight-distance 
tax has a 50% evasion rate, primarily due to the fact that most carriers subject to the tax 
are small operators who are unlikely to be audited. 

 
2. Valuation of transportation services provided by private carriers will be extremely 

difficult for the carriers who will attempt to comply. It appears that the only way to 
address this is to collect information from for-hire carriers in order to establish a 
valuation. However, given the many potential adjustments (contract terms, commodity, 
additional services, etc.) it is almost impossible to come up with a fair rate, a fact that is 
likely to result in endless litigation and, potentially, market distortions between for-hire 
and private carriers. Furthermore, the required record-keeping creates an administrative 
burden for the for-hire carriers. 

 
3. Separating transportation from accessorials (e.g. broker fees) will be very difficult. The 

same is true for separating the cost of intermodal and international movements. This 
situation will create significant opportunity for evasion. 

 
4. The proposal may force freight into smaller vehicles that are not subject to the tax, 

increasing congestion and exacerbating the driver shortage. 
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5. The tax discriminates against movements of high-value freight, which tend to have higher 
transportation costs. Ironically, low-cost shipments, which tend to be raw commodities, 
are usually in heavier loads, which impose greater infrastructure costs. 

 
FUTURE REVENUE SOURCES 
 
While ATA considers an increase in the fuel tax to be the best and most immediate means for 
improving our nation’s roads and bridges, we also recognize that due to improvements in fuel 
efficiency and the development of new technologies that avoid the need to purchase fossil fuel 
altogether, the fuel tax is likely to be a diminishing source of revenue for surface transportation 
improvements over the long term. We, therefore, encourage Congress, in consultation with the 
Executive Branch, state and local partners and the private sector, to continue to work toward 
identifying future revenue sources.  
 
The FAST Act created a new grant program designed to accomplish this objective, and we hope 
that this research will continue. While much work has already been accomplished in this regard, 
there is much still to be done before these new revenue mechanisms are ready for mainstream 
implementation. ATA encourages Congress to include in a future infrastructure package or 
surface transportation reauthorization bill a plan to bolster and, if necessary, ultimately replace 
current highway funding mechanisms with new, more sustainable revenue sources. We 
recommend a ten-year strategy that could include creation of a blue-ribbon commission to 
explore the results of pilot programs already completed or underway, with recommendations for  
Congress to consider as it eventually transitions away from the fuel tax. 
 
While a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) fee might ultimately be the favored approach, as many 
have suggested, full implementation faces significant hurdles. A weight-distance tax, the closest 
proxy to a VMT fee we’ve experienced in this country, is often considered to be widely evaded, 
and the structure of such a tax lends itself to evasion. A weight-distance tax is not subject to 
withholding, and government must try to collect it from a multitude of taxpayers, most of them 
small. Estimates of weight-distance tax evasion, depending on the state involved, range up to 
50%.27 How would a VMT fee fare from this perspective? Such a tax would have to be collected 
from millions of taxpayers – all those driving vehicles in the taxing jurisdiction. Indeed, there are 
nearly 270 million registered vehicles in the United States, and all would need an account under 
a VMT fee system.28 Given the poor track record the trucking industry has experienced with 
distance-based fees, the challenges involved in collecting these fees from an exponentially 
greater number of individuals are daunting. 
 
VMT fee proponents claim that modern technology can address many of these challenges. On-
board recorders, now required on all commercial trucks, can compile mileage accurately, and 
broadcast it automatically to the taxing authorities for assessment. Cars can be fitted with GPS 
tracking units, so their operators leave a trail of their travels, for later audit. The prospect of 
requiring black boxes in private cars raises serious questions about the efficiency and 
intrusiveness of a VMT fee. How much would the chosen technology cost? Would drivers 

                                                           
27 New York State Ton-Mile Tax Analysis: Estimation of Untaxed Commercial Vehicle Miles Traveled. American 
Transportation Research Institute, February 2008 
28 Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 2017, Table VM-1. 
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require training to use it? Would it be accurate and reliable? Could it be cheated readily? If the 
tax were imposed at the state level, what about drivers coming in from other states?  
 
The traditional fuel tax is an inexpensive tax to administer; a VMT fee, in comparison, would not 
be. As for the recorders now outfitted on commercial trucks, federal regulatory requirements for 
these devices are designed to ensure an accurate record of hours driven, not the number of miles 
driven. Nor do the requirements provide an ability to broadcast data to taxing authorities. They 
are not, as currently configured, adaptable for taxing purposes.  
 
How about equity? Although it appears on the surface that a VMT fee would treat alike all those 
traveling a given distance, the prospect of widespread evasion of the tax means that those who 
choose to pay it or can’t avoid it, are penalized with having to pay the share of those who don’t. 
Moreover, while under a fuel tax regime low-mileage vehicles that emit relatively more 
greenhouse gases are taxed more heavily, under a VMT fee, gas-guzzlers and low- or zero-
emission vehicles are taxed alike. Furthermore, rural drivers, who pay less in fuel tax per mile 
compared with urban drivers due to less congestion, will pay the same rate per mile under a 
VMT fee, even though the relative costs they impose on the system are lower. While it is 
possible to charge different rates for different vehicle types, or vehicles operating in different 
locations, this adds cost, complexity and more opportunity for fraud.  
 
These are just some of the challenges we have identified; there are many more hurdles to 
implementation that are known and likely many others that are currently unknown. This is why 
rushing into a VMT fee system is unwise. ATA supports a robust research and testing regime for 
VMT fees, and indeed we are currently participating in one pilot program and are willing to 
engage in others. It should also be noted that most experts – and even ardent advocates – of 
VMT fees believe that they are at least a decade away from full implementation.29Failing to 
provide interim funding for surface transportation while these solutions are developed would be 
highly irresponsible. However, a fuel tax increase could be paired with a plan to transition to a 
new revenue source, perhaps with the assistance of a blue-ribbon commission that reports its 
findings to the committee prior to the expiration of the next surface transportation bill. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Mr. Chairman, over the next decade, freight tonnage is projected to grow by 27 percent.30 The 
trucking industry is expected to carry two-thirds of the nation’s freight in 2029 and it will be 
tasked with hauling 3.1 billion more tons of freight than it moved this year.31 Without federal 
support and cooperation, the industry will find it extremely difficult to meet these demands at the 
price and service levels that its customers – American businesses – need to compete globally. It 
is imperative to our nation’s economy and security that Congress, working in concert with the 
Administration, invest in critical highway freight infrastructure, and make the reforms necessary 
to create an improved regulatory environment that fosters greater safety and efficiency in our 
supply chain. 

                                                           
29 For example, this was universally acknowledged by witnesses during a March 7, 2018 House Transportation & 
Infrastructure hearing on long-term surface transportation funding. 
30 Freight Transportation Forecast 2018-2029. IHS Global Insight, 2018. 
31 Ibid. 
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The trucking industry, and especially truck drivers, understands the importance of safe and 
efficient highways like nobody else. Roads and bridges are our workplace, and we cannot 
properly serve the needs of the nation if elected officials continue to allow highways to fall into 
greater neglect. The trucking industry already pays nearly half the user fees into the HTF and we 
are willing to invest more. To us, and most Americans, this is not an ideological debate. It is 
simply a decision about whether we make the investments necessary to remain competitive and 
prevent needless injuries and deaths, or continue on the current path.  
 
Some opponents of additional federal spending view these investments with contempt, and fail to 
acknowledge the vast benefits that these investments deliver. In addition to the indirect benefits 
of an improved transportation system, ATA’s BAF proposal would create nearly half a million 
jobs related to transportation construction. On the other hand, allowing the HTF to collapse 
would put hundreds of thousands of Americans out of work. 
 
Mr. Chairman, on January 6, 1983, President Ronald Reagan, in signing into law legislation that 
increased the federal fuel tax, said:   
 

Today . . . America ends a period of decline in her vast and world-famous 
transportation system . . . . [We] can now ensure for our children a special part of 
their heritage—a network of highways and mass transit that has enabled our 
commerce to thrive, our country to grow, and our people to roam freely and 
easily to every corner of our land. 

 
That bill was supported by 261 Members of the House, including a majority of both Republicans 
and Democrats. Roads and bridges know no political party; we all benefit from them. It is time 
for elected officials to put aside partisan politics and regional differences and fulfill the promise 
to the American people expressed so eloquently by President Reagan.  
 
Mr. Chairman, in his State of the Union speech, President Trump called on Congress to work 
with him to pass an infrastructure bill, and correctly stated that this is not an option, it is a 
necessity. Key Members in both the House and Senate, including transportation leaders in both 
parties, have made similar commitments to pursue a robust, bipartisan infrastructure package. 
Finally, I would be remiss if I did not thank Representative Blumenauer for his longstanding and 
passionate leadership on infrastructure investment.  
 
Congress has a unique opportunity this year to show the American people that it is, once more, 
able to work together, in partnership with the President, to pass bipartisan legislation that will 
improve their daily lives, create good jobs and grow the economy. Mr. Chairman, the political 
realities of a Presidential election cycle must be acknowledged and factored into the timing of 
moving legislation forward. If Congress does not act now, will it have the wherewithal to pass a 
funding bill that prevents the imminent collapse of the Highway Trust Fund in the next fiscal 
year?  
 
Thank you once again for the opportunity to testify on this important subject. We look forward to 
working with the committee to advance legislation that enables the trucking industry to continue 
to provide safe and efficient freight transportation services to the American people. 
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APPENDIX A:  FUNDING IMPACT MATRIX - ANNUAL STATE-LEVEL JOB AND REVENUE 
INCREASES RESULTING FROM FEDERAL FUEL TAX INCREASES 
 



APPENDIX B: TRUCK FLOWS AFTER 7 DAYS FROM CITY OF ORIGIN 
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PennDOT PAthways 
0---- 0--- 

~ 

t.ll 
Lower Revenue 
From Gas Tax 

(more fuel-efficient vehicles) 

People are using less gas. Fuel 

efficiency is great for the environment 

and our pockets. But this means we 

are collecting less gas-tax revenue. 

Unpredictable 
Federal Funding 

The Federal gas tax hasn't been 

raised since 1993 - 27 years ago. To put 

this in perspective, an average cup of 

coffee was 75 cents then and now 
costs about $7.65. Inflation caused the 

cost of a cup of coffee go up. And it 

also raised the cost of construction 

materials. In fact, the cost of 

construction materials has gone up 

740% over the past 30 years. As a 

result, the Federal Highway Trust 

Fund does not provide the funding 

that is needed for national 

infrastructure. 

• 
e---- 

Changes in 
Travel Patterns 

(COVID-19) 

Vehicle miles traveled dropped 40% in 

the spring and have recovered 

somewhat but still remain down 20%. 

This may have a lasting impact on our 

economy, where and how we work, 

and where and how we go to school. 

Penn DOT estimates that the 

pandemic has contributed to revenue 

losses of $400 million in gas tax 

revenues and other revenue sources 

in 2020, and the losses are expected 

to grow. 
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PennDOT PAthways • 
Potential Mid/Long 

Term Solutions 

A long-term 

program to analyze 

and implement new 

future-focused 

sources of funding 

for our highways 

and bridges that 

could better serve 

our communities 

and all 

Pennsylvanians for 

the next 

generation. 

Planning and 
Environmental 
Linkages Study 

Congestion Pricing 

Corridor Tolling ---i- 

Mileage Based 
User Fees 

Fee & Tax Increases 

Potential Near 

Term Solutions 

Managed Lanes 

Bridge Tolling ---1- 
Major Bridge Public-Private 

Partnership Initiative 

I Iii,¡,¡, . - - - - - - - - - - - - -·~,-·.~ 
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Bridge Tolling, Major Bridge P3 Initiative e 

When Could be advanced in 2 - 4 years 

Why 
Drivers that use the bridge pay for 

the bridge, including out-of-state 

travelers.. Can be implemented 

more quickly than many other 

alternative funding options. 

How Major Bridge P3 Initiative & the Nine Candidate B~idge Projects. This option 

required P3 Board approval which was received in November 2020. 



PennDOT's Major Bridge P3 Goals 

O Accelerate the renewal of major bridges to ensure public 
safety 

Leveraging private equity investment in Pennsylvania's 
infrastructure will allow PennDOT to deliver the replacement of 
major bridges at an accelerated pace that current funding 
streams cannot support 

• 

Avoid time and financial impacts of travel diversion 
resulting from bridge restrictions and closures due to 
bridge condition 

A strong transportation network helps to support the 

Commonwealth's economic vitality and economic 

development. 
12 



PennDOT's Major Bridge P3 Goals 

e 
• 

Help offset gas tax revenue losses, as identified by the 
Commonwealth Transportation Advisory Committee {TAC) 
and exacerbated by the coronavirus pandemic 

Deliver a pilot program that establishes an alternative funding 

mechanism that is not reliant on current gas taxes 

o Ensure users {including out-of-state traffic) 
contribute fairly to the replacement or rehabilitation 
of the bridges based on usage 

A dedicated revenue source through user fees enables 
PennDOT to avoid being forced to divert funding away from 
regional Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) across 
the state 

13 



PennDOT's Major Bridge P3 Goals 

Ø Create a sustainable funding model for the Commonwealth 

major bridges 

Secures a fair, dedicated, user-fee based funding source for 
construction and long-term maintenance of these bridges 

• 

14 



Candidate Bridge Locations 

( Candidate Bridge Projects •) 
• 

Lake Erie 
NEW YORK 

o 
:e 
o 

ø 1-87 Susquehanna 

49 1-80 Nescopeck 

(i 1-78 Lenhartsville 

@ 1-80 Lehigh 

8 1-95 Girard Point 

• 1-83 South Bridge 

(i 1-80 Canoe Creek 

CD 1-80 North Fork 

o 1-79 Bridgeville 

WEST VIRGINIA 
VIRGINIA 

MARYLAND 

15 



Outreach & Engagement • 
14 Press Releases 

9 Media Briefings 
As of 06/2021 

40+ 
Community and Industry 

Group Presentations 

by the Secretary, Executive 

and Program Staff 

(i) 35+ FAQs Answered 

and Growing 

4,,775 
Comments Recèived 

All metrics as of November 2020 unless otherwise indicated 



Outreach & Engagem~nt 

5 
Monthly e-Newsletters. 

issued since December 

• 

137,506 
Wèbsite Pageviels 

1.6 million 

~1 
s, stal<ef.içl 

Social Media Impressions 

327 
Social Media 

Posts 

88,776 
Social Media User 

Engagements* 

• Social Media User Engagement is defined as likes, reactions, comments, 

shares, retweets, and link clicks. 

All metrics as of November 2020 unless otherwise indicated 



Major Bridge P3 Initiative: Next Steps • 
• Environmental and Diversion Route analysis . 

• •--• • Traffic and Revenue Analysis 
/ ... , 
•A• Ü_Ü · Determine the specific toll rate for each bridge 

• Ongoing stakeholder and community 

engagement and involvement 



Major Bridge Project at a Glance • 
Project Overview: The purpose of the Project is to deliver infrastructure improvements focusing 

on the rehabilitation and replacement of nine major bridges (and associated roadways) across the 

Commonwealth. 

Procurement Method 

Progressive P3 DBFM 

Concession Period 

TBD 

Repayment Method 

Availability Payments 

funded by toll revenues 

backstopped by 

PennDOT 

Toll Collection 

Operated by PTC with 

toll setting authority 

maintained by 

PennDOT 

Project Milestones: 

• 11 /12/20: Project received P3 Board approval 

• 02/22/21-03/12/21: Project RFI release and submission date 

• 03/29/21: Industry Outreach Presentation 

• 03/29/21-04/02/21: Virtual One-on-One Meetings with Industry 

19 



Factors for P3 Success 

o 
• 

lncentivize Development Entities to engage a broader 

range of firms in meaningful work. 

a Incorporate contractual requirements to address 

subcontractor concerns with other P3 initiatives, such as 

the responsibility for sourcing materials. 

e lncentivize Development Entities to ensure that risks are 

balanced, or at least not placed disproportionately 

on subcontractors. 

20 



Factors for P3 Success 

o 
' 

• 
Create opportunities for sub-contracting at various 

points in time throughout the process. 

ø Implement a more streamlined procurement approach 

that is less costly for both private and public secton 

parties. 

ø Leverage innovative financing tools that support lower 
financing costs. 

21 



Industry Outreach 

o 

o 

• 3 Industry events between PennDOT, APC, 
ACEC-PA to understand challenges, address 
concerns, discuss project 

• 12/23/20 01/07/21 02/11/21 

• Project Request for Information (RFI} released 
on 2/22/21 for Industry input and feedback 

• 23 responses received 

• 

e • P3 Outreach webinar conducted on 03/29/21 



Industry Outreach 

o 

ø 
ø 

• 
• 9 One-on-One Sessions Conducted with 
selected respondents of RFI 

• March 30 - April 1, 2021 

• Additional Industry Outreach webinar 
conducted on 05/06/21 

• P3 Outreach presentation conducted for 
PennDOT Supportive Services Networking 
Workshop (DB/DBE) 

• 06/04/21 



Industry Outreach 

o 

o 

ø 

• 
• Major Bridge P3 Initiative Presentation to 
Clarion County Chamber of Commerce 

• 06/04/21 

• 2 Presentations to both the State 
Transportation Commission (STC} and the 
State Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC} 

• Presentations to the PA Planning Partners and 
bi-weekly discussions with FHWA and the PA 
Turnpike Commission 



Legislative Outreach 

O • PA Senate Transportation Committee Hearing 
• 01/25/21 . 

• 

I 

ø • PA House of Representatives Hearing on P3 
• 03/24/21 

4D • PA Senate Hearing on the Planning and 
Environmental Linkages {PEL) Document 

• 05/12/21 



Procurement Approach for Major Bridge P3: 
Progressive Public-Private Partnership • 

PDA 
Ill - s:::: 
Cl) 
> ..- w N 
.e: o 
(.J N 
11:1 ï::: Cl) ,_ o. - <( ::i -- o .e 

(.) 

~ 
..... 
ro - ~ Ill 

::i 
"C 

-= 

~- 

tiFinancial Close on 
g DBFM Package #1 
f by December 2022 
~tÄtt~·:\:/f://J:::·:'.'ic:.i?·\; :~~ 

RFQ Issued 

June/July 2021 

Shortlist Announced I 
Draft RFP Issued 

September 2021 

• • • • • • • • 
SOQs Submitted 

August 2021 

Final RFP Issued 

December 2021 

One-on-Ones I Draft 
RFP Revisions 

September 2021- 

December 2021 

Proposer Selected 

February 2022 

Proposals Due 

January 2022 

Commercial Close 

For PDA 

February/March 2022 

l·Mdi&Ni-►
M•l=iM•&iH►
~ 

Selection of Development Entity 
(Equity Partners and other Lead Firms) 

Number of packages are under development and subject to change. 
Actual dates are under development and subject to change. 



Progressive P3 Overview • 
.... Î Progressive P3s have a shorter initial procurement period to select a Development 

V Entity, followed by more focused procurements for support contracts related to 

specific future packages. 

[ ~ Selection of a progressive Development Entity will be based on a combination of 

qualifications, high level concepts, and indicative budget. 

.... ,i The selected progressive Development Entity collaborates closely with the public 

V owner to develop design, cost estimates, refining risk allocation, and finalizing the 

financial structure. 

[ ~ Initial work between the Development Entity and the public owner would be governed 

by a pre-development agreement (PDA) which outlines a transparent and 

collaborative process to further define project scopes. 

27 



Progressive P3 Overview • ✓ The project design would be advanced under the PDA to the point at which the 

progressive Development Entity and the public owner can agree on a design, which is 

typically in the 30-60% range, depending on the project. 

[ ~ The Progressive P3 allows for bridges to be procured individually, if appropriate, 
presenting an opportunity for PA contractors to pursue DB teaming relationships. 

✓ The PDA can incorporate options and off-ramps to support PennDOT's long-term 

project needs. 

28 



P3 Concepts • 
The PDA - · . . . . to jQGlud 

• Additional details about the preferred timing of certain bridges. 

• More information about planning and environmental status of each bridge. 

• Opportunities for small, diverse, and disadvantaged businesses to engage in the 
process. 

Financial close on the initial DBFM package by the end of 2022, where: 

• Agreements may provide additional incentives for schedule delivery, including 
potential interim milestones before the end of 2022. 

• Significant penalties, such as the loss of the right to future packages, are being 
considered. 

Agreements are anticipated to include: 

• Limits for the maximum amount of work that could be self-performed or done by 
affiliates of Development Entity and Lead Contractor. 

• Provisions and/or requirements for the addition of new equity partners for future 
DBFM packages. 

• Provisions to ensure transparency and competitiveness of pricing. 



Major Bridge P3 Initiative: Next Steps • 
Major Bridge P3 Initiative Process Timeline 

Individual Bridge Projects' 

Public Meetings 

Jun 2021 Jul 2021 Aug 2021 

..... ~:::::!~~~~ 
~ 

Sep2021 Oct202l Nov2021 Dec 2021 Jan 2022 

P3 RFQ Issued Draft P3 RFP Issued Final P3 RFP Issued 



Conclusion • 
The Major Bridge P3 Initiative was approved by the 

P3 Board to utilize the DBFM model of P3 delivery for 

the replacement of select major bridges on interstates 

and expressways 

Deliver a program that is financially solvent, through 

the implementation of user fees, without the need for 

outside subsidies 

Establish a program that replaces large bridges without 

the need to divert funding away from regional projects 

PennDOT is committed to working with industry partners 

to enhance the overall P3 approach, based on best 

practices and lessons learned 



Partnership 81 Project • 



Project Purpose • 
Address needed safety and 

mobility improvements along a 

section of 1-81 in Luzerne County 

Alleviate peak travel congestion 

through corridor 

Utilize innovative P3 delivery to 

accelerate schedule and realize 

cost savings 



• 



Project Improvements • 
Reconstruction and widening of 

1-81 to 3 lanes in each direction 

Elimination of a left-hand exit on 

1-81 

Replacement of poor condition 

bridges 

Redesign of other intersections 

immediately off 1-81 
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Next Steps • 
Preliminary Engineering 
• Complete Alternatives Analysis and 

Identify Preferred Alignment 

• Traffic Safety & Operations Analyses 

• Point of Access Study 

• Conduct first Public Involvement 

Meeting on project 

• Identify and Quantify Environmental 

Impacts and Mitigation 

Requirements 

• Geotechnical Baseline Investigations 

• Design Field View 

Project & Procurement 

Milestones 

• Industry Day (Aug. 2021) 

• Issue RFQ (Sep. 2021) 

• Shortlisting (Feb. 2022) 

• NEPA Clearance (June 2022) 

• Final RFP (June 2022) 

• Contract Closings (Dec. 2022 I Feb. 

2023) 



Rapid Bridge Replacement (RBR) Project e 



RBR Project Status • 
RBR Bridges Constructed by Year 

217 

127 

44 

__ 143 

27 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 - 2020 



RBR Maintenance Phase • 
RBR P3 agreement includes a 25-year maintenance term on each bridge 

• Development Entity (DE) maintains bridges for a 25-year period beginning at the 

time of completion and final acceptance of each bridge by PennDOT 

• Ensures each bridge is handed back to PennDOT in suitable condition 

RBR Maintenance Guid~nce Document (PUB. 104) 

• User's-qulde to assisfwith understanding contractualrequirements and 
responsíbflttíes ~- - 

• Includes Helpful information, quldes-and references to program-related links for 

contractual documents-Department policies and procedures and more. 
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CNG Transit Fueling Stations • 

As of June 2021 

O Completed I • Planned Construction (2022-2024) I * Public Access 



PennDOT Sponsorship and Advertising Program • 

Benefits 

• Generates sponsorship and advertising revenue to offset the costs of sponsored 

programs and provided an additional source of funds for other transportation 

related pr:ojects and initiatives 
,,;_ '+ .,,r ,;: 

• Safety-Service Patrol, which is the main sponsorship program to 

be lnçluded, :er::1npn.ces_ the .s~_fety of the traveling public and lessens conqestion; 

·. Status 

• PennD-OT has selected two (2) firms for the Sponsorship & Advertislnq program: 

The Superlative Group and 2i Group 
r. , , 

• These teams are now conducting an evaluation of sponsorship opportunities to 

present to the P3 0ffi;ce and RennDOT for consideration 
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Unsolicited Proposals - Under Consideration 
------ ~------ --------~~-- 

Project Name Proposed By P3 Action 

District 4 Northern Tier Counties Bridge 

Replacements 
COR Maguire Under Consideration 

PA Smart Transportation Infrastructure 

Initiative 

Shared Mobility Incentives * 

Drivewyze PreClear (Weigh Station 

Bypass) and Other Services * 

Keystone Initiative for Network Based 

Education and Research (KINBER) 
Under Consideration 

Hytch Rewards Under Consideration 

Drivewyze Under Consideration 

* April 2021 Submission 



Unsolicited Proposals - On Hold 
------- ~ 

Project Name Proposed By P3 Action 

Environmental Solutions P3 

PennDOT Truck Parking Expansion 

Program 

PennDOT Solar Initiative 

Resource Environmental Solutions 

Truck Specialized Parking Services, Inc. 

Solar Renewable Energy, LLC 

On Hold 

On Hold 

On Hold 



Unsolicited Proposals - Dismissed 
--- ------------------------ ---~-- ------- 

Project Name Proposed By P3 Action 

Commercial Truck Parking / Private 

Truck Parking 

Mercer County Bridge Bundling Project 

SMOG Sequestering Billboard 

Environmental Conditions Test 

Self Serve Vehicle Registration Renewal 

Kiosks 

PA Rapid Stormwater Replacement 

JJGD, LLC 

COR Maguire/ Brayman 

Construction JV 

Kegerreis Outdoor Advertising LLC 

Livewire Digital 

Abel Recon I Rettew Associates 

Dismissed 

Dismissed 

Dismissed 

Dismissed 

Dismissed 

EZ Adz Safe Road Awareness Marketing 

and Advertising 

BuzyBeez Safe Road Awareness 

Marketing 
Dismissed 

Keeping Pennsylvania Moving * Cessna Comminucations LLC Dismissed 

* April 2021 Submission 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In 2007 and 2017 the American Transportation Research Institute (ATRI) published 
comprehensive Highway Funding Analysis (HFA) reports on the state of highway 
funding in the U.S. 
 
Each of the HFA reports focused on all aspects highway funding, with tolling being just 
one component of transportation infrastructure funding.  The 2007 HFA report, for 
instance, explored inefficiencies in the cost of collecting toll revenues, juxtaposing toll 
collection costs of 21.9 to 30.3 percent of revenue in the early 2000s with federal fuel 
tax administrative costs of 0.2 percent of revenue.1   The 2017 report expanded on that 
work, finding that tolling was overall the least effective method for funding a national 
system of highways when compared to five other sources of highway funding.2 
 
While the previous HFA reports assessed tolling in the broader scheme of funding, a 
more in-depth analysis was needed to better understand whether tolling could be a 
viable alternative to traditional funding mechanisms, and what the implications of tolling 
on the trucking industry were.  Recognizing this, in 2019 ATRI’s Research Advisory 
Committee (RAC)3 recommended that the organization analyze the efficacy of tolling in 
relation to infrastructure investment, primarily by answering two key questions:  1) who 
pays tolls; and 2) how is toll revenue allocated?    
 
This report proffers a quantitative assessment of the financial relationship between toll 
facility operators and toll facility users on a national scale.  This research developed and 
utilized national metrics for understanding the scale of revenue collected by toll 
systems, and how those monies are expended – ultimately identifying whether users 
pay an equitable level for the service that is received. 
 
Tolling and the Trucking Industry 
 
The Pennsylvania Turnpike offers a brief case study for why the trucking industry has 
growing concern over tolls.  In 2019 it was reported that “the Pennsylvania Turnpike 
Commission [had] approved a 6% toll rate increase to keep pace with rising debt-

                                                           
1 Jeffrey Short, Dan Murray and Sandra Shackelford, Defining the Legacy for Users: Understanding 
Strategies and Implications for Highway Funding, American Transportation Research Institute, 
Alexandria, VA, May 2007.  
2 Jeffrey Short. A Framework for Industry Funding, American Transportation Research Institute, Arlington, 
VA, November 2017. 
3 ATRI’s Research Advisory Committee is comprised of industry stakeholders representing motor carriers, 
trucking industry suppliers, labor and driver groups, law enforcement, federal government, and 
academics. The RAC is charged with annually recommending a research agenda for the Institute.   
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service costs,” increasing the cost to travel the east-west length of the Turnpike to $422 
per trip ($293 for E-Z Pass) for a truck.4 5 
 
The Commission self-approved this increase, though it cites Pennsylvania’s General 
Assembly with necessitating the higher rates.  This is because Pennsylvania legislators 
first passed Act 44 in 2007 which “required the [Turnpike] to provide PennDOT with 
$450 million annually for highways, bridges, and public transit” and later passed Act 89 
in 2013 which redirected that full $450 million to mass transit.6  The Pennsylvania 
Turnpike Commission states that due to these Acts, it “has been forced to raise toll 
rates for 11 straight years and has driven the agency’s debt levels to more than $11 
billion,” and even suggests that the Turnpike “needs to provide relief to its customers.”7 
 
As a result truckers, many of whom are engaged in interstate commerce in primarily 
rural areas, are burdened with significantly high toll costs that in-part fund urban mass 
transit projects.  The costs of using the Turnpike clearly go well beyond the services 
provided by the very fact that $450 million (or 37.6% of revenue) is diverted to mass 
transit. 
 
Though the Pennsylvania Turnpike situation is arguably unfair to trucking, such 
examples have not deterred states from pursuing toll revenue from the trucking industry.  
Rhode Island legislators, for instance, made the unprecedented move in 2016 of 
introducing a truck-only tolling program on interstate highways.  The state asserts that 
“the RhodeWorks bridge tolling program is a unique approach to repairing bridges by 
tolling only specific types of tractor trailers,” and that “the tolls collected at each location 
in Rhode Island will go to repair the bridge or bridge group associated with that toll 
location.”8  In a lawsuit filed in 2018, however, plaintiffs including the American Trucking 
Associations argued that this program violates the Commerce Clause of the U.S. 
Constitution because it discriminates against out-of-state or interstate trucking entities 
and does not reflect a fair user fee to those who pay the toll.9 
 
 
 

                                                           
4 Lamb, Eleanor. “Pennsylvania Turnpike Tolls to Rise – Again”. Transport Topics. Arlington, VA. July 
2019. Available online: https://www.ttnews.com/articles/pennsylvania-turnpike-tolls-rise-again 
5 Lamb, Eleanor. “Toll Rates Increase on Pennsylvania Turnpike, New York-New Jersey Crossing”. 
Transport Topics. Arlington, VA. January 2020. Available online: https://www.ttnews.com/articles/toll-
rates-increase-pennsylvania-turnpike-new-york-new-jersey-crossings 
6 “Act 44 Plan”. Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission. Available online: 
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/toll-rates-increase-pennsylvania-turnpike-new-york-new-jersey-crossings 
7 Ibid. 
8 “The RhodeWorks Tolling Program”. Rhode Island Department of Transportation. Available online: 
http://www.dot.ri.gov/tolling/index.php 
9 United States District Court for the District of Rhode Island. American Trucking Associations, Inc; 
Cumberland Farms, Inc.; M&M Transport Services, Inc.; and New England Motor Freight, Inc. v. Peter 
Alviti, JR., in his official capacity as Director of the Rhode Island Department of Transportation. Filed July 
10, 2018.  

https://www.ttnews.com/articles/pennsylvania-turnpike-tolls-rise-again
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/toll-rates-increase-pennsylvania-turnpike-new-york-new-jersey-crossings
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/toll-rates-increase-pennsylvania-turnpike-new-york-new-jersey-crossings
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/toll-rates-increase-pennsylvania-turnpike-new-york-new-jersey-crossings
http://www.dot.ri.gov/tolling/index.php
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Though the fate of the RhodeWorks truck tolling program is still undecided by the 
courts, other states including Connecticut are looking at similar concepts.10 11   
 
As these examples and others illustrate, trucking is often a target revenue source for 
those states that need money to close funding gaps.  This is often an easy political 
decision since truck tolls are charged to businesses, not individuals or voters.  Likewise, 
trucks often have no choice but to pay a toll due to lack of alternative routes.  These 
sentiments are summarized in an article in Crain’s Detroit Business, which discusses 
the viability of a tolling scheme in Michigan:    
 

“In every debate about road funding, some motorists and politicians are 
fixated on laying more of the cost of repairing and rebuilding roads at the 
feet of heavy trucks.  

Tolling is one way to do that, especially since there's not an easy way to 
bypass metro Detroit's freeways.  And if I-69 and U.S. 23 were also 
incorporated into a toll road system, it would be pretty hard for out-of-state 
truckers to avoid paying Michigan's tolls. 

‘It would take a pretty stiff toll to divert someone off a 70- to 80-mile-an-
hour freeway onto Grand River or U.S. 12,’ said Aarne Frobom, a senior 
policy analyst [the Michigan Department of Transportation] who has 
studied tolling. ‘And that's doubly true for truckers. As much as they object 
to tolls — which they do for a couple of reasons — they still won't use the 
parallel roads because it's just too slow for them to be productive.’”12  

These statements describe both the targeting of interstate commerce to pay for local 
highways, as well as the idea that tolling certain roads could produce something of a 
monopoly by choosing to toll routes with limited viable alternatives.  The topics of 
reasonable rates for use or equity are not mentioned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
10 Lamb, Eleanor. “Trucking Scores a Win in Rhode Island Tolls Case”. Transport Topics. Arlington, VA. 
December 2019. Available online: https://www.ttnews.com/articles/trucking-scores-win-rhode-island-tolls-
case 
11 Lamb, Eleanor. “Connecticut Gov. Ned Lamont Proposes Truck Tolls”. Transport Topics. Arlington, VA. 
December 2019. Available online: https://www.ttnews.com/articles/connecticut-gov-ned-lamont-proposes-
truck-tolls 
12 Livengood, Chad. "Why Toll Roads in Michigan Might Not Be As Far-Fetched As You Think". Crain's 
Detroit. Detroit, MI. Jan 2020. Available online: https://www.crainsdetroit.com/voices-chad-livengood/why-
toll-roads-michigan-might-not-be-far-fetched-you-think 

https://www.ttnews.com/articles/trucking-scores-win-rhode-island-tolls-case
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/trucking-scores-win-rhode-island-tolls-case
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/connecticut-gov-ned-lamont-proposes-truck-tolls
https://www.ttnews.com/articles/connecticut-gov-ned-lamont-proposes-truck-tolls
https://www.crainsdetroit.com/voices-chad-livengood/why-toll-roads-michigan-might-not-be-far-fetched-you-think
https://www.crainsdetroit.com/voices-chad-livengood/why-toll-roads-michigan-might-not-be-far-fetched-you-think
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Funding U.S. Infrastructure 
 
The principal revenue sources to support roadway maintenance, construction and 
project finance in the U.S. are federal, state and local taxes on motor fuels, along with 
state-level vehicle registration fees.  This user-based revenue approach provides much 
of the financial support for the 4.1 million miles of U.S. roadway – including the critical 
220,000 miles of National Highway System (NHS).13 
 
While user fees such as motor fuels taxes are the traditional tools for equitably funding 
the complex U.S. surface transportation system, there are a limited number of roads, 
bridges and tunnels in the U.S. where vehicles must also pay a toll.  To collect this toll 
revenue, facility operators charge a fee through point-of-service transactions with 
individual drivers.   
 
For the purpose of comparison, the 2017 federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF) Highway 
Account revenues of approximately $35 billion are collected through taxes paid by U.S. 
drivers across the myriad roadways used by motorists.14 15  These funds are allocated 
to the expansive national system of roadways, using revenue formulas and allocation 
programs.16 
 
U.S. toll facility operators, on the other hand, control less than 6,000 miles of roadway17 
(the equivalent of 2.6% of the NHS) while collecting an estimated $18 billion in annual 
revenue.18  In Table 1, highway account revenues and toll revenues are comparatively 

                                                           
13“Highway Statistics 2017: Public Road Mileage, Lane-Miles, and VMT 1900 – 2017”.  U.S.  Department 
of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Policy and Governmental Affairs, Office of Highway 
Policy Information.  Washington, DC.  November 2018.  Available online: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/vmt421c.cfm and;  
“Highway Statistics 2017: National Highway System Length – 2017, Miles Open and Not Open to Traffic”.  
U.S.  Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Policy and Governmental Affairs, 
Office of Highway Policy Information.   Washington, DC.  August 2018.   Available online: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/hm30.cfm 
14The federal Highway Trust Fund Highway Account sources revenue from taxes on gasoline, diesel and 
other transportation fuels, as well as heavy vehicle use fees and excise taxes levied on the trucking 
industry.   
15 “Highway Statistics 2017: Federal Highway Trust Fund Receipts Attributable to Highway Users in Each 
State”.  U.S.  Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Policy and Governmental 
Affairs, Office of Highway Policy Information.   Washington, DC.  January 2019.  Available online: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/fe9.cfm 
16 These revenue formulas and allocation program also have challenges in terms of the 
distribution of funds – for a discussion of these issues see ”Who Pays for Local Streets? 
Who Should Pay? Survey of New Jersey Municipalities”, Transportation Research 
Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 2670. Fall 2017. 24-32.   
17 “Tolling by the Numbers”.  International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association (IBTTA).  Washington, 
DC.  2017.  Available online: 
https://www.ibtta.org/sites/default/files/documents/MAF/2017_USEurp_Tolling%20in%20Numbers_0.pdf 
18 The methodology for identifying an $18 billion annual estimate is described later in the report. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/vmt421c.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/hm30.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2017/fe9.cfm
https://www.ibtta.org/sites/default/files/documents/MAF/2017_USEurp_Tolling%20in%20Numbers_0.pdf
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applied to the NHS and U.S. toll road mileage to demonstrate clear differences in 
average annual revenue per mile, with toll facility revenues per-mile being more than 18 
times those of the federal fuels tax. 
 

Table 1:  Comparison of Revenue per Mile 

  

Revenue 
Source Mileage Annual Revenue 

Average Annual 
Revenue Per 

Mile 
U.S. Toll Roads Tolls  6,000 $18,000,000,000   $3,000,000  

National 
Highway System 

Federal Fuels 
Tax 220,000 $35,000,000,000   $159,091  

 
The comparison of HTF revenues and U.S. toll revenues illustrates a large revenue 
delta between the two funding approaches.  While it is well accepted that the U.S. 
transportation system is under-funded, the scale of tolling revenue suggests that more 
funds are collected by toll authorities than are reasonably required to maintain a facility.  
This illustrates one of the central questions posed in this research: how much revenue 
is required to fairly and equitably deliver surface transportation infrastructure?  To 
answer this question, it is necessary to explore both the collection of the nation’s toll 
revenues and how those revenues are ultimately allocated.  
 
Research Objective and Approach 
 
As noted, the objective of this research is to first document the collection and 
distribution of U.S. toll revenue – from toll payment to final allocation of revenue – for 21 
U.S. toll systems that represent a significant share (81.77%) of U.S. toll industry 
estimated revenue.  To accomplish this, the primary resources are the Comprehensive 
Annual Financial Reports (CAFR) published by toll operators for activity during their 
2018 fiscal year.  Specifically, much of the data is collected from the Changes in Net 
Position table that is typically included in a financial statement.  The research team 
analyzed these financial documents and other available data to better understand who 
pays tolls and where the toll revenue is ultimately directed.   
 
The research methodology first focuses on creating a single standardized reporting 
template for: 1) toll facility charges; 2) toll facility expenditures; and 3) toll revenue 
allocation.  These toll authority figures were obtained from publicly available agency 
data.  Given the considerable variation in reporting, the researchers applied their 
subject-matter expertise of toll agencies and financial metrics with best practice 
methods from public finance to create a standardized and comparable financial table 
that covers metrics for 21 toll collecting agencies.  In all cases, the toll authorities were 
given an opportunity to review the data. 
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TOLL INDUSTRY BACKGROUND 
 
The “User Pays” Concept 
 
The nation’s roadways are critical to individual motorists as well as the trucking industry, 
the latter of which delivers more than 70 percent of goods to consumers.19  Most U.S. 
communities depend solely on trucking for essential products such as food, medicine 
and clothing.  The trucking industry in turn depends on roadways of every type to help 
expedite the movement of freight.  To pay for roadways, the trucking industry 
contributes a significant level of transportation-dedicated tax revenue through motor 
fuels taxes, registration fees, excise taxes, and heavy vehicle use taxes.   
 
From a trucking industry perspective, the efficient collection and allocation of highway 
revenue is critical, and minimizing inefficient administrative costs for collecting 
transportation revenue (collection cost overhead) should be a key objective of all 
revenue agencies.  From a road-user perspective, the ultimate objective should be to 
maximize the return of dedicated capital to infrastructure maintenance and 
management.  
 
Infrastructure Financing through Bonds 
 
As mentioned previously, roadways are for the most part funded through revenues 
collected by governments using motor fuels taxes and vehicle registration fees.  Federal 
formula funding and grants, along with tolls, also play a role in covering the cost of 
roads.  Additionally, money is borrowed from the private sector and the aforementioned 
revenues are used to set the terms of loans and pay principal and interest.   
 
Issuing debt (borrowing money) is a key tool employed to cover the significant up-front 
costs of highway infrastructure development and improvement.  Issuance of municipal 
bonds (a type of debt instrument) is a standard method used by states, local 
governments and toll operators to raise capital.  
 
Bonds are not a source of revenue, but are merely a form of financing that allows a 
particular government entity to fund large capital expenditures over long periods of time.  
The alternative is to fund such projects out of current revenues as an expense item, 
which ultimately burdens current tax or fee payers for a capital improvement that may 
primarily benefit future tax or fee payers for many decades.  To avoid this issue, the use 
of bonds in public finance allows for the concept of maturity matching – which matches 
the lifespan of an asset (such as a bridge) and its funding terms to the logical payer 
base by spreading costs over both current and future users. 
 
 

                                                           
19 “American Trucking Trends 2019.” American Trucking Associations. Arlington, VA. 2019. 
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Additionally, public agencies typically do not “save” funds such as tax revenues over 
years for the purpose of investing in large-scale public assets.  This is due in part to 
political systems having a generally lower level of discipline in terms of spending 
compared to the private sector.20  Bond funding reverses the financial process, 
spending first and then having a legally committed need to pay off the bond – 
irrespective of the political changes in the government or management changes at an 
agency. 
 
As described below, there are two common types of municipal bonds utilized by 
government agencies for transportation funding: 
 

• General Obligation (GO) Bonds:  GO bonds are backed by the taxing ability of 
the issuer (e.g. state or local government); the issuer can secure debt through 
GO bonds based on its ability as a government entity to collect taxes and fees 
and manage the overall financial spending of the municipal entity. 
   

• Revenue Bonds:  Revenue bonds are bonds that finance income-producing 
projects and are secured by a specified revenue source. Revenue bonds 
specifically for highway transportation infrastructure are backed by the future toll 
payments from facility users.   

 
Revenue bonds often carry greater risk than GO bonds, and therefore may offer higher 
yields for investors.21 
 
Toll Roads as an Investment 
 
Bonds represent a reasonable funding source for public agencies and have a long and 
well-documented use.  For investors in bonds, and ultimately investors in toll roads, it is 
important to consider: 1) the funding sources that will support the bond issues (e.g. 
tolls); and 2) the general financial condition of the issuing authority or agency.   
 
In the case of revenue bonds, one consideration is the ability of a public agency to 
“blend” non-revenue producing cost components into a revenue bond issuance that may 
undermine the general financial condition of the issuing agency.  For investors, these 
additional non-revenue producing costs should be considered – particularly since users 
of facilities that earn revenue (e.g. toll roads) must bear the burden of these costs.  
Examples of these non- or low-revenue producing assets include non-road facilities 

                                                           
20 This is due in part to changes in political party and priorities of publicly elected officials – which typically 
occurs in the short-run.  Capital projects, on the other hand, tend to be long-run in nature. 
21  “Revenue Bonds”.  Morningstar.  2006.  Available online: 
http://news.morningstar.com/classroom2/printlesson.asp?docId=5394&CN=sample 
 “Revenue bonds offer higher interest than do general obligation bonds. This is due to the fact that the 
income from the projects they fund cannot be predicted with certainty. This adds to the perception of 
lower safety. If the projects do not produce enough revenue, the bonds may default.” 

http://news.morningstar.com/classroom2/printlesson.asp?docId=5394&CN=sample
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such as regional airports, canals, transit systems, ferry systems and regional economic 
development projects. 
 
Bond issues may be grouped into various risk categories based on the overall financial 
health of the agency that issues the debt instruments.  Fitch, Moody’s, and Standard 
and Poor’s (S&P) all provide rating for government and private sector debt issues 
(Table 2).   
 

Table 2:  Credit Rating Scale22 

Moody's S&P Fitch Rating Category 

Aaa AAA AAA Prime 
Aa1 AA+ AA+ 

High grade Aa2 AA AA 
Aa3 AA- AA- 
A1 A+ A+ 

Upper Medium grade A2 A A 
A3 A- A- 

Baa1 BBB+ BBB+ 
Lower medium grade Baa2 BBB BBB 

Baa3 BBB- BBB- 
Ba1 BB+ BB+ 

Non-investment grade 
speculative Ba2 BB BB 

Ba3 BB- BB- 
B1 B+ B+ 

Highly speculative B2 B B 
B3 B- B- 

Caa1 CCC+ CCC Substantial risk 
Caa2 CCC  Extremely speculative 
Caa3 CCC-  

Default imminent with 
little prospect for 

recovery Ca 
CC CC 
C C 

C 
D D In default / 

/ 

                                                           
22 “How Big Three US Credit Rating Agencies Classify Corporate Bonds and Loans by Credit Risk, or the 
Risk of Default”.  Wolf Street.  Available online: https://wolfstreet.com/credit-rating-scales-by-moodys-sp-
and-fitch/ 

https://wolfstreet.com/credit-rating-scales-by-moodys-sp-and-fitch/
https://wolfstreet.com/credit-rating-scales-by-moodys-sp-and-fitch/
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Toll agencies and Public-Private Partnership (PPP) operations generally fall into what is 
considered the Investment Grade bonds (bonds rated BBB- and above on the S&P 
rating scale).  Relatively few agencies obtain the top rating (AAA by S&P) as most toll 
road issues are revenue bonds with various levels of debt at the agency level, and a 
multitude of risks in terms of the revenue sources.  Generally, older roads that have 
limited non-road financial burdens have higher ratings as compared to newer facilities 
with a less proven revenue stream and/or agencies with significant non-road operations 
that may or may not produce adequate revenue to shoulder the cost of these non-road 
operations. 
 
One of the leading rating agencies, Fitch, conducted a 2017 peer review of many of the 
U.S. toll operators.23  To aid in the comparability of toll roads, bridges and tunnels (i.e. 
“toll roads”), the Fitch review first grouped the 38 entities into the following categories: 
   
• Large Networks and Monopolistic Urban Bridge Systems 
o Turnpike 
o Large Expressway 
o Monopolistic Bridge System 

 
• Small Networks and Stand-Alone Toll Road Facilities 
o Small Expressway 
o International Bridge System 
o Stand-Alone 

 
Next, five criteria referred to as Key Rating Factors (KRF) were used by Fitch to 
measure the investment quality of each of the toll roads.24  The criteria are listed below 
with definitions. 
 
1. Revenue Risk – Price: “The legal and political flexibility to increase tolls if required 

(price).” 
 

2. Revenue Risk – Volume: “Traffic demand characteristics, including sensitivity to 
economic conditions, toll rate changes and other factors (volume).” 
 

3. Infrastructure Development/Renewal: “The approach to maintaining and improving 
its infrastructure base (infrastructure development and renewal).” 
 

4. Debt Structure: “Financial risk associated with the capital structure (debt structure).” 
 

5. Debt Service: “The level of financial flexibility (debt service).” 
 

                                                           
23 “Peer Review of U.S.  Toll Roads: Attribute Assessments, Metrics, and Ratings”.  Fitch Ratings.  
September 2017.  Available online: https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads 
24 It should be noted that a sixth KRF was included (Completion Risk) but this metric was not applicable to 
any members of the peer group.    

https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads
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Of particular interest to the trucking industry and this research are the two revenue risk 
items.  From a trucking industry perspective, these two KRF’s ask the key questions: 1) 
does the toll authority have the ability to raise rates; and 2) to what degree are trucks 
dependent on the use of the tolled facility over free infrastructure, even during economic 
downturns?  Further discussion of the two trucking-critical KRF’s follows: 
 

Revenue Risk - Price (Toll Rates).  If a toll operator has the ability to increase 
price with ease, then bonds issued by that entity have lower risk and may be 
more attractive to investors.  An entity with free ability to increase price can meet 
revenue expectations simply by charging more as stated in a second Fitch report, 
which found that if toll authorities had “pricing flexibility,” revenue was secure 
because price elasticity was found to be “lower than expected.”25  Toll operators 
controlling the facilities in the “large network and monopolistic urban bridge 
system” category were found to be best equipped to stabilize revenue when 
drops occurred because of low price elasticity.  Drivers, particularly commuters, 
simply must pay the higher prices when implemented due to the lack of 
alternatives.  Fitch further states that toll revenue grew 3.5 times faster than 
traffic between 2007 and 2017 “reflecting above-inflationary toll-rate increases 
and low-to-moderate volatility.”26   
 
Revenue Risk - Volume.  A second critical component of revenue is the number 
of vehicles paying a toll, or the volume of toll facility traffic.  Many factors can 
influence volume.  Proximity to major population centers or freight facilities will 
tend to increase volume. An economic downturn can decrease the number of 
commuters and commercial vehicles.  A natural disaster such as a hurricane can 
temporarily reduce volume-related revenue for several days.  A free alternative 
route may become more desirable if relative traffic volumes (and congestion) 
increase on the toll road.   

 
These are all concerns for those who invest in revenue bonds backed by toll income.  
Commuters are key to maintaining steady volume and revenue – though trucks produce 
far more revenue per transaction.  Thus, Fitch finds that “on major interstate turnpikes 
with mature traffic profiles, heavy vehicle traffic tends to be more volatile than light 
vehicles, which make up the bulk of commuter traffic.”27 
   
In Fitch’s 2017 Peer Review, the senior lien ratings for 38 toll entities generally ranged 
from AA+ High Grade to BBB- Lower Medium Grade.  None of the entities discussed in 
the report have a Prime investment grade of AAA, and one of the entities (the Dulles 
Greenway) is rated BB+, which is non-investment grade (also known as “junk”). 

                                                           
25 Fitch Ratings.  “10 Years in Infrastructure”. June 2018.  Available online: 
https://your.fitchratings.com/Toll-Roads-10-Years-in-Infrastructure.html 
26 Ibid.  “median traffic growth on large US networks was 1.7% between 2007 and 2017, while revenue 
increased by 5.8% over the same period” 
27 Ibid. 

https://your.fitchratings.com/Toll-Roads-10-Years-in-Infrastructure.html
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The KRFs, such as volume and price, are given one of three ratings, stronger, midgrade 
or weaker.  As shown below in Table 3, a toll entity that holds a strong position on 
volume and price tends to have a high bond rating. 
 

Table 3:  High Grade Price and Volume28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Those with lower ratings, on the other hand, tend to have a lower ability to keep 
volumes strong and increase prices, as shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 4:  Lower Medium Grade Price and Volume29 

Entity Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

ITR Concession Company LLC BBB Stronger Midrange 
South Jersey Transportation Authority BBB+ Weaker Midrange 
Mid-Bay Bridge Authority BBB+ Weaker Midrange 
Chesapeake Transportation System BBB Midrange Midrange 
Rickenbacker Causeway BBB+ Weaker Midrange 
E-470 Public Highway Authority BBB+ Midrange Stronger 
Elizabeth River Crossings LLC BBB Midrange Midrange 
Foothill/Eastern Transp. Corridor Agency BBB– Midrange Stronger 
Kentucky Public Transp. Infrastructure Authority BBB– Midrange Midrange 
North Carolina Turnpike Authority BBB– Midrange Midrange 
San Joaquin Hills Transp. Corridor Agency BBB Midrange Stronger 

 
 
 

                                                           
28 “Peer Review of U.S.  Toll Roads: Attribute Assessments, Metrics, and Ratings”.  Fitch Ratings.  
September 2017.  Available online: https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads 
29 “Peer Review of U.S.  Toll Roads: Attribute Assessments, Metrics, and Ratings”.  Fitch Ratings.  
September 2017.  Available online: https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads 

  Entity Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Ohio Turnpike & Infrastructure Commission  AA  Stronger Stronger 
Florida Turnpike Enterprise (Florida DOT)  AA  Stronger Stronger 
Maine Turnpike Authority    AA– Midrange Stronger 
Maryland Transportation Authority   AA- Stronger Stronger 
Oklahoma Turnpike Authority   AA- Stronger Stronger 
Harris County Toll Road Authority  AA Stronger Stronger 
Illinois State Toll Highway Authority    AA- Stronger Stronger 
Bay Area Toll Authority AA Stronger Stronger 
Triborough Bridge & Tunnel Authority AA– Stronger Stronger 

https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads
https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads
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The senior lien rating and volume/price ratings for all 38 locations can be found in 
Appendix A.  Overall, Fitch finds that “toll roads can be very lucrative, which explains 
the private sector’s interest,” though admittedly there have been some toll operator 
defaults.30  The list of bankruptcy filings related to toll roads includes the SH 130 
Concession Co. in Texas (Highway 130), the ITR Concession Co. LLC in Indiana 
(Indiana Toll Road), and South Bay Expressway, L.P./California Transportation 
Ventures, Inc. in California (San Diego’s South Bay Expressway).31 
 
The issuers of debt (the tolling entities) benefit from good ratings associated with the 
three agencies.  Higher ratings tend to allow an agency easier access to debt at less 
cost than those agencies with the lowest ratings. 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
30 Fitch Ratings.  “10 Years in Infrastructure”. June 2018.  Available online: 
https://your.fitchratings.com/Toll-Roads-10-Years-in-Infrastructure.html 
31 Corrigan, Tom. “Texas Toll-Road Operator Files for Bankruptcy”. Dow Jones and Company, Inc. March 
2016. Available online: https://wsj.com/articles/texas-toll-road-operator-files-for-bankruptcy -1456958991  
 
Schmidt, Steve. “Toll Road Operator Files for Bankruptcy”. San Diego Union-Tribune. CA. March 2010. 
Available online: https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-south-bay-expressway-builders-file-chapter-
11-2010mar23-htmlstory.html 
 
Fitzgerald, Patrick and Randazzo, Sara. “Indiana toll-road operator files for bankruptcy”. The Wall Street 
Journal. September 2014. Available online: https://www.wsj.com/articles/indiana-toll-road-operator-files-
for-bankruptcy-1411395866 
 

https://your.fitchratings.com/Toll-Roads-10-Years-in-Infrastructure.html
https://wsj.com/articles/texas-toll-road-operator-files-for-bankruptcy%20-1456958991
https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-south-bay-expressway-builders-file-chapter-11-2010mar23-htmlstory.html
https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-south-bay-expressway-builders-file-chapter-11-2010mar23-htmlstory.html
https://www.wsj.com/articles/indiana-toll-road-operator-files-for-bankruptcy-1411395866
https://www.wsj.com/articles/indiana-toll-road-operator-files-for-bankruptcy-1411395866
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DATA SOURCES  
 
Data Collection and Management 
 
To provide a more complete understanding of the sources and use of toll agency 
revenues, the key resource utilized was the most recent CAFR from each of the 21 
tolling entities, which covers some or all of 2018 depending on each entity’s fiscal 
calendar.  Within the CAFRs the research team focused on metrics found within the 
Changes in Net Position tables.  Citations for the CAFRs reviewed for the core analysis 
are listed in Appendix B.   
 
The CAFRs analyzed are by no means standardized across the agencies.  For the 
purposes of this research, the authors extracted financial information from the CAFRs 
and created comparable financial results for all of the agencies examined.  The analysis 
sections of this report will describe and define in more detail the research team’s data 
standardization processes. 
 
Ultimately, a single master spreadsheet was developed containing the key data points 
for each of the 21 tolling entities in the study group.  When a data point was not 
available through the CAFR, the research team made an effort to develop reasonable 
estimates based on other publicly available data – including data published elsewhere 
by the same tolling entity.  In the case of the in-state versus out-of-state truck analysis 
(See Toll Revenue Analysis section), no published data was identified, so the 
researchers estimated the distribution of truck trip types using an extensive truck GPS 
dataset.32  This methodology was then cross-validated using electronic toll tag data, toll 
user survey data and limited agency reporting. 
 
Data Verification  
 
To verify the findings of the financial and operational data collection, a table was 
created for each of the individual tolling entities using the data compiled in the master 
spreadsheet.  The table contained a blank column where the tolling entity could correct 
any of the compiled information.  This table along with a letter describing the project 
was sent via express shipping (with a tracking number) to the Chief Financial Officers or 
other agency finance staff, asking each to corroborate or modify the financial analysis.  
An example of these letters can be found in Appendix C. 
 
 
 

                                                           
32 Since 2002 ATRI has collected and processed truck GPS data and has used this data in support of 
myriad local, state and federal freight analyses.  At present, the FPM database is comprised of more than 
1 million anonymized GPS-installed trucks in North America, and contains spot speeds, timestamp, 
location, and anonymous truck identifiers at regular intervals.  This resource provides the research team 
unique access to information related to key truck origins and destinations, route choices, and speeds. 
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From the 21 requests submitted by the research team, a total of nine letter recipients 
responded with corrections or verification.  Using the information contained in these 
responses, the master spreadsheet was updated in preparation for the final analysis.  
For those entities not responding, the statistics remained unchanged in the master 
spreadsheet.   
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TOLL REVENUE TRENDS AMONG THE 21 SELECTED TOLLING ENTITIES 
 
Study Sample 
 
As previously noted, this report generates from the analysis of financial data from 21 
large toll authorities operating in the U.S.  The 21-system sample is used because some 
financial data (privately operated facilities, for instance) are not publicly available.  
Additionally, some toll operations are so small that inclusion of their data would have 
little impact on the financial metrics generated by this research.   
 
The particular facilities selected by the research team include 21 significant toll 
operations from across the U.S. (herein referred to as the “study group”), representing 
more than 80 percent of U.S. tolling revenue.  The selected facilities are shown in 
Figure 1.  Based upon historical transportation growth patterns, the major toll facilities 
are clustered on the Eastern coast of the United States.
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Figure 1:  Map of Study Group Facilities 
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Revenue Trends of the Study Group 
 
Annual toll revenue was the first data set collected for each study group facility, at which 
point the researchers generated a revenue trend analysis across a 10-year period 
(2009-2018).  Table 5 displays toll revenue in both 2009 and in 2018 for the study 
group, along with the percent increase in revenue over the 10-year time period. 
 

Table 5:  Revenue Trends 

  
 ANNUAL TOLL REVENUE  

  Entity 2009 2018 % 
Increase 

1 New Jersey Turnpike Authority $952,419,000 $1,612,326,000 69.29% 
2 Port Authority of NY/NJ B&T $976,359,000  $1,689,985,000 73.09% 
3 Metropolitan Transportation Authority $1,332,000,000 $1,965,223,000 47.54% 
4 New York State Thruway Authority $611,600,000 $736,504,000 20.42% 
5 Maryland Transportation Authority $279,774,000 $724,847,000 159.08% 
6 Delaware Turnpike (I-95) $118,800,000 $135,048,183 13.68% 
7 Illinois State Toll Highway Authority $646,865,189 $1,411,520,072 118.21% 
8 Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission $615,604,000 $1,196,606,000 94.38% 
9 Florida Turnpike Enterprise $590,528,000 $1,017,303,000 72.27% 
10 Oklahoma Turnpike Authority $204,758,339 $317,716,266 55.17% 
11 Harris County Toll Road Authority $442,015,417 $740,272,353 67.48% 
12 Bay Area Toll Authority (MTC) $470,136,376 $727,350,000 54.71% 
13 Ohio Turnpike $187,278,000 $309,569,000 65.30% 
14 Kansas Turnpike Authority $79,474,841 $118,188,895 48.71% 
15 North Texas Tollway System $290,404,547 $841,491,016 189.77% 
16 Delaware River Port Authority $242,620,000 $335,588,000 38.32% 
17 Central Florida Expressway Authority $207,068,000 $442,065,000 113.49% 
18 West Virginia Parkways Authority $53,341,000 $95,288,000 78.64% 
19 Maine Turnpike Authority $100,451,393 $138,432,432 37.81% 
20 Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel District $45,105,820 $57,642,223 27.79% 
21 Delaware River and Bay Authority $77,272,070 $105,864,220 37.00% 

  Annual Total $8,530,505,992 $14,718,829,660 72.54% 
 
The findings show more than $14.7 billion in revenue collected by the study group; an 
increase of $6.18 billion across 10 years.  The $6.18 billion represents a 72.54 percent 
increase in revenue over the 10-year period.  For comparison, the percentage increase 
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the same time period was 16.9 percent as shown 
in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2:  Growth Trends in Toll Revenue vs CPI 

 
 
As previously discussed, both traffic volumes and toll rates play a central role in a toll 
facility’s ability to increase revenue year over year.  While this large increase in revenue 
across the 10-year period was due in part to increased traffic volumes post-recession, 
the revenue growth far exceeds requisite traffic volumes.  Additionally, there are 
instances such as the North Texas Tollway System where a large increase in miles of 
tolled roadway were added, thus increasing revenue.   
 
All of that said, the willingness of toll roads to implement “above-inflationary toll-rate 
increases” (as Fitch states) cannot be ignored.33  A noticeable jump in study group 
revenue occurs between the annual revenues for 2011 and 2012.  This was due in part 
to a significant increase in toll rates implemented by the New Jersey Turnpike, which 
was noted in their 2012 Annual Report:  
 
“Successfully implemented the second phase of the toll increase that was previously 
approved in 2008.  On January 1, 2012, tolls were increased 53 percent on the New 
Jersey Turnpike and 50 percent on the Garden State Parkway.  The additional revenue 
from the two-phase toll increase is not used to pay operating costs but rather goes to 

                                                           
33 “Peer Review of U.S.  Toll Roads: Attribute Assessments, Metrics, and Ratings”.  Fitch Ratings.  
September 2017.  Available online: https://your.fitchratings.com/peer-review-us-toll-roads 
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funding the New Jersey Turnpike Authority’s on-going 10-year, $7 billion capital 
program and other transportation projects.”34 
 
Ultimately, New Jersey Turnpike revenue jumped more than 69 percent from 2009 to 
2018, while the number of toll payment transactions only increased 3.8 percent and 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increased 9.0 percent.  
 
Revenue/volume trends for the entire study group were also generated to compare 
transaction and VMT growth to the 72.5 percent growth in revenue.  An analysis of 15 of 
the 21 locations that had available transaction trend data indicated an average 28.2 
percent increase in transactions.  For the eight locations where VMT trend data was 
available, VMT growth across the 10-year period averaged only 2.4 percent.  
 

Figure 3:  Growth Trends across Toll Metrics 

 
 
Sample Size of the Study Group 
 
A total U.S. toll revenue estimate was used to gauge the representativeness of the 
sample size of the study group.  U.S. tolling industry revenue was estimated by the 
International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association (IBTTA) to be $13 billion in 

                                                           
34 “New Jersey Turnpike Authority: 2012 Annual Report”.  New Jersey Turnpike Authority.  Woodbridge, 
NJ.  2012.  Available online: https://www.njta.com/media/1691/finannrpt2012.pdf  
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2013.35  Annual revenue has since increased, as demonstrated in the revenue trend 
analysis.   
 
To develop a more timely calculation, the research team looked at revenue reported by 
50 individual U.S. toll entities during the 2016 fiscal year.36  In 2016, total toll revenue 
for the 50 entities was $16.415 billion.37  A 2018 figure for the 50 entities was then 
estimated by using a percent revenue increase from 2016 to 2018 of 6.24 percent, 
which resulted in a full industry estimate of $17.44 billion in revenue for the 50 entities.   
 
Recognizing that there are additional smaller toll systems throughout the U.S., the 
research team determined that a rough (and likely conservative) estimate of $18 billion 
in toll revenue for 2018 was a reasonable assumption. Using that figure as the full toll 
facility population, the 21 locations that comprise the study group represent 81.77 
percent of the toll industry’s revenue at $14.7 billion annually. 
    
 
 
 
  

                                                           
35 “2015 Report on Tolling in the United States”.  International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association.  
Washington, DC.  2015.  Available online: 
https://www.ibtta.org/sites/default/files/documents/MAF/2015FactsInBrief_Final.pdf 
36 Agencies follow several fiscal calendars that do not always match the calendar year (e.g. July 1 2016 – 
June 30, 2017).   
37 These figures were based on data from the 2017 Fitch Peer Review (35 entities) along with 15 
additional entities using data reported from their CAFR. 

https://www.ibtta.org/sites/default/files/documents/MAF/2015FactsInBrief_Final.pdf
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TOLL REVENUE ANALYSIS  
  
As stated earlier, this report examines both toll industry revenue (who pays) as well as 
the final disposition of those same revenues (where does the money go).  In the 
previous section, it was established that the U.S. toll industry collects approximately $18 
billion in annual revenue.  Using available data from CAFRs and other sources for the 
toll facility sample, as well as other sources such as truck GPS data and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s Freight Analysis Framework (FAF)38 to fill in gaps, the 
following analysis identifies statistics related to toll revenue sources, with a focus on the 
trucking industry’s contribution to toll revenues. This represents a first good faith effort 
on the part of the authors to model and track the flow of toll revenue in the United 
States.  The authors hope that this report will stimulate further research and 
standardization of financial reporting, which will make the metrics examined in this 
report even better in the future. 
 
Data Sources and Methodology Specific to “Who Pays” 
 
Every toll facility in the research sample charged a higher rate for commercial vehicles 
than for cars.  Most of the CAFRs publish information describing the number of 
commercial vehicles and the number of cars that use tolled facilities.  Based on 
available data, the research team focused on the metrics below related to vehicle type. 
 
Transactions by Vehicle Type.  This category measures the number of toll transactions 
by vehicle type, which establishes the percentage of trips conducted by commercial 
versus cars.   
 
Revenue by Vehicle Type.  This metric creates an estimate of how much toll revenue is 
generated from each vehicle type.  While some toll authorities will specifically identify 
revenue derived from heavy-duty trucks, many will identify revenue as derived from 
commercial vehicles or by axle (two through six).  For the purposes of this report, 
commercial vehicle revenue is categorized as sourced from trucks, as are vehicles with 
three or more axles. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by Vehicle Type and Revenue per Mile.  Again using the 
previously described categories, this metric reflects highway travel for the number of 
miles traveled, by vehicle type.  These figures were often presented in the CAFR or 
supporting documents.  In the case of facilities with only bridges, each bridge crossing 
was considered to have a standard length of 10 miles, and this mileage was typically 
derived from the transaction figure multiplied by the 10-mile length.  When VMT was not 
available, particularly on tolled roadways, the FAF was utilized to determine average 

                                                           
38 U.S. Department of Transportation - Federal Highway Administration. “FAF4 Network Database and 
Flow Assignment: 2012 and 2045.” Nov. 2018. 
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/faf4/netwkdbflow/index.htm. 

https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/faf4/netwkdbflow/index.htm
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annual daily traffic (AADT) and average annual daily truck traffic (AADTT) for roadways, 
thus providing an annual VMT estimate. 
 
Out-of-State vs In-State Revenue.  This metric relates to revenue from out-of-state 
versus in-state vehicles, although it was not found in the CAFRs.  To address this gap, 
estimates were developed using empirical truck GPS data that was analyzed to 
determine trip origin and destination locations (see description of this analysis in 
Appendix D).  Further calibration of these methods were performed by examining and 
juxtaposing the metric with the limited amount of data that is produced by tolling 
agencies. 
 
Findings on “Who Pays” 
 
Transactions 
 
Transactions between toll facilities and toll road users generate costs to both parties. 
For the agencies, tolling systems have significant capital and operating costs that must 
be paid on an ongoing basis to collect user revenue. For toll road users, tasks related to 
paying a toll include stopping at a toll booth, having appropriate funds for payment, 
acquisition and management of electronic toll payment devices and accounts, and 
ensuring that payments are made to avoid fines.  For an interstate trucking company 
traveling irregular routes, these tasks become more complex. 
 
Based on available information, it was found that commercial vehicles generated more 
than one-third of a billion transactions (377,547,037) in 2018 at 19 out of the 21 
locations.39  The average paid per transaction was $10.22. 
 
For light-duty vehicles, more than 5.1 billion transactions occurred, based on the review 
of 2018 CAFRs, with an average paid per transaction of $1.84.40   
 
Thus, commercial vehicles pay approximately 550 percent more per transaction than 
light-duty vehicles.   
 
Toll Revenue 
 
The research team found that a total of $14.7 billion in toll revenue was collected by the 
study group.  Of this, $4.208 billion or 28.5 percent is paid by commercial vehicles.  
Light duty vehicles paid 69.5 percent, or $10.236 billion.  The remainder of the highway 
revenues (approximately 1.8%) were sourced from vehicles such as buses.   
 
 

                                                           
39 Transactions from the Central Florida Expressway Authority and the Bay Area Toll Authority were not 
obtained and could not be estimated. 
40 Ibid. 
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VMT and Revenue per Mile 
 
VMT is a metric that measures highway use.  For the study group, annual commercial 
VMT was estimated at 9.3 billion miles, or 13.0 percent of total miles.  Juxtaposing this 
figure with commercial toll revenue, it was found that the industry pays just over $0.45 
cents per mile.   
 
Alternatively, light-duty vehicles drove more than 62 million miles or 86.6 percent of all 
sample miles, and paid approximately $0.165 cents per mile.  The remaining <1 percent 
of VMT was attributed to buses or other vehicles. 
 
Revenue by Trip Type 
 
Interstate commerce is an important consideration when discussing tolls.  Interstate 
commerce is protected by the U.S. Constitution41 which is critical considering those 
operating in interstate commerce may have less ability to influence choices made by toll 
authorities and elected officials than those domiciled in-state.  Thus, those engaging in 
interstate commerce may tend to have fewer mechanisms to ensure that a fair price is 
paid in exchange for use of a toll facility. 
 
To better understand the role of tolling in interstate commerce, an innovative analysis 
was developed and applied using truck GPS data to identify the distribution of trip types 
along these roadways.  The analysis included identification of sample truck trips using 
each toll facility, anonymously tracing trip origin and destination patterns, and compiling 
final statistics for each of the toll entities.  A detailed methodology is available in 
Appendix D.     
 
Each trip was assigned to one of the following three trip types: 
 
1) In-State Trips.  These are tolled trips that never leave a state (or two states, in the 

case of a bridge that connects two states). 
 

2) Through Trips.  These are trips that pass through a state (or states in the case of a 
bridge that connects two states) and do not have an origin or destination “nexus” to 
the state or states where the toll is administered.  In other words, these are trucks 
that use a toll facility without conducting any “local” business.  It should be noted that 
through trucks are not exempt from fuel taxes and registration fees in states where 
operations are conducted, and therefore do not have a “free ride” as is often 
incorrectly stated when making the argument for tolling out-of-state trucks.  A truck 
engaging in interstate operations will distribute fuel and registration fees to all states 
that it traverses as part of the International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) and 
International Registration Plan (IRP).  Both are reciprocity systems for taxes and 
fees for interstate trucking.  

                                                           
41  United States Constitution (Article I, Section 8, Clause 3) 
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3) Origin or Destination (O/D) Trips.  These are trips that have either an origin or a 

destination in the state or states where the toll facility is located, but the other end of 
the trip is outside of the toll facility’s state.   

 
As shown in Table 6, there was a variety of trip types within the study group.  Local 
highway networks, such as those managed by the Central Florida Expressway 
Authority, tended to have in-state-only traffic.  Other facilities, such as the I-95 Delaware 
Turnpike, are considered pass-through toll facilities (with 78.5% passing through).  In 
summary, the largest truck trip category was Origin or Destination Trips (44%), followed 
by Through Trips (35%) and finally In-State Trips (21%).    
 

Table 6:  Trip Types by Location 

  
Entity In-State 

Trips 
Through 

Trips O/D Trips 

1 New Jersey Turnpike Authority 5.1% 36.7% 58.2% 
2 Port Authority of NY/NJ B&T 13.7% 31.8% 54.5% 
3 Metropolitan Transportation Authority 0.3% 34.2% 65.5% 
4 New York State Thruway Authority 15.6% 34.2% 50.2% 
5 Maryland Transportation Authority 0.5% 56.3% 43.2% 
6 Delaware Turnpike (I-95) 0.0% 78.5% 21.5% 
7 Illinois State Toll Highway Authority 8.3% 41.1% 50.5% 
8 Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission 6.9% 45.1% 48.1% 
9 Florida Turnpike Enterprise 51.6% 0.0% 48.4% 
10 Oklahoma Turnpike Authority 0.8% 71.2% 28.0% 
11 Harris County Toll Road Authority 51.2% 11.2% 37.6% 
12 Bay Area Toll Authority (MTC) 80.3% 4.7% 15.0% 
13 Ohio Turnpike 7.3% 36.2% 56.5% 
14 Kansas Turnpike Authority 10.1% 36.0% 53.9% 
15 North Texas Tollway System 80.6% 4.9% 14.6% 
16 Delaware River Port Authority 25.0% 14.4% 60.7% 
17 Central Florida Expressway Authority 77.5% 0.0% 22.5% 
18 West Virginia Parkways Authority 0.2% 77.7% 22.1% 
19 Maine Turnpike Authority 0.5% 44.8% 54.7% 
20 Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel District 2.2% 44.0% 53.9% 
21 Delaware River and Bay Authority 3.6% 31.8% 64.6% 

  AVERAGE 21% 35% 44% 
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For each toll facility, annual truck revenue was next distributed across each of the three 
categories (in-state, through and O/D trips) to produce a revenue by trip type, as shown 
in Table 7.   
  

Table 7:  Interstate Commerce 

  Intrastate Commerce Interstate Commerce 

  In-State Trips Thru Trips O/D Trips 

Percent of Total Trips 21.0% 35.0% 44.0% 

Revenue by Trip Type $881,119,286 $1,392,718,652 $1,934,343,234 

  Intrastate Commerce Interstate Commerce 

Intra vs Inter Revenue $881,119,286 $3,327,061,886 

% Intra vs Inter 20.94% 79.06% 

 
 
Based on the analysis, it is estimated that 79.06 percent of truck trips using toll roads in 
the study sample were engaged in interstate commerce, and $3.327 billion in revenue is 
sourced from interstate commerce activity.  For the study group as a whole, it can be 
concluded that a minority of truck trips – 20.94% – were in-state only. 
 
Revenue Findings 
 
Toll costs per mile for commercial vehicles are significant at $0.45 per mile.  To put this 
figure in context, per-mile toll costs exceed every cost per mile metric from ATRI’s 2018 
operational cost survey with the exception of driver wages, which are $0.596 per mile.42   
 
As discussed earlier, the broader U.S. transportation system is paid for through a 
variety of funding mechanisms, including federal and state fuel taxes, along with 
registration and excise fees.  The table below shows that fuel taxes, registration fees 
and other highway user costs are substantially lower per mile than tolls.  The federal 
fuel tax paid by trucking is approximately 4 cents per mile, for instance.  Total support of 
infrastructure through federal and state transportation-related taxes and fees is $0.146 
per mile as shown in Table 8.  Per-mile toll costs, which are typically in addition to 
standard per mile fees and taxes, are more than three times this amount.   
 
 
 

                                                           
42 Murray, Dan; et al.  “An Analysis of the Operational Cost of Trucking: 2019 Update”.  American 
Transportation Research Institute (ATRI).  Arlington, VA.  November 2019.   
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Table 8: Trucking Industry Highway Funding Contributions43 44 

  
Total U.S. Trucking 

Costs 
Trucking Industry 

Cost Per Mile 
Federal Fuel $11,795,211,000 $0.040 
Federal Other $5,929,042,000 $0.020 
State Fuel $14,079,506,000 $0.047 
State Registration $9,851,486,000 $0.033 
State Other $1,912,693,000 $0.006 

Total $43,567,938,000 $0.146 
  
 
Vehicles typically pay fuel taxes on top of tolls for the VMT that accrued on toll facilities.  
Based on the commercial VMT figure of more than 9.3 billion miles annually within the 
study sample, and a cost of 8.7 cents per mile for federal and state fuel taxes alone (as 
shown in the table above), it is estimated that trucks pay $811 million annually in federal 
and state fuel taxes while traveling across the study sample’s toll facilities.   
 
These taxes are collected in addition to the toll revenue paid on the given road 
segment.  Assuming that the full cost of the road facilities used during the toll road trip 
were paid by the road toll, the fuel taxes collected are technically subsidizing other road 
and transit facilities.   
 
Ultimately the discrepancy between the $0.45 per mile toll cost and the $0.146 per mile 
traditional funding cost for trucks raises key questions, including:  
 
• How much of the total toll revenue is required to provide a highway facility? 
• If non-tolled roadways can be maintained on considerably less funding, then why can’t 

toll facilities?   
  

                                                           
43 “American Trucking Trends 2019.” American Trucking Associations. Arlington, VA. 
2019. 
44 "Table VM-1 - Highway Statistics 2018". United States Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration Office of Highway Policy Information. Washington, DC. 
2018. Available online: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2018/vm1.cfm 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2018/vm1.cfm
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TOLL REVENUE ALLOCATION ANALYSIS 
 
The initial research determined that the sample group generated $14.7 billion in toll 
revenue from trucks for the 2018 fiscal year.  The second task in this analysis sought to 
identify the true and direct costs for a given toll facility.  In doing so an estimate was 
developed for other costs, particularly those that may not be reflective of the actual cost 
of providing a given roadway facility.  
 
The common argument for tolling and other user fees is that funds that are collected are 
reinvested into maintaining and improving roadway systems.  The CAFRs for the study 
sample were again analyzed to identify where toll revenue is directed.  The following 
key metrics are used as the basis for the analysis.  As described earlier, toll entities that 
were part of the study sample were provided an opportunity to amend the figures that 
ATRI identified for each category. 
 
• Collection Costs 
• Facility Costs 
• Interest Expense 
• Capital Infusion 
• Depreciation 
• Transfers 
 
These metrics, along with toll revenue, are utilized to calculate various measures of 
profit and cash flow.  While private firms are focused on profit generation and their 
financial statements are structured to provide measures of income and profit, 
governmental entities are not-for-profit.   
 
The general definition of profit is a financial gain, and is found by measuring the 
difference between the amount earned and the amount spent in buying, operating, or 
producing something.  Governmental entities generally focus on accountability in their 
financial statements as opposed to income or profit, and tend to focus on metrics such 
as fund balance, cash flow, net financial position and overall accountability.   
 
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) uses accountability as a key financial and 
operational goal for government entities.  The situation gets even more challenging 
when former publicly owned road assets that are now leased by private firms (vis a vis a 
PPP) are considered.   This shifts financial statements from government non-profit 
GASB accounting to standard for-profit corporate GAAP financials. 
 
The authors in this study have attempted to reconcile these various perspectives on the 
reporting of the financial data at tolling agencies.  While no set of conventions will be 
universally accepted until industry standards are well established, the authors believe 
that the initial data collection and consolidation for this report represents solid financial 
practice and analysis.  The issues of depreciation, bond principal and net income 
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calculation remain matters of interest and continue to have variation in reporting by 
agency.  While the authors believe that the matters of variation in practice and reporting 
do not appear to have the potential to significantly alter the results presented below, 
practitioners and researchers in the area of public finance and toll systems operations 
are encouraged to contact ATRI if they identify any potential improvements to these 
methods 
 
Appropriate Measures of Financial Performance of Toll Facilities 
 
Finance professionals use various metrics to evaluate the financial health of an 
organization.  These include measures of financial liquidity, asset management, debt 
management, profitability and potential market valuation.  While all of these metrics can 
provide insights into various aspects of firm operations and the potential value of the 
firm (which might be appropriate in the case of privatized roads), the relationship 
between revenue collected and direct operational costs are the focus of this section.  
Therefore, measures of profitability and cash flow appear to be central to the analysis 
since they are most appropriate to assess financial condition and identify resources 
above the cost of toll facilities. 
 
One of the leading metrics of firm profitability is EBITDA – Earnings before interest, 
taxes, depreciation and amortization.  While this metric is a useful measure in general, 
other metrics such as Net Income or Net Cash Flow may offer more insight into the 
financial strength or weakness of toll facilities.   
 
Net Cash Flow Description 
 
In terms of general financial relationships, the following provide some standard financial 
metrics, and ultimately the relationship between EBITDA and Net Cash Flow: 
 
• Revenue - Operating Costs = Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation & 

Amortization (EBITDA) 
 
• EBITDA - Depreciation & Amortization = Earnings Before Interest & Taxes (EBIT) 
 
• EBIT -  Interest Charges = Earnings Before Taxes (EBT), and 
 
• EBT - Taxes = Net Income (NI) 
 
• If depreciation and amortization are then added back to Net Income, the result is Net 

Cash Flow. 
 
• Net Income + Depreciation & Amortization = Net Cash Flow 
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Financial metrics that include taxation costs such as depreciation and amortization 
make sense for profit-making entities, as taxes are an important component of costs.  In 
addition, depreciation and amortization have significant impacts on the tax burden of the 
corporation.   
 
For governmental or non-profit entities, however, non-tax status could suggest that a 
metric that excludes depreciation and amortization may better reflect true financial 
condition.  Further, the depreciation measures may be “managed” by an agency for 
political or operational reasons, or to justify a given agency goal. 
 
For a not-for-profit or governmental entity, however, depreciation and amortization 
represent a non-cash expense that arguably should be included in the calculation of Net 
Income to create the standard financial metric of Net Cash Flow.  Thus, for the 
purposes of this report, Net Cash Flow likely provides the best understanding of the 
resources that are collected and their relationship to direct cost.  As discussed earlier in 
this section, government financial statements should focus on accountability and not 
profitability.   
 
Calculating Net Cash Flow 
 
To best estimate direct road costs and the direct costs of road operations the first step 
is to calculate the elements of direct cost and direct revenue that arise from a given toll 
facility.  In some cases, these facilities do not maintain separate, standalone financial 
statements, so the research team had to split out expenditures and costs from 
aggregate financial statements or estimate costs or revenues based upon usage 
metrics.  The items analyzed included the following costs and revenue centers. 
 

Facility Costs.  All operating expenses, including collection costs, administrative, 
executive, patrol/safety/police, insurance, maintenance, preservation and 
construction.  This cost center does not include depreciation.  Members of the 
study sample reported these values often with different names.  Of the $14.7 
billion in total toll revenue, $4.764 billion or 32.4 percent of total revenue went to 
facility costs. 
 

Collection Costs.  Within facility costs are toll collection costs.  For several 
facilities, this cost is explicitly listed as toll collection costs.  In most cases, it is 
assumed that the “operations” line item represents toll collection costs.  When 
operations costs are combined with maintenance or other costs, an estimate 
was developed by the research team using available information.  A total of 
$2.325 billion, or 15.8 percent of total revenue, was dedicated to collection 
costs. 
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Interest Expense.  The interest expense cost metric (also referred to as the 
capital cost metric) is the interest expense paid on debt, as well as fees related to 
paying or taking on debt.  This cost does not include payment on principal.  
Interest expense for the study sample was $3.940 billion, or 26.8 percent of total 
revenue.    
 
Capital Infusion.  Capital infusion is not a cost; it is cash provided to the toll entity 
by a separate government entity (e.g. through grants or other mechanisms).  
Less than half (10) of the study group reported capital infusion in their CAFRs, 
and the total for the year was $1.087 billion.  The majority of capital infusion 
dollars were from state government.  Federal sources of capital infusion however 
made up 30 percent.  One key federal source of capital infusion was the Build 
America Bonds (BABs) program that was created during the great recession in 
2009.45  This program offered bond issuers an interest rate subsidy program that 
paid bond issuers (in this case, toll facilities) directly from the U.S. Treasury.  Of 
the $1.087 billion in capital infusion, $190.2 million or 17.5 percent was from 
BABs subsidies.   

 
The Net Cash Flow is derived by subtracting the aforementioned costs from (and adding 
additional income to) total toll revenue as shown in the following equation: 
 

• Net Cash Flow = (Toll Revenue – Facility Costs – Interest Expense) + Capital 
Infusion 

 
Based upon these calculations for the 21 agencies reviewed, there was $7.1 billion in 
positive Net Cash Flow – representing 48.2 percent of toll revenue.  Trucking paid $2.03 
billion, or 28.5%, towards the Net Cash Flow figure.   
 
A reasonable question is why these facilities are operating and justifying the current toll 
structure if the Net Cash Flows exceed a zero or breakeven level.  Given that most 
agencies are government or quasi-government entities, the coverage of costs should be 
sufficient to justify a user-pays model.   
 
Further, if these entities were operated as rate-regulated monopolies, it is highly unlikely 
that the standard by which they are regulated would support the level of Net Cash Flow 
observed in these toll agencies. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
45 "Build America Bonds".  United States Federal Highway Administration Office of Innovative Program 
Delivery.  Washington, DC.  2017. Available online: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/fact_sheets/techtools_build_america_bonds.pdf 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/pdfs/fact_sheets/techtools_build_america_bonds.pdf
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Calculating Net Income Minus Transfers Out 
 
Unlike profit-making firms, toll agencies in many cases have structural and ongoing 
financial relationships with State Departments of Transportation or other state and local 
government entities.  As a result, funds may flow between the toll entity and other 
entities that may be capital or operating inflows or outflows.  These outflows may 
represent significant expenditures of toll agency resources and may undermine or 
enhance the viability of a given toll facility. 
 
To better understand this, the metric utilized was Net Income Minus Transfers Out.  
These transfers represent a donation of funds on a net basis from toll agencies to their 
parent state or local governments.  As such, the payments create a significant financial 
drag on the toll facilities -- which in some cases results in financial distress or a need for 
additional borrowing. 
 
Two additional metrics were required for each toll facility in order to calculate Net 
Income minus Transfers Out for the study group: 
 

Depreciation.  This is the figure reported by the facility representing the reduction 
in value of assets used for toll facility operations, particularly the annual decrease 
in value of highways and bridges due to use.  This figure will, in rare instances, 
include items such as “amortization of intangibles.”  Total depreciation reported by 
the study group was $2.538 billion, or 17.2 percent of revenue. 
 
Transfers Out.  Transfers out are payments to other government organizations 
from the toll entity.  These payments were found to typically go to mass transit 
programs or state trust funds.  A total of $3.013 billion (or 20.5% of revenue) was 
transferred out by nine entities as shown in Table 9. It should be noted that these 
payments are also known as interfund movements and/or inter-entity transfers. 

 
Table 9:  Transfers Out 

Entity Total Total from 
Trucking 

New Jersey Turnpike Authority $193,000,000 $38,227,221 
Port Authority of NY/NJ B&T $753,585,000 $236,979,544 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority $926,722,000 $98,214,195 
Delaware Turnpike (I-95) $89,271,971 $21,425,273 
Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission $450,000,000 $196,148,054 
Harris County Toll Road Authority $127,615,000 $16,109,604 
Bay Area Toll Authority (MTC) $423,123,070 $126,936,921 
Ohio Turnpike $48,074,000 $28,224,075 
North Texas Tollway System $2,000,000 $600,000 

Annual Total $3,013,391,041 $762,864,888 
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To calculate net income, net cash flow is reduced by the amount of depreciation and 
amortization.  To calculate net income minus transfers out, the research team deducted 
the value of the transfers out from net income. 
 
The net income figure derived by subtracting the aforementioned costs from excess 
revenue as shown in the following equation: 
 
• Net Income – Transfers Out  = Net Cash Flow – (Depreciation & Amortization) – 

Transfers Out 
 
Net Income minus Transfers Out was $1.548 billion, or 10.5 percent of total toll revenue.    
 
Revenue Allocation Findings  
 
The total toll revenue collected from all toll facility users by the study sample was $14.7 
billion for fiscal year 2018.  The study group’s share of total U.S. toll industry revenue 
(estimated to be $18.0 billion) is substantial at 81.7 percent. 
 
Figure 3 describes the distribution of toll revenues based on the described 
methodology.   
 
The largest toll system cost center is facility operating costs (including collection costs) 
which was $4.764 billion or 32.4 percent of revenue.  Within this figure, however, nearly 
half of the funds went to toll collections costs, which were found to be approximately 
$2.325 billion or 15.8 percent of total revenue.  
 
Interest expense was the next largest, at $3.940 billion annually, or 26.8 percent of 
revenue.  As discussed earlier, the use of bonds to finance capital projects is common, 
though revenue bonds may have higher rates.  Additionally, states that take on debt 
with GO bonds for instance have a large tax base, and thus better credit scores.  As an 
example, the State of Indiana has a AAA prime rating while the entity running the 
Indiana Toll Road has a BBB rating.  It should be noted again that these costs include 
interest and fees related to debt issuance, but not principal payments. 
 
The third largest cost center is transfers out.  This is simply a toll authority transferring 
funds out of the tolling authority to another entity.  A considerable percentage, 20.5 
percent, of total toll revenues were transferred ($3.013 billion). 
 
Next, depreciation represented 17.2 percent of costs, or $2.538 billion.  Depreciation is 
a non-cash expense that is of significant importance to profit-making firms.  By allowing 
a deduction of depreciation from Net Income, firms are able to reduce their tax liability.  
In the case of not-for-profit or governmental entities, depreciation may allow the firm to 
more accurately understand the value and condition of their capital stock, as the 
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accumulated depreciation provides some understanding of the potential need for future 
capital investment.  
 
Finally, 4.1 percent of costs fell outside of the categories of this analysis, and likely 
included items such as other inter-fund transfers.   

 
Figure 4:  Distribution of Toll Revenue and Capital Infusion 

  

Facility Operating Costs -
$4.76 B
32.4%

Interest Expense
$3.94 B
26.8%

Transfers Out -
$3.01 B
20.5%

Depreciation - $2.53 B
17.2%

Other - $0.46 B
3.1%
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CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS 
 
This report represents an important step in developing a comprehensive overview of the 
financial performance of toll agencies in the U.S. at an aggregate level.  It provides an 
overview of both the revenue and the direct costs related to the provision of toll facility 
services.   
 
Through this report, the research team has attempted to analyze and standardize the 
reporting of toll facility usage and revenue across 21 major U.S. toll facility providers.  
The data was assembled from standard financial reports where available, and was 
otherwise based upon reasonable assumptions and cross-agency comparative metrics 
when comprehensive and detailed financial reports were unavailable.   
 
The research team submitted the estimates to the 21 individual toll agencies that were 
included in the analysis (the study group).  The agencies were asked to review and 
provide any corrections or substantive comments to our metrics.  Nine agencies 
responded to the requests and in all cases, their revisions represented minor 
adjustments to the metrics.  The final report reflects the data as appropriately adjusted 
by the agencies that responded – the other data was left as calculated by the authors.  
In doing so reasonable estimates for cost, revenue and toll road user metrics were 
compiled.   
 
The findings indicate that the 21 major tolling systems analyzed collect revenue in 
excess of the actual direct costs of operations and interest expense, with nearly 50 
percent of toll revenue diverted to other uses.  This excess revenue is diverted in a 
number of ways based upon the individual agency or state that supervises the toll entity.  
The magnitude of diversion and the lack of standard practice with regard to revenue 
diversion speaks to the disjointed control under which toll entities operate.   
 
This is in stark contrast to the supervision and public policy standards that dominate the 
use of the fund such as federal fuel tax revenue and the supervision of the expenditures 
of these resources by agencies such as the Federal Highway Administration.  
 
The key findings of this analysis are described below. 
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1. Equity Issues Related to Current Tolling Practices Continue to Exist 
 
If toll facilities are to be operated as a profit center for the given governmental or private 
entity, then one must question on what basis the service is priced and what level of 
profit is appropriate and reasonable as a government monopoly or exclusive provider of 
a given travel route.   
 
This raises the question of social equity as it pertains to the bundling of goods and 
services.  When a toll provider bundles goods and services, it expects the user to pay 
for both the service provided (use of a toll road) as well as other services selected by 
the government entity that operates the toll facility.  In this case, it transitions from a 
user-pays system to a taxation system.  This is because the fee is not truly linked to a 
direct service provided; rather it is in fact a contribution to the general sources of funds 
that are used by the government entity to provide other services to the public (e.g. 
transit or funding of other transportation system components). 
 
In a taxation system, one should consider a number of factors.  These include issues of 
geographic equity, burden of taxation by income strata, issues of double and triple 
taxation and cost of collection and administration of the taxation system.   
 
Tolls tend to be regressive in terms of the burden of taxation with lower income 
households paying a significantly higher percentage of household income for tolls as 
compared to higher income households.  This burden occurs via two mechanisms.  
First, low-income households may be unable to afford to travel on toll facilities based 
upon cost.  Second, for those low-income households who must use these facilities, 
there is a burden 3-5 times the burden of high-income households.  In the consideration 
of taxation systems, regressivity is generally an issue to be avoided. 
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2. The Use of Tolling Requires Additional Governance and Oversight to Ensure 
Reasonable Cost Standards  
 
Users of toll systems should have a reasonable expectation of proper governance and 
oversight of agencies to ensure fair pricing and rational basis for charges on direct and 
reasonable costs.  That said, questions have been raised in lawsuits and other forums 
of proper financial regulation, fee calculation and regulation, excessive pricing, 
geographic or use discounts, price discrimination between in-state and interstate users 
and price discrimination between rate classes.  Based on the diversity of reporting 
practices and uses of toll revenues, the gaps in national and state laws governing toll 
operations appear to be significant. 
 
To remedy this, the question of best practices for proper firm structure and market 
regulations need to be addressed.  The alternative is an unregulated tolling marketplace 
and price structure.  This is generally inadvisable, however, as the facilities in question 
tend to have monopoly market power or significant control on competition.   
 
Two alternative options exist when confronted with this significant control over 
competition.  A first option is a user-pays system via a rate-of-return regulation, similar 
to a public utility.  A second option is a tax-subsidized system via an enterprise fund, 
with examples being sports stadiums or food services program.  Either option offers 
some level of protection to users in terms of protections against structural overcharging 
or rate gouging.  Each system ties revenue back to the cost of service provision and 
provides cost coverage without excessive charges. 
 
Toll facilities have demonstrated an ability to collect significant revenues, but not all of 
the funds are allocated to providing a service to users.  If toll facilities are designed to 
be a user pay system, then comparisons to rate-regulated monopolies (that have rate-
of-return regulation oversight) such as water supply systems or energy providers 
(natural gas systems and electricity providers) are appropriate.  In those cases, the rate 
of profitability and return are regulated through various tests of return that are well 
established in the academic and regulatory literature.   
 
For instance, energy providers are commonly regulated using a rate-of-return model 
that estimates reasonable charges based on the operating cost of a given network or 
facility.  The literature on rate-of-return regulations is careful to define the appropriate 
rate base and the metrics of performance and costs that should be considered in a rate 
evaluation case.  Further, there are clear standards of practice that exclude non-direct 
rate base elements for firms who have business units that are both rate-regulated and 
non-rate-regulated operations. 
 
A 1993 guidance for ISTEA toll provisions when creating public-private partnerships 
suggests the following reasons for rate-of-return regulation in tolling:   
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“Under rate-of-return regulations, a maximum rate of return on investment is imposed 
rather than a maximum toll rate.  Any earnings received in excess of the rate of return 
ceiling must be turned over to the State … The advantage of rate-of-return regulation is 
that it is precise in limiting investors’ earnings.  Earnings are limited to a pre-determined 
maximum regardless of actual interest expense, operating costs, or traffic levels.”46   

The test of reasonableness is based upon the amount of invested capital as well as 
reasonable and appropriate direct costs.  The basis of this analysis is a fundamental 
understanding of these direct costs.   

The tolling research contained in this report is an attempt to address the fundamental 
financial metrics that would provide the basis of a rate-of-return analysis.  It is important 
to understand that in a true rate case, the validation of the appropriateness of a price 
change would be subject to external review by a regulatory agency, such as the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) for interstate telecommunications or a state public 
utilities commission for intrastate utilities.  Such external review hearings are not simply 
pro-forma activities, but are formal reviews of the economic documentation provided by 
the entity to justify the change.  Allowing an agency to self-certify a rate-change – which 
appears to be common practice in tolling – is tantamount to forgoing any formal review 
or validation of a rate increase request. 

46 “Guidance for State Implementation of ISTEA Toll Provisions in Creating Public-Private Partnerships”. 
United States Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. November 1993. 
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3. There is a Lack of Standards for Financial and Accounting Reporting 
 
One interesting aspect of the analysis provided through this report relates to the co-
mingling of funds by toll entities.  The standards of practice in governmental accounting 
promulgated by the Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB), as they relate to 
enterprise funds, are well established as good policy and practice.   
 
Enterprise funds are separate accounting entities that are established by government 
entities to sell goods or services to the public for a fee, and are recommended as good 
practice by many governmental auditing entities.  But major questions remain as to how 
well these standards of practice are utilized by toll entities.   
 
The Office of the Washington State Auditor outlines in detail when it is appropriate to 
use enterprise funds based upon GASB standards: 
 
“GASB has issued several pronouncements addressing various fund types, which is 
indicative of the importance of proper classification of activities.  Specifically, GASB 
Statement 34 provides guidance on the use of proprietary funds, of which enterprise 
funds are one type.  Paragraph 67 of that Statement states that if an activity meets any 
of the following three criteria, it must be reported in an enterprise fund. These criteria 
are: 
 
• The activity is financed with debt that is secured solely by a pledge of the net 

revenues from fees and charges of the activity. 
 
• Laws or regulations require that fees and charges be set to recover costs including 

capital costs (depreciation or debt service). 
 
• There is a pricing policy that fees and charges be set to recover cost, including capital 

costs (depreciation and debt service). 
 
These criteria should be applied in the context of the activity’s principal revenue 
source.”47 
 
Given this standard, it appears that toll agencies in general should be applying 
enterprise fund accounting to the various entities that are captured within their overall 
operations – such as separating the mass transit, maritime port, airport or economic 
development functional entities from the financial reporting of the toll operating entity.   
 
 
 

                                                           
47 “When should I use enterprise funds?”. Office of the Washington State Auditor. Olympia, WA. Available 
online: https://www.sao.wa.gov/when-should-i-use-enterprise-funds/ 

https://www.sao.wa.gov/when-should-i-use-enterprise-funds/
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In this report, the research team has segmented direct toll activities to create a proxy 
enterprise fund for the toll operating entity of these agencies.  In doing so a number of 
instances were identified where the accounting practices were found to significantly 
deviate from GASB recommended practice.  In some cases, massive co-mingling of 
assets and internal transfers masked the direct performance of a given toll segment or 
operating area.  In other instances, toll revenues were co-mingled within a government 
entity that had general taxing ability as well as issued general obligation bonds.  The 
research team has attempted to fairly and accurately unravel these transfers and 
activities and to create a near enterprise fund accounting of each toll entity.   
 
Toll users, including the trucking industry, are spending billions of dollars annually to 
access toll facilities.  Reporting “standards of practice” that protect the rights and 
resources of the toll facility users should be in place to ensure funds are invested 
appropriately into highways.  Such standards should include clear and transparent 
metrics describing facility costs and revenue allocation, as well metrics describing users 
groups and user behavior.   
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4. Tolls Remain an Ineffective Means of Funding Highways 
 
Previous research into tolling found large inefficiencies in collection costs when 
compared to fuel taxes.  For instance, while some toll authorities in the early 2000s 
were dedicating 21.9 to 30.3 percent of revenue to toll administrative collections, the 
cost to states for administering a fuel tax was 1-2 percent and administering the federal 
fuels tax was only 0.2 percent.48   
 
As revenues increased, collection costs as a percentage of total revenue has decreased 
to an average of 15.8 percent of toll revenue at the facilities studied in this report, or 
$2.325 billion in fiscal year 2018.  Ten years prior, and assuming collection costs were 
the same, 27.5 percent of revenue would have been required to collect the $8.5 billion 
in 2009 for the study group.  This change is likely attributable simply to the increased 
revenues.   
 
The additional revenues, in general, are not going toward costs.  As demonstrated 
through the net cash flow metric, more than 50 percent of toll revenues are going to 
other uses.  This level of revenue diversion does not generally occur through other 
dedicated transportation funding mechanisms such as state and federal taxes and fees.   
 
Tax systems such as the fuel tax are clearly and openly presented as tax systems – 
where there is not an expectation that the payer of the tax will get any direct benefit 
from the tax paid.  User pay systems are different – the user is supposed to pay and 
that same user is supposed to be supplied with a known service.  Given that the tolls 
are generally argued to be user fees – it posits the question: at what level of revenue 
diversion changes the system from a user fee to a tax?  
 

  

                                                           
48 Jeffrey Short, Dan Murray and Sandra Shackelford, Defining the Legacy for Users: Understanding 
Strategies and Implications for Highway Funding, American Transportation Research Institute, 
Alexandria, VA, May 2007. 
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5. Tolling has a Significant Impact on Trucking industry Financials   
 
The trucking industry is a major stakeholder in U.S. highway funding.  The industry 
depends on roadways to deliver freight to consumers, and in turn through taxes, fees 
and tolls, the industry contributes to building and maintaining the surface transportation 
system.  The allocation of those contributions only comes into question when funds are 
not efficiently and appropriately invested in roadway infrastructure. 
 
This issue is best illustrated through the roadway use cost-per-mile calculation.  
Through traditional taxes and fees, the industry is estimated to pay 14.6 cents per mile 
in exchange for the use of public roadways.  To drive 100 miles at this rate would cost 
$14.60.  A truck that logs 100,000 miles annually might pay nearly $15,000 in taxes for 
the use of highways – a significant contribution.   
 
Toll facilities are, on average, three times more costly than traditional funding, and 
typically the toll fee is collected on top of the traditional taxes contributed by the trucking 
industry.  At the average toll rate per mile of 45.0 cents, 100 miles of travel might cost 
as much as $45.00.  If 100,000 miles were driven annually at this per-mile toll rate, the 
annual cost would be approximately $45,000.  Again, this would be over and above the 
traditional taxes and fees collected from each –truck – bringing the hypothetical annual 
cost to nearly $60,000. 
 
Trucking paid $4.2 billion in 2018 towards the 21 toll facilities assessed in this analysis.  
Nearly half (48.2%) of these funds were diverted away from the direct costs associated 
with providing use of the toll facilities.  Thus it could be surmised that the trucking 
industry is overpaying for toll services by at least $2.0 billion every year at the selected 
locations.  This rationally counters any argument that tolls are a true user pays system 
since the user is paying a significant cost beyond what is required for roadway 
provision.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

Table A1:  Large Networks Rated by Fitch 

Turnpike Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Ohio Turnpike & Infrastructure Commission AA Stronger Stronger 
Florida Turnpike Enterprise (Florida DOT) AA Stronger Stronger 
Maine Turnpike Authority AA- Midrange Stronger 
Maryland Transportation Authority AA- Stronger Stronger 
Oklahoma Turnpike Authority AA- Stronger Stronger 
New Hampshire Turnpike System A+ Midrange Midrange 
Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission A+ Stronger Midrange 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority A Stronger Midrange 
ITR Concession Company LLC BBB Stronger Midrange 

Large Expressway Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Harris County Toll Road Authority AA Stronger Stronger 
Illinois State Toll Highway Authority AA- Stronger Stronger 
Metropolitan Highway System (MassDOT) A+ Stronger Midrange 
Central Florida Expressway Authority A Stronger Stronger 
Miami-Dade County Expressway Authority A Stronger Midrange 

Monopolistic Bridge System Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Bay Area Toll Authority AA Stronger Stronger 
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission A+ Stronger Stronger 
Triborough Bridge & Tunnel Authority AA- Stronger Stronger 
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Table A2: Small Networks Rated by Fitch 

Small Expressway Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Fort Bend County Toll Road Authority A+ Midrange Stronger 
Richmond Metropolitan Authority A Midrange Stronger 
Central Texas Turnpike System A- Stronger Stronger 
South Jersey Transportation Authority BBB+ Weaker Midrange 

International Bridge System Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Laredo Intl. Toll Bridge System A+ Midrange Stronger 
Buffalo & Fort Erie Public Bridge Authority A+ Midrange Stronger 
Cameron County Intl. Toll Bridge System A Midrange Stronger 
McAllen Int. Toll Bridge System A Midrange Stronger 

Stand-Alone Senior Lien 
Rating Volume Price 

Alligator Alley Toll Road (Florida DOT) A+ Midrange Stronger 
Golden Gate Bridge Highway & Transp. District A+ Stronger Stronger 
Rhode Island Turnpike & Bridge Authority A Midrange Midrange 
Mid-Bay Bridge Authority BBB+ Weaker Midrange 
Chesapeake Transportation System BBB Midrange Midrange 
Rickenbacker Causeway BBB+ Weaker Midrange 
E-470 Public Highway Authority BBB+ Midrange Stronger 
Elizabeth River Crossings LLC BBB Midrange Midrange 
Foothill/Eastern Transp. Corridor Agency BBB- Midrange Stronger 
Kentucky Public Transp. Infrastructure Authority BBB- Midrange Midrange 
North Carolina Turnpike Authority BBB- Midrange Midrange 
San Joaquin Hills Transp. Corridor Agency BBB Midrange Stronger 
Toll Road Investors Partnership II, LP (Dulles 
Greenway) BB+ Midrange Midrange 
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APPENDIX B:  Citations for Fiscal Year 2018 CAFR’s Analyzed for the Core 
Analysis 
 

1. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 
2017”.  New Jersey Turnpike Authority.  2018.  

2. “Financial Statements and Append Notes for the Year Ended December 31, 2018”.  The 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.  2019. 

3. “Annual Financial Report”. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. 2010.   
4. “2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Years Ended December 31, 

2018 and 2017”. Metropolitan Transit Authority.  2019.  
5. “Financial Statements: December 31, 2018 and 2017”.  New York State Thruway 

Authority.  2019.  
6. “Audited Financial Statements”. New York State Thruway Authority. 2011. 
7. “2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report”. Maryland Transport Authority.  2018. 
8. “Financial Statements: June 30, 2018”.  State of Delaware Department of 

Transportation. 2018. 
9. “Transportation System Senior Revenue Bonds, Series 2017”. Delaware Department of 

Transportation. 2017.  
10. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Year Ended December 31, 2018”.  The 

Illinois State Toll Highway Authority. 2019.  
11. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report: Fiscal Years Ended May 31, 2018 and 2017”. 

Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission.  PA.  2018.  
12. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report: Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 2018 and 

2017”.  Florida Turnpike System.  2018.  
13. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 

2017”.  Oklahoma Turnpike Authority.  2019.  
14. “Basic Financial Statements for the Fiscal Year Ended February 28, 2018”. Harris 

County Toll Road Authority Enterprise Fund.  Texas.  2018.  
15. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 2018 and 

June 30, 2017”. Metropolitan Transportation Commission. California. 2018.  
16. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 

2017: A New Era Dawns on the Ohio Turnpike”. Ohio Turnpike and Infrastructure 
Commission.  2019.  

17. “FY18 Annual Report: Investing in the Future”.  Kansas Turnpike Authority. 2018.   
18. “Supplemental Reports: July 1, 2017 – June 30, 2018”.  Kansas Turnpike Authority. 

2018.  
19. “Financial Statements with Supplementary Information”. Kansas Turnpike Authority. 

2010. 
20. “Onward and Upward: 2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report”. North Texas 

Tollway System. 2019.  
21. “2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Year Ended December 31, 2018 and 

2017”.   Delaware River Port Authority of Pennsylvania and New Jersey. 2019. 
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22. “CFX Momentum: 2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report”. Central Florida 
Expressway Authority. 2018. 

23. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report: Fiscal Years ended June 30, 2018 and 
2017”. West Virginia Parkways Authority.  2018. 

24. “Financial Statements for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 2017”. The Maine 
Turnpike Authority. 2019. 

25. “Historical Traffic Trends and Toll Revenue”. The Maine Turnpike Authority. April 2019. 
26. “2009 Maine Turnpike Authority Annual Report”. Maine Turnpike Authority. 2010. 
27. “Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel District: Basic Financial Statements and 

Management’s Discussion and Analysis, Supplementary Information June 30, 2018 and 
2017”. KPMG. 2018.  

28. “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 
2017”. Delaware River and Bay Authority. 2019.   
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Appendix C:  Example of Letter to Toll Authority CFO 
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Appendix D:  Truck GPS Analysis Discussion and Methodology 

 
As part of this analysis, ATRI utilized its Freight Performance Measures (FPM) truck 
GPS data set.   
 
ATRI’s GPS data is based on embedded GPS devices that “stay with the truck.”   In 
comparison to national samples, ATRI’s truck GPS data set is slightly over-represented 
by medium- to large-fleets; slightly over-represented by the truckload sector; and over-
represented by combination trucks.   
 
In summary, ATRI’s GPS data can be described as: 
 
• Over-represented among truck tractors (e.g. 89% Class 7/8) in terms of U.S. DOT 

registrations. 
• Well representative by operating sectors (e.g. 62% Truckload) based on Trucking 

Trends 2017.49 
• Well representative by Fleet Size (e.g. 89 percent are small/medium-sized) based on 

U.S. DOT truck registrations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
49 “American Trucking Trends 2017.”  American Trucking Associations.  Arlington, VA.  2017. 
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Table A3: ATRI GPS Data Composition (2016) 

 
SOURCE 

ATRI’s FPM Data VIUS  ATA/FMCSA/POLK 
 Trucks Fleets Trucks Fleets 

Sector 
TL/Private 62% 68% TL 77.4% TL 48.7% 
LTL 12% 5% LTL 22.6% LTL 1.5% 
Other 27% 27% Other - Other 49.8% 
TOTAL 100% 100% TOTAL 100% TOTAL 100% 

Fleet 
Size 

Small (1-50) 16% 69% 1-5 59.0% 6 or fewer 
trucks 90.6% 

Medium (50-
250) 27% 20% 6-10 11.3% 7-20 6.7% 

Large (250-
1,000) 22% 7% 11-20 9.3% More than 

20 2.7% 

Very Large 
(1000+) 36% 3% 21-50 9.8%  - 

- - - 50+ 10.6% - - 
TOTAL 100% 100% TOTAL 100% TOTAL 100% 

Truck 
Type 

Tractor / Truck  89% 86% 
Tractor 
(Class 7-
8) 

68.7% Tractor 
(Class 7-8) 50.4% 

Straight Truck  11% 14% 

Straight 
Truck 
(Class 3-
5) 

31.3% 
Straight 
Truck 
(Class 3-5) 

49.6% 

TOTAL 100% 100% TOTAL 100% TOTAL 100% 
*Not all totals equal 100 percent due to rounding. 
 
 
Truck Trip Statistics Methodology 
 
Data Preparation 
 
A total of 21 toll facilities across the U.S. were analyzed with ATRI truck GPS data.  The 
goal was to estimate the number of trips through a sample toll facility segment that were 
considered to be in-state trips, through trips, or trips consisting of one freight pickup or 
delivery related stop within the toll road state.  To accomplish this task the research 
team chose sections of toll roads with limited or no exits and a section in which a truck 
would encounter a toll gantry.  The majority of segments analyzed consisted of at least 
10 miles of roadway, with the exception of tolls that involved bridges.  GIS software and 
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files50 were created for each segment of roadway and the data was selected from that 
roadway segment.  Trucks that traversed any section of the toll road were then followed 
for three days (October 2, 2018 – October 4, 2018) in order to determine whether the 
trips of each truck were intrastate, through or single stops within the state of the toll 
authority.  
 
Once the three days of data was compiled, GIS software was utilized to plot, via latitude 
and longitude, the truck GPS pings.  These truck pings were then turned into lines by 
organizing each unique truck ID by the time stamp attached to each GPS ping record.  
This resulted in a series of lines that show a truck trip per unique truck, as seen in 
Figure D1. 
 

Figure D1: Truck Trips that Utilized the George Washington Bridge 

 
 
Once the individual truck GPS pings were converted to lines, intrastate trips could be 
determined by running a basic algorithm that defines which trips remained within the 
state of interest.  In cases where a bridge crossed state lines, for example the George  

                                                           
50 GIS software utilized: ESRI ArcMap 
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Washington Bridge between New Jersey and New York, both New Jersey and New 
York were considered in-state.  
 
To estimate through trips, the start- and end-points of each trip were determined.  
Start/End locations that occurred within the state of interest were separately selected 
and utilized in sorting between through trips or one-stop trips.  Trips with a start- or end-
point within the toll authority state, were considered one-stop trips.  While trips without a 
start or end within the state of interest, but traveled on the segment of roadway being 
analyzed were considered through trips. 
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In July 2020, 
PennDOT began 
observing its 50-
year anniversary. 
This yearlong 
celebration – 50 
Years of Building 
Communities – 
highlights decades 
of milestones in 
the organization and the state’s transportation 
system. Visit www.penndot.gov/50years to see 
these stories. 

Our History 

The Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation was created from the former 
Department of Highways by Act 120, approved 
by the legislature on May 6, 1970. The 
legislation consolidated Department of 
Highways, Bureau of Motor Vehicles and Traffic 
Safety, Mass Transit Division, Aeronautics 
Commission, and the Department of Revenue, 
which oversaw licensing, registration and 
inspection of motor vehicles. 

The immediate challenge was to consolidate 
programs from a half dozen agencies into a 
single PennDOT team. Having developed a high 
level of engineering expertise, PennDOT 
continued to move aggressively in the early 
1970’s to advance Interstate and other major 
highway projects. New programs to address 
the public transit, rail freight, aviation and 
waterway needs that set the stage for 
PennDOT’s multimodal future were formed. 

During the emergency disaster response to 
flooding from Hurricanes Agnes in 1972 and 
Eloise in 1975, PennDOT demonstrated its 
ability to manage through crisis conditions and 
to rely on dedicated maintenance workers to 
restore transportation services.  This legacy of 

admirable performance in battling blizzards 
and floods, as reported in news articles from all 
regions of the state, has continued throughout 
the Department’s 50-year history.   

A recurring theme in PennDOT’s history is the 
reality of limited resources to address the 
maintenance needs for Pennsylvania’s extensive 
highway and bridge network. Many attempts to 
address shortages have been made but with 
the introduction of highly efficient and electric 
vehicles, the playing field is changing. One 
thing that hasn’t changed in 50 years is 
PennDOT’s commitment to innovation and 
persistent attention to productivity. 

PennDOT’s mission also includes non-highway 
modes of transportation. The Multimodal 
Deputate was established by Act 89 in 2013, to 
better organize those modes of transportation 
and establish a dedicated fund.  

The Multimodal Deputate is responsible for all 
non-highway modes of transportation and 
freight movement, including Aviation, Public 
Transportation (local bus, intercity bus, 
passenger rail, and community/shared-ride 
transportation), Rail Freight, Ports and 
Waterways, Bike/Ped, and the new Multimodal 
Program. The administrative unit is responsible 
for budget, grant management, procurement, 
ECMS procurement and contract management, 
HR, travel, training, and more. 

The dedicated Multimodal Transportation Fund 
stabilizes funding for ports and rail freight, 
increases aviation investments, establishes 
dedicated funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. A Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Checklist was created to ensure that 
appropriate multimodal features are considered 
during the planning and design process. Act 3 
of 2012 advanced bicycle safety by passing the  
 

4-foot law and more clearly defined the rights 
of the bicyclist while traveling on PA roads. 

Driver and Vehicle Services (DVS) achieved 
significant efficiencies through merging of 
revenue collection into the registration and 
licensing process.  In January 1993, the official 
transfer of responsibility for administering the 
Commonwealth’s Driver License Examination 
Program from the Pennsylvania State Police to 
PennDOT. By 1995, as a result of all Driver 
License Centers being connected to a 
mainframe system, customers were able to 
leave with a product in hand.  

DVS’ involvement in safety initiatives and 
human services has been monumental. From 
specialty plates that raise money for charities, 
or plates that highlight the service of veterans, 
to motorcycle safety and organ donation, they 
support their customers in a variety of ways. 
Working efficiently, adapting to new legislation 
and customer needs is their daily challenge, 
while still providing funds to help meet 
PennDOT’s needs. 

As we’ve gone through this year many stories 
were shared by employees who were working at 
PennDOT during much of that 50-year period. 
Some of the stories along with a historical video 
series named “PennDOT Presents” can be found 
on the PennDOT YouTube channel. A timeline 
was created on the website that tells the 
PennDOT story since the early 1900’s, and 
throughout the year, we’ve told our story on  
our social media platforms, newsletters and  
the Blog. 

See the full timeline at PennDOT.gov/50years 
to learn more about our history.  

Check out the videos at: 
www.youtube.com/user/PennsylvaniaDOT. 

1970 - 2020



1

OUR MESSAGE

Transportation is the backbone of Pennsylvania’s economy and our communities.  
Goods movement is a necessity, as is people’s ability to commute for work, to access 
health care, leisure activities, and family.  Transportation provides and supports 
many Pennsylvanians’ jobs. 

Pennsylvania’s transportation network is vast and critical to our way of life. In the 
state-maintained system alone this is roughly 40,000 miles of state-owned roads 
and roughly 25,000 state-owned bridges, 35 fixed route transit systems, 130 public 
use airports, 259 private use airports, 277 private-use heliports, three ports and the 
privately-owned network of more than 5,600 miles of freight railroad lines. Our fuel 
taxes and various transportation fees support construction and maintenance on 
another 78,000 miles of municipal and county roads, along with 6,400 local bridges.  

In addition to our vast, multimodal responsibility across the state, our Driver and 
Vehicle Services operation provides online tools and operates 103 facilities for face-
to-face customer service, ensuring commercial and personal driver licensing and 
testing, photo services and vehicle registration and inspection remain current and 
safe. We provide over-the-counter REAL ID services at 13 facilities, with further 
expansion planned.  

Across our modes and assets, our long-standing needs have come to a head with 
recent events. We cannot deny the need for and consensus to act on transportation 
funding solutions.  

Like other state agencies, we have had significant challenges from the pandemic but 
also found innovations. Our team - working at home, on our roadways, and in our 
driver license centers or offices - has adapted and shown incredible dedication in 
the face of this emergency. While we have experienced challenges and shown 
resiliency in our business practices because of the pandemic, this global situation 
has undoubtedly underscored our transportation revenue challenges. 

To address these near- and long-term revenue challenges and to move away from 
the state’s outdated gas tax, on March 12, 2021, the Governor signed an executive 
order establishing the Transportation Revenue Options Commission. The 
commission will develop comprehensive funding recommendations for 
Pennsylvania's large and aging infrastructure. 

Additionally, the PennDOT Pathways program launched in November 2020 will 
study and recommend near- and long-term strategies to find reliable options. Find 
more on these initiatives at www.penndot.gov/funding.  

We cannot support our needs and grow to our potential by using last century’s 
funding tools. We will all benefit from transportation investments and their results in 
safety and mobility. In exploring these opportunities, we will continue engaging our 
stakeholders and the public in an educational and receptive dialogue.  

Tom Wolf 
Governor

Yassmin Gramian, P.E. 
Secretary of Transportation

To see stories of how 
PennDOT continued, 

enhanced, or supported 
services through the  

COVID-19 pandemic, visit 
www.penndot.gov/blog and 
click on the "COVID-19" tag.
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OUR MISSION 
Enhance, connect and add value to our communities by providing a sustainable, equitable 
transportation system and quality services for all. 

OUR VISION 
An enhanced quality of life built on transportation excellence.

OUR VALUES 
Safety: We value the safety of our employees, customers and partners in all that we do.  

Innovation and Evolution: We pursue and incorporate evolving technologies and  
innovative practices to improve transportation.  

Equity in Mobility: We enhance quality of life through investments in equitable, efficient 
and safe movement of people and goods.  

Customer Experience: We are committed to providing a positive customer experience for all.  

Communication: We are committed to effective, transparent, timely communication with 
our employees, customers and stakeholders.  

Inclusive Workforce Investment: We build a strong team by respecting one another, 
promoting teamwork and seeking to recruit and empower our diverse workforce.  

Sustainable Transportation: We connect Pennsylvania to the world’s economy through 
environmentally and fiscally sustainable, resilient transportation systems.  
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SAFETY AT ALL LEVELS  

Ensure safety is engrained in the 
culture of PennDOT to protect  

our employees, customers, 
partners and the traveling  

public as well as our assets. 

INNOVATION  

Promote creativity and 
continuous quality  

improvement at all levels to 
improve effectiveness and 

efficiency, and enhance 
customer service.

MOBILITY AND 
CONNECTIVITY  

Provide access to equitable, 
affordable, reliable and 

sustainable transportation 
options that support quality of 
life and economic prosperity.

CUSTOMER SERVICE  

Equitably serve all customers 
and communities by working to 
understand and empathetically 
respond to their unique needs. 

COMMUNICATION  
THAT FOSTERS 

RELATIONSHIPS AND 
ENCOURAGES  

NEW IDEAS  

Strengthen internal and external 
relationships, cultivate employee 

ideas and engage customers 
equitably using collaborative, 
transparent communication 

tools and services.

RECRUITING, RETAINING 
AND DEVELOPING  

A DIVERSE AND 
INCLUSIVE WORKFORCE  

Ensure a flexible work 
environment that inspires 
employee development, is 

strengthened by team diversity, 
values employee insight and 

empowers employees to pursue 
rewarding careers at PennDOT.

PennDOT’S STRATEGIC THEMES

EFFECTIVELY 
LEVERAGING AVAILABLE 

RESOURCES BY 
MODERNIZING 
TECHNOLOGY  
AND ASSETS  

Assure excellence in productivity, 
efficiency, sustainability, service 
quality and resiliency in asset 

stewardship by leveraging 
technology and innovation to 

improve Pennsylvania’s 
multimodal transportation 

infrastructure and processes, 
while maintaining the integrity, 

confidentiality and protection of 
customer records and personally 

identifying information. 



4

HIGHWAYS & BRIDGES
In 2020 PennDOT 
preserved or improved 

384 state-owned 
bridges, invested  

$48 million for roadway 
patching using over  

108,436 tons of asphalt 
and improved more than 

3,600 miles of roadway. 
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2016

825
$2.43 Billion

2018

726
$2.48 Billion

2019

589
$2.2 Billion

2020

473
$1.55 Billion

2017

703
$2.57 Billion

2015
607

$2.52 Billion

With PennDOT directly responsible for 
approximately 40,000 roadway miles and 
25,400 bridges in Pennsylvania, maintaining our 
transportation network takes strong partnership 
among the department, federal and local 
governments, planning partners, the 
construction industry and our communities. 

In addition to the state’s highways and bridges, a 
robust menu of travel and commerce options 
such as aviation, transit and rail facilities are also 
essential to keeping people and goods moving.

CONSTRUCTION LETTINGS

- Number of Contracts - Lettings in Dollars



126,019

1,186 1,182

126,888

1,141

123,148

1,155

127,679

2013 - 2017 2014 - 2018 2015 - 2019 2016 - 2020

Crashes

Fatalities

PENNSYLVANIA HIGHWAY FATALITIES & CRASHES 
5 YEAR AVERAGE

This is a multi-year statistical review of reportable motor vehicle crashes in Pennsylvania. A reportable crash is one in which the incident 
occurs on a highway or traffic way that is open to the public and an injury or a fatality occurs, or at least one of the vehicles involved 
requires towing from the scene.
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PennDOT is committed to making Pennsylvania's roadways safer for travelers of all modes. While fatalities are trending downward over time, we'll 
continue to work on engineering, education and enforcement initiatives with our many partners because even one fatality is too many. 

The public can access commonly requested crash and fatality information as well as create their own custom searches with the Pennsylvania 
Crash Information Tool at www.crashinfo.penndot.gov.

http://www.crashinfo.penndot.gov. 


ONLINE CUSTOMER 
CARE CENTER 

STATISTICS

In 2020, PennDOT handled 32,033 online submissions from 
the public to its Customer Care Center.  

Concerns on state-owned roads related to construction  
projects, signs or signals, speed limits, or damage to personal 
property can be reported through the website.

32,033
www.customercare.penndot.gov
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DRIVER & VEHICLE SERVICES In 2020, PennDOT’s 
Driver and Vehicle 
Services licensed 
Pennsylvania’s nearly  

9 million drivers and 

810,858 motorcyclists, 
while registering  

nearly 12 million  
vehicles and close to 

377,000 motorcycles. 



Non-Binary Gender Designation  
Option Available 

Identity documents are vital to how people 
navigate the world, and having an affirming 
and accurate ID is critical for access to 
employment, healthcare, housing and so 
much more. Offering equitable and inclusive 
services for all Pennsylvanians is central to 
PennDOT's mission, and in July of 2020, 
PennDOT began offering a non-binary gender 
designation option for its driver licenses and 
photo identification cards.  

A non-binary designation, which appears on a 
driver's license or photo ID card as an "X," is a 
third option for individuals who would prefer 
such a designation where traditionally only “M” 
(male) or “F” (female) options were available.  

The designation is offered free-of-charge for 
identification products. Applicable duplicate 
fees apply to customers to obtain a duplicate 
license or photo ID card reflecting the change 
in designation. Customers who wish to 
change their gender designation can fill out 
Form DL-32 and bring it to any PennDOT 
Driver License Center to complete the 
process. Individuals seeking to change their 
gender designation may self-certify their 
change, and no sign off from a doctor or 
social worker is needed. A gender designation 

change must be completed in person at a 
PennDOT Driver License Center. 
 

Millionth REAL ID Product Issued  

Customer service has been at the center of 
PennDOT's REAL ID program, and that 
continues to be our focus as the federal 
deadline approaches. PennDOT issued its one 
millionth REAL ID product in 2020, a major 
milestone in its work to issue REAL ID-
compliant products to customers. 

Based on data from other states with optional 
REAL ID programs, PennDOT anticipates that 
2.5 million Pennsylvanians will choose to get a 
REAL ID-compliant driver's license or ID card, 
with 1.3 million obtaining them by May 3, 
2023. Now that the million-product threshold 
has been crossed, PennDOT is positioned well 
to reach this target by the federal 
enforcement deadline. Obtaining a REAL ID is 
optional in Pennsylvania – some customers 
may not need one or may have another 
acceptable form of ID -  like a passport or 
military ID - that will be acceptable after 
October 1, 2021. Approximately 5.7 million 
customers have made a conscious decision 
about REAL ID – either to obtain one or to 
use an alternative acceptable form of ID. 

Customers have three options for obtaining a 
REAL ID product: Customers may order their 

REAL ID online if they have been pre-verified 
and their REAL ID product will be mailed to 
them within 15 business days; they can visit 
any PennDOT driver license center that is 
open for driver license services, have their 
documents verified and imaged, and their 
REAL ID product will be mailed to them 
within 15 business days; or they can visit one 
of 12 REAL ID Centers and receive their REAL 
ID product over the counter at the tim 
of service. 
 

Free IDs for Homeless Pennsylvanians  

A new state law, Act 131 of 2020, which 
Governor Tom Wolf signed into law in late 
2020, has provided the opportunities for 
Pennsylvanians experiencing homelessness 
the ability to be issued a free identification 
card. This new law makes significant changes 
to increasing many of our residents' 
independence, ultimately enhancing their 
quality of life. 

The law covers initial issuance and renewals 
for photo IDs for those who qualify for free 
issuance due to their homeless status. 

Additional information can be found on the 
Driver and Vehicle Services website, 
www.dmv.pa.gov. 
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DRIVER AND VEHICLE SERVICES ACHIEVES SEVERAL 
MILESTONES IN 2020 

In keeping with its dedicated efforts to provide commonwealth citizens with fair and equitable services, PennDOT’s 
Driver and Vehicle Services reached several milestones in the 2020 calendar year.  
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Looking Forward 

Act 131 will also provide opportunities for 
Pennsylvanians with visual impairments 
improved access to obtain a driver's license 
and will help improve roadway safety  
through updated commercial driver's  
license requirements. 

By September 27, 2021, a section of this 
legislation will be implemented so that a safe 
program will allow eligible individuals to use 
bioptic telescope lenses to help them to 
qualify for and obtain a driver's license. 
Bioptic telescope lenses are authorized for 
use in at least 28 other states and are 
designed to help individuals meet visual 
acuity standards who otherwise wouldn't be 
able to obtain a license. PennDOT is currently 
developing the program's training and 
licensure process.  

Additionally, Act 131 updates the requirements 
and restrictions for commercial driver's 
license (CDL) holders, including reporting 
requirements for convictions and violations. 
This law will bring Pennsylvania into 
compliance with upcoming federal CDL 
regulations, which will include a lifetime 
disqualification from operating a commercial 
motor vehicle for human trafficking 
convictions. These sections of the law will 
become effective on various dates starting in 
early 2021.
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DRIVER AND VEHICLE SERVICES STATISTICS

PennDOT Driver License 
Centers are operated by 

PennDOT employees and 
offer driver license services. 

PennDOT’s standalone 
Photo Centers are located 
throughout Pennsylvania.  
When you receive a camera 
card, which is an invitation  
to our photo license, 
identification card process, 
you must appear at a photo 
center to obtain a photo  
for a driver's license or an 
identification card. 

PennDOT partners with 
private businesses to provide 
customers with facetoface, 
overthecounter services.  
Online indicates that these 
business partners have a 
secure, electronic 
connection to PennDOT and 
can issue a variety of 
products onthespot.  These 
businesses charge a market
driven fee for their services 
in addition to applicable 
PennDOT fees.

9 Million
Licensed Drivers

12+ Million
Registered Vehicles

3,466
Special Fund License
Plates Sold Raising

$58,342
5+ Million
People Assisted by
the DVS Call Center

10.2 Million
Online Transactions

14,771
Personal License

Plates Sold

17,607
PA Motorcycle License

App Downloads

810,858
Licensed

Motorcyclists

377,147
Registered

Motorcycles

2,113
Participants in the

Safety Course

267,659
PA Driver License
App Downloads
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The Department 
supports all modes of 
transportation that 
includes public 
transportation, bicycling, 
walking, aviation, rail 
freight, passenger rail, 
and ports. This includes 
investments in and 
support for more than 

300.3 million fixed route 

bus trips, the state's 65 
operating railroads and 

more than 5,600 miles of 

track, 125 licensed public 
airports, and more.12

MULTIMODAL



HELPING SENIORS ON A DAILY BASIS (FY 19-20)
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27.6 Million 
Fixed Route Bus Trips for Seniors 

2.7 Million 
Senior Shared-Ride Program Trips 



ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

In 2020, PennDOT advanced several Active Transportation Plan priorities to improve conditions for walking and biking across our state.  

Department staff presented to local governments and planning organizations, as well as state and federal partners on the health and equity 
themes of the Active Transportation Plan as part of the educational outreach effort stressing the value of the PennDOT Connects process to 
identify and support local planning needs.  

PennDOT continued coordination with the Department of Health and the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources to fund local 
planning efforts, improve trail facilities, and educate local communities on the value of active transportation to their citizens through the 
Walkworks and Local Technical Assistance Program. 

For more information on Active Transportation in Pennsylvania see the online resources available for:    

Walking: www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/TakeAWalk/Pages/default.aspx  

Biking: www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/default.aspx 

Transportation-Health Connection: www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/Pages/Transportation-and-Health.aspx 

The Department also succeeded in advocating for a legislative update to Title 75’s definition of a ‘pedestrian’ to include an “individual with a 
mobility-related disability on a self-propelled wheelchair or an electric mobility device operated by and designated for the exclusive use of 
an individual with a mobility-related disability.”
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The League of American Bicyclists ranks Pennsylvania 11 out of 50 in its annual Bicycle Friendly States ranking.
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As of January 2021 there 

are 534 transit vehicles 
powered by alternative 
fuels in operation at 
Pennsylvania transit 

agencies. In 2020, 234 
transit vehicles were 
replaced throughout 
Pennsylvania with  
the help of state funding.

Container lifts and 
containers at the Port of 
Philadelphia due to PA 
Intermodal Cargo Growth 
Incentive Program: 

17,982 Added Container 
Lifts (FY 19-20) 

178,798 Total Lifts 
increased since 2015  

(FY 19-20)

Number of aviation 
projects and funding – 
Bureau Of Aviation 

awarded 89 grants 

totaling $29.8 million in 
FY 2019-20 

Licensed public airports: 

125 public 
airports/heliports 

licensed in PA 

15 Scheduled  
service airports 

15 commercial airports 

63 federally  
sponsored airports

26 Rail Freight Projects 
(RFAP/RTAP) approved  

(FY 2019-20) 

7 Rail Transportation 
Assistance Program 

(RTAP) projects 
completed in CY 2020 
totaling approximately 

23 miles of track 
improved/added 

5 Rail Freight Assistance 
Program (RFAP) 

projects completed in 
CY 2020 totaling 43 

miles of track 
improved/added 

65 operating railroads 

More than 5,600 miles 
of track 

Keystone corridor 
passenger trips:  

Keystone 
1,114,788  

(FY 19-20) 

Pennsylvanian 
159,009 

(FY 19-20) 

TOTAL 
1,273,797 
(FY 19-20)
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Delivering transportation 
innovations is part of 
PennDOT’s DNA, and we 
remain committed by 
developing smart 
approaches to doing 
business through catalysts 
like State Transportation 
Innovations Council, to 
exploring transformational 
technology like automated 
vehicles, safety, and 
continuous quality 
improvement through 
employee engagement.  

INNOVATIONS & TOP PROJECTS



Hot Pour Mastics (HPM) was among several STIC 
innovations advanced to deployment in 2020. A 
pourable, self-adhesive asphalt binder that is 
applied hot, HPM is used for a wide range of 
applications, such as pavement seams and 
shoulder joint failures ; filling, sealing and repairing 
pavement distresses; filling potholes; 
leveling bridge approaches; and making bridge 
deck repairs .  

PennDOT’s New Products Evaluation and 
Research Section granted conditional approval 
for HPM in 2020, and four vendors are now listed  
in PennDOT’s Bulletin 15. There have been 20 
projects that have used HPM on state roadways         
to date. Nineteen have been applied by PennDOT 
forces and one contractor application. This work      
has been performed in seven PennDOT Engineering 
Districts across the state, covering 15 counties.

With an eye on helping to deliver 
transportation innovations for Pennsylvania, 
the State Transportation Innovation 
Council (STIC) pushed through the COVID-19 
pandemic challenge in 2020, embraced  
virtual meeting technology, maintained 
schedules and continued moving the 
development of innovations forward.  

The STIC transitioned to virtual business 
meetings in July and November, and through 
the efforts of its Technical Advisory Groups 
(TAGs), several innovations were advanced 
for deployment. A new innovation, adding 
cameras to snowplows for 511PA users to see 

real-time pictures of storm conditions,was 
introduced in 2020 and is moving through 
the STIC’s Innovation Development Process.   

Members of the STIC Management Team also 
participated in two virtual STIC Peer 
Exchanges in 2020 – one hosted by the Utah 
Department of Transportation and the second 
hosted by the Michigan Department of 
Transportation. These peer exchanges 
provided states with the opportunity to share 
their innovation successes and glean best 
practices from one another. To learn more 
about current STIC innovations, visit the  
STIC website at: https://www.penndot.gov/stic 
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STATE TRANSPORTATION INNOVATION COUNCIL

STIC INNOVATION SPOTLIGHT (HOT POUR MASTICS)  

https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/ResearchandTesting/Pages/New-Products-Evaluation-And-Research-Product-Evaluation.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/ResearchandTesting/Pages/New-Products-Evaluation-And-Research-Product-Evaluation.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/ResearchandTesting/Pages/New-Products-Evaluation-And-Research-Product-Evaluation.aspx
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/public/pdf/bocm_mtd_lab/publications/pub_35/current_edition/bulletin15.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/about-us/StateTransportationInnovationCouncil/Pages/Technical-Advisory-Groups.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/about-us/StateTransportationInnovationCouncil/Pages/Technical-Advisory-Groups.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/about-us/StateTransportationInnovationCouncil/Pages/Technical-Advisory-Groups.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/about-us/StateTransportationInnovationCouncil/Pages/STIC-Innovations.aspx
https://www.penndot.gov/stic 


Highly Automated Vehicle (HAV)  
Advisory Committee 

Created through Act 117 of 2018, the Highly 
Automated Vehicle Advisory Committee is a 
partnership between public and private key 
stakeholders to ensure the safe integration of 
connected and automated vehicles on 
Pennsylvania’s roads and enhance 
Pennsylvania’s continued global leadership 
with this evolving technology. In 2020, the 
Advisory Committee identified four areas  
of focus.  

     •  Public and Stakeholder Outreach 

     •  Workforce Development 

     •  Vehicle Code Revisions 

     •  Supplementing Multimodal Services 

HAV Testing Guidance 2.0 

After seven months of planning and 
coordination with stakeholders, PennDOT 
updated the Highly Automated Vehicle 
Testing Guidance. The Testing Guidance 
establishes the requirements an automated 
vehicle developer must complete to receive a 
letter of authorization from PennDOT. The 2.0 
version of the guidance: 

     •  Established the criteria to transition  
        from two safety operators to a single  
        safety operator.   

     •  Requires Testers must provide additional  
        information if they provide rides to  
        members of the general public.   

     •  Requires Testers must report where they  
        are testing by zip code. 

     •  Requires Testers must provide additional  
        information about their Operational  
        Design Domain (ODD). 

     •  Requires Testers must report additional  
        information as part of their semi-annual  
        data collection form. 

     •  Requires Testers must submit an  
        Emergency Service Responders Plan.  

     •  Establishes commercial vehicle 
         restrictions. 

     •  Shortens the report time if a crash were  
        to occur. 

 

Personal Delivery Devices 

On November 1, 2020, Act 106 of 2020 was 
enacted and permitted the operation of 
Personal Delivery Devices (PDDs) - ground-
based delivery devices manufactured for 
transporting cargo or goods and is operated 
by a driving system that allows for 
autonomous and/or remote operations. Act 
106 allows for PDD to operate in pedestrian 
areas, on select shoulders or berms of 
roadways, and on select roadways.  

Prior to operating, an applicant must receive   
a PDD Authorization from the PennDOT.        
Per Act 106, PennDOT was charged with 
establishing policies and guidelines to 
administer the authorization of PDDs. When 
developing the policy, PennDOT solicited 
feedback from over 2,600 organizations/ 
stakeholders including local, state, and federal 
officials, members of law enforcement, 
advocacy organizations, and PDD developers.  

 

TRANSFORMATIONAL TECHNOLOGIES
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Smart Belt Coalition Automated Truck 
Platooning Demonstration 

The Smart Belt Coalition (SBC), a tri-state 
collaboration between five transportation 
agencies and educational institutions in 
Michigan, Ohio and Pennsylvania, conducted a 
demonstration of truck platooning and 
automated driving system (ADS) technology 
to test the administrative and procedural 
requirements necessary for a truck platooning 
system to operate continuously through a 
multijurisdictional environment. Through a 
request for information (RFI) process, the 
SBC partnered with Locomation, who is 
developing a trucking technology platform to 
combine AI-driven autonomy with driver 
augmentation, for this initiative.  

The demonstration took place on October 22, 
2020 and traversed over 300 miles across all 
five agency jurisdictions and transported food 
between the Greater Pittsburgh Area Food 
Bank in Pennsylvania, the Toledo NW Ohio 
Food bank in Ohio, and the Forgotten Harvest 
Food Rescue Organization in Michigan.  

Lessons learned, focusing on multi-state truck 
platooning and ADS operations, were 
gathered throughout the planning and 
operation of the demonstration. SBC working 
group members, Locomation representatives 
and agency support staff provided feedback 
on the demonstration. 

The purpose of the demonstration and this 
document is to identify ways for SBC 
members to align processes with best 
practices in supporting truck platooning and 
ADS operations to the extent allowable by 
existing individual state regulations and 
agency policies. 

 

Key takeaways from the lessons learned include: 

     •  Common elements of state regulations  
        and agency policies regarding truck  
        platooning/ADS operations can  
        streamline operations and coordination  
        between agencies. 

     •  Streamlining and coordinating  
        multi-jurisdictional Platoon/ADS Plans  
        can facilitate operations. 

     • A detailed and standardized list of  
        platooning/ADS data requests from the  
        operator can facilitate agency  
        cooperation and participation. 

 

     • A data repository for truck  
        platooning/ADS operators could  
        facilitate operator data requests and  
        agency responses. 

     •  Standardized data elements and  
        formatting would facilitate efficient  
        data sharing between agencies  
        and developers. 

     • Differing road features and pavement  
        conditions across jurisdictional  
        boundaries could impact use of  
        platooning and ADS systems. 
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Through quality and process improvement 
initiatives, such as Governor Wolf’s LeanPA 
initiative, PennDOT remains committed to 
developing innovative and smart approaches 
to doing business. An integral part of those 
continuous quality improvement efforts is 
employee engagement at all levels of  
the organization.  

In striving to create a positive work 
environment, one employee engagement tool 
PennDOT uses is its Organizational Climate 
Survey (OCS). This survey, typically 
conducted every two years, asks employees 
to share their opinions about their PennDOT 
employment experience. The survey asks 
employees questions about their work 
experience, focusing on communication, 
supervision, recognition, diversity and 
inclusion, workload, development 
opportunities, safety, and innovation.  

PennDOT analyzes OCS results and uses the 
information gleaned from the survey to 
implement improvement initiatives across the 
Department. In 2020, PennDOT organizations 
used the most recent OCS results to develop 
targeted improvement plans to ensure work      
is fairly distributed among employees, share 
career development opportunities, and create 
tools to support transitions as positions turn 
over. PennDOT leadership directly relies on 
this feedback from employees, as well as 
future OCS results, to help understand if 
efforts to improve the employee experience 
have been successful.  

Two additional employee engagement tools 
PennDOT utilizes are its IdeaLink 20/20  
and PennDOT WorkSmart systems that 
provide employees with the opportunity to 
suggest innovative ideas and smart practices 
and celebrate innovations that lead to  
a Lean organization. 

EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT KEY TO CONTINUOUS 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT AT PENNDOT  
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In support of Governor Wolf’s 
LeanPA initiative, PennDOT 
continued to provide updates 
to the Governor's Office of 
Performance through 
Excellence (OPE) in 2020 on 
Lean and process improvement 
initiatives being advanced 
across the Department through 
the coordinated efforts of 
PennDOT’s Bureau of 
Innovations and its District 
Lean Leaders. Lean is a set of 
tools and strategies aimed at 
improving performance by 
making processes simpler, 
better, faster, and cheaper. 
Lean focuses on the customer 
by maximizing customer value 
and minimizing waste.  

Through these efforts, 
PennDOT organizations 
reported seven projects with 
3,234 hours in time savings and 
30 projects with a 35 percent 
improvement in quality or 
throughput in 2020 alone. 
Since PennDOT began 
reporting Lean metrics in 2018, 
there have been 79 Lean 
projects that have reported a 
total of 9,211 hours in time 
savings annually, two projects 
that showed $324,943 in 
annual cost savings, and 136 
projects that improved 
operations by an average  
of 27 percent.

LEAN AT PENNDOT 

3,234
Hours
Saved

37
Projects Improvement

35%

LeanPA Projects in 2020

9,211
Hours
Saved

79
Projects $324,943

Saved

Total LeanPA Projects since 2018



With its continued focus on using innovative approaches to run 
organizations at peak efficiency, PennDOT hosted a first-of-its-
kind Virtual Innovation Week in November 2020 for nearly 1,000 
federal, state and local government transportation representatives 
from across Pennsylvania.  

The five-day event included 10 sessions with presentations 
focused on innovative topics, including pavement and bridge 
preservation; technology and digital project delivery; innovative 
maintenance techniques, tools, and materials; innovative design 
approaches; multimodal planning; and traffic and safety planning 
and management.  

The week also included a virtual exhibit hall that featured more 
than 50 exhibits about innovative equipment, materials, 
applications, and technologies that can help in performing work 
safer, better, faster, and save money. 
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PENNDOT VIRTUAL 
INNOVATION WEEK 

PENNDOT INNOVATIONS 
CHALLENGE  
PennDOT hosted the third 
annual Innovations 
Challenge in 2020. The 
challenge asked students, in 
ninth through 12th grades, 
to look at cost-effective 
technologies and innovative 
methods, aside from laws 
and educational campaigns, 
that can be developed in 
the next five to 10 years  
to help PennDOT more 
efficiently, effectively  
and safely control litter 
along roadways.  

PennDOT received more 
than 80 innovative 
solutions from schools 
across the state. In May 
2020, 11 regional winners 
had their innovative 
solutions remotely reviewed 
by the Secretary and a 
panel of judges, since an in-person judging event could not occur 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  

The 2020 PennDOT Innovations Challenge winning team from 
Monroe Career and Technical Institute in Monroe County, developed 
the concept for the "Pennsylvania Trashout" website and mobile 
application, which looks to motivate and award prizes to individuals 
who find, report and pick up litter, based on the concepts of 
POKEMON GO™ and Geocaching.   



The Interstate 90 multi-year project improves nearly 11 miles of 
the highway in Erie County. The project includes replacement 
of the Huntley Road (Route 3012) Bridge in Springfield 
Township, reconstruction of the first 3.5 miles on the interstate, 
and preservation work of miles 10 to 18. Work is scheduled to 
be completed in 2021.  

Erie County $37.6 million
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TOP REGIONAL PROJECTS 2020

DISTRICT 1

ERIE

CRAWFORD

MERCER

VENANGO

WARREN

FOREST
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All four lanes of the new Route 322 alignment were open by 
mid-October of 2020. Completion work along the local access 
road (Route 2015) is scheduled for 2021.  

A symbolic ribbon-cutting event was held on November 9, 
2020, near the new roundabout, with the new Route 322 
alignment as a backdrop. 

Since its start in 2015, the project has featured three phases. 

Phase One of the project constructed the new bridge at Sand 
Mountain Road.  

Phase Two created the new local interchange on Route 322 at 
Sand Mountain Road. 

Phase Three reconstructed Route 322 from Sand Mountain 
Road to Potters Mills – including a new Route 322/Route 144 
intersection. The completed project is expected to alleviate 
congestion and allow traffic to move more safely and 
efficiently from the Centre/Mifflin County line to Potters Mills. 

Centre County $96 million

DISTRICT 2

MCKEAN

ELK CAMERON

JEFFERSON

CLEARFIELD

CLINTON

POTTER

CENTRE

MIFFLIN

JUNIATA

Photo provided by Glenn O. Hawbaker, Inc. 



Full depth reconstruction of 2.8 miles of Route 147 and Route 
11 in Northumberland Borough, Northumberland County, 
including asphalt and concrete pavements. The project 
included upgrades to utilities, drainage, traffic signals, 
sidewalks and ADA ramps. Two intersections were widened to 
improve the flow of traffic.   

Northumberland County $13.7 million

DISTRICT 3

TIOGA
BRADFORD

LYCOMING

SNYDER

UNION

NORTHUMBERLAND

SULLIVAN

COLUMBIAMONTOUR
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Reconstruction of Interstate 84 Eastbound and Westbound 
from Exit 34 to Mile Marker 40 in Blooming Grove and Dingman 
Townships, Pike County. This project let October 1, 2015. 

Pike County $68 million

DISTRICT 4

SUSQUEHANNA

WAYNE

WYOMING

LUZERNE

PIKE

LACKAWANNA

26



27

PA 191 “Stites Tunnel” Bridge over Paradise Creek in Pocono 
and Stroud townships.  

Project included replacing the PA 191 Bridge over Paradise 
Creek and bridge roadway approach structures, installing new 
guide rail and line paint, and concrete repairs to the roadway 
tunnel under the Delaware Lackawanna Railroad. The old 
bridge was a steel girder bridge constructed in 1911 and 
reconstructed in 1941. It was posted with a 9-ton weight 
restriction (17-tons for combination vehicles). The new bridge 
is a concrete box culvert with no restrictions. This section of 
PA 191 has an average daily traffic volume of 5,147 vehicles. 

Work began in January 2019 and the new bridge opened in 
July 2020.  

Monroe County $8.4 million 

DISTRICT 5

MONROE

CARBON

LEHIGH

BERKS

SCHUYLKILL

NORTHAMPTON
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This project built new, wider bridges to improve travel and 
carry U.S. 422 motorists over the Schuylkill River, Norfolk 
Southern Railroad, South Trooper Road and Schuylkill River 
Trail in West Norriton, Upper Merion and Lower Providence 
townships, Montgomery County. In addition to replacing four 
U.S. 422 bridges, this project included widening the 
expressway between the Route 23 (Valley Forge Road) and 
Route 363 (Trooper Road) interchanges; upgrading Route 23 
(Valley Forge Road) at its interchange with U.S. 422; and 
improving ramps at the Route 363 (Trooper Road), Route 23 
(Valley Forge Road) and First Avenue interchanges.  

Montgomery County $97.4 million 

DISTRICT 6

BUCKS

MONTGOMERY

CHESTER

DELAWARE

PHILADELPHIA



Widening and rebuilding a 2.77 mile section of Interstate 83 
east of the City of Harrisburg from just south of Exit 48 to Exit 
51 for Interstate 81.  This is part of the Interstate 83 Capital 
Beltway Project addressing pavement conditions, congestion 
and safety in the Interstate 83 corridor. 

 

Dauphin County $105 million

DISTRICT 8

YORK

LANCASTER

ADAMS
FRANKLIN

CUMBERLAND

PERRY DAUPHIN
LEBANON
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This project replaced the existing bridge carrying Route 915 
over the Raystown Branch of the Juniata River and realigned 
Route 26 in Broadtop & Hopewell Townships and Hopewell 
Borough. In addition, scaling and installation of anchored wire 
mesh was used to stabilize the mountainside above Route 26. 

Bedford County $13.2 million

DISTRICT 9

CAMBRIA

SOMERSET
BEDFORD

BLAIR

FULTON

HUNTINGDON
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The Kittanning Elementary Intersection Project was a safety 
enhancement to Route 422. The road was realigned horizontally 
and vertically to improve the sight distance and a turn lane      
was added. It covered approximately one mile of roadway.   

Armstrong County $12.5 million 

DISTRICT 10

JEFFERSON

INDIANA

ARMSTRONG

BUTLER

CLARION
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The rehabilitation of the Elizabeth Bridge, which carries        
Route 51 over the Monongahela River in Allegheny County,   
was a three year project which included full structure painting, 
cable replacement, grid deck and expansion dam replacement, 
and ramp reconstruction work.  

Allegheny County $31.3 million

DISTRICT 11

LAWRENCE

BEAVER

ALLEGHENY
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The Ohiopyle Multimodal Gateway Project, located in Ohiopyle 
Borough, improved the Route 381 (Main Street) corridor by 
minimizing conflict points to better serve all users and all 
modes of travel. Key features included new upper parking lot 
with a pedestrian tunnel connecting the parking lot to the falls 
area, relocated the Sugarloaf Road intersection with the lower 
parking lot, widening Route 381, improving pedestrian safety, 
and the addition of a bike trail along Route 381.  

Fayette County $12.4 million

DISTRICT 12

WASHINGTON

GREENE
FAYETTE

WESTMORELAND



FINANCIALS



35

REVENUE SOURCES 2019-20 (IN THOUSANDS)
State Funding 

Motor License Fund: Non-Restricted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2,778,425  

Motor License Fund: Restricted  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2,041,582 

Motor License Fund: Restricted Aviation  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12,978 

Multimodal Fund  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$146,839 

Act 44 Public Transportation Trust Fund  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$1,513,491 

Act 26 Public Transportation Assistance Fund  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$250,808 

Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$39,199 

Lottery Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$170,907 

General Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$110,004 

General Fund Bonds  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$175,000 

Unconventional Gas Well Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$1,000 

Organ & Tissue Donation Awareness Fund . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$225 

Total State Funding  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7,240,458 

 

Federal & Other Funding 

Federal Funds: Highways  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$1,603,975 

Federal Funds: Pass Through  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$145,650 

Federal Funds: Public Transportation and Other  . . . . . . . . . . . .$284,750 

Federal & Other: Aviation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$42,117 

Other Funds: Highways  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$146,194 

Federal & Other Funds – Rail Freight  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$0 

Total Federal & Other  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2,222,686 

 

Total Funding  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9,463,144
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REVENUE USES 2019-20 (IN THOUSANDS)
Highway Related 

Highway & Bridge Maintenance.................................................................$1,715,768 

Highway & Bridge Improvement.............................................................$2,653,385 

Driver & Vehicle Services................................................................................$253,422 

Payments to Local Government .................................................................$851,804 

PennDOT Facilities ...............................................................................................$20,100 

General Government Operations..................................................................$58,359 

Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank ..................................................................$39,199 

Refunds & Other .....................................................................................................$2,900 

Welcome Centers....................................................................................................$3,470 

Total Highway Related Uses..........................................$5,598,407 

 

Multimodal Related 

Aviation.....................................................................................................................$65,095 

Rail Freight ..............................................................................................................$41,000 

Mass Transit........................................................................................................$1,889,299 

Rural & Intercity Transit ..................................................................................$284,750 

Free & Shared Ride Transit.............................................................................$170,907 

Aviation Grants ........................................................................................................$6,466 

Rail Freight Grants (EA) .....................................................................................$10,775 

Passenger Rail Grants (EA).................................................................................$8,621 

Ports & Waterways Grants (EA) .....................................................................$10,775 

Bicycle & Ped. Facilities Grants Statewide (EA) .......................................$4,317 

Statewide Program Grants (EA) .................................................................$40,000 

Multimodal Administration & Oversight (EA).............................................$2,155 

Transfer to Commonwealth Financial Auth. (EA) ..................................$59,123 

PennPorts Regional Port Auth. Debt Service ...........................................$4,607 

Total Multimodal Uses ....................................................$2,597,890 

Debt Service & Other Agencies 

Pennsylvania State Police ...............................................................................$746,801 

General Fund Capital Debt ............................................................................$106,559 

Pennsylvania Turnpike ......................................................................................$167,844 

Motor License Fund Capital Debt: Hwy & Bridges............................$104,605 

Other Agencies ....................................................................................................$132,038 

Tort Payments..........................................................................................................$9,000 

Total Debt Service & Other Agencies ...........................$1,266,847 

 

Total Revenue Uses .........................................................$9,463,144



37

2019-20 MOTOR LICENSE FUND INCOME

LIQUID FUELS TAX: $3,773,190

LICENSE & FEES: $963,505

OTHER: $997

Total State Revenue Utilized - $4,737,692 
(Dollars in Thousands)



38

2019-20 MOTOR LICENSE FUND EXPENDITURES

Total State Expenditures - $4,737,692 
(Dollars in Thousands)

HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE: $1,608,339

STATE POLICE: $737,600

HIGHWAY & BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT: $1,139,071

LOCAL SUBSIDY: $625,025

DRIVER & VEHICLE SERVICES: $204,885

OTHER DEPARTMENT: $183,487

TURNPIKE: $167,844

OTHER PENNDOT: $71,441
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PENNDOT ENGINEERING DISTRICTS

PennDOT’s 11 Engineering Districts 
throughout the state maintain, restore and 
expand the state’s highway systems. Each 
office does its part to deliver a safe and 
efficient transportation system on the nearly 
40,000 miles of highway and roughly 25,400 
bridges that PennDOT is responsible for.  

See or sign up for PennDOT news near you at 
www.penndot.gov under "Regional Offices. 

More information about PennDOT’s 
operations and the state highway system is 
available in PennDOT’s Fact Book at 
www.penndot.gov under “About Us.”

District 1 – 814-678-7085 

District 2 – 814-765-0400 

District 3 – 570-368-8686 

District 4 – 570-963-4061 

District 5 – 610-871-4100 

District 6 – 610-205-6700 

District 8 – 717-787-6653 

District 9 – 814-696-7250 

District 10 – 724-357-2800 

District 11 – 412-429-5000 

District 12 – 724-439-7315 

Driver Licensing and Vehicle Registration - 717-412-5300 

Regional Twitter Handles

Allentown  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAAllentown 

Altoona  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAAltoona 

Erie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAErie 

Harrisburg  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAHarrisburg 

Philadelphia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAPhilly 

Pittsburgh  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAPittsburgh 

Scranton  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PANortheast 

State College  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAStateColl 

Statewide  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .@511PAStatewide 
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PennDOT EXECUTIVES
Learn about our executive team at www.penndot.gov under "About Us."

Secretary 

Secretary of Transportation Yassmin Gramian, P.E. 
oversees programs and policies affecting highways, 
urban and rural public transportation, airports, 
railroads, ports, and waterways. She manages 
PennDOT's annual budget, which is invested in 
Pennsylvania's approximately 120,000 miles of 
state and local highways and 32,000 state and 
local bridges. Under her leadership, the 
department is directly responsible for nearly 
40,000 miles of highway and roughly  
25,400 bridges. 

She also has oversight of the state's 12 million 
vehicle registrations and 9 million driver's licenses 
and IDs. 

 

Acting Executive Deputy Secretary 

Melissa J. Batula, P.E., was appointed PennDOT's 
Acting Executive Deputy Secretary in March 2021, 
after serving as the first female Deputy Secretary 
for Highway Administration since January 2020. 
She is adept at building strong relationships with 
industry and government partners and is committed 
to helping to guide the department in successfully 
carrying out its mission. 

 

 

Highway Administration 

Michael Keiser, was appointed Acting Deputy 
Secretary for Highway Administration in March 
2021. He leads PennDOT’s largest deputate which 
includes employees in “design, construction, 
maintenance, materials testing, environmental 
review, safety, andtraffic engineering. 

 

Driver And Vehicle Services 

As deputy secretary of Driver & Vehicle Services, 
Kurt J. Myers and his team oversee the issuances 
of driver's licenses, ID cards, motor vehicle 
registrations, driver license centers and standalone 
photo license centers, regulatory oversight of 
statewide driver safety programs, vehicle  
safety inspection and the enhanced auto  
emissions program. 

 

Planning 

Deputy Secretary for Planning Larry S. Shifflet and 
his group work with the federal government and 
local planning organizations to develop the  
Twelve-Year Transportation Program, which serves 
as the blueprint for highway, bridge, aviation, rail 
freight and mass transit improvements. 

Multimodal Transportation 

Jennie Granger, deputy secretary for Multimodal 
Transportation, oversees aviation, rail freight,  
public transportation, ports, pedestrian and  
bike programs. 

 

Administration 

Robert L. Chiappelli heads the Administration 
deputate which includes the bureaus that oversee 
fiscal management, computer systems, mobile 
applications, telecommunications, equal 
opportunity/equal employment opportunity in 
contract compliance, training, employee safety 
programs, human resources, office services, and 
facilities management. 

DRIVER & VEHICLE 

SERVICES

www.dmv.pa.gov

DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION

www.penndot.gov www.linkedin.com/company/penndot www.facebook.com/PennsylvaniaDepartmentofTransportation

www.youtube.com/PennsylvaniaDOT
www.instagram.com/pennsylvaniadot www.penndot.gov/pamsp  www.twitter.com/PennDOTnews

www.511pa.com

AndroidiPhone 



George W. McAuley Jr., P.E. 
Executive Deputy Secretary  
 
In Memoriam: 1962-2021 

PennDOT mourned the passing of Executive Deputy Secretary George 
McAuley in February 2021. Through more than 33 years of service to this 
department at many levels of the organization, George had a significant 
impact on all of us and the people of Pennsylvania. He was passionate about 
our mission, innovation, and about setting us on a positive course during 
these challenging times with an eye on the future. 
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EXHIBIT Q



  
 
  

 

News for Immediate Release  

April 25, 2019 

Auditor General DePasquale: PennDOT Audit Finds $4.2 Billion 
Diverted from Repairing Roads, Bridges  
Funding could have helped eliminate list of 2,829 structurally deficient bridges  

HARRISBURG – Auditor General Eugene DePasquale today said his new audit of the Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation (PennDOT) shows the agency could be further along in repairing rough 
highways and fixing 2,829 structurally deficient bridges with the billions of dollars it has been forced to 
pay to State Police. 

DePasquale noted that transfers from the Motor License Fund to State Police have totaled more than 
$4.25 billion since the 2012-13 fiscal year, money that PennDOT could otherwise have used to address a 
growing list of needed repairs across the state. 

“More than 2,800 state-maintained bridges across Pennsylvania are structurally deficient and our 
bridges average over 50 years in age – beyond what they were designed to last,” DePasquale said. “That 
$4.25 billion could have cut that list in half and if PennDOT could use all of the gas tax money for roads 
and bridges we could get that number to zero in about 5 years.”  

Under the state Constitution, proceeds from the Motor License Fund are to be used solely for the 
construction, reconstruction, maintenance and repair of and safety on public highways and bridges.  

“There’s a whopping 57.6 cents of state tax added to each gallon of gas sold in Pennsylvania,” 
DePasquale said, noting that adds $5.76 to the cost of every 10 gallons of gas put in the tank. 
“Pennsylvanians are frustrated that our roads and bridges still need so much help at the same time we 
are paying the highest gas tax in the United States.” 

The General Assembly did act to phase in a cap on the amount of money going to State Police from the 
Motor License Fund. In the 2017-18 
fiscal year, State Police received 
$789,580,000 from the fund. 

“The nearly $800 million that came 
out of the fund in one year could have 
helped PennDOT make a significant 
dent in the list of urgent needs across 
Pennsylvania,” he added. “While State 
Police certainly deserve to be 
adequately funded, I don’t think 
anyone is thrilled about seeing gas tax 
revenues being siphoned off for 
purposes other than improving our 
roads and bridges.” 

DePasquale applauded PennDOT for 
its aggressive efforts to address the 

          AUDITOR GENERAL  
     Pennsylvania Department of the  

Facebook: Pennsylvania Auditor General Twitter: @PaAuditorGen 



list of structurally deficient bridges, which peaked at 6,034 in 2008. He spoke near Harrisburg’s Market 
Street Bridge, the western span of which is rated as structurally deficient and carries approximately 
13,000 vehicles per day. The bridge was built in 1928. 

The audit also examined how funds are awarded through the Transportation Infrastructure Investment 
Fund (TIIF), which PennDOT administers with the help of the Department of Community and Economic 
Development. Funds are awarded at the governor’s discretion for transportation projects associated 
with economic development opportunities.  

During the audit period, between Jan. 1, 2014, and June 30, 2017, PennDOT indicated the governor 
approved TIIF monies for 27 projects totaling almost $65.2 million as follows: 

“While these may 
have been very 
worthwhile projects, 
my audit team was 
unable to find 
detailed 
documentation 
explaining how and 
why they were 
selected to receive 
funding,” DePasquale 
said. “I recommend 
that this program be 
revised to work like a 
competitive grant 
program and steps 
should be taken to ensure all regions of the state have an equal chance to receive funds.” 

The audit also recommends that PennDOT speed up the grant cycle for funds awarded through the 
Multimodal Transportation Fund, which was created to help communities pay for projects that promote 
pedestrian safety and transit revitalization. DePasquale said making such a change would add more 
transparency to the grant process and eliminate confusion about how much grant money is available. 

In addition, the audit said PennDOT’s purchasing card process is generally in compliance with the state’s 
procurement code but recommends the agency continue to improve its internal controls to minimize 
errors and mitigate the risks of fraud or abuse. 

“I want to commend PennDOT for tightening up its internal controls, which are significantly better than 
they were in decades past,” DePasquale added. 

Visit www.paauditor.gov to review the performance audit for the Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation or learn more about the Department of the Auditor General. 

# # # 

Editor’s Note: With the nearly $800 million transferred from the Motor License Fund to State Police in 
2017-18, PennDOT  could accelerate or commit funding to some of the following important projects in 
various regions of the state: 

Oil-City based region 

The district currently has a project to reconstruct 15 miles of Interstate 80 from the Ohio line to Route 
19 in Mercer County slated to start in February 2023. The estimated $146 million project would be a 
high priority to accelerate if additional funds were available because PennDOT is currently conducting 
emergency concrete patching in this area due to pavement conditions.  

Governor Approved TIIF Projects for January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2017 

Region 

Type of 
Planning 

Organization 

Number 
of 

Projects 

Location of 
Projects 

(Counties) 
Total 

Approved 
Adams County MPO 1 Adams $700,000 
Southwestern Pennsylvania 
Commission 

MPO 12 Allegheny, 
Beaver, Butler, 
Westmoreland 

$21,932,000 

Delaware Valley Regional 
Planning Commission 

MPO 6 Delaware, 
Philadelphia, 
Montgomery 

$14,900,000 

Erie Area Transportation 
Study 

MPO 1 Erie $2,350,000 

Lebanon County MPO 1 Lebanon $460,000 
Lehigh Valley Transportation 
Study 

MPO 3 Lehigh, 
Northampton 

$16,350,000 

Northeastern Pennsylvania 
Alliance 

MPO 3 Monroe, 
Schuylkill  

$8,500,000 

Total  27  $65,192,000 
 

http://www.paauditor.gov/


The department is reviewing the extent of work necessary to rehabilitate a bridge carrying Interstate 79 
over the CSX railroad and to reconstruct half a mile of pavement from the bridge to the Bayfront 
Parkway in Erie. The project is unfunded, but preliminary estimates put potential needs at 
approximately $20 million total. 

Clearfield-based region 

With additional funding, PennDOT could expedite design and begin construction on a project to 
resurface and complete Intelligent Transportation System improvements on Interstate 80 in eastern 
Clearfield County. The project would cover 17 miles and is estimated at roughly $25 million. 

Montoursville-based region 

In the summer of 2020, PennDOT plans to patch the bridge deck of the Route 287 bridge over the Tioga 
River near Tioga Borough in Tioga County for up to $20,000. With additional funds, PennDOT could 
instead replace the bridge deck starting in 2019 for roughly $3.8 million. 

Dunmore-based region 

PennDOT estimates it could replace 11 bridges in Pike, Susquehanna, Lackawanna, and Wayne counties 
in 2026 or 2027 if roughly $17.8 million is identified. With additional funding, projects could begin or 
accelerate design now with a goal of starting construction in 2022. 

With additional funding, a project to preserve four bridges carrying Interstate 84 in Lackawanna County 
that is slated for fall 2020 could become a project to replace those four bridges starting in 2023. 

Allentown-based region 

With additional funding, PennDOT could speed up rehabilitation of 2.6 miles of Route 611 in the 
Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area, Monroe County that has been identified as the “missing 
link” connector for the Liberty Trail. The $30 million project is not set to begin preliminary engineering 
work until 2024. 

Philadelphia region 

With additional funds, the department would conduct surface treatment on high-traffic, non-limited 
access highways within the five-county region within four years. This work is currently unfunded and 
would require approximately $250 million.  

Harrisburg region 

With its western span being rated as structurally deficient, work on the Market Street Bridge is in a 
holding pattern while PennDOT studies how best to address it and other nearby bridges that cross the 
Susquehanna River. The availability of additional funding could accelerate that needed work.  

Hollidaysburg-based region 

There are six bridges over U.S. Route 22 in Cambria County that need work to address under-clearance 
issues and general preservation. Currently, the earliest that work could begin would be in 2028, and the 
estimated $13 million project does not have funding identified. 

PennDOT Districts 11 and 12 (seven southwestern counties) 

In these seven counties alone, PennDOT is aware of 373 landslides of varying severity. The cost to repair 
all of these would be $167 million. However, PennDOT currently can only plan to repair 30 of them for 
an estimated $27 million. 
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February 4, 2021 

 
 

The Honorable Yassmin Gramian, P.E. 
Secretary of Transportation  
PA Department of Transportation 
400 North Street, 8th Floor 
Harrisburg, PA  17120 
 
Dear Secretary Gramian: 

 
 I write relative to the PennDOT Pathways Major Bridge Public-Private Transportation Partnership 
(P3) Initiative adopted by the P3 Board on November 12, 2020.   

 
 I cannot support this initiative in its current form and am concerned with PennDOT’s lack 
of adherence to Act 88 of 2012, including PennDOT’s interpretation that it has broad authority to generate 
revenue and appropriate; the seemingly lack of specific public comment from individuals and interested 
stakeholders; unclear language within the statute itself; the failure of the P3 Board to approve an 
identified transportation project; and, no definitive presentation of its aims to the General Assembly.  
  
 As you are aware, the Senate Transportation Committee has oversight authority over PennDOT. 
Accordingly, as the new Chairman of this Committee and realizing time is of the essence in this matter, I 
convened a hearing of the Committee on January 25, 2021, to begin the dialogue on this issue.  
  

There are many areas of specific importance including, but not limited to a lack of:  
  

• fixed number of bridges considered in this initiative  
• specific locations of the bridges  
• proposed toll rates and duration of the tolls, etc.  

  
Further, as PennDOT has one of the largest budgets in the Commonwealth (approximately $10 

billion) I am aware of the calls for additional funding – most notably an initial request for an appropriation of 
$600 million one week prior to enactment of our supplemental budget for design and construction 
projects.  We must do better.  We must work together and in a bipartisan manner to find creative ways to 
address funding discrepancies and ensure that revenue is properly allocated to the sources it is derived for.  I 
welcome that transparent dialogue.  
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 I also welcome the dialogue relative to Title 74, Chapter 91 (P3 Statute).  Succinctly, I am concerned 
with the scope of this initiative with limited oversight and input from the General Assembly.  I am aware of 
the potential benefits of the P3 Statute; however, these benefits must be tempered with appropriate input 
from those elected by the people of this Commonwealth.    
 
 Additionally, a look at amending the P3 Statute with clarifying language may be necessary to 
assuage various stakeholders and spell out the clear requirements of this legislation.  This endeavor will 
result in transparency to the process especially in light of the massive undertaking in authority to PennDOT 
that this provides, including the unilateral move to generate revenue and appropriate without oversight.   

  
 Accordingly, I thank you for your participation in the Committee hearing and I look forward to 
working with you to address the many transportation issues facing our Commonwealth.  Together we can 
effectuate meaningful positive reform drawing upon our collective experience.  
  
 Thank you.  

  
Sincerely,  

 
  
  

Senator Wayne Langerholc, Jr., Chairman  
Senate Transportation Committee  

  
cc: The Honorable Jake Corman  

The Honorable Kim Ward  
The Honorable John Sabatina  
The Honorable Tim Hennessey  
The Honorable Mike Carroll  
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HOUSE AMENDED
PRIOR PRINTER'S NOS. 309, 638 PRINTER'S NO.  1231

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF PENNSYLVANIA

SENATE BILL 
No. 382 Session of 

2021 

INTRODUCED BY LANGERHOLC, REGAN, DiSANTO, MENSCH, BARTOLOTTA, 
ROBINSON, BAKER, J. WARD, BROOKS, STEFANO, HUTCHINSON, DUSH, 
PITTMAN, GORDNER, MARTIN, AUMENT, BROWNE AND LAUGHLIN, 
MARCH 9, 2021 

AS AMENDED ON SECOND CONSIDERATION, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
NOVEMBER 15, 2021

AN ACT
Amending Title 74 (Transportation) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, in public-private transportation 
partnerships, further providing for definitions, for duties 
of board and, for operation of board AND FOR SELECTION OF 
DEVELOPMENT ENTITIES; and voiding prior initiatives of the 
Public-Private Transportation Partnership Board.
The General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

hereby enacts as follows:
Section 1.  The definition of "public-private transportation 

partnership agreement" in section 9102 of Title 74 of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes is amended and the section is 
amended by adding a definition to read:
§ 9102.  Definitions.

The following words and phrases when used in this chapter 
shall have the meanings given to them in this section unless the 
context clearly indicates otherwise:

* * *
"Public-private transportation partnership agreement."  A 

<--

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18



contract for a transportation project which transfers the rights 
for the use or control, in whole or in part, of a transportation 
facility by a public entity to a development entity for a 
definite term during which the development entity will provide 
the transportation project to the public entity in return for 
the right to receive all or a portion of the revenue generated 
from the use of the transportation facility, or other payment, 
such as [the following] transportation-related services.[:

(1)  Operations and maintenance.
(2)  Revenue collection.
(3)  User fee collection or enforcement.
(4)  Design.
(5)  Construction.
(6)  Development and other activities with respect to 

existing or new transportation facilities that enhance 
traffic throughput, reduce congestion, improve safety or 
otherwise manage or improve a transportation facility.

(7)  Financing.]
* * *
"Transportation-related service."  Only the following 

services:
(1)  Operations and maintenance.
(2)  Revenue collection.
(3)  User fee collection or enforcement.
(4)  Design.
(5)  Construction.
(6)  Development and other activities with respect to 

existing or new transportation facilities that enhance 
traffic throughput, reduce congestion, improve safety or 
otherwise manage or improve a transportation facility.

20210SB0382PN1231 - 2 - 

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30



(7)  Financing.
Section 2.  Section 9104(a)(2) and (4) and (c) of Title 74 

are amended to read:
§ 9104.  Duties of board.

(a)  Duties.--The board shall do all of the following:
* * *
(2)  Adopt guidelines establishing the procedure by which 

a public entity may submit a request for a proposed 
transportation project or a private entity may submit an 
unsolicited plan for a proposed transportation project to the 
board.

* * *
(4)  Evaluate and, where the board finds that the 

requests or plans for proposed transportation projects are in 
the best interests of the Commonwealth and a public entity, 
approve the requests or plans for proposed transportation 
projects[. The board shall approve a proposed transportation 
project by adopting a resolution.] as provided under section 
9105.

* * *
[(c)  General Assembly.--The following shall apply:

(1)  The General Assembly may, within 20 calendar days or 
nine legislative days, whichever is longer, of the adoption 
of the resolution under subsection (a)(4), pass a concurrent 
resolution rescinding the approval of a transportation 
project if the transportation facility which is the subject 
of the transportation project is owned by the Commonwealth.

(2)  If the General Assembly adopts the concurrent 
resolution within the time period under paragraph (1) by 
majority vote in both the Senate and the House of 
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Representatives, the transportation project shall be deemed 
disapproved.

(3)  If the General Assembly fails to adopt the 
concurrent resolution by majority vote in both the Senate and 
the House of Representatives within the time period under 
paragraph (1), the transportation project shall be deemed 
approved.]
Section 3.  Section 9105(b) of Title 74 is amended and the 

section is amended by adding subsections to read:
§ 9105.  Operation of board.

* * *
(b)  Analysis.--The following shall apply:

(1)  The department shall develop a detailed analysis of 
a request or recommendation for a     proposed   transportation   
project prior to requesting approval by the board.

(2)  The analysis shall include the following:
(i)  The exact location of the proposed 

transportation project.
(ii)  The type of transportation facility or 

transportation-related service to be improved.
(iii)  The estimated costs of the     proposed   

transportation project to the public entity.
(iv)  The estimated length of the public-private 

transportation partnership agreement.
(v)  The social, economic and environmental impacts 

of the   proposed   transportation project.  
(vi)  If the proposed transportation project requires 

a user fee, include the estimated amount for each user 
group and type of user fee as described under section 
9110(f) (relating to public-private transportation 
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partnership agreement).
(vii)  Applicable Federal and State laws.
(viii)  Alternative courses of action to improve the 

transportation facility or transportation-related service 
without a public-private transportation partnership and 
the associated risks of improving the transportation 
facility or transportation-related service with a public-
private transportation partnership.
(2.1)  The department may conduct additional evaluations 

prior to the development of the analysis.
(3)  The department shall post a copy of the analysis on 

the department's publicly accessible Internet website, submit 
the analysis to the board and the chairperson and minority 
chairperson of the Transportation Committee of the Senate and 
the chairperson and minority chairperson of the 
Transportation Committee of the House of Representatives and 
transmit notice of the analysis to the Legislative Reference 
Bureau for publication in the Pennsylvania Bulletin for 30 
days prior to any action by the board.
(b.1)  Public input.--The following shall apply:

(1)  The department shall collect comments   from the   
public on the proposed transportation project during a public 
comment period which shall commence with the publication of 
the notice in the Pennsylvania Bulletin of the analysis and 
shall continue for a period of not less than 30 days. Prior 
to any action by the board, the department shall post a copy 
of   all submitted comments and a summary as     provided under   
paragraph (2)   on the department's publicly     accessible   
Internet website and   provide     the submitted comments and   
summary   to the board and the     chairperson and minority   
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chairperson of the Transportation     Committee of the Senate and   
the chairperson and minority     chairperson of the   
Transportation Committee of the House of     Representatives.  

(2)  The summary under paragraph (1) shall include a 
description of the proposed transportation project, a copy of 
the notice that was published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin, 
the time period that the public was allowed to provide input, 
an overview of how the department equitably solicited input 
from persons affected by the proposed transportation project 
and a chart or graph that accurately portrays all submitted 
comments, including the positive and negative public input, 
on the proposed transportation project.
(b.2)  Evaluation and approval.--The following shall apply:

(1)  After consideration of the analysis and public 
input, if the board finds that the     proposed   transportation   
project is in the best interests of the Commonwealth, it may 
approve the   proposed   transportation project     in the form of a   
resolution  .  

(2)      Approval of a proposed transportation project with   
or without     a user fee shall be in the form of a resolution   
signed by the     chairperson of the board.   A copy of the   
resolution shall be posted on the department's publicly 
accessible Internet website and shall be transmitted by the 
department to the following entities within 24 hours after 
approval:

(i)  The chairperson and minority chairperson of the 
Transportation Committee of the Senate and the 
chairperson and minority chairperson of the 
Transportation Committee of the House of Representatives.

(ii)  The Legislative Reference Bureau for 
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publication in the Pennsylvania Bulletin.
(b.3)  Transportation projects with a user fee.--  The     EXCEPT   

AS PROVIDED FOR UNDER SUBSECTION (B.5), THE   following shall   
apply   for     TO   a proposed transportation project with a user fee:  

(1)  No later than five calendar days after the 
resolution is published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin, the 
department shall transmit the resolution to the Governor. The 
Governor shall have 10 calendar days to approve or disapprove 
the resolution. If no action is taken on the resolution by 
the Governor within 10 calendar days of receipt of the 
resolution, the resolution shall be deemed approved. If the 
Governor approves the resolution or fails to act, the 
Governor shall, within 10 calendar days, transmit the 
resolution to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk 
of the House of Representatives for consideration by the 
General Assembly. If the Governor disapproves the resolution, 
the objections of the Governor disapproving the resolution 
shall be transmitted to the department within 10 calendar 
days     AND THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY NOT PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC-  
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT  .  

(2)  If no action is taken on the resolution by the 
General Assembly within 20 calendar days or 10 legislative 
days, whichever is later, of receipt of the resolution from 
the Governor by both the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives, five members of 
the Senate or 25 members of the House of Representatives may 
petition their respective presiding officer to schedule a 
vote on the resolution. The vote shall be scheduled to occur 
within 10 calendar days or five legislative days, whichever 
is later, of the presentation of the petition. Each chamber 
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shall have 20 calendar days or 10 legislative days, whichever 
is later, to independently pass the resolution. The 
resolution shall be disapproved unless both chambers pass the 
resolution within the time period provided under this 
paragraph. If the General Assembly disapproves the 
resolution, the objections of the General Assembly 
disapproving the resolution shall be transmitted by the 
presiding officer of each chamber to the department within 10 
calendar days. If the General Assembly approves the 
resolution, the public entity may proceed with the public-
private transportation partnership agreement.

(3)  If the Governor or the General Assembly disapproves 
a resolution as provided under this subsection, the 
department may, upon receiving approval from the board, 
submit an amended resolution under paragraph (1). The 
department may only submit one amended resolution. If the 
amended resolution is disapproved, the approval process shall 
start over again as provided under this chapter.

(4)  If a time period under paragraph (2) expires after a 
session of the General Assembly adjourns sine die, the 
department shall reinitiate the process under paragraph (1) 
starting on the first day of the succeeding session of the 
General Assembly, except that the department shall not be 
required to republish the resolution in the Pennsylvania 
Bulletin.

(2)  UPON RECEIPT OF THE RESOLUTION FROM THE GOVERNOR 
UNDER PARAGRAPH (1), THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY MAY ADOPT A 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION APPROVING THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY 
THE GOVERNOR, SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:

(I)  THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
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SHALL EACH HAVE 20 CALENDAR DAYS OR 10 LEGISLATIVE DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE DATE OF RECEIPT OF THE 
RESOLUTION FROM   THE   GOVERNOR TO ADOPT THE CONCURRENT   
RESOLUTION.

(II)  IF ONE OR BOTH CHAMBERS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
IS PREVENTED FROM ADOPTING A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION DURING 
THE TIME PERIOD PROVIDED UNDER SUBPARAGRAPH (I) BECAUSE 
OF THE ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE OR THE EXPIRATION OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION IN AN EVEN-NUMBERED YEAR, EACH 
CHAMBER SHALL HAVE 20 CALENDAR DAYS OR 10 LEGISLATIVE 
DAYS, WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE FIRST LEGISLATIVE DAY 
OF THE SUCCEEDING LEGISLATIVE SESSION TO ADOPT THE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION.

(III)  IF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ADOPTS THE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE 
GOVERNOR DURING THE TIME PERIODS PROVIDED UNDER 
SUBPARAGRAPHS (I) OR (II), THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY PROCEED 
WITH THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.
(3)  IF EITHER CHAMBER OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FAILS TO 

ADOPT THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION IN THE TIME PERIODS PROVIDED 
UNDER PARAGRAPH (2), THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNOR 
SHALL BE DEEMED DISAPPROVED AND THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY NOT 
PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT. THE 
PRESIDING OFFICER OF A CHAMBER THAT FAILS TO ADOPT A 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION SHALL TRANSMIT THE OBJECTIONS OF THE 
CHAMBER TO THE DEPARTMENT WITHIN 10 CALENDAR DAYS OF THE DATE 
ON WHICH THE TIME PERIODS PROVIDED UNDER PARAGRAPH (2) 
EXPIRES.

(4)  IF THE GOVERNOR DISAPPROVES A RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 
THE BOARD UNDER PARAGRAPH (1), OR IF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
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FAILS TO ADOPT A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION UNDER PARAGRAPH (2), 
THE DEPARTMENT MAY, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE PUBLIC ENTITY 
THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT IF 
THE PUBLIC ENTITY IS NOT THE DEPARTMENT, AMEND THE PROPOSED 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT AND SUBMIT AN AMENDED RESOLUTION TO 
THE BOARD FOR APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:

(I)  AN AMENDED RESOLUTION SUBMITTED TO THE BOARD 
UNDER THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION 
(B.1), BUT SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ALL OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
UNDER THIS SECTION APPLICABLE TO THE APPROVAL OF A 
PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT THROUGH A RESOLUTION 
ADOPTED BY THE BOARD.

(II)  IF THE GOVERNOR DISAPPROVES AN AMENDED 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD UNDER PARAGRAPH (1) OR IF 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FAILS TO ADOPT A CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION UNDER PARAGRAPH (2) APPROVING THE AMENDED 
RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNOR, THE PUBLIC ENTITY 
MAY NOT PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 
AGREEMENT AND ADDITIONAL AMENDED RESOLUTIONS MAY NOT BE 
CONSIDERED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS PARAGRAPH, 
PROVIDED THAT THE PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT THAT IS 
THE SUBJECT OF THE DISAPPROVED AMENDED RESOLUTION MAY BE 
SUBSEQUENTLY SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL TO THE BOARD AS A NEW 
RESOLUTION AND BE SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS 
CHAPTER.

(b.4)  Transportation projects without a user fee.--  The   
EXCEPT AS PROVIDED FOR UNDER SUBSECTION (B.5), THE   following   
shall apply   for     TO   a proposed transportation project without a   
user fee:

(1)  No later than five calendar days after the 
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resolution is published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin, the 
department shall transmit the resolution to the Governor. The 
Governor shall have 10 calendar days to approve or disapprove 
the resolution. If no action is taken on the resolution by 
the Governor within 10 calendar days of receipt of the 
resolution, the resolution shall be deemed approved. If the 
Governor approves the resolution or fails to act, the 
Governor shall, within 10 calendar days, transmit the 
resolution to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk 
of the House of Representatives for consideration by the 
General Assembly. If the Governor disapproves the resolution, 
the objections of the Governor disapproving the resolution 
shall be transmitted to the department within 10 calendar 
days     AND THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY NOT PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC-  
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT  .  

(2)  If no action is taken on the resolution by the 
General Assembly within 20 calendar days or 10 legislative 
days, whichever is later, of receipt of the resolution from 
the Governor by both the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives, five members of 
the Senate or 25 members of the House of Representatives may 
petition their respective presiding officer to schedule a 
vote on the resolution. The vote shall be scheduled to occur 
within 10 calendar days or five legislative days, whichever 
is later, of the presentation of the petition. Each chamber 
shall have 20 calendar days or 10 legislative days, whichever 
is later, to independently pass the resolution. The 
resolution shall be deemed approved unless both chambers vote 
to disapprove the resolution in the time period under this 
paragraph. If the General Assembly disapproves the 
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resolution, the objections of the General Assembly 
disapproving the resolution shall be transmitted by the 
presiding officer of each chamber to the department within 10 
calendar days. If the General Assembly approves the 
resolution, the public entity may proceed with the public-
private transportation partnership agreement.

(3)  If the Governor or the General Assembly disapproves 
a resolution as provided under this subsection, the 
department may, upon receiving approval from the board, 
submit an amended resolution under paragraph (1). The 
department may only submit one amended resolution. If the 
amended resolution is disapproved, the approval process shall 
start over again as provided under this chapter.

(4)  If a time period under paragraph (2) expires after a 
session of the General Assembly adjourns sine die, the 
department shall reinitiate the process under paragraph (1) 
starting on the first day of the succeeding session of the 
General Assembly, except that the department shall not be 
required to republish the resolution in the Pennsylvania 
Bulletin.

(2)  UPON RECEIPT OF THE RESOLUTION FROM THE GOVERNOR 
UNDER PARAGRAPH (1), THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY MAY ADOPT A 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION DISAPPROVING THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED 
BY THE GOVERNOR, SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:

(I)  THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
SHALL EACH HAVE 20 CALENDAR DAYS OR 10 LEGISLATIVE DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE DATE OF RECEIPT OF THE 
RESOLUTION FROM THE GOVERNOR TO ADOPT THE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION DISAPPROVING THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE 
GOVERNOR.
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(II)  IF ONE OR BOTH CHAMBERS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
IS PREVENTED FROM ADOPTING A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION DURING 
THE TIME PERIOD PROVIDED UNDER SUBPARAGRAPH (I) BECAUSE 
OF THE ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE OR THE EXPIRATION OF THE 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION IN AN EVEN-NUMBERED YEAR, EACH 
CHAMBER SHALL HAVE 20 CALENDAR DAYS OR 10 LEGISLATIVE 
DAYS, WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE FIRST LEGISLATIVE DAY 
OF THE SUCCEEDING LEGISLATIVE SESSION TO ADOPT THE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION.

(III)  IF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ADOPTS THE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION DISAPPROVING THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE 
GOVERNOR DURING THE TIME PERIODS PROVIDED UNDER 
SUBPARAGRAPHS (I) OR (II), THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY NOT 
PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF EACH CHAMBER SHALL TRANSMIT THE 
OBJECTIONS OF THEIR RESPECTIVE CHAMBER TO THE DEPARTMENT 
WITHIN 10 CALENDAR DAYS OF THE DATE ON WHICH THE GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY ADOPTED THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION.
(3)  IF EITHER CHAMBER OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FAILS TO 

ADOPT THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION IN THE TIME PERIODS PROVIDED 
UNDER PARAGRAPH (2), THE RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNOR 
SHALL BE DEEMED APPROVED AND THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY PROCEED 
WITH THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT.

(4)  IF THE GOVERNOR DISAPPROVES A RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 
THE BOARD UNDER PARAGRAPH (1) OR IF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
ADOPTS A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION UNDER PARAGRAPH (2), THE 
DEPARTMENT MAY, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE PUBLIC ENTITY THAT 
IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT IF THE 
PUBLIC ENTITY IS NOT THE DEPARTMENT, AMEND THE PROPOSED 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT AND SUBMIT AN AMENDED RESOLUTION TO 
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THE BOARD FOR APPROVAL, SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:
(I)  AN AMENDED RESOLUTION SUBMITTED TO THE BOARD 

UNDER THIS PARAGRAPH SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION 
(B.1), BUT SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ALL OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
UNDER THIS SECTION APPLICABLE TO THE APPROVAL OF A 
PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT THROUGH A RESOLUTION 
ADOPTED BY THE BOARD.

(II)  IF THE GOVERNOR DISAPPROVES AN AMENDED 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD UNDER PARAGRAPH (1) OR IF 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ADOPTS A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION UNDER 
PARAGRAPH (2), THE PUBLIC ENTITY MAY NOT PROCEED WITH THE 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT AND ADDITIONAL 
AMENDED RESOLUTIONS MAY NOT BE CONSIDERED UNDER THE 
PROVISIONS OF THIS PARAGRAPH, PROVIDED THAT THE PROPOSED 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE 
DISAPPROVED AMENDED RESOLUTION MAY BE SUBSEQUENTLY 
SUBMITTED FOR APPROVAL TO THE BOARD AS A NEW RESOLUTION 
AND BE SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CHAPTER.

(B.5)  APPROVAL OF LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS.--
(1)  SUBSECTIONS (B.3) AND (B.4) SHALL NOT APPLY TO A 

PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT IF THE TRANSPORTATION 
FACILITY WHICH IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION 
PROJECT IS NOT OWNED BY THE COMMONWEALTH.

(2)  A PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PROJECT AS DESCRIBED IN 
PARAGRAPH (1) SHALL BE DEEMED APPROVED UPON THE ADOPTION OF A 
RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD UNDER SECTION 9104(A)(4) (RELATING TO 
DUTIES OF BOARD).
* * *
SECTION 4.  SECTION 9109(A) OF TITLE 74 IS AMENDED TO READ:

§ 9109.  SELECTION OF DEVELOPMENT ENTITIES.
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(A)  CONDITIONS FOR USE.--IF A TRANSPORTATION PROJECT IS 
APPROVED UNDER [SECTION] SECTIONS 9104 (RELATING TO DUTIES OF 
BOARD) AND 9105 (RELATING TO OPERATION OF BOARD), THE PUBLIC 
ENTITY MAY ENTER INTO A CONTRACT FOR THE TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
BY COMPETITIVE SEALED PROPOSALS.

* * *
Section 4 5.  The amendment of 74 Pa.C.S. § 9105 §§ 9102, 

9104, 9105 AND 9109 shall apply to resolutions considered after 
October 31, 2020, by the Public-Private Transportation 
Partnership Board. Any resolution considered after October 31, 
2020, and prior to the effective date of this section by the 
Public-Private Transportation Partnership Board, including the 
resolution authorizing ADOPTED BY THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE 
TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIP BOARD ON NOVEMBER 12, 2020, APPROVING 
THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP DELIVERY MODEL FOR INTERSTATE 
BRIDGES OR EXPRESSWAY BRIDGES AND REFERRED TO IN THE RESOLUTION 
AS the PennDOT Pathways Major Bridge P3 Initiative, shall be 
void and must be reconsidered by the Public-Private 
Transportation Partnership Board. THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION IS PROHIBITED FROM ENTERING INTO A PUBLIC-PRIVATE 
TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT WITH A DEVELOPMENT ENTITY 
TO UTILIZE A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP DELIVERY MODEL FOR 
INTERSTATE BRIDGES OR EXPRESSWAY BRIDGES, INCLUDING ASSOCIATED 
ROADWORK, UNLESS THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SUBMITS A 
RESOLUTION AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ACT TO THE PUBLIC-
PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIP BOARD AND THE RESOLUTION IS 
APPROVED UNDER 74 PA.C.S. CH. 91 AS AMENDED BY THIS ACT.

Section 5 6.  This act shall take effect immediately.
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EXHIBIT U



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
 

SOUTH FAYETTE TOWNSHIP, 
BRIDGEVILLE BOROUGH, and 
COLLIER TOWNSHIP,  
 
Petitioners,  
 
v.  
 
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT 
OF TRANSPORTATION, 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE 
TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERSHIP BOARD (P3 
BOARD) and YASSMIN 
GRAMIAN, P.E., in their official 
capacity as Chairperson of the P3 
Board,  
 
Respondents.  

)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)  
)   

No. 404 MD 2021  
 
 
 
 
AFFIDAVIT 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT 
 
 I, Scott E. Hutchinson, a Member of the Pennsylvania Senate, hereby affirm 

and testify that the following is true to the best of my knowledge, information, and 

belief:  

1. Act 88, entitled “Public-Private Transportation Partnerships”, 

establishes a Public-Private Transportation Board that is authorized to “approve a 

proposed transportation project by adopting a resolution,” (the “P3 Board”). 74 Pa. 

C.S. § 9104 (a). 



2. Act 88’s statutory regime sets forth a process through which the P3 

Board’s authority is enabled, and mandates appropriate oversight from the General 

Assembly and consultation with local communities affected by the Board’s 

proposed transportation projects.  74 Pa. C.S. § 9104-9109. 

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (“PennDOT”), under 

the guise of acting through the P3 Board’s Act 88 authority, introduced its “Major 

Bridge P3 Initiative” (“Initiative”) through which PennDOT intended to replace 

and/or rehabilitate unspecified major bridges within the Commonwealth by 

implementing user fees through electronic tolling. 

4. Before it approved the Initiative, PennDOT and the P3 Board failed to 

comply with the statutory mandates of Act 88. 

5. Of particular concern to me is the fact that PennDOT and the P3 

Board failed comply with the requirement to consult with my constituents before 

adopting the Initiative. 

6. Not only did PennDOT and the P3 Board not consult with my 

constituents before adopting the Initiative, the P3 Board, in its annual report 

concerning the Initiative, did not identify the bridges that would be tolled. 

7. As a Member of the General Assembly, the P3 Board did not provide 

me timely service of its annual report concerning the Initiative. 



8. Even if the P3 Board had provided me with its annual report, the 

annual report contained no information that would allow me to determine whether 

the Initiative would have a direct impact on my constituents and the communities 

in the Legislative District I serve. 

9. Since becoming aware to the Initiative, my constituents have been 

overwhelmingly against it. 

10. Based, in part, upon the foregoing, I voted in favor of Senate Bill No. 

382, Session of 2021 (Printer No. 1231), which has passed both the House of 

Representatives and Senate with bipartisan support and seeks to declare the 

Initiative as void. 

 
Date: February 8, 2022 

 
    Senator Scott E. Hutchinson,  
    Pennsylvania District 21 
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