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State Highway Funding in New England:
The Road to Greater Fiscal Sustainability
Introduction
There is general agreement that many of the nation’s—and region’s—roads and bridges are in need of
significant repair and improvement. According to the American Society of Civil Engineers, over half of public
road miles in the New England states are in poor or mediocre condition and driving on roads in need of repair
collectively costs the region’s motorists over $3 billion per year in extra vehicle repair and operating costs. Furthermore, 12 percent of the region’s bridges are structurally deficient, while an additional 29 percent are functionally
obsolete.11
While there may be debate over how much state governments should spend on highway infrastructure and
how that spending should be funded, there is also general agreement that revenue sources currently used to
fund highways are inadequate. Analyses conducted in all six New England states in recent years have identified
sizable gaps between projected expenditures necessary to achieve or maintain a state of good repair among existing highway and other transportation assets and projected revenues from the sources currently dedicated to their
upkeep, namely fuel taxes, tolls, and fees associated with motor vehicle ownership or operation.22 (See the reference
list under “New England Funding Studies” for the individual state sources.) The annual shortfalls estimated in
these reports have ranged in the hundreds of millions of dollars per state, reflecting, in aggregate, nearly a quarter
of the region’s total annual transportation expenditures.33
The fact that these shortfalls exist is, at least in some sense, a policy choice. Policymakers have always had
the option to raise more revenues or to shift spending away from other areas, including the general fund, in order to fund highways at the level necessary to maintain a state of good repair. That they have not always done so
may be because policymakers have viewed existing spending levels as adequate or because they have been willing
to accept spending levels they believed to be inadequate in the face of competing priorities.
If policymakers wish to return existing highway assets to a state of good repair, they will likely need to pursue a
combination of cost saving measures and additional revenues. To help ensure that new shortfalls do not emerge
going forward, policymakers must also consider whether revenue sources used to fund highways are, in aggregate,
fiscally sustainable. In other words, will they produce revenue streams that, over time, keep pace with the services
they intend to fund?
The motor fuel excise tax or “gas tax” has long been a key source of highway revenues for the federal government and most states. The tax is typically levied as a flat tax per gallon sold, a structure that is not fiscally sustainable for two major reasons. First, the tax is not automatically linked to inflation. Second, the revenue-raising potential of the tax is adversely affected by increases in fuel efficiency and the use of alternative-fuel vehicles. In many
states, and at the federal level,
1

2
3

8

American Society of Civil Engineers. “2013 Report Card for America’s Infrastructure.” Generally speaking, a highway bridge is classified as structurally deficient if it has one or more structural defects that require attention. A functionally obsolete bridge is one that is
not structurally deficient but that features a design no longer functionally adequate for its task (for example, not enough lanes to accommodate traffic flow or high enough clearance to allow an oversize vehicle). See Appendix Tables 1 and 2 available at www.bostonfed.org/neppc
for information on highway conditions and transportation funding gaps for individual New England states.
As measured, these funding gaps do not consider general revenues that are not earmarked for transportation, but do take into account
revenues earmarked for transportation outside of these named sources.
Author’s calculations comparing the sum across the region of each state’s most recent annual estimated gaps with total transporta- tion
spending (including highways, transit, airports, parking facilities, and sea and inland port facilities) for FY 2012, as reported by the U.S.
Census Bureau.
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policymakers have not raised gas tax rates sufficiently to keep pace with increases in road construction costs or improving fuel efficiency, a factor that has likely contributed to existing funding shortfalls.
In this report, we compare existing gas taxes in the New England states and examine several alternative gas tax
structures that have been proposed to address concerns about the traditional levy. Specifically, we consider gasoline
excise taxes that are periodically adjusted to reflect inflation or changes in average fuel efficiency or both (all these options are referred to here as “indexed gas taxes”) as well as levies linked to the price of gasoline (referred to here as
“price-based gas taxes”). Our primary objective in this report is not to determine whether any of these alternatives, or even fuel taxes in general, represent the best way to pay for highways among all available funding options,
but rather to assess how well these alternatives could improve upon the fiscal sustainability of existing gas tax structures. In doing so, our analysis provides information for policymakers to consider as they make decisions about highway funding going forward.
To illustrate differences in fiscal sustainability, we simulate tax revenues under multiple alter- native gas tax
structures and compare them with estimates of revenues generated by actual gas taxes in the New England states
between 1993 and 2012. We also perform forward-looking simulations in which we project revenues through 2033
for a selected subset of gas tax structures. These simulations help to sharpen our understanding of the consequences of various alternatives with respect to fiscal sustainability and also with respect to revenue stability, another important consideration, given the long-term nature of transportation planning.
Findings of the simulations include the following:
• Actual gas tax structures vary across the New England states. Gas tax revenues in the region’s states
that employed a tax structure that varied with inflation for all or part of the 1993–2012 period fared
better with respect to fiscal sustainability than those that did not.
• A hypothetical gas tax that accounted only for rising fuel efficiency but not for inflation was the least
sustainable of the examined alternatives over the 1993–2012 period, but performed slightly better
than actual, flat, per-gallon taxes.
• Among hypothetical indexed taxes, those tied to the consumer price index (CPI) showed slightly
lower, but substantially more stable, revenue growth over the historical period than those linked to a
highway construction cost index (CCI).
• A hypothetical price-based tax, which is similar to a sales tax, produced the highest revenues by the end
of the historical period, but was also the most volatile. A dual tax combining a price- based and a pergallon component yielded lower, but more stable, revenues. However, neither option directly accounts
for rising fuel efficiency.
• Forward-looking simulations suggest that an inflation- and fuel-efficiency-indexed gasoline excise tax
would produce more fiscally sustainable revenues than a flat, per-gallon gasoline excise tax or a gasoline tax indexed to inflation alone, with similar stability.
If states wish to promote more sustainable revenue streams for highways while continuing to rely on gasoline
taxes as a major component of highway funding, it is important for policymakers to consider the dual revenue impacts of rising costs and improving gas mileage when evaluating policies to modify to existing structures. Our analysis suggests that a gasoline excise tax linked to both inflation and average fuel efficiency might be one way to meet
this objective. Policymakers may also wish to consider how other revenue-raising mechanisms, such as tolling, fees,
or general taxes, could be used to improve the overall fiscal sustainability of highway funding. In selecting the road
forward, policymakers must also be mindful of other important criteria, such as equity, implications for the environment and traffic congestion, and administrative costs. Finally, it bears
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repeating that simply adopting a more fiscally sustainable revenue structure without also addressing revenue levels or
identifying ways to reduce costs will not necessarily erase existing highway funding gaps, but can help to ensure that
existing shortfalls do not grow larger and that new gaps do not emerge.
Gas Taxes and Fiscal Sustainability
A tax may be described as fiscally sustainable if it yields a revenue stream that grows at the same pace as the services
it is intended to fund. In contrast, a fiscally unsustainable tax will generate an increasingly inadequate amount of
revenue over time. In most states, gas tax revenues flow into a fund dedicated to supporting highways and other
transportation services and, by tradition, most spending on highways comes from these funds as opposed to state
general funds.4 Two of the most frequently cited criticisms of the tax in its common form relate directly to fiscal sustainability and support the view that this form of tax contributes to the transportation funding issues experienced by
many states and the federal government.
First, revenues from a conventional flat-rate excise tax do not automatically grow with inflation, whereas the
costs associated with maintaining, constructing, and reconstructing roads tend to increase as prices and wage rates
rise. This form of tax differs from other major taxes, such as general sales or income taxes, whose revenues tend to
grow automatically with inflation due to the nature of their bases.5 To prevent the real value of traditional gas taxes
from declining, legislatures must actively and periodically vote to adjust the rates, something that does not occur
widely in practice. A 2011 report by the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP) noted that 14 states had
gone at least 20 years without increasing their gas tax rate, and 26 states had gone at least 10 years. The federal gas
tax, which is the largest source of funding for federal aid for highways, has not been raised since 1993, and many
observers believe that it will not be raised in the near future, despite solvency issues facing the Federal Highway Trust
Fund.6
Second, as vehicle fuel efficiency increases, flat-rate gas taxes will generate less revenue for a given amount of
road use than in the past. Thus, even if the need for highway maintenance and reconstruction services remains the
same, revenues derived from traditional gas taxes will decline. Since 1993, the average fuel economy of all lightduty vehicles in the United States—which include a mix of both newer and older-model-year vehicles—has grown
from 19.3 miles per gallon to 21.6 miles per gallon in 2012 (a 12-percent increase).7
Over the past 20 years, inflation has played a more important role with respect to gas tax erosion than rising
fuel efficiency and will likely continue to do so in the next few decades (see Figure 1).8 That being said, increasing
federal fuel economy standards through 2025 and the
4
5
6

7

8
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In addition to supporting operations, maintenance, capital expenditures, and debt service associated with highways, such funds—which
typically rely on other sources of funding beyond gas taxes—may also support local road programs, other modes of transportation, such as
transit, rail, or aviation, or highway-related services, such as state police highway patrols.
The dollar value of retail sales tends to increase as prices rise, increasing general sales tax revenues even if the sales tax rate remains unchanged.
Likewise income tax revenues tend to increase as wage rates rise.
The Federal Highway Trust Fund is the source of federal funding for highway and transit programs. Trust fund revenues dedi- cated to
highways, which comprise federal motor fuel excise taxes and various trucking-related taxes and fees, have fallen short of authorized federal
highway spending for over a decade. The federal government has made up the gap by drawing down the fund’s reserves and, between 2008
and 2014, through multiple general fund transfers. Facing a cash shortfall again in the summer of 2014, Congress passed a measure aimed
at keeping the trust fund solvent through May 2015 by relying on funding from changes to rules surrounding employer contributions to private-sector pensions, the extension of certain customs user fees, and transfers of funds from a trust fund established to pay for the cleanup of
leaking underground storage tanks. See “How is Congress paying for the short-term Highway Trust Fund fix?” CBS News. August 2, 2014.
U.S. Department of Transportation. FHWA. Highway Statistics, Table VM-1. Various Years. These estimates represent the ratio of actual
vehicle miles traveled by light-duty vehicles (including hybrid, electric, and other alternative-fuel vehicles) divided by actual gallons of gasoline consumed. Increases in average fuel efficiency have not always been even, as they also depend on the mix of vehicle types. In some years
during this period, average fuel efficiency decreased, reflecting a shift from more-fuel-efficient passenger cars to less-fuel-efficient light-duty
vehicles, such as SUVs, mini-vans, and pick-up trucks.
This figure assumes travel at the national average level of fuel efficiency. Further details on how the impacts of inflation and fuel efficiency
are calculated are provided in the methodological appendix available at www.bostonfed.org/neppc.
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growing availability of hybrid and electric vehicles suggest that rising fuel efficiency will represent a greater threat
to gas tax revenue streams in the years ahead than it has in the recent period. Average on-road fuel efficiency
among all light-duty vehicles is expected to reach 28.7 miles per gallon by 2025, and 37.2 miles per gallon by 2040
(gains of 33 percent and 73 percent over 2012, respectively).9
Highway Funding and Gas Taxes in New England
Motor fuel taxes—including taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel—are a large source of state highway revenues in
the New England region and elsewhere in the United States. In fiscal year (FY) 2013, these levies represented nearly one-third to over one-half of own-source revenues for highways in the six New England states, with the majority of motor fuel tax collections associated with sales of gasoline.10 Other important state highway funding sources
represented in the region include motor vehicle fees, such as license and registration fees, tolls collected on specific highway facilities, and earmarked sales taxes (see sidebar “Other Current Funding Options”).
Estimates represent miles-per-gallon equivalents, which capture both conventionally powered and hybrid, electric, and other alternative-fuel vehicles. Sales
of hybrid and electric vehicles in New England are expected to grow from 3.4 percent of total light-duty vehicle sales in 2012, to 4.7 percent in 2025,
and 6.8 percent by 2040. See U.S. Energy Information Association. 2014 Annual Energy Outlook, Tables 48 and 59.
10 Author’s calculation based on various state documents. State reports frequently do not break out gasoline versus diesel tax revenues. However, from
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) data we observe that gasoline represented 80 to 90 percent of motor fuel volume taxed in the New England
states in 2012. Because tax rates on gasoline (including price-based components) and diesel motor fuels are similar, this implies that gasoline receipts
also represent the lion’s share of motor fuel tax revenue. While we have chosen to focus on the gasoline tax in this report, the diesel fuel tax faces
similar issues with regard to fiscal sustainability.
9
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All six New England states levy an excise tax per gallon of gasoline sold. As of July 1, 2014, excise tax rates in
the region ranged from 12.1 cents per gallon in Vermont to 32.5 cents in Rhode Island.11 The U.S. average (as
of January 1, 2014) was 20.9 cents per gallon. Vermont’s per-gallon excise rate is low in part because the state also
levies two additional assessments tied to the retail price of gasoline to support highway and other transportation infrastructure. Their combined effective rate as of July 2014 was 19.85 cents per gallon. Within the region, Connecticut is the only state to levy a tax on the wholesale price of gasoline; known as the petroleum products gross earnings tax, this tax was roughly equivalent to 26 cents per gallon in July 2014. These taxes are summarized in Table 1.
New England states have varied not only in the levels of their gas tax rates, but also in their willingness to increase these rates over the years. At one extreme, nominal excise tax rates in Massachusetts and New Hampshire
remained unchanged from the early 1990s until increases were adopted in 2013 (Massachusetts) and 2014 (New
Hampshire) (see Figure 2). Rhode Island’s excise tax rate increased several times during this period, and it is scheduled to rise again in 2015.12 At the other end of the spectrum, Maine automatically adjusted its excise tax to the

11 Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont also levy assessments on gasoline sales to fund clean-up of
leaking underground gasoline storage tanks and other environmental programs. In 2014, these fees ranged between 0.5 and 2.6
cents per gallon. In Connecticut, a portion of revenue from the state’s petroleum products gross earnings tax has historically been
dedicated to similar purposes.
12 In the early 1980s, Massachusetts and Rhode Island were among several states that replaced their flat gasoline excise taxes with
a tax based on a percentage of the pre-tax wholesale price of gasoline, but including statutory per-gallon floors. Although pricebased tax laws were on the books for the two states in the 1990s, both states effectively had flat rate taxes during this period
because of the statutory floors. See Bowman and Mikesell (1983) and Ang-Olson, Wachs, and Taylor (1999).
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Box 1: Other Current Funding Options
This report focuses on examining variable-rate gasoline taxes as alternatives to traditional, flat, per-gallon gasoline excise
taxes as a means of improving the fiscal sustainability of highway funding. Here, we describe some of the other revenue
sources that are currently used by states to fund highway spending or could be used to do so in the future, and we provide a
brief analysis of the fiscal sustainability of these sources and of other salient evaluation factors (see the section, “Beyond
Fiscal Sustainability and Revenue Stability: Other Evaluation Criteria”). a

Motor Vehicle Fees
Motor vehicle fees, which include fees for registrations, driver’s licenses, titles, and inspections, are another important
source of highway funding in New England and other states. In terms of fiscal sustainability, such fees are not subject to erosion due to increased fuel efficiency in the way that flat, per-gallon gasoline taxes are. However, as fixed-dollar amounts,
their real value will also generally decline if not adjusted periodically for inflation. Such fees are loosely aligned with the
benefit principle in that they are imposed on vehicle owners or operators; however, the amount of the fee typically does not
vary directly with road use. b In terms of revenue-raising potential, a Vermont analysis has suggested that the state would
need to raise registration fees by $4.60 across the board to generate the same amount of revenue as a one-cent-per-gallon increase in the gasoline tax. c
Some states charge, or have considered charging, additional fees on alternative-fuel vehicles as a means of recouping
some of the costs those vehicles impose on the highway system that are not offset by fuel taxes. d Critics have argued that such
fees provide a disincentive for drivers to switch to more environmentally friendly options. As of 2014, at least five states
(Colorado, Nebraska, North Carolina, Virginia, and Washington) charge electric vehicle owners an annual fee. Virginia also
adopted a fee on hybrid vehicles as part of a major transportation funding overhaul passed in 2013, but repealed the measure the following year in response to an outcry from owners of the affected vehicles and from environmental groups.

Tolls
Tolls represent another important source of highway revenues in the New England region and are currently relied on by
four of the six states. e As a pure user charge, toll revenues are not adversely affected by increases in fuel efficiency, but, as
with motor vehicle fees or the traditional gas tax, rates must be adjusted regularly to remain sustainable in the face of inflation.
More widespread using of tolling has historically encountered two barriers. The first relates to technology. Tolls have traditionally been collected via staffed tollbooths, leading to higher labor costs than other revenue alternatives, as well as
time costs to motorists who must slow down to pay. Traditional toll plazas have also posed environmental concerns
(pollution from idling vehicles) and safety concerns. The development and adoption of electronic tolling mechanisms,
such as the EZPass system, have helped to ameliorate some of these problems. “Open road tolling,” a form of electronic
tolling that allows drivers to pass through toll plazas at highway speeds, is gaining popularity. Electronic toll collection is
also more conducive to implementing congestion pricing—varying tolls charged based on time of day or level of traffic—and
could be used to complement gasoline taxes in this manner.

a There is evidence that both New Hampshire and Massachuse�s have turned to some of these other sources of funding in the face of eroded gas tax revenues; for example, in 2009
New Hampshire ins�tuted a two‐year $30 surcharge on motor vehicle registra�ons. In the same year, as part of a large‐scale reform of its transporta�on agencies, Massachuse�s
began dedica�ng 0.385 percent of all state sales tax revenues to its transporta�on fund. In 2013, the statute was revised to dedicate sales tax revenues associated with motor vehi‐
cle sales to transporta�on in lieu of 0.385 percent of total sales tax revenues.
b Registra�on fees tend to vary by vehicle weight, with heavier trucks typically paying higher fees, reec�ng the greater damage they impose on roadways. In many states, vehicle
owners also pay property or excise taxes that are based on the value of the vehicle. In New England, such taxes represent a local revenue source and are not necessarily earmarked
for transporta�on.
c Vermont Transporta�on Funding Op�ons Sec�on 40 Act 153 (2012). Final Report. January 2013. For context, a one‐cent‐per‐gallon gas tax increase would cost $5 per year for some‐
one driving 10,000 miles per year with a vehicle achieving 20 mpg.
d This type of fee could help to address benet principle concerns about the gasoline tax. The opposite—a fee that increases with a vehicle’s CO2 emissions—has been used in Canada
and has been considered in some U.S. states.
e Connec�cut and Vermont are the two New England states that do not currently employ tolling; Connec�cut eliminated tolls in the 1980s a�er a tragic accident at a toll plaza in
Stra�ord killed seven people.
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Federal restrictions on the implementation of new tolls on existing interstate highway capacity are a second barrier to
widespread toll use. The Obama administration has proposed loosening such restrictions, which has prompted states to
consider expanding the use of tolls to fill revenue gaps. f
While technological advances have reduced or eliminated many of the drawbacks to toll collection, some issues remain. Although tolls can help to manage congestion on the tolled roadways, they can also lead to higher traffic on untolled alternative routes. Also, tolling may not be financially feasible on highways that do not meet a certain traffic
threshold.

Sales Taxes and Other General Revenues
Another funding option that has generated discussion recently involves dedicating a portion of a state’s sales tax receipts or other general revenues to transportation. g With a broad base, sales taxes have high revenue-generating potential, which is attractive in the face of existing funding gaps. h In New England, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Vermont
all currently dedicate to transportation funding a portion of sales tax revenues associated with motor vehicle sales. i
With respect to fiscal sustainability, sales tax revenues are designed to increase with inflation and, except for any portion falling on gasoline, are not adversely impacted by increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, thus avoiding the two major
drawbacks of traditional gasoline taxes. j However, sales taxes (or other general taxes) are not directly tied to road use,
and thus cannot be justified as readily by the benefit principle, although there is an argument that some portion of highway funding should be borne by general taxpayers, since benefits of a well-functioning highway system extend beyond
drivers alone. With respect to economic efficiency, sales and other general taxes are unlikely to directly influence driver
decisions. In addition, they may be more subject to cyclical decline and may face more competition from needs other
than highways.

f In many cases, revenues collected through exis�ng tolls are used exclusively to support the tolled facility. This can limit the ability of tolls to address more widespread highway fund‐
ing gaps in a state. In New Hampshire, for example, the state’s toll‐funded Turnpike System has operated with a surplus, but without changes to state law these funds cannot be
used to address shortages in the state’s highway fund, which is supported primarily by fuel taxes and motor vehicle fees.
g Most policy discussions around this op�on center on using a specied por�on of a state’s sales tax revenues to supplement fuel taxes and other tradi�onal highway funding sources.
In contrast, Virginia’s governor proposed abolishing the state’s gas tax in favor of a 0.8 percentage point increase in the state’s sales tax to be dedicated to transporta�on. See Olym‐
pia Meola. “Governor: Fund roads with higher sales tax.” Richmond Times‐Dispatch. January 9, 2013. A more far‐reaching op�on would be to fund highways out of a state’s general
fund using general revenues, ending the long‐held tradi�on of using dedicated revenues.
h A Massachuse�s analysis has es�mated that raising the state sales tax rate from 6.25 percent to 7.75 percent would raise an addi�onal $1 billion in annual revenue. The report
es�mated that an equivalent revenue gain could be achieved by a 30‐cent‐per‐gallon increase in the state’s gasoline excise tax, a 2.4‐cent‐per‐mile VMT tax, or an increase in the
state income tax rate from 5.25 percent to 5.66 percent. Massachuse�s Department of Transporta�on. “The Way Forward.” January 2013.
i In Vermont, the ad valorem tax applied to motor vehicle sales is the purchase and use tax. It carries the same rate as the state’s general sales tax.
j Gasoline sales are not currently subject to general sales taxes in any of the New England states. Several states, including Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan do levy their general
sales tax on gasoline sales, but these revenues are not specically dedicated to highways.
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period.23 This latter approach results in a single statewide effective per-gallon rate (preferred by some for equity reasons), more easily allows the imposition of constraints (floors and/or ceilings) on effective rates, and has been described
by some as easier to administer.24
A number of states have turned to price-based alternatives to traditional gas taxes over the years. Several states
adopted variable-rate price-based gasoline taxes in the late 1970s and early 1980s in response to the Arab oil embargo
and general high inflation of the period. When gasoline prices began to fall in subsequent years, some states repealed
their variable-rate taxes in favor of a traditional per-gallon tax, while others—including Massachusetts and Rhode Island—adopted floors that served as effective fixed-rate taxes.
Price-based taxes appear to be increasing in popularity again as the long-term fiscal unsustainability of the traditional
gas-tax structure becomes more apparent. Today three states (Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and Virginia) levy a price-based
gasoline tax in place of a fixed-rate excise tax, whereas a number of others (including California, Connecticut, Georgia,
Maryland, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, Vermont, and West Virginia) levy a price-based tax on top of a fixedrate excise.
Historical Simulations
To illustrate how fiscal sustainability can vary under different alternative gas tax structures, we conducted a series of
simulations, following an approach similar to those laid out by the ITEP (2013) and O’Connell and Yusef (2013). This
approach essentially asks: How much revenue could have been raised over the past 20 years under each alternative tax
compared with the revenue that was actually raised under existing tax rates and structures?
Methodology
For each gasoline-tax alternative, we developed hypothetical tax rates for each of the New England states for the period 1993–2012. By design, most of the examined alternatives generate incremental increases in the actual or effective
per-gallon tax rate, which can impact behavior by inducing people to drive less and switch to more fuel-efficient vehicles. To obtain simulated revenues, we multiplied the hypothetical rates by the number of actual gallons of gasoline
taxed, adjusted to account for these expected behavioral changes.25 Because gasoline demand and vehicle miles traveled
tend to be fairly unresponsive to price changes, and because the hypothetical tax changes are quite small relative to the
overall tax-inclusive price of gasoline, these adjustments are relatively small.26
Our final step was to compare simulated revenues under different alternatives with each other and with estimates of
actual revenues (obtained by multiplying actual tax rates by actual gallons taxed).27 To gauge the fiscal sustainability of
each structure we compared real revenues (expressed in constant 2014 dollars) per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled in the
baseline year (1993) and in

23 In Georgia, a percentage‐based tax is currently applied to a forecasted retail price as opposed to an actual price over a prior period. See Clarke, Brown,
and Hauer (2010).
24 See Bowman and Mikesell (1983) and Ang‐Olson, Wachs, and Taylor (1999). Constraining the eﬀec�ve per‐gallon rate can help to stabilize revenues and
also lessen consumers’ pain associated with sharp, price‐based tax increases.
25 These adjustments were based on es�mates of the long‐run price elas�city of gasoline (‐0.4) reported by the Congressional Budget Oﬃce (CBO). See: CBO
(2008).
26 For simplicity, we assume that tax‐rate changes in a given New England state do not aﬀect cross‐border gasoline purchasing pa�erns. In reality, there is
evidence that cross‐border gasoline purchasing does occur in New England (par�cularly when the eﬀec�ve per‐gallon tax‐rate diﬀeren�al between states
is large, as in Connec�cut versus Massachuse�s or Rhode Island). However, given the magnitude of the hypothe�cal year‐over‐year tax‐rate increases
examined in this report, we expect any new cross‐border eﬀects would also be rela�vely small.
27 For Connec�cut and Vermont, actual tax rates are the sum of at excise‐tax rates and eﬀec�ve cents‐per‐gallon rates of price‐based taxes. Es�mated
actual revenues may not exactly match revenue collec�ons reported by state revenue departments.
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2012.28 For a fiscally sustainable structure, this metric should be level over time. This approach implicitly assumes that
highway service needs are determined by current levels of road use; in reality, there may be other factors that also affect
service demand and, ultimately, the fiscal sustainability of any revenue source.29
Table 2 summarizes seven alternative gasoline tax structures that we examined.30 In all cases, base year (1993) hypothetical rates were selected to be revenue neutral—that is, to produce the same amount of revenue as existing fuel taxes
in that year.
Results
By performing historical simulations we can gauge the fiscal sustainability of existing gas taxes in New England
over this period. Figure 4 presents a cross-state comparison of real gasoline tax

28 In calcula�ng this metric for simulated revenues, we also adjusted vehicle miles traveled in the denominator to reect behavioral responses. For these
adjustments, we used an es�mate of the long‐run elas�city of vehicle miles traveled (‐0.2) reported by the CBO. See CBO (2003).
29 To the extent that highways were inadequately funded in 1993 (which is suggested by data on road and bridge condi�ons from the early 1990s) and that
weather uctua�ons have become more extreme in recent years, vehicle miles traveled likely understates actual service needs over this period and
overstates the absolute scal sustainability of the examined alterna�ves. Service needs will also be aﬀected by excess damage imposed on roadways by
heavy trucks; however, we are assuming that these costs should not be a�ributed to light‐duty vehicles nor borne by their users.
30 In addi�on to these seven, we examined alterna�ves that used the CPI for Boston‐Brockton‐Nashua instead of the na�onal CPI and wholesale price‐based
taxes instead of retail. State‐by‐state results for the full set of alterna�ves are available in the online data appendix available at www.bostonfed.org/
neppc.
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revenue per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled in each state in 1993 versus 2012. These metrics also provide ballpark estimates of the annual taxes per year associated with a typical light-duty vehicle in each state.31 Gas taxes in Maine, which
employed automatic indexing for close to a decade, and Connecticut, which had a dual structure throughout the period,
show the smallest reductions (4.9 and 10.8 percent declines, respectively) in real revenue per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled between the two years.32 Massachusetts and New Hampshire, the two states that did not adjust their tax rates over
this period, saw the largest declines (37.9 and 32.2 percent, respectively).33
Using Massachusetts as an example, Figure 5 displays the fiscal sustainability of all seven of the examined revenue
alternatives, by again comparing real revenue per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled at the beginning and end of the period.
The figure illustrates several important points.
First, the hypothetical alternative that accounts only for rising fuel efficiency (the fuel-efficiency-indexed gas tax)
was the least fiscally sustainable alternative over this period, although it lost slightly less ground than flat, per-gallon
taxes. This is an expected result, given that the erosion of flat, per-gallon gas taxes in these years was driven predominantly by rising prices. Indexed alternatives that account for price or cost growth (either with or without indexing for fuel
efficiency) would have generated real revenues per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled in 2012 comparable

31 Per FHWA data, the average light‐duty vehicle traveled around 11,400 miles in 2012.
32 Revenues from Connec�cut’s variable petroleum products gross earnings tax ow into the state’s general fund, with a statutorily specied amount to be
transferred to the state’s special transporta�on fund each year. Thus, revenues generated by the tax may not equal the funding from the tax that is
made available for highway or other transporta�on purposes.
33 Because fuel eﬃciency growth in these states did not match the na�onal average over this period, these states experienced less revenue erosion than
suggested by Figure 1.
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to, or slightly higher than the baseline value.34 The dual tax structure, which here combines a 5-percent tax on the average Massachusetts retail price of gasoline with a fixed excise of 17.1 cents per gallon, was also relatively fiscally sustainable over the 20-year period, showing a 4-percent reduction in real revenue per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled. The
fiscal sustainability of this structure, however, will depend on the relative importance of the variable- and fixed-rate
components of the tax.35 The pure, price-based gas tax, by contrast, is the only alternative that generated substantially
more revenue (in real terms) per 10,000 miles traveled at the end of the period than

34 Conceptually, one would expect the CPI‐ and fuel eﬃciency‐indexed gasoline tax to produce simulated revenues equal to baseline revenues when pre‐
sented on a real, per‐10,000‐vehicle‐miles‐traveled basis (ignoring elas�city adjustments). However, because we index by lagged changes in na�onal—
rather than state‐level—average fuel eﬃciency and lagged changes in the CPI, our simulated values deviate slightly from those of the baseline. Because
average fuel eﬃciency in Massachuse�s exhibited a�er growth between 1993 and 2012 than in the na�on as a whole, this method of indexing over‐
compensates slightly for revenue losses in the Commonwealth during this period. Conversely, it would undercompensate for revenue losses in states
that had higher than average growth in fuel eﬃciency.
35 Specically, increasing the xed‐rate por�on of the tax in this simula�on yields revenues that are less scally sustainable over �me, whereas increasing
the variable‐rate por�on of the tax yields more scally sustainable, but also more vola�le, revenues. In general, the extent of the tradeoﬀs associated
with a dual structure depends on the growth and vola�lity of the gasoline price underlying the variable‐rate component.
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at the beginning. 36 This reflects the fact that actual gasoline
prices in Massachusetts rose roughly 360 percent between
1993 and 2012, while overall consumer prices rose only 59
percent. Results for the other New England states, available in
the online appendix, show a similar pattern.
While our primary goal is to examine fiscal sustainability,
our simulation results also allow us to inspect another important concern for policymakers and transportation officials:
the relative revenue stability associated with alternative funding sources. To illustrate how stability can vary across options,
Figure 6 presents simulated nominal aggregate revenues for
four alternative gas tax structures: the CPI- and FE-indexed
gas tax, the CCI- and FE-indexed gas tax, the dual gas tax, and
the price-based gas tax.37
As indicated in Figure 5, an unconstrained price-based tax
would have produced the highest revenues by the end of the
period; however, as shown in Figure 6, it would also have produced the most volatile revenue streams, which can complicate
planning efforts for state officials and lead to funding shortfalls in times of price declines.38 This revenue volatility reflects instability in underlying gas prices, particularly in the
second half of the period. Between 2002 and 2008, Massachusetts retail gas prices increased nearly 20 percent per year
on average before plunging 30 percent in 2009 and then rising again. The dual tax, which combines a price-based and a
fixed component, would have yielded more stable revenues than a price-based tax alone, while being more fiscally sustainable than Massachusetts’ actual fixed-rate tax. However, neither price-based option accounts for rising fuel efficiency, which is expected to be a more significant factor in the years ahead than it has been in the past.
Figure 6 also highlights differences that are not fully apparent when comparing only the beginning and end of the
period, between taxes indexed to general inflation (as measured by the CPI) versus highway construction costs. The CCI
had somewhat higher overall growth over the full 20 years captured in the analysis, but was also more volatile, reflecting
the bubble in the overall construction industry that took place in the mid-2000s. Simulated revenues under the hypothetical CCI-indexed gas tax grew sharply between 2005 and 2007, with a decline in

36

No tax structure will exactly match service demands year over year. Given this reality, policymakers will always need to look at other relevant infor‐
ma�on, such as engineering reports and cost‐benet analyses to determine how much should be spent on infrastructure and to adjust revenues to
match spending needs as necessary. For example, if policymakers viewed the revenues associated with a price‐based tax as excessive rela�ve to service
demands, they could constrain the tax by imposing a ceiling or lowering the statutory rate.
37 Tradi�onal gasoline taxes have historically been quite stable, as they combine a xed tax rate with a base that has been fairly unresponsive to changes in
price or the business cycle. See Alan Cole. “A Straigh�orward Gas Tax Proposal from Murphy and Corker.” The Tax Policy Blog. The Tax Founda�on. June
19, 2014, and Sobel and Holcombe (1996). The United States did see a slight reduc�on in gasoline consump�on during the Great Recession, correspond‐
ing to a decrease in vehicle miles traveled, which fell by about 5 percent between 2006 and 2008. Prior to that, total na�onal vehicle miles traveled had
increased steadily for decades, presumably reec�ng popula�on growth, an increasing number of cars per household, and changing commu�ng and
other travel pa�erns.
38 Vola�lity may also be undesirable from the point of view of the motorist, who faces added pain from higher taxes when gasoline prices spike and greater
unpredictability in budge�ng in general.
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subsequent years as the industry softened. Simulated revenues
for the CPI-indexed tax show slow but steady increases over
this period.39
Forward-looking Simulations
To further examine the differences between alternative
funding options, we also performed selected forward-looking
simulations, again using Massachusetts as an example. Employing a similar methodology as in our historical simulations,
we projected forward revenues for three gasoline tax alternatives: a flat, per-gallon excise tax, a CPI-indexed, per-gallon
excise tax, and a per-gallon excise tax indexed to both the CPI
and average fuel efficiency.40 Figure 7 presents a comparison
of real revenues per 10,000 vehicle miles traveled in 2014 and
2033, for each of the three options.
These simulations reveal that while a CPI-indexed gasoline tax would be more fiscally sustainable than a flat tax, it
would still suffer from considerable erosion over this future
period, when average light-duty vehicle fuel efficiency is expected to increase at a faster rate than in the past two decades. In contrast, the double-indexed gas tax is projected to be fiscally sustainable by our chosen metric, showing only a
small deviation from the baseline by the end of the 20-year period.41
Beyond Fiscal Sustainability and Revenue Stability: Other Evaluation Criteria
While fiscal sustainability represents the primary focus of this report, there are numerous other criteria by which gas
taxes and other highway funding sources can, and should, be evaluated. We have examined one of these—revenue stability—in the context of our simulation results. Additional important criteria include: equity, implications for negative externalities, and administrative costs. This section briefly describes these criteria and discusses how well they are met by
the traditional gas tax and the alternative structures examined. See Box 1 “Other Current Funding Options” on page 16
for a discussion of how other currently available revenue mechanisms such as fees, tolls, and general taxes measure up
against these principles and how they might be used to complement a gas tax. Box 2 “VMT Taxes: The Future of Highway Funding?” on page 18 provides a brief analysis of this widely cited potential future revenue source.

39 One could make arguments in either direc�on as to which index is “be�er.” Although vola�lity could make a CCI‐index tax less stable and predictable, it
would likely more accurately reect cost pressures faced by states in building and maintaining highways. Yet, some would argue that it is preferable for
states to take on more projects when construc�on costs are low—a common refrain heard during the Great Recession—and that a tax designed to in‐
crease revenues during high‐cost periods would discourage this.
40 In the forward‐looking simula�ons, we assume that growth rates for price levels, fuel eﬃciency, vehicle miles traveled, and fuel consump�on in Massachu‐
se�s will equal projected na�onal growth rates. General ina�on projec�ons are based on Congressional Budget Oﬃce August 2014 projec�ons of the
CPI‐U. Other projec�ons are based on the U.S. Energy Informa�on Associa�on’s April 2014 Annual Energy Outlook. See the online methodological appen‐
dix at www.bostonfed.org/neppc for further informa�on.
41 The devia�on from the baseline reects the use of lagged indexing factors and elas�city adjustments to gasoline consump�on and vehicle miles traveled.
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Equity
Traditionally, one of the most compelling arguments for a gas tax has been its alignment with the so-called benefit
principle of equity, which holds that a consumer of government services (in this case, highway travel) should pay in proportion to the benefit he or she obtains from those services.42 Gasoline use has historically served as a good proxy for
road use: those who drive more tend to pay more.43 As new conventional vehicles have become more fuel efficient and
more hybrid and alternative fuel vehicles have entered the fleet, the relationship between gasoline consumption and road
use has weakened. In addition to affecting fiscal sustainability, this has reduced the ability of the gas tax to equitably
apportion highway-related costs among light-duty vehicles.44 A gas tax indexed to average fuel efficiency would help to
limit this source of revenue erosion, but none of the examined alternatives would address this equity concern.

Negative Externalities
According to economic theory, motorists should not only pay for the direct costs of wear and tear associated with
each added mile they drive, but should also bear the additional costs their driving imposes on society overall—so-called
negative externalities. Another common argument in favor of gas taxes is their potential to price-in the negative externalities associated with pollution. By raising the price of a gallon of gasoline, gas taxes (in either fixed- or variable-rate
form) impose a higher cost per mile on vehicles that use more gasoline and encourage individuals to limit their driving
and, over the longer term, switch to more-fuel-efficient alternatives.45 While the resulting reduction in gasoline use is a
threat to the fiscal sustainability of the tax, it can improve environmental sustainability by lowering emissions of greenhouse gases and can provide a public health benefit by reducing emissions of other pollutants.46
Traffic congestion is another negative externality associated with driving and an important concern in Greater Boston and other major metro areas in the region.47 Although gasoline taxes can affect overall levels of vehicle travel, they
are unlikely to influence when and where people drive. None of the alternative gas tax structures we examined are likely
to ameliorate this problem.

42 Like many types of consump�on taxes, the gas tax has been cri�cized under the ability‐to‐pay principle of fairness, which maintains that those who have
more resources should pay more than those with fewer resources (also known as ver�cal equity) and those with similar resources should pay similar
amounts (horizontal equity). The alterna�ves examined for funding highway maintenance and repair would likely face similar cri�cisms. Understanding
how gasoline taxes and other revenue sources aﬀect consumers at diﬀerent income levels or living in diﬀerent loca�ons is important, but a detailed
examina�on along these lines is beyond the scope of this study.
43 Addi�onally, under a gasoline tax, those who drive larger vehicles (such as SUVs) tend to pay more per mile than drivers of smaller vehicles. Drivers of
larger vehicles may obtain greater benet per mile because they can accommodate more passengers or cargo. Larger vehicles may also impose more
damage on roadways, which has led some to argue that their drivers should pay higher taxes; however, research has indicated that the bulk of road
damage is caused by heavy trucks and that diﬀerences in damage imposed by large light‐duty vehicles (for example, SUVs, vans, and pickups) and smaller
light‐duty vehicles are rela�vely small.
44 Another important issue is the division of highway costs between heavy‐and light‐duty vehicles. This is especially relevant, as research has indicated that
heavy trucks are responsible for the bulk of road damage. Although beyond the scope of this study, it is important for policymakers to consider the ap‐
propriateness of the current alloca�on of costs across these vehicle classes and to be mindful of how this alloca�on would be aﬀected by alterna�ve
funding structures.
45 Various researchers have a�empted to quan�fy the external costs associated with vehicle use. A 2008 study by Lemp and Kockelman, for example, es�‐
mated that the external costs of carbon dioxide emissions per vehicle mile traveled ranged from $0.0134 for a 48.5 miles per gallon Honda Insight (a
small hybrid car) to $0.0610 for a 10.7 miles per gallon Ford F‐350 or similar truck. According to the American Petroleum ins�tute, the average combined
state and local gasoline tax (including environmental fees and price‐based components) as of October 2008 amounted to 48.4 cents per gallon, repre‐
sen�ng a tax cost per mile of around $0.0100 for the 48.5 miles per gallon vehicle and $0.0452 for the 10.7 miles per gallon vehicles.
46 Most economists agree that in an ideal world, governments would tax harmful emissions directly; however, this poses feasibility issues.
47 According to the Texas A&M Transporta�on Ins�tute’s most recent Annual Urban Mobility Report, the average auto commuter in the Boston MA‐NH‐RI
urban area experienced 53 hours of delay due to traﬃc conges�on in 2011, ranked 5th among 101 areas studied in the report, and had an annual con‐
ges�on cost per auto commuter of $1,147 (ranked 6th). Bridgeport‐Stamford CT‐NY was the second most congested urban area in the region, based on
these metrics, with the average auto commuter there experiencing 42 hours of delay (ranked 21st) and incurring $902 in costs (ranked 24th).
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Administrative Costs
A third argument in favor of the gas tax is that the costs of administering it are fairly low. Most states impose the tax
at the distributor level, which limits the number of entities from which the state must collect payment. An indexed or
price-based gasoline tax that is also imposed at the distributor level would be unlikely to add much complexity or expense to the administration of the tax, as it could simply piggy-back on the existing system.

Concluding Thoughts
This report focuses on analyzing more fiscally sustainable alternatives to traditional gasoline taxes. There are many
other issues germane to highway funding, and transportation funding considerations more broadly, that are beyond the
scope of this report. It makes no specific comment on the appropriate level or mix of highway funding to be generated by
gasoline taxes or other alternative sources, and we do not discuss other factors that may have contributed to funding
gaps. More broadly, the report does not address how transportation revenues, however raised, should be allocated between highways and other modes, nor does it address the optimal level of transportation infrastructure investment. To
close existing shortfalls in funding necessary to achieve or maintain a state of good repair among current assets, policymakers will likely need to increase revenue levels available for highways, either by increasing revenues raised through
existing highway funding sources or by using revenues from sources not traditionally dedicated to transportation purposes, as part of the solution. Adopting revenue-raising structures that are more fiscally sustainable over time can help states
to avoid new or growing gaps in the future.
Between the early 1990s and today, inflation has played the dominant role in eroding the real value of traditional
gasoline tax revenues in the region and elsewhere in the nation. Some states have attempted to address this issue by indexing tax rates to general inflation or adopting a price-based tax. While such approaches represent an improvement with
respect to the fiscal sustainability of highway funding, they do not directly address potential revenue loss due to rising
fuel efficiency, a concern that is expected to become more acute in the decades ahead than in the recent period.
If states wish to promote more sustainable revenue streams available for highways while continuing to rely heavily
on gasoline taxes for funding, it is important for policymakers to consider the impacts of both rising costs and improving
fuel efficiency when assessing alternative structures. Simulations in this report suggest that a gasoline excise tax whose
rate is regularly adjusted to reflect changes in both price levels and average gas mileage would produce more fiscally
sustainable revenues than either a flat excise tax or one tied to inflation alone, and would be one option for furthering
this goal. Policymakers may also consider how other revenue-raising mechanisms, such as tolls, fees, or general taxes,
could be used to complement or replace gasoline taxes as a means of improving the fiscal sustainability of overall highway funding, as well as to address other revenue policy goals.
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Box 1: Other Current Funding Options
This report focuses on examining variable-rate gasoline taxes as alternatives to traditional, flat, per-gallon gasoline excise
taxes as a means of improving the fiscal sustainability of highway funding. Here, we describe some of the other revenue
sources that are currently used by states to fund highway spending or could be used to do so in the future, and we provide a
brief analysis of the fiscal sustainability of these sources and of other salient evaluation factors (see the section, “Beyond
Fiscal Sustainability and Revenue Stability: Other Evaluation Criteria”). a

Motor Vehicle Fees
Motor vehicle fees, which include fees for registrations, driver’s licenses, titles, and inspections, are another important
source of highway funding in New England and other states. In terms of fiscal sustainability, such fees are not subject to erosion due to increased fuel efficiency in the way that flat, per-gallon gasoline taxes are. However, as fixed-dollar amounts,
their real value will also generally decline if not adjusted periodically for inflation. Such fees are loosely aligned with the
benefit principle in that they are imposed on vehicle owners or operators; however, the amount of the fee typically does not
vary directly with road use. b In terms of revenue-raising potential, a Vermont analysis has suggested that the state would
need to raise registration fees by $4.60 across the board to generate the same amount of revenue as a one-cent-per-gallon increase in the gasoline tax. c
Some states charge, or have considered charging, additional fees on alternative-fuel vehicles as a means of recouping
some of the costs those vehicles impose on the highway system that are not offset by fuel taxes. d Critics have argued that such
fees provide a disincentive for drivers to switch to more environmentally friendly options. As of 2014, at least five states
(Colorado, Nebraska, North Carolina, Virginia, and Washington) charge electric vehicle owners an annual fee. Virginia also
adopted a fee on hybrid vehicles as part of a major transportation funding overhaul passed in 2013, but repealed the measure the following year in response to an outcry from owners of the affected vehicles and from environmental groups.

Tolls
Tolls represent another important source of highway revenues in the New England region and are currently relied on by
four of the six states. e As a pure user charge, toll revenues are not adversely affected by increases in fuel efficiency, but, as
with motor vehicle fees or the traditional gas tax, rates must be adjusted regularly to remain sustainable in the face of inflation.
More widespread using of tolling has historically encountered two barriers. The first relates to technology. Tolls have traditionally been collected via staffed tollbooths, leading to higher labor costs than other revenue alternatives, as well as
time costs to motorists who must slow down to pay. Traditional toll plazas have also posed environmental concerns
(pollution from idling vehicles) and safety concerns. The development and adoption of electronic tolling mechanisms,
such as the EZPass system, have helped to ameliorate some of these problems. “Open road tolling,” a form of electronic
tolling that allows drivers to pass through toll plazas at highway speeds, is gaining popularity. Electronic toll collection is
also more conducive to implementing congestion pricing—varying tolls charged based on time of day or level of traffic—and
could be used to complement gasoline taxes in this manner.

a There is evidence that both New Hampshire and Massachuse�s have turned to some of these other sources of funding in the face of eroded gas tax revenues; for example, in 2009
New Hampshire ins�tuted a two‐year $30 surcharge on motor vehicle registra�ons. In the same year, as part of a large‐scale reform of its transporta�on agencies, Massachuse�s
began dedica�ng 0.385 percent of all state sales tax revenues to its transporta�on fund. In 2013, the statute was revised to dedicate sales tax revenues associated with motor vehi‐
cle sales to transporta�on in lieu of 0.385 percent of total sales tax revenues.
b Registra�on fees tend to vary by vehicle weight, with heavier trucks typically paying higher fees, reec�ng the greater damage they impose on roadways. In many states, vehicle
owners also pay property or excise taxes that are based on the value of the vehicle. In New England, such taxes represent a local revenue source and are not necessarily earmarked
for transporta�on.
c Vermont Transporta�on Funding Op�ons Sec�on 40 Act 153 (2012). Final Report. January 2013. For context, a one‐cent‐per‐gallon gas tax increase would cost $5 per year for some‐
one driving 10,000 miles per year with a vehicle achieving 20 mpg.
d This type of fee could help to address benet principle concerns about the gasoline tax. The opposite—a fee that increases with a vehicle’s CO2 emissions—has been used in Canada
and has been considered in some U.S. states.
e Connec�cut and Vermont are the two New England states that do not currently employ tolling; Connec�cut eliminated tolls in the 1980s a�er a tragic accident at a toll plaza in
Stra�ord killed seven people.

32

CIM Construction Journal

You put building first.

We put you first.
Whether you’re a plumber, an electrician or a
general or specialty contractor, you need a risk
plan developed by an agent who puts your needs
first. As one of the largest independent insurance
agencies in New England, we can design a
competitive and comprehensive insurance plan

Need Granite
Curbing?
NEED IT Fast?

just for you. And when you feel secure, we do
too. For an in-depth review of your program,
call Eastern Insurance Group at 508-620-3412.

Williams Stone Company serves highway contractors and
curb setters across the Northeast with a wide variety of granite
curbing in finishes, sizes and detail components to complete
any project. All of it quarried and fabricated here in the U.S.
If you need all-natural, timeless, durable, economical granite
curbing for your project, then call us for the largest inventory,
friendliest service and fastest delivery – often within 72
hours – on most common curb sizes and varieties.

WS

Williams stone Company, inC.

insurance
Eastern Insurance Group LLC
easterninsurance.com

1158 Lee-Westfield Road P.O. Box 278
East Otis, MA 01029-0278 Tel: (800)832-2052
info@williamsstone.com www.williamsstone.com

CIM Construction Journal

33

Federal restrictions on the implementation of new tolls on existing interstate highway capacity are a second barrier to
widespread toll use. The Obama administration has proposed loosening such restrictions, which has prompted states to
consider expanding the use of tolls to fill revenue gaps. f
While technological advances have reduced or eliminated many of the drawbacks to toll collection, some issues remain. Although tolls can help to manage congestion on the tolled roadways, they can also lead to higher traffic on untolled alternative routes. Also, tolling may not be financially feasible on highways that do not meet a certain traffic
threshold.

Sales Taxes and Other General Revenues
Another funding option that has generated discussion recently involves dedicating a portion of a state’s sales tax receipts or other general revenues to transportation. g With a broad base, sales taxes have high revenue-generating potential, which is attractive in the face of existing funding gaps. h In New England, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Vermont
all currently dedicate to transportation funding a portion of sales tax revenues associated with motor vehicle sales. i
With respect to fiscal sustainability, sales tax revenues are designed to increase with inflation and, except for any portion falling on gasoline, are not adversely impacted by increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, thus avoiding the two major
drawbacks of traditional gasoline taxes. j However, sales taxes (or other general taxes) are not directly tied to road use,
and thus cannot be justified as readily by the benefit principle, although there is an argument that some portion of highway funding should be borne by general taxpayers, since benefits of a well-functioning highway system extend beyond
drivers alone. With respect to economic efficiency, sales and other general taxes are unlikely to directly influence driver
decisions. In addition, they may be more subject to cyclical decline and may face more competition from needs other
than highways.

f In many cases, revenues collected through exis�ng tolls are used exclusively to support the tolled facility. This can limit the ability of tolls to address more widespread highway fund‐
ing gaps in a state. In New Hampshire, for example, the state’s toll‐funded Turnpike System has operated with a surplus, but without changes to state law these funds cannot be
used to address shortages in the state’s highway fund, which is supported primarily by fuel taxes and motor vehicle fees.
g Most policy discussions around this op�on center on using a specied por�on of a state’s sales tax revenues to supplement fuel taxes and other tradi�onal highway funding sources.
In contrast, Virginia’s governor proposed abolishing the state’s gas tax in favor of a 0.8 percentage point increase in the state’s sales tax to be dedicated to transporta�on. See Olym‐
pia Meola. “Governor: Fund roads with higher sales tax.” Richmond Times‐Dispatch. January 9, 2013. A more far‐reaching op�on would be to fund highways out of a state’s general
fund using general revenues, ending the long‐held tradi�on of using dedicated revenues.
h A Massachuse�s analysis has es�mated that raising the state sales tax rate from 6.25 percent to 7.75 percent would raise an addi�onal $1 billion in annual revenue. The report
es�mated that an equivalent revenue gain could be achieved by a 30‐cent‐per‐gallon increase in the state’s gasoline excise tax, a 2.4‐cent‐per‐mile VMT tax, or an increase in the
state income tax rate from 5.25 percent to 5.66 percent. Massachuse�s Department of Transporta�on. “The Way Forward.” January 2013.
i In Vermont, the ad valorem tax applied to motor vehicle sales is the purchase and use tax. It carries the same rate as the state’s general sales tax.
j Gasoline sales are not currently subject to general sales taxes in any of the New England states. Several states, including Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan do levy their general
sales tax on gasoline sales, but these revenues are not specically dedicated to highways.
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Box 2: Vehicle Miles Traveled Taxes: The Future of Highway Funding?
A widely cited potential future alternative (or complement) to gasoline taxes is a tax on vehicle miles traveled (VMT
tax). As the name implies, this is a tax levied on each mile driven. Various states and the federal government have studied the potential of a VMT tax, although it has not yet been used in practice for light-duty vehicles. a Among these entities, Oregon has been a leader in developing a VMT tax as an alternative to traditional gasoline taxes. After conducting
two pilot studies, the state passed legislation in 2013 instructing the state DOT to develop a voluntary VMT program for
5,000 drivers, the first in the nation, to be operational by 2015. b
The key advantage of a VMT tax over a traditional gasoline tax with respect to fiscal sustainability is that its revenues
are tied to actual road use rather than to gasoline consumption. As a result, VMT tax revenues would not be expected to
decline as vehicle fuel efficiency rises. However, sometimes lost in the public discourse is the fact that, like a traditional
gasoline excise tax, a VMT tax would also face erosion due to inflation, if not adjusted periodically.
An inflation-adjusted VMT tax would be conceptually identical to an inflation-and fuel-efficiency-indexed gasoline
tax and would be expected to yield similarly fiscally sustainable revenues. Such a levy could provide a mechanism for
charging vehicles that do not rely on gasoline (and thus pay no gasoline tax) in proportion to their road use and could
also be used to address traffic externalities by charging higher rates for travel on the busiest roads or during peak travel
times. Unlike a double-indexed gasoline tax, a VMT tax would not provide an incentive for drivers to switch to morefuel-efficient vehicles unless differential rates were charged, based on fuel efficiency or emissions ratings of the vehicle. c
Significant challenges would need to be overcome before the widespread adoption of a VMT tax would be feasible.d
For one, the tax would require developing a new system of administration and would likely be costlier to administer than
a gasoline tax, as it would require collection from a substantially larger number of taxpayers (there are many more drivers than fuel distributors). Moreover, public acceptance would be a considerable hurdle, given widespread concerns
about the implications of the tax for privacy and mobility. e Finally, policymakers would also need to seriously consider
the impact of a VMT tax on the distribution of tax burdens relative to the impact of alternative highway funding options.

a For example, the University of Iowa conducted a 10‐year study funded by the federal government and a consor�um of state Departments of Transporta�on to
assess the technological feasibility and user acceptance of a mileage‐based fee. Other individual states that have studied the concept include Georgia, Minne‐
sota, Nevada, New York, Texas, and Washington.
b For more informa�on on Oregon’s eﬀorts, see Oregon DOT (2007, 2013a, 2013b, and 2014). It is also worth no�ng that Oregon and several other states have
imposed distance‐based taxes on heavy trucks for years. Kentucky charges a at rate per mile driven in‐state for all trucks exceeding a specied weight
threshold, whereas New Mexico, New York, and Oregon charge variable rates per mile that increase with the weight of the truck, reec�ng the greater wear
and tear on roadways imposed by heavier vehicles. In Oregon, in‐state and out‐of‐state trucking companies are required to report their Oregon road miles
and to remit the calculated tax on those miles on either a monthly or quarterly basis. Such a system, as currently implemented, requires signicant record‐
keeping by truckers and audi�ng capacity from the state to ensure that in‐state mileage is accurately reported. Although this par�cular model would not be
feasible for passenger cars, the fact that it exists demonstrates that the concept of distance‐based taxes has been used in prac�ce.
c Evidence from mileage‐based fees levied on trucks in Germany suggests that adop�ng variable rates according to emissions can have a considerable impact on
the adop�on of more‐fuel‐eﬃcient vehicles. See Sorenson, Ecola, and Wachs (2012). However, the VMT tax legisla�on adopted in Oregon does not call for
diﬀeren�al rates.
d See Sorenson, Ecola, and Wachs (2012) for a full discussion of the poten�al benets and challenges of a VMT tax.
e A recent paper found that the number of opponents of a VMT tax exceeded the number of supporters by almost four to one, but that the degree of public
support was related signicantly to the costs of the new system for vehicle owners and the system’s poten�al for invasion of privacy. See Duncan et al.
(2014).
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E.T. & L. Corp. Reconstructs Route 93 Interchange in Methuen
CIM member firm E.T. & L. Corp. of Stow, MA is currently in the middle phase of the multi-phase
$56 million Route 110 / Route 113 / I-93 interchange reconstruction Project in Methuen, Massachusetts for
MassDOT.
The project consists of the construction of one new bridge to
carry I-93 North and Southbound over a newly constructed section
of Routes 110 and 113, as well as the removal of the two existing
bridges and the elimination of the old rotary below I-93. We are also
widening the existing Merrimack River Bridge to accept the widened roadway and new North and Southbound on and off ramps.
The photos show the placement and Intelligent Compaction
of embankment material to construct a new Northbound off ramp
onto the new Route 110 / 113. The first section of the new Bridge 40 carrying the Northbound I-93 traffic has
been completed and was put into service in June 2015.
The center photo (looking south) shows E.T. & L. installing temporary earth support against the
Southbound lanes of I-93. We are utilizing a combination of driven H-Piles and lagging, and drilled minipiles with lagging and drilled tiebacks to support the 30-foot cut for the center pier excavation on the right
side. At the same time, E.T & L. Corp. is removing the previously installed temporary earth support system
and tiebacks against the Northbound lanes (left side) as excavation proceeds downward.
The Project is being managed for MassDOT by David Conroy, District Construction Engineer, and
Jeff Lavallee, Resident Engineer; and for E.T.& L. Corp. by Rich Masucci, Project Manager; John Ablondi,
General Bridge Superintendent; Jay Balboni, General Superintendent; Jack Flynn, Project Superintendent;
Mark Richardson, Structure Superintendent; Rich Bradley, Road and Utility Superintendent; and Kevin Hoyt,
Project Engineer.
Many Subcontractors are also part of the Methuen team; they include Atlantic Bridge & Engineering, Dagle Electrical Construction,
DeLucca Fence Company, FGG Consulting, Hub Foundation Co.,
Hydrograss Technologies, Strategic Environmental Services
(formerly JM Environmental), J.R. Vinagro, K. DaPonte Construction, Lemoi Erectors, M & P Pipe Jacking, New England Environmental, Nicom Coatings Corporation (of Vermont), Pro Cut, Inc., R.
Zoppo Corp., Regis Steel Corporation, RoadSafe Traffic Systems,
Soini Erosion Control, Venture Construction, and Wagner Wood
LLC.
The multi-year multi-phase Project is scheduled for completion in June 2018.
Photo © Copyright Martha Stewart 2015
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Analysis of the 2015 Senate Surface Transportation Reauthorization Plan:
The DRIVE Act
The “Developing a Reliable and Innovative Vision for the Economy Act,” or DRIVE Act, which was approved 65
to 34 July 30 by the U.S. Senate, would reauthorize the federal highway and public transportation programs for a sixyear period, fiscal years 2016-21.
It authorizes a total of $273.4 billion from the Highway Trust Fund for highway investment, a $28 billion increase
compared to maintaining FY 2015 funding. About half of the increase would support two new proposed initiatives—a
National Freight Program and a program of Assistance for Major Projects. The remainder would provide small annual
increases in core highway program funding. An additional $2.7 billion would be authorized from the general fund subject to congressional appropriation. Funding details are shown in the following table 1.

1

Appor�oned amounts are FHWA es�mates. Other program amounts are from the DRIVE Act.
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While the DRIVE Act contains six years of highway program authorizations, it only provides enough resources to
guarantee the first three years of investment—the same situation applies to the bill’s public transportation and safety investments. Senators agreed on $45.6 billion in additional revenue to temporarily bridge the Highway Trust Fund’s permanent structural revenue deficit. These supplementary resources—along with the trust fund’s existing revenue
streams—would support the bill’s increased investment levels from FY 2016 to FY 2018. While this procedure would
require Congress to grapple with a Highway Trust Fund income shortfall after FY 2018, this would occur under any scenario other than raising new tax or highway user fee revenue. Nonetheless, the DRIVE Act distributes six years of contract authority to the states to aid in long-term transportation planning. Core highway investment during the DRIVE
Act’s guaranteed funding years (FY 2016 to FY 2018) would grow 10 percent, followed by an 8.3 percent increase in the
final three years (FY 2019 to FY 2021).
The highway portion of the DRIVE Act has two major parts. Part A, “Authorizations and Programs,” contains the
sections of the act that address the program structure and funding for FY 2016-21. Part B, “Acceleration of Project Delivery,” contains provisions designed to improve the project review and delivery process for highway projects. The highway section of the bill also includes provisions related to transportation research and innovation and amendments to the
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program.
Highway Program Structure
The 2012 surface transportation law “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act,” or MAP-21, consolidated many of the individual highway programs in earlier authorization laws into five core programs. The DRIVE Act
would continue these programs—with modest changes—and create two new ones:


National Highway Performance Program. The largest program created by MAP-21, the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) consolidated the former National Highway System (NHS) Program, the Interstate Maintenance Program and the on-system Bridge Program into a single program focused on maintaining and improving
the NHS. Under MAP-21, this program received 63.7 percent of apportioned funds after provision for the Metropolitan Planning (MP) and Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) programs. This would increase to 65
percent under the DRIVE Act 2. Beyond that, the DRIVE Act does not significantly amend the NHPP, although it
eases the provisions for states to withdraw previously-designated roads as part of the NHS;



Surface Transportation Program. MAP-21 consolidated the Surface Transportation Program (STP), the off-system
Bridge Program, the Border Infrastructure Program and the Appalachian Development Highway System Program
from prior laws into a single Surface Transportation Program that gives highway agencies significant flexibility to
use program funds for virtually any improvement project that meets their transportation needs, subject only to a
requirement that a set percent of funds be used in urbanized areas and certain set asides. Under MAP-21, the STP
program received 29.3 percent of funding after provision for the MP and CMAQ programs; this would fall to 29
percent in the DRIVE Act;

2 Under

the DRIVE Act proposal, the percent distribution of apportioned funds among the National Highway Performance Program,
the Surface Transportation Program and the Highway Safety Improvement Program would be after funds are deducted for the Metropolitan Planning Program, the CMAQ Program and the National Freight Program.
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The DRIVE Act includes two changes to the STP Program:
○ It increases the proportion of funds states must direct to urbanized areas from 50 to 55 percent, thus reducing
the share available for use in any part of the state to 45 percent.
○ It changes the MAP-21 requirement that a set percent of funds be invested in off-system bridges. MAP-21
required that each state invest an amount of STP funds equal to 15 percent of its FY 2009 Bridge Program
funds in bridges that are not part of the federal-aid system—primarily bridges on local roads. The DRIVE
Act would change the requirement to “off-NHS bridges.” By adding many on-system bridges that formerly
could not be used to satisfy this requirement, it effectively reduces the amount of federal funds states would
be required to invest in local bridges.
•

CMAQ Program. This long-standing program focuses on reducing highway traffic congestion and improving air
quality with a particular focus on states and areas that do not meet current air quality standards. The DRIVE Act
would make only a few changes to the CMAQ program: CMAQ funds could be used not only for attainment of
ambient air quality standards but also to maintain standards in an attainment area; the diesel retrofit program
would be expanded to include port-related off-road equipment and vehicles; and low-population-density states
would be exempt from PM 2.5 attainment requirements if the non-attainment area has no projects that are part of
a transportation plan and vehicles are an insignificant contributor to PM 2.5 non-attainment;

•

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). The DRIVE Act would reauthorize this program virtually unchanged, only adding a handful of new investment options such as installation of vehicle-to-infrastructure communication equipment, pedestrian hybrid beacons, and improvements that add separation between vehicles and
pedestrians. Under MAP-21, the HSIP received seven percent of funding after provision for the MP and CMAQ
programs; this will fall to six percent in the DRIVE Act; and

•

Transportation Alternatives. MAP-21 collapsed the Transportation Enhancement Program, Safe Routes to
School and the Recreational Trails Program into a comprehensive Transportation Alternatives Program. The
most significant DRIVE Act modification to this program changes its funding from 2 percent of annual apportionments to a flat $850 million per year. The DRIVE Act would also expand eligible recipients for funds to include nonprofits responsible for administration of local transportation safety programs and would require annual
reports from state and local planning organizations on the number of project applications and awards.
The DRIVE Act’s two new initiatives are:



National Freight Program. The DRIVE Act would transform the National Freight Policy provisions of MAP-21
into a new program that would fund freight-related highway improvements. The bill authorizes a six-year total of
$11.6 billion for the program. Funds would be apportioned among the states by formula, but states would have to
establish a freight advisory committee and develop a state freight investment plan before obligating any funds. Under the proposal, the Secretary of Transportation and the states would designate a national freight network comprised of the Interstate Highways and other roads, both urban and rural, that are critical to the safe and efficient
shipment of freight in the U.S. The national and state networks would be updated every five years. Program funds
would be directed under national and state strategic plans to projects that improve highway freight transportation;
and

•

Assistance to Major Projects Program. The bill would provide $2.1 billion over the six years to help fund major
highway improvement projects that exceed state funds available under the core highway programs. Eligible projects generally must cost the lesser of $350 million or 30 percent of a state’s annual federal highway funding, but
no state may receive more than 20 percent of the annual total.
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The bill makes a number of other highway policy reforms, including:
• States would be authorized to bundle multiple similar bridge projects into one project that would be awarded as
a single contract;
• States would be given more flexibility in approving small highway improvement projects in rural areas;
• States would be authorized to free up earmarked funds more than 10 years old for other highway improvement
projects;
• The restriction on using federal funds to add capacity to toll roads on the Interstate System would be removed
provided there is no reduction in the number of non-HOV lanes;
• U.S. DOT would be required to track “toll credits” accrued by states, and establish a toll credit marketplace pilot
program enabling states to sell or transfer toll credits among one another. States accrue toll credits by making
capital investments in federally-approved toll roads or bridges. The states can then use these credits as a “soft
match” on federal-aid highway or transit projects, meaning they do not represent an actual source of funding but
can reduce the actual investment a state or local agency must make for that project.
• States that have been awarded approval to toll existing portions of the Interstate Highway System as part of a
pilot project created in 1998 would be required to move forward with those projects by a date certain;
• The creation of a program providing funding to construct, reconstruct or rehabilitate nationally significant transportation facilities on federal or tribal lands, authorizing an appropriation of up to $150 million each year out of
general funds; and
• The requirement for a quarterly “Highway Trust Fund Transparency and Accountability Reports”, to be published on the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) website, with state-by-state details on highway program
funding, including amount of funds available and obligated, along with details on all projects funded within each
state.
Accelerated Project Delivery
The DRIVE Act builds upon improvements to the project delivery process initiated in MAP-21. Whereas MAP21 introduced many new reforms to the project delivery process, it clarifies those reforms and, in some cases, expands
opportunities for their use.
Programmatic Agreements. The measure focuses on the use of “programmatic agreements” during project review and approval. Programmatic agreements are a means of delineating responsibilities at the beginning of the environmental review and approval process. Ideally, programmatic agreements strive to specify clear roles and responsibilities
for those involved in the project review and approval process, eliminating or reducing duplication of effort, while also
seeking to establish clear expectations for review timeframes and processing options. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has highlighted the use of programmatic agreements in its “Every Day Counts” program as an effective
tool in reducing project delay.
It directs the U.S. DOT to establish a programmatic agreement “template,” which could be used as the basis for
individualized programmatic agreements designed for specific projects. Once a programmatic agreement is adopted for
use on a project, all agencies are directed to follow the recommendations of the agreement. Prior to the DRIVE Act,
agencies merely had to take such recommendations into consideration, but were not bound to follow them.
Categorical Exclusions. The Senate plan also continues MAP-21’s expansion of the use of categorical exclusions
(CEs) by directing the U.S. DOT to allow for classes of CEs to be implemented through a programmatic agreement. Currently, according to FHWA, CEs account for more than 90 percent of transportation project reviews. Despite being the
least burdensome form of environmental review, CEs can still take more than a year to complete.
The DRIVE Act would allow the use of programmatic agreements to process CEs as a group, rather than on a
case-by-case basis in an effort to reduce their approval time. This programmatic approach to CEs was a key recommendation of the ARTBA Trans 2020 Reauthorization Task Force, which noted that reducing the amount of time it takes to
process CEs could free up resources for more complicated environmental assessments (EAs), environmental impact
statements (EISs) and permitting decisions.
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Deadlines. The Senate bill adds to MAP-21’s efforts to use deadlines to reduce delay in the transportation project
review and approval process. Specifically, the legislation creates the following new deadlines:
•

A 45-day deadline for the receipt of a project application for the U.S. DOT to decide whether or not the environmental review process may be initiated; and

• A 45-day deadline for the U.S. DOT to respond to a request to designate a specific modal administration as
lead agency (this deadline may be extended up to an additional 45 days if additional information is received).
Combining Planning and NEPA. The DRIVE Act also focuses on reducing duplicative efforts in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and transportation planning processes. For transportation projects, an extensive amount
of information is gathered during the planning process, which often occurs prior to the actual triggering of NEPA review
requirements. It would allow information gathered during the planning process, to the extent it is still current and relevant, to satisfy NEPA requirements, limiting duplicative reviews and reducing the amount of delay in the NEPA process.
Further, alternatives to proposed transportation projects analyzed and rejected during the planning process would not
need to be re-analyzed during NEPA review.
This provision of the DRIVE Act specifies that information gathered during the planning process cannot be used
to satisfy NEPA requirements if “significant new information” has been identified warranting a new analysis. The phrase
“significant new information,” however, is not defined in the statute.
Historic Preservation Requirements. The proposal would simplify historical preservation and mitigation requirements. Under the Act, the Secretary of Transportation may determine that no practical alternative exists when a project
might impact a historical resource. When such a determination is made, there would no longer be a need for any further
alternatives analysis.
Bridge Repair Projects. It also seeks to streamline the environmental review process for bridge repair projects in
two ways. First, the DRIVE Act exempts “common post 1945 concrete or steel bridge[s] or culvert[s]” from individual
review. This was actually done through regulation by FHWA in 2012, but the DRIVE Act makes the change permanent.
Second, it loosens requirements under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act for repairs made to bridges in “serious” condition
(as classified by DOT’s Recording and Coding Guide for the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s Bridges)
or worse.
TIFIA
The TIFIA Program provides loans and credit assistance for large-scaled surface transportation capital projects.
While the DRIVE Act would increase investment in a number of components of the federal highway programs, the
measure would impose a 70 percent cut in funds allocated to the TIFIA program. It would reduce annual TIFIA funding
for the next six years to $300 million—$700 million less than the $1 billion provided for the program in FY 2014 and
FY 2015. While this reduction is likely the result of the measure’s revenue constraints rather than opposition to the
TIFIA Program, it should be noted the FHWA was required to transfer $639 million in TIFIA funds to the highway formula programs on April 27 because TIFIA’s uncommitted balance exceeded its statutory limit. ARTBA has supported
the TIFIA Program since its creation in 1998 and will work to increase TIFIA funding as the reauthorization process
moves forward.
At the same time, the bill would seek to diversify the TIFIA program’s portfolio by expanding or facilitating the
eligibility of several types of projects. These include transit-oriented development, environmental mitigation, and projects that are located in rural areas, smaller in scale (i.e. less than $75 million) or administered by local governments. If
enacted, the DRIVE Act would also ensure all resources allocated to the TIFIA program are reserved only for that activity and no further redistributions of uncommitted balances would occur.
Highway Research, Technology and Education Authorizations
The DRIVE Act would reauthorize all of the existing MAP-21 highway research, technology and education programs with only a handful of modifications. Significant changes include a new grant program under the Intelligent
Transportation Systems Program, two new major studies, and the development of new data collection tools to help in
performance management analyses.
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Funding for most highway research programs would remain at the FY 2015 level throughout the six-year reauthorization period. The exception is the Highway Research and Development Program, where funding would be increased from $115 million per year under MAP-21 to $130 million per year under the DRIVE Act. But the measure
would channel $30 million from this program each year into two new studies and a new data tools development program,
thus reducing funding for ongoing activities to $100 million per year.
The two studies and new program authorized by the bill include:
• Future Interstate Study. The bill would provide $5 million from the Highway Research and Development Program in FY 2016 for a study of the actions needed to upgrade the Interstate Highway System to meet the growing
needs over the next 50 years. The study would be administered by the Transportation Research Board (TRB) and
be based on the December 2013 National Cooperative Highway Research Program report on “Specifications for a
National Study of the Future 3R, 4R and Capacity Needs of the Interstate System.” The final report would be due
in three years and would include recommendations for System improvements and revisions to laws that TRB
deems appropriate; and
• Researching Transportation System Funding Alternatives. The bill would provide $15 million in FY 2016 and
$20 million each year through FY 2021 from the Highway Research and Development Program for a study to
evaluate two alternative future user-based funding options for the surface transportation program. The study’s
core would be field trials to evaluate implementation, compliance issues and revenue potential for the two alternatives, ultimately generating recommendations regarding adoption and implementation of those user-based revenue
mechanisms. The study would be administered by the Secretary of Transportation with help from an Advisory
Council that would help select alternatives to be studied and the process and criteria used for selecting research
activities; and
•

Performance Management Data Performance Program. The DRIVE Act directs the Federal Highway Administrator to develop data tools to assist metropolitan planning organizations, states and FHWA in carrying out performance management activities. The section authorizes up to $10 million per year from the Highway Research and
Development Program for the Administrator to carry out this program.
Other changes include:

• Technology & Innovation Development Program. The bill would amend this program to require the Secretary to
use at least 50 percent of funding for grants and contracts to carry out demonstration programs that will accelerate
the deployment and adoption of transportation research activities. It also establishes criteria and processes for
awarding innovation grants under the program; and
• ITS Program. The bill would add a new “Systems Operation and ITS Deployment Grant Program” to the existing
ITS Program. The purpose would be to accelerate the deployment of ITS to improve system performance, reduce
fatalities, reduce congestion, and optimize existing roadway capacity. The DRIVE Act establishes a process and
criteria for awarding grants and lays out eligible uses. $30 million of annual ITS funds would be devoted to this
program and grants would require a 50 percent non-federal share.
Public Transportation
The DRIVE Act would substantially boost public transportation authorizations from the current $10.7 billion to
$13.4 billion by FY 2021. Guaranteed transit investment would grow by 14.5 percent during the first three years of the
measure (FY 2016 to FY 2018) and nine percent during its final three years (FY 2019 to FY 2021). Of particular note to
the transportation construction industry, the DRIVE Act would increase transit capital investment grants from $1.9 billion in FY 2015 to $2.6 billion in FY 2021 (35.6 percent)—the largest proposed growth of any transit program under the
legislation. It should be pointed out, however, the transit capital grant program is supported by federal general funds—as
opposed to Highway Trust Fund resources—and final investment decisions are made in the annual appropriations process.

CIM Construction Journal

45

Protection starts here

and here.

DeSanctis Insurance Agency

Serving the Bonding and Insurance needs of the N.E. construction industry for over 40 years.

Adam DeSanctis Gregory Juwa James Axon Michael Carney Wilder Parks Michael Gilbert
Bryan Juwa David Boutiette Paul Patalano Dick Caruso Jonathan Duggan
100 Unicorn Park Drive, Woburn, MA 01801 (781) 935-8480 www.desanctisins.com
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The table below depicts the specific programmatic and yearly public transportation investment levels that would
be provided by the DRIVE Act.

The public transportation section of the DRIVE Act would also make a number of programmatic changes of interest to the transportation construction industry. The Senate passed bill would expand the eligibility of the capital investment grant program to allow spending on projects that provide both public transportation and intercity passenger rail service. The DRIVE Act would also create a new pilot program to expedite the delivery of capital projects using innovative
procurement and financing methods for projects where the federal funding contribution is less than 25 percent. While
specific authorization levels for these programs were not included in the final version of the DRIVE Act, it is expected
they will cut into the authorized growth for core capital investment grant program.
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The Importance of
Life Insurance Audit
Is it time to review your policy?
By Todd J. McDonald, Certified Family Business Specialist • Broadstone Advisors, LLC

Life insurance is hard. It’s hard to know if you have the right kind. It’s hard to know
if you have enough. And it’s hard to know if you need any at all.

T

he insurance companies have made
it even harder by coming up with
bewildering names: whole life, term
life, universal life. Some life insurance
policies have a cash value while others do not.
Some invest that cash value in the stock market
while others pay a fixed rate of interest. Some
insurance policies combine all of these ideas.
A recent study by life insurance advocacy group
LIMRA discovered that most Americans thought a
20-year $250,000 level term life policy for a healthy
30-year-old costs about $400 a year. In reality,
annual premiums for such a policy typically run
about $150. No wonder, as LIMRA noted, that 83%
of consumers forego buying life insurance. I see
this misperception all the time. In addition, some
people are paying for insurance that is not right for
them.1

need life insurance at all or you may desperately
need it to protect your estate. Reviewing your life
insurance policies is one way to make sure you
have the coverage that is right for you and your
family now, today – not when you bought it.

Todd J. McDonald is a Certified Family Business Specialist and founder
of Broadstone Advisors, LLC, based in Albany, NY. Todd may be reached
directly at 518.449.4527 or via email at tmcdonald@financialguide.com.
Todd McDonald is a registered representative of and offers securities,
investment advisory and financial planning services through MML
Investors Services, LLC. Member SIPC. Supervisory office: 8 Southwoods
Boulevard, Albany, NY 12211. (518) 463-5533.
This material was prepared by MarketingPro, Inc., and does not necessarily
represent the views of the presenting party, nor their affiliates. This
information has been derived from sources believed to be accurate. Please
note - investing involves risk, and past performance is no guarantee of
future results. The publisher is not engaged in rendering legal, accounting or
other professional services. If assistance is needed, the reader is advised to
engage the services of a competent professional. This information should not

This is why it is important for you to sit down
annually with an insurance professional to review
how your policy works and how it will help you to
protect your family.
When you’re young, a certain type of policy is
needed. As you raise a family and take on more
responsibilities, your needs change again. At some
point - when the nest is empty or other life changes
occur - there may come a time where you don’t

be construed as investment, tax or legal advice and may not be relied on for
the purpose of avoiding any Federal tax penalty. This is neither a solicitation
nor recommendation to purchase or sell any investment or insurance product
or service, and should not be relied upon as such. All indices are unmanaged
and are not illustrative of any particular investment.

Citations.
1 - lifehealthpro.com/2013/08/30/the-shocking-statisticsbehind-the-life-insurance [8/30/13]
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Don’t dig yourself
into trouble...
The Perfect Excavation:
• Pre-mark the location of intended
excavation using white stakes, paint or flags.
• In MA, ME, NH and RI, notify Dig Safe® at least
72 business hours in advance.
• In Vermont, notify Dig Safe® at least 48 business
hours in advance.
• Notify non-member facility owners.
• Maintain the marks placed by underground facility owners.
• Use caution and dig by hand when working within 18”
of a marked facility.
• If a line is damaged, do not backfill. Notify the affected
utility company immediately if the facility, its protective
coating, or a tracer wire is damaged.
• Call 911 if the damaged facility poses a risk to public safety.
• Know your state’s excavation requirements. Go to digsafe.com
for educational material and current laws.

Call

before you dig.
digsafe.com

Call Dig Safe®. It’s Smart,
It’s Free, and It’s the Law.
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