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ALTERNATIVES TO TAX ON THE USE OF HEAVY
TRUCKS

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1984

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:01 p.m. in room SD-
215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert Dole (chairman)

presiding.

Present: Senators Dole, Packwood, Roth, Chafee, Wallop, Duren-
berger, Symms, Grassley, Long, Boren, and Baucus.

[The press release announcing the hearing and the prepared
statements of Senators Dole, Wallop, Grassley, Boren and the de-
scription of the alternatives to the tax on use of heavy motor vehi-
cles by the Joint Committees on Taxation follow:]

{Press release No. R4-114, February 1, 1984}

SENATE FINANCE CoMMITTEE SETS HEARINGS ON ALTERNATIVES TO TAX ON THE USE
oF Heavy TRUCKS

Senator Robert Dole, Chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance, ar.nounced
today that the Committee will hold a hearing on Thursday, February 9, 1934 on al-
ternatives to the tax on the use of heavy trucks.

B '{‘l}:lq hearing will begin at 2:00 p.m. in Room SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office
uilding.

In announcing the hearing, Senator Dole noted that the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 created a comprehensive transportation program to resurface
and rehabilitate the Nation's roads and bridges, complete the Interstate Highway
System and improve public transit facilities. “When the Act was considered in the
Committee and on the Senate floor, many of us agreed that heavy trucks should pay
a greater relative share of highway repair costs but were concerned about the abili-
ty of the trucking industry to absorb substantial increases. Others argued that the
increases, such as in the heavy vehicle use taxes, were necessary so that the burden
of highway and bridge repair and reconstruction is equitably distributed among the
various highway users,” Bole said. “Of equal importance, however, is the structure
of the tax itself. The debate concerning how the tax should be designed to distribute
the impact fairly on the users of heavy trucks has continued since enactment of the
bill in 1982, and it is appropriate for a hearing at this time to provide a formal
forum for discussion,” Dole observed.

Since the enactment of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act, the Depart-
ment of Transportation has completed a study on alternatives to the heavy vehicle
use tax and the General Accounting Office will soon have a study on the effect on
increased highway excise taxes on the various segments of the trucking industry.

Specifically, Senator Dole noted that he anticipated that the hearing would focus
on the Department of Transportation’s study amr diesel differential tax alternatives
that are revenue neutral and that do not unfairly shift the cost burden of highway
and bridge repair and reconstruction to other highway users.

(H
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR DoLE

The Nation's econom){hhas come to rely more and more on the efficient movement
of people and freight, The highway system has provided the essential links in the
transportation infrastructure as well as a major source of employment for U.S.
workers. During 1982 this Nation’s vast interstate highway system was threatened
by problems arising primarily from the age of the system. The need for renewed
investment in the highway system was critical. Some of those problems were: four
thousand miles of the interstate system pavement, nearly ten percent of the total
system must be resurfaced or replaced now or in the very near future. Fifty percent
of the primary system will reach the end of its designed life during the 1980's. Forty
gercent of our bridges are more than forty years old, and the design life of most
ridges is fifty years.

Congress responded to the critical needs of our highway system by enacting major
amendments to the highway excise taxes which are used to fund highway related
projects. In general, the Highwa({ Revenue Act of 1982 restructured the highway
excise taxes to increase trust fun receig , eliminate minor sources of revenue, and
redistribute the highway excise tax liability among the various users of the high-
ways 80 that their tax payments are more nearly proportionate to the public costs
allocable to their use of the highway system.

When the highway revenue act of 1982 was considered in the Finance Committee
and on the Senate floor, many of us agreed that heavy trucks should pay a greater
relative share of highway costs. In addition, we were concerned about distributing
the burden of highway costs equitably among the various highway users. In an
effort to satisfy these competing concerns, I proposed a djesel differential and a sig-
nificant reduction in the rogosed heavy vehicle use taxes. While several groups
now su})port the concept of a diesel differential, at that time, every major represent.
ative of the trucking industry strongly o;;}posed a diesel differential. In fact, the rep-
resentatives of the trucking industry offered no support for a diesel differential
which I wanted to discuss during the Finance Committee consideration of the High-
way Revenue Act of 1982.

In an effort to obtain more information, concerning alternatives to the heavy
truck use tax, the Highway Revenue Act of 1982 directed the Department of Trans-
portation in consultation with the Department of Treasury to study alternatives to
the heavy vehicle use tax and the collection and enforcement of the use tax and its
alternatives. In addition, I directed the General Accounting Office to study the
impact of the increased highwasy excise taxes on the trucking industry. The Depart-
ment of Transportation's study was delivered to the Finance Committee in January
:334 and the General Accounting Office will testify on the results of their study

ay. :

At the outset I think we can all agree that one primary ﬁoal of any alternative
tax should be revenue neutrality in terms of funding the highway trust fund. In ad-
dition, I am hopeful that today's witnesses will not only focus on tax methods that
vary with highway use but will also discuss other objectives that must be addressed
in determining alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax. These include administra-
tive feasibility, high levels of compliance, and easy enforcement and the distribution
of highway costs among the various users of the highways. Although we all can
agree there is a need to address the problem of the increases in the heavy vehicle
use tax, | hope today's witnesses will also focus on these other, often competing ob-
jectives. I look forward to hearing the views of today’s witnesses and I am hopeful
that a compromise can be reached which will address the concerns of the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the concerns of the trucking industry. .

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALLOP

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to make a few remarks at the outset
of this hearing. Today, we are here to seek out an alternative, a compromise, to the
onerous heavy truck taxes which were hammered into the trucking industry when
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act passed in December, 1982, We're looking
for a workable alternative—an equitable solution—to enhance rather than hinder
the financial soundness of the trucking industry. We're looking for an alternative
that is revenue neutral as well. We are also here because of the efforts of the truck-
ing industry, the Administration, the Secretary of Transportation, Senator Dole,
Senator Abdnor, Senator Symms and many other senators as well as to get this
issue resolved before the STAA heavy truck taxes become effective this July 1.

Looking back, when the 97th Congress completed its work on STAA during the
final hours of the lame duck session, everyone knew we had generated more reve-
nue to sink into our country's battered highways. We knew we created some jobs
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when unemployment was 10.8%. On the other hand, we also knew that Con,

had raised gas taxes for the American trucking industry, the American family, busi-
ness and factbry. We knew Christmas was just days away, and something had to be
passed if members of Congress were to make it home for the holidays. I voted
against this measure in Committee and on the Senate floor not because 1 was
against improving our nation’s highways, or finding work for the unemployed, but
because the bill slapped the trucking industry with some hefty tax increases. Taxes
that would increase 800% over the long haul regardless of miles traveled or high-
ways used. To compound matters, this increase was strapped to the back of an in-
dustry which was operating, at that time, at only 40% of its all-time peak volume.

It did not seem right to me then, and it does not seem right to me now. It's much
like the old Wyoming cowboy who was on his way to a roundup when something
stampeded his string of horses and his pack horse which carried his bedroll with all
of his earthlf belongings. When he saw what was happening, he cried: “there goes a
savings of a lifetime.”

The trucker, like the cowboy, has a good chunk of his investment tied up in his
truck. But, unlike the cowboy looking at his pack horse gallop down the road, the
trucker, under STAA, could look at his truck and say: “there sits a savings of a life-
time.”

Whether his rig touched pavement or not, the trucker was taxed anyway under
STAA starting at a maximum $1,600 this year and rising to a maximum of $1,900 in
1988. In a nutshell, the industry was handed a system based on a healthy-sized fed-
eral property tax, rather than a pay-as-you-go approach.

That is why I introduced S. 1475, the Highway Use Tax Equalization Act of 1983,
last June. This bill proposed a straight 5 cent diesel differential and would have
eliminated the heavy truck taxes imposed by STAA. It embodied the pay-as-you-go
concept on one hand, but on the other hand it was not a revenue neutral bill. I
knew that, and the American Trucking Association knew that. But, I also realized
that if the truckers were going to get a spare deal, a nod from the Administration
and a go rhead from Chairman Dole, we would have to make adjustments, we would
have to enga?e in some give and take. I do believe an equitable solution can be
reached, and I do think a springboard is the Department of Transportation’s Study
on Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks. Quite frankly, I was expecting the
worst before I saw this study, but was pleased to find that D&’I‘ did not specifically
support one alternative over another. It left room for negotiations. I do hope we can
find one that is acceptable, revenue neutral and equitable to all interests and before

the critical date of July 1.
STATEMENT OF SENATOR GRASSLEY

Mr. Chairman. Thank you for scheduling this hearing to enable us to review the

findings of GAO and the Department of Transportation before the heavy vehicle use
tax becomes effective. Many of my constituents in the trucking industry argued that
the tax would drive them out of business. At the time the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 was enacted, it was very difficult to discern whose revenue
estimates were accurate. It is very helpful to reflect upon our actions after these
two agencies have carefully studied the tax and the industry has thoroughly exam-
{ned its impact. All of this testimony will be beneficial to Congress in reviewing this
evy.
It is my understanding that the General Accounting Office has almost completed
their report on the incidence of this new tax. They have focused their analysis on
the economic effects of this tax on different segments of the trucking industry. GAO
notes that representatives of the trucking industry view the tax as inequitable be-
cause it takes all trucks of the same weight class equally, irrespective of how many
miles they travel. Furthermore, truckers are concerned that the tax must be paid in
a lump sum quarterly, causing them cash flow problems. With the enactment of
longer length and greater weight limits, truckers who are able to purchase new
equixment will realize substantial productivity gains.

GAO found that despite the productivity gains, some carriers would be better off
with the enactment of the truck tax while others would be substantially disadvan-
taged. Truckers who consolidate and transport many small shipments will be sub-
stantially better off under the Act. Since they haul almost % of all interstate ton-
miles the physical size of their trucks has been a substantial constraint. As these
carriers replace their fleets, they will increase their cargo capacity 49%. This will
reduce the number of trips needed to haul the same amount of cargo and substan-

tially reduce their costs.
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Carriers who transport large shipments directly between two points account for
less than 10% of the ifiterstate ton-miles traveled. Since many of these carriers
aren’t transporting full loads, larger trucks do not present a substantial productivi-
ty gain. Consequently, as the tax phases in, their costs will increase substantially.

AO concludes that this cost disadvantage will force many marginally profitable
point to point carriers out of the business. Many of these carriers use heavy trucks
to haul low value freight, such as agricultural products, coal or steel. The report
notes that those truckers in direct competition with rail lines will be particularly
disadvantaged.

The short haul carriers who use light trucks will face a very small tax increase
under the act, in fact those trucks weighing less than 33,000 pounds will see a net
tax decrease.

The GAO just noted that the effects on owner operators will be the harshest.
Since owner operators typica;‘liy use heavy vehicles intensively from point to goint,
their costs will not be mitgated by the increased weight and length standards. Since,
they are not able to offset the tax increase by increasing productivity with the use
of larger trucks, they must raise their rates and face stiff cost competition from the
larger carriers.

he Department of Trans%ortation study shows the enactment of a 5¢ diesel dif-
ferential will result in $2.2 billion shorifall by 1988. DOT also points out that the
diesel differential will increase the revenue to cost ratio for smaller trucks 8-13%
and will drop the revenue to cost ratio for larger trucks 6%. In response to Congres-
sional interest, DOT also costs our various proposals which include a portion of the
heavy vehicle use tax with a diesel differential and a ton-mile tax. DOT's stated
goals to achieve the same revenue level as the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act and to maintain equity among trucks of differing weights.

While I feel the goals of weight equity and revenue are important, I am concerned
that DOT has not considered other significant goals. All heavy vehicles are not the
same. As GAO points out, many truckload haulers cannot use the productivity bene-
fits granted under the Act. They also travel fewer miles than the less-than-truck-
load haulers, so the heavy vehicle use tax represents a greater cost per mile to that
segment of the industry. YDO‘I‘ has not focused on the hardshi‘;f)_ caused by the terms
of payment of the tax. Quarterly lump sum payments are difficult for independent
owner operators to save.

Nor has the Department considered the etwity of imposing the same tax on low
mileage vehicles of the same weight class as their high milea%e compeltitors.

Iowa has many products which cannot be consumed in the locality where they are
produced. [Most of our products are sh‘if by truckload haulers, many of whom
are independent owner operators. As GAO points out, this is the industry segment
most harmed by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act. I would urge the De-
partment of Transportation to expand their goals to consider and give careful con-
sideration to the impact of their study on truckload haulers.] My primary consider-
ation is to be certain that,Jowa's transportation network is not taxed out of exist-

ence.
STATEMENT OF SENATOR BOREN

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportuntiy to commend Secretary Dole of the
outstanding preparation of this report to consider alternatives to the heavy vehicle
use tax that is scheduled to go into effect this coming July. I agree that whatever
apﬁ_roach this Committee takes, the result should be revenue neutral. We must raise
sufficient funds to repair and restore our nations’ highways.

However, I continue to be concerned about the inequities that will be forced upon
many of our truckers by this over 800 percent increase in the heavy vehicle use tax.
For this reason, I urged, and the Committee adopted, a delay in the effective date
for the implementation of this tax. Such a delay was necessary for this Committee
to consider alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax.

1 have been pleased to join with Senator Wallop and others to introduce S. 1475,
the so-called “Diesel Differential” bill. The legislation which we introduced would
replace the entire user fee with an increase in the diesel fuel tax imposed on trucks
and phased in over a two year period. This new 5¢ diesel differential would not
apply to diesel vehicles under 10,000 pounds.

t is our intent that this legislation raise approximately the same revenue that
would have been generated under the user fee schedule presently in place under the
Surface Transportation Act of 1982, but in a more equitable manner and in the true

nature of a ‘'pay-as-you-go" basis.
ledge my efforts to work closely with all those involved to reach a more equita-

I
ble gasis for raising the needed revenues.
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1. SUMMARY

Under present law, excise taxes are imposed on the sale of high-
way motor fuels (including diesel fuel), heavy highway tires, and
heavy trucks and trailers. An excise tax also is imposed annually
on the use of heavy vehicles on the public highways. Revenue from
these highway excise taxes is dedicated to the Highway Trust
Fund. The diesel fuel tax, a retail tax, is 9 cents per gallon. The
use tax is currently $3 per 1,000 pounds for vehicles over 26,000
pounds. On July 1, 1984, a graduated use tax rate is scheduled to
replace the current flat rate, generally resulting in.a higher use
tax for heavier trucks.

Major amendments to the highway excise taxes were last made
in the Highway Revenue Act of 1982, In general, the Act restruc-
tured these taxes to increase trust fund receipts, eliminate minor
sources of revenue, and redistribute the highway excise tax liabili-
ty among truck users so that their tax payments are more nearly
proportionate to public costs allocable to their use of the highway
system. The Act also directed the Secretary of Transportation to
study alternatives and improvements to the use tax and to report
to the tax-writing committees of Congress. The study was delivered
in January 1984.

The Department’s report does not recommend a specific alterna-
tive to the use tax provided under present law. The report evalu-
ates various alternatives, which include weight-distance taxes and
diesel differentials, in terms of revenue yield, distribution of high-
way excise tax liability among highway users, and effects on tax
administration and compliance.



II. PRESENT LAW AND BACKGROUND
A. Highway Trust Fund Taxes

Trust fund tax rates

Most Federal spending on highways is financed by excise tax rev-

enues which are dedicated to the

est earned on monies in the fund.

Trust Fund, plus inter-

High
'l% wa{mhwa excise taxes are

imposed on: (1) the sale of }u%hway motor fuels, mcludxn gasoline

and diesel fuel; (2) the sale

heavy, highway tires; (3) the sale of

heavy trucks and trailers; and (4) the use of heavy, highway motor

.vehicles.

Current tax rates and future tax rates as scheduled under
resent law are summarized in table 1. The diesel fuel tax and the
eavy vehicle use tax are described in the following paragraphs.

TABLE 1.—HI1GHWAY TRUST FUND TAXES UNDER PRESENT AW

Item Rate of tax !
Sale of iasolme, diesel fuel, and
special motor fuels.............cccvnen. .9 cents/gallon.

Sale of trucks over 33,000 lbs.,
trailers over 26,000 lbs., and
highway tractors

Sale of highway tires over 40 Ibs...

cccccccccccccccccccccccccc

Use of highway vehicle (annual):
Before July 1, 1984...................

After June 30, 1984..................

N

12 percent of retail price.

40 to 70 lbs.—15 cents/lb. over
40 lbs.

70 to 90 lbs.—$4.50, plus 30
cents/lb. over 70 lbs.

Over 90 lbs.—$10.50, plus 50
cents/lb. over 90 lbs.

Not over 26,000 lbs.—no tax.

Over 26, 000 Ibs. —$3/1000 lbs.

Under 33 000 1bs.—no tax.

38,000 to 55,000 1bs.—$60, plus
325/ 1,000 Ibs. over 38,000 lbs.

56, 000-80 000 1bs.—$600, plus $40
($44 on 7/1/86, $48 on 7/1/87
$52 on 7/1/88) per 1,000 Ibs.
over 565,000 lbs.

Over 80, 000 lbs. —$1,600 ($1,700
on 7/1/86 $1,800 on 7/1/87
$1,900 on 7/1/88).

! The Highway Trust Fund taxes are scheduled to expire on October 1, 1988.-



Diesel fuel tax

A tax is im on the sale of fuel for use in a diesel-powered
highway vehicle. Like the gasoline tax, the diesel fuel tax is 9 cents
per gallon and is scheduled to,terminate on October 1, 1988. Unlike
the gasoline tax, which is im at the manufacturing level, the
diesel fuel tax is imposed at the retail or use level.

Present law provides a number of exemptions from the entire
amount of the diesel fuel tax. Fuel used on farms for farming pur-
poses or in off-highway business uses, school buses, or certain heli-
copters is exempt. Fuel used by buses that provide public transpor-
tation for hire generally is exempt. Fuel sold for export, for the ex-
clusive use of State and local governments, for the exclusive use of
nonprofit educational organizations, or for the use of certain air-
craft museums also is exempt. A partial exemption of 4 cents per
gallon, scheduled to expire on October 1, 1984, is provided for fuel
used in certain taxicabs.

The exemptions from the diesel fuel tax are accomplished by tax-
free sale or allowance of a refund (or credit) for the tax paid when
the fuel is purchased. In the case of farm uses, the exemption is
generally accomplished by means of a credit available only to the

arm operator, tenant or owner. However, applicators of fertilizer
or other substances may claim the exemption for fuel they use for
farming purposes if the farm owner, tenant or operator waives his
claim to the exemption for that fuel.

 Heavy vehicle use tax

In general

An annual excise tax is imposed on the use on the public high-
ways of any highway motor vehicle whose taxable gross weight ex-
ceeds a rrescribed minimum weight. The term ‘“taxable gross
weight” : .eans the sum of (1) the unloaded weight of the vehicle
when fully equipped for, service, (2) the unloaded weight of semi-
trailers and trailers, when fully equipped for service, which are
customarily used in connection with vehicles of the same type, and
(3) the weight of the maximum load customarily carried on vehi-
cles, semitrailers and trailers of the same type.

Exemptions are provided for uses by State and local governments
and the United States. In addition, the use of private transit buses
for which certain fare requirements are met is exempt.

The taxable period for the highwa{ use tax is generally the one-
year period beginning on July 1. The amount of tax is prorated
when the first use of the vehicle during the taxable period occurs
later than the first month of the period. Payment in quarterly in-
stallments is permitted. The tax is paid by the person in whose
name the vehicle is registered. inning in fiscal year 1985, up to
25 percent of Federal Interstate highway funds could be withheld
from a State which fails to require proof of use tax filing before

re%istering vehicles.
he use tax is scheduled to expire on October 1, 1988.

Tax rate before July 1, 1984

For uses occurring before July 1, 1984, the annual rate of tax is
$3 per 1,000 pounds of taxable gross weight or fraction thereof.



However, the use of vehicles whose taxable gross weight is 26,000
pounds or less is exempt.

Tax rate and additional rules after June 80, 1984

A graduated tax rate and additional rules and exemptions apply
for taxable periods beginning after June 30, 1984,

First, the minimum weight of vehicles to which the use tax ap-
plies is raised from 26,000 pounds to 33,000 pounds. Second, the tax
rate for vehicles between 33,000 and 55,000 pounds is scheduled to
change to $50, plus $256 for each 1,000 pounds or fraction thereof in
excess of 33; rounds. Thus, the us: tax for most vehicles in this
weight class will be higher than it is under the tax as in effect
before July 1, 1984. Third, on July 1, 1984, the use tax for vehicles
having taxable gross weights over 55,000 pounds is scheduled to
change to $600, plus an additional $40 for each 1,000 pounds or
fraction thereof in excess of 656,000 pounds, except no additional tax
is imposed after taxable gross weight reaches 80,000 pounds. Begin-
ning on July 1, 1986, the additional tax of $40 per 1,000 pounds is
increased by $4 every year until it reaches $562 on July 1, 1988.
Consequently, the maximum amount of use tax, which applies to
vehicles over 80,000 pouads, rises annually in $100 increments
from $1,600 on July 1, 1984, and July 1, 1985, to $1,900 on July 1,
1988. Thus, the use tax for vehicles over 55,000 pounds will be
higher than it is under the tax as in effect before July 1, 1984.

able 2 shows the use tax in different years for vehicles of select-

ed weights.

TABLE 2.—HIGHWAY USE TaX, SELECTED WEIGHTS AND YEARS
(Dollars per. full taxable period beginning July 1)!

,g;gg?;fm, 1983 1984 1986 1988
Under 26........... 0 0 0 0
30....c.ccererirnenns 90 0 0 0
50..ccorrerrenns anes 160 475 - 475 \ 475
T0.iiiienrenrnrinne 210 1,200 1,260 1,380
Over 80.............. A 240 1,600 1,700 1,900

' After 1983, assumes that vehicle does not belong to a small owner-,opehtor.

Additional rules and exemptions are effective as of July 1, 1984,
First, the graduated rate schedule applies with a one-year delay in
the case of a person who owns and operates no more than 5 taxable
vehicles during a taxable period. For example, small owner-opera-
tors will continue to pay the current flat tax until the taxable
period nning July 1, 1985. Second, a vehicle that travels fewer
than 5,000 miles on the public highways during a taxable period is
exempt from the use tax, regardless of its taxable gross weight.
Third, a credit or refund is allowed on a pro rata basis, if a vehicle
on which the use tax has been Faid is retired from service because

of theft, accident or other casualty.
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B. Highway Revenue Act of 982

Major amendments to the highway excise taxes were last made
in the Highway Revenue Act of 1982 (Title V of the Surface Trans-
eportation Assistance Act of 1982; P.L. 97-424). In general, the Act
restructured these taxes to increase trust fund receipts, eliminate
taxes that were minor or difficult to administer, and redistribute
th;a1 .hlighway excise tax liability among users of different types of
vehicles.

Congress decided to redistribute excise tax liability, because evi-
dence developed by the Department of Transportation indicated
significant disparities in highway excise tax payments among truck
users, relative to costs allocable to their respective use of the high-
way system. As shown in table 3, the Department of Transporta-
tion has estimated that the 1982 Act will reduce the overpayment
bg users of the lighter trucks (other than pickups and vans) from
95 percent to 14 percent and reduce the underpayment by users of
the heaviest combination trucks from 40 percent to 34 percent. A
14-ﬁercent overpayment, for example, means that the aggregate of
highway excise taxes paid by all users of a certain class of vehicles
is estimated to exceed the highway costs allocable to their use by
14 percent. Even so, any one user’s relative tax payments could
differ from the average for the class, depending on the circum-

stances.

N\
TABLE 3.—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ESTIMATES OF HIGHWAY
ExciSE TAX PAYMENTS RELATIVE TO ALLOCABLE HIGHWAY CosTS

(At 1985 levels)

Vehicle class Prior law Present law
Autos and motorcycles.................... b percent 6 percent
underpay- overpay-
ment. ment.
Pickups and vans...........cccevveunnnen. 13 percent 18 percent
overpayment. overpay-
ment.
Other single unit trucks................ 95 percent 14 percent
overpayment. overpay-
ment.
Combination trucks:
Under 70,000 1bs........cccocovreennnn 24 percent 9 percent
overpayment. overpay-
- ment.
70,000-75,000 1bs ..........oerrurenne 21 percent 16 percent
underpay- underpay-
ment. ment.
Over 75,000 1bs .........corerverenrvene 40 percent 34 percent
underpay- underpay-
ment. ment.

Source: Department of Transportation, "Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy
Trucks,” January 1984,
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III. DEPARTMENTAL STUDY OF ALTERNATIVES TO HEAVY
VEHICLE USE TAX

A. Study Requirement

The Highway Revenue Act of 1982 directed the Secretary of
Transportation, in consultation with the Secre of the Treasury,
State officials, motor carriers, and other affi ies, to study
plans for improving the heavy vehicle use tax and alternatives to
the tax. Findings and recommendations were to be reported to the
tax-writing committees of Congress before January 2, 1985. The
report, “Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks,” was deliv-

ered on January 25, 1984. _
B. Study Findings

The Department of Transportation’s report does not recommend
a specific alternative to the heavy vehicle use tax imposed under
present law, but does discuss several possible alternatives to the
present use tax.

Weight-distance tax

The report describes a tax that would increase with both vehicle
weight and miles traveled (a weight-distance tax) as a promising
means of levying more equitable highway user charges. In contrast,
the present heavy vehicle use tax generally does not vary with dis-
tance traveled (except for the 5,000-mile exemption), though it
does dism:rease: with wvehicle weight between 33,000 and 80,000
pounds.

The Department’s report considered two types of weight-distance
taxes. Under one formulation, the tax would be based on the actual
weight and mileage of each trip. Under a second formulation, the
tax would be based on registered vehicle weight and actual mile-
age. In either case, mileage would have to be determined and veri-
fied. The report finds that this aspect of implementing a weight-
distance tax makes it an impractical alternative in the short run.

Diesel differential options

The report considers variations of a proposal, sometimes called a
“diesel differential,” according to which a higher excise tax rate
would apply to diesel fuel than to other motor fuels. Under this al-
ternative, the diesel fuel tax would be increased for vehicles over
10,000 pounds (to which the diesel fuel tax currently applies) and
the heavy vehicle use tax would be reduced or repealed.

The general objective of diesel differential options is to reduce
the significance of a lump-sum tax and correspondingly increase
the significance of a pay-as-you-go tax. A precise trade-off may not
be attainable in every case. For example, users of vehicles that
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weigh more than 10,000 pounds and are exempt from the heavy ve-
hicle use tax under present law would face a higher diesel fuel tax
but no abatement in the use tax. It can be argued that this shift in
the highway excise tax burden would be outweighed by the greater
sensitivity of a diesel differential to actual highway usage on the
part of other highway users. The Department’s report concludes
that a diesel differential could be structured ‘‘to achieve revenue
neutrality, maintain the current distribution of the tax burden
across vehicle weight classes, and improve the equity of the user
fees within weight classes of vehicles” (p. VIII-2),

However, certain administrative difficulties are noted in connec-
tion with the diesel differential options. An increased diesel fuel
tax would involve a significant number of taxpayers (because the
tax is imposed at the retail level), although these persons are cur-
rentl{ responsible for paying the existing diesel fuel tax. A higher
diesel fuel tax could lead to attempts to evade the tax either
through the substitution of untaxed home heating oil for diesel fuel
or the resale of diesel fuel originally purchased for an exempt use,
Also, the exemption from a diesel difterential of fuel used by auto-
mobile and light truck owners would require additional recordkeep-
ing or tax filing requirements for a large number of persons, in
order that they might save anroximatelg' $16-$25 per vehicle per
year (depending on the size of the diesel differential). For example,
exemption could be accomplished by allowing a self-reported
income tax credit for the additional diesel fuel tax actually mﬂd.
Alternatively, a prescribed amount of diesel fuel credit per vehicle
could be provided, equal to an administratively-determined esti-
mate of the average excess diesel fuel tax paid annually by an
owner of a light vehicle.
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The CHAIRMAN. Madam Secretary, we are pleased to have you
here toda‘{,; but before ¥ou get to say anything, I want to call on
Senator Wallop, then I have a brief statement, which may be
longer than yours, and other Senators on the committee may wish
to say a word.

Secretary DoLE. Fine.

The CHAIRMAN. So, I will yield to Senator Wallop, who has an-

other committee obligation.
Senator WaLLor. Mr. Chairman, thank you, and Madam Secre-

tary.
I'was curious to see if you could listen to that with a straight
face, and was pleased to see you could not. [Laughter.L

Mr. Chairman, I ap?reciate the opportunity to make a few com-
ments at the outset of this hearing, because today we are here to
seek out an alternative, a compromise to the onerous heavy truck
taxes which were hammered into the trucking industry when the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act passed in December of 1982.

We are looking for a workable alternative, an equitable solution,
to enhance rather than hinder the financial soundness of the
trucking industry. We are looking for an alternative—and this is
important—that is revenue-neutral as well.

e are also here because the efforts of the trucking industry, the
administration, and you, Madam Secretary, Senator Dole, Senator
Abner, Senator Symms, and many other Senators, as well as
myself, to get this issue resolved before the STAA heavy truck tax
has become effective this July 1.

Looking back, when the 97th Congress completed its work,
during the final hours of the lameduck session, everyone knew we
had generated more revenue to sink into our country’s battered
highways. We knew we had created some jobs, when unemploy-
ment was at 8 percent, and we also knew that Congress had raised
%as taxes for the American trucking industry, the American
amily, business, and factory. We knew Christmas was just days
away, and something had to be passed if Members of Congress were
to make it hom for the holidays.

I voted against this measure in committee, and I voted against it
on the Senate floor; not because I was against improving the na-
tional highway or finding work for unemployed people but because
the bill slapped the trucking industry with some hefty tax in-
creases—taxes that would increase 800 g‘ercent over the long haul,
regardless of the highway miles used. To compound matters, this
increase was strapped on the back of an industry which was oper-
ating at the time at only 40 percent of its peak all-time volume. It
did not seem right to me then and does not seem right to me now.

It's a little like the old Wyoming cowboy who was on his way to
a roundup when something spooked his string of horses and his

ackhorse, which was carrying his bedroll and all his earthly be-
ongings, and it took off over the hills When he saw it happening,
he cried out, “There goes a lifetime of savings.”

A trucker, like the cowboy, has a good chunk of his personal in-
vestment tied up in his truck. Unlike the cowboy looking at the

ackhorse galloping down the road, a trucker under STAA could
ook at his truck and say, ‘“There sits a lifetime of savings.” Wheth-
er his rig touched the pavement or not, and that was the problem,

35-748 O~82——2
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the trucker was taxed anyway under STAA, starting at a minimum
of $1,600 this year andyrising to a maximum of $1,900 in 1988.

In a nutshell, the industry was handed a system based on a
healthy sized Federal property tax rather than a pay-as-you-go
system. And that is why I introduced S. 1475, the Highway Use
Tax Equalization Act of 1983, last June.

The bill proposed a stranght 5-cent diesel differential and would
have eliminated the heavy truck taxes imposed by STAA. It em-
bodied the pay-as-you-go concept on the one hand, but on the other
hand, and all of us knew it at the time, it was not a revenue-neu-
tral bill. I knew that, the American Trucking Association knew
that. But I also realized that if the truckers were going to get a
square deal, a nod from the administration and the go-ahead from
Chairman Dole, we would have to make adjustments, and we would
have to engage in some give and take.

I do believe that here we can find an equitable solution. I do
think a springboard is the Department of Transportation's study
on alternatives to tax on the use of heavy trucks. 3uxte frankly, I
was expecting the worst before I saw this study, and I was pleased
to find DOT did not specifically support one alternative over an-
other. It left us room to negotiate, and I do hope we can find some
solution that is acceptable, that is revenue-neutral, equitable to all
interests, and before the critical date of July 1.

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Wallop.

Senator Grassley, do you have an opening statement?

Senator GRAssLEY. Well, I want to insert it.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you"

Senator WaLLop. Excuse me, just for a second.

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.

Senator WaLLoP. Senator Simpson has asked if a statement of
his could be inserted in the record before it is completed.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine.

[Senator Simpson’s prepared statement follows:]

“'A
.
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February 9, 1984

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALAN K. SIMPSON
CONCERNING S, 1475, THE HIGHWAY USE
TAX EQUALIZATION ACT

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am very sorry that I am unable to he present at today's
hearing, for this is a subject about which I feel strongly.
However, I made a prior commitment to be in my home state
of Wyoming this evening and that is a promise I would not

i

break.
My state knows better than most the importance of the

trucking industry. Trucks carry 100 percent of our livestock,
100 percent of our potatoes, 90 percent of our bentonite,
and, coincidentally, pay 69¢ of every Wyoming highway
tax dollar, Now, that is important!

I have applauded the Administration's efforts to make the
cost of doing the government's btusiness thq responsibility
of those who benefit from those services -- a responsibility
known as a 'user's fee". The trucking industry, though,
already has one of the highest U.S. tax rates -- 36.9 percent --
a full 20 percent higher than the average industry rate.
Before we impose any more taxes on this already tightly squeezed
business, the least we can do is try to insure that the cost
is spread out evenly among the users, The heavy vehicle use
tax that is scheduled to go into effect July 1, 1984, bears
alinost no relationship -to actual use, It is a flat payment

with no regard for how much a truck may use the highways.
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S, 1475, the Highway Use Tax Equalization Act makes
a truck pay by the mile -- thus the more miles driven,
the more tax paid. The mechanism for a diesel-differential
fuel tax is already in place right at the pump. The
costs of collecting a fuel tax are estimated to be
only 1¢ on the dollar. The economics of non-compliance
are far outweighed by the ease of compliance,

Congress has put the truckers, especially the small
owner-operator, under a disproportionately large administrative
and financial burden with the current heavy vehicle use tax.
The added price and paperwork requirements could be the last
pound that breaks the trailer's bed for many of these
businessmen -- and it could discourage many more from
entering the field and providing competition.

All of us on either side of this issue desire adequate
funding to rehabilitate and modernize our nation's
roadways and bridges. We have a choice of how to finance
that goal. We can retain the heavy vehicle use tax
as it now stands and get more paperwork, a larger

bureaucracy, increased tax avoidance, and a greater cost

to us all as taxpayers and consumers. If we were to enact S. 1475,

we would be able to finance our goal with an evenhanded tax
that has no extra paperwork, no extra bureaucracy, no
compliance problems and very little extra cost., I'll opt
for the latter every time.

Thank you.
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Senator GRAsSLEY. But I would like to say just one or two things.

The CHAIRMAN. Sure.

Senator GrassLEy. They deal with the fact that nobody either in
the Congress or in the private sector or in the administration
should be surprised that we are here today discussing this issue, be-
cause there wasn'’t any aspect of the bill that passed 15 months ago
that was any more controversial than this use-tax section, and
every opportunity that we had to vote to reduce it, we did. We had
the help of Senator Boschwitz, who worked a lot in this area, I
tried to get an amendment through that gave owner-operators of
five units or less an opportunity to pay over a longer period of
time; but none of those alternatives, as it turned out now, were
very satisfactory.

hope, Mr. Chairman, that out of this effort, particularly the
leadership of Senator Wallop, we are able to get something, be-
cause I think we are going to have a catastrophy that is going to
affect not just the truckers but the economy of this country as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Grassley, and your state-
ment will be made a part of the record.

I would like to make my statement a part of the record and just
summarize pretty much what Senator Wallop said at the outset.

We have responded to the critical needs of our highway system,
we did enact major amendments to the highway exise taxes, and
there was a lot of discussion last year about whether or not we
were doing the right thing. But I would remind those who were
here at that time that when the Highway Revenue Act of 1982 was
considered in the Finance Committee and on the Senate floor,
many of us agreed that heavy trucks should pay a greater relative
share of highway costs. In addition, we were concerned about dis-
tributing the burden of highway costs fairly among the various
highway users.

n an effort to satis?r these competing concerns, I proposed the
diesel differential, and a significant reduction in the proposed
heavy-vehicle use taxes.

While several groups now support the concept of a diesel differ-
ential, at that time every major representative of the trucking in-
dustry strongl{; opposed the diesel differential. In fact, the repre-
sentatives of the trucking industry offered no support for a diesel
differential which I wanted to discuss during the Finance Commit-
tee consideration of the Highway Revenue Act of 1982.

In an effort to obtain more information concerning alternatives
to a heavy truck use tax, the Highway Revenue Act of 1982 direct-
ed the Department of Transportation, in consultation with the De-
partment of Treasury, to study alternatives to the heavy-vehicle
use tax and the collection and enforcement of the use tax and its
alternatives.

In addition, I directed the General Accounting Office to study the
impact of the increased highway excise taxes on the trucking in-
dustry, and we will hear from the General Accounting Office wit-
ness later.

We now have the Depariment of Transportation study, which
was delivered to the Finance Committee in January, and as I have
indicated, we will hear from the General Accounting Office.
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I think at the outset we all agree we are looking for revenue neu-
trality. Everyone agrees there is much to be done on our Nation’s
highways, and I am hoping today that witnesses will focus not only
on tax methods that vary with the highway use but will also dis-
cuss other objectives that must be addressed, and these include ad-
ministrative feasibility, high levels of compliance and easy enforce-
ment, and the distribution of highway costs among the various
users of the highways.

So I would suggest that we are pleased with the witnesses. I
would like to say one additional thing. I have been instructed by a
coalition of agriculture groups, who met yesterday, to make the fol-
lowing statement on their behalf, and I quote: .

“They support the direction of the DOT alternative use tax
study. This group specifically supports applying the heavy-use tax
only to vehicles weighing 55,000 pounds or more. This group would
also support a diesel differential option similar to DOT No. 4.”

The group was comprised of the National Grange, the National
Association of Wheat Growers, the American Soybean Association,
the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, and the Fertilizer In-
stitute.

I think that point should be made at the outset.

So now, Madam Secretary, we are prepared to have your state-
ment. It can be stated in full or summarized. Your entire state-

ment will be made a part of the record.

STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH H. DOLE, U.S. SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION

Secretary DoLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am honored to come before this impartial body this afternoon. I
hope we can come to quick agreement on these important matters
that are before us in all three houses. [Laughter.]

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity, to be able to discuss with
you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of your committee possible
alternatives to the truck taxes levied by the Surface Transporta-
tion Assistance Act.

As also required by that legislation, we have submitted, as you
indicated, to the Congress a full report on those alternatives. We
completed that report a year before the date required by the stat-
ute and 6 months before the heavy truck taxes are scheduled to
begin, to allow ample time for reviewing the issues and exploring
reasonable alternatives.

The basic premise of the truck tax is user equity. We believe that
those who benefit from Government-provided services should pay
their costs to the maximum extent possible. This principle, the un-
derlying tenet of the Highway Trust Fund, is a well-established
component of transportation policy and one that Congress certainly
has long supported.

For the trucking indust?', the public highway system is their
factory, an essential part of their business. Any alternative to the
truck taxes now on the books must not, in my judgment, violate

the policy or user-fee equity.
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In submitting our report, we avoided making any specific recom-
mendations, preferring to let the Congress and the highway users
study our analysis.

However, now that the matter has been opened for review and
for discussion, I believe it is appropriate to offer some observations
and express our views on the issues before us.

The trucking industry, understandably, has been concerned
about the lump-sum taxes scheduled to begin this year. The admin-
istration opposes any legislation that would reduce the revenues
generated by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act, and we
continue to believe that heavy trucks should bear their fair share
of highway costs.

However, there are alternatives that would satisfy both the le-
%i)tl:imate concerns of the industry and our bottom-line criteria.

ose are alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the DOT study. Now, any of
those four options would be acceptable to the administration and
would address the principal concerns of the trucking industry.
Each alternative would reduce the lump-sum-use tax in favor of a
modest increase in the diesel tax. The option identified as DOT 4
would provide the most relief for the industry by combining a 6-
cent diesel fuel tax increase with a significantly reduced heavy
truck use tax, bringing that tax ceiling down to $650 a year from
the current $1,900.

The DOT 4 alternative would also raise the lower limit of the use
tax from 33,000 pounds to 55,000 pounds. This would further aid
the industry by removing 700,000 trucks from the requirement to
file and pay the use tax—that's about 40 percent of those that
would be covered, starting this summer, under the Surface Trans-
portation Assistance Act proposals.

This proposal, then, has several attractive features:

First of all, it relieves the heavy truck industry of large lump-
sum payments in favor of a 6 cent a gallon increase in diesel fuel
taxes.

Two, it responds to the motor carrier industry’s concerns of im-
proving equity for low-mileage vehicles.

Third, it maintains the revenue levels needed to meet the Na-
tion's highway and bridge needs.

Fourth, it retains the same relative share of the tax liability for
each class of vehicle.

And five, by raising the weight threshold, the cost of administer-
ing the use tax will be reduced.

While this is not the only acceptable alternative, we feel DOT 4
is both a workable option and a worthy one. For the trucking in-
dustry it converts a sizable due bill to a convenient pay-as-you-go
tax. For the one or two rig operator, the independent trucker
whose livelihood depends on his skill as an owner-operator, it cuts
an imposing annual tax bill down to size.

Our proposal reduces the trucker's direct tax by two-thirds. For
the operator of the largest truck, it amounts to $167.50 a quarter,
about the cost of a tank or so of fuel. It makes it easier for the
trucker to meet his tax obligation, while still playing fair with the

motoring public.
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We all use our highways. We should pay as closely as possible
the amount of tax proportional to our use and our share of the
costs.

Let me add, Mr. Chairman, that the latest revenue projections
reduce the amount of heavy truck taxes from the 70 percent of
their fair share presumed when the Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act was passed, to.66 percent of their share of highway costs.
We accept this equity variation, and in fact used it as the basis of
our analysis. But we believe that anything less than that would be
grossly unfair to other highway users.

In’ developing this proposal, we have worked closely with Mem-
bérs of Congress as well as the trucking industry. It is, in my view,
a responsible, constructive solution to the industry’s concerns while
gxlly meeting the intent of the Surface Transportation Assistance

ct.
I thank you for your interest, for the committee’s considerable
contributions to the progress we have made, and I will look for-
ward to working with you further in resolving this issue.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Secretary Dole’s prepared statement follows:)
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1e>TIMONY OF
ELIZABETH H. DOLE
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
) BEFORE THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
FEBRUARY 9, 1984
Mr. Chairmon,.thmk you for this opportunity to testify before the
Senate Finance Committee on the subject of truck taxes. | consider the
question of appropriste highway user charges to be an essential component,
not only of our highway program, but of the Administrtation's approach to
transportation policy. The principle that underpins our approach to highway
user charges -- that to the maximum extent possibie the recipient of services
provided by the government should pay the cost of providing those services --

is basic to our entire transportation policy.

Study of Alternative Taxes

| have submitted, approximately one year before the date required by
statute, the report to Congress on alternatives to t\ho tax on the use of heavy
trucks required by section 513(g) of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act
of 1982 (STAA). In undertaking the analysis that is documented in the report,
the partment focused on three major criteria as the basis for measuring the

suitability of the various tax aiternatives. These are:

- to maintain revenue levels, in total and by vehicle class, as

enacted in the STAA,

- to improve the ease of payment and equity within classes of

users by shifting from lump-sum to use-based taxes to the

evtent feasible, and
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to maintain the maximum level of simplicity in administrative

and enforcement requiremants.

We deliberately avoided making recommendations in the report.
instead, we chose to provide the results of the analysis so that Congress, the
highway user community and the Department could more freely consider and
discuss the information. Now that the discussion is well under way, | believe
it is gppropriate for me to offer some observations on both the history and the
current debate so that we can focus directly on the results before us.

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 accomplished two
things. First, it provided an infusion of funds to rehabilitate our highway
systam that was badly in need of additional work. We must not reduce this
flow of funds with any change we make now. Second, the STAA substantially
improved 'thc fairness of the tax structure among the major classes of users of

the highways. We must preserve this advance in equity.

Level of Funds

No one is disputing the merits of the substantial increase in the
funding and program levels provided by the STAA. In general, all of the
users agree that increased investment was needed and is justified by the

contribution which the highways of the nation make to our economic well being.

It should also be pointed out, that over the next five yaars, the cash
balar es fon the highway sccount of the Highway Trust Fund will decline

precipitously. Current Administration projections are that the cash balance
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will decline from $9.4 billion at the end of fiscal year 1984 to $3.8 billion at the
end of fiscal year 1989. Obviously, t‘hc Highway Trust Fund can ill afford
reductions in trust fund recvipts lest they not be adequate to cover future
needs. This is among the reasons that | feel so strongly about the criterion of

"revenue neutrality”, The Administration would oppose any lcse of receipts to

the trust fund.

Howcvor,' it has been suggested by some segments of the trucking
industry that recent Treasury projections which show that automobile and light
truck users will pay more money into the Highway Trust Fund than was
originally projected should be the basis for a decrease in the tax level for
heavy trucks. This decrease for heavy trucks is not justified. In fact, the new

projections indicate that trucks will contribute about one billion dollars less

to the total trust fund revenues than was expacted st the time of the passage

of the STAA.

The facts, then, would better support a tax increase for heavy trucks
rather than a reduction. However, we are not seeking changes based on the
sarlier revenue projections but only seeking to maintain the heavy truck share

based on the taxes enacted in the STAA.

User Charge Structure

It is principally on the second accomplishment of the STAA -- the
improvement in fairness or equity of the user charge structure -- that the

debate has centered. in our Highway Cost Allocation Study and in our initial



A

1982 highway bill proposal, the Dopar_tmmt recommended to Congress user

charges that would come closer to collecting from the various classes of

vehicles amounts equal .to the costs which they each impose upon the highway
system. Congress enacted a tax structure that was a compromise -- less than
the fairer share recommendations which we had made, but an improvement over
the user equity of the pre-STAA tax structure. The proposals which much of
the trucking industry have been recommending would be a step backwards from

the compromise equity improvements which Congress adopted in the STAA.

] m;ill oppose alternatives which reduce the fairness or squity of the
highway use tax structure below that enacted by the STAA. | believe that to
do otherwise would be unfair to the users of the highways who now pay, or
overpay, their legitimate share of the system costs for which they are
responsible. it would further distort the market for transportation services in

which, as in any market, prices must accurately reflect the costs of these

services if the market is to be efficient,

Workable Alternative

As | noted earlier, the Department is concerned with (1) revenue
neutrality and equity, (2) improving esse of payments and equity within the
various classes of users, and (3) keeping an administratively feasible tax
structure. | have consulted with Members of Congress, officials within the
Administration, trucking representatives and other affected parties. Our
analysis indicates that siternatives 4, 5,'6 and 7 of our study meet the criteria

discussed earlier. Any of these options would be acceptable to the
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Administration. From ¢ur communications with the trucking industry, | know
how important it is to them that the lump-sum use tax be reduced as much as
possible. Thus, | believe that DOT 4 is an alternative which meets the

Administration’s objectives while at the same time producing substantial relief

for the trucking industry.

DOT 4 combines a 6 cent increase in the diesel fuel tax with a
substantially reduced heavy vehicle use tax. The reduced use tax is graduated
for trucks beginning at 55,000 pounds up to 80,000 pounds gross vehicle
weight, with a maximum of $650 at the highest weight. This is a dramatic
decrease from the current maximum use tax in the STAA of $1900. Moreover,
by raising the lower limit of the use tax to 55,000 pounds, this alternative
would remove 700,000 truckg from the requirement to file and ply'this tax.
Like a number of other options, this alternative meets the three major goals
that we have set out. What sets it apart from the others that meet those goals

is that it transfers the maximum tax burden to a pay-as-you-go tax instrument

without compromising our equity objective.

While | believe that DOT 4 is » workable and desirable option, it also
represents the limit on the reduction in the heavy vehicle use tax that we could
accept. Any further reduction in the amount of the heavy vehicle use tax will
result in an unacceptable shift of the tax burden away from those users who
should be paying to those who are slready paying their share. Should this
occur, or should net revenues to the Highway Trust Fund be reduced, | would

not be able to recommend to the President that he sign the resulting

legislation.



26

With respect to administrative issues generally, | don't believe that

DOT 4 presents any significant problem. However, we will be working closely
with the Treasury Department to monitor the administrative and compliance

issues closely since any diversion or loss comes out of the Highway Trust Fund

and reduces our abﬂity to respond to program needs.

Closing

Mr. Chairman, let me thank you and the members of your Committee
for your contributions to our efforts toward a fair and equitable resolution of
this matter. | look forward to working with you and the other Members of

Congress as you consider any changes to the highway use tax structure.

| would be pleased to answer any questions you or other members of

the Committee might have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Madam Secretary.
Now, as I understand, you prefer option 4, is that correct?

Secretary DoLE. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. I guess that is the administration’s position? You

are the administration.
Secretary DoLE. Yes. Option 4 is the preferred option of the ad-

ministration.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, why does the Department option DOT 4,
which applies a heavy vehicle use tax to vehicles registered at
55,000 pounds or greater with a ceiling of $650, and the 6-cent dif-
ferential?

Secretary DoLe. Well, Mr. Chairman, option 4 responds to the
motor carrier industry’s concerns about improving equity for the
low-mileage vehicles. We understand that concern. This would pro-
vide a pay-as-you-go or pay-as-you-earn mechanism in terms of the
increased diesel tax and it would reduce the heavy vehicle use tax to
the lowest level possible without sacrificing equity between the
heavy and the lightweight vehicles.

So basically, it retains the equity categories as set out in the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act. It is revenue neutral—it is
the same amount of revenue that would be collected under the 1982
act—and it is easier to administer, in that the trucks between 33,000
pounds and 55,000 pounds would not be required to pay the heavy
use tax. You would have a higher threshold, so that does remove
about 700,000 trucks or 40 percent of the trucks that currently would
be covered. It is certainly easier to administer.

I think that the main point here is that it improves equity for

those low-mileage vehicles.
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The CHAIRMAN. But you have indicated in your statement that
there are four alternatives which would satisfy the so-called reve-
nue-neutrality aspects.

Secretary DoLe. That's right; 4, 5, 6, and 7 would be revenue neu-
tral. They are all alternatives that would meet the criteria of
equity, revenue neutrality, and ease of administration.

I think that from the standpoint of the trucking industry, option
No. 4, the 6-cent 650 flat tax, meets their concerns about the low-
mileage vehicles.

The CHAIRMAN. Are the other oYtions just variations of that? 1

mean, are they a higher differential, and——
© _ Secretary DoLE. Yes. For example, option 5 would be a 5-cent
diesel differential. Again, the threshold would be at the 55,000
level, and it would be a maximum $950 fiat tax as opposed to the
$650. The revenue raised is basically the same.

Option No. 6 would be a 4'-cent diesel differential. That would
be a maximum phased in $900 to 1,200 heavy use tax.

Optiou No. 7 is a 5%-cent diesel differential, with a maximum
phased-in $600 to $900 heavy use tax. All of them have a 55,000-
pound threshold, and all are revenue neutral.

The CHAIRMAN. I may have some additional questions. We follow
the early-bird rule in this committee, and I think Senator Grassley
would be next.

Senator GRassLEY. Madam Secretary, I would like to highlight
two sentences from the last page of my testimony, which you know
I didn't read. It's just a statement: most of our products—and I'm
speaking of lowa—are ship by truckload haulers, many of
whom are owner-operators. As GAO points out, and I don’t know
whether you have had a chance to look at their preliminary report
or not, this is the industry segment most harmed by the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act. I want to urge the Department of
Transportation to expand their goals to consider, and give careful
consideration, to the impact of their study on truckload haulers.

If you want to comment on that, I would like you to; but if you
don’t want to, you don't have to, except I wanted to highlight that
before I ask you a question.

Secretary DoLE. | think, as far as the independent owner-opera-
tors are concerned, these proposals would be of substantial assist-
ance to them, because they do provide the gay-as-you-go differen-
tial, which would be readily passed on in the course of business.
The up-front heavy vehicle use tax is substantially reduced. I think
that certainly mitigates one of the concerns that they have had
about a large lump-sum payment rather than paying more as you
g0 or as you earn.

Senator GrassLey. OK.
Then, my only question to you is: How come we can’t eliminate

the heavy vehicle use tax altogether and just substitute totally a
diesel differential?

Secretary DoLE. That is what is called in the report “DOT Report
Option 1."” It would require a 9-cent diesel differential if there were
no heavy use tax. In terms of the equity argument, the heavy
trucks are already paying only 66 percent for their use of the high-
ways under the statutory scheme that would currently go into
effect this summer. What option 1 would do, basically, is to put
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more of the burden on those who are overpaying, such as lighter
trucks. It would put more of a burden on those who are already
overpaying, and it would lessen the amount that the heavy trucks
pay, and these are the vehicles who are underpaying at the
moment.

I think that it is a problem. To make it revenue neutral, you
would have to go to 9 cents. That causes real equity problems for
us, in terms of the categories that were established in the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act.

Senator GrAssLEY. OK.

I would only end by saying I'm not sure that I agree entirely
with the analysis. I'll look into it more deeply, but I think over a
long period of time I have sensed a fairness aspect as people have
got behind the diesel differential, that I think we ought to be cogni-
zant of, and also a cashflow problem for a lot of small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, that’'s the only question I have.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, Senator Chafee would be recog-
nized. Do you wish to bring additional people to the table? You've
got Mr. Barnhart there. :

Secretary DoLE. Ray Barnhart, who is the Administrator of the
Federal Highway Administration, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Right. A lot of these members have been talking
with Mr. Barnhart.

Secretary DoLE. Right.

B The CHAIRMAN. Senator Chafee will pass for the present. Senator
aucus.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Secretary, along with the Senator from Iowa, I have long
thought that the principle of pay-as-you-go is something we have to
move more toward. I am a little intrigued, though, with this con-
stant use of the expression ‘revenue neutral.” Neutral compared to
what baseline? Where are you starting?

Secretary DoLE. Revenue neutral means that we would come out
with the same amount of revenue as the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act [STAA] would provide.

Senator Baucus, the need to repair our roads and bridges in this
country, as you know, is severe, and there is quite a backload of
projects awaiting funds. I think it is important that we not lower
the amount of the tax that is going to be collected.

.Sse:égtor Baucus. What is the revenue that is anticipated be
raised?

Secretary DoLe. $73.3 billion.

Senator Baucus. $73.3 billion over what point of time?

Secretary DoLE. Until 1988,

Senator Baucus. Until 1988?

Secretary DoLE. Yes.

Senator BAaucus. Do you have dny rough estimates as to what
amount of revenue would be raised over the same period of time

r 1-cent tax on diesel fuel, for a 1-cent diesel differential? Do you

ave a sliding scale? Is there a rule of thumb on how much you get
per cent? I am sure it tapers off after a while, but is there a rough
rule of thumb?

Secretary DoLe. $150 million.

Senator Baucus. $§150 million?
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Secretary DoLE. Yes. That's per penny.

Senator Baucus. Per penny? Is that per year?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes.

Senator Baucus. Do you also have a rough rule of thumb as to
how much is raised of the trucks, per se? A hundred dollars per
truck? Or $250? Is there a rough rule of thumb as to how much
revenue is raised per year per $100 amount, or whatever amount
makes sense?

Secretary DoLk. That would depend on the class of vehicle.

Senator Baucus. We are talking about these heavier trucks,

though.
Secretary DoLE. You would be talking about the 55,000 to 80,000

pound trucks?

Mr. BARNART. About $50 million per year per $100 increase in
the maximum amount of use tax.

Senator Baucus. $50 million per $100-fee per year in the 55,000
pound truck and above?

Mr. BARNHART. We would be happy to supply you with the spe-
cific details, Senator, on any question you have.

Senator Baucus. Yes. The obvious point here is to try to find the
total that makes sense to me to meet the needs of highways, that’s
true; and, second, to find some allocation here that is fair and equi-
table to all people here.

I expect that truckers tend to agree very much with the pay-as-
you-go principle, and I also agree with you that we should not over-
tax lighter vehicles, if in fact they are overtaxed with some of
these other proposals.

Secretary DoLE. In fact, under the DOT option 4 that I have rec-
ommended, vehicles under 10,000 pounds, would be provided with a
rebate from the diesel differential increase. It could be done on the
tax form. Basically, as I said, I think this option doecs maintain the
equity among the classes. I do feel very strongly about that reve-
nue number remaining the same, since it must be sufficient to
carry out the projects which await the funds that come from the
tax. '

Senator Baucus. All right.

What if we lowered the tax 1 cent? That would be $150 million
per year?

Mr. BARNHART. That is correct.

We have not revised at the percentage of the total support that
is borne by the various classes of vehicles We have kept that pretty
well as it is in the STAA. We have not played games or attempted
to increase the revenue.

Senator Baucus. No, I am not suggesting that games have been
played here. I am just trying to get a rough rule, say 150 percent.
{g Stg‘;z tax were 5 cents instead of 6—when does it go into effect?

Secretary DoLE. July 1, 1984, this summer.

Senator Baucus. July 1984? That is the hope?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes.

Senator Baucus. OK; so that's 4% years. So that comes out to
about $700 million out of $73 billion.

35-148 O—82—-3
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Secretary DoLk. I think the best plan would be for us to actually
run the numbers on what you are suggesting here, but we do have
DOT option 2 and DOT option 5 as 5-cent diesel differentials.

Senator Baucus. Five, with the 950.

Secretary DoLE. Yes.
Mr. BARNHART. We would have to go to DOT 5 at the 5 cents,

and go to $950 on the use tax, in order to achieve the same reve-
nue. That's why we have tried to minimize that use fee.

There are many trucking organizations that have standby rigs on
which they would have to pay the use tax, where they wouldn't get
full value. That has been one of the inequities in the large use tax.
DOT option 4 gives them that equity.

Senator Baucus. I see my time is up. One final question: Under
option 4, what percent of revenue is derived from the diesel differ-
ential, and what percent from the use tax? Just a rough estimate.

Mr. BARNHART. We would have to check that out, Senator. I will
get that for you from my mechanical mind back here.

[The information follows:]

DOT OPTION 4
{Fiscal years 1984-88)
Bithon Percent
Diesel differential (6-cent on vehicles over 10,000 IS.) .. .o i s e, . 8369 68
Heavy vehicie use ... ......... .. e+ e s e e e ) v s et N 174 L 3;
TR ... oo eseies eeres soe eeobe e 5 1ot e st et 5.54 100

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. We can furnish that for you. Senator

Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Secretary, isn’t this, implementing this diesel differen-
tial, going to cause an awful lot of administrative and indeed per-

hages compliance problems?
cretary DoLE. Senator Chafee, no. I don’t think that it will. As
a matter of fact, of course, we already have a diesel tax. This is just
a}r: increase in that tax. So I don’t see that there is a probiem
there.

There is some concern that there could be a compliance problem
right now on the heavy user side, because there is concern about
;he amount and the necessity of paying this lump-sum cost up
ront.

So I think if we are worrying about compliance problems, we are
reducing compliance problems as we bring down the lump-sum
amount for the heavy-use fee. I don't see that we are going to
create problems by increasing the diesel differential.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, if I understand this correctly, currently a
trucker and a private passenger diesel-powered vehicle the
same diesel tax. Obviously they pay it, but neither is entitled to a
refund now, are they? ’

Secretary DoLE. No.

Senator CHAFEE. But under this proposal, they would all pay the

same at the pump.
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Secretary DoLe. Under 10,000 pounds.
Senator CHAFEE. But the passenger vehicle then files for the dif-

ference.

Secretary DoLE. That's right.

Senator CHAFEE. The difference of 6 cents a gallon.

Secretary DoLE. Yes.

Senator CHAFEE. Now, I know that we do this with the fishing
vessels, as far as the diesel tax goes, but they are a limited number.
What happens when you get literall{ thousands of people filing for
these rebates? What happens to the IRS, are they inundated?

Secretary DoLk. This is, of course, a Treasury issue. I have been
in touch with Treasury and they feel that this will not be a prob-
lem. There will be instructions in the tax package as to how to
take this deduction. It will be for 10,000 pounds and under. This
will work, for example, as the State fuel tax deduction worked, as a
block on the income tax form that you fill out and receive a deduc-
tion.

Senator CHAFEE. [ see.
Next, as I understood, in the 1982 highway cost allocation study,

that study assigned a very heavy cost responsibility to heavy
trucks. Now, it seems to me, the DOT—well, what is DOT’s current
position on that cost allocation study?

Secretary DoLE. Well, the cost allocation study, we feel, is sound.
We have no reason to doubt that study. In fact, it is used by the
majority of the highway community, by ASHTO, by people in the
academic community who do research in this area. The majority of
them have been supportive of this study. We feel it is sound, and it
is reliable. The cost allocated for the heavy trucks was determined
to be 33 percent, because of structural damage, not just on the sur-
face but stuctural damage.

Senator CHAFEE. Yes.

Secretary DoLE. As I understand it, some in the industry said
this would be more like 20 percent, and the Congress came down
the middle with 28 percent, as estimated a year ago. So that was
the basis for going forward under the Surface Transportation As-
sistance Act.

Our view is that we will stay with the 28 share, as the Congress
determined in 1982. That is what our work has been based on, not

on the higher 33, but the 28.

Senator CHAFEE. I see.
I don't know whether the chairman asked this question: Your

conclusion is that this is revenue-neutral when we make all these
changes?

Secretary DoLE. That's right.

Senator CHAFEE. And I suppose the fact that you have droyped
the maximum charge and put it up on the diesel tax, it's all de-
ductible. Both of them are deductible, so I suppose that doesn’t
affect the equation in any degree.

All right, fine. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Chafee.

Senator Packwood? You have no questions?

Senator Symms?
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Senator Symms. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
want to thank you for your continued interest in trying to restruc-
ture this heavy vehicle tax, because I know in the late hours of De-
cember of 1982 when it passed that you weren't happy with it. I
wasn't happy with it. And I note that you have kept your word,
that you told all the people at the time, that we were going to
relook at this question And I think it is important that we do do it.

I am convinced, and I might just say to my colleagues an to the
distinguished Secretary and the Administrator of the Highway De-
partment that we have held 3 days of hearings on this subject in
the subcommittee that I chair, in Public Works, and had a great
deal of testimony.

I am convinced that collections would improve if we went to a
diesel differential, and it also would allow the truckers to pay as
they go. So I am firmly in the camp of one that wants to change it.

ow, I guess, what we are in a discussion about is, at what rate?
Whether it be 5 cents and $500, or 6 cents and $650, for the heavi-
est truck.

I would hope that the committee might be able to come to some
conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that, if we start out on the basis of
being revenue neutral, as the Secretary is asking for and I think

uite correctly, that we try to shoot for something close to that,
that if it turns out that the predictions are that we do raise more
revenue, maybe in the third or fourth year we might be flexible
enough depending on what the highway program is, to take an-
other look at it, and maybe it could be reduced.

Furthermore, there are two sections of the trucking industry—
the piggyback trailers and the logging trucks—that do have some
special concerns I hope we could address.

As you know, the Department of Transportation recently was
quoted to say that consideration should be given to relieving truck
trailers that are manufactured for use as piggybacks. I know I have
discussed this with the. Administrator, and he is pretty adamant
that we don’t do something that bleeds the trust fund.

Second, the logging truck sector I think we need to look at, be-
cause logging trucks are only driven at a maximum of 6 months a
year, usually, and then they go back empty. And most of the time
t:ey don’t drive on highways. So I hope we could take a look at
that.
Third, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to go on notice to my col-
leagues here that I will certainly resist the expansion of a gasohol
exemption for the trust fund. I would be happy to have the whole
amount of gasohol be exempted, if we don't count the part of the
fzrt of the petroleum fuel that we mix it with. But I see Senator

ng there from Louisiana, a State that produces oil, and my col-
league from Iowa who just left, and I must note that in the State of
Iowa, where they have a big gasohol exemption, they are running
short of hizshway funds, then they want the States that produce oil
and gas to send money ugeto Iowa to pay for their highways.

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Iowa is in the back, there.
There he is. There’s Grassley.

Senator SymMms. There he is. [Laughter.]

So, I hope we can try to get over the temptation to do that.
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Now, I think it is worthy of noting—I know that the Secretar
knows this—that people don't get just an exemption on gasohol,
they get it on the other 9 gallons of petroleum that is mixed with
it. I don't have any objection to an alcohol exemption, but I do to a
gasohol exemption.

The CHAIRMAN. I think the Secretary agrees with you on that.

Secretary DoLE. I was just going to say, Senator Symms, I am
very much in agreement with you and in disagreement with the
Chairman on that particular issue. [Laughter.]

[L:‘hehCﬂ?mMAN. She agrees with you, but you're both wrong.
ughter.

Senator SymMs. I guess that one of the questions that might be
asked here—and I'm sure that some of the farm State people are

interested in it:
Does the DOT support exempting farm vehicles from highway

users fees?

Secretary DoLE. They are, in fact, exempt if not used on public
highways. You know, of course, there is the current 5,000 mile ex-
emption; but under this plan, 33,000 to 55,000 pound trucks would
also be exempt from the heavy user fee. That's going to pick up a
lot; 98 percent of farm trucks weigh less than 55,000 pounds.

Senator Symms. Well, like in my state where we grow a lot of
potatoes and sugar beets, the 10-wheeler trucks that are licensed
are mostly licensed 48,000 pounds to 50,000. So they would not
have to pay a user fee. I think it is worthy to let that be known in
the record.

So most of your farm trucks that people see would not be paying
the user’s fee. They would, of course, pay the diesel differential fee,
but only when they are driving the truck. When it is parked in the
yard, there wouldn’t be a tax on it?

Secretary DoLE. That’s right.

Senator Symms. [ think that is important.

If I could just ask one question, and maybe the Secretary covered
this in her testimony—I apologize if I am being redundant.

How many trucks will be exempted? Isn’t there some 700,000
trucks that are not going to have to pay a fee if we would change
to DOT alternate 4?

Secretary DoLe. That's right; 33,000 pound to 55,000 pound.
That’s about 700,000 trucks.

Senator Symms. That will pay diesel, in lieu of——

Secretary DoLE. Right. It is about 40 percent fewer trucks.

Senator SymMMms. Mr. Chairman, if I could just ask one 30-second
question to Mr. Barnhart?

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Senator Symms. I think that is a good point that we need to rec-
ognize: We won't have as much of a collection problem; there will
be less trucks actually doing it.

Now, Mr. Barnhart, the question I wanted to ask deals with—it
sli my mind, what the question was.

r. BARNHART. I'll supply an answer. [Laughter.)

Senator Symms. Oh, I know what it is.

In terms of my original supposition, do you have any flexibility
in this, if the committee in its wisdom and the Congress in its
wisdom would go to DOT 4, which would be 6 cents and $650?
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Would you have any flexibility from the administration with some
kind of an understanding, an amendment, that stated that if the
revenue projections are way more than what are projected, that we
could lower that tax by l-cent a gallon, and maybe $100 on the
heavy use tax.

The CHAIRMAN. Would that work both ways? If they were lower,

you would raise it? Or would it just be a one-way?
Senator Symms. I would rather have it a one-way, Mr. Chairman.

{Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Good work.
Mr. BARNHART. | want to make one point clear, Senator, and

that is that 98 percent of the farm trucks, the agricultural trucks,
are below 55,000 pounds and would be exempt under DOT 4.

Senator Symms. Thank you. I've gone past my time. Thank you,
Madame Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Roth?

Senator RotH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I, too, want to express my appreciation for your holding these
hearings, and I'm hopeful that we are going to be able to get rid of
the present lump-sum tax.

But before I go into that, I would just like to express how pleas-
ant it is to have the prettier half of the Dole-and-Dole team here.

I read with great interest the recent Newsweek article on you
and Senator Dole, and I noticed at the end that they predicted that
Kou might emerge as the national candidate for public office. I

ave a question that I would like to ask.

The CHAIRMAN. So do I. [Lauihter.]

Senator RotH. If you were the candidate for President in 1984,
would you be willing to consider——

The CHAIRMAN. In 1988?

Senator RoTH. In 1988. Would you be willing to consider a hus-
band as a Veep? [Laughter.]

Secretary DoLE. Senator Roth, I have absolutely no plans to run.
I think he is highly qualified for either of those positions, but I
myself am not planning a campaign.

Senator RoTH. It is a great pleasure to have you here, Madam
Secretary.

Secretary DoLE. Thank you.
Senator RotH. As I said, I'm hopeful that we can eliminate the

current tax situation. I am not sure that you can answer this, be-
cause I guess it should go to the Treasury, but as I understand it
there are certain regulations that are supposed to be issued by July
which are quite important; as for example, the bill allows a 1-year
delay in the tax for small owner-operators, but there is no statuto-
rg definition of “owner-operators.” Is it your understanding that, in
the event we don’t move as I hope we shall on a reform that these
regulations will be issued?
retary DoLk. I would have to assume yes.

A Treasury representative says the answer is yes.

Senator RoTH. I would say, Mr. Chairman, I think it is most im-
portant that the Treasury move ahead on that notice.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Roth.
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No, I think that's the reason. We know the House Ways and
Means Committee has hearings set. We will be hearing one of their
distinguished members later.

Does anyone have the date of the House hearings? The 23d of

March?
Secretary DoLE. The 23d of February.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, February. So there is an effort on the part of

both committees of jurisdiction to move very quickly. And we
would hope that, if we can work this out, it will become part of the
so-called “down-payment package,” if it’s not contentious. We can’t
have anything that is contentious in that package.

Senator Long?
Senator LoNG. No questions, Mr. Chairman. [ am just pleased to

see Mrs. Dole here, and I'm very pleased to hear your recommenda-
tions.

Secretary DoLE. Thank you.

Senator LonG. She always comes promptly with her suggestions,
and we are pleased to have her.

Secretary DoLE. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Do you have an answer to Senator Baucus’ question?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes, sir, I do. In 1985, the use tax would generate

$333 million; the diesel differential, $848 million—that is, in that

specific year of 1985,

Senator Baucus. Again, please?
Mr. BARNHART. $333 million generated out of the use tax, and

$848 million, of course, out of the diesel differential.
Senator Baucus. So it is roughly 3 to 1 in 1985.
Mr. BARNHART. Yes, sir. That is correct.
Sen?ator Baucus. Does that ratio hold true for the remaining
years?
Mr. BARNHART. It holds fairly consistently.
Senator Baucus. Thank you.
Mr. BARNHART. We can supply those figures to you.
Senator Baucus. If you would, please.
Mr. Barnhart. I would be happy to.
[The information follows:]

0OT OPTION 4

(i moons of doiars )

e
1985 1986 1987 1988

ceo.. $848 0 $866 3881 $890
333363 36 390

(1) Diesel differential (6 cents on vehicles over 10,000 1bs.) . ... ... ...
' 26 24 23 23

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symms, you had one specific question
that I don’t think was answered.

Senator Symms. Well, I think the question was about if we could
have a refund. I thought maybe Mr. Barnhart might want to men-
tion that it would depend on what we did on the spending side.
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I also might say, Mr. Chairman, that I told your beautiful wife
the other day that I was considering offering an amendment to this
particular bill to repeal the 5-cent-a-gallon tax that we have al-
ready passed, until we can break the logjam with the House and
Senate on this ice thing, because right at the present time we are
just about to miss a construction year, which I think would be
tragic for the Nation’s highways.

I know Congressmen Howard and Schuster and the others are
trying to work out some accommodation, and those of us in the
Senate committee, but so far we haven't been able to do it. Some
little project up in Boston seems to be the problem. That might
have an impact—it's about $2 billion I think—on whether we
would have any extra money.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any comment—not on the Boston
project, but on the question? [Laughter.]

Mr. BARNHART. Well, quite obviously we are very concerned
about the inability to distribute the $5-plus billion to the States at
the present time. This is a most significant issue, because these
truckers and everyone else have been paying their fees into the
Treasury and deserve to have these projects go on. We are terribly
concerned, because we are missing a construction season. My fear
is, we have already interfered with that season in 30 States for 4
months. If we do get an interstate cost estimate [ICE] for the bal-
ance of this ensuing year, we must face the same issue come Octo-
ber 1, at which time the national highway program may be shut
down again for another 4 months. It will ultimately cost millions of
additional dollars.

Secretary DoLk. If we get it resolved by March 1, then we should

be able to handle the year’s obligations, but it has got to be re-
solved very quickly. We certainly prefer the 2-year ICE so that we
avoid, as Ray says, exactly what is happening now but at a later
time.
The CHAIRMAN. I just have one additional question—I think we
have nailed it down fairly well—and that’s the timeframe. I don’t
know when Treasury would have to start issuing all of the regula-
tions if part of this is effective July 1. Do you have any timetable?
Maybe lgO‘I' doesn’t have but if Treasury has, maybe we can fur-
nish that for the record. Is there anybody here from Treasury?

[No response.]

The CHAIRMAN. No?

Pardon?

(Inaudible voice from audience.]

The CHAIRMAN. Oh. So, there is no problem, right? But how
much time do we have to change the law? When do they start
cranking up down at Treasury?

Secretary DoLe. Well, we have been told, in the past, a minimum
of a 2-months lead time.

Mr. BARNHART. The time is needed to get all of the forms printed
and distributed to the States, et cetera. Under the act truckers
must now show proof of payment of their use tax in order to be
issued their State licenses. I would think that they would need at
least 2 months lead time.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Boren, do you have questions?
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Senator BoREN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to submit a
statement also for the record, a full statement in regard to the
diesel differential bill which I have cosponsored.

I would just like to ask: Under the weight-distance option consid-
ered by the DeFartment. wouldn't there be an enforcement prob-
lem in terms of a tax on business traveled by a truck? Wouldn’t
that be difficult to determine in terms of enforcement?

Secretary DoLE. We have not recommended the weighi-distance,
because at this point fewer than a dozen States have this. Actually,
I don’t think there is a way that that could be put into force in
July of this year. It might be something to consider on down the
road, as the procedure is worked out. But we are certainly not at
that point now. .

Senator BoreN. So, at this point in time you would agree that
there would be enforcement Kroblems with that?

Secretary DoLe. That's right. It's not possible, as far as I can see,
at this point.

Senator BoreN. With that option.

Secretary DoLE. That'’s right.

Senator BoReN. In terms of the study you have done and in
terms of trying to allocate highway damage attributable to classes
of vehicles, did the Department also consider, other than the
weight factor, other factors that have increased damage in terms of
the dollars that are necessary to repair our transportation net-
work, due to weather, and other conditions as well?

Secretary DoLE. Yes, we did.

Sgilg)tor BoreNn. Has that been deducted from the amount attrib-
utable?

Secretary DoLE. Yes, that was one of the factors, and it definitely
was figured in and spread across the classes.

Senator BOREN. Again, in determining fairness, I am told that
the studﬁ' done recently bi the Joint Tax Committee indicates that
the trucking industry ranked highest of all U.S. industries in effec-
tive tax rate. I believe it averaged out at 40.3 percent during the
years 1980 through 1982. Has thet been considered as the relative
effective tax rate of the trucking industry compared to othe: indus-
tries? I am just citing the Joint Tax Committee study. Has that
ggen?considered in terms of what is equitable to ask the industry to

ar?

Secretary DoLe. The focus here, Senator Boren, was our concern
for the highways, for the damage done to the highways, the repair
and rehabilitation of highways. So the relative tax rate really was
outside of the framework of this analysis.

Senator BoreN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the Sec-
retary for the outstanding preparation of this report to consider al-
ternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax that is scheduled to go into
effect. I feel very strongly that we must find alternatives that are
fair, and of course I have an opinion already as to what the fairest
option is.

But I certainly appreciate the responsiveness of the Department
moving forward with this study, and I want to commend you for
your efforts in that regard.

Secretary DoLE. Thank you very much.
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The CHAIRMAN. I think you may have no further questioiis. is
there anything else you would like to add, Madam Secretary?

Secretary DoLE. No; we look forward to working with you to find
some answers to these questions quickly, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Again, we have a number of witnesses. It looks
like you may get home first tonight, so you know what to do.
[Laughter.) .

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Secretary DoLe. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. We have a number of Senators. If it is all right
with the GAO witness, we might have our panel of Senators—Sena-
tor Abdnor, Senator Cochran, Senator Jepsen, Senator Pressler,
Senator Helms, and Senator Trible. Now, they are not all here, but
Ihsee three of those Senators, and we would like to accommodate
them.

While you are taking your seats, I will escort the Secretary out.
(Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. I wonder if you might go alphabetically.

I think Senator Abdnor introduced the first bill with reference to
this problem, followed closely or at the same time by Senator
Helms’ and Senator Pressler’s. We can start with Senator Abdnor
then Senator Helms, then Senator Pressler.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES ABDNOR, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator ABDNOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Long. I
am sure I don’t command the respect here that the preceding wit-
ness did, in more ways than one—not only as Secretary of Trans-
portation, but somehow I think she probably runs the household.

I do appreciate this chance to testify. And, Mr. Chairman, you
are right. My concern about the heavy user fee began when the
[STAA] was passed, in December 1982.

In addition to raising the motor fuel taxes from 4 cents to 9 cents
per gallon, the STAA raised the heavy truck use tax from a
straight scale of $3 per thousand to a progressive scale increasing
the rates for heavier trucks, requiring a maximum fee of $1,600 in
1984 and $1,900 in 1988.

In voting for the STAA, my colleagues and I realized that our
Nation’s highway system was in serious disrepair and needed reha-
bilitation. We realized that by creating additional revenue to im-
prove our Nation’s highways, unemployment would be eased by
putting people back to work, and, furthermore, we recognized that
road and bridge improvements would benefit our interstate com-
merce system, contributing significantly to economic activity.

But at the same time, though, Congress severely undercut a
major industry within our economy, the trucking industry. The
STAA mandated that the maximum user fee be increased 666 per-
cent in 1984 and even more in succeeding years.

When the conference report of the STAA was considered late in
the 97th session of Congress, I expressed my grave concern about
the heavy vehicle user fee. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, I am
sure you will recall the problem I was to you. I kept reminding you
as well as Majority Leader Baker that I was unhappy about the fee
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and would be back with a proposal of my own. You gentlemen as-
sured me I would have an opportunity at a later time to state my
cﬁsebﬁl)lr a change, and it was under that condition that I supported
the bill.

Although I am in favor of assessing those who do the most
damage to our highways, I do not believe that heavy use taxes
assess fairly this wear and tear, nor do I believe those who pay this
tax will be treated equitably.

For these reasons, I introduced S. 113, the Highway Tax Equity
Act of 1983 on January 26, 1983. As you mentioned earlier, I was
the first member of the Senate or the House to introduce legisla-
tion to deal with the problems created upon the passage of STAA.

My legislation calls for the repeal of the heavy vehicle user fee
and replaces that revenue with a phased-in increase in the Federal
tax on diesel fuel by 2 cents 1 year and 3 additional cents the fol-
lowing year. The diesel tax increase would not be applicable to
cars, vans, pickup trucks, or farm vehicles. Under my legislation,
heavy vehicles, which travel more miles using more fuel, thereby
will pay their appropriate share for the maintenance of our high-
ways.

My pay-as-you-go approach will distribute more equitably the
burden of maintaining our Nation's highway system.

My legislation has garnered widespread support from truckers in
my home State of South Dakota as well as from across the Nation.
Truckers recognize the need to pay their fair share and are willing
to do so, but under the current system there is no equity at all.

One of the basic Froblems with the heavy user fee is that it is
not a user fee at all. In no way does a standard user fee,
equally on every heavy truck in the country, reflect the wear and
tear imposed upon our roads and highways. Under the current
system, every vehicle owner will pay the same outrageously high
tax, whether he is a seasonal trucker who travels 10,000 miles a
year or a full-time and long-haul trucker that rolls over 100,000
miles a year.

I am pleased that other diesel-differential bills identical or simi-
lar to my own have been brought forth, since I recognize the need
to address the problem created by the heavy vehicle user fee. I
urge the committee to take swift action to remedy the user fee
problem and replace the fee with an equitable system of taxation.

The trucking industry has suffered and endured much in recent
years. Deregulation has shed both sunshine and gloom into the in-
got:ftry, but the issue of deregulation should not be argued here

ay.

We must consider, however, the economic vitality of the trucking
industry and the effects of the user fees, if im .

Furthermore, we must consider fairness in taxation. I believe the
record shows clearly that there is no fairness involved in a stand-
ard user fee, and that the fee must be replaced by a more equitable
system. My legislation, S. 113, or similar bills, provide for a much
more equitable system and should be given your careful attention
and consideration. To do less would be to neglect an industry which
is suffering under economic pressure and which is the lifeline of
our precious transportation system.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely thank you for this opportunity.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Abdnor. As you
have indicated, in response to your request and the requests of Sen-
ator Helms and Senator Pressler and many other Senators, we did
request the GAO study, and that is why we are here today.

I recall, I think Senator Helms is next, I remember after the vote
on the bill which you voted against, I remember seeing a little TV
skit from North Carolina where I think you were in a truck stop.
And I think the truckers properly expressed their concern about
the very, very heavy use tax, particularly when they weren’t work-
ing. And that's why we have tried to reach some accommodation
with the Department of Transportation. Maybe we can do more, I
don’t know. But we are very pleased to have you, Senator Helms,

with us today.

STATEMENT OF HON. JESSE HELMS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Senator HeLms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been a lot of
fun being at the first public meeting of probably the country’s best-
known limited corporation, Dole and Dole. [Laughter.]

I have got to put in the record that no mention has been made as
yet that the Secretary is from North Carolina, but we have to ad-

vertise all of our ex;})‘orts.

The CHAIRMAN. That'’s right.

Senator HELMs. 1 do appreciate the opportunity to be here. I
know that you want us to be brief, and I ask unanimous consent
that all of my statement be put in the record. Just let me refer to
two or three parts, then I'll be gone.

I would like to touch on a number of issues, of course, arising
from the enactment of the so-called gas tax bill which was pro-
duced by that lame-duck session in 1982. The Chairman has allud-
ed to a piece of legislation, S. 15, which I have introduced to repeal
the entire bill, but {'uat let me confine my remarks today to the
issue at hand, namely, the effect of the truck tax increases on the
men and women of this country who make their living hauling
goods from place to place.

These are the people, as everybody knows, who feel the bite of
the increased taxes that Congress approved; the people whose live-
lihoods are at risk. Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, you and others are
taking action in this regard. There is time yet to save many of
these truckers from certain financial disaster.

The highway use tax for truck fleets of more than five vehicles
will increase significantly next July, and the increase on truck
fleets of five or fewer vehicles will take effect July 1, 1985. So we
still have time to modify the tax structure and save countless small
firms and independent operators from going out of business.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in my statement I discussed some of the
technical aspects of the situation, but that will be included in the
ﬁrinted record, and I won't go into that here. But I will say that I

ave studied the report to Congress, *Alternatives to Tax on Use of
Heavy Trucks,” which was issued by the Department of Transpor-
tation; as the chairman well knows, this report examines a number
of alternatives that Congress might take. I am not here to support
any of these alternatives; I want to study them all and think about
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it. But I am anxious that they be examined, and I'm grateful to
you and other members of this committee for taking the appropri-
ate action. I am grateful for the opportunity to appear here today.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[Senator Helms' prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JESSE HELMS

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the opportunit{ to testi?' before this distinguished
Committee today. I am grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for your cooperation in set-
ting up these hearings, because as you well know, the future of many of our truck-
ers hangs in the balance.

I shall be brief, Mr. Chairman. I would like to touch on a number of issues arising
from enactment of the so-called “gas tax bill,"” which Congress approved during the
lame duck session of Congress 1. 1982. (The Chairman knows that I have introduced
a bill, 8. 15, to repeal the entire bill.) I shall, however, confine my remarks today to
the issue at hand; namely, the effect of the truck tax increases on the men and
women of this country who make their living hauling goods from place to place.
These are the people who will feel the bite of the increased taxes Congress so hastily
apgroved—the ﬁople whose livelihoods are at risk.

ortunately, Mr. Chairman, there is yet time to save many of these truckers from
certain financial ruin. The highway use tax for truck fleets of more than five vehi-
cles will increase significantly next Julf', and the increase on truck fleets of five or
fewer vehicles will take effect July 1, 1985. So we still have ample time to modify
the tax structure and save countless small firms and independent operators from
going out of business.

Prior to enactment of the gas tax bill, the heavy user fee was $3 per every 1,000
pounds gross vehicle weight for trucks over 26,000 pounds gross vehicle weight. The
new rates are as follows:

Truck weight Tax rate
Under 33,000 GVW......cccovvivnnininrinnenn 0.
33,000 to 55,000 lbs. GYW .........covvunrenen. $50 4+ $25/1,000 lbs. GVW in excess of
33,000 Ibs. GVW.
55,000 to 80,000 Ibs. GVW .........ccen.e. $600 + $40 ! /1,000 Ibs. GVW in excess
of 55,000 bs. GVW.
More than 80,000 lbs. GVW.................... $1,600 2

! Rate increases over four years as follows: $40, $44, $48, $52.
* Rate increases over four years as follows: $1,600, $1,700, $1,800, $1,900.

Mr. Chairman, these rates are cle?)w too high, and they are not fairly appor-
tioned. Under previous rates, an 81, pound truck would pay $243 dollars per
;ear. Under the new rates, the tax would increase to $1,600 the first year, then to

1,700, $1,800, and finally $1,900 in successive years.

Mr. Chairman, I have studied the Report to Congress *Alternatives to Tax on Use
of Heavy Trucks” issued recently by the Department of Transportation. This report
examines a number of alternatives Congress mifht take. I am not here in support of
any particular alternative, Mr. Chairman, but I am anxious that they be examined

in greater detail and that sppropriate action be taken.
Aﬁain. I thank my distinguished colleague from Kansas, and i look forward to
working with him in an effort to save some of our truckers from financial disaster.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Helms.

I know Senator Helms has a time problem. Do either you or Sen-
ator Long have questions of Senator Helms?

Senator SymMms. I would like to ask Senator Helms one question
with respect to the farm interest in this. As a farmer myself, I
know that we have a self-imposed tax in Idaho, and Washington
State and other places in the Northwest, on apples, so that we have
funds to promote those same apples. And it is interesting to note
that as farmers what we have done is to impose a tax per bushel.
We don’t have a tax per tree, because some years the trees don’t
have any apples on them. I think that is really what you are

saying about the trucks.
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Senator HeLMs. That is correct.

We have the same thing, of course, as to our major commodities
in North Carolina.

Senator SymMMs. And the way this is written, DOT No. 4, I notice
that the Farm Bureau and the Grange and others are supporting
this. Would you think, in general, most farmers in the country
would favor what is being done here today, as the chairman of the
Agriculture Committee?

Senator HeLms. Senator, I have no reason whatsoever to doubt
that that is the case, but all of the returns are not in yet. But I
believe you are correct.

Senator Symms. Well, I sure thank you very much for being here
with us and encourage you for the fine job you do reprepresenting
those interests of the working producers from not only your State
but in the Nation. We appreciate having you here.

Senator HELMS. Thank you, Senator.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LoNG. Glad to see you here today, Jesse.

Senator HELMS. I'm glad to see you here.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Pressler has been another leader in the
effort to get some change. Again, everybody may not agree, but as I -
said in my statement, I tried to discuss diesel differential earlier
when we were first considering this, and there weren’t any takers.
Now there seems to be a great interest in that concept. Some would
like a higher diesel differential and no tax at all, but we do have
some highway problems, and we hope that we can work out some
fair concept.

We want to thank you, Senator Pressler, for your being here and
for your continued interest and effort.

STATEMENT OF HON. LARRY PRESSLER, U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator PressLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I shall be fairly brief, and I shall summarize my statement be-
cause much of what I have to say has been said in one form or an-
other. I, too, introduced a bill on the first day of the 98th Congress
to address this.

I chaired a truck hearing, ir: the Commerce Committee, in South
Dakota. Here is the ﬁroblem from South Dakota’s point of view:

Many of our truckers go less than 50,000 miles a year. It is a
farmer who owns a truck and who goes less than 50,000 miles but
who hauls his products, or his neighbor’s products, or it is a small
independent trucker who might go 60,000 to 70,000 miles a year.
This is in comparison to the big, regulated truckers who go 200,000
to 250,000 miles a year. And the small trucker or the farmer is
paying just as much tax as the fellow who goes 200,000 miles a
year. That's the problem.

Now, everybody agrees that we have got to fix up the roads. We
also have to keep revenue neutral—and I admire very much that
the Finance Committee is trying to balance the budget. We all are.
We can't lower the revenue. I think whatever we do, we should not
lower the revenue. But we need to get some equity built in, and
that is the reason for the desire for this diesel tax.
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I am somewhat concerned about the Department of Transporta-
tion tax proposal. The Department of Transportation tax proposal
is a far cry from the reality of the transportation industry Frecent-
ly chaired hearings in Sioux Falls, SD, to assess the condition of
the trucking industry. It was not a very rosy picture, very frankly.
One of the chief concerns of those testifying was the devastating
impact this tax would have on their industry and their customers.
Not only would it destroy a vital element in our transportation
link, but this would result in higher consumer costs for virtually
every product hauled by truck.

Let me emphasize that I think it is 1mportant that our final leg-
islation be revenue neutral, as the chairman of this committee has
requested. We cannot afford less with today’s ballooning deficits.
We can reach that goal by a much more balanced approach than
the $650 plus 6 cents per gallon tax compromise offered by the De-
partment of Transportation. We can more than match the goal by
maintaining the current $240 maximum user fee and a 5-cent
diesel tax.

For this reason, I have decided at this time to oppose the compro-
mise, but as time goes on I am sure it will be amended.

Those are basically my thoughts. I think that what the commit-
tee is trying to do is to take care of the farmer or rancher who has
- a truck, the small independent trucker who doesn’t go the 200,000
miles a year but is a 50,000-mile-a-year man. I think that is a very
appropriate thing to do, because if we could add it all up that
would be more vital to the commerce of this country.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Senator Pressler’'s prepared statement follows:]
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ALTERNATIVES TO HEAVY USER FEES
STATEMENT BY U.S. SENATOR LARRY PRESSLER
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 9, 1984

MR. CHAIRMAN, LET ME BEGIN BY THANKING YOU FOR HOLDING THESE
IMPORTANT HEARINGS TODAY, AND FOR ALLOWING A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
THE SOUTH DAKOTA TRUCKING [NDUSTRY TO TESTIFY ON THE EFFECTS THIS
LEGISLATION WOULD HAVE ON THE INDUSTRY IN MY HOME STATE.

AS YOU KNOW, THIS LEGISLATION HAS BEEN ONE OF MY PRIORITY
ISSUES, AND | AM PLEASED TO SEE THAT WE ARE MAKING PROGRESS ON
REPEALING THIS UNFAIR TAX. IF THE LEGISLATION PASSED IN LATE 1982
GOES INTO EFFECT AS SCHEDULED ON JuLY 1, 1984, THOUSANDS OF SMALL
TRUCKERS IN SOUTH DAKOTA AND THROUGHOUT THE UNITED STATES WILL BE
LITERALLY FORCED OUT OF BUSINESS OVERNIGHT.

ON THE FIRST DAY OF THE S8TH CONGRESS, | INTRODUCED LEGISLATION
TO REPEAL THE 800 PERCENT INCREASE IN HEAVY USER FEES AND MAKE UP
THE ENTIRE REVENUE DIFFERENTIAL WITH A FOUR CENTS ACROSS~THE-BOARD
DIESEL TAX., SINCE THAT TIME, OTHER LEGISLATION HAS BEEN INTRO-
DUCED--SOME OF WHICH | SUPPORTED--AND | UNDERSTAND THE DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION HAS RECENTLY PROPOSED A SO-CALLED “COMPROMISE" OF
A $650 MAXIMUM HEAVY USER FEE PLUS A S1X CENTS DIESEL DIFFERENTIAL.
WHILE 1T IS ENCOURAGING TO SEE THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
HAS REALIZED THE NEED TO COMPROMISE, | DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THIS
ALTERNATIVE ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES THE PROBLEMS FACING THE SMALL AND

INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS.
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WE HEAR A LOT OF TALK ABOUT “COST ALLOCATION STUDIES” AND “HEAVY
USERS” AND "EQUITY”, BUT | CAN'T HELP BUT WONDER WHAT SOME OF THE
BUREAUCRATS ARE THINKING WHEN THEY PRODUCE NUMBERS LIKE $2700,
$1900, $1600 OR EVEN $650 PER YEAR AS AN "EQLITABLE” COST ALLO-
CATION” TO THE "HEAVY USERS.”

MANY OF THE SMALLER TRUCKERS IN AMERICA--ESPECIALLY IN STATES
LIKE SOUTH DAKOTA--TRAVEL FEWER THAN 50,000 MILES PER YEAR, SOME
TRAVEL APPROXIMATELY 100,000 MILES, BUT TRUCKS OF MOST BIG TRUCKING
COMPANIES TRAVEL 150,000, 200,000, oR EVEN 250,000 MILES IN THE SAME
YEAR, TO CHARGE THEM ALL THE SAME BASE RATE PER YEAR IS GROSSLY
UNFAIR, BUT THEN TO ADD INSULT TO INJURY BY CALLING IT AN
"EQUITABLE” TAX BASED ON AN "ACCURATE COST ALLOCATION” 1S SIMPLY
OUTRAGEOUS,

LET ME USE AN ACTUAL EXAMPLE OF A TYPICAL INDEPENDENT TRUCKER
FROM SOUTH DAKOTA TO ILLUSTRATE THIS PROBLEM. LAST YEAR, HE
TRAVELED JUST UNDER 50,000 MILES. HIS TRUCK CONSUMED DIESEL FUEL
AT 5 MILES PER GALLON, FOR A TOTAL OF 10,000 GALLONS. NOW, HE HAS
SHOWN ME HIS FINANCIAL RECORDS, AND I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT A $1600
TO $1900 ONE-TIME USE TAX WOULD PROBABLY PUT HIM OUT OF BUSINESS.
APPLYING THE $650 PLUS SIX CENTS PER GALLUN DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION "COMPROMISE."” HE WILL STILL BE FORCED TO PAY $1250 IN
ADDITIONAL TAXES. WE COULD JUST AS WELL LEAVE THE $1600 To $1900
TAX IN PLACE, BECAUSE HE WILL GO BROKE UNDER THE SO-CALLED COM-
PRGMISE, TOO.

TOO OFTEN THESE BUREAUCRATIC STUDIES DONE IN SOME WASHINGTON
OFFICE OVER-GENERALIZE BY USING AGGREGATE INDUSTRY FIGURES, WHILE
THE INDIVIDUAL SMALL BUSINESSMAN OUT IN THE REAL WORLD IS FORGOTTEN,

35-748 O—82——4
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THIS OUTRAGEOUS TAX INCREASE WILL PUT THOUSANDS OF SMALL BUSI- .
NESSMEN IN MY HOME STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA AND ACROSS THE COUNTRY OUT
OF BUSINESS., WE HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY TO STAY IN CLOSE TOUCH WITH
THOSE WE SERVE, AND TO SHAPE POLICY ACCORDINGLY.

THE D.,0.T. TAX PROPOSAL IS A FAR CRY FROM THE REALITY OF THE
TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY. | RECENTLY CHAIRED SENATE HEARINGS IN
S10Ux FALLS, SOUTH DAKOTA TO ASSESS THE CONDITION OF THE TRUCKING
INDUSTRY, [T WAS NOT A VERY ROSY PICTURE., ONE OF THE CHIEF CONCERNS
OF THOSE TESTIFYING WAS THE DEVASTATING IMPACT THIS TAX WOULD HAVE
ON THEIR INDUSYRY AND THEIR CUSTOMERS. NOT ONLY WOULD IT DESTROY
A VITAL ELEMENT IN OUR TRANSPORTATION LINK, BUT THIS WOULD RESULT
IN HIGHER CONSUMER COSTS FOR VIRTUALLY EVERY PRODUCT HAULED BY
TRUCK,

BUT LET ME EMPHASIZE THAT | THINK IT IS IMPORTANT THAT OUR FINAL
LEGISLATION BE REVENUE NEUTRAL. WE CANNOT AFFORD LESS WITH TODAY'S
BALLOONING DEFICITS, WE CAN REACH THAT GOAL BY A MUCH MORE BALANCED
APPROACH THAN THE $650 PLUS SIX CENTS PER MILE TAX “COMPROMISE”
OFFERED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. WE CAN MORE THAN MATCH
THAT GOAL BY MAINTAINING THE CURRENT $2U40 MAX IMUM USE TAX AND A FIVE
CENTS DIESEL TAX,

FOR THIS REASON, | HAVE DECIDED TO OPPOSE THIS "COMPROMISE® AND
PUSH FOR A MORE REASONABLE AND TRULY EQUITABLE APPROACH TO THIS
PROBLEM, | URGE THE MEMBERS OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE AND ALL
MY COLLEAGUES TO DO THE SAME.

THANK YOU,
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Pressler.

As you indicated, there may be some change. I don't think so. We
also have to do equity between the different classes of trucks that
use the highways, and we think maybe No. 4 of DOT is not exactly
what we will come up with, but it is endorsed by the wheatgrowers
and the Grange and the national farm cooperatives. I should think
that most farmers, when they study this with farm truck operators,
would think that’s a fair option. But obviously we are open to any
suggestion, and we appreciate very much your comments.

nator Symms?

Senator Symms. Thank you very much, Senator, and I want to
thank you and your colleague both.

What you are saying, if I hear you correctly, is that most of the
farm trucks in the Plains States would come under the 55,000 li-

censing legislation.
Senator PRESSLER. That's right. I think that we have a different

thing out there.
Senator SymMMms. The ones that don’t, that are heavier, do you not

drive them that far, anyw?l‘\;';’

Senator PRESSLER. Yes. The small businessmen, the farmers, the
trucker in a small town who hauls his neighbor’s livestock to the
market or hauls grain, who isn’t really in the interstate truckin
business, is hit hardest by this tax. And he is willing to pay a diese
differential, he is willing to give his part; but he doesn’'t use those
roads a fourth as much as some of the big interstate truckers, and 1
think that everybody realizes the ecLuity of that.

Perhaps coming from South Dakota, I am more aware of the
small businessman, the small farmer and rancher, some of those
situations where you have truly small enterprise that remains.
And I think that is probably true in Idaho and Kansas.

So we are looking for fair treatment. We want to pay the tax, but
on a basis that is reflective of the amount that they use the roads.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Long, do you have any questions of Sen-
ator Pressler?

Senator LoNG. No; thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. We next have a panel consisting of two Members
of the House, Congressman Bill Frenzel, who was here just a few
days ago and liked it so well he is back again, and Congressman
Andy Ireland, who is on his way.

So, Congressman Frenzel, you may proceed in any way you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. BILL FRENZEL, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. FReNzEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have furnished the committee a statement which I hope will be
a part of the record.

r. Chairman, most parties to this hearing seem to agree that
the use tax in the current law is unfair and uneconomical and that
it needs to be replaced. I am one of many House authors of a bill to
provide for a diesel differential which calls for a complete differen-
tial to be paid by a diesel gallonage tax, without any highway use

tax at all.



48

I believe, with some of your other witnesses here, that the diesel
tax is the fairest way to operate. When you use weight only, as in
the current law, you do not take into account any mileage, you do
not take into account any axle weight, you don't take into account
seasonal variations, you don’t take the needs of the small operator
who cannot make large fga ments at one time, nor do you take into
account the condition of the industry in all of its manifestations.

So I lbelieve that the gallonage tax answers all of those questions
properly.

Even when you take the recommendation described by the Secre-
tary of Transportation, you only take these into consideration par-
tially. I think what bothers me particularly is the 55,000-pound cut-
off, where if you are under 55,000 you would pay no use tax, and
yet you may, and in many cases will, have a heavier axle load on
that highway which the Department has for years told us is more
destructive than total weight.

Now, the DOT has done us all a favor by producing the report.
We will be considering it. I think it is fair to say that there has
been far more interest in the diesel differential in the House—
more than half the Members are sponsors, more than half the
Memlﬁars of the taxwriting committee in the House are sponsors,
as well.

We are trying to work things out with the Department of Trans-
portation; however, at the moment we believe that a complete sub-
stitution is the fairest and best way.

One other thing I would say, Mr. Chairman. It is my recommen-
dation that no one proceed until we have figures from the joint
committee with respect to the revenue raised. The figures that
have been presented to the committee today come from the Depart-
ment of Transportation. They may be good. In my judgment, par-
ticularly with reference to the complete substitution, where the De-
partment feels 9 cents is necessary, in my judgment you will find
quite a different figure when the Joint Committee comes with its
numbers.

Senator Symms. Bill, what do you mean “the complete substitu-
tion"’? Go straight to a 9-cent diesel differential?

Mr. FrenzeL. Yes. In my judgment it won't take 9 cents to
achieve revenue neutrality, at which altar we have all decided to
worship. [Laughter.]

Senator SymMms. Do you think 9 cents, with no heavy use taxes?

Mr. FrReNzEL. In my judgment it is probably pretty close to 7
cents. But this committee and others, and our committee, have
always used the joint committee’s estimates. I hope we will use
them in the future.

Senator Symms. Well, I have to say, I agree with you. We are
going to collect more money than we think, because you are going
to get it all this way. But I don’t know how you can prove it now.

Mr. FrenzeL. The DOT says 150 million bucks percent. Maybe
they are right, maybe they aren’t. Who knows?

Also, with respect to the allocation study, while the Secretary is
correct in saying many people have endorsed that, I think I am
also correct in saying many people have condemned it. It stands as
some kind of equity standard only because there isn’t any other
one. But I am not sure it’s perfect, and I believe this committee
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shouf!d gecide what is equity, and using whatever testimony that it
can find.

You will hear some testimony later in the day from people who
have to operate under all of these kinds of conditions, and I think
they will tell you something quite differently.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to pay tribute to Senator Abdnor,
who already testified. The introduction of my bill was wholly due
to his prodding me, and the results of his initiative, and my being a
copycat rather than any brilliance on my part.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Mr. Frenzel's prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT BY
THE HONORABLE BILL FRENZEL
ON
ALTERNATIVES TO THE HEAVY VEHICLE USE TAX
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 9, 1984

Mr. Chairman, thank you for providing me with the cpportunity to testify on
aiternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax enacted as part of the Surface Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1982, As you know, | have introduced a bil) on this subject,
H,R. 2124, and Senator Wallop, a Member of this Committee, has introduced a companion
bill, S, 31475. Our bil) provides for a complete replacement of the heavy vehicle

use tax with 3 more equitable tax based on the diesel fuel consumed by trucks.

-

In 1982, the main issue before the Congress was not really how the increase in
truck taxes was going to be structured, but rather how much of an increase was going
to be imposed on the trucking industry. Consequently, the general issue as to the

inequities inherent in the heavy vehicle use tax was never fully considered.

Since the ensctment of the increase in the heavy vehicle use tax, | have heard
from what at times seems to be every trucker in the country. Generally, while they
sti1] think that the Department of Transportation allocation study was flawed, and
that trucks are stil) being assigned too large of 8 proportion of the cost of main-
taining our highway natwork, the majority of truckers appear to be resigned to paying
& much larger share of the cost of our highway system. What they are adamantly,
and uniformly, opposed to however, is the unfair method by which the tax is collected.

The current hesvy vehicle use tax is indeed an unfair and inequitable method

of taxation. It requires the trucker who travels short distances, such as 15,000

miles per year, entirely within one city, who rarely uses the interstate highway
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system to pay the same amount of heavy vehicle use tax as the lonq haul trucker

who may travel 200,000 miles per year, almost exclusively on the interstate system.
It requires the small trucker, who may keep one or two trucks in reserve, to pay

the heavy vehicle use tax on those trucks in order to have them available to handle
occasfonal overflow business. Worst of all, the heavy vehicle use tax requires a
trucker to pay the tax whether he or she is working at all, [f a trucker were
clairvoyant, and could tull at the beginning of the year whether or not there would
be sufffcient work to justify paying the tax, this would not be a problem. Ho.ever,
with the advent of deregulation, coupled with the recently ended recession, there has

been Jay-to-day uncertainty as ton whether many smaller, independent truckers would
be rolling.

It is true that these same problems existed before the enactment of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act. However, problems which are tolerable at & maximum

tax rate of $240 per year can completely destroy a business at a maximum level of
$1,900 per year,

Senator Wallop's and my bil) attempts tc resolve the equity problems inherent
in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act by replacing the heavy vehicle use tax
with an increase in the diesel fuel excise tax. This "diesel differential® approach,
which {s supported by most of the trucking industry and 240 Members of the House,
would increase the excise tax on diesel fuel by 5¢ per gallon, from 9¢ %o 14¢.

It was, and always has been, our intention to provide a revenue neutra) substitute

for the heavy vehicle use tax, Due to the delay in considering an alternative to the

heavy vehicie use tax, and changing assumptions and economic conditfons, it is clear

now that our proposal as introduced is not revenue neutral, and changes will be necessary.

However, before any changes can be made to develop a revenue neutral substitute,
the term "revenue neutral” must first be defined. In my judgment, there is only

one way to define revenue neutral, and that is that the replacement for the heavy
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vehicle use tax must replace, dollar-for-dollar, the amount of revenue that the
Joint Committee on Taxation projects the current law to raise. In other words,
if the new economic assumptions show the trucking industry paying $10 more now than
it was projected to pay in 1982, any substitute should also provide $10 more in

revenye, The same should hold true if new assumptions show the trucking industry

paying $10 less in revenue.

The purpose behind replacing the heavy vehicle use tax with a diesel differentia)l

is to provide a more equitable means of collecting taxes Congress has decided the

trucking industry should pay. It is not to try to recalibrate the allocation of revenues
among cars, light trucks, combination trucks, and heavy trucks to bring their respective

ratios of the tax burden back into line with the ratios projected in 1982.

In conclusion, | would lYike to reiterate my main point, and that is that no action
should be taken until we know how much revenue any given substitute will need to
provide. The Joint Committee on Taxation, which provides the revenue figures on
which virtually all tax legislation is based, has been working diligently on updating
its models and projections to provide the Congress with up-to-date revenue numbers.

It is my understanding that these new revenue projections will be completed within

the next two weeks. In view of the magnitude of the revenue we are dealing with, and

in view of the fact we are dealing with a replacement tax, and not an increased tax,

1 would strongly urge that any decisfons on a possible substitute be delayed until after

the Joint Committee on Taxation revenue figures have been provided.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for providing me with the opportunity to testify
on this important issue. You and the Members of your Committee are to be commended
on holding these hearings, and I am hopeful that the issue can be resolved quickly

once we have the updated revenue numbers.



63

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Long, do you have any questions?

Senator LoNG. No questions. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Is Congressman Ireland here?

Voicke. He is on his way.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, he is on his way, but we will go ahead with
the next panel: Thomas A. Larson, secretary, Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Transportation, on behalf of the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials; and Don A. Wilson,
distribution systems manager, dairy group, the Southland Corp.,
Dallas, TX, on behalf of the the Private Truck Council of America.

Following this panel we will have the GAO witness.

Let me suggest, if you can summarize your statements and high-
light the important points, your entire statements will be made a
part. of the record.

We will proceed with Mr. Larson.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS D. LARSON, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVA.
NIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, ON BEHALF OF THE
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPOR-
TATION OFFICIALS, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. LArsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Thomas Larson. I am representing the American As-
sociation of State Highway and Transportation Officials and also
appearing as the secretary of transportation for the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania.

I would want to point out, also, that there is a very long tradi-
tion of cooperation between those who build and maintain high-
ways and those who use highways, so we have a very intense and
longstanding interest in this subject.

Last May we created a steering committee to conduct a study of
motor carrier taxation and registration issues. We have provided
the steering committee final report to members of the committee,
and I have attached a copy to my testimony. This final report, we
believe, analyzes the issues of taxation and registration facing
heavy trucks in greater depth than has ever been done before.

With regard to the heavy vehicle use tax, our ASHTO executive
committee has considered the advice of the steering committee, as
contained in this document, and recommends the following:

First, no truck tax should be substituted for the current heavy
vehicle use tax unless such tax raises at least equal revenues for
highway purposes, provides at least equal equity, and is adminis-
tratively efficient.

I think these are principles generally agreed on.

Second, a Federal weight-distance tax should be considered as a
replacement for the heavy vehicle use tax and all other Federal
highway user charges except fuel taxes. This tax should be de-
signed to yield at least equal revenues for highway purposes and to
provide equity among users.

Third, such a tax should be administered by state governments
with Federal reimbursement for the costs involved.

In its analysis of the heavy vehicle use tax alternatives, the
steering committee determined that the flat diesel differential tax
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now being considered in Congress DOT 1, reduces equity among ve-

hicle classes more than the other alternatives. It thus moves away

from the findings of the Federal highway cost allocation study,

l»)vo}:jich ASHTQ endorses, and has endorsed officially as a policy
y.

It would significantly shift the cost responsibility of the heaviest

trucks to other users, particularly light and medium trucks.

And there are other factors that I might mention very briefly:

We believe there is an evasion problem that would be developed
as heating fuel, for example, becomes a substitute for truck fuel.
Also, there is an administrative problem that we think would be
severe, because there are more than 3.5 million cars and vehicles
weighing less than 10,000 pounds as opposed to perhaps only 2.5
million trucks that will be impacted by this tax, under the original
proposal.

The steering committee also determined that a weight-distance
tax, substituting for the heavy vehicle use tax and excise taxes of
the Surface Transportation Act, provides the greatest improvement
in equity among and within vehicle classes than any other alterna-
tive considered. Moreover, this particular option eliminates the
truck sales tax which the final report states has the greatest
impact on small operators’ cashflow and which is poorly related to
cost responsibility, and which has relatively high administrative
costs, since it was changed to a retail tax in the Surface Transpor-
tation Act of 1982,

In terms of the net sum of the annual administrative costs, com-
pliance costs, and evasion costs, taking all these three together, a
Federal weight-distance tax administered by the State is the only
proposed alternative which would reduce the total of these annual
costs, when compared to the existing heavy vehicle use tax.

I might mention in closin% that the National Governors Associa-
tion and a number of other State-interest organizations involved in
truck matters has considered and developed a statement that is at-
tached to my statement, basically covering the principles that I
have set forth here.

I thank you very much for the opportunity to bring this testimo-
ny to you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Larson.

Mr. Wilson?
[Mr. Larson’s prepared statement with attachments follows:]
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Summary Testimony

My name is Thomas D. Larson. I am representing the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials, and also appearing as Secretary of the

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.

Last May we created a Steerirg Committee to conduct a study of motor carrier
taxation and registration igsues. We have provided copies of the Steering
Committee Final Report to members of this Committee, and a further copy is attached
to our testimony. The Final Report analyzes taxation and registration issues
facing heavy trucks in greater depth than has ever been done before, and as such
the information {t contains should be of value to anyone dealing with the issues
iavolved. It documents the issues involved with the various proposales that have
been put forward by interested agencies and associations, and describes and
evaluates the alternatives.

With regard to the heavy vehicle use tax, our AASHTO Executive Committee has
considered the advice of our Steering Committee and recommends!

(15 No truck tax should be substituted for the current heavy vehicle use tax
unless such tax raises at least equal revenues for highway purposes,
provides at least equal equity, and is administratively efficient.

(2) A federal weight-distance tax should be considered as a replacement for
the heavy vehicle use tax and all other federal highway user charges
except fuel taxes. This tax should be designed to yield at least equal
revenues for highway purposes and to provide equity among users.

(3) Such a tax should be administered by state governments with federal
reimbursement for the costs involved.

In its analysis of the HVUT alternatives, the Steering Committee determined
that the flat diesel differential tax nov being considered in Congress reduces
equity among vehicle classes more than any other alternative. It thus moves away
from the findings of the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study, which AASHTO
endorses, and would significantly shift the cost responaibility of the heaviest
trucks to other users, particularly light and medium trucks.

The Steering Committee also determined that a weight-distance tax, substituting
for the HVWT and excise taxes of the STAA of 1982, provides the greatest
inprovement in equity among and within vehicle classes than any other alternative
considered. Moreover, this particular option eliminates the truck sales tax, which
the Final Report states has the greatest impact on small operators' cash flow,
which is poorly related to cost responsibility and which has relatively high
administrative costs since it was changed to a retail tax in the STAA of 1982.

This option would also reduce the initial lump sum, front-end burden of truck sales

and tire sales.

In terms of the net sum of annual administrative costs, compliance costs, and
evasion costs, a federal weight~distance tax, administered by the states, 1s the
only proposed alternative which would reduce the total of these annual costs when

compared to the existing heavy vehicle use tax (HWT).

Independently of but in coordination with our AASHTO Steering Comaittee, the
National Governors' Association pulled together at the national level numerous
state interest organizations involved in these truck matters. This group developed
a Statement of Principles dealing with sany of the same issues contained in the
Steering Committee's Final Report. A copy of the Statement of Principles is
attached, and it is compatible with the findings of our Final Report.
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Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas D. Larson, and I appear here in two
capacities, First, I am representing the American Association of State
Highway and Transportetion Officials, and we are pleased to have this
opportunity to express some of the views of our member departments about the
issue you are examining. Secondly, I am slso appearing as Secretary of
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.

Your announcement, Mr. Chairman, indicated that you want to receive
testimony relating to alternatives to the tax on the use of heavy trucks.
This issue and other issues related to the trucks operating on the nation's
highways have occupied much of AASHTO's attention over the past year. We
initiated a study last May under our Standing Committee on Planning, of which
I am chairman, to mske an in depth examination of truck taxation and
registration issues, and named a Steering Committee to guide our study. This

study has now been coapleted.

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that AASHTO is
generally pleased with the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, that
landmark legislation your Committee helped enact in December 1982, Although
we are experiencing difficulty implementing some provisions of the Act, we
continue to find that substantially all of the significant provisions are
working effectively., This has occurred in large part because of an effective,
deternined partnership between the states and the Federal Highway
AMministration, and we are all indebted to the quality of leadership exhibited

by the FHWA during this past year,

One of the areas where there {s nov some disagreeasent between the motor
carrier industry and our meaber departments is over the ‘ssue of cost
allocation. Mr, Chairman, we have previously submitted testimony to Congress
outlining why we support the FHWA "Final Report on the Federal Highway Cost
Allocation Study". We will not further burden the record at this time with
the reasons for our support of the FHWA Study, but stand ready to respond to
any specific questions you or members of the Committee may have.

In October 1983 our member departments passed a Resolution, titled "AASHTO
Position on National Truck Taxes™. A copy of the resolution is attached to
this testimony. Our Policy Committee was concerned about then-pending
legislative efforts to take action changing the heavy truck taxation
provisions of the STAA of 1982, It was the judgment of our Policy Committec
that such action should not take place until further information was
available, including the results of our AASHIO study on motor carrier taxation
and registration issues and the Section 513(g) report by the Depsrtment of
Transportation. Both of these reports are now available, and have been

delivered to Congress. .
This Resolution concluded with the following final resolve!

“v+AASHTO urges that 1f changes are made on truck taxes that alternatives
be based on an equitable type and weight of the taxed vehicle, and the
amount of highway usage for these vehicles, and that the level of funds
raised be no less than that authorized in the STAA."
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This langusge was interpreted by some when it was approved as a flat-out
AASHTO endorscment of a national weight-distance tax. That was not the case,
The facts are as follows,

On November 21, 1982, our Policy Committee enacted a Resolution stating as
follows!

".s.that a national weight distance tax be considered as a more aquitable
tax approsch with the adminietration and collection to be structured at
the state level with the states being reimbursed for their expenses in
aduinistration and collection, provided that no preemption of state laws
establishing weight distance or ton mileage taxes occurs because of the
establishaent of a nationel weight distance tax.”

This November, 1982 Resclution was not a recommsendation that a national
weight~distance tax be enacted, but ouly that it be considered. Since 1982
there has indeed been much consideratiou of a national weight-distance tax,
and the matter is thoroughly discussed in both our Steering Committee report,

and the Section 513(g) report just forwarded to Congress.

Looking again at our October, 1983 Resolution language as quoted above, it
does not specifically identify either a weight-distance tax nor a ton-mileage
tax, vhich by the way are very different in their impact on the motor carrier
industry. Rather, it addresses itself to a tax alternative that would be
"based on an equitable type and weight of the taxed vehicle, and the amount of
highway usage for these vehicles”. Such a taxation approach could take
several different forms. A prime concern of AASHTO is that regardless of the
specific form an alternative heavy truck tax might assume, that it be designed
to take into account the weight of the vehicles and their usage of our
highways, so that the resultan: tex reflects the cost allocation principles
that have been established by the FHWA report on cost allocation.

This is not to say that AASHTO may not ultimately recoamend a Federal
weight-distance tax. Indeed, this is one of the recommendations of the
Steering Committee, a recommendation that is now undergoing review by our

member departaents.

One other prime concern held by the Association is also addressed in the
attached third Resolution, the final phrase of which states:

"+.sthat the level of funds raised (by any alternative) be no less than
that authorized {a the STAA."

We believe that whatever alternatives might be counsidered to the heavy
truck taxation provisions of the STAA of 1982, those alternatives ought to be
revenue neutral to the Federal-Aid Highway program so tinat the adbility to fund
the authorization levels of the STAA is not adversely affected. It appearw
that there is general agreement among all parties to this concept, and we hope

it will be maintained.

Returning again to our Steering Committee and its study of motor carrier

taxation and registration issues, ve engaged System Design Concepts, Inc,
(Sydec) and Harold A. Hovey as consultants, and their Final Report was
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subamitted December 31, 1983, On Jsnuary 27, the Final Report was recsived by
our Executive Committee. In a separate motion the Final Report was acceptad,
without the inclusion of the two proposed Resolutions contained in its
preamble, and as accepted it can now be considered an AASHTO document. At
their request, we have provided members of your Committee staff with coples of
the Final Report, and we have also provided copies to members of this
Committee. For the record, a further copy is attached to this testimony,

The Steering Committee's two proposed Resolutions have not yet coapleted
their necessary review process within AASHTO, which I will discuss later,
What is important to emphasize here is that the Final Report of the Steering
Committee sanalyzes taxation snd registration Lssues facing our heavy trucks in
greater depth than has ever been done before, and as such the information it
contains should be of value to anyoue dealing with the issues involved,
whether at the federal or state level, within the motor carrier industry, or

elaevhere.

There vere two major reasons the AASHTO Policy Committee initiated this
study at its meeting in May, 1983, First, the AASHTO Standing Committee on
Planning had identified a number of specific trucking fssues in its
investigation of the impact of the STAA of 1982 on state transportation
programs and revenues. Second, other public and private sector groups were
developing alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax provisions of the STAA of
1982, and proposals to schieve uniformity in state motor carrier taxation and
registration procedures that could impact adversely on the states. Faced with
this situation, AASHTO could either 1) take a passive role and simply react to
and comment upon others' proposals, or 2) undertake 'ts traditional active
role where impnrtant public policy issues ipvolving transportation are
concerned by performing our own professionsl analyses and formulating policy

rositions, We chose the latter.

AASHTO's study of these issues vas guided by a Steering Comaittes, which
was chaired by lowell K. Bridwell, Secretary of Transportation of Msryland.
Serving on the Steering Comaittee with Mr. Bridwell were the chief
administrative officers of 12 states, three states from each of AASHTO's four
regions. They were, in addition to myself, George N. Campbell, Maine; John A.
Clements, New Hampshire; Henry Gray, Arkansas; Paul N. Pappes, Floride; Thomas
D. Moreland, Georgia; Warrean B. Dunham, Iows; Richard A. Ward, Oklahoma;
Lowell B. Jackson, Wisconsin; lso Trombatore, California; Joseph Dolan,

Colorado; and Fred D. Miller, Oregon.

In performing the study, the Steering Cosmittee and its consultant engaged
in extensive consultations with shippers and carriers. In sddition, surveys
concerning the experience of individual states in motor carrier taxation and
registration procedures were undertaken. In view of the diversity of state
agencies involved in motor carrier taxation and registration, input from the
various groups at the state level was an important aspect of the study.

In this connection, the National Governors' Association, acting as an
umbrella group, pulled together at the national level numerous state interest
groups involved in the issues. These groups included the National Association
of State Budget Offfcers, the National Conference of State legislatures, the
National Association of Governors' Highway Safety Representatives, the
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National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, the Federation of
Tax Adminietrators, and the American Association of Motor Vehicle
AMuinistrators, and representatives from these groups were added to our
Steering Committee as ex officio members. The NGA effort 1s chaired by
Secretary of Transportation Andrew Fogarty, of Virginia, Separate from the
NGA initiative, each state was encouraged to develop a working group which
would pull together the numerous agencies at their own state level,

+ The AASHTO Steering Committes, as noted, completed its work on December
31, 1983, and the Final Report provides detailed documentation of all the
issues involved aud documentation of the careful process followed by the
Steering Committee and its consultant in considering the various proporals
that have been put forward by interested agencies or associations, developing
new alternatives based on this review, selecting a limited number of lmportant
options, and evaluating all important features of thea.

Independently of but in coordination with the Steering Committee, the NGA
group developed a Statement of Principles dealing with many of the same issues
contained in the Steering Committee's Pinal Report., The Statement of
Principles, with some anmendments, was adopted Jsnuary 20, 1984 by the Staff
AMvisory Council to the NGA's Committee on Transportation, Commerce and
Communications. A copy of the Statement of Principles is attached, and it is
compatible with the findings of the Pinal Report.

Study Recommendations

Based upon the analysis performed in the study, the Steering Committee has
put forward recoamendations in two areas: amendments to the heavy vehicle use
tax (HVUT) enacted by the STAA of 1982, and a means to achieve uniformity in
state motor carrier taxation and registration procedures, These
recomnendations are contained in the Final Report that was accepted by the
AASHTO Executive Committee on January 27, and will be discussed by the AASHTO
Policy Committee at its upcoming February 24th aeeting.

HWT Alternatives Selected for Detsiled Study

Specifically, the Steering Committee examined 22 HVUT alternatives. As a
result of this examination, the list was narroved to three options which
represented the broad range of slternatives put forward. These three options
were then further analyzed in termss of their relative equity, adainistrative
efficiency, and ease of compliance and enforcement, and are as followst

(1) A flat rate diesel differential to replace the HWT. For this
alternative, a differeatial of 7.5¢ per gallon is estimated as
the amount required to match the revenue which would be lost if
the HVUT {s eliminated on July 1, 1984, Under this alternative,
the diesel fuel tax at the pump would be 16.5¢ per gallon, with
rebates of the 7.5¢ per gallon differential being made to all

vehicles weighing under 10,000 pounds.



61

(2) A weight-distance tax which substitutes only for the existing
HWT. This alternative was designed to yield the same overall
1983-1988 fiscal year revenues as the STAA of 1982, and to equal
revenue to cost responsibility among truck classes insofar as
possible, based on the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study

FH

(3) A higher veight-distance tax which substitutes not only for the
HVUT but also for other federal highway excise taxes on truck
sales and tires. Like alternative (2), this alternative was
designed to yield the same overall 1983-1988 fiscal year
revenues as the STAA of 1982, and to equal FHCAS revanue to cost

responsibility.

Both of the federal weight-distance alternatives vere examined in terms
oft (1) the states collecting the tax under federal guidelines, with
adxintistrative costs being coversd by a fixed percentage of revenues
collected, and (2) the federal government collecting the tax.

An is of HVUT Alternatives

All three HVUT options were compared to a base case which retains the tax
structure contained in the STAA of 1982, and which yields revenues based on
the most recent Treasury forecasts, or approxisately $74 billion over the life

of the bill.

In its analysis of the HVUT alternatives, the Steering Coamittee
determined that the flat diesel differential reduces equity smong vehicle
classes more than auny other alternative. It thus moves away from the findings
of the FHCAS, which AASHTO endorses, and would significantly shift the cost
responsibility of the heaviest trucks to other users, particularly light and
medium trucks. In addition, the flat rate diesel differential:

0 Creates greater incentive for avasion of taxes by use of heating
oil and other mesns of avoiding the tax.

o Increases government's dependence on the fuel tax which may become
& problem in the future as alternative fuels come into wider use.

o Creates inequities for special types of vehicles which have low
fusl econory (e.g., trash compacting vehicles).

0 Requires filing of claims for refunds for all diesel passenger
cars and other vehicles under 10,000 pounds, through deductions on
federal income tax filings, thus causing substantial delays in

rebates of taxes paid.

Parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, 1 would note that in an analysis of the
rebate situation made last week, it appears that by 1985 more people would be
claiming refunds than would be paying a diesel differential tax. It appears
that in 1985 there will be about 2.4 million trucks weighing more than 10,000
pounds, compared to 1.1 million weighing under that weight and 2.5 million
diesel automobiles.

35-748 O—82——5



62

In its analysis the Steering Committes also determined that the
weight-d istance tax, substituting for the HVUT and excise taxes of the STAA of
1982, provides the greatest improvesent in equity among and within vehicle
classes than any other alternative considered. Moreover, this particular
option eliminates the truck sales tax, which the Final Report states has the
greatest impact on small operators' cash flow, which is poorly related to cost
responsibility and wvhich has relatively hish administrative costs since it vas
changed to a retail tax in the STAA of 1982, This option would also reduce
the initial lump sum, front-end burden of truck sales and tire taxes.

The Steering Committees then analysed the issue of the besat method to
collect & weight~distance tax--at either the state or federal level, It
determined that collection at the state level was clearly preferable for the

following reasons:

.0 Evasion rates could be dramatically reduced by compsrison with
federal adainistration.

0 Could lead to olimination of moat retaliatory taxes.

o Provide states with the opportunity to enact piggyback
wveight-distance tax increments with their own tax rates at very

little added aduninistrative cost,

o Would encourage states to achieve greater equity in their tax
structure, both among vehicle classes and within vehicle classes.

0 Such & program could be integrated with other state truck tax
prograss, providing improved administrative sfficiency and greater

effectiveness {n enforcement.

o Such a program would provide an opportunity to eliminate carrier
fuel use taxes by adding an incentive for states to do so.

0 Most of the available expertise and experience already existe
within state agencies.

In terms of the net sum of snnual adainistrative costs, compliance costs,
and evasion costs, the Final Report notes that a federal weight ~distance tax,
aduinistered by the states, is the only proposed alternative wl ich would
reduce the total of these annual costs vhen compared to the ex.sting heavy

vehicle use tax (HWT).

Based upon the relative merits of the weight-distance option that
substitutes for the HVUT snd excise taxes of the STAA of 1982, the Steering
Committee believed that this option meets the tests of relative equity,
sdninistrative efficiency, snd ease of compliance and enforcement.

Uniform State Procedures

Presently, Mr. Chairsan, a weight distance concept is utilized by ten
states. [Experience by these states discloses that administrative efficiency,
and esse of compliance and snforcesent would be enhanced if there was a
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uniformity among the states regarding iuforeation pertaining to truck
registrations and mileage traveled on public highways. Moreover, regardless
of which truck tax is imposed, if all states uniformily saintained the
necessary information there would not only be an economy of scale, but also
the work load for individual states and motor carriers would be redv-4d and
avasion would be reduced. The AASHTO Steering Committee examined tne issue of
unjformity in state motor carrier taxation and registration procedures. In
this connection, AASHIO recoguizes that the existing multiplicity of permits
required for interstate operations of trucks and the inconsistency and
complexity of truck fee structures and rates creates an unressonable burden on
motor carriers, and creates cousiderable confusion and delay in the
cousistent, speedy collection of atate fees. Also, charges and fee structures
and amounts charged by individual states often create reciprocity in

collection problems in other states.

The resolution of this issue is integrally related to changing the tax on
the use of heavy trucks. One of the key recommendstions of the U.5. DOT
Section 19 report is that the Congress enact legislation creating & working
group to develop an acceptable approach to national uniform truck regulation.
Therefore, based on the belief that Congress will soon be addressing this
issue, I would 1ike to briefly explain & National Motor Carrier Tax Service
Bureau concept developed and recommended by our Steering Committee.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, U.S. DOT Secretary Dole has had legismlation
introduced that would authorise her to establish a working group of state
representatives to advise within 12 wonths on regulations to be promulgated
dealing with uniform state registration and taxation procedures.

This bill would also allow the Secretary to reject sumsarily the working
group's racommendations, and unilaterally promulgate federsl regulations,
preespting state suthority in this area. This could set a precedent for
potential future actions in other areas of state tazation.

In {its examination and analysis of the uniformity issue, the AASHTO
Steering Committee voluntarily took the initiative in bringing efficlency and
uniformity to the state taxation system, while attempting to pressrve states'
rights to establish their own structure and the rates of motor carrier
tazation. Following its lengthy analysis of the current situation, it
specifically recommends as & sclution to the problem the establishment of a
National Motor Carrier Tax Service Bureau created by the states and assisted
by the federal government. This Service Bureau would be a means to achieve

uniformity in state tax procedures.

The Service Buresu would providet data collection and maintenance
services; adainistration of a multi-state agreement, including transfer of
taxes due between states; enforcement of the agresment; and auditing services
as needed. The approach would be designed to result in single licenses for
truckers, base-state registration and reporting of mileage, and fuel use and
base-state tax and registration payments. While state membership in the
Service Bureau system would preferably be voluatary, it is likely that some
form of federal legislative mandate would be needed to gain total
participation and compliance.
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Under the Steering Committea's recommendation, the state tax structure of
all participating states would have to meet the following requirementsa:

o No truck would be required to display more than one license plate.

0 A maximum of two cab cards would be required--one for base-state
registration and one for state economic regulatiom--except for
special situations such as oversized or hazardoua cargoes.

o Only ons form and payment would be required to be submitted for
registration valid in all participating states.

o Only one form and payment (probadly quarterly) would be required
for carrier fuel use reporting snd taxation, covering all

participating states.

0 States would be encouraged to adopt “one stop shopping” for all
highway use tax psyments and travel authority.

The Service Bureau, however, would in no vay affect the states' ability to
detersine the structure or rates of taxes to be paid.

The functions of the Service Bureau would vary from 2 ainimum required as
s part of each atate's participation in the agreement co a wide range of
additional services that might be purchased dy states on a voluntary
negotiated basis. The minimum functions would include: ’

0 Exchange of data from required reports of truckers and from all
£ield data relating to enforcement.

o Maintenance of & data processing and clearinghouse systes.

0 Administration of the multi-state agreement.

o Davelopment and adoption of standards for uniform adainiatration
and enforcement, including auditing and other items necessary to

sinimize tax evasion.
o En!orccint of standards under the agreement.

In developing the Service Bursau concept as & means to schieve uniformity
in state taxation procedures, the Steering Commitee determined that current
state practices result in sultiple state registration and tax reporting
requiresents which cause higher sdministrative costs for states and higher
compliance costs for motor carriers than necessary. It was also found that
some groups are seeking to use this situstion to eliminate certain state
taxes, wvhile others are seeking to use it to give unpracedented authority over
state taxes and registration procedures to the federal government. And,
finally, the Stearing Committes found that the states have demonstrated in the
International Registration Plan, that multi-state arrangements, which allocats
tax revenues by mileage in each state, are feasible and reduce paperwork and
reporting burdens for sotor carriers without jeopardizing state revenuss.
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Mr. Chairwan, on January 27 the AASHTO Executive Committee considered two
Resolutions passed by the Steering Committee, copies of which is found in the
Fioal Report. The Executive Committee amended the Resolutions, and copies of
them as ansnded are attached. The Final Report, the Steering Committee's
resolutions, and the two amended Resolutions will now be considered by our
Policy Committee on Pebruary 24, 1984, and it will develop our AASHTO policy,
vhich will require & two~thirds affirmative vote of the states for approval.

Briefly, the Executive Committee Resolution to be conaidered by our Policy
Committee contains the following provisions:

HWT Recommendations?

(1) No truck tax should be aubstituted for the current heavy vehicle
use tax unlens such tax raises at least equal revenues for
highway purposes, provides at least equal equity, and is
adain{stratively efficient,

(2) A federsl weight-distance tax should be considered as a
replacement for the heavy vehicle use tax and all other fedaral
highway user charges sexcept fuel taxes. This tax should be
designed to yileld at least equal revenues for highway purposes

and to provide equity among users,

(3) Such a tax should be administered by state governments with
federal reimbursement for the costs involved.

Mr., Chairman, 8 key coancern we have with any alternative to the heavy
vehicle use taxes contained in the STAA of 1982, as I have noted, is the
oversll resultant impact ou the Highway Trust Pund. But the HWT
situation is not our only concern about the Trust Pund.

Recommendations for State Procedurs Uniformitys

With respect to the issue of uniformity of state regulation and
taxation of motor carriers, the Executive Committee resolved as follows:

(1) There should be no federal restrictions on the ability of the
states to ensct and set the rates of major highway use taxes
based upon registration, fuel purchase and use, and the weight
of the vehicle and distance traveled. ‘

(2) That uniformity be achieved at a sinimum for registration and
fuel use reporting through a aystem preamised on base state
reporting of mileage and fuel purchases by state. This systea
would cover doth inter- and intra-state trucks and encourage a
single institutional contact and a single form for reporting in
each state. In addition, efforts to achisve uniformity
specifically should exclude any proposal that would limit the
states’' ability to determine type and rate of taxzstion, such
type and rate of taxzation being eaqually applicable to interstate
and iatrastate trucking. There should be an institutional
mechaniss to adsinister and enforce the uniform system. This
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institutional mechanism would have certain basic functions
including dats processing and central storage and retrieval,
exchauge of data from required reports of motor carriers and
from all field 4ata relating to enforcement, administration of &
combined IRP and fuel tax, and establishment of standards for
auditing and other items necessary to ainimize tax evasion. The
{astitutional mechanism would also perform additional functione
on & voluntary negotiated basis aa the states find necessary.

A task force should be convened by the states to consider and
recornend mechanisas by which the states can implement the
concepts stated above, This task force should involve
representatives of AASHTO, the NGA and other interested
organizations of state officials including regulatory
commissioners, tax administrators, vehicle adainigtrators and

legislators.

The institutional mechanism adopted by the states should not
involve perpetual subsidies from any state to any other state.

AASHTO supporte federal legislation to ensure that the policies
listed above are, within a reasonable time, adopted by all the

states.

These actions represent positive steps on the part of the states
to address the fundamental issues of uniformity in truck
taxation and registration. Further, these actions provide the
necessary framework for resolving issues without the necessity

of federal preemptive legislation.

I would again point out that neither the Steering Committee nor the
attached Executive Committee Resolutions constitute AASHTO policy. That
policy will be developed on February 24, 1984 by the Policy Committee.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to provide you and your
Committee with our observations and recommendations. As always, we will
be pleased to be of further assistance wherever possible.
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY

AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS
HENRY GRAAY. Premcent
Jrecror FRANCIS 8 FRANCOIS
Arsanses Se J:gnway and Szecutive Jirector
Traraporstion Ceparument

RESOLUTION ON
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHEWAY COST ALLOCATION STUDY

Passed by the Policy Committes in their seeting November 21, 1982

WHYREAS, the United Scates Departaent of Transportacion has completed the "Yinal
Report on the Federal Highway Cost Allocatiocu Study” in response to Section 506

of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978; and

WHEREAS, the scudy mschodology has been reviewed and evaluated and is considered
to be an improvement over past cost allocation studiss, in chat it takes inte
account resurfacing and rehabilitaciom to praserve and procact existing highwvays;
and

WEEREAS, the sctudy is based om pr;jcctad nesds vhich are genarally in sccord with
the American Association of Scate Bighway and Transportacion Officials' "Program
for Amsrica's Highvays {n the '80's"; and

WHEREAS, tha study appears to be unbiased in allocation of cost anong the various
classas of vehicles to attain equity and reflects the cost imposed om the highwvay
systeam by that class; and

WEEREAS, the findings of the report showv that heavier vehicles sre not payisg

their fair share of highway costs aud {ncreased user charges are recommended os

the heavier type vehicles; and

WHERZAS, the scudy tecognizas that highvay user taxes shcﬂld ¢ easily adainiscered
and should be gcaduaced as a function of veight rather than remaining constant ‘

across all weights, and also recognizes that & veighe distance tax cculd concridute

H ficantly to a fairer and sore efficient tax strusture.
ExEcd iR GFFICE Sed M. eamitsl Suacss N Suite 325~ Weshington D.C. 30001 Telephone (202) $24-5800
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NOW THEREFORE, the Policy Committes of the American Association of Stace Highway
and Transporctation Officlsls acting at its Noveader 21, 1982, ameeting in Orvlando,
!loytda. concurs in the findings of the Federal Bi;hvay.Cou: Allocation Study -
and recommends that legislation be enacted sz soon as possible to assure that the
various classes of highway users pay heir fair share of the cost. [t is further
recommended that & national vieght distance tax be considered as & more equitable
tax approach with the sdministracion snd collection to be structured at che stace
level vith the states being reimbursed for their expenses in adainistration aad
collection, provided that no presmption of state lavs escablishing weight distances

or ton aileage taxes occurs because of the establishment of a national veight

distance tax.
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AASHTO POSITION ON NATIONAL TRUCK TAXES

Approved by AASHTO Policy Committee
on October 2, 1983

WHEREAS, the Policy Committee of the Amqrican Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials scting at its November 21, 1982 meeting in
Orlando, Morida, concurred ia the findings of the Federal Highway Cost
hllocation Study and recommended that legislation be enacted as soou as
possible to assure that the various classes of highway users pay their fair

share of the cost; and

WHEREAS, the Policy Commictee of AASHTO acting at its November 21, 1982
meeting in Orlando, Florida, also recommended that & national weight distance
tax be considered as a more equitable tax approach vith the administration and
collection to be structured at the state level vith the states being
reimbursed for their expensas in administration and collection, provided that
o preemption of state lavs establishing veight discance or ton aileage taxes
occurs because of the establistment of a nationsl veight distance tax; and

WHEREAS, the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 subsequently
established & heavy vehicle use tax vhich is a nationally uniform charge based
upon gradusted vehicle weight and which soved substantially in the direction
of meeting highway cost responsibilities as determined in the Final Report on

the Federal Bighway Cost Allocation Study: and

WHEREAS, the proposed flat diesel differential use tax moves in the
opposite direction of meeting cost vesponsibility and does not allocate costs
consistent vith the Federsl Cost Allocation Study; and

WHEREAS, Section 513(g) of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1982 directs the Deapartment of Transportation, in coasultation with the
Departasent of the Treasury, to study: (1) alternstives.to the heavy vehicle
use tax, and (2) plans for improving the collection and enforcemeat of the tax
and its slcternatives, and further directs that alternative taxes include those
based either singly or {a combination ou vehicle sisze or configurations,
vehicle waight, both registersd snd sctual operating veight, and distance
travelled; asnd

WHEREAS, the AASETO Steering Committae on Motor Carrier Taxation and
Registration Issues is conducting a study on this subject in order to develop
positions and recommendations vhen Cougress debates legilslation on
alternatives to the current heavy vehicle use tax, and faderal preeaption of
state motor carrier taxatlon and registration policiles:
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NOW, TRERETORE, the Policy Committes AASHTO, scting at its October 2, 1983
mesting in Denver, Colorado reaffirms its endorsement of the Federal Cost

Allocacion Study; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that AASETO urges Congress uot to taks action cm
alternacive truck taxes until such time as AASHTO completes its study and
presents recommendations on this vital subject; and

BE IT FURTRER RESOLVED, that AASHTO urges that {f chsnges are uade on
truck taxss that alternatives be basad ov an equitable type and weight of the
taxed vehicle, and the amount of highwey usage for these vehicles, and that
the level of funds raised bde no less than that sucthorised in cthe STAA.
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As Approved by the AASHTO Executive
Committae ou January 27, 1984, for
submittal to the AASHTO Policy Committee

LUTION JON OF HEAVY TRUCKS

SHIREAS the Congress {n the Surface Transportation Act of 1982 has enacted
ueedad funding for highway purposes and a systea of %axzation to achieve such

funding;

WHEREAS the U.S. Department of Transportation is conducting studies
exanining slternative methods of taxing heavy trucks;

WHIREAS the Congress is likaly to consider alternative taxes for heavy
trucks during its sassion ia 1984; ~

WHEREAS the nation's stats highway and transportation officials have a
vital interest in truck taxss that sdequately finance' the nation's highway
system and provide equity in paying for that system;

WHEREAS the member departments of AASHTO have conducted a detailed
aoalyeis of slternative methods of taxing heavy trucks under the guidance of &
Steering Committes, vhich was concluded on December 31, 1983 with the
subuittal of a final report that avaluatss the fairness aud practicality of

the alternatives;

WHIREAS the Steering Committee study found that truck taxes based upon a
combination of the weight of wehicles and the digtance they travel mors
equitadly distribute fipancing responsibility proporticnal to costs imposed ¢n
the system than other tax alternatives; and

WHEREAS the Steering Committes study found that truck taxes based ou &
combination of the waight of vehicles and the distance they travel provide
greater squity than a tax based on sither of these two factors alone;

WHERRAS the existing federsl excise taxes ou truck sales and tires
Tepresent a oue time payment in advance of highway use causing a greater
bun;dcn o8 motor carriers than texes which are paid periodically based on use;
a

WHIREAS the states generally have in place sechanisas for reporting of the
weight of besvy trucks and the miles thay travel and proceduras and personnel

for verification of these data;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

(1) No truck cax should be substituted for the curriat heavy vehicle use
taxr unless such tax raises at least equal revenuss for highway purposes,
provides at least equal equity, snd {s administratively efficieat.

(2) A federsl weight-distance tax should be considered as a replacesent
for the heavy vehicle use tax and all otber federal highway user charges
except fusl taxes. This tax should be designed to yield at lesst equal
revenues for highway purposes and to provide equity among users.

(3) Such a tax should be administered by state governments with federal
teisbursesent for the costs involved.
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As Approved by the AASHTO Executive

Committes ou January 27, 1984, for
Submittal to the AASHTO Policy Committee

RESOLUTION CONERNING UHI!OIKIIE OF STATE REGULATION

WHEREAS current state practices result in multiple state registration and
tax reporting requirements which causae higher admipistrative costs for states
and cowpliance costs for motor carriers than necessary;

WHIREAS some persons are sesking to use this situation to eliminate
certain state taxes and others ars seeking to use it to give unprecedented
suthority over state taxes and registration procedutes to the federal

government;

WHIRZAS the states have demonstrated, in the International Registration
Plag, that sulti-etate srrangemsnts vhich allocats tax revenuss by ailesge in
each state are feasidle snd reduce paperwork and reporting burdems for motor
carriers without jeopardizing state revenues.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

(1) There should be no federal restrictions on the ability of the states
to enact and set the rates of major highway use taxes based upon registration,
fuel purchase and use, and the veight of the vehicle and distance traveled.

. (2) That uniformity be achiaved at a ainimum for registration and fuel use
reporting through a system premised oo base state reporting of mileage and
fual purchasad by state. This systeam would cover both inter- and iatra-state
trucks and encourage & single institutional contact and & single fora for
reporting in each state. In addition, efforts to achieve uniformity
specifically should exclude sny proposal that would limit the states' ability
to determine type snd rate of tazation, such type and rate of taxation being
equally applicable to {nterstate and intrastate trucking. There should de an
institutional mechanism to administer and enforce the uniform systea., This
instituticnal mechanisa would have certain basic functions including data
processing and central storage and retrieval, exchange of data from required
reports of motor carriers and from all field data relating to enforcesent,
adninistration of a combined IRP and fuel tax, and establishment of standards
for suditing and other items nacessary to minimize tax evasion. The
institutional mechaniss would also performs additional functions on a voluntary
negotiated basis as the states £ind necessary.

(3) A task force should be convened by the states to consider and
recommend mechanisms dy which the states can implement the concapts stated
above, This task force should involve representatives of AASHIO, the NG:. aad
other interested organizations of state officials including ragulatory
commissionars, tax sdainistrators, vehicle administrators and legislators.

(4) The institutionsl mechanism adopted by the states should not involve
perpetual subsidies froa any state to any other state.

(5) AASHTO supports federal legislation to ensure that the policies listed
above are, within a reasonable time, adopted by all the statas.

(6) These actions represent positive staps on the part of the states to
address the fundameutal issuss of uniformity in truck taxation and
registration. Further, these actions provide the necesscry framework for
resolving issuss without the necessity of federsl pre-emptive legislation.
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NGA Staff Advisory Committee

FEDERAL TAXES ON HEAVY TRUCKS PROPOSED POLICY

Amend Highway Transportation Policy Statement (F.-2)

10.

Add new Section under item B. Finance

THE GOVERNORS COMMEND THE ADMINISTRATION AND CONGRESS FOR

" SEEKING TO ACHIEVE A MORE EQUITABLE FEDERAL HIGHWAY FINANCING

STRUCTURE. PEDERAL HIGHWAY USER PEES SHOULD REFLECT FAIRLY AND
WITHOUT DISCRIMINATION THE COSTS OCCASIONED TO THE SYSTEM BY THE
VARIOUS VEHICLE CLASSES. '

ANY ADDITIONAL CHANGES IN THE FEDERAL TAX STRUCTURE SHOULD
MEET THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

A) REVENUE GENERATION - ANY NEW TAX MUST GENERATE AT LEAST

AS MUCH REVENUE AS THE TAX OR TAXES BEING REPLACED TO
ENSURE FULL FUNDING OF EXISTING FEDERAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM
AUTHORIZATIONS,

B) EQUITY - THE DISTRIBUTION OF COST RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN THE
FINANCING STRUCTURE SHOULD BE EQUITABLE, BOTH AMONG AND

BETWEEN VEHICLE CLASSES.

C) ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY ~ WHERE APPROPRIATE, EXISTING

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURES SHOULD BE USED TO AVOID
DUPLICATION, AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD PROVIDE
REIMBURSEMENT FOR THE COSTS INVOLVED.
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NGA Staff Advisory Commitces

.

STATE TAXATION AND REGULATION OF INTERSTATE TRUCKING
Scatement of Principles
Jasuary 20, 1984

Background: Recently, separats legislative proposals have bdeen discussed by the
0.8, Department of Transportaciom (USDOT) sund the truciing industry that would
invalidate certain state lawve and procedures governing the taxation aad regulation
of iaterstate truckers. These proposals are directed at simplifying the differeat
forms, reporting dates, sdministrative and enforcesent procedures, and tax
structures and rates that have resulted from the separate exercising of powers to
regulate aod tax by the ststes. There has been concern that these differences
create unneceseary bdurdens on truckers operating ia many different states.

Soms trucking i{nterests are supporting legislation that wvould make it impossible
for stactes to enforce their weight=distance sad certain other taxes and would
require all states to join the Internationsl Registration Plan (IRP), DOT is
sesking ensctment of legislation chat would sllowv the Secrecary of Transportation
to take sction to override the states through sdainistrative regulation.

NT oF PLES

The Governmoers believe thst s solution can and should de found that simpliffies
reporting and adainistractive burdens oo incerstate trucking vhile not denying the
states’ control over ralsing revenuss needed for highvays or their abdility to
protect those who travel oo them. To this end, the Governors endorse the followving

set of principles.

o  Taxstion: Tha freedom to structurs state ravenue systems {s fategral to
the operation of state government. The Governors oppose all legislation
that would, either directly or cthrough wunilateral actipn by an
adainistrative officer, preempt scate authority over sources of state
revenuas, state tax bases, or taxation methods.
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o Yolumcary 3cate dction: The Govenors urge voluncary action by the staces

to harmouize and simplify their procedurss for ecomomic rvegulation of
{aterstate commarce, registration, and collection of taxes.

o  Stace/Yedersl Cogsultationt The Governors rscognize that somse fors of

federal encoursgement of cthis harwonization eay prove to be appropriate
when all reasomable voluutary efforts have been exhsusted. Any federsl
sction should be limited to administrative procedures and wust involve
counsultation with the states.

DISCusSIOoN oF 1944 ¢ ]

Priociple of Taxstiong: The Constitution and curreat federal legislation assign to
the states cartais higbway responaibilities and lisbilities. States sust figance
the operation snd msintecance of Federal-sid highways, fully fioance cthe cost of
improvemants for 80 percent of the nacion's highway network, snd are liable for the
safety of highway users. The maintenance of authority to adopt, repeal and chauge
the rates, sctructure and lavel of taxes s essential to the states’ cespounsidility

to support an adequate systes of highways.

Scates tax all users to finance highwvay maintensnce and repair. Ian the case of
heavy trucks, taxes fall {ato three sajor revenue sources: 1) registration feas,
2) caxes oo fuel counsumption, aad 3J) caxes based either on gross receipts of
carriers, or on vehicle axles or wefght~distance, to recover higtwvay costs
sttributable to heavy trucking. In addition, staces and local governments levy
variety of taxes and fees on trucking beyoud the three mainscays of highvay
finauncing. The Govermors are willing to comsult with local and federal officials
to eliminats, wvhare possible, fees with ose or wsore of the following

characteristics:

Taxes that provide revenuss not used for highway purposes that impcose s
heavier bdurden om ctrucking than om other forme of transportation or
coumerce sad industry generally.

° Taxes or charges chat result ia higher burdens on {aterstate trucksrs than
on intrastate truckers for comparadble vehicles, loads, and trips.
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Retaliastory taxes or fees used by one state Co attempt to {nfluance Che
tax policy of anocher state.

Prigciples of Volugeary Stste Action: The Govermors urge voluncary accion by the

states to harmonize adainistracive procedures for econcmic regulation of facerscate
cowmsrce, collection of regletration fees and taxes, {including, to the extent
possible, oume=stop operations, uaiform definiticn of weight classes, and common
forms and reporting procedures. It is expected that improved administracion,
including strengthened enforcement and sudit procedures vhich would result from s
uaiforw astiouwide system, would produce additionsl revenue for doth the states and
the federal government. [Fowever, some states vhich do not aoov participste fao &
uniform system fear that at least some short term loes of tax revenus snd some
increased administrative costs would result should they join & unifc .. system.
These obstacles to participation should be overcome by tewporary federsl financial
financed out of revenues generaced from iamproved enforcement, to

o

i{ocentives,
compensste states for:

] demonstrated net revenue losses due to participation i{ia cthe uniform

system; and

the administrative burden, including the cost of technical raquirements,
of participating in the uniform system.

In addition, the Governors urge each state to take action in cooperation with other
states to achieve the following goals.

] No power unit should be required to display mors than one set 6! license
plates, issued by & base jurisdiction.

Documentation carried in the cab of the vehicle should be miniaized.

Puel tax forms, calculations, due dates snd other procedurss should da

uniform. Consideratioti should be givem to use s base-state approach,

similar to the IRP, to fual tax collection.
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Ouly one form and one paywant, paysble Cto either & base state or other
designated adminiacrstive entity, eshould be required for rvegistration

valid {n all states. .

°

The Governors rveaffirs cheir eucouragement to asll states to jofn the IRP and co
vork together to develop sutomsted eystems support services to reduce the cost and
improve the effectiveness of adminisctracion of existing fuel taxes and registration
fees. Ixigting systems should be evaluated to determine the feseibility of using
them as a basic structure, The Governors oppose any propossl to shift tche
responsibility for vehicle registration from the states to the federal govermment.

Principles for $uste/Vedersl Copsultstions The Covermors recognize sose forw of

fedaral encoursgement, 1o coucert vith the sulti-state effort, ssy de appropriate

to achieve the guu'u:ud sbove. Any counsultstive srrangement directed by the

federsl government should have these characteristics:

] representation by state officlals;

4 process that takes into consideration iaput from the trucking industry;

and

an adequate lead time for developwent and implementation of proposed

vemedial meassures.

The Governors are concerned that the federal-gtate cousideration of truck taxation
and regulation may involve federal accion impacting states advarsely., The loss of
revenues, iovalidation of state asuthority, or unilateral altarsticn of certain
state snd local adminiscrative procedures are unacceptadble. Other actions vhich
impact states must de counsidered only as s last resort, and oaly after consultation
wvith state elected officilals. and, if still cousidered necessary, cauly in response
to specific legislation. The role of federal rulemaking agencies should be to
perform their normal function of promulgatiag rules and regulacions to iaplesent

this legislation.

35-748 O—82——6
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS

WILLIAM A CRDWAY Presidernt
Ourecoar
Arizona Deperiment
ot Transportanon

FRANTISB FRANIOY
Execihve Director

February 22, 1984

Tte !bnou.bh Robert Dole

Chairman
Senate Finance Committee
2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairmant

During our appearsace befors your Committee last week, AASHTO testified
that its Executive Committee has adopted a policy recosmmending consideration
for astablishing a federsl weight-distance tax for heavy trucks in lieu of all
existing taxes except the fuel tax. Previously, on February 8, we testified
before the House Surface Transportation Subcommittee of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation regerding a number of matters including that
of taxation for heavy trucks. At that time the Subcommittee requested us to
furnish draft legislation for establishing a federal weight distance tax for

heavy trucks.

Enclosed is my response to this request. I am forwarding this material to
you at this time as a supplement to our previous testimony in an effort to
aseist you during your deliberations of these matters.

As indicated during our testimony, if there is sny further information you
may need or {f we can be of any further assistance in these matters, please do

not hesitate to contact se, ‘
v.§ truly yours,

Francis B. Francois
Exacutive Director

FBP:WIDicam
enclosure

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 444 N. Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 228 Washington D.C. 20001 Telephone (202) 624-5800



9

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS

WILLIAM A CRCWAY. Prendent
Director
Angons Depanment
of Transporetion

FRANCIS B FRANCCIS
Executive Director

February 21, 1984

The Bomorable Robert F. Saith
2373 Rayburn House Office Duilding

Washington, D. C. 20513
Dear Cougressman Saith:

During our sppesrance befors the Surface Transportation Subcommittes of
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation om February 8, you requested
that ve provide you and the members of the Committes with draft legislation
for establishiug & federal weight-distaace tax for heavy trucks. I responded
during the hearing that at your request we would be pleased to prepars such
draft legislation, and we have nov completed that effort.

’

Enclosed i3 & draft bill, Attachment A, to impose & federal weight~
distance tax on heavy motor vehicles, togsther with a ssction-by-section
avalysis. This draft bill was prepared by the staff of this office after
consultation with several stata officials, and {t is to bLe clearly understood
that {t is not the product of nor is it preseatly endorsed by the Assoclation
and its member departments. While it is a product of the AASHIO staff, I
nevartheless beliave it presents a ressonable approach to the imposition of
such a tax. Its content is based on findings of our recently completed study
of motor carrier tazatiocu and registration issues, & review of existing
weight-distance tax laws in several states, and adopted policies of the

Assoclation vhers they are applicadble.

As brought out in our testimony during the Pebruary 8 hearing, AASHTO
undertook a comprsbensive study of motor carrier taxation and registration
issues. Ve engaged Systeam Design Concepts, Inc. (Sydec) and Harold A. Hovey
as consultants. Their final report, which was previously furmished to your
office and the Public Works and Irsusportation Committee, analysed the subject
d{ssuss in greater depth than has ever been done before. Although AASHTO has
not complated its process for formally adopting & policy position on the
subject issues, it believes that regardless of the specific form an
alternative haavy truck tax might assume, it should be dasigned to take into
account the waight of the vehicles and their usage of our highways. It is
als0 AASHTO's position that the resultant tax reflect the cost allocation
principles established by the 1982 FHWA report on cost allocation and be
revenue peutral to the Federal-Aid Highway program so that the ability to fund
the authorization lavels of the Surface Transportation Act of 1982 (STAA) is

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 444 N. Capitol Street, N.W., Sulte 228 Washington D.C. 20001 Telephone (202) 82¢-5800
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not adversely sffected. The enclosed draft bill incorporates thase
principles, and is based on the information coutained in the Sydec report, as
vell &s the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) “"Report onm Alternatives to
Taxz on Use of Heavy Trucks®.

In brief, the proposed draft bill establishes & fedaral weight-distance
tax for all motor vehicles over 50,000 pound registered gross vehicle weight
(GW) and & single flat tax for motor vehicles under 50,000 pound GWW;
establishes & framevork for the states to administer the nav federal tax; and
repeals the heavy vehicle use tax, the sales tax on heavy trucks and trailers
sold at retail, and the tax on tires and tubes imposed by the STAA,

The intent of the draft bill {s to impose a& tax upon heavy motor vehiclas
which more accurately reflects their share of highway costs as determined by
the 1982 Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study than that imposed by existing
legislation. It is also intended, as & ninimum, to attain the revenue levels
established by the STAA of 1982. A number of rate schedules can be developed
to achieve these goals to varyiung degrses, as shown on Attachment B; four
different options are contsined on this table, with Opticn 1 baing that
contained in the proposed bill, The four options of the table of Attachment B
are apalysed in Schedules A through D, attached to the table. As shown (n
Schedule A, the rate schedule i{n the draft bill contains rates which fairly
accurately reflect & full share of highway cost responsibility., The revenus
genersted from these rates is setimated to exceed that anticipated fros the
STAA 10 1986 by $376 million ($13,609 sillion ve. $13,233 million). The rates
used are those nacessary to replace the STAA heavy vehicle use tsx (HVUT), the
retail sales tax on heavy trucks apnd trailers, and the tax on tires and tubes,
i.e., all taxes except the fusl tax.

0f the three additional rate schedules, Option 2, as shown ou Schedule 3,
has rates vhich reduces both the level of highway cost responsibilicy and
revenue gensrated to levels approximately equal to thoss anticipated from the
STAA of 1982. Option 3, as shown on Schedule C, end Option 4, as shown on
Schedule D have the same inherent features pertaising to cost responsibility
and revenue generation as Options 1 and 2 respectively, but would marely
replace the HVUT established by the STAA of 1982,

A oumber of additional rate schadules have been suggested., These rate
schedules are based on different assumptions. Yor exsmpls, our consultant,
Sydec, prepared & rate schedule to repace all existing taxes axcept the fusl
tax (comperable to Options 1 sud 2) with rates ranging from 1.7 ceats per mile
for 55,000 pound vehicles to 7.7 ceats for 80,000 pound vehicles. The
difference {s primarily dus to Sydec incorporating an allowsnce for avasion
assumed at 12 percent, Sydec found this percentage to be nsar the high ead of
the range for & weight-distance tax administered by the states and nesr the
low end of the range for s weight-distance tax sdainistered by the Yederal
Covernment. Some experts contend that an evasion rate should not be assumed
for rate schedule computations. It is resscmed that inclusion of evasion
factors in rates unfairly penslises those who pay the tax by requiring them to
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pay the share for those who do not pay the tax. The rate schedule is the
draft bill and the other three optional rate schedules suclosed incorporste an
evesion rate of 8.5 percent. This rate represents s conservative compromise
among various theories and sssusptiocss and recognizes that & federal
veight-distance tax will have a smaller evasion rate than presently
szperienced by fndividual states.

Another factor partially sccoumting for the diffsrences among the proposed
rate schedules {8 the mamner by vhich differences within and among classes of
vehicles are treated. The rate schedulss enclosad considered this factor in &
sanner vhich resulted in rates with reasonable progressions.

The proposed draft bill slso includes inceatives for the use of additional
axles os heavy trucks which can help nitigate the damage heavy trucks can
csuse to our highways. AASHTO studies and the Federal Highway Cost Allocation
Study shov that highway damage is primarily caused by a relstionship batween
the weight of the vehicle and the nusber of axles. Thersfore, since vehicles
wvith additional axles cause less damsge than vehicles of the same weight with
fowsr axles, the rate of paymsat is not incressed adove the 80,000 pound
catsgory for vehicles weighing in excass of 80,000 pounds with additional
axlss. It appesrs this provision will become particularly isportaant in
forthcoming years primarily in western ststes, vhere it is anticipated there
will be a larger aumber of two-~ and three~trailer vehicles on the highways as

a result of the provisioms ih STAA.

Critics of a waight-distance tax contend that it is inequitable because {t
doss not coosider the fact that vehiclss do not necessarily travel with & load
commsnsurate with its registered weight. 7o achieve a tax which precisely
accounts for the waight of sach trip it would be necessary to impose &
"tou-mile” tax, The AASHTVO study discussed that s ton-mile tax would not be
practical because the adainistrative costs would be excessive considering the
necessity to ssintain records and impose & separate tax rate for the weight of
each trip for esch vebicls. To account for actusl weight varistions for
sinilar class vehicles discounts can be granted from the basic tax liabilicy
for certain classes of vehicles and/or classes of cargo.

Por example, -the Arizous weight-distance tax has s provision wharedy
vahicles with 43 percent or more ratio of empty silesage (such as tanker
trucks, auto carriars, or log trucks) or with a large amount of travel on
nou-public roads (such as agricultural vehicles snd log trucks) are grented a
30 percent discount from the basic tax liability. Similar provisions could be
considered for inclusion in any legislation establishing & federal
weight-distance tax. Also, it will be recalled thst existing NWT legislation
of the STAA of 1982 exempts trucks used for less than 3,000 uiles on public
highways. The draft bill doss not propose to repeal this provision.

As noted above, the threshold for the imposition of s weight-distance tax
is set at 50,000 pounds GVW {in the draft bill, There are & number of ressous
for establishing this weight limit. Adaittedly, one reason was Berely because
this wvas the threshold used in the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study. It
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18 also used because it is believed that for vehicles weighing less than
30,000 pounds & weight-distance tax based on cost responsibility generates
revenuas inadequate to justify the sdministrative costs to ths statss and the
sev burdens placed on this segeent of the industry by subjecting these
vehicles to mileage reporting. In addition, based on existing state
requirements, 83 perceat of all trucks welghing 50,000 pounds or sors are
required to report milsags, vheress only 29 percest of the vehiclss weighing
lsss than this amount sre required to report milesge. Joreover, the Federal
Righway Cost Allocation Study shows that there is a sharp increass in highway
cost respousibility per mile for vehicles in excess of 50,000 pounds whereas
this cost is relatively constant for vehicles between 20,000 and 350,000
pounds. Neverthaless, it is recognised that other proposals have used
different thresholds which appear ressonabls and scceptable. For sxampls, the
Lapartment of Transportation's “Report on Alternstives to Tax on Use of Heavy
Trucks” uses 55,000 pounds ss & threshold for its sltermatives pertaining to &
combination of a diesel differsntisl and & HVWUT, It uses & 30,000 or 33,000
pound threshold for weight-distance tax alternatives but sotes that thase
thresholds “could be raised to reduce the administrative coe® of these optious
by limiting the tax to a sseller universe of trucks.” As stated, howeverz, a
lov threshold would impose recordkeeping on & large uumber of truck owners not
presently accustomed to maintaining such records. -

The proposed draft bill would impose s flat vehicle highway use tax for
vehicles veighing betwesn 33,000 and 50,000 pounds GW amounting to $50 per
year plus $80 for each 1,000 pounds or fraction thereof in excess of 33,000
pounds, to & maxisus of ‘1.“0. As sbhown on Scheduls A this would represent a
reduction in psyments as compered to the STAA for all trucks under 50,000
pounds, and significently reduces current overpayssnts for single uait
vehicles. This rate would represent a ratio of reveaus to cost responsibility
for combination vehicles of .87, repressnting the largest underpaymeat of any
class of vahicles (s ratio of less than 1 indicates underpsyment). The rate
was established lower than full cost rasponaibility recovery ian order to
discourage the registration of vehicl:: near the 50,000 pound threshold at s
higher weight so 88 to be entitled to the ssaller payments required under the
weight distance tax. %hat is, there is sn incentive to register s vebicle st
& weight in excess of 50,000 pounds when the milsage-based payments are less
than the sanual flat fee tax. For example, it is balieved that besed on the
rates proposed im the draft bill a 350,000 pound vehicls travelliang less than
55,000 miles par year would pay less for a weight distance tax than the flat
fes. On the other hand, establishing a flat fes tax less than that proposed
in the draft bill would reduce the ratio of peymsnt to cost responsibility to
an even lower level, which sesms unjustified.

The proposed draft bill provides that the tax be administered through a
state based system of mileage reporting eand suditing. It further provides for
the establishment of an advisory committee of state officials to recommend s
systea for unifora mileage data collaction enforced through federal
regulations. Although specifics are not provided, it is balieved that
cousiderstion should be given to including a provision providing for either an
incentive to comply with the dats collection requiremsuts, or conversely

-
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carefully tatlored sanctions for failure to comply with thase requirements.
Also, it is possible that counsiderstion might be given to including s
provision vhich would prohibit states from imposing discrimtnatory taxes
againat motor vehicles, 1f it is believed that such taxes can impose sn
unreasosable bdurdea on interstats commercs.

to the collection procedures for a federal weight-distance tax,
the draft bill is designed to require little more to be done by motor carriers
than they nov routinaly do. As soted previously, weight and milesge dats are
alresdy required to be reported to states for ap overvhelming percentage of
trucks. The maintenance of this data is relatively simple and doas not impose
& significant burden upou the industry, and as i{s now dons in states like
Arisona, the draft bill simply utilizes this dats for reporting the
veight-distance tax dus on a periodic basis. Inclosed, as Attachment C, is a
copy of the form currently being used by Arizons for reporting this dats. It
will be soted that it merely requires s truck identification, as indication of
the pumber of atles travelled in Arizona and the weight of the wehicle. This
simplified reporting system provides & mechsnism that is essy to sdminister
vith & high degree of complisnce which wuld be perceived as equitabdle.

Our study, mentioned above, coucluded that a federal waight-distance tax
adninistered by the states is the only proposed tax alternative vhich would
reduce the total of annual net administrative costs, cospliance costs, and
evasion costs compared to the BVUT provisions of the STAA, Of the ten states
which presently have & form of weight~distance tax, Arizons is the most recent
state and reports that sdainistrative costs are estimated at less than one
parcent of the revenuses collacted from the weight-distance tax, Moreover,
AASHTO balisves that administrativa costs and evasion losses presently
experieuced by individual states should be substantially reduced if the tax
were fostituted in & unifors meaner on & nationvide besis.

Finally, enclosed, as Attachment D, is a compacison prepared by the AASHTO
staff of provisions and issues pertaining to the STAA with s weight-distance
tax and selected other alternatives prasently being propossd. This
side-dy-side formst should facilitate & zeviev of these proposals.

Again, I sust point out that AASHTO {s presently in the process of
daveloping a position with regard to vhether & change should be made in the
axisting heavy vehicle usa tax, and {f s0 vhat would be an acceptabdle
alternative. It {s anticipsted that this sction will be completed shortly,
and we will {nform you of the actions taken.

If there is any further information you may need or if we can be of any
further assistance in thess matters, plesse do not hesitate to contact me.

Vary truly ygrz:’
Francis 3. Francois
Executive Director

FBY:WNTDisal
enclosures



Attachment A

A BILL

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to alter the highway use tax on
heavy motor vehicles and to repeal the axcise tax on retail sales of trucks

and the excise tax on tires and tubes, and other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United

States of America in Congress assembled,
Section 1. Short Title.

This Act may be cited as the "Highway Use Tax Act of 1984."

Section 2, Findings and Purposes.

The Congress of the United States, recognizing the vital functions of our
pation's rosds and highways and the enormous investment that generations of
Anericans have made in our highway system, finds that the protection of that
investment requires an equitable allocation of the conn. of highway use among
road users; and further finds that current taxes are not equitable among
classes of highway users and within the classes of highway users according to

generally accepted federal cost responsibility sllocation findings,



Accordingly, it is the purpose of this Act to tax highway users more fairly

for their use of the nation's road and highway system by creating & tax on

comarcial motor vehicles based on the registered weight of those vehicles and

their actusl use of the highways and to administer that tax in cooperation

wvith the states.

Section 3. Alteration of the Highway Use Tax.

(a) Section 4481 (a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amended to

read as follows:

"(1) In General. -~-

(A) For vehicles of at least 33,000 pounds but less than 50,000 pounds

taxable gross weight a rate of $50 a year plus $80 for each 1,000 pounds or

fraction thereof in excess of 33,000 pounds.

(B) Por vehicles of 50,000 pounds taxable gross weight or greater.~--

At least

50,000 pounds
51,000 pounds
52,000 pounds
53,000 pounds
54,000 pounds
55,000 pounds
56,000 pounds
57,000 pounds
58,000 pounds
59,000 pounds

60,000 pounds
61,000 pounds
62,000 pounds
63,000 pounds

But less than

51,000 pounds
52,000 pounds
53,000 pounds
54,000 pounds
55,000 pounds
56,000 pounds
57,000 pounds
58,000 pounds
59,000 pounds
60,000 pounds

61,000 pounds
62,000 pounds
63,000 pounds
64,000 pounds

Mileage tax rate

2,53¢ per
2.54¢ per
2.55¢ per
2.56¢ per
2:57‘ per
2,58¢ per
2.59¢ per
2.60¢ per
2.61¢ per
2.62¢ per

2.63¢ par
2,64¢ per
2.65¢ per
2066‘ pet

tazable aile
taxable mile
taxable mile
taxable mile
taxable mnile
taxable nile
taxable aile
taxable nile
taxsble nile
taxable mile

taxable mile
taxable nile
tazable mtle

taxable nile

travelled
travelled
travelled
travelled
travalled

travelled .

travelled
travelled
travelled
travelled

travelled
travelled
travelled
travelled
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At least But less than Mileage tax rate
64,000 pounds 65,000 pounds 2.67¢ per taxable mile travelled
65,000 pounds 66,000 pounds 2.68¢ per taxable aile travelled
66,000 pounds 67,000 pounds 2,694 per tazable mile travelled
67,000 pounds 68,000 pounds 2.70¢ per taxabla mile travelled
68,000 pounds 69,000 pounds 2.90¢ per tazable mile travelled
69,000 pounds 70,000 pounds 3.10¢ per tazable mile travelled
70,000 pounds 71,000 pounds 3.40¢ per taxable mile travelled
71,000 pounds 72,000 pounds 3.70¢ per taxable mile travelled
72,000 pounds 73,000 pounds 4.00¢ per taxable mile travelled
73,000 pounds 74,000 pounds 4,30¢ per taxable mile travelled
74,000 pounds 75,000 pounds 4,704 per taxable mile travelled
75,000 pounds 76,000 pounds 5.10¢ per taxable mile travelled
76,000 pounds 77,000 pounds 5.50¢ per taxable mile travelled
77,000 pounds 78,000 pounds 6.00¢ per taxable mile travelled
78,000 pounds 79,000 pounds 6.50¢ per taxable mile travelled
79,000 pounds 80,000 pounds 7.00¢ per taxable mile travelled
7.50¢ per taxable mile travelled

80,000 pounds or more
plus 50 per mile for every 2,000

pounds or fraction thersof over
82,000 pounds grcas vehicle weight.”

(c¢) As an incentive for vehicles to have additional axles, for vehicles of in
axcess of 80,000 pounds with:
Milesge tax rate

rate for an 80,000 pound vehicle up to

7 Axles:
& maximum weight of 91,500,

2 trailer (35-2-2) (Rocky Mt.
Doubles)
3 trailer (28-1-2-2)

rate for an 80,000 pound vehicle up to

8 Axles:
a maxisum weight of 105,500,

2 trailer (38-2~3)
(Washington Doubles)
3 treiler (38~1~2-2)

rate for an 80,000 pound vehicle up to

9 Axles:
& maximum weight of 124,000

2 trailer (38-3-3)
(B Train)

2 tratler (38-2-4)
(Turopike doubles)

(b) Subsection (c) of Section 4481 of such Code (relating to proration of
tax) is amended:

(1) By inserting the words "for certain vehicle classes” after

“Proration of tax” in the title of subsection (c).
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(2) By inserting a paragraph (3) to read as follows:

"(3) APPLICABILITY OF THIS SUBSECTION. ~- This subsection shall
oot apply to vehicles subject to the milsage tax rates prescribed in

subparagraph (b) of psragraph (1) of section 4481 (a).".

(c) Subsection (d)(4) of Section 4483 (relating to relief from liability
for tax under certain circusstances vhera truck is transferred) is amended by
ioserting "subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1)" after "section 4481" each time

it appears.

(d) Subsection (d) of Section 4483 of such Code is amended to read aa

follows:
"(d) Pariod of tax liability. --

(1) In general. == To the extent that the tax imposed by this section is
paid with respect to any highway motor vehicle for any taxable period, no
further tax shall be imposed by this section for such tazable period with

respect to such vehicle.

(2) (A) Highway motor vehicles taxed under subpsragraph (A) of Section
4481 (a) (1) shall have the privilege of installment payment as described in

Section 6156 of such Code.
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(B) Highway motor vehicles taxed under subpsragraph (B) of Section

4481 (a) (1) shall pay taxes on a quarterly basis. Procedures for quarterly

psysent shall be determined under regulations prescribed by the Secretary.”.
(e) Section 4482(c) of such Code is amended as follows: -~
(1) By iunserting at the end of of paragraph (4) the following words:

“"Use of the term 'taxable period' im this section shall not
affect the requirement contained in Section 4481 (d) (2) (B) that the
sileage tax imposed under Section 4481 (a) (1) (B) be paid on s

quarterly basis.”.

(2) By adding at the end of subsection (c) the following new

paragraph:

"(6) Taxable mile ~- The tera 'tazable mile' means any mile

travelled on a public highway. A private road is not a public

highway for the purposes of this subchapter unless dedicated and
accepted by the proper authorities as a pudblic highway. 1The mere use
of a private road by one or more members of the public vitix or

without the consent of the owner does not msks it a public highway,”

(3) Subsection (d) is amended by substituting the words "section

4481 (a) (1) (A)" for the words “"section 4481 (a)".
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tion 4. Repeal of the Tax on Heavy Trucks and Trailers Sold at Re .

(8) In General. ==~ Subchapter B of Chapter 31 of the Internal Reveaue
Code of 1954 (Sections 4051, 4052 and 4053 relating to the imposition tax on
heavy trucks and trailers sold at retail) is hereby repealed.

Section 3. Repeal of the Tax on Tires and Tubes.

(a) In General, -~ Subsection (a) of Section 4071 of Subchapter A of
Chapter 32 of the Internsl Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to the imposition
and rate of tax on tires and tubes) 1s hereby repealed.

Section 6. Effective Date,

(a) In genersl. -- Except as otherwise provided, smendments made by this

Act shall take effect on September su, 1986.

(b) Subssction (f) of Section 513 of P.L. 97~424 (96 Stat. 2179)
(relating to effective date in general and special rule in the case of certain

owner-operators) is hereby 't-pulcd.
Section 7. New Duties Aseigned to FHWA.
(a) Sec. 104(c) of Title 49 is amended to read as follows: ,

“(3) « duties and powers vested in the Secretary by Sec. 325 of Title
23; and
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(4) additional duties and powers prescribed by the secretary.”.

S8ection 8. New FHWA Duties Defined.

(a) Chapter 3 of Title 23 is amended by inserting & new section to read as

follows!t

"Sec. 325. Uniforms State Mileage Data Collection =~

(a) In order to improve the disbursement of grants based on heavy truck
vehicle miles of travel and to assist the Department of the Treasury and the
States in the collection of mileage-based taxes, including the tax imposed on
certain trucks by the Highway User Tax Act of 1984 (26 U,8.C. Sec. 4481), the
Secretary shall, immediately upon enactment of this legislation, in
coopsration with the respective governors or other slected officials in
jurisdictions not having a governor, appoint a committee of otnto.ouicuh,
under the Secretary's chairmanship, to overses the development of & unifors
system of state sessuremsnt and collection of truck highway use data. The
committee shall be composed of at least one representative for each state.
The committes, in cooperstion with the Secretary, shall recommend uniform
standards for highwvay use data coucctioﬁ by September 30, 1985. Data

collected by the states shall include, but not be limited to, the followings

(1) Taxable mileage of trucks with gross vehicle weights over 50,000

pounds reported by gross vehicle weight groups;

(2) other heavy vehicle operating characteristics.
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(b) The Secretary is empow.ced to {ssue Tules and regulations to ensure
the proper and uniform collection of datsa necessary to enforce the Highway Use
Tax Act of 1984 (26 U,8.C, Sec., 4481), The rules and regulat’ons shall be

based upon the recommendations of the Committse establishad by subsection (s)

of this section.

(c) (1) Each State shall submit a plan, and any subsequent major
revisions to that plan, for the collection of the dats required by this
section, to the Administrator within six months of the promulgation of uniform

standards for the collection of such data.

(2) The Administrator shall spprove or disapprove such plan and any
subsequant major revisions within three sonths of its submission. The
Admintistrator shall approve such plan if it substentially complies with this

subsection.

(d) (a) There 1s hereby authorized to be approp.iated to assist the
states in the developmwent of the uniform data collection systes sandated by
this section a sum not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
Septeaber 30, 1966, and remain available until expended. The funds shall be
allocated to the states on the basis of & proration of the mileage travelled
by vehicles over 50,000 pounds gross weight in each state as determined by the

Admninistrator.

(b) After Septembar 30, 1986, five per centum of the revenuss Taised
by the Highway Use tax Act of 1984 (26 U.8.C. Sec. 4481) in any year shall be
allocated to the states to assist in alleviating the cost of administering

this section during that year. Revenuss allocated to the states for this
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purpose shall be prorated sccording to the number of taxable miles travelled
in each state by highway motor vehicles subject to the Highway Use Tax of 1984,

*ANRR

(It is suggested that consideration be given to inserting & section 9
providing an incentive for the states to comply with the requiresments of
section 8 above pertsaining to submitting a data collection plan; or
slternatively, ssuctions for failure to comply with such requirements may be

agrsed upon by the states. Such a mechanism may contain the following.)

Section 9. Enforcement.

The first sentence of subsection (d) of Section 9, Section 141 of Title

23, United States Code, 1is amended to read as follows:

The Secretary shall reduce the state's apportionment of federal-aid
highway funds under Section 104(b)(3) of this title in an amount (there should
be inserted at this point an amount agreed upon by the states) of the amount
to be apportioned 1in any fiscal year beginning after Septesber 30, 1986,
during which a state fails to comply with the requiremente of Section 8 of

this Act.

fRARR
-

(It is suggested that consideration might be given to inserting a section

10 prohibiting various state discriminatorvy taxes such as those that presently
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exist in some states applicable to state taxes on heavy motor vehicles. Such

& provision might contain the following.)

Section 10. Tax Discrimination Ageinst Motor Vehicles.

(s) The following Section 11303b s added to Title 49 of the United

States Code!
"Section 11503b. Tax Discrimination Against Motor Vehicles.

(a) In order to prevent an unreasonable burden and discrimination against
interitate commerce a state, subdivision of a state, or authority acting for a
state or subdivision of a state may not impose any motor vehicle tax liability
which depends upon such vehicle's state of registration. Such prohibition
shall not apply to bilateral or multilatersl agreesents granting reciprocal

motor vehicle tex treatment or to agreements for the proration of motor

vehicle tax paymants.

(b) Notwithstanding Section 1341 of Title 28 and without regard to the
amount in controversy or citizenship of the parties, s District Court of the
United States h:c Jurisdiction, concurrent with other jurisdiction of the
courts of the United States and the states, to prevent s violation of

subsection (a) of this Section.

3h-148 O—82—~7
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SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 - Short Title

This Section sets out the short title of the Act as the "Highway Use Tax

Act of 1984."

Section 2 - Findings and Purpose

This section sets out the findings and purpose of the Act.

Section 3 - Alteration of the Highway Use Tax

This section amends Sec. 4481 of the Code by repealing the heavy vehicle
use tax imposed by the STAA of 1982, and prescribing tax rates for vehicles
veighing 33,000 pounds or more. Vehicles weighing under 33,000 pounds are not
taxed under this section. Those weighing between 33,000 and 50,000 pounds are
subject to a flat tax of $50 per year, plus $80 for each 1,000 pounds or
fraction thereof in excess of 33,000 pounds for a saximum of $1,450. Trucks
weighing 50,000 pounds and more are taxed at rates for each taxable mile
travelled varying according to ihe registered weight of the vehicle. Taxable
mile is defined as a mile travelled on a public highway. The existing

exesption where a truck is used less than 5,000 miles s year on public

highways is retained.
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a
This section alsq requires that the tax on vehicles weighing 50,000 pounds
or more be paid quarterly, in accordance with regulations to be issued by the
Secretary. Vehicles under 50,000 pounds may pay annuiuy or quartarly, as

under curreant law,

Section 4 - Repeal of the tax on heavy trucks and trailers sold at retail

This section repeals the tax on the retail sale of heavy trucks and

trailers imposed by Sections 4051-4053 of the Code.

Section 5 - Repeal of the tax on tires and tubes

This section repeals the tax on tires and tubes imposed by‘Sections

4071-4073 of the Code.

Section 6 - Effective date of this legislation

This section provides that this Act will take effect on September 30, 1986.

Section 7 - New duties assigned to FHWA

This section provides for delegation of the duties assigned to the

Secretary of Transportation by Section 8 to the Federal Highway Administrator.



Section 8 - New FHWA duties defined

X o —

“T.his section provides a system for the collection of data necessary for
the proper application of the Act. Data is to be collected by the states
under uniform federal guidelines. The guidelines are to be developed by a
comittes of state officials &{n consultation with the Secretary by September
30, 1985. The Secretary shall promulgate these guidelines as regulations.
The ltg'?u will then have six months to dove_lop plans for collecting the
required inforsation under the guidelines. The sum of $50,000,000 is

authorized for fiscal year 1985 to assist the states in implementing the new

system,” 777

The section also provides that after September 30, 1986, 5 percent of the
revenues raised by the Act shall be allocated to the states to aid in the cost
of administering the Act. Revenues allocated to the states will be

apportioned based on the number of taxable miles travelled in that state.

Section 9 - Enforcement

This section is included merely as a suggestion for the states to consider
in developing a mechanism to assure compliance with the provisions in section
8 pertaining to submitting a data collection plan. The suggested section
provides a sanction for failure to comply with these requirements, but it may
be preferable to provide an incentive for compliance. In either case it

should be recognized tht all states must comply with the requirements.

\

—xma Iy
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Section 10 - Tax Discrimination Against Motor Vehicles

This section is included merely as a suggestion to consider, and is s
proviasion which prohibits states from levying or collecting retaliatory motor

vehicle taxes. These taxes classify motor vehicles on the basis of the taxing

policies of the state in which they are registered. As a result trucks with

identical operating characteristics pay different taxes. It has been found

this can discriminate against foreign trucks, and place an undue burden on

interstate commerce. N

The suggested section does not invalidate agreements between states to
grant motor vehicle tax reciprocity or to prorate motor vehicle taxes. nzeug

agreenents reduce the tax which foreign state registered vehicles must pay

below the level for domestic vehicles. In this case, the rate of taxation of

domestic vehicles is the ceiling for that state's taxation of all motor
vehicles, and the political representation of domestically registered vehicle
owners will prevent excessive taxation. Since tetaliai:ory taxes raise the tax
on foreign state registered vehicles above the tax on domestically registered
motor vehicles, there is no effective political limit on excessive taxation,

and the operation of vehicles in interstate commerce can be threatened.

This section also provides an exception to the Tax Injunction Act so that

retaliatory tazes may be challenged in the federal district courts.
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Attachment B

Weight-Distance Tax Rate Schedule by Option
(cent per mile)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option &

Truck Classes Tax Rates Tax Rates Tax Rates Tax Rates
5051 kip 2.53 3.38 0.55 1.15
! 51-52 205‘ 3039 0.55 1-17
52‘53 2055 3039 0.55 1.019
53-54 2.56 3.40 0.55 1.21
54~55 2,57 3.40 0.60 1.23
55«56 2.58 3.41 0.60 1.25
5657 2.69 3.41 0.60 1.27
57-58 2060 3-‘2 0‘65 1-29
58-59 2.61 3.42 0.65 1.31
59-60 2.62 343 0.65 1.34
60-61 2.63 3.43 0.70 1.37
61-62 2.64 3.44 . 0.70 1.40
62-63 2.65 3.44 0.70 1.43
63-64 2.66 3.45 0.76 146 _
64-65 2.67 3.45 0.76 1.51
65-66 2.68 3.46 0.76 . 1.56
66~67 2.69 3.46 0.82 1.62
67-68 2.70 3.47 0.92 : 1.68
68-69 2.90 3.53 1.03 1.75
69-70 3.10 . 3.61 1.36 1.82
70~71 3.40 3.69 1.69 1.89
71-72 3.70 3.77 2.02 _1.96
72-73 4.00 3.85 2.35 2.03
73-74 4.30 3.94 2.68 2.10
74=75 \ 4,70 . 4.03 3.00 2.17
75-76 5.10 4.12 3.34 2.25
7677 5.50 4.21 3.67 2.33
77-78 6000 ‘.30 ‘003 \ 2041
78-79 §.50 4.39 4.39 2.49
79-80 7.00 4.48 4.75 2.57

Note: These tax rates reflect an evasion rate of 8.5 percent.
L]



Replacement for all Exiating Taxes Except Fuel Tax

Weight-Distance Tax Option 1

Federal Revenue - 1986
($ aillions)

Schedule A

Effect onm revenue Proposed Weight-distance

1986 from dropping flat tax revenus 1986 STAA Optioca 1
STAA highway use, tire highway on vehicles Option 1 revenue to revenue to
Vehicle Class revenus snd ssles taxes* use tax®® >50 kips revenue cost ratio cost ratios
Autos & NC $ 5,895 4 5,895 1.04 1.01
Pickupe & vans § 2,675 $ 2,075 1.13 1.10
Single units
Q6kipa § 483 (§ 16) $ 467 1.10 1.03
D26 kipe § 643 (§ 2435) $156 $ 554 1.17 0.98
Combinatiocs
<50 kips $ 322 ¢ 122 $102 $ 302 0.95 0.87
50-55 kipe § 191 (4 131) $-92 $ 152 1.20 0.93
3560 kips § 191 (3 1:1) $ 9% $ 154 1.20 0.94
60-65 kips $ 191 (¢ 131) $ 9 $ 1% 1.20 0.95
65~70 kips $ 191 (3 131) $ 98 4 158 1.20 0.96
70-75 kips § 1,057 (4 710) $ 823 $ 1,170 0.92 1.00
75-80 kips $ 1,394 ($ 948) $1,480 1,926 0.72 0.97
$13,233  ($2,565) $258 $2,683 $13,609

*For trucks between 33-30 kipe, highway use tax ig retained.

#%Single unit trucks >33 ki

Combination trucks

ps 450 + $80/xip over 33 kips.

<50 kipe 450 + $80/kip over 33 kips.

Sources: VMT and cost responsibility derived from FHEA, “Final Report on the Pederal Highway Cost Allocstioa
- Study,” Tables 1IV-1S5 and III-4, 1983.

- STAA revenue derived from FiNA
1984

» "Alternatives To Tax Oun Use Of Heavy Vehicles,” Report to Congress,



Welight-Distaace Tax Optiom 2

Replacement for all Existing Taxes Except Meel Tax

Federal Reveauve - 1986
($ milliocns)

Effect oa revenue Proposed Vetght-distance

1986 from dropping flat tax revenue 1986 STAA Option 1
STAA higiwey use, tire highwey oa vehicles Option 1 Tevenue to Tevenus to
Vehicle Class revenue and sales taxes® use tax®* >s0 kips revenue cost ratie cost Tatios
Autos & MC $ 5,095 $ 5,895 1.04 1.04
Pickups & vans § 2,675 $ 2,075 1.13 1.13
Single uaits
<26 ktps  § 483 ($ i6) $ 47 110 1.06
26 kips $ 643 (8 u5 $156 4 554 1.17 1.00
Combinations
<50 kipe $ 322 (3 122) $102 ’ $ 302 0.95 0.89
50-55kipe 4 191 (4 1Mm) $ 122 4 182 1.20 - 1.14
5560 kips § 191 (3 131) $ 123 4 183 1.20 1.1
60-65kips 4§ 191 (4 1:n) $ 124 $ 184 1.20 1.15
65-70kips § 191 (§ 131) $ 125 4 185 1.20 1.16
70-75 kipe $ 1,057 ($ 710) $ 750 $ 1,097 0.92 0.96
7580 kipe $ 1,394 (§ 948) $1,060 1,506 0.72 0.78
$13,233 ($2,53) $2s8 $2,304 $13,230

*For trucks between 33-50 kips, highway use tax is.retained.

**Single unit trucks >33 kips $50 + $80/x1p over 33 kipe.
Combination trucks

Sources: VMT and cost responsibility derived from FHNA,
Study,” Tables IV-15 and III-4, 1983.

STAA revenue derived from FiNA,
1984

€50 kips $50 + $80/kip over 33 kips.

“Final Report on the Federal lighway Cost Allocatiom
“Alternatives To Tax On Use Of Heavy Vehicles,” Report to Congresas,

001



Weight-Distance Tax Option 3
Replacemsent for STAA/HWT
Pederal Revenue - 1986

($ nillions)
Effect on revenue Weight-distance
1986 from dropping tax revenue 1986 STAA Option 1
STAA highway use, tire on vehicles Option 1 revenue to revenue to
Vehicle Class revenue and sales taxes* 2 50 kips revenue cost ratio cost ratios
Autos & MC $ 5,895 $ 5,895 1.04 1.01
Pickups & vans $ 2,675 $ 2,675 1.13 1.10
Single units )
26 kips $ 483 $ 483 1.10 1.07
26 kips $ 643 (¢ 100) $ 543 1.17 0.9¢
Combinstions '
S0 kips $ 322 (3 42) $ 20 0.95 0.81
50-55 kips § 191 ¢ 57 4 20 4 154 1.20 0.94
55-60 kips $ 191 ¢ s» $ 2 t 157 1.20 0.96
60-65 kips § 191 3 57 4 25 $ 15 1.20 0.97
6570 kips § 191 t s5n 4 33 $ 167 1.20 1.02
70-75 kips $ 1,057 ($ 336) $ 450 41,11 0.92 1.00
75-80 kips $ 1,39 (3 468) 41,000 $ 1,926 0.72 0.97
$13,233 ($1,174) 41,551 $13,611

101

Sources: VMT and cost responsibility derived from FHWA, “Final Report om the’ Federal mgﬁpy Cost Allocation
Study,” Tables IV-15 and I11-4, 1983.

STAA revenue derived from FIMA, "Alternstives To Tax On Use Of ieavy Vehicles,”™ Report to Congress,
1984.



Weight-Distance Tax Option 4
Replacement for STAA/HVUT
Federal Revenue - 1986

($ millions)
Vehicle class
VWeight-distance
1986 Effect on revenue tax revenue 1986 STAA Option 4
STAA from dropping oa vehicles Option 4 revemse to reveaue to
Vehicle class revenue highwey use tax >50 kipe revenue cost ratios cost ratios
-~
Autos & MC $ 5,803 $ 5,895 1.04 1.04
Pickups & vans § 2,675 $2,675 113 1.13
Single units
€26 kips $ 483 $ 483 1.10 . 1.10
326 kips $ 643 (¢ 100) $ S43 1.17 0.98
Combinations
C50kips $§ 322 (3 42) $ 280 0.95 0.83
50-55 kips § 191 (¢ S7) $ 43 4 17 1.20 1.11
5560kips $§ 191 (§ 5P $ & 4 1 1.20 1.14
60-65kips § 191 (§ 7) $§ s1 $§ 185 1.20 1.16
65-70kips $§ 191 (3 sSP 4 55 $ 189 2.20 1.19
70-75 kips $ 1,057 (§ 336) 4 390 41,111 0.92 0.97
7580 kips $ 1,394 (8 468) $ 5% $ 1,516 0.72 0.78
413,233 (41,174) $1,176 413,236

Sources: VMT and cost respousibility derived from FHWA, “Final Raport on the Federal Highuay Cost Allocation
Study,” Tables IV-15 and 1114, 1983.

STAA revenue derived from FiliA, 'Altcruum To Tax Ou Use Of Heavy Vehicles,” Report to Congress,
1984.

(1]
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Description

Inpact oa
Existing Tax

Attachment D
Prepared by AASHTU
Februaxy 21, 1984

COMPARISON OF EXISTING MEAVY VEMICLE USK TAX TO ALYERNATIVES

STAA Heavy vehtcle
Use Tax gmg Weight Diatasce Tax Zoa-Mile Tax

A tax on the use of
any highuay motor vel-
icle which has s tox-

Asy highway use tax
that usea both sctual
vehicle

Any highwey use tax
that uses both operat-
ing vehicle weight and

Combination Diescl

' Blesel Differemtial Iax

R __ Y

An iacresse ia
diesel fuel tax for

A tax wtiliziag s portiocs
of both the existing

able gross weight of at
‘least 33,000 pounds aad
vsed more than 5,000
niles of public high-
ways (PL 97-424

Sec 3513a)).

distance traveled on
public highways over &
specific time period to
establish the tax 11ebil-
ity of a specific vehicle
or fleet of vehicles
(51%, p. V1-8). Operating
vshicle weight may be reg~

., 1stered (declared) gross
weight, axle weight or
ounder of axles (Oregon,
p- 8.

weight sad distance
traveled on public
highways for sach
vehicle trip (Sl3g,
p- VIZS).

Could be utilized in liew Same as veight
of aay individusl existing distance tax.
tax, all existing taxes, or

any combination of taxes.

Canerally belteved to

Teplace all ezisting tazes

excapt fuel tazes.

Ko effect as this is aa
exfisting tax.

At the time of emsctaeat Could be established and
the HWT was estinsted to subsequently adjusted to
Senarate $4.9 billion for gemerate any desired
FYS3-FYSS whereas it 1s amowst of revemve.
currestly estissted lz "
the U.S. Tressury at $5.7
billion. The totel
Tevenue from all taxzes ia
STAA vas ertgisally
estimated to be §$72.2
billion for FYS3-Fyss
whereas it fia sow eati-
mated to be $73.3 be1-
T FYS4-FY88 the
to ba $63 billtoa. Truck
tax portiom of the tetal
taxes was estimsted o be
28 percent or $17.8 hillice
vhereas they are now esti-
mated to be 26.4 percesat
of $17.18 Millton.
(513g-v17)

Ssue as veight
distance tax.

highuay motar vehicles
wvith & gross wehicle
waight in excess of
10,000 pounds (M.R.2124-
S.1443).

STAL/NVET and the proposed
dissel differeatial tax
(PTCA p. 8 WECAC, DOT S13g
slteraacives 1 through 7,
ot al).

H.R.2124 and S.31473

l'm would !".‘1
would repeal STAA/NWT.

Same as weight distance

gosarste caly $63.8

bilitom ($1.2 billice

less thaa STAA) and

Tevenus based om 5.7 MEAL would genarate {
uiles per gallom for FYSS oaly $62.7 billica

and 6.4 mpg for FYB; ATA ($2.3 Mlliom less thea
unes 6.8 mpg. It 1s STAL). DOT alteruative
anticipated thet the 4 generates $65 btllfon-
aversge mpg vill improve the same as STAA.
conaideradl:

y 48 new emergy
saviag techaclogy is put
1n use, thus ferther

by a feel tax. Repertedly,
& .05 mpg saviag would
Teduce STAA rates by $134
for an 80,000 pound vehicle
traveling 103,000 ntles per
yoar.



STAA Vehicle
Gee 'E": Eim!

33,000 to 55,000 pound

Veight Distamce Tax

4. hadel

at $50 & year, plus $25
for each 1,000 pounds
or fraction is excess of
33,000 pounds. 55,000 to
80,000 pownds at $600

year plus a graé d

r

of fized rates sxpressed
is terws of registered
gross velight, azle weight,
OF sumber of axles. The
rate expressed ia the

rate between 19604 and 1968
of $40 to $52 for anch
1,000 pounds or fraction
in excess of 53,000
pounds. The saximom tax
Tanges from $1,600 1o 1984
to $1,900 ia 1988 sad
thereafter. 80,000 pounds
Or more at the maxisue
tax. (PL 97-424 Sec.
513(a))

would depend on
the asoust of revenwe
desired, ratio to cost
respousidility to be -

ined, and g

of vehicles to be fncluded.
Yor example, to Teplace
existing retail excise,
hesvy truck use and tive
tazes with equal revenue
for fiscal year 1985 &
weight distance tax rate
for combinetiom vehicles
would range from 1.94
cents per mtle for 13,001
to 35,000 pound vehicles
to 4.56 cents per afle
for 80,000 pound vehiclas.
(513g-VI 13) FPor a taz to
replace HWT oaly the
range would be 3/4 of a
Ccent per atle for 70,000
pound vehicles to 5.05
cents per mile for 80,000
pound vehicles. (Sydec
vi-12)

Ton-Mile Tax

A flat fee for each
tos—mile of opera-
tion creating e
different rate

for each vehicle

weight of the
cargo for that

rates have baes
developed.

Diesal Differentisl Tax
———222ereatial Tax

nnun-xot«snnr
gallon would dep d apom

the amouat of reveowe to
be raised. M.R.2124 wald
1agose an additiomal .
cents per gallos or a
totsl tax of 14 ceats.
Only 12.44 ceats would go
to the highuay trust fumd
a8 STAA provides that
1/9 of all diesel tax go
to the public trsnsit
trust fund. Pive ceats
per gallica

to about ome cest per
wile for heavy trucks.

for vehicles over 55,000
pounds (max. $650).

go1



Jssue

Equity -~(Kx-
pressed as &
tatio of reve~

Study where
1.00 ts the
perfect
ratfo.)

STAL na e

Ratio for heavy trucks
over 75,000 pownds 1s .66
and 1.14 for single wait
trucke~—1.e., hesvy
trucks underpey and
sisgle wait trucks
overpey. (513, VI-6)
This represeats

an
improveseat over the
previcusly existiag low
where the ratic was .60
for heavy trucks and

1.95 for siagle wait
trucks but is comsider-
ably less tham recommend-
ed Ly the Mduinistretion
wvhich was .84 for heavy
trucke and 1.09 for single
unit trecks. (513g-11-11)
Trucks with relatively low
ailesge overpay due to
lemp-sus tax per vehicle
(Sydec ¥1-7)

Uei Distance Tax

Assuming the tex replaces
all existing tazes except
fual, ratio would be .93
for both heavy trucks over
75,000 pounds sad single
wait trucks. For ths tax
to replace only the BWT
the ratio would be .88 for
heavy trucks asd 1.12 for
single unit trucks (Sydec
¥l 20-21)

Tou-Mile Tax

This altersative wes
sot considered in

any major stedy.

comparable to the
weight-distence tax.

Piesel Pifferestisl Tax

Eatio for N.R.2124 would

be .58

for heavy &

%ﬂ.’- Diesel
n & BWY

—— o SFE

- katfo would vary de-

and 1.19 for sisgle it

trucks.
vie).

(513g-1I-11
Tis zatio 1s

per uile
(Sydec VI-2)

ag upon sl
tive. Ihe ratine for all

(S13-11-11, VI~6) Por
the FICA proposal the
ratis would be .63 for
heavy trucks and 1.13 fer
sisgle wait trucks. Por the
AC preposel the ratie
would be .39 for heavy
and 1.16¢ for » ngle

¢t trucks. The seves DOT
yropesals raege from .60 to
.68 for beavy trucks asd
1.15 to 1.27 for atagle
wait trucks. Por DOT-4 the

\
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Issue

STAA Beavy Vehicle
Use Tax (NWUT

Conbimation Diesel

Seight Distaace Tax Tonitile Bax Biesel Differentisl Tax Biflerestial & RWT
Aduinistra- $171 willice. Concetiv- $122 sillifon. This is Amouat wot avsilable $211 villion. Faderal sad Ameat 2ot svailable but
tive and bly s tazpayer could the lowsst imoust for sny but estimated to be state go 4 to be ger thas
Compliance file 12 forms a year. of the al b y larger 1y oxnnneh‘ duﬂu.h.- ta. u!ﬂ: tum« tax
“oats (sunual Number of returns cause 1t will recover aa than sny other iee due to hm - =
to both the processed exceeds those estimated $38 eflliom of al ive. & o 48~ ycv.!u o! the costs
federal of any other highney other tsxes y bo~ muat be ¢ don of home lnuu applicakle to both the
government tax. Difffculty defiuing 1ag evaded. le adein~ for each vehicle o1l to vehicle use, sad NVOT and dianel differen~
and the taxable gross weight. htnun costs will vary trip crestiag & large susber of n-pnu. tlak tax. (513g V1I-10).
states) (5135-VI1-8) 2g on the te burden on ing

-nehuh-..unrum. aad & large eaf more pl uum

8 that imp went cost due to the tax. These prodlems

distance tazes have oy considerable emowat will be exscerbated £ the

abls to keep sdutaistra~  of detsiled switting tax 1s increased. (513g

tive costs low.” For ex- required. VII-9)

emple, Oregon “anges from -

3 to 7 perceat (313g-¥Il-

11); Arisons is less thas

1 parceat. Thase costs.cas

be axpected to be reduced

for a mationsl taxz bezause

1t would mot be tecesssry to

account for atlesge by state.

"If a mileage record were to

be astablished at the state

level first, a weight-distance

tax could be sdninistered

more expeditiounly and cest

effectively.” (S13g-¥II-11)

Vill reduce abtlity of metor

earriers to avoid peymsat

of ¢ state 4

tion fees and fuel use | taxes

(Sydec vI-24)
S Sert Transp Avai Act of 1962 (STAA).

Y. S. De of i

AASHTO Stedy om Notor Cartier nuuu'ud Registration lesues (Sydec).

Oregon’s Veight-Distance Tax: Theory
Questions and Answers om Veighe-Bi
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS

WILLIAM A, ORDWAY, President
Director
Arizona Department
of Transportation

FRANCIS B FRANCOIS

Executive Director

February 27, 1984

The Honorable Robert Dole

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee
2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr, Chairman:

During our testimony before your Committee on February 9, Thomas D.
Larsc, Secretary, Pennsylvania DOT, stated that the AASHTO Executive
Committee had approved a Resolution concerning federal taxation of heavy
trucks but that this Resolution had not yet been considered by the Policy
Commpittee and, therefore, could not be considered an AASHTO position. At this
time I would like to inform you that the AASHTO Policy Committee has met, and

endorsed this resolution.

The AASHTO Policy Committee met on February 24 and, with more than
two-thirds of the states' approval, adopted the previously approved Executive
Committee Resolution included with our tesiimony. For your convenience a copy
of the Resolution indicating approval by the Policy Committee is attached.

In brief, AASHTO believes that if Congress changes the existing heavy
vehicle use tax, the substituted tax should be at least revenue neutral for
highway purposes and provide equal equity among highway users and be
administratively efficient. AASHTO believes that to accomplish these goals
Congress should consider a state administered weight-distaance tax to replace
all other federal highway user charges except fuel taxes.

AASHTO believes that the states generally have in place mechanisms for
reporting the weight of heavy trucks and the miles they travel, and procedures
and personnel for verification of these data, In this regard and in order to
address an issue of considerable concern to the motor vehicle industry, the
AASHTO Policy Committee also considered and adopted by the required two-thirde
vote of all the states a Resolution concerning uniformity of state regulation
and taxation of motor carriers. A copy of the Resolution is attached. This
Resolution varies slightly from that included with our testimony in chat the
third sentence of Resolve (2) has been expanded, by adding the clause “and,
when feasible, based on percentage of mileage driven in each state.”

EYECUTIVE OFFICE: 444 N. Caplitol Street, N.W.. Suite 225 Washington D.C. 20001 Telephone (202) 624-5800
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Again, I wish to point out that AASHTO developed these policy positions
after an in depth six-month review dby a specially forued Steering Committee
composed of chief administrative officers of 13 states and the engagement of
System Design Concepts, Inc. and Harold A, Hovey as counsultants. A copy of
their report was previously provided members of your Committee. We believe
our analysis is in greater depth than has ever been done before.

We trust these policy statements of AASHTO will be of assistance to your
Conmittee as it considers taxation of heavy trucks. We stand prepared to
respond to any questious you may have, or to provide further assistance where

possible.
Very truly yours,
W&,«Af\
Francis B. Frauncols

Executive Director

FBF:WID:can
attachments

35-748 0—82——8
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS

WILLIAM A ORDWAY, President
Director
Arizona Department
of Transportation

FRANCIS B FRANCOIS
Executive Director *

RESOLUTION CONCERNING FFDERAL TAXATION OF HEAVY TRUCKS

WHEREAS the Congress in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982
has enacted needed funding for highway purposes and a system of taxation to
achieve such funding;

WHEREAS the U.S. Department of Transportation is conducting studies
examining alternative methods of taxing heavy trucks; .

WHEREAS the Congress is likely to consider alternative taxes for heavy
trucks during its session in 1984;

WHEREAS the nation's state highway and transportation officials have a
vital interest in truck tazes that adequately finance the nation's highway

system and provide equity in paying for that aystem;

WHEREAS the member departments of AASHTO have counducted a detailed
avalysis of ‘alternative methods of taxing heavy trucks under the guidance of a
Steering Committes, which was concluded on December,3l, 1983 with the
subaittal of a final report that evaluates the faifuess and practicality of

the alternatives;

WHEREAS the Steering Committee study found that truck taxes based upon a
combination of the weight of vehicles and the distance they travel more
equitably distribute financing responsibility proportional to costs imposed on
the systea than other tax alternatives;

WHEREAS the Steering Committee study found that truck taxes based on a
combination of the weight of vehicles and the distance they travel provide
greater equity than a tax based on either of these two factors alone;

WHEREAS the existing federal excise taxes on truck sales and tires
represent & one time payment in advance of highway use causing a greater
burden on motor carriers than taxes which are paid periodically based on use;

and

WHEREAS the states generally have in place mechanisms for reporting of the
weight of heavy trucks and the miles they travel and procedures and personnel
for verification of these data;

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 444 N. Capitol Street. N.W.. Suite 225 Washington D.C. 20001 Telephone (202) 624-5800
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NOW THEREPORE BE IT RESOLVED:

(1) No truck tax should be substituted for the current heavy vehicle use
tax unless such tax raises at least equal revenues for highway purposes,
provides at least squal equity, and is administratively efficient.

(2) A federal weight-distance tax should be considered as a replacement
for the heavy vehicle use tax and all other federal highway user charges
except fuel taxes. This tax should be designed to yield at least equal
revenues for highway purposss and to provide equity smong users.

(3) Such a tax should be administered by state govarnsents with federal
reimbursement for the costs involved.

As adopted by the AASHTO Policy
Committee meeting in Washington,
D.C. on February 24, 1984, by more
than the required two-thirds
majority of all the states.
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY
AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS

WILLIAM A. ORDWAY, President
Director
Arizona Department
of Transporiation

FRANCIS B FRANCOIS
Executive Director

RESOLUTION CONCERNING UNIFORMITY OF STATE REGULATION
AND TAXATION OF MOTOR

WHEREAS current state practices result in multiple state registration and
tax reporting requirements which cause higher administrative costs for states
and compliance costs for motor carriers than necessary;

WHEREAS some persons are seeking to use this situation to eliminate
certain state taxes and others are seeking to use it to give unprecedented
authority over state taxes and registration procedures to the federal

government;

WHEREAS the states have demonstrated, in the International Registration
Plan, that multi-state arrangesents which allocate tax revenues by mileage in
each state are feasible and reduce paperwork and reporting burdens for motor
carriers without jeopardizing state revenues.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESQLVED:

(1) There should be no federal restrictions on the ability of the states
to enact and set the rates of major highway use taxes based upon registration,
fuel purchage and use, and the weight of the vehicle and distance traveled.

(2) That uniformity be achieved at a minimum for registration and fuel use
reporting through a systea premised on base state reporting of mileage and
fuel purchased by state. This systea would cover beth inter- and intra-state
trucks and encourage a single institutional contact and a single fora for
reporting in each state. In addition, efforts to achieve uniformity
specifically should exclude any proposal that would limit the states’' ability
to deteraine type and rate of taxation, such type and rate of taxation being
equally applicable to interstate and intrastate trucking, and, when feasible,
based on percentage of milesge driven in each state. There should be an
institutional mechanism to adainister and enforce the uniform systea. This
institutional mechanism would have certain basic functions including data
processing and central storage and retrieval, exchange of data from required
reports of sotor carriers and from all field data relating to enforcement,
adainigtration of a combined IRP and fuel tax, and establishment of atandards
for auditing and other items necessary to sinimize tax evasion. The
institutional mechanism would also perform additionmal functions on a voluntary
negotiated basis as the states find necessary.

(3) A task force should be convened by the states to consider and
recommend mechanisms by which the states can implement the concepts stated
above. This task force should involve representatives of AASHTO, the NGA and
other interested organizations of state officials including regulatory
commissioners, tax adainistrators, vehicle administrators and legislators.

(4) The institutional mechanism adopted by the states should not involve
perpetual subsidies to any state.

As adopted by the AASHTO Policy
Committee meeting in Washington,
D.C. on February 24, 1984, by more
than the required two-thirds
najority of all the states.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE: 444 N, Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 225 Washington D.C. 20001 Telephone (202) 624-5800
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STATEMENT OF DON A. WILSON, DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS MAN-
AGER, DAIRY GROUP, THE SOUTHLAND CORP., DALLAS, TX, ON
BEHALF OF THE PRIVATE TRUCK COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC,,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, Senator Symms, Senator Long: I am
Don Wilson, distribution systems manager for the dairy group of
the Southland Corp. in Dallas, TX, also the elected president of the
Private Truck Council of America. With me today, on my right, is
our Executive Vice President Richard Henderson, on my left is our
Legislative Counsel Richard Schweitzer.

For the record, I will submit our extensive testimony, and I will
attempt to highlight it briefly at this point.

We are the only independent national organization solely repre-
senting the private truck operators. In 1983, private carriage was
estimated to account for some 66 percent of all motor carrier traffic
on our Nation's highways. The Private Truck Council currently
represents approximately 1,500 corporations engaged in private
carriage with an excess of 2 million trucks currently in service.

PTCA is vitally concerned with ensuring the adequate funding to
revitalize the Nation’s highway system; however, we are equally
concerned that the fees instituted to generate those funds are equi-
tably assigned to the various classes of users.

Senator Symms, if I might, I would like to also remind the com-
mittee of what I think the chairman mentioned earlier, the delib-
erations in this room in December 1982. I was present for those de-
liberations. I heard the chairman at that time challenge the indus-
try to step forward and offer Congress some alternatives or a pro-
posal, lest this committee be charged with the responsibility of
writing something for the industry.

I would note for the committee’s reference and record that we
were the organization in the industry that did step forward and at-
tempt to institute a compromise. I think you will find that the
basis of the bill that was passed by the Senate at that time was the
genesis of the legislative compromise we proposed, with something
in the area of a $1,200 maximum tax on the use tax at that time.
That is obviously not the result of the STAA as it ended in a con-
ference between the two Houses. ‘

I guess really the key question today—we have obviously, again,
submitted alternative proposals, as they are listed in the DOT
report to Congress.

Again, we have heard ‘“revenue neutrality.” We, the Private
Truck Council, have attempted to deal now for over a year in this
arena of revenue-neutrality. We felt that that was the only politi-
cally viable alternative. Not that we necessarily agreed with the
total taxes, but we felt those were the only cards in the hand avail-
able for us to play, if you will.

The question is, what is revenue-neutrality? It is our impression
that the intent of Congress in the passage of the STAA was to gen-
erate something in the area of $72.2 billion in yield over a period of
6 years. However, you have now seen in your own report from the
DOT that in the first year of the existence of the new act the yield
has been estimated to have increased already, to $1.1 billion in the

first year.
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It is our contention that “revenue-neutrality’ should be confined
to the original estimated figure contained in the STAA as it was
passed and not to this ever-escalating figure. If that be the case, we
firmly believe our original proposal as contained in the report is
not $1.2 billion revenue-short; we firmly believe that, based on the
original neutrality number, our report is probably within plus-or-
minus $100 million of revenue-neutral.

Again, I guess the question I would raise for the record and the
panel’s consideration is the definition of “revenue neutrality.”

We suggested over a year ago that the data base used to justify
the tax rates was, if you will, deficient, be it either due to a defec-
tive data base, due to the age of the data involved, due to a lack of
sophistication. It is our belief that the report just returned to Con-
gress confirms, indeed, with that much of an escalation in the first
year, that our numbers and data base, determined from a member
survey in this past April, indeed is more likely accurate than the
numbers used in the 1977 justification.

I %ss I would have to ask again, for the committee’s benefit, if
the DOT 4 exempts another 700,000 trucks from the use tax, do you
ha\;e any idea how many million will be paying the additional fuel
tax?

I would suggest if you look at the vehicle weight classes as a pyr-
amid, with the heaviest grouping at the top of the pyramid, as you
raise those taxes and you substitute the fuel tax in lieu of, you are
coming back down the pyramid, and you are adding an additional
burden on millions of new taxpayers that were previously exempt-
ed under the existing law.

DOT estimates that in 1985, in the 10-26,000 pound range, diesel
vehicles would account for only 4.7 percent of the total number of
vehicles in that weight category; however, our survey indicates
that diesel vehicles in that category are somewhere in the area of
25 percent.

Sales figures in 1981 and 1982 showed approximately a 33 per-
cent increase in diesel vehicles. How could that data be that far
off? We believe that the projections made for 1985 in the 1983-88
period were based on economic indicators and general business ac-
tivity and didn’t adjust for the diesel conversion in the ensuing
period of time.

PTCA’s 2-cent per gallon diesel differential and these extra 1
million vehicles traveling an average of some 50,000 annual miles
will pay an extra $§92.5 million per year in fuel taxes. This is just
for one weight category, and over 5 fyears it alone makes up almost
40 pfrcent of the $1.2 billion shortfall assigned in the PTCA pro-

I guess, Mr. Chairman, if you would permit me, in closing I
would also stress that I believe in the original deliberations the ad-
ministration promised, if not implied, a quid pro quo for the indus-
try, if you will—productivity in return for increased fees. Well, we
are not asking for universally in-transit passage for all combina-
tions and all situations. Our members must have access to points of
pickup and delivery. The minimum 48-foot, 102-inch wide trailers
and 28-foot twin trailers used in the so-called ‘“national network”
mean enhanced productivity to a very few large carriers, unless
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that same equipment can be used interchangeably for both local
pickup and delivery as well as interstate movement.

The industry has been paying increased taxes since last April
and faces an approximate 700 percent step increase in July, and as
yet has received little or none of the promised gain in productivity.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for the
opportunity to be here today, and I would entertain any questions
that the committee might have.-

[Mr. Wilson’s prepared statement follows:]

4
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PRIVATE TRUCK COUNCIL of AMERICA, Inc.

202/785-4900

2022 P STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20038

STATEMENT OF
DON A WILSON, PRESIDENT
PRIVATE TRUCK COUNCIL OF .\MERICA, INC.
ON
ALTERNATIVES TO THE USE TAX ON
HEAVY TRUCKS
UNDER THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982

before the
COMMITTEE OF FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE
FEBRUARY 9, 1984

OEVOTED EXCLUSIVELY TO THE INTERESTS OF PRIVATE TRUCK OPERATORS

g



17

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

| SUMARY

The Private Truck Council of America, representing the interests of approxi-

mately 1,800 corporations and over 2,000,000 trucks engaged in private carriage
operations, has spent the last two years assessing the impact of increased

federal uyser fees on the trucking industry.

The study included analysis of use tax increases (now fncorporated in the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982) and alternative measures imple-
menting additional fuel taxes in 1ieu of a use tax. A membership survey on
truck weight, population, and annual mileages produced a data base of almost
100,000 trucks; the results of the survey and analysis indicated that PTCA can

endorse neither the STAA use tax schedule nor a 5¢ per gallon diesel differen-

tial.

As a result, PTCA developed its own tax proposal incorporating as a basis
for tax 1iability both a proportional tax payment by truck weight, and an

increased emphasis on fuel consumed,

The PTCA plan is as follows:
1) a) STAA use tax schedulaes are eliminated;

b) Vehicles 33.000.pounds and over but less than 55,000
pounds pay a use tax of $4 per thousand pounds;

c) Vehicles 55,000 pounds and over pay a use tax equal -
to one-half of their 1988 STAA 1iability (maximum of
$950 for an 80,000 pound vehicle);

d) Vehicles traveling less than 5,000 miles annually are
exempt.

2) A 2¢ per gallon diesel fuel differential is levied nn
all vehicles 10,000 pounds and over.
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I. INTRODUCTION

My name is Don Wilson. I am Distribution Systems Manager for the Dairy
Group at The Southland Corporation in Dallas, Texas, and President of the
Private Truck Council of America. With me today is our Executive Vice
President, Richard Henderson, and our Legislative Counsel, Richard Schweitzer,
and John DeVierno of the law firm of B111ig, Sher & Jones, P.C.

In 1983, private carriage accounted for 66% of all motor carrier traffic on
our natfon's highways.! The Private Truck Council of America represents the
interests of approximately 1,500 corporations engaged in private carriage with
over 2,000,000 trucks in operation. Our members include many Fortune 500 cor-

porations as well as numerous smaller concerns.

PTCA 1s vitally concerned with ensuring that adequate funding is provided to
revitalize the national highway transportation system. However, we are equally
concerned that the fees instituted to generate these funds are equitably

assigned to the various classes of highway users.

In this testimony we will discuss:

1) The impendin us§ tax provisions of the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982 ?STAA) as well as the implementation of certain

*productivity® measures under that act;
2) A current legislative proposal to replace the STAA use tax structure

with an increased diesel fuel tax; and
3) The PTCA approach to equitable taxation, incorporating the benefits of

each of the above plans.
As an alternative to the disproportionately burdensome use tax schedules of

the STAA, PTCA analyzed the effect of a 5¢ per gallon increase in the diesel
fuel tax. In April, 1983, we surveyed our membership on weight, mileage and
truck population figures, and recetved a data base of almost 100,000 trucks. We

have spent countless staff hours assessing the annual tax l{ability per truck

1 Fleet Owner Magazine, January, 1984, Vol. 79, No. 1, p. 61,
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and the total revenue generated by each plan. The result of our study was that
we could not endorse either the existing STAA use tax schedules or a 5¢ diesel
differential. We therefore have dc'veloped our own proposal for federal highway

user fees.
I1. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982

When Congress set out in late 1982 to enact legislation raising revenue to
rebuild the nation's highway system, the consensus was that those highway users
most responsible for road deterforation should bear the brunt of reconstruction
costs. Based on a somewhat controversial U.S. Department of Transportation
cost allocation study delivered to Congress 1n. 1982, under pre-1982 law heavy
tr;cks (particularly combination vehicles over 75,000 pounds GVW) were not
paying fuel taxes and user fees proportionate to their allocated share of pave-

ment damage causation.

As a result Congress passed the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1982. In addition to raising motor fuel taxes from 4¢ to 9¢ per gallon and
raising the taxes on Qruck tires, the STAA raised the heavy truck use tax
from a straight scale of $3 ‘per 1,000 pounds ($240 annually for an 80,000 -pound
vehicle) to a progressive scale increasing the rates for heavier trucks,
requiring for the same 80,000 pound vehicle a fee of $1,600 in 1984 and $1,900
by 1988. In addition to cne use tax, the STAA changed the thrust of the excise
tax, increasing the tax burden on heavier vehicles. The tax rate rose from 10%
to 12X while the threshold weight rose from 10,000 pound§ GVW to 33,000 pounds
for truck chassis and bodfes and 26,000 pounds for trailer and semi-trailer

chassis and bodies.
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To compensate for the increased taxes, the STAA allowed 48 foot long, 102
inch wide semi-trailers, 28 foot long tandem trailers, and 80,000 pound com-
bination vehicles on a *National Network" of interstate and designated federal-
aid primary highways, According to statements made by the Department of
Transportation during the legislative deliperations, the cost efficiencies of
the new size, weight and tandem requirements would produce a tremendous net
revenue gain for the trucking industry even after payment of the higher taxes.

.

The Federal Highway Administration was to designate in final rulemaking all
the state primary roads in the National Network by October 3, 1983. However, on
September 14, 1983, FHWA published a Notice of Proposed Rﬁlemaking indicating
that as of that date only 39 states had agreed with.FHMA's route designations
and that five states had pending actfons in U.S. District Court to remove
federally designated routes from the network., The FHWA and the Justice
Department had to enjoin the Qtata of Connecticut in Federal Court from
enforcing a state law banning tandem trailers on Connecticut highways. Although
the court ruled in favor of the Federal Government, Connecticut has now insti-
tuted tandem trailer driver certification requirements which have effectively
restricted the available pool of tandem rig drivers to a handful who have met to
overrigorous qualifications. FHWA has done nothing to ease this undue restric-
tion on legal tandem operations, perhaps implying that only the most blatant
constitutional violation will be sufficient to spur federal action to relieve

state interference.

Nor has the FHWA indicated when the industry might receive any final
designation §f routes in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Interim
designations change on an almost weekly basis in Pennsylvanfa, and the prospects
of court decisions and federal-state "agreements® make route designations in
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eleven states subject to change at any moment. The October 3, 1983 deadline has

passed with no resolution of the issue.

Even more critical {s the issue of access to the National Network. The STAA
requires that states allow vehicles with the new authorized dimensions reaso-
nable access between the National Network and terminals, facilities for food,
fuel, repairs and rest, and access to points of pick-up for carriers of house-
hold goods. Unfortunately, the FHWA has a1loged the states to establish indivi-

dual definitions of reasonable access, promoting confusion and unpredictable

enforcement procedures.

In the September 14, 1983 Federal Register NPRM, the FHWA published a table
of state access provis1ons. Eighteen states allowed uniimited access to and
from the designated routes. Others restrict access to one-half or one-fifth of
a mile from the routes. Twelve states had no policy whatsoever; five states

required permits for any access, and three states indicated they were awaiting a

federal definition in the NPRM.

While PTCA is not asking for universal in-transit passage for all com-
binations in all situations, our members must have access to points of pick-up
and delivery. Minimum 48' long and 102" wide semi-trailers, and 28' long tandem
trailers used in the national network of designated highways mean enhanced pro-
ductivity to a very limited few unless that same equipment can be used
interchangeably for both local pick-up and delivery as well as interstate

movement ,

Consequently, the fifteen months of increased productivity prior to the onset

of higher use taxes has been of limited assistance to the trucking industry.
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Fleet owners have postponed decisions to purchase larger trucks and tandem
trailers as long as the routes remain uncertain. With no federal definition of
reasonable access permitting carriers reliable access to terminals and pick-up
and delivery points, the promised cost efficiencies will never be realized.

Thus, the trucking industry has been p§y1ng an extra 5¢ per gallon fuel
since April 6, 1983, and faces a 700% increase in use fees on July 1, 1984,
while the corresponding productivity gains are hampered by fesistance among the

states and bureaucratic inertia.

The problems with the STAA use tax schedule are obvious:
1) It requires a lump sum payment, re?ardless of mileage;
trucks running fewer miles on local routes pay the same
rate as htgh-mileage over-the-road haulers; and
2) Heavy trucks are required to pay use taxes at almost
800% of the previous rates,
Unfortunately, these use tax rates will tend to discourage the use of the
most efficient vehicles for transporting the nation's goods, thereby denying

productivity benefits to the consuming public.
II1. S.1475 - THE DIESEL DIFFERENTIAL

In response to the STAA's excessive burden on heavy vehicles, a number of
bi11s have been introduced which supplant the use tax with an increased diesel
fuel tax. S.1475 {s the most widely discussed "diesel differential® bi1l .- it
eliminates the heavy truck use tax and replaces the lost revenue with a 5¢ per
gallon increase in diesel fuel taxes. Vehicles under 10,000 pounds are exempt
and would receive an annual rebate for taxes paid. This plan reduces the
excessive use tax on heavy trucks, removes the cash flow problems associated
with Tump sum payments, and establishes a "pay-as-you-go" system whereby taxes

paid are proportionate to miles driven,
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However, PTCA realizes that S.1475 {s not a perfect, or even particularly
attractive, sofhtion for the entire truckind industry. The bill shifts the bur-
den of payment for highway repair from large trucks to smaller vehicles -- all
pay the same rate with the diesel differential. Under the STAA, vehicles less
than 33,000 pounds were use-tax free, Under S.1475 a 10,000 pound truck would
be taxed at the same rate as an 80,000 pound truck.

The DOT cost allocation methodology indicates that heavy trucks would not
pay an equitable share of reconstruction costs if S$.1475 replaced the STAA use
tax. For combination vehicles over 75,000 pounds and a 5¢ per gallon diesel dif-
ferenttal, DOT estimates a revenue/cost ratio of .58 (these trucks are there-
fore paying tax revenue equal to 58% of the pavement and structure damage costs
assigned in DOT analysis) compared to a ratio of .66 for the same weight class

using the STAA use tax schedule.

PTCA does object to the lack of sufficient consideration given environmental
(non-allocable) factors in the DOT allocation of highway damage costs, and
recognizes that tindustry an2lysis assigns a much different cost burden to the
"heaviest weight classes. However, PTCA accepts the argument that heavier trucks
cause somewhat more wear and tear on pavements than lighter vehicles, and should
therefore pay some higher share of user fees for maintenance and reconstruction.
For this reason alone PTCA, representing over 2,000,000 trucks in operation,
cannot support S.1475 or any legislation employing a straight diesel fuel tax

without reference to vehicle weight.

In addition, S.1475 as introduced would not raise the same amount of revenue

as the STAA use tax, resulting in reduced income for the Highway Trust Fund.
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The DOT report to Congress on use tax alternatives, mandated by Section 513 (g)
of the STAA, indicates $.1475 would raise $12.409 billion for fiscal year 1985
as oppdsed to $12.763 billion in estimated receipts from the STAA. The FY
1984-1988 total revenue figures show an even more dramatic shortfall: $62.8
bi11ion for $.1475, $65.0 bill1on for STAA.

We have been advised in informal discussions wit% DOT that they estimate a
truly revenue neutral differential would require an increased diesel tax of
over 8¢ per gallon, Additfonal fuel tax without any use tax serves only to
exacerbate the undue burden S.1475 would place on lighter diesel-powered

vehicles.
IV. PTCA TAX PROPOSAL

Therefore, PTCA seeks to enact a compromise proposal which will:

l; significantly ease the STAA's oppressive use tax on heavy trucks; and
2) place greater emphasis on miles traveled as part of the basis for taxes

payable.

This will ensure that heavier vehicles pay at a somewhat higher rate than
lighter counterparts, thereby reducing the straight diesel differential's
disproportionate burden on 1ight trucks. Most important of all, the compromise
will be virtually revenue neutral, raising almost the same amount of tax dollars

as projected under the STAA use tax.

The proposed plan is as follows:

1) a) STAA use tax schedules would be reduced:

1) Vehicles between 33,000 pounds and over but less than 55,000
pounds would pay a use tax of $4 per 1,000 pounds (pre-STAA law
required $3 per 1,000 pounds).

11) Vehicles 55,000 pounds and over would pay a use tax equal to
one-half of their 1988 STAA levels, with a maximum payment of

$950 for an 80,000 pound truck.

{11) Vehicles trave11n less than 5,000 miles per year would be
) exempted from theguse %a per ye
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2) A 2¢ a gallon diesel fuel differential would be levied on all diese!
vehicles 10,000 pounds and over.

A rebate mechanism, similar to one in existence for farmers and fisher-

men exempted from current diesel taxes, would be established for

vehicles under 10,000 pounds.

The 2¢ would be capped at that level to prevent raising the figure by

Executive Order. Should an increase be warranted, Congress would first

have to remove the cap and then raise the tax; this procedure ensures

the trucking industry will be allowed input on any proposed increase.

. The law would be drafted so that 1/9 of the 2X fuel tax increase would
not go into the Transit Fund, as it does under the current 9¢ fuel tax.
With our revised use tax schedule, trucks over 33,000 pounds pay substantially

less than under the STAA. The heaviest trucks (55,000 pounds and over) pay only
50X of their 1988 assessment under the STAA. Yet the heavier trucks do pay at a
higher rate than lighter trucks, as the assumptions of proportionate cost allo-
cation require. The light trucks are therefore spared the undue burdens of a
straight diesel differential and the revenue to cost ratio for vehicles over

75,000 pounds under the PTCA plan is .63 (compared to .58 for S.1475).

Finally, the PTCA tax proposal is revenue neutral. DOT revenue estimates
in its report to Congress project fiscal year 1985 income of $12.763 billion
from the STAA, and $12.587 billion from the PTCA proposal, Over a five year
period from FY 1984-1988, STAA would purportedly raise $65.0 billion and the
PTCA proposal $63.8 biilion. This apparent $1.2 billion shortfall is narrowed

considerably, however, when the DOT revenue model is examined.

When the STAA was passed in December, 1982, DOT estimated six-year revenues
from the entire tax package to be $72.2 billion. At the time, PTCA protested
that DOT's estimates were based on data that was efther deficient or excessively

conservative., However, the revenue figures were apparently deemed sufficient to

cover the authorizations contatned in the STAA.

35-748 O0—82——9
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Recent estimates in the January 1984 DOT Report to Congress on Alternatives
to Tax on Use of Hevy Trucks already show a growth in expected six-year revenue
to some $73.3 billion. This increase yield is now being used, in the same DOT
report, to show the PTCA Proposal as $1.2 billion revenue short over the six-

year period.

PTCA suggests this $1.1 billion increased yleld estiate (after just one
year) confirms our original contention that DOT's data was inedaquate.
Furthermore, rather than being $1.2 billion revenue short, our alternative is
more likely within plus or minus $100 million of the origfnal six-year revenue

yield accepted by Congress in its passage of the STAA.

The DOT projections are based on truck population and mileage data compiled
in the 1977 Truck Inventory and Use Survey conducted by the Bureau of the Census
and interpolated for the 1985 and 19841988 periods. PTCA asserts these popula-

tion and mileage figures are grossly understated.

In order to accurately assess the effects of the STAA use tax on the
trucking industry, we undertook in April, 1983, a membership survey on relevant
weight, mileage and population data. Four hundred seventy seven fleets
responded, representing almost 100,000 trucks. We respectfully submit that our
data base {is more current and extensive than any other research undertaken by
any other organization, public or private, in this area. The resultant data
revealed mileage figures substantially higher than those projected by the
DOT revenue model. DOT estimates that in 1985 an 80,000 pound vehicle would
travel an average of 65,000 to 70,000 miles per year.

The PTCA survey showed an average of over 89,000 miles per year for a simi-
lar size truck in 1982, and PTCA has no reason to Be11eve this figure will
decline significantly by 1985. The increased mileage figures raise revenue pro-
Jections for the 2¢ diesel differential without affecting projected STAA use tax

revenues.
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The Department of Transportatfon has admitted in discussions that some of
the trucks in their 1977 TIUS data were only in partial use, and that the 5,000
mile per year threshold for use tax 1iability would eliminate these part-timers
and result in a higher average figure. PTCA asserts the higher mileage figures
for taxable vehicles will raise total revenues under the PTCA proposal to such a

level that any shortfall will be insignificantly minute.

Additionally, the increased use of mileage as a basfis for tax 1{ability in
our proposal, along with the higher mileages of the PTCA survey data, reduces
the difference in revenue/cost ratios between the two plans, Fuel taxes them-
selves are cost allocation devices, since heavier frucks get fewer miles per
gallon and the}efore use more fuel and pay more tax per mile than lighter

vehicles.

Attached to this testimony {s a chart indicating an annual use tax and/or
diesel differential payment per truck, separated by weight classes, under the

alternative plans.

Assuming the average annual mileage rates remain constant over the five year
period, the taxes payable to columns (B), (C), (D), (E) and (F) will not change
from 1984 to 1988, Thus, an 80,000 pound truck with average mileage would pay
$1,261.24 yearly in use and diesel differential taxes under the PTCA proposal,
as opposed to $1,600 in 1984 and $1,900 in 1988 under the STAA. By 1988, the

savings amount to $638.76 per vehicle.

In conclusion, we ask the subcommittee to reassess the existing tax bias
agatnst heavy vehicles. In doing so, however, we advise the subcommittee to
realize that smaller local route vehicles make proportionately less use of the
federal aid highway system than their heavier, over-the-road counterparts, and
we implore you not to fund the reconstruction of this federal system on the

backs of the lighter weight vehicles.

. Me would now be happy to address any questions you might have.
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AR \4 \ « Revised 1/26/84
{a) e - {0) (£) ) F—
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22,000 103, =0- $164,27 1 $223.39 1 ¢ 26283 ] % 367,42 3 9.3
3,000 Jby, $ 5000 ) sase.s1 | $33387 I 3 41058 $ 533,71 $ 254 ‘
0,000 00s, 1 § 22900 | $322.98 1 ge66, 4 1 % S16.13 1 0§ 746,15 1 § 634
| S5.0001bs, ] § €000 ] 403,23 | $6M0.84 $ 5.1 $1,009.28 | § 72,6 |
| 10,000 tby, $1,200,00 $599.31 | $600.04 $_958.% $1,089,28 3 962.%
0,000 iby $1,600.00 } 3609.66 | $779.10 $1,103.44 $1,204.97 31,261,230
LAY 1905 :
© 33000 1oy, $_%0.00
| 40,000 1bs $ 228,00
$5,000 1b3, $ 60000
0,000 1b3, $1,600,00
LY 1966
| 33,000 by, $ 0.0
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70,000 b, | $1,260,00
0,000 %bs, ] $1,7000
LAY 1987
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70,000 1oy, 1 $1,30,00
80,000 1bg, 1 $1,800.00
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33,000 by, $ 50,00
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. 95,000 1bs, 3 60,00
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- W

to be revenue neutral.

PTCA survey mileage used,

PTCA survey nilesge used.

These tax ﬂ,}ns were calculated using average snnual mileage estimates supplied by U.S. DOT.
These figures calculated using average annua) milesge estimates supplied by PTCA member survey.
These figures represent tax payments under 8¢ differentfal which DOT claims s the rate necessary
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The CHAIRMAN. Your entire statements will be made a part of
the record.

Senator Long, do you have questions?

Senator LoNG. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symms?

Senator Symms. Just one question to Don Wilson.

Don, specifically, What is it that you are recommending? The
$1,200 use tax on the heaviest truck and——

Mr. WiLsoN. No, sir; the specific PTCA proposal as contained in
the DOT report—we would propose a 2-cent diesel differential, a re-
placed fee schedule for the current use tax with a graduated range,
with a maximum cap of $950 on the heaviest vehicle weight class-
es. That'’s the essence of the proposal.

It is our belief, as I say, that based on the original figures of
$72.2 billion, we are within 3100 million plus or minus a revenue-
neutral by the DOT’s data base.

Quite frankly, I believe, by our membership survey, over the 6-
year period we are likely to be revenue-plus rather than revenue-
neutral, and certainly not $1.2 million short.

Senator Symms. Do you think that this surplus is coming just be-
cause there are more people driving more cars, or more trucks on
the road, or what?

Mr. WiLsoN. No, sir; we believe that the original data base was
deficient. We believe the data base underestimated mileage, we be-
lieve it underestimated vehicle population by weight class, and we
believe it underestimated the percentage of diesel vehicles to the
total vehicle population group.

Senator Symms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LoNG. I have a question for Mr. Larson.

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.

Senator LoNnG. Mr. Larson, what is your suggestion on how to
best finance the highway program?

Mr. LarsoN. The suggestion of the ASHTO executive committee,
at this point, is that a weight-distance tax imposed in a timely way
is the best response to the issues that are before us.

Senator LoNG. So you would use a weight-distance tax?

Mr. LarsoN. A weight-distance tax, which is markedly different
than the ton-mile tax, and I would point to that distinction. It is
based on registered vehicle weight times miles traveled.

Senator LoNGg. Can that information be obtained to tell how
many miles they traveled?

Mr. LArsoN. Yes; as a complement to that recommendation I
have offered, we suggest that, in fact, there be established a multi-
state bureau that would create a central focus point for collecting
the data necessary to implement not only this tax but other taxes
as well, so that there would be distance information.

Distance information is perhaps the commonest information
available. It is used for a variety of other purposes, and we think
that is readily established. Yes, sir.

Senator LonG. Now, the complaint is made that to pay all of this
at one time is a great burden. Are you suggestir.g that perhaps this
might be collected month by month rather than once a year?
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Mr. LarsoNn. Yes; this would have a pay-as-you-go provision, and
it is a tested technique. The State of Oregon has had a weight-dis-
tance tax in operation for some 36 years. The administrative costs
are very low—>5 to 7 percent. The compliance is 95 percent-plus. It

is a tested alternative.
Senator LoNnG. Do you have more scales for weighing the trucks

as they travel?

Mr. LarsoN. The actual weight is not part of the proposal; it is,
rather, the registered weights, which are determined when the
truck applies for registration plates.

Senator LoNG. And then you just measure the mileage on the
speedometer?

Mr. LArsoN. That is correct. Yes, sir.

Senator LoNG. I see.
Mr. LARsoN. It also has the advantage that it can be adjusted for

the issue that Senator Symms raised regarding logging trucks and
backhaul and seasonal use. There is, in fact, an application of a
factor to apply for the percentage of the truck miles that are
loaded miles, and that is readily adjusted.

Senator LoNG. Well, now, is that tax proposal among the alterna-
tives that were submitted by Mrs. Dole today?

Mr. LarsoN. That was part of the information that was provided

in the 513(g) report. Yes, sir.

It is not the one that was advanced as a recommended proposal.

Senator LonG. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

Yes?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, I know I have exceeded my time.
Could I make one additional comment?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. WiLsoN. The pay-as-you-go aspect is repeatedly referred to,
and I readily understand the attractiveness of this differential.
What is often overlooked or misunderstood is that the law current-
ly provides a quarterly installment provision for the current use
tax structure. So the front-end loaded, if you will, regardless of
what the dollars are, there is some pay-as-you-go aspect in flexibil-
ity by the permission of the quarterly annual payment rather than
the lump-sum advance annual payment, and I think that is often
overlooked and misunderstood.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, and I am certain we will
be back in touch with probably all of the witnesses as we get into
whether or not we are going to do anything—which is one option,
do nothing. If there is too much unhappiness with doing something,
why, we can always do nothing.

Congressman Ireland has 5 minutes.

Andy, we are happy to have you here, and we appreciate your
coming over. Your statement will be made a part of the record, and
if you could summarize it would help us; we still have about 20 wit-

nesses.
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STATEMENT OF HON. ANDY IRELAND, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to read my statement,
and it is a lot less than 5 minutes if I read fast. I appreciate your
willingness to let me appear.

Several years ago, Mr. Chairman, my Subcommittee of the Small
Business Committee in the House conducted the only set of Con-
gressional hearings that have ever been held devoted solely to the
problems of independent truckers. I feel that this makes us on the
Committee familiar with the issues which affect the motor carrier
industry, and have been involved in the fuel cost situation over the
years, including the Interstate Commerce Commission’s mandated

fuel surcharge.
I appear here today in support of S. 1475 and its companion

House measure H.R. 2124.

I will address three main points: The burden of the present
taxes, the possibility of a less burdensome and more equitable tax,
and finally, the general question of highway revenues.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we need a well-constructed and
fairly financed highway system in this country. The fact that
throughout the Nation our roads are badly deteriorating not only
alarms me but puzzles me as well. I do not believe that large
trucks are the sole blame for this deterioration. certainly, they do
place some stress upon the roadway and should pay a reasonable
share of the upkeep on a pay-as-you-go basis, but this is not the
whole story. We in the Congress must make it an urgent priority
that our roads are built and repaired in the proper manner and
that states receiving these funds in fact use the funds for said pur-
poses.

Having said that, let me address the present tax. The heavy vehi-
cle use tax is, in my opinion, an onerous one and bears no relation-
ship to actual usage. To ask an average over-the-road trucker who
owns one vehicle—in a sense, a traveling small business, if you
will—to all of a sudden pay $1,600 upfront and in a few years
$1,900 in one lump sum without even getting behind the wheel is
unfair. Why should one trucker who drives say 7,500 miles and
then becomes disabled for 11 months pay the same amount of
money out of his pocket as another trucker who drives the whole
year and puts 150,000 miles on his truck?

Most of the rest of our tax system, be it cur Federal pay-as-you-
go basis; why should we treat truckers any differently?

S. 1475 would repeal the heavy vehicle use tax and replace it
with a 50 cent diesel differential applied only to trucks. Thus, we
would receive taxes based on actual usage.

In addition, these taxes would be more affordable and would rec-
ognize the real-world cashflow problems which beset our Nation’s
truckers. Also, I would think the diesel differential could be easily
administered and should make it difficult for people to fail to
complfy.

As for the total revenues, and I know you have had considerable
testimony and will continue to have on this, I do not see why this
bill would not be revenue-neutral. Studies have indicated this over

the past.
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May I state in conclusion that I believe the Nation's truckers,
_both the carriers and independents, are getting a bad rap as a
result of being made financial scapegoats for the current tax
system. Surely, they should shoulder some of the highway system’s
tax burden, but in a fair and equitable manner. Beyond that, it is
up to us in the Congress to determine where these tax dollars are
going and if indeed we are getting the product we need and are

supposed to be paying for.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to add for the record a brief state-

ment by an independent trucker to go along with that.
I conclude my remarks, sir, and thank you for your indulgence.
[Mr. Ireland’s prepared statement with letter follows:]

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ANDY IRELAND

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before
you today.

Several years ago my Subcommittee conducted the only set of
Congressional hearings ever held devoted solely to the problems
of independent truckers, Therefore, I am very familiar with issues
which affect the motor carrier industry and have been very involved
in the fuel cost situation over the years to include the International
Commerce Commission's mandated fuel surcharge. I appear ﬂere today
in support of S. 1475 and its companion House measure H.R. 2124.

I will address three main points - the burden of the present
taxes, the possiblity of a less burdensome and more equitable tax,
and finally the general question of highway revenues.

Mr. Chairmar, I believe that we need a well-constructed and
fairly financed highway system in this country. Our original system
was built as part of an overall national security and defense
strategy. These highways wer; to be built to carry our most advanced
weapons systems from missile carriers to armored tanks. The fact
that throughout the nation our roads are badly deteriorating alarms
me, but also puzzles me. I do not belleve that large trucks are
the sole blame for this deterioration. Certainly they do place
some stress upon the roadway and should pay a reasonable share of

the up-keep on & pay as you go basis - but this is not the whole

story. We in the Congress must make it an urgent priority that
our roads are built and repaired in the proper manner and that

states receiving funds in fact use the funds for said purposes.
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Having sald that, let me address the present tax. The heavy
vehicle use tax is, in my opinion, onerous and bears no relationship
to actual usage. To ask an average over-the-road trucker who owns
one vehicle (a traveling small business, if you will) to all of a
sudden pay $1600 up front and in & few years $1,900 in one lump
sum without even getting behind the wheel is unfair. Why should
one trucker who drives, say 7,500 miles and then becomes disabled
for- eleven months, pay the same amount of money out of his pocket
as another trucker who drives the whole year and puts 150,000 miles
on his truck? Most of the rest of our tax system, be it our federal
withholding, our airline ticket tax, or whatever, is on a pay as
you go basis. Why should we treat truckers differently?

S. 1475 would repeal the heavy vehicle use tax and replace
it with a 5 cent diesel differential applied only to trucks.

Thus, we would receive taxes based on actual usage. In addition,
these taxes would be more affordable and would recognize the real
world cash fiow problems which beset our nation's truckers. Also, I
would think the diesel differential could be easily administered

and should make it difficult for people to fail to comply.

As for total revenue, I do not see why this bill would not
be "revenue neutral". Studles have indicated that the legislation
would result in just about the same amount of money being raised
as the Department of Transportation expects from the current taxes.
This does not even take into account the fact that there is sup-

posedly a $9-10 billion surplus already in the Highway Trust
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Fund. In addition, there seems to be some question as to exactly
where the $12 billion DOT gave out last year has gone.

In conclusion, may I say that I believe the nation's truckers,
both the carriers and the independents, are getting a bad rap and
as a result are being made financial scapegoats by the current tax
system. Surely they should shoulder some of the highway system's
tax burden, but in a fair and equitable manner. Beyond that, it
is up to us in the Congress to determine where these tax doliars
are going and if indeed we are getting the product we need and
are supposedly paying for.

I have attached to my statement a copy of a statement from
Treodore Brooks, an independent trucker from Baltimore, who speaks
for three 1ndepen;ent trucking groups. If I may, I would like to
Just quote briefly from it and thus enlarge upon my point juestioning

where the highway money is going at the present time.
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TRUCKERS
ACTION
1109 PLOVER DRIVE ® BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21227 CONFERENCE

301-242-0507

v

February 9, 1984

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate Committee on Finance:

My name is Theodore Brooks. 1 am Director of Truckers Action Conference and a member

and past president of t:he Maryland Independent Truckers and Drivers Association. I
own and operate a truck; I have done so for nearly 20 years.

I am submitting this statement on behalf of the Truckers Action Conference, the
Maryland Independent Truckers and Drivers Association, and the Central Pennsylvania

Truckers Association. 1In addition to the remarks included here, we would also like

to endorse the remarks being presented to the Commitise by Representative Andy Ireland,

Chairman of the House Subcommjittee on Export Opportunities and Special Small

Business Problems.

.

I could tell you how tough things are for truck owner-operators---and they are.
I could tell you that we truckers can't really afford any more taxes---and we can't.

I could tell you that some railroads use unfair tactics to encourage Statss to enact

third structure taxss---and they do. But others have, or will, tell you about those

things more effectively and with more substantive evidence than I can gather.

Instead, I1'd like to talk about the highways we truckers use each day--the ones for
which we are being asked to pay even more taxes in order to build and maintain them.
And I'd like to tell you what some States are doing with the five cents a gallon tax

that the Congress gave them under the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982.

This past Monday, I drove from Baltimore to York, Pennsylvania over Interstats 83,

which is one of the worst highways in this Nation. It is a continuous stretch of
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broken pavement, potholes, and ski-jump bridge approaches. It was a miracle that
I was able to get to York without my trailer breaking in half and spilling 22 tons
of hydrocloric acid all over the road. A Maryland highway crew was working near
Hereford, Maryland, but they weren't repairing potholes or bridges. They were

chopping down trees about 30 faeet from the highway.

Pennsylvania hasn't done much about its roads as far as I can see but they have

bought a lot of new signs that say "BUMP."

I don't ses much improvement in Ohio roads; but they have, in the past year,
changed their weigh. station operations from 16 hours, s-da'ya—a-unk to 24 hours,
7-days-a-week. I realize that these stations will g.mnu. some revenue that will
go toward improving Ohio's roads. But we need the improvements now. We need to

see some results coming from the 5 cents a gallon tax that all motorists started

paying on April 1, 1y83.

The point is that it is a demonstrable fact that no matter how much money is given
out, some of the States are going to have poor roads because they are going to

waste the money or divert it to other uses.

If the contractors don't do their job properly and the inspectors aren't doing

their job, the inevitable result is a bad road which wears out far before

its time.

Incidentally, there are definite patterns of highway quality. Each State has
its own highway characteristics which usually persist statewide. 0ddly enough,
some of the States with the heaviest taxes have the poorest highways. This fact
alone frightens us truckers who are being asked to pay even higher taxes. Some
State administrators have shown themselves to be capable and responsible in

giving the motoring public its moneysworth in good highways by using presently
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available funds. Unfortunately, this group comprises only about 35 percent.
1'd say the rest range from mediocre to deplorable. The txucking industry has
the right to expect fair return for its tax dollars. At the present time, this
is not happening in the majority of the States. This is a major reason that we

oppose the weight-distance tax proposals being advanced by some.

We support S. 1475 because it would make the tax fairer by tying it to actual
highway use. It would ease the trucker's cash flow situation by putting the
tax on a pay-as-you-go-basis rather than making it payable in a heavy lump sum.
As we stated before, we are concerned over this higher tax. But if we must pay
it, we want to get our monay's worth. We don't think this will happen unless
the Congress directs the Department of Transportation to establish performance

standards as a condition of receiving Pederal funds.

And .ag--another congideration, at a recent Transportation Research Board workshop,
I suggested that a truck is the logical vehicle to detsrmine the quality of
construction and repair. Quality of workmanship and the smoothness of the road

surface are essential to lm"g highway life.

We hope you will consider these suggestions as you deliberatgq S. 1475. oy
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

We have no questions. We will make the additional material a
part of the record. Thank you for coming.

Mr. IreLaND. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Now we will call Lawrence Thompson, Chief
Economist, U.S. General Accounting Office.

Mr. Thom on, if you can summarize your statement and point
out the highlights, obviously your entire statement will be made a

part of the record.
We are pleased to have you here today.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE H. THOMPSON, CHIEF ECONOMIST,
U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. THompsON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am accompanied by James Bothwell of my staff.

In response to a request from this committee, we analyzed the
likely economic effects of the Surface Transportation and Assist-
ance Act on the commercial trucking industry, considering both
the positive and negative economic effects of the act—on the one
hand, the increase in taxes; on the other hand, the increase in pro-
ductivity benefits from larger, wider trucks and highway and
bridge improvements.

While others have attempted to determine whether the produc-
tivity benefit afforded eventually outweighs the aggregate tax
burden, we focused our analysis on determining how the burdens
and benefits will be distributed among various.segments of the in-
dustry, specifically looking at three distinctions:

First, between cdrriers providing less than truckload service and
those providing truckload service;

Second, between carriers in long-haul markets and earriers serv-
ing short-haul markets; and

Third, between owner-operators and the rest of the industry.

How a particular carrier will be affected depends upon:

(a) The cost impact of the higher taxes, -

(b) The ability of the carrier to realize productivity improve-
ments, and

(c) The carrier’s ability to raise rates.

In my prepared statement I have a table showing estimates of
the increased tax burdens. The increased tax burdens will be much
higher for heavier trucks than for light trucks. For the heaviest
trucks, the increase will be roughly $1,742 per year, or 2.56 cents
per mile in 1985,

Since the additional tax burdens imposed by the act vary by
weight, they w1ll also vary across different segments of the indus-
try.
Truckload carriers transport large shipments weighing over
10,000 pounds, and because they use heavy trucks they will experi-
ence relatively large tax increases as the result of the act. This is
particularly so for those engaged in hauling heavy commodities
like steel, automobiles, petroleum, and many agricultural commod-
ities.

Less than truckload carriers, on the other hand, use both small
and large trucks. Although the composition of a particular carrier’s
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fleet will be important in determining the tax increase, in general
we expect that less than truckload carriers will have less of a tax
increase than the truckload carriers as a result of the act.

Looking at interstate, or long-haul, versus short-haul, we find
that heavy trucks are more likely to be used in long-haul, inter-
state carriage than in short-haul; so, again, the long-haul carriers
should be bearing a slightly higher burden relative to the short-
haul carriers.

Finally, owner-operators typically use very heavy trucks inten-
sively, often driving over 100,000 miles a year. They face relatively
large tax increases, therefore. Some have estimated that their tax
increases would be from 14 to 90 percent greater than the increase
shown in table 1; in other words, compared to the increase for the
average heavy truck in commercial use, the owner-operators would
have an even higher increase because they use their trucks so
much more intensively. That, however, is on a per-truck basis. On
a per-mile basis the difference is really very little; in fact, some of
the estimates are that owner-operators would actually have a
smaller tax increase per mile than the average heavy truck opera-
tor.
In addition to increasing tax burdens, the act will also increase
productivity for three reasons:

First, the use of double trailers and longer and wider vehicles,

Second, the overruling of State weight limits of less than 80,000
pounds for trucks using the interstate highway system, and

Third, reduced transit times from the highway and bridge im-
provements.

The value of the act’s weight and size provisions depends upon
the relative importance of the previous lower limits in constraining
the size of a carrier’s shipments. I have a chart on page 9 of my
prepared statement that illustrates how these weight constraints
differ between truckload carriers and less-than-truckload carriers.

Very briefly, the old capacity limitation, that is, the size of the
trailer, was far more important in constraining less-than-truckload
shipments than in constraining truckload shiﬁments. Forty-four
percent of the former were size constrained; whereas, only 9 per-
cent of the latter were size constrained. Thus, the less-than-truck-
load carriers should benefit ‘nore than the truckload carriers by
using the longer-wider trucks and double trailers permitted by the
act.
And on a regional basis, less-than-truckload carriers in the East-
ern portion of the Nation stand to benefit more than others in that
segment of the industry, because double trailers are already per-
mitted in many Western States.

The old 73,000 pound State weight limits were proportionally
more important for truckload shipments than for less-than-truck-
load shipments. Thirty-two percent of truckload shipments versus
only 8 percent of less-than-truckload shipments were constrained
by these lower weight limits; thus, it is the truckload carriers who
gain from the 80,000 pound weight limit.

In summary, the less-than-truckload carriers are the gainers
from the larger trailers; the truckload carriers are the ones who
gain from the higher weight limits. However, it is important to
note that the increase in the weight limits really allows only a 15-
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to 21-percent increase in payload, whereas the increase in the size
of the trailers allows increases in payloads that amount to almost
50 percent in some situations—although they are lower in others,
depending on the old State limits that were overruled.

Thus, the size of the productivity gains achievable by truckload
carriers, in general, will be smaller than those achievable by less-
than-truckload carriers.

And again, because the owner-operators are primarily truckload
carriers, they in particular will have less ability to increase produc-
tli1Vity by using the larger capacity vehicles that are permitted by
the act.

Motor carriers also will benefit from improvements in the roads
and bridges that are made possible by the expenditures financed by
these new taxes. As far as we know, no one has made an estimate
quantifying what that means to motor carriers. It is reasonable to
believe, however, that the long-haul carriers, which includes the
owner-operators, will benefit proportionately more than the short-
haul carriers, because they will be using the Nation’s Interstate
Highway System more intensively.

Commercial trucking is very competitive, and to the extent that
the productivity increases for a given carrier do not cover the tax
increases, the issue is, then, how easy is it to raise rates?

The most effective competition for trucks comes from railroads,
and indeed the railroads compete most effectively for truckload
and long-haul freight. Thus, it is the less-than-truckload carriers
who will be apt to lose less business to railroads if they are forced
to raise their rates. Also, short-haul carriers are apt to lose less
business to railroads. The owner-operators are operating in the
market which is most sensitive to rail competition.

In conclusion, we believe that the less-than-truckload carriers
will be better off than the truckload carriers, as a result of the mix
of tax and productivity increases provided for in the act. The short-
haul carriers should be better off than long-haul carriers, because
they tend to have lighter trucks and face less intensive rail compe-
tition. And the owner-operators probably will be worse off than the
rest of the industry because they are concentrated in the long-haul
truckload market.

We do say, however, that you should remember that owner-oper-
ators, because they use their trucks more intensively, actually
could experience less of a tax increase on a per-mile basis than a
commercial truckload firm.

Finally, we want to point out that we have discussed a compari-
son of one segment of the industry versus another and have not at-
tempted to quantify all of the productivity benefits introduced by
the act; so, we cannot say, even with respect to the owner-operator,
whether on average the tax increases are greater or less than the
productivity improvements provided by the act.

That is my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I will be
happy to answer any questions you may have.

[Mr. Thompson's prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OoF LAWRENCE H. THoMPsON, CHIEF EcoNOMIST

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am pleased to be here today to discuss with you the
results of our work concerning the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982. 1In response to a request by this Com=-
mittee, we have analyzed the likely economic effects of this act
on different segments of the commercial trucking industry. A
draft of our report has been reviewed by the Department of Trans-
portation, tne Department of the Treasury, and the Interstate
Commerce Commission, We are currently processing our final

report and will be releasing it shortly,

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND I-QETHODOLOGY

To determine how the act will affect various segments of the
commerical trucking industry, we had to consider both the posi-
tive and negative economic effects of the act. On one hand, the
act significantly increases federal taxes on the tires, fuel, and
equipment used to produce trucking services, On the other hand,
the act also authorizes significantly higher expenditures cor
highway and bridge improvements and raisés_existinq limits on the
size and weight of trucks that may be used on many of the
Nation's highways. Thus, the act could be beneficial to much of
the industry as trucking firms reap productivity increases made

possible by these provisions.

35-748 0—82——10
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While others have attempted to determine whether the
aggregate productivity benefit afforded by the act will event-
ually outweigh the aggregate tax burden imposed on the trucking
industry, we focused our aqalysis on determining how the burdens
and benefitg of the act will be distributed among various seqg-
ments of the industry. Specifically, we made three distinctions:
O Between motor carriers providing primarily less-than-
truckload (LTL) service and those providing truckload
(TL) service,

0 Between carriers primarily serving long-haul markets
(i.e., generally interstate shipments over 200 miles)
and those serving short-haul markets,

O Between owner-operators and the rest of the industry.

Very little comparative information exists about the finan-
cial condition or operapional characteristics of these industry
segments. Although these data limitations preventgd us from mak-
ing precise estimates of the etfects of the act, our analysis did
allow us to draw qualitative conclusions about how each of these
segments will be affected.

ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF THE ACT WILL VARY GREATLY

How a particular motor carrier will be affected financially
by the act depends on three critical factors:
o The impact of higher federal highway taxes on that

carrier's operating costs.
o The ability of that carrier to increase productivity
either from the use of larger capacity trucks or from the

use of improved roads and bridges.
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0 The carvier's ability to raise rates.
Differences in these three factors will cause the act to have
significantly different economic effects on motor carriers
operating in various segments of the industry,

ADDITIONAL TAX BURDENS

In accordance with congressional intent to have heavy truck

owners pay a larger share of highway costs, the size of the addi-
tional tax burdens imposed by the act will vary directly with the
gross vehicle weight (GVW) of trucks.! The estimated tax
increases in table 1, for example, are calculated using Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT) projections of 1985 tax revenues,
truck populations, and average annual mileage.2 They show that
owners of light trucks (those with a gross vehicle weirnt of less
than 33,000 pounds) will experience relatively small tax
increases; in some cases, taxes will not increase at all. These
light trucks should account Eoy approximately 36 percenf of all

commerical trucks in 1985.3 1In contrast, owners of very heavy

-

lgross vehicle weight refers to the weight of the empty truck
plus the maximum weight to be carried.

2Strict1y speaking, these are estimates of net tax increases
since the act repeals the nighway use tax for trucks with a GVW
between 26,000 and 33,000 pounds and some of the more minor
federal highway taxes, Furthermore these estimates are based on
information concerning the average operating characteristics of
truck owners in variocus weight categories. Estimates of the
additional tax burdens for so-called "typical" truck owners
could be either higher or lower depending on the operating
characteristics assumed. While tax burdens on typical truck
owners could be higher, they should still vary directly with

vehicle weight,

3rable 2 of the appendix contains estimates of 1985 commercial
truck populations by weight category and type of carrier. The
weight distribution of the total 1985 commercial truck popula-
tion is illustrated in table 3 of the appendix.
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Table 1

Estimated Increases in Annual
Federal Highway Taxes in 1985*%

Tax increase Tax increase

for each for each mile
truck owned driven Percentage
"(dollars) (cents) tax increase
Type of Truck
Single unit under
26,000 lbs. GWW 13 o1 10.4
Single unit over
26,000 lbs. GVW 0 0 0
Combination unit under .
50,000 lbs. GVW 279 .91 37.4
Combination unit between
50-70,000 lbs. GVW 960 2.99 80.5
Combination unit between
70-75,000 lbs. GVW 1,506 2.40 96.8
Combination unit over
75,000 lbs. GVW 1,742 2.56 102.5

*GAO calculated these estimates on the basis of DOT's estimates of
average annual mileage in 1977, projected truck populations in 1985,
and estimated increases in 1985 tax revenues resulting from the act.
These estimates implicitly assume that all changes in the federal
highway excise taxes on such items as fuel, tires, and new equipment
are fully passed on to truck owners, Although 1985 is the first full
year an increased heavy vehicle use tax is in effect, it continues to
increase from 1986 to 1988 for owners of vehicles with a GVW over

55,000 pounds.

DoT, "Information on New User Fees and Truck Size and Weight
Provisions in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1982," and Final Report on the Federal Highway Cost Alloca-

tion Study.

Source:
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vehicles (those with a gross vehicle weight of 70,000 pounds or
more) will experience tax increases averaging from $1,506 to
$1,742 per truck and from 2.40 to 2.56 cents per mile in 1985,
These very heavy trucks also should account for approximately 36
percent of all commerical trucks in 1985.

Since the size of the additional tax burdens imposed‘by the
act vary by truck weight, they will also vary across different
segments of the industry. Truckload carriers transport large
shipments weighing over 10,000 pounds directly between shippers
and receivers. Because they use heavy trucks to haul large
loads, motor carriers providing mostly truckload service will
generally experience relatively 1atge~tax increases as a result
of the act. This is particularly so for those truckload carriers
specializing in hauling high density, heavy commodities like
steel, automobiles, and petroleum., Less~than-truckload carriers
consolidate, transport, and distribute mostly small shipments
from numerous individual shippers. In contrast to truckload car-
riers, less-than-truckload carriers use both light and heavy
trucks. The tax burdens imposed on less-than-truckload carriers
will thus vary to a greater extent, depending on the weight com-
position of a particular carrier's fleet, On average, however,
the tax increase per truck experienced by a less-than-truckload
carrier should be less than that for a truckload carrier.

Heavy trucks are far more likely to be used in interstate
carriage than in local carriage. As a result, those motor

carriers serving long-haul markets should experience greater tax

burdens than carriers serving short-haul markets.
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Owner-operators typically use very heavy trucks intensively,
often driving over 100,000 miles each year. Therefore, they also
face relatively large tax increases. Others have estimated the
size of their additional 1985 tax burdens to be from $1,977 to
as much as $3,315 per truck.4 fThese estimates suggest that
owner-operators of very heavy vehicles will experience tax
increases per truck that are from 14-to-90 percent greater than
the estimate of $1,742 appearing in table 1. On a per mile
basis, however, the estimated tax increases for owner-operators
range from 1.98 cents to 2.65 cents, which are not significantly
different from (and some are actually lower than) the estimate of
2,56 cents per mile appearing in table !. Thus, owner-operators
may pay more per truck per year than other heavy vehicle owners
becuuse they typically drive many more miles each year than
average. They could actually pay less per mile traveled, how-
ever, because the heavy vehicle use tax is a fixed cost which on

a per-mile basis declines as annual mileage driven increases,

PRODUCTIVITY EFFECTS

In addition to increasing some tax burdens, the act will
also increase productivity in the trucking industry for three

reasons. Pirst, the act allows motor carriers to use double

4These estimates, which appear in table 4 of the appendix, are
from the following sources: "Independent Truckers: The Effect
of Recent Legislation on Barnings," Report No. 83-27E, Mar. 1,
1983, Congressional Research Service; "The Surface Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1982: Carrier and Shipper Impacts,”
Feb. 1983, Data Resources Incorporated; "New Federal Highway
Taxes and Impacts on Owner-Operators,” undated draft, U.S.
Department of Agriculture; and information supplied by the
American Trucking Associations, Incorporated.
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trailers and longer and wider vehicles on many federally aided
highways. Before :the act, the sizes of some truck shipments were
constrained by lower limits placed on the length and width of
vehicles and by state prohibitions placed on the use of double
trailers. The act increased the maximum allowable width in every
state and allowed double trailers in 13 statas that had previ-
ously prohibited them., Second, the act overrules lower state
limits placed on the actual gross weight of trucks using the

Interstate Highway System. Before the act, the sizes of some
truck shipments were constrained by state weight limits which
were approximately 7,000 pounds less than the federal maximum
limit of 80,000 pounds. Although only three states ~-- Arkansas,
Illinios, and Missouri --maintained lower weight limits at the
time the act was passed, their lower limits had a dispropor-
tionate effect on interstate shipments because of the stratejic
location of these states, Third, trucking firms should also
benefit from faster transit times, and reduced maintenance costs,
as a result of highway and bridge improvements authorized by the
act,

' The value of the act's size and weight provisions to motor
carriers depends on the relative importance of the previously
lower limits in constraining the size of their shipments. For
example, motor carriers hauling mostly partial loads that were
not constrained by the former size and weight limits would have
comparatively little, if anxphing, to gain by the act raising
these limits. Similarly, carriers operating in states that
already had 80,000 pound weight limits would have little to gain

since the act did not affect these limits. In contrast, carriers
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whose shipment sizes were constrained by lower state weight
limits before the act should experience relatively greater
productivity increases since the higher 80,000 popnd weight limit
imposed by the act will allow them to carry from 15-21 percent
more freight per shipment. And carriers whose shipments were
mostly constrained by the former size limits should experience
the greatest productivity increases, since using the larger
trucks ané trailers, and double trailers, permitted by the act
will allow them to carry as much as 49 percent more freight per
shipment.

The charts on page 9 illustrate the relative importance of
the act's alterations in size and weight limits for interstate
truckload and less-than-truckload carriers.3 Among truckload
shipments, 32 percent were constrained by an old 73,000 pound
weight limit, whereas only 9 pekcent were constta}ned by the old
cubic capacity limits, The remaining 59 percent are not affected
by the changes introduced by the act either because they were

constrained by an existing 80,000 pound weight limit or because

5The information in these charts is based on GAO calculations
using DOT supplied data. The DOT data appear in two technical
supplements to An Investigation of Truck Size and Weight Limits.
Specifically, we used data from technical supplement volume 1,
"Analysis of Truck Payloads Under Various Limits of Size,
Weight, and Configuration," (Feb, 1981), and technical supple-
ment volume 7, part 1, "Carrier, Market, and Regional Cost and
Energy Tradeoffs,"” (Oct, 1982). These supplements contained
1985 projections of size- and weight~constrained ton-miles for
truckload and less-than-truckload carriers. The weight-
constrained projections assumed that six states had weight
limits less than 80,000 pounds. Since, in fact, only three
states had lower limits before the act, we modified these
estimates by applying a separate DOT projection of weight-
constrained ton-miles which assumed that only three states

had lower weight limits,
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Less Than
Truckioad Shipments

(17% of Interstate Ton-Miles)

Trucklioad Shipments
(83% of interstate Ton-Miles)

Type of Constraint:

ﬂm Stvpmems L‘onmumod by Cubic Capacity of Vehicies
Stipments Constrained by 73.000 Pound Weight Limit

Paruial Loads and Shipments Constrained by 80,000
Pound Weight Limit

Source: GAO caiculations based on DOT projections of 1985 ton-miles.
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they were partial loads not constrained by either a weight or a
cubic capacity limit, In contrast, 44 percent of the less-than-~
truckload shipments were constrained by the old cubic capacity
limits, whereas only 8 percent were constrained by an old 73,000
pound weight limit., The remaining 48 percent are not affected by
the act's size and weight changes.

Since the old cubic capacity limitation was far more
important for less-than-truckload shipments than for truckload
shipments (44 percent of the former were size-constrained,
whereas only 9 percent of the latter were size-constrained),
less~than-truckload carriers should benefit far more by using the
longer, wider trucks and double trailers permitted by the act,
On a regional basis, less-than-truckload carriers serving the
eastern portion of the Nation stand to benefit more than other
less-than-truckload carriers, because double trailers were
already permitted in many western states before the act.

The old 73,000 pound state weight limits were proportion-
ately more important for truckload shipments than for less-than-
truckload shipments; 32 percent of the truckload shipments versus
only 8 percent of the less-than-truckload were constrained by
these lower weight limits. Thus, truckload carriers should bene-
fit more than less-than-truckload carriers from the uniform
80,000 pound weight limit imposed by the act.

Weight-constrained carriers, however, will only be able to
increase the size of their payloads by at most 15-to-21 percent

as a result of the increase in the weight limit, whereas size



P Lt

151

S———
constrained carriers can increase their payloads by as much as
50 percent as a result of the cubic capacity changes. Thus, the
size of the productivity gains achievable by truckload carriers,
in general, will be smaller than those achievable by less-than-
truckload carriers, Because owner-operators are primarily
truckload carriers, they in particular will have less ability to
increase productivity by using the larger capacity vehicles
permitted by the act,

Motor carriers should also benefit from improvements in
roads and bridges made possible by the act. No'specific esti~
mates of the size of these benefits have, to our knowledge, been
made as yet. However, those motor carriers making greater use of
federally aided roads in general, and the Interstate Highway
System in particular, should benefit the most. Thus, we believe
that motor carriers primarily serving long-haul markeés, which
includes most owner-operators, should benefit more than those
serving short-haul markets, Data limitations, however, prevented
us from concluding how these benefits are likely to be distrib-
uted between truckload and less-than-truckload carriers.

SOME CARRIERS WILL BE BETTER ABLE TO RAISE RATES

Because commercial trucking is a highly competitive industry
which has been substantially affected by both the recent reces-
3ion and regulatory reform, profit margins for some carriers have

been reduced. ‘If the act causes significant cost increases for

marginally profitable trucking firms, it could force some into

bankruptcy unless they are able to charge more for their

services,
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As trucking rates rise, however, motor carriers could lose
business to railroads. Railroads compete most effectively for
freight hauled by trucklcad, long-~haul motor carriers. Thus,
less~-than-truckload carriers will be apt to lose less business to
railroads if they raise their rates than will truckload
carriers. Short-haul carriers will lose less business than
long-haul carriers., Since owner-operators primarily serve long-
haul, truckload markets, they are in the industry segments most
likely tb lose business to railroads as a result of rate
increases,

Motor carriers operating in markets which have substantial
amounts of excess capacity will also find it difficult to raise
their rates. 1If the current economic recovery continues, how-
ever, the demand for trucking services in general w%ll increase,
causing the amount of excess capacity to fall. Consequently, the
ability of commercial motor carriers as a group to pass tax-
related cost increases on to shippers in the form of higher
prices should improve. In this respect, the act gives a special
advantage to small owner-operators because it defers increases in
the heavy vehicle use tax by 1 year for persons who own and
operate no more than five taxable trucks. Assuming the current
economic recovery continues until July 1, 1985 (the date of the
first use tax increase for small owner-operators) small owner-
operators should be in a better position to either absorb the tax

increase themselves or pass it along to their customers in the

form of higher prices.
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CONCLUSIONS
Each of the three factors that we have discussed - addi-

tional tax burdens, productivity benefits, and the ability to
raise rates - vary significantly across different segments of the
commerciasl trucking industry. Thus, we believe that some motor
carriers will be better off than others as a result of this act.
Specifically, the three principal results of our analysis are:

o Less~than~-truckload carriers will be much better off than

truckload carriers.

On average, less-than-truckload carriers will pay less in
increased taxes than truckload carriers and will have the
opportunity to realize greater productivity benefits
through increases in the allowable cubic capacity of
trucks. Furthermore, those less-than-truckload carriers
experiencing cost increases as a result of the act should
more easily shift them on to shippers since they face

less competition from railroads.

o Short-haul carriers should be better off than long-haul

carriers.
Short~haul carriers should experience smaller additional

tax burdens than long-haul carriers. They also face
relatively little rail competition, which will allow them
to more easily pass tax-related cost increases on to
shippers in the form of higher rates. Insufficient data
exists to conclude how the benefits of the act's size and

weight provisions will be distributed between short- and
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long-haul carriers, but long~haul carriers should receive
greater benefits from highway and bridge improvements
made possible by the act, Based on the information
available, we believe that, on balance, short-haul
carriers should be better off than long-haul carriers.
Owner-operators will be worse off than the rest of the

industry.

Owner-operators appear to be concentrated in the long-

haul and truckload segments of the commercial trucking
industry. As with other truckload carriers, most owner-
operators will have less opportunity to realize produc-
tivity increases from the act's size and weight
provisions. Since they are primarily long-haul carriers,
however, owner-operators should receive relatively
greéter benefits from highway and bridge improvements
made possible by the act. Compared with the rest of the
industry, owner-operators will also experience larger tax
increases because they use proportionately more heavy
trucks. Typically, owner-operators also drive many more
miles each year than the average heavy truck owner, As a
result, their tax increases per truck will be relatively
higher than the tax increases per truck experienced by
other heavy truck owners, although their additional tax
burden per mile will not necessarily be any larger. As
with other long-haul carriers, owner-operators face

qreater competition from railroads than do short-haul
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carriers, Thus, they will have less ability to recoup
any tax-related cost increases through higher rates with-
out losing business to rail. On balance, we believe that
owner-operators will be worse off than the rest of the
industry as a result of the act. Since we have not
attempted to quantify all of the productivity benefits
introduced by the acﬁ, we cannot say, however, whether
the tax increase experienced by the average owner-

operator will be greater than or less than the increase

in productivity,

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement, I will
be pleased to respond to any questions you or other Committee

Members may have.



Table 2

Estimated 1985 Commercial Truck Po ulations B
Weight Category and Type of Carrier

Gross vehicle

weight Regulated Local Exempt Independent Total
(thousand pounds) carriers carriers carriers owner-operators! commercial
Under 26 85,385 128,776 .!1,722 20,354 246,237
26-32.99 27,139 38,108 6,556 18,179 89,982
33-49.99 35,806 49,446 8,546 23,760 117,558
50-69.99 86,277 43,998 10,690 35,651 176,616
70-75.00 78,960 16,153 13,087 44,549 152,749
Over 75 72,157 23,843 17,869 44,627 158,496
Total 385,724 300,324 68,470 187,120 941,638
e e

IThese figures are not necessarily inclusive of all owner-operators since some may
be categorized as exempt carriers.

Source: GAO calculations are based on 1985 projections of truck populations
contained in the Final Report on the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Stud
(U.S. DOT, May 1982). The two Primary data sources for these projections
were the 1977 Truck Inventory and Use Survey conducted by the Bureau of the
Census and the National Vehicle Po ulation %tofile for Medium-Heavy Trucks
compiled by the R. L. Polk Company. The latter data source was based on
state truck registrations, and was used by DOT to adjust for an apparent

undersampling of heavy trucks in the Census study. DOT then used growth
factors to derive their projections of 1985 truck populations. GAC disaggre-
gated these DOT projections into six weight categories on the basis of infor-
mation contained in “Transportation System Descriptors Used in Porecasting
Federal Highway Revenues,” a study undertaken by System Design Concepts for

91
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Table 4

Estimated Tax Increases for Typical
Owner-Operators of Very Heavy Trucks*

Year

- ety

1983 1985 1988 1990

Source

- —— s 2 -

(dollars per truck)

American Truckinag Associa-

tions, Incorporated 702 1,977 2,816 -
Data Resources (Used truck) - 2,250 2,500 -

Incorporated (New truck) - 2,650 2,900 -
Congressional Research

Service 1,100 - - 3,300
Department of Agriculture - 3,315 - -

(cents per mile)

American Trucking Associa-

tions, Incorporated .70 1.98 2.82 -
Data Resources (Used truck) - 2.25 2.50

Incorporated (New truck) - 2,65 2.90 -
Congressional Research

Service 1.10 - - 3.30
Department of Agriculture - 2,57 - -

*All the estimates are for an 80,000-pound GVW vehicle, except for the
ATA estimate which assumes a 78,000-pound GVW tractor-semitrailer. All
except the Department of Agriculture's calculations, which assume the
vehicle is driven an average of 129,000 miles each year, are based on
the assumption that the vehicle is driven 100,000 miles each year. All
increases are calculated from 1982 levels,
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The CHAIRMAN. I think there may be questions; in fact, I have a
number of questions. But I think since you are here, and we can
work with you on a daily basis, and there are others who I under-
stand have some flight problems getting to South Dakota and other
places, we will defer questions. You will be working with our staff
as \ive get into trying to figure out what is the best way to go, obvi-
ously. .

Senator Long, do you have any questions?

Senator LoNG. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. No questions.

Mr. THompsoN. We will be happy to answer any questions later,
for the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine.

I know there is an owner-operator question we need to address,
and I think your study indicated that, too.

Thank you very much.

Mr. THompsoN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, if there is no objection, we do have one

panel, the final panel, which includes two people who have prob-
lems getting home tonight. Our next panel consists of people who
live here, and if there is no objection, what I would do is ask that
Mr. Odell, Mr. Parker, and Mr. Ashworth come up now. And I
think Senator Warner would like to introduce Mr. Ashworth. Mr.
Parker has a flight to catch here before long.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN WARNER, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF VIRGINIA

Senator WARNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the members
of the committee for, first, taking the initiative to have this hear-
ing, and, second, to accord the privileges to your colleagues.

I will ask that my statement and one by Senator Trible be incor-
porated in the record.

At this time, so that the State of Virginia can be heard on this
matter, I would like to introduce to the committee a former
member of the Virginia State Legislature, Ray Ashworth, now the
executive vice president of the Virginia Highway Users Associa-
tion, and he is accompanied by Mr. John Fein, representing the
Overnite Transportation Co.

Mr. Chairman, we two Senators will submit our statements in
their entirety, and the witnesses are prepared to give a brief sum-
mary of their testimonies.

I have a scheduling conflict; I need to get back to my meeting
with the Deputy Secretary of State on the Lebanon issue.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Warner. We appreciate your
introduction, and your statement along with the statement of Sena-
tor Trible will be made a part of the record.

[Statements of Senators Warner and Trible follow:]



160

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN W, WARNER
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
ON THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1982
FEBRUARY 9, 1984

MR. CHAIRMAN,

FIRST, I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY APPRECIATION TO YOU AND TO
MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE FOR HOLDING THESE HEARINGS.

[ WAS AMONG THOSE VOTING IN FAVOR OF THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982, | SUPPORTED THAT LEGISLATION BECAUSE THERE
WAS SIGNIFICANT PHYSICAL DETERIORATION ON ALMOST EVERY PART OF OUR
INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM. - MANY OF THESE HIGHWAYS WERE REACHING THE
END OF THEIR DESIGNED LIFE CYCLES. TEN PERCENT OF THE INTERSTATE
SYSTEM WAS IN NEED OF IMMEDIATE RESURFACING, AND 65 PERCENT WAS
ESTIMATED TO BE IN NEED OF MAJOR REPAIR WORK BY 1995,

FURTHERMORE, 50 PERCENT OF OUR PRIMARY ROAD SYSTEM AND 40
PERCENT OF OUR BRIDGES WILL REACH THE END OF THEIR DESIGN LIVES
DURING THE 1980S. OVER 30 PERCENT OF OUR BRIDGES ARE ALREADY
CLASSIFIED AS STRUCTURALLY DEFICIENT. OUR INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
SYSTEM, ONCE A SOURCE OF NATIONAL PRICE, WAS BECOMING A NATIONAL

DISGRACE.

IT WAS CLEAR AT THAT TIME, MR. CHAIRMAN, THAT IT WAS UP TO THE
CONGRESS TO TAKE DECISIVE ACTION AND THE RESULT OF OUR EFFORTS WAS
THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982,
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IN A FLOOR STATEMENT ANNOUNCING MY INTENTION TO SUPPORT THIS
LEGISLATION, | STATED THAT [ WAS NOT CONVINCED THAT THE MANNER IN
WHICH WE HAD STRUCTURED THE HEAVY TRUCK TAX AND FEE INCREASES WERE
ENTIRELY FA[R TO OUR NATION'S TRUCKING INDUSTRY, AN INDUSTRY OF
SIGNIFICANT IMPORTANCE TO THE ECONOMY OF OUR NATION, THE EFFICIENT,
COST-EFFECTIVE TRANSPORTATION OF GOODS PROVIDED BY THE TRUCKING
INDUSTRY IS AN ELEMENT ON WHICH MOST OF OUR NATION'S COMMERCE IS
BASED, [ STATED AT THE TIME OF PASSAGE OF THE STAA THAT IT WAS MY
HOPE THAT HEARINGS COULD BE HELD IN THE 93TH CONGRESS TO DETERMINE
THE IMPACT OF THESE TAX INCREASES ON THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND SMALL

BUSINESS.

’

I AM GRATEFUL THAT THESE HEARINGS ARE NOW BEING HELD AND I AM
HOPEFUL THAT A CONSENSUS NOW CAN BE REACHED ON HOW TO BEST STRUCTURE
A METHOD TO FAIRLY AND EFFICIENTLY ALLOCATE THE BURDEN OF
MAINTAINING OUR NATION'S HIGHWAYS,

MR, CHAIRMAN, AN EXAMINATION OF HISTORY SHOWS US THAT INPUT FROM
VIRGINIANS HAS BEEN INSTRUMENTAL IN THE FORMATION OF OUR NATION, I
FELT, THEREFORE, THAT IT WAS MY DUTY TO SUMMON SOME EXPERTISE FROM
RICHMOND TO ASSIST US IN THIS PARTICULAR ENDEAVOR, FORMER VIRGINIA
DELEGATE RAY ASHWORTH IS NOW THE DISTINGUISHED EXECUTIVE VICE

ASsoc 1ATION
PRESIDENT OF THE VIRGINIA HIGHWAY USERS .EE@MREEISON AND MR, JOHN FAIN
TeAnSTOYTATION
1S REPRESENTING OVERNIGHT FmawsrmR COMPANY, THESE GENTLEMEN HAVE
COME TO GIVE US THEIR COLLEAGUES' PERSPECTIVE ON THIS ISSUE. I

THINK THAT THE COMMITTEE WILL FIND THEIR ARGUMENTS PERSUASIVE AND 1

WILL NOW YIELD TO THEM,
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THE HONORABLE PAUL S. TRIBLE, JR.
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
FEBRUARY 9, 1984

ALTERNATIVES TO THE HEAVY VEHICLE USE TAX

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to
testify today and I commend the Committee for moving
quickly to ensure tax equity for the trucking industry.

Under the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982, an individual trucker will have his use
taxes increased by 800%, from $240 per year now to‘
$1900 per year by 1988. This tax burden will be the
same regardless of whether the trucker travels 200,000
miles or 500,000 per year. A system in which road use
determines the amount of taxation would be far more
equitable.

For this reason I am an enthusiastic cosponsor
of legislation introduced by one of your Committee
colleagues, the Honorable Senator from Wyoming, Mr. Wallop.

S. 1475, the Highway Use Tax Equalization Act of
1983, replaces the current tax structure with a pay for

use system, which increases the tax on diesel fuel so that

costs are proportionate to road use. This method raises

repair and maintenance revenues in a fairer way than would
the heavy vehicle use tax.

S. 1475 would tax diesel fuel an additional 3 cents
the firs£ year, and two more cents the following year. .
So, we would have a diesel tax of 12 cents a gallon which

would ultimately increase to 14 cents a gallon. The
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existing nine cents a gallon tax on gasohne and diesel éubla
used in automobiles, pickups and vans under 10,000
pounds would not be affected by this proposal.

This approach ensures that those who use and
damage the roads the most bear a commensurate share of
the costs. I commend Mr. Wallop for his work on this
bill, and I hope it will be expeditiously adopted by
the Congress. -

I understand, further, that the Chairman is
currently working with industry groups on a compromise
proposal which would combine the heavy vehicle use
tax and a diesel differential. I want to commend him
for his hard work in this regard.

Mr. Chairman, my main purpose in coming before
the Committee today is to talk about another type of ,
inequity I believe should be addressed in any revisions
to the STAA.

As the law is currently written, farmers who
drive over 5,000 miles each year to haul their produce
to market will have to pay the 800% increase.

Many farmers are currently exempt because they drive
less than 5,000 miles annually. However, in certain parts
of tbe country--California, the Midwest and the coastal
parts of the East--farmers frequently exceed 5;000 miles.
The number of farmers exceeding the limit has been increased
by rail abandonments and grain elevator bankruptcies.

To redress this situation I introduced legislation,
S. 1596, which would increase the existing 5,000 mile

exemption to 10,000 annually for farmers hauling their

crops to market.
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Farmers today are staggering under the burden
of years of inflation, high interest rates and poor
growing conditions. Farm debt is at an all-time high
and bankruptcies are increasing. My bill will make
the lot of the farmer who trucks his own produce to
market far less burdensome.

The Department of Transportation estimates that
my bill will affect 35,000 trucks nationwide and
will cost about $11 million annually. This represents
about 1% of the total annual estimated heavy vehicle

o 24Cmalio G

use tax revenue; be $953 million in FY85;
$1.027 billion in FY86 adn $1.172 billion in FY87.
My bill has been strongly endorsed by the American Farm
Bureau Federation, and well as many state agricultural
groups.

I urge the Committee to consider the farmer when
it moves to restructure the heavy vehicle use tax. Senator
Wallop's bill could be amended to ensure fair treatment
of farmers by simply including farmers in the existing
nine cents per gallon tax category, up to 10,000 miles per
year of road use. Travel beyond 10,000 miles would be
subject to the increased tax rate.

I would point out that any extra costs we place
. on the individual farmer are very difficult to pass
on. He has to absorb them himself, and having tc
pay as much as $1900 simply to get his crops to market
is punitive. The amount of money in qguestion--$11 million--
even less under the diesel differential proposal--is

a very small sum of money which means a great deal to

the farmers of this nation.
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The CHAIRMAN. Now, I guess we will hear from Mr. Parker first.

.-~ 1 guess you would like to get home, right?
Mr. PARKER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF JEFF PARKER, PRESIDENT, SOUTH DAKOTA
TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION, SIOUX FALLS, SD

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, Hon. Senator Robert Dole, and com-
mittee members:

I am Jeff Parker. I am the president of the South Dakota Truck-
ing Association and president of Parker Transfer and Storage. I am
here today to support the diesel-differential tax as a replacement to
the heavy user fees imposed by the Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act of 1982.

Since 1920, Parker Transfer has grown with the pay-as-you-go
philosophy of the highway system. We have always been willing to
pay our fair share for the highway construction and maintenance,
because we consider these physical assets as much a part of our
capital formation as our trucks and trailers.

Parker Transfer is typical of the 500 members that represent the
South Dakota Trucking Association. Parker Transfer has five trac-
tor-trailers presently covered by the Federal highway use tax, and
they would be covered by the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act. Please refer to the comparative fuel and highway use tax com-
putations in my prepared statement.

This chart indicates that the lightest unit that we would have li-
censed, at 44,000 pounds, pays 76 percent more than the heaviest
unit we have licensed at 50,000 pounds. In comparison, a heavy
triack with a gross weight of 80 000 pounds, traveling 100,000 miles
per year, the fuel and heavy use taxes that they will be paying as a
result of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act will be less
than the lightest two units of my fleet.

If Congress and the Department of Transportation are interested
in shifting the burden to the heavier vehicles from the lighter vehi-
cles, it appears that we would be better off without your assistance.

What this leads us to believe is that the only feasible measure is
that of the energy that passes through the unit. The fuel tax is
easy to collect and difficult to avoid. The only adverse effect of the
fuel tax measure is that it would remove the raft of Department of
Transportation auditors that are required to collect those user fees,
and thereby increase unemployment.

We have yet to see from the Department of the Treasury how
they intend to administer the Surface Transportation Act heavy-
user fees, particularly with regard to owner-operators; yet, we are .
only 145 days away from the implementation.

It seems incomprehensible to us that Congress will not listen to
our desire to pay the amount necessary to keep our highway
system a pay-as-you-go program and allow us to pay that tax in as
easy a measure as the fuel tax. It is time to set aside the philosoph-
ical ideals of equity to the user of heavy user fees, and look at the
realities of the problem.

We urge you to remove the regressive heavy user fees and imple-

--ment a diesel fuel differential tax as suggested today.

[Mr. Parker’s prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
$138 Diesel Differential Legislation
February 9, 1984

Chairman, Honorable Senator Robert Dole, and Committee Members:

I am Jeff Parker, President of Parker Transfer and Storage, Inc.,
Sloux Falls, South Dakota, and President of the South Dakota Trucking
Association. I am here today to support the diesel differential tax to
replace the heavy user fees imposed by the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA).

My great-grandfather started in the drayage business in South Dakota
in the early 1900's with horse teams and wagons. My grandfather began
what is Parker Transfer in the early 1920's, so our small family business
has evolved from no regulation, through regulation, to deregulation. We
have grown with the pay-as-you-go philosophy of the highway system. We
have always been willing to pay our fair share for highway construction
and maintenance as we count these physical assets as much a part of our
capital formation as our trucks and trailers. Parker Transfer 1s very
typical of the 500 member firms which make up the South Dakota Trucking
Assocfation.

Today, Parker Transfer has four trucks and five tractor-trailer:
combinations licensed for interstate transportation in a 17 state area.
The five tractor-trailers are presently covered by the Federal Highway
Use Tax and would be taxed under the heavy user taxes of the STAA.
Please refer to the "Comparative Fuel and Highway Use Tax Computation®
to see how these vehicles are taxed now and how they would be taxed by
STAA. This chart indicates that our lightest unit, Number 15, pays the
highest tax per mile at $.0185 per mile traveled compared to §.0105 per
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mile for our heaviest truck. However, under the tax structure imposed by
STAA. which 1s purported to shift the burden to the heavier trucks, my dis-
parity 1s even greater with our lightest truck paying $.0759 per mile and
the heaviest truck paying $.0275 per mile, In comparison to a heavy truck
with a gross weight of 80,000 pounds traveling an average of 100,000 miles
per year, the fuel and heavy use taxes would total $.0370 per mile at the
final stage of STAA, This is less than I will pay for my lightest two
units in Parker Transfer's fleet and only 14% more than my average fleet
cost. While my average cost per mile moves from $.0124 to }.0345 per mile,
a 162% increase, the heavy vehicle grossing 80,000 pounds will increase
81% from $.0240 to $.0370 per mile by STAA.

If the interest of Congress and the Department of Transportation was
to shift the burden from the 1ighter to heavier vehicles, it appears we would
be better off without your assistance. The only accurate measure of use s
weight over distance traveled. However, the ton-mile tax that Parker Transfer
pays in Wyoming is at best a nightmare of pmperwork and inaccuracy. Of the
trip reports I review, half are incorrectly computed. The Wyoming Department
of Revenue admits a recent audit netted $10,000.00 in additicnal revenue to
their state at a cost of $14,000.00 in audit expense.

What this all leads to 1s that the only feastible measure of use is the .
energy that passes through the unit, The greater the load on the vehicle,
the greater the energy required to move the load. The fuel tax is obviously
easy to collect and difficult to avoid. The only adversg effect of the fuel
tax as a measure of highway use 1s that it would remove a raft of the Depart-
ment of Treasury audifors, thereby, increasing unemployment. We have yet to
see any rules or regulations from the Department of Treasury as to how they
intend to administer the STAA Heavy User Fees, yet the deadline is less than
145 days away. Perhaps they too are waiting for Congress to clean up the



168

mess created by the STAA,
The other 499 members of the South Dakota Trucking Association and

1 urge Congress and the Deparsnent of Transportatfon to reassess their
philosophical 1deals of equity to users in the heavy user fees and look
at the realities of the problem. It seems incomprehensible to us that
Congress will not 1isten to our desire to pay the amount necessiry to
keep the highway system pay-as-:Ju-go program and to pay the amount
through as easy a mechanism for the taxpayer and the government as the
fuel tax. We strongly urge you to remove the regressive heavy user
fees imposed by STAA and replace them with the fuel tax or diesel

differential tax as suggested here today.

oy,

Vg,
v
Aev

PARKER TRANSFER & STORAGE
Agent northAmarican Van Linas, Inc,

JEFFREY G. PARKER

1700 F Avenue, Sioux Falls, South Dakota
Telephone: 3363118

Res, Phone: 336.9716



Unit Number:
Licensed G.V.W.:
Miles Traveled:
Gallons Consumed:
Miles Per Gallon:
Fuel Tax:
Highway Use Tax:
Total:

Cost Per Mile:

COMPARATIVE FUEL AND HIGHWAY USE TAX COMPUTATION

Parker Transfer and Storage, Inc.
1700 F Avenue
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57104

1982 Tax Payments

15 16 18 19 17

44,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 50,000
10,473 20,449 30,069 13,118 41,612
2,599 4,484 4,333 3,065 7,162
4.03 4.56 6.94 4.28 5.81
103.96 179.36 173.32 122.60 286.48
90.00 90.00 120.00 120.00‘ 150.00
193.96 269.36 293.32 242.60 436.48

.0185 .0132 .0nss .0185 .0105

15

Projected 1985 Tax Payments

16 18 19 17
44,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 50,000
6,070 18,472 32,363 28,506 39,658
1,506 4,051 4,663 6,660 6,826
- 4.03 4.56 6.94 4.28 5.81
135.54 364.59 419.67 599.40 614.34
325.00 375.00 375.00 375.00 475.00
460.54 739.59 794.67 974.40 1089.32
.0759 .0400 .0246 .0342 -0275

691
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Senator LoNnG. May I ask Mr. Parker a question, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Surely:

Senator LoNGg. Now, we had Mr. Larson testifying for the Penn-
sylvania Department of Transportation and for the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway Transportation Officials. He testified in
favor of a tax where you would simply multiply the number of
miles by the weight of the vehicle, a weight-distance tax. Do you
understand how that would work?

Mr. PARKER. Yes, sir, I do.

Senator LonG. Well, why couldn’t that be implemented on a pay-
as-you-go basis and achieve the same result?

Mr. PARKER. As you will see in my prepared remarks, we do pay
a ton-mile tax, as you are referring to, in Wyoming. I recently went
through those ton-mile receipts—again, understand that the State
of Wyoming figures those for us. Better than 50 percent of them
were incorrect. In a recent audit, Wyoming admitted that they col-
lected another $10,000 in additional ton-mile tax, but it cost them
$14,000 in auditors to collect the tax. It is simply uneconomical to
administer that tax.

Senator LonG. Well, the man just testified that it had been work-
ing in Oregon for 30 years, and it worked very well. How do you
explain the inconsistency?

Mr. PARKER. I can assure you that I could give you receipts from
Oregon where they again have figured the tax for me, and they
have done it incorrectly; but I am not going to complain if it is in
my favor.

Senator LoNG. Are you talking about it being incorrect in small
amounts, or are you talking about it being incorrect in large
amounts?

Mr. PARKeR. Whatever the amount of money, if you have to go
out and audit it to verify it, and you end up with less money be-
cause of the audit fees than you do in additional tax, I call that
poor tax structure.

The CHaiRMAN. We may have additioiial questions as we go
along, but I think we can excuse you now so that you can head for
South Dakota.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I really appreciate your allowing me
to catch that flight. Further, I would ask that you would make part
of the record my written comments that I submitted earlier today.

The CHAIRMAN. They will be made a part of the record, and we
appreciate your coming that distance to be with us.

Mr. PArkER. Thank you very much, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Now it is a pleasure to hear from a Kansan, Mr.
Odell, the president of the Kansas Motor Carriers, and then Mr.

Ashworth.

STATEMENT OF CONRAD ODELL, PRESIDENT, KANSAS MOTOR
CARRIERS ASSOCIATION, TOPEKA, KS

Mr. OpkeLL. It is a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman.

My name is Conrad Odell, and I am president and owner of
Branson Truck Line, Lyons, KS. I have been engaged in the trans-
portation of livestock for 19 years I also am the president of the
Kansas Motor Carriers Association, a State association of truck
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and bus operators whose 1,550 member firms primarily are small
business people.

My full statement has been presented to the committee. I hope
each of you will have time to review it.

I am a small trucker and a small businessman. I know what it
means to pay the bills. We strongly believe that some workable so-
lution must be found to prevent the excessive fixed special user
fees adopted in STAA legislation to be reduced, and to permit the
owners and operators of motor truck vehicles to utilize the fuel tax
concept for a pay-as-you-go revenue source to fund our highway
program.

I must say to you that I look on these sharply increased special
use taxes almost as a franchise fee. For my company that franchise
fee is going to amount to $35,200. As of today, I don’t know where
that $35,200 is coming from.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you talking about the present level, or the
suggested level?

Mr. OpeLL. The present STAA level.
hThe CHAIRMAN. Right. We are talking about a sharp reduction in

that.
Mr. OpeLL. I had the opportunity to visit with Senator Dole
about the highway user tax situation when he visited our home-
town early this past year. I said then and I say as strongly as I can
today, we need a pay-as-you-go fuel tax concept to fund our high-
way program.

I have prepared some comparisons for the committee on my
actual company operation. If the special fixed use taxes at the Fed-
eral level are not reduced, my company in 1984 would pay an in-
crease from $210 to $1,600 per unit, or a tax increase of 762 per-
cent. If the provisions of S. 1475 were enacted, and a 5-cent diesel
differential were adopted, my Federal fuel tax would be $66,051.
g‘%ng%%re this with our 1983 Federal tax payment, which was

My company would pay an increase of $25,078 in Federal taxes
in this category in 1984. This means an increase of almost $1,140
additional Federal taxes per unit. It also means that I would be
paying more than a 511-percent increase through the 5-cent diesel
- differential over what my special use tax responsibility was in
1983. I don’t know any other business in this country that has been
asked to pay that kind of a tax increase.

We all realize that we have a highway illness. We want to do our
part to take care of this illness. This highway illness did not start
in just the last 3 or 4 years; the highways have been here for years.
All of a sudden, we have to cure this ill. Our industry wants to do
its part, but we cannot swallow the whole pill. A straight 5-cent
diesel differential would be about three-fourths of the pill; surely
someone else can take the other fourth.

I hope members of the committee have some idea of the destruc-
tive increases that the present STAA legislation holds for me in my
business and for countless others in this same situation.

I have not presented to you today any guess estimates. I have
tried very hard to show you exactly how these taxes impact on my
own business. I speak for all of the members of our association
when I tell you that we are willing to pay our way; but there is a
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limit. The 5-cent fuel tax differential on diesel fuel as proposed in
S. 1475 offers an efficient pay-as-you-go answer to collecting high-

way revenue.

I do not pretend to be a fiscal expert on highway taxes. I do
know about my company and what it takes to pay the bills.

I would be glad to attempt to answer any questions.

Thank you again for permitting me to bring my statement to
this committee.

[Mr. Odell’s prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT
OF
CONRAD ODELL

President, Branson Truck Line, Inc.
1309 Highway 56 East - Lyons, Kansas

President, Kansas Motor Carriers Association
2900 s. Topeka Avenue, Topeka, Kansas
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

My name is Conrad Odell and I am president and owner of
Branson Truck Line of Lyons, Kansas. I have been engaged. in the
transportation of livestock for 19 years. I also am the president
of the Kansas Motor Carriers Association, a state association of
truck and bus operators whose 1,550 member-firms primarily are
small business people. I appear before you today to talk about
the issue of highway user taxes on behalf of the members of our
Association and cn behalf of my own company.

I am a small trucker and a small businessman. I know what

it means to pay the bills. I want to thank Senator Dole and this

committee for the opportunity to explain to you today how the
special user fees enacted in the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982 affect me and my company.

The profile of my company includes the operation of 22 tractor
and semi-trailer livestock units -- all of which are registered
for 80,000 lbs. gross weight. Our company provides employment for
29 hard-working people. Our annual payroll last year was $580,620
on which we paid $1,934 in unemployment compensation taxes and
$37,943 in FICA taxes. Our units operated a total of 2,074,440
miles in 1983 and consumed some 471,796 gallons of diesel fuel.

35-748 O0—82——12
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Our state registration fees allocated to Kansas and to the
other jurisdictions through which we operate, totaled $28,381
last year. Kansas registration fees for an 80,000-1b. vehicle
are assessed at $1,325 for the power unit and $25 for the semi-
trailer. I also pald property taxes to Kansas on those same units
in 1983 at a cost of $15,221. These are some of the '"fixed" costs
which we must accommodate at the state level before we ever turn
a wheel.

Kansas has had a diesel differential in its truck tax system
since January 1, 1956. The Kansas diesel differential currently
is 2 cents per gallon. Kansas, as did many states, found it
necessary to increase its user fees effective July 1, 1983. Our
state fuel taxes were increased two cents per gallon across-the-
board July 1, and an additional cent per gallon on January 1, 1984.
Our fuel tax rate in our home state now is 1l cents per gallon
on gasoline and 13 cents per gallon on diesel fuel.

My company and our Association supported the five cent
increase which the Congress adopted on fuel taxes effective
April 1, 1983. We fully understand that our highway system has
to be properly constructed and maintained. We believe that those
who operate motor truck vehicles should pay a proper share of the
cost of those highways. We have, as an industry, committed _
ourselves to assure that the highway program enacted in the

Surface Transportation Assistance Act is financed.
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We strongly believe, however, that some workable solution
must be found to permit the excessive, '"fixed" special user fees
adopted in the STAA legislation to be reduced and to permit the
owners and operators of motor truck vehicles to utilize the fuel

tax concept for a pay-as-you-go revenue source to fund our highway

programs|
Let me illustrate my point.
In the 1973-74 livestock market depression in this country,

no one was shipping cattle. 1I've worked in this industry a lot of

years and believe me, I know a lot of shippers. I called those
shippers not just in Kansas but in other states to try to find a

load of cattle to move. There was not a load to be found. Our

vehicles simply sat on our lot. We didn't move. We almost lost

the company. We certainly didn't use the roads.

All that I have to sell is the service of my company.
Members of the Committee, I don't have $1 of business 'waiting"
on my books even next month, let alone any assurance of what my
business will be a year from July 1, 1984.

We hope that cattle will continue to move. We believe they
will, but I'm taking about all the risk I can absorb unless my
trucks are actually operating and producing revenue for my business.

That situation is true not only for Branson Truck Line but
for every truck operator -- large or small -- who is trying to

provide transportation service for the people in this countryl
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I must say to you that I look on these sharply-increased
special use taxes almost as a "franchise fee." If this Committee
and the Congress cannot give us some relief, I'm going to be
expected to pay an additionQI $1,600 per vehicle July 1, 1984,
just to comply with the opportunity to operate my vehicles lawfully
on the roads and highways.

Fof@my company, that '"franchise fee'" is going to amount to
$35,200. As of today, I don't know from where that $35,200 is
coming.

The real world is that I have to meet a payroll, buy equipment,
pay some very healthy taxes -- and hopefully have a little something
left for Conrad Odell and the risk I take on my investment. The
$35,200 use tax isn't the onl& bill I have coming due July 1, 1984.
We are all aware of the cost of borrowing money these days -- even
if it is available.

I like to believe that my company is important in terms of
the service we provide the livestock and beef packing industry.

In our Kansas community of Lyons, Kansas, with its population of
4,500 good citizens, those 29 Branson Truck Line jobs are important

to 29 family households, to the economy of our town, and to the

economy of our state. The trucking industry currently provides

more than 87,000 jobs in Kansas.
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I had the opportunity to visit with Senator Dole about the
highway user tax situation when he visited our hometown earlier
this past year. I said then and I say as strongly as I can again

today, we need a pay-as-you-go fuel tax concept to fund our highway

program.

My company has paid the special highway use tax since it was
implemented. I need not remind the Committee that there has not
been universal compliance with this user tax even with the fee
at $210 or $240 whichever was applicable. I fully believe that
further erosion of lawful compliance with these fees will occur
when the fees jump to the $1,600 level in 1984 and the eventual
$1,900 fee which is to follow. A diesel fuel tax differential
will be collected for all miles operated for affected vehicles.
There would be little incentive or opportunity to escape such a
tax.

On July 1, 1983, my special use tax bill was $4,620. As I
indicated, July 1, 1984, that tax obligation will jump to $35,200
and then increase another $100 per truck for the next three years

or another $2,200 a year for a total of $41,800 regardless of

how many miles my vehicles operate.
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I have prepared some comparisons for the Committee on my
actual company operations for 1982 and 1983 and, based on these

actual operations, what my user taxes compute to be for 1984,

In 1982
Total Miles: 2,116,872 Fuel Taxes: Szg,4g6- gc federal
915 - 10¢ state
Fuel Consumed: 485,147 gallons $67,921
Federal Use Tax: $4,620
In 1983
Total Miles: 2,074,440 Fuel Taxes: $36,353 - federal

[Jan-Mar, 4¢
Apr-Dec. 9¢]

52,008 - state
$88,361

Fuel Consumed: 471,796 gallons

Federal Use Tax: $4,620

The recession really depressed our company operatjons for the
first six months of 1983 causing our total operating miles to
drop. One readily can see, however, that on fuel taxes alone my
company paid $16,947 additional federal fuel tax dollars in 1983
over 1982 -- operating fewer miles, consuming less fuel -- with

the 9¢ per gallon rate in effect for only 9 months of that year.
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Now let me move to my computation illustrating the impact of
some tax options for 1984 based on the same miles my company
operated in 1983 and using the same number of gallons of diesel
fuel consumed in 1983,

If the provisioné of S. 1475 were enacted and a five-cent
diesel differential were adopted, my federal fuel tax would be:

471,796 gallons x 9¢ present federal tax = $42,461

471,796 gallons x 5¢ diesel differential = $23,590
$66,051

Compafe this with our 1983 federal tax payment:
federal fuel taxes $36,353

federal use tax 4,620
$40,973

My subtraction tells me that, with a 5-cent diesel differential
substituted for the federal use tax I paid in 1983, my company

would pay an increase of $25,078 in federal taxes in this category

in 1984.
For the 22‘units operated by my small company, this means an

increase of almost $1,140 additional federal taxes per unit.

It also means that I would be paying more than a 511 percent
increase through the five-cent diesel differential over what my
special use tax responsibility was in 1983. I don't know any

other business in this country that has been asked to pay that

kind of E;k increase.
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None of us like tax increases but I know we need additional
money for our highways. The diesel differentlal tax at least
would be a pay-as-you-go tax which could be collected easily and
efficiently, Further, this tax source has a potential for growth
as business improves.

IF the special "fixed" use taxes at the federal level are not

reduced, my company in 1984, under the illustrations I have

computed would pay:

Federal fuel taxes - 471,796 gallons x 9¢ = $42,461

"Fixed" federal use tax on 22 units x $1,600 = _35,200
$77,661

Compared to my actual total federal taxes paid in 1983, this

would mean an increase of $36,688 just in these federal taxes for
my company. My federal "use" tax of $4,620 would have been
increased 762 percent and I would somehow have to "find" at least
the first quarter of that lump sum payment of $35,200 on July 1,
1984, under the provisions of the presené STAA legislation.

Project those fixed user fees on up to the $1,900 level and
my company is faced with even greater federal tax payments

regardless of the miles I operate.
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I think it would be very easy for the Committee to calculate,
from the figures I have submitted in this statement, that even
doubling the present maximum highway user fee of $240 to a $480
maximum, and adopting the 5-cent diesel differential, would
subject my company to a federal tax payment almost equal to that

now required under the STAA legislation for 1984.

Federal use tax: 22 units x $480 = $10,560

471,796 gallons x 9¢ = 42,461
471,796 gallons x 5¢ = 23,590
$76,611

This particular tax option would be approximately $1,000 less
in total tax payments than the 1984 taxes required by STAA., I
honestly must say to you that if we are to receive any meaningful
help with our tax burden, that option would not offer my company
much relief. '

While I have given you my actual federal use tax payments
for the years 1982 and 1983, I would remind the Committee that

motor truck owners encounter another complexity with application

of the use tax. The uée tax follows the vehicle.
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If 1 should trade my present equipment for replacement
vehicles, I lose all remaining credit on the federal use tax
dollars I have paid on my existing equipment. In that taxable
year, I must pay additional tax dollars on the vehicles for which
I have traded. The tax payment on the newly-acquired vehicles
is prorated for the number of months remaining in the taxable
year, but represents substantial additional tax dollars when we
are prorating a $1,600 a year -- or a $1,900 a year tax liability
per vehicle.

Further, application of the use tax may force a management
decision different from one I would like to make. Let me
illustrate.

The last time I traded for new equipment, the manufacturer
from whom I purchased my truck-tractors, offered a very favorable
finance rate in today's money market. I was able to take advantage
of that rate and }eplace my equipment without any great additional
tax burden in terms of the present federal use tax. The equipment
trade was made in May and did not present a major tax burden at

$210 per unit, prorated for two months of the current tax year.
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I might have had a quite different story had that opportunity
to efficiently trade my equipment presented itself in August or
September of a taxable year in which I had just paid the STAA use
tax on my existing equipment. I would lose the credit on the
equipment for which I already had paid the tax, and would have
to pay again for the new equipment for 10 or 11 months of the
current tax year. The opportunity to replace equipment could
cost sizeable tax dollars to my company -- again without any
relationship to my use of the roads and highways.

For the purposes of my statement to the Committee today,

I have addressed only the increases in fuel and special use taxes.
My company, like every other trucking business, will be paying
more federal excise taxes on our purchases of truck and trailer
equipment and on our tires purchased after January 1, 1984. I

have not even attempted to assess the increases Branson Truck Line,
Inc., will pay in these categories. I can tell you that our power
units now cost us some $65,000 each and our trailer equipment
$32,000 per unit.

OQur livestock industry is indeed grateful for the 80,000-1b.
gross weight provisions of the STAA legislation. Uniformity in
sizes and weights will benefit shippers and help hold down

transportation costs.
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I would point out that some segments of the industry will
benefit more than others from the 102-inch width provision of
STAA. 1In the cattle business, the 102-inch trailers will be of
little benefit to my company as we have the capacity in our
present equipment to haul all the cattle we legally can scale on
our axle limits,

The STAA legislation did not add one ounce of weight to the
axle or gross weight limits we have had in effect in our state
since 1973 and which were authorized on our interstate system
in January, 1975.

I hope members of the Committee have some idea of the
destructive increases the present STAA legislation holds for me
and my business and for countless others in this same situation.
I have not presented to you today any ''guess'" estimates. I have
tried very hard to show you exactly how these taxes impact on my
own business.

I speak for all of the members of our Association when I tell
you that we are willing to pay our way -- but there is a limit.
The S5-cent fuel tax differential on diesel fuel as proposed in
S. 1475 offers an efficient, pay-as-you-go answer to collecting
highway revenue.

We do need money for highways. 1 strongly believe that the
tax dollars highway users pay should all go to fund our highway

programs and that we need to watch expenditures in this critical

area. Highway taxes should pay for highways.
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I have paid my special highway user tax dollars at the

current level and have paid my fuel taxes at both the state and

federal levels in full.

1 hope you will review what we are paying in state
registration fees and state fuel taxes as you consider the

ability for motor truck owners to pay a workable level of federal

taxes.
We need this Committee's help to find that workable solution

that will permit us to continue to provide the transportation
services our commmities need and to pay-as-we-go through fuel
taxes to fund our highway programs. I do not pretend to be any
fiscal expert on highway taxes. I do know about my company and

what it takes to pay the bills. I will be glad to attempt to

answer any questions you may have. Thank you again for permitting

me to bring my statement to the Committee.

The Chairman. Thank you.
Mr. Ashworth.

STATEMENT OF RAY ASHWORTH, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
VIRGINIA HIGHWAY USERS ASSOCIATION, RICHMOND, VA, AC-
COMPANIED BY JOHN FAIN, OVERNIGHT TRANSPORTATION

CO., RICHMOND, VA

Mr. AsHworTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is L. Ray Ashworth, and I am the executive vice presi-
dent of the Virginia Highway Users Association, which is affiliated
with the American Trucking Association. My association repre-
sents all types and classes of motor carriers operating in the Com-
monwealth of Virginia.

First, we appreciate the fact that you are holding the hearing on
alternative means of truck taxation, and I appreciate this opportu-
nit‘{’ to appear before you.

e in Virginia are committed to paying our fair share of high-
way taxes and fees to raise the necessary revenues to fund in-
creased federal spending to rebuild our Nation’s highways and
bridges. However, this special truck tax increase approved in the
97th Congress and the Surface Transportation Assistance Act is too
high and really is not related to our Nation’s use of the highways.

We are still shocked by the 700 percent increase in the heavy ve-
hicle use tax. The tax is unfair and bears no relationship to use. A
vehicle traveling 10,000 miles per year pays the same as a truck
which travels more than 100,000 miﬂes per year.

The trucking industry in Virginia has joined ATA and the Coali-
tion for Equitable Truck Taxes in supporting legislation to repeal
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the heavy vehicle use tax and replacing this tax with a 5-cent
diesel differential applicable only to trucks. As you know, Senator
Malcolm Wallop and other cosponsors have before you S. 1475 in
su’gﬁort of our position. o

e approach offered by S. 1475 has three distinct advantages:

First, it establishes the tax rates for the trucking industry which
are equitable and more affordable,

It returns user funding of highway projects to a pay-as-you-go
basis, and

It establishes a taxing mechanism which is easily administered
and provides little opportunity for noncompliance.

It is our contention that any tax alternative that you consider
should raise the revenue necessary to fund the highway spending
approved by STAA. But you know as well as I that every tax dollar
raised will be spent. We support fair taxation, not necessarily the
fees which will place too heavy a burden on an industry that is cur-
rently struggling to survive.

Mr. Chairman, the Commonwealth of Virginia has always been
proud of its heritage and its tradition. We sent you two Senators—
in fact, both served on this committee—they being the late Harry
F. Byrd and Harry F. Byrd, Jr.

The senior Senator started in Virginia, and we have practiced for
many years a pay-as-you-go system of financial responsibility. Now
we have Senator Warner and Senator Paul Trible, both fiscally
conservative gentlemen. They too subscribe to a pay-as-you-go
system for an alternative metl);od of financing our highway system

uch a system is the most fair and equitable, and therefore we
urge you to support a 5-cent diesel differential as a substitute for
the inequitable user fees approved in STAA.

I do appreciate your time, and I would appreciate it if you would
hear for just a moment Mr. John Fain, who is general counsel for
Overniéht Corp., with general headquarters in Richmond, VA.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

You are not listed as a witness, but if you can summarize it
quickly. We still have six witnesses.

Mr. FaIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I realize you are pressed
for time, and I will just take a quick second.

My company is strongly opposed to the unrealistic user fees con-
tained in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. We
are not ?posed to paying our fair share to maintain our Nation's
roads and bridges; however, the fees in STAA unfairly punish our
trucks, and the fees bear no relationship to our actual use of the
Nation’s roads.

As it stands now, the tax provisions in STAA will cost my compa-
ny alone an additional $2.5 million in increased taxes each year.
We feel the taxes are inequitable, and we vigorously support S.
1475 as a more equitable means of raising the necessary funds to
restore our nations infrastructure.

The user fees approved in STAA are unfair because they bear no
relationship to the amount of time our trucks spend on the high-
ways. For example, our pickup and delivery trucks travel an aver-
age of 20,000 to 25,000 miles per year; whereas, our sleeper units
can average more than 150,000 miles a year. And yet, under the
user fee concept these trucks pay the same amount of tax. Obvious-
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ly, the concept of user fees is unfair, and for this reason we support
the diesel differential. It is more equitable, a pay-as-you-go means
of raising the necessary funds to support the Nation’s highways
and bridges.

In addition, the 5-cent tax envisioned in S. 1475 would be easier
to administer and collect. The tax should raise enough money to
support the revenue needs identified in STAA.

For all these reasons, we would urge the support of S. 1475. And
again, I want to thank you for letting me speak.

The CHairRMAN. I would ask any witness: Why this sudden
change by the ATA? We couldn’t interest them in a diesel differen-
tial in 1982, and now you'd think it was like sliced bread. Every-
body thinks the diesel differential is the only thing in town.

Mr. AsuworTH. As I said earlier, I have always been a pay-as-
you-go supporter, being from Virginia.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, what about 1982?

Mr. AsHwoRTH. I wasn’t the spokesman in 1982, sir.

Mr. FaiN. I guess it is the lesser of two evils, Senator. I mean, I
think we all realize we are going to get hit, and we're going to get
hit hard. It’s a question of how can we spread the tax evenly and
fairly and administer it in such a way that you can register your
trucks and know that they are properly registered and that there
are people out there not avoiding the tax.

It seems to me that with the diesel differential you would collect
the tax as it goes, there is a system in place to collect the tax, and
it would be a much more fair way of doing it all the way around.

The CHAIRMAN. But if you get that differential too high, people
are going to find some other way—you know, use heating oil or
something else, where they don’t have to pay any tax. That’s why I
think we have a compliance problem.

Someone suggests you—in their difference, but you don’t get it
out ot 5 cents and repeal the tax. We understand that is not reve-
nue neutral. It may shift some costs to somebody else.

We are trying to figure out what we do do, but we have to make
certain all the players really know what they want to do. I mean,
everybody wants to pay less tax, but we haven't had a single
person come to our committee in the 3 years I have been chairman
saying, “Please raise my taxes.” I can’t recall anyone doing that. If
they have, then we would have them examined immediately.
[Laughter.]

So we don’t quarrel with anybody who comes and says, ‘“This
isn’t a good tax. We don’t like it.” But we also have a responsibility
to try to make it work—pay-as-you-go, or whatever.

We're not doing that in our Government, because we've got a
$200 billion debt. The stock market has dropped 130 points since
January; we've got a big, big deficit; so we are going to try to keep
everything revenue-neutral around here. '

There hasn’t been any change since—what?—since 1956 in taxes.
You?talk about a-700 percent increase; that’s since 1956. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. OpELL. I don't think that’s right.

The CuairMAN. Inflation since then has gone up 400 percent.

So we are going to try to figure out some equitable way to——
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Mr. OpELL. Of course, during that time there wasn’t anybody up
here asking anything about raising them, either.

Mr. FaIN. Senator, one other thing I would point out, if you are
talking about taxes.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me just say, you have all addressed the 1982
act. We are going to try to change that. I think when you say it is
going to be 535,000—-we didn’t like it at the time. I think you will
recall that, at least on this side of the Capitol, we thought the tax
was much too high. We thought that in conference. I don’t fault
the House, because they had supported the administration proposal
and felt some obligation to stick with that proposal, but hopefully
we can work out some equitable way. There is no way we are going
tg please every group that testifies today. I hope you understand
that, too.

Mr. OpeLL. Right. But, Mr. Chairman, when you said they are
going to try to change this from 1982, you know, just taking the
DOT 4 proposal that was here today, I kind of run the figures up
back there on that proposal. With the $650 Federal use tax and the
6-cent diesel differential, using the same gallonage that I burned in
1983, just using that for 1984 would increase my deal $1,936 per
unit.

The CHAIRMAN. Over what?

Mr. OpELL. Over 1983.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, with the bill that hasn’t gone into effect yet?

Mr. OpeLL. No, no. Over the——

The CHAIRMAN. Over the 19567

Mr. OpELL. Right.
The CHairmAN. Well, we are fairly good at working things out

around here, if we don’t get hit by a truck, you know. [Laughter.]

‘The CHAIRMAN. Senator Durenberger.

Senator DURENBERGER. Well, this is the first time I have heard a
comparison to that alternative 4. Why don’t you trot us again with
comparable figures through the present law that takes effect July 1
and the effect it has on you, compared to the alternative No. 4 that
was presented here earlier from DOT?

Mr. OpeLL. Well, the present law, in my case, was a $210 user fee

r unit. Then as of right now, the STAA legislation would be

1600 a unit. And using my gallons that I burned in 1983, at 6-
cents a gallon, as the DOT 4 was talking about, and a $650 Federal
use fee, my costs for 1984 would be a $1936 dollar per unit.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreci-
ate your testimonfr.

Our next panel, who I was going to call up—I might just ask
before we call them, because I note that they are all three from
right here in the area, is there anybody waiting to testify that is
having trouble catching an airplane?

VoIcE. Yes, sir.

Senator Symms. Who is that?

Mr. SieGeL. Marshall Siegel.
Senator Symms. Would any of you from the Bennett Whitlock,

John Archer, and George Berg panel mind if we switch you to the
last panel? Do you have airplanes to catch too? Sometimes I know
you have to leave.
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OK, if not, then let’s call up Marshall Siegel, William Morgan,
James Johnston, and Mike Parkhurst, who dare here from out of
town, and let's let them testify, and then we will save the Triple-A
and the ATA and the Farm Bureau for last.

Mr. Siegel, you say you have a plane to catch. Why don’t you go
right ahead and testify first, and we will let you go then.

STATEMENT OF MARSHALL SIEGEL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, I-
TOO, INC., DBA INDEPENDENT TRUCK OWNER-OPERATORS AS-
SOCIATION, CANTON, MA
Mr. SieceL. Thank you, Senator. We appreciate the opportunity

to be here.

I-TOO strongly supports modification of the tax structure im-
posed on the trucking industry by the Surface Transportation As-
sistance Act of 1982. The effect of this tax on the trucking industry,
and particularly on small truckers including the owner-operators,
will be so adverse that many of them will not be able to continue

in business.
Contrary to Secretary Dole’s testimony, this tax cannot be passed

on by owner-operators.

First, let me make it clear that I-TOO is not opposed to the
trucking industry paying its fair share of taxes for highway con-
struction and maintenance. We are, however, of the opinion that
the amount of tax, as well as the way in which it will be collected,
is grossly unfair. We don’t mind the tax being revenue-neutral; we
don’t want to be revenue-newted. [Laughter.]

Mr. SiEGEL. Assuming, for the sake of discussion, that there can
be no change in the total amount of taxes imposed upon the truck-
ing industry, however unfairly, it should be understood that the
front-end loading feature of the tax will be an absolute killer for
the independent truckers and small trucking companies.

Most owner-operators presently operate on a thin, shoestring
margin, and many have lost money during the last several years
through an ineffective regulation by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, which has allowed development of a destructively low rate
structure.

The prospective nature of the tax is highly objectionable. By
eliminating the up-front heavy truck use tax or by keeping it no
higher than its present level, and by adding a 5-cent per gallor:
diesel differential fuel tax, approximately the same amount of reve-
nue that would be produced by State would be produced under S.
1475 or a similar proposal.

We ask that this committee do its best to see that S. 1475 comes
out and is passed by Congress. We need that help. The owner-oper-
ator has to survive. We are an important and integral part of the
trucking industry. And the only way we are going to survive is
with a fair tax. That fair tax is the diesel differential. In fact, for
an owner-operator that has one truck, we would like to see the
user fee completely abolished.

Senator Symms. Under the current law, of course, if an owner-
operator has one truck they won't be hit, if we don’t do anything,
for 12 more months, I guess, before the noose tightens up.

35-748 O0—82——13
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You say S. 1475, meaning you want a &-cent diesel differential or
a 6-cent diesel differential?

Mr. SieGgeL. We could live with a 5-cent diesel differential.

Senator Symms. But with no use tax?

Mr. SieceL. With no use tax.

Senator Symms. So then you do not look favorably on DOT No. 4?
s «~ Mr. SIEGEL. No; I think one of the reasons that we say that is, if
you go back into this original 2290 form that the owner-operator
files, the $240, a lot of truckers have never filed that, never paid
that $240. There are a lot of them who are unaware of it, and are
unaware of how to do it. I think you are going to find that, if you
go with the DOT's proposal, you are going to come up with a lot
more revenue than has been anticipated, and the owner-operator is
the one who is going to get hurt, by and far away more than any-
body else. He cannot pass that on.

Senator Symms. How many truckers do you suppose, that are op-
erating out there, don’t pay the use tax now?

Mr. SieGeL. Do you want to get me hung?

Senator Symms. No; but, see, I have been making that argument,
but not to too much avail, with DOT and other people, that we will
raise a lot more revenue than has been projected.

Mr. SieGeL. I would be willing to say that a good 35 to 50 percent
of them don't realize that that tax had to be paid and how to pay
it.

Senator Symms. The $240?

Mr. SieGeL. That’s correct. If that was collected at the time the
owner-operator or the motor carrier purchsed his license plates,
right then and there at the State registry, you would save a lot of
problems with compliance.

Senator Symms. So, what you are saying is that if we did put in
DOT No. 4 and it went into effect immediately, starting July 1 of
this year, that you think it would be safe to guess that after say 2
years of operation we could prove the fact that there was more rev-
enue, and we could reduce the use tax then?

Mr. SiEGEL. I think so. But would you refund it to us?

Senator Symms. Well, I would be willing to, but I doubt if, with a
$200 billion deficit and with the highway needs, we would.

You come from Massachusetts, don’t you?

Mr. SieGeL. Tip O’'Neill is not my problem. He wants that third
tunnel, and we are hurting worse than you will be, because they
are trying to do that expressway over in March, and it’s just going
to be one hellacious problem in there. I think no truck will ever
come in——

Senator Symms. Well, it may be a meritorious project. I have
found, from the Highway Committee, which I am on, and the
Public Works Committee, most of the projects that Congressmen
and Senators come in with are usually meritoricus; it's just that
there becomes a limit to how much money we can spend.

Mr. SieGeL. Well, you know, they are fightirg to keep the twin
t;;ailers off their roads. So they are biting the hand that feeds
them.

Senator Symms. Thank you.

[Mr. Siegel’s prepared statement follows:]
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INDEPENDENT

TRUCK ONER OPERATORS ASSOCIATION

INDEPENDENT TRUCK OWNER-OPERATORS ASSOCIATION
STATEMENT TO SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON MODIFICATION OF THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982 AS PROPOSED IN S. 1475

Febuary 9, 1984

My name 1is Marshall Siegel, P. O. Box 621, Canton, Mass.

02021. My telephone number is (617) 341-2030.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I want you all to

know that 1 appreciate the opportunity to appear and testify on this

matter of paramount interest to our membership. The Independent Truck

Owner-Operators Association, called I-TOO for short, is a group of over

5,100 owner-operators, merchant vendors who sell to owner-operators,

finance companies who finance owner-operators, and trucking companjes

that employ owner-operators. I am its executive director. It is an

organization of, by and for the owner-operator. Other classes of

members of the association may join only after they are investigated
and approved as being persons who have a record of dealing fairly with
owner-operators.

I-TOO has members in every state of the union, and our mem-
bership is growing rapidly. The organization is about three years old.
We represent a responsible alternative for the owner-operator, unlike
those organizations that caused or supported the trucking strike last
year. We thought it unwise at the time, and actively opposed 1it.

I-T0O works for the good of the owner-operator, and assists him or her

in getting into business and staying in business through furnishing of
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operational information, general business advice, and as an information

disseminator. I can assure you that we intend to make certain that our

nembership and their friends are fully aware of what the administration
and this committee have done and are doing to and for our members and
others in the trucking industry.

I-TOO strongly supports modification of the tax structure

imposed on the trucking industry by the Surfuce Transportation

The effect of this tax on the trucking
A\

industry, and particularly on small truckers including owner-operators,

Agsistance Act of 1982,

will be so adverse that many of them will not be able to continue in

business.,
First, let me make it clear that I-TOO is not opposed to the
trucking industry paying 1its fair share of taxes for highway con-

struction and maintenance. We are, however, of the opinion that the

amount of the tax as well as the way in which it will be collected is
grossly unfair. Methodology of DOT in computing the amount of the tax
has been disputed by experts, and frankly that disputation is more per-
suasive to us than the original DOT studies. Nevertheless, we under—
stand that S. 1475 wmust be approximately “revenue neutral,” when

compared with taxes that would be collected commencing July 1, 1984

under the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982,
Assuming, for the sake of discussion, that there can be no
change in the total amount of taxes imposed upon the trucking industry,

however uhfairly, it should be understood that the front end loading
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feature of the tax will be an absolute killer W‘for small truckers and
trucking companies.

Most owner-operators presently operate on a thin shoestring
margin, and many have lost money during the last several years due to

ineffective regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission, which is

allowed development of a destructively low rate structure. For these

same owner—operators who have been abused by government regulation to
now be hit with an up front use tax of $1,600.00 per unit (to begin
with) would be the final blow. I am cogaizant of the fact that opera-
tors of five units or less will not face the additional heavy truck use
tax until July 1, 1985, but the mere specter of having to pay this

onerous tax has caused a number of our members to throw up their hands

and go out of business. Moreover, we are also concerned about the

smaller trucking companies, which own perhaps 10 to 50 units of their
own, and whq also use owner-operators, who will be put into a tremen-

dous economic bind on July 1 of this year if they must pay a heavy lump

sum use tax to the federal government. A conpany owning 30 units of

equipment would be forced to come up with $48,000,00 on July 1, 1984,

without ever generating any revenue from the trucks to be used. The

prospective nature of the tax is highly objectionable. By eliminating
the "up front” heavy truck use tax, or by keeping it no higher than its
present level, and by adding a five cent per gallon diesel differential

fuel tax, approximately the same amount of revenue that would be pro-

duced by STAA would be produced under S. 1475 or a similar proposal.
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I would be remiss in my duty if I did not tell you
that there is a great deal of talk going around concerning a
coordinated, nationwide truck strike in protest of these STAA
confiscatory taxes. While owner-operators and other truckers
are willing to accept a fair tax, they are not willing to roll
over and-play dead for a tax that is inherently unfair beth in
manner of collection and in amount. Therefore, I respectfully
call upon this committee to give us relief. While we have not
suppofted and likely will not support any call for a truck

strike, the desperation of the situation is what gives rise

to the exposure for one. I-TOO is a member of the Coalition for

Equitable Truck Taxes, and generally supports the position
taken by that group. Therefore, I have kept this statement
brief in order to keep from repeating material which will be

submitted by other members of the Coalition.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. William Morgan is next.

Senator Roth.
Senator RorH. Yes; I want to welcome Mr. Morgan, who was very

helpful these past days when we were having difficulty in enactmg
the legislation that has become so controversial.

I want to compliment him, because he was very informative, had
the facts, and did a great deal to educate us without some of the
threats that other people were getting at that time. So I am truly
delighted to have Mr. Morgan here.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. MORGAN, PRESIDENT, DELMARVA
INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION, LINCOLN, DE

Mr. MorGaN. Mr. Chairman, members of the Finance Commit-
tee: I am William H. Morgan, President of DelMarVa Independent
Truckers Association: I am here today asking for your support in
every means possible to complete your study on the Surface Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1982, and to please abolish and do away
with it, as we are for a bill, H.R. 2124, and S. 1475, as in the best
interest for the truckers. And we feel a highway use tax should be
abolished, and all taxes put on the fuel differential, as a fair price
for everyone to pay.

We feel it should be an adjustable tax; as to the cost of highway
repairs and construction, as needed.

We want to pay taxes for our highway system, but on a pay-as-
you-go basis. Submitted here today is our program, and we wel-
come you to pick any part of it apart. It has been approved by mil-
lions of truckers, without the first objection and we are more than
pleased with the Congressmen and Senators’ support in Washing-
ton.
I would like to make one thing clear on this. The program that
we have submitted is a fool-proof program to the committee and to
the chairman. There is no paperwork involved; there is no book-
keeping for the Government or the individual or the businessman.
It is completely put on the fuel pump, with everyone to know they
are going to get their moneys. There is no way of cheating, no way
of under-mileage or anything. It is protected for us and by the Gov-
ernment’s concern.

If this one tax is put on the fuel pump, everybody is going to pay
as they go. Where there is a short distance, they use less fuel, they
pay less. High mileage? They use more fuel, they pay more.

We are asking for your support in every way possible today to
help us lick this battle of these devastating taxes.

I thank you for your time.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much.

Mr. Parkhurst.

[Mr. Morgan’s prepared statement follows:]
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DELMARVA INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION ADDRESS TO MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF
THE FINANCE COMMITTEE PRESENTED BY WILLIAM H. MORGAN - PRESIDENT

1 am before you today with the results of study, survey and investigations from
a group of people experienced in the field acquainted with the problems, We are
presenting to you a plan, fool proof, that our Directors will be glad to defend
{any part of) and will work free hand-in-hand with our States and Federal govern-
ment, S0 we can ulvaq'e and continue the emergency transportation system, so
efficiently performed by our Independent Truckers,

- ’

1 know the question in everyone's mind is ~ what makes the Independent Trucker
emergency transportation? It is because he handles the food and ingredients that
produce our food to the farm, to processing plants and from orgination to our
warehouses, markets and our stores, Just ask ourselves what do we eat that'

an independent trucker has not handled at one point or another. A boat, a

plane or the railroad may have been involved, but they did not complete it.

We have never worked against any other source of transportation because we all
have a part to serve in this Nation. I wish I could say that they have never

1t is time for all to join our strenght forces and services
The independent trucker has always done a ser-

worked against us.
together for the future of all,
vice that Big Transpartation has not provided - to inconvenient or not profitable,
as they have bigger, better fish to fry., All of our lives we have never been a
liability, nursing the taxpayers for hand outs, now in our desparate time of need we
are not asking for it. We are telling you that there is no way that we can

survive all the unjust taxation and severe working conditions that have been

so carefully planned against us,

Listen to us, let us live and we will bring a beautiful life to all of our
Nation. Let us work together, in time, to cure the hate, depression and bitter-
ness that is lodged 80 solid in the hearts of the Independent Truckers, the
Farmers and the house wife that we have so faithfully served, Let us work
together and reunite our States as they are so separated and hating each other,
virginia and Pennsylvania started the ball rolling, now all other states are
determined to out do them., No one gets the blunt except the truckers, dogs of

a different breed, getting along is wonderful, but if they are fighting, that

is sure disaster to some of them.
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1. Abolish all Highway Use Tax.

2, Abolish the Federal Excise Tax,

3, Abolish Tixe Tax.

4, Abolish Equipment Tax.

5. Abolish Parts Tax.

6., Abolish all bridge laws on equipment,

7. Aabolish all axle laws on equipment,

8, The forty-eight foot trailer is here with the 102" width and the

double bottom. We recommend to let these items stay, Their per~
formance will either be their future or their destruction. Something

to be proven and be seen.
9. 'Abolish all State Fuel Stickers,
10, Abolish all P,U.C, Stamps,
11. Abolish all individual State Axle feés. (PA)

12, Aabolish all State Weight Permits in excess of Special Loads, Loads
and Special Equipment,

By abolishing all of the above we will save billions and relieve the burden
from our States, All of this is a complete waste of money, doing everyone
damage with no profit. )
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Replacement with one Fedoral Tax now existing by adding the State Tax to the Pederal
Tax and any necessary additive to both taxes to bring forth to this Nation more
than sufficient monies to build and maintain, with proper snow removal and salt
programs, the most modern highway system in the world, This is what every user
vants and sbove all will be paid for as to the equal use by their fuel consump-
tion, from a motorcycle to a double bottom, with .all money ear marked to a

National Highway Fund. Thic will take a burden off every state except a mileage
tax on top of a fuel tax in the State of New York. They would be only to happy

to receive 1008 of their Highway budget from this one Federal Tax Fund,

Give us one National Weight Law, Let us make our States friendly neighbors ine
stead of existing enemies, 80,0008 with a 1,000# tolerance and a reasonable

overload fine without axle weights or bridge laws,

Passage of this plan will keep our trucks on the road and make us the happiest
motorist by having good highways and being equally supported that can only
bring forth employment and profits that are taxable without question give our
economy the biggest boost that it ever has had, Everybody happy and content
vhile they are doing it. A new and improved America can be born with nothing

but a prosperous future,

The cart before the hourse program we are now using can only lead to destruction
of fifty percent of our trucks, Equipment turned into finance companies will mean

unemployment, welfare applicants and a sure bankruptcy court prospect. These
people must remain as taxpayers instead of receivers from our taxes,

There is no question as to there being no one who can uie our highway system
without burning fuel and paying taxes on it., It is the only way to have equal

proportions as to their use.

Eliminate all of the red tape, un-necessary taxes and bring down to one simple
adequate tax which will certainly eliminate billions of wasted money that will
at least pay the interest on our National Debt,

\
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COMPARISION OF LIGHT WEIGHT TRUCKS AGAINST HEAVY WEIGHT TRUCKS

LIGHT WEIGHT TRUCK

Gross 32900 32,900 divided by 6 tires = 5,483% per tire on the road
Tare 11000

Pay Load 21900 No Tax Free Ride

HEAVY WEIGHT TRUCK

Gross 80000 80,000 divided by 18 tires = 4,444¢ per tire on the road
Tare 34000

Pay Load 46000

Tax
$1,600,00 to carry an additional 24,100# which is just 47% more weight,

Explain to the organization how such a price was arrived at by the D.0.T. I feel

that this is a very unfair price to pay. Please notice that the light weight
truck will do more damage to the highway than the heavy duty truck,

\
A car driving 10,000 miles per year averaging 20 miles to the gallon would use

500 gallons of fuel @ § ,09 Federal Tax = $ 45,00

A truck driving 100,000 miles per year averaging 5 miles per gallon will use
20,000 gallons of fuel € $ .09 Federal Tax = § 1,800.00

This is 4,0008 higher rate for a truck than a car,

Submitted by:
William H, Morgan - PreSidemt

Delmarva Independent Truckers Association
R, D. # 1 Box 513 \
Lincoln, DB 19960

302 422 0712 or 8008
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1984 PLATPORM AND PROGRAN
UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED JANUARY 21, 1984, BY
THE DELMARVA INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSN,
R, D, 1 sox 513

LINCOLN, DE 19960 302-422-8008 OR 0712
YOUR COMMENTS WILL 8% GREATLY APPRECIATED,

Thers was no opposition against the original licensing with proof of in-
surance in each state of residency.
‘ There was no opposition to the property tax assessed upon purchase value
of each vehicle certified by seller and being paid upon issuance of title
now exercised by esach state.

It wvas unanimously approved to work for total abolishment of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, Hereinafter clearly described as to

why.
1.

2'

3.

The payment of $ 1,600,00 highway use tax graduating to

$ 1,900,00 will destroy over fifty percent of all inde-
pendent truckers that is the number one key of satis-
factory transportation for every farmer, housewife and

food processors of this Nation, Their absence can cause the
economy of our Nation severe losses beyond any imagination,

The twelve percent equipment tax om top of all the in-
flation cost represented in the price of new equipment
will halt the sale of more than fifty percent of the equip-
ment that is needed and wuuld be purchased. These losses
in sales will result in unlimited blockage of job holders
as to manufacturing, steel workers, unemployment, profits
received by dealers and will reflect unemployment to every
plant or plants manufacturing many items to comstruct this
new equipment so badly needed.

The tire tax as an additive to the inflation cost will re-
sult in a reduction of the sale of nev tires and \outunco
that last mile of travel in an old tire., That will bring
hazardous conditions to our highways and destroy the safety
that we have worked so hard to sscure for our drivers and the
gezeral public out there. We notice that politicsl
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power Gid accomplish in Washington the removal of the
recapping tire tax encouraging more and more purchasing
of recaps that we see 30 much of up and down our highe
ways cluttering our transportation system, Our high-
ways operating on the future plans of recap tires is cer~
tainly signing an advanced desth certificste for so many
of our citizens.

The truckers of this Nation are not wanting to control this Nation but are
demanding equality and treated with justice and fairness and to have the prive
ilege of making a respectable living for their families and would be so proud
to pay taxes on profits made in this Nation.

The truckers of this Nation have proposed for years that they want good
highways, good bridges, improved highway systems and above all one hundred
percent of maintenance to our highways. They have agreed to psy one tax ad-
justable as to sufficient to build and maintain every highway in the United
States with the same tax applying to all business vehicles and pleasure ve-
hicles using these highways.

It is so simple, efficient, economical and red tape proof for the Peder-
al Government to increase and collect their existing federal fuel tax already
existing, no wmore paper work, no more employess, no wore mail cost, just a
simple change of figures. This will certainly bring equalization for payment
of the highways in accordance with the use of them,

By enacting this one tax system that will bring forth daily all the high-
way expense of the nation and will eliminate all the State Tax Department, all
fuel stickers, all permits now required on a truck other than residency license
and proof of insurance. This will save billions and billions of dollars of
wasted money by che states and by the transportation system of this Nation,

At the present time every state depends on Fedaral assistance to their
highways and with this one pump Federal tax will bring forth the money for
all states cost of highways and maintenance to be turnet back to each state,
The construction and maintenance of all highways within each states boundary
. to be the responsibility of that state but completaly funded foxr by rederal
Government on the fuel tax at the pump,

States appropriations from the Pederal governmeat should be based on miles
of road within, fuel sold within that state and collected by Pederal govern-
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ment and above all the conditions of the transportation system in that state
es the trucking industry wants every states roads in top condition.

The Senators and Representatives of the stete of Delaware have worked hand
in hand with the truckers of the §tate of Delavare and have had enacted and en-
forced the fairest weight law in the nation. The Association and members urges
the Association staff to work with what we have in washington for a national
weight lav equal to the Delaware law before Federal interference.

Eighty thousand groses with a tolerance of one thousand pounds, no axle
weight and no bridge lav and a reasonable overload fine that will bring in con-
siderable revenue to sach state,

1, By abolishing axle weight will allow trucks to operste with
proper handling and safety to our roads., Whereas, the axle
veights Lias brought forth sliding tandems, sliding fifth
vheels snd has made a vehicle legal but the most hazardous
handling piece of equipment ever entered our roads.

2., The bridge lav has enhanced the same thing and jeopardized
the dump trucks of the nation from carrying a profitable
load and brought forth the longer trailer that is now con-
jesting our cities, our Country and all of our highways that
are not designed for this equipment.

3, The truckers of this Nation certainly Gesexves equal weight
linits throughout it which will correct the now state fight-
ing as some states have imposed unjust axle fege, unjust weight
permits that has brought forth considerable anger and desire
to get even with these states by each and every other state
doing to these states registration crossing their state,

4. There is no question that the transportation of this nation
is national and should be controlled by Federal; making every
area in it alike.

It was unanimously approved for the appointed committes to work coop-
eratively with Washington to bring forth urgent corrective measures to our
transportation system that will aid it to survive and be profitable., Let's

make them proud taxpayers on profits that they have made.
We urge every trucker and his friends to write to your Congressman &

Senator and request his vote to correct our trucking laws and ask for a
report from him as to progress being made in Washington.
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It was also unanimously approved that if we cannot establish our goal by
June 1, 1984, our next fight for survival will be a new political system of
truckers supporting any Representative or Semator or any other elected official -
of either party that we may elect and have his support with us, We feel sure
we can organize the entire tramsportation system through our truckers waga-
sines, CB" s, trailer atickers such as "Reagans tax and weight laws are just
no good™ and on the othar door "1984 please help us to send him back to
Hollywood.” After all our extreme efforts we may go down but there is one
thing for sure ve will tske some others down with us., Thers has never been
truer words spokea than everybody must pay their debts and as of now we do
have a big debt in Washington to pay. All the votes that have been cast
against us ve must deliver votes against them in order to pay our debts to

unjustice.

Our association has continucusly worked to avoid strikes, vandalimm,
terrorism and keep honor and peace within in spite of all the unjustice that
has been bestowed upon us

The trucking industry is not agking for relief from the taxpayers for their
disaster conditions. Like the millions that have been donated to the railroads,
the millions that have been donated to mass transit, like the billions that has
been donated to the banks to cover their foreign bad debts, the million3 that has
been donated to the farm pik program or the billions that is going to be paid to
the milk producer or billions donated to foreign countries. All we are asking for
is working conditions that we can economically operate with and we are more than
agreed to pay the adjustable one tax on the pump to support all the cost of the
nations highways in a perfectly qul way., When you buy you burn, when you burn
you earn. Your earnings designates your qul use of the highway. There is no way
the trucking industry can survive their deficits like our Government now is oper-
ating, We feel that definitely you cannot pay the impossible or spend what you do
not have.

We honesti, admit that we cannot match the lobbying and the financial con-

‘dition of the railrosd and big business that has brought forth majority votes
against us but we are sure that election day we can deliver and will deliver the
individual vote to correc: the corrupt system that has brought forth all our
impossibilities to survive.
DELMARVA INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION

?‘ﬁ;&@w /\l W’%’(‘”‘

willlam H. Morgan Presifent
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SUMMARY OF REQUEST T0 SENATORS AND REPRESENTATIVES
OF NEEDED FUTURE AS TO CHINGES

1. Abolish federal exciss tax,

2, Abolish tire tax,

3. Abolish equipmert tax,

4. Abolish parts tax.

S, Abolish all bridge laws,

6, Abolish all axle laws,

7. The forty-eight foot trailer was put on the road by Mr. Railrosd «
Drew Lewis, The double bottos system was put on the highways by
passage of The Lame Ducks and efforts from the big trucking in-
dustry. This Nation has spent their money in this special equip~
ment., We do acknowledge that these double bottoms that are pulled
from city to city does give us a shorter trailer for pickups and
deliveries in our cities and does comply better with our existing
design of highways. We recommend to let these two items stand
and their performance will either be their future or their de-
struction. Something to be proven and be seen.

8. The abolishment of all state fuel stickers,

9. Abolishment of all PUC stickers,

10. Abolishment of all states axle fees,
11. Abolishment of all states weight permits in excess of special
loads and special equipwent.

Replace this vith one federal tax now in existence by adding the exist-
ing state tax to the federal and a necessary additive to both taxes to bring
forth this Nation more than sufficient woneys to build us and saintain the
most modern highway system in the World. That will be an equal paymest for
them to everybody as to their use vhich will give us a wonderful 'ttdnw-
tation system and bring fcrth considerable employmsnt in doing so. Will
eliminate all fifty-one tax reports, billions spent in auditors and use
this wasted money to improve our working conditions, ow highways and em-
ployment , .

With each dollar collected being sar-marked as to good muintenance and
future construction of the highway use only; whereby each state will get
their one hundred percent maintenance cost and construction cost budget
fxom redersl Government that has arrived from this one federal tax collected
on the pusp. This will bring a new Americs to our transportation system and
our highways that we can only be so prouwd of,

DELMARVA INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION

- Williem H, Morgan a President




205

Senator RoTH. Could I ask just a couple of questions before we go
to the next witness?

Senator Symms. Sure. Go ahead, Senator Roth.

Senator RorH. I take it from your testimony, then, you do not
support or favor the Department of Transportation compromise

prﬁfosal.
r. MorcaN. No, Your Honor, we do not.

Senator RoTH. If necessary, to get the same revenue, would you
then be willing to pay a higher tax than the 5 cents in preference

to the compromise?
Mr. MorGAN. Yes, sir. As you noticed, I said an “adjustable tax.”

Whatever it takes.
Senator RotH. Whatever it takes, you would prefer to do it?
Mr. MorGAN. Yes, sir.
Senator RoTH. Thank you, Mr. Morgan.
Mr. MorGAN. Yes, sir.
Senator SyMMms. Let’s see—James Johnston is next.

STATEMENT OF JAMES J. JOHNSTON, PRESIDENT, OWNER-OPER-
ATORS INDEPENDENT DRIVERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,

OAK GROVE, MO

Mr. JounstoN. I first would like to stress that owner-operators at
this time are in an extremely critical financial condition.

I have put together sort of a summary of cost of operation and
average revenues generated by owner-operators that I would like to
run by you. This is based on our estimate of an average of 100,000
miles per year operation per truck:

We estimate revenue generated to be in the neighborhood of 75
cents per mile. That would be all miles run, including empty miles,
which are not revenue-generating. TLat comes to a total of $75,000
ggr year. With average truck payments somewhere in the neigh-

rhood of $2,000 per month, that takes away from that $75,000
per year $24,000. We estimate fuel at 5 miles per gallon, and ac-
cording to the Interstate Commerce Commission, the average price
is now $1.26 per gallon. Based on the 100,000 mile per year oper-
ation, that is $25,200 taken away from the remaining $51,000. In-
surance license and permits we estimate at approximately $500 per
month; that comes to $6,000 a year taken away from the $25,800
remaining. That leaves a balance of $19,800.

These figures that I mentioned don’t include miscellaneous re-
pairs, at approximately $2,500 per year; maintenance on a truck at
approximately $1,500 per year; tires, running in the neighborhood
of $3,008 per year; loading and unloading costs for many owner-op-
erators, somewhere in the neighborhood of $2,600 per year; living
expenses on the road, and I would say $25 per day based on 200
days out of the year would be a very minimal estimate of what his
living expenses would be, comes to another $5,000 per year. Sub-
tracting all of this from the $19,800 per year, we have a balance
remaining that he can spend in any way he wants to of $4,400 per
year. This is on an investment of approximately $100,000 and
untold numbers of hours of work.

I am not an expert on equity, not an expert on tax bases or who
is paying their fair share and who is not paying their fair share. 1

35-748 O—82—~—14
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am an expert on who is able to pay. And I can absolutely assure
you at this point that the owner-operator trucker, who according to
GAO's figures is going to bear the brunt of the tax increase, is cer-
tainly not able to pay. We estimate approximately 37 percent of
the owner-operators who were in business in 1980 have since gone
out of business. As you can see from the figures here, although
they are averages, there are some operating at below that and
some operating above it. They are on the sharp edge; they are
about i;o fall off. And any kind of a tax increase at all is going to be
critical.

We do favor, if we have to have one, the pay-as-you-go tax con-
tained in the diesel differential. And I am not sure how owner-o
erators are going to pay that, to tell you the truth. All as we can do
is hope that somehow rates will be adjusted to compensate for the
increased costs, which they haven'’t been to date.

Senator Symms. Is that list of costs in your statement?

Mr. JoHNSTON. No, it’s not, sir.

Senator Symms. All right. Well then, I'll get that from the
record. I thought that was really interesting. But what was the
total? You came to a $4,000 surplus.

Mr. JoHNSTON. We based that on 100,000 miles a year operation,
which we find to be the average per owner-operator. We based it on
75 cents per mile, per running mile, and keep in mind that ap-
proximately 20 percent of his miles are empty miles which are not
revenue yniles.

Senator Symms. Well, if an owner-operator is buying a truck that
costs $100,000, approximately—right?—and pays $2,000 a month,
he will wear it out before he gets it paid for, won't he?

Mr. JounsToN. Well, they are set on 4-year notes with something
like 19 percent interest in a lot of cases, so they don’t have a lot of
time to pay for that truck, but I think in 4, 5, or 6 years that truck
should be replaced. That brings on an additional problem: Now
owner-operators and others in the trucking industry are running
trucks probably longer than they should.

Senator Symms. Well, let me ask you a question. With respect to
the nonregulated commodities, particularly. There has always been
a lot of cut-throat competition as far as whoever has the sharpest,
pencil gets the load, and so forth.

If you had a diesel differential, do you believe that it would sim-
plify some of the accounting for some of the owner-operators, so
that there might be less? Your colleague who just left made the
comment that ever{body wasn’t paying their use tax. If nothing is
done with this tax, let’s say we don’t do anything, it’s going to go to
$1,600 and then ultimately to $1,900. If they don't pay that tax, of
course they won’t have that cost, and then the Treasury won't get
the money for the trust fund. But with respect to the accounting
ﬁrocedures, are your owner-operators, a lot of them, just a guy who

as two or three trucks and may be driving one himself or has just
one truck?

Mr. JouNsTON. The majority of our members are one-truck oper-
ators. Some of them do have two or three trucks. Naturally, a tax
that would be added on at the pumps and that he would simply
pay for when he is buying his fuel would be by far the simplest

means for him to pay a tax.
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Senator Symms. In other words, if he is getting ready to haul a
load of oranges from, say, Florida to New York City, it would be
simpler for him to know whether he could take that truck and do
it for $1,000 or $1,100 or $1,200, to figure it out? Do you think that -
s?megimes they are not bidding the price too cheap in the first
place’

Mr. JouNSTON. The problem that we have is that they seldom
have the opportunity to set their rates. You mentioned cut-throat
competition in the exempt area, we are finding the same thing if
not worse in the regulated area.

In the exempt area, the owner-operator seldom has the opportu-
nity to set rates, because they are set between the broker and the
shipper, based on the number of trucks available. We are now find-
ing the same thing in the regulated area, where trucking compa-
nies have expanded their authority, new companies have come into
the business, and they are using strictly owner-operators. And in
order to maintain or increase their market share, they are cutting
rates below reasonable costs of operation. This is why the owner-
operator is in the severe predicament he is in now.

Senator Symms. Well, the people I talk to in my State that are

owner-operators or independent truckers that are hauling mostly
unregulated commodities, they say they are having a very hard
time just under the current law. If it went into effect, they would
need to charge say another $50-75 to haul a load of potatoes say
from the chiho Falls area to Los Angeles. And they are having a
hglrd time doing that because there simply are more trucks avail-
able.
What I am trying to get at is, I wonder how many truckers don’t
know how much their costs are. You had a pretty good set of fig-
ures there. Are your members pretty well aware that their costs
are that high? Or are they just running till they go broke, and then
leave the truck alongside of the road?

Mr. JounsToN. I think most are. I think the biggest problem we
see among owner-operators is, they have difficulty figuring in cost
iterns that they should. They should make a return on their invest-
ment. You know, a lot of them figure that if they've got a few
bucks left over after the trip, they made money, and meanwhile
that engine is ready to go.

Senator Symms. Right.

Thank you.

Mike Parkhurst?

[Mr. Johnston’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JIM JOHNSTON, PRESIDENT, OWNER-OPERATORS
INDEPENDENT DRIVERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my neme is Jim Johnston.
1 am President of the Owner-Operators Independent Drivers Asso-
ciation of America. 0.0.I.D.A. is an association of owner-
operator truckers (the small businessmen and women of the truck-
ing industry) with approximately five thousand members spread
throughout forty-eight states. In addition, we represent
affiliated groups in Delaware, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Alabama,
Colorado, Montana, South Dakota and Minnesota. 1 appreciate
very much the opportunity to present their views on this im-

portant issue.

Several important facts make this subject especially critical
to owner-operator truckers. .

#1 As small businesses they are, by nature,
far more apt to be negatively impacted
by drastic changes or increases in the
tax structure, especially a large lump
sum such as the Federal Highway Use Tax.

#2 Because of the structure of the industry
and the environment in which they oper-
ate, they have very little, if any, in-
fluence on the transportation charges
they haul for, and therefore have almost
no ability to pass on their increased costs.

#3 Although most businesses have suffered
recently under poor economic conditions,
the impact on owner-operator truckers
has been greatly magnified by the addi-
tional burden of uncontrolled and pre-
datory competition among those who he
must lease to in order to operate his
business. Contrary to popular belief,
this has not resulted from more trucks
chasing less freight, it has resulted
from more trucking companies or companies
with expanded operating authority seek-
ing to increase or maintain market share.

ECONOMIC CONDITION OF OWNER-OPERATORS (ABILITY TO PAY)

In fact, at this time the economic situation for owner-operators
is critical, Ve estimate as many as 37 percent of those who were

in business in 1980 have either dropped out because it simply was

not profitable to continue operating, or have gone bankrupt. Some

of those, of course, have been replaced by new operators, but

those new entrants are on very shaky ground because of under fund-

ing and minimal experience. Even more alarming to us is the fact

that the upper 50% of this group, the people who would normally be the

N



209

stabilizing influence with a great deal of experience and know
how are at this time walking a tight rope where any sudden in-
crease in cost could push them off into business failure.

Although all of this may not seem relevant to the subject at
hand, I am convinced it is extremely relevant. Certainly our
government would not intentionally implement a tax which would
force thousands more small businesses out of business. The e-
ffects, of course, would be no less severe if the tax were im-
plemented because of a lack of awareness or understanding of

the critical situation.

AN _ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE TO THE HEAVY TRUCK TAX

If we must be subjected to increased federal taxes, and it is
apparent that we must, the only equitable and by far the least
disruptive tax increase is, without question, the pay-as-yvou-go
Diesel Differential such as that contained in §.1475 and H.R.
2124 with total elimination of the Federal Highway Use Tax.

Although it will even be difficult to pass on this increase
under present conditions, because it is a pay-as-you-go tax,
the possibility to recover its cost will be far greater than
it would be to recover from the sudden and dramatic impact of
a huge lump sum tax such as the Federal Highway Use Tax.

As to the amount of the diesel tax increase, there seems' to be

a great deal of concern as to what point is reached before tax
avoidance becomes a problem. I would think a far greater con-
cern would be at what point will a substantial diversion of
traffic occur. If trucks are taxed out of the market and the
traffic is substantially diverted to the rails, then how could
our extensive and essential highway network be maintained? Morg
and more taxes would have to be heaped upon fewer and fewer tax
payers which would literally become a dead end road with traffic
diversion increased as the taxes go up. I suppose one positive
result would be that the argument over the damage caused by
truckers as opposed to that caused by weather conditions would

finally be resolved.

The use of home heating oil, often referred to as a likely method
of tax avoidance, is to truckers not an acceptable fuel to use

in an engine that can cost as much as 18 to 20 thousand dollars
to replace and as much as 6 or thousand dollars to overhaul.

In fact, there is even a great deal of concern these days over
the quality of diesel fuel ‘refined for use in trucks. The at-
tached article from Land*Line Magazine details some of these con-
cerns, Truckers would certainly not gamble on the use of even
poorer quality fuel and if they did, they would very likely lose.
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. In addition, the use of the quantities required would certainly
require collusion on the part of the fuel distributor. For

the over-the-road long-haul type of operations most common

among owner-operators, it would be impossible for him to carry

with him enough fuel to make such a scheme pay off even if he
did wish to take the gamble and could find a dishonest dis-

tributor to work with him.

UNACCEPTABLE OR UNWORKABLE ALTERNATIVES

FEDERAL HIGHWAY USE TAX. Even with the ability to pay the

AU Tax on a quarterly basis, the substantial lump sum pay-
ment would be devastating to owner-operator truckers for all
of the reasons previously mentioned. Most are even experiencing
difficulty paying the present two hundred and forty dollars per

year.

WEIGHT DISTANCE TAXES. Beyond a doubt, Weight Distance Taxes
have to be the most ridiculous form of taxation ever conceived.

#1 1t is incomprehensible to me how D.0.T.
could on the one hand be pushing for to-
tal deregulation of the trucking indus-
try, and on the other hand be seriously
considering a tax, the enforcement of
which would be totally impossible with-
out the detailed monitoring system which
could only be achieved in a strictly
regulated atmosphere.

There are presently over 250,000 owner-
operatorg. Somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of 30,000 regulated trucking com-
panies, nobody knows how many unregu-
lated trucking companies, private car-
riers, co-ops and individually owned
trucking operations. There is absolute-
ly no way that these entities could ever
be monitored even with total cooperation
from the states. You would be amazed
how much trucking is conducted on farm

plates.

#2 7The cost of compliance would be stagger-
ing for those capable of complying and
next to impossible for most small opera-
tions. The incentive and opportunity
for tax avoidance would be enormous.

EQUITY OF USER FEES. The owner-operator trucker is widely ac-
cepted as one of the most competitive forces within the truck-
ing industry. He is involved mainly in the long-haul interstate
truckload segment of the industry. While rates in the less than
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truckload segment have been increasing steadily since passage
‘'of the Motor Carrier Act of 1980, truckload rates already com-
petitive and low in 1980 have, in most cases, dropped substan-
tially. Profits, if they exist at all, are very marginal,.
There is no ability left to absorb any tax increase, All of
these taxes will eventually have to be passed on to the con-
sumer along with the cost of the business disruptions they

cause,

For the trucking industry, large and small trucks included,

the highways are our factory, they are the place where we work,
make a living and, hopefully, make a profit. Equity would dic-
tate that all users in this category pay equally for the bene-
fit they gain from the use of the highway system, as well as
the actual or theoretical damage they cause upon the system.

Under the taxing provisions implemented in the S.T.A.A. of
1982, the greatest burden will be placed upon those who re-
ceive the least benefit in the form of income or profit -

the long-haul truckload owner-operator. Believe me with an
investment in a four-year 19% interest note of seventy-five
to one hundred thousand dollars, and annual gross revenues
of eighty to one hundred thousand dollars and net earnings
including profit of less than twenty thousand dollars a year,

he is paying his fair share.

Just one last comment on the subject of equity. I have at-
tached (the following page) an advertisement from a recent
issue of "Go West Magazine'. It is an advertisement from
Volvo White Trucks for what they refer to as a Federal Excise
Tax exempt truck. They didn't mention it, but this will also
apparently be a Federal Hi%hway Use Tax exempt truck and
possibly even a Diesel Differential Tax exempt truck.

As you can see, this truck has two axles and is conveniently
rated at 32,900 pounds, The firont axle is rated at 12,000
pounds and the rear axle is rated at 20,900 pounds. It is -
easy to see that with the large capacity cargo box, it would
be quite easy to load to capacity weight. It is also a widely
accepted fact that axle loadings and axle spacing rather than
gross weight are what cause pavement stress. You should also
consider that this truck is capable of carrying almost half of
the cargo normally carried in the heaviest class eight truck,
In other words, two of these trucks are capable of carrying
almost the same volume of freight as one big truck, probably
generating more revenue, certainly causing at least as much
damage to the highways because of more concentration of weight
in a smaller area, probably adding to traffic congestion be-
cause two are required to do the same job as one big truck, and
they are totally exempt from the taxes payed by the big trucks.

Is this tax equity?

By the way, one more axle could be added to this truck very
easily behind the rear axle which would increase its allowable
gross weight to 46,000 pounds. At that point it would be
capable of hauling approximately 60% of the maximum capacity
now allowed on the big trucks and would still be exempt from
most of the truck taxes. I don't think this is what the Con-
gress had in mind when referring to equitable user taxes.

We are willing to share the burden of maintaining the highway
system, but please don't tax us out of business while allowing
a windfall to those who neither need, or deserve it.
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FET Tax Exempt F7 Truck

introduced by Voivo White

. ——

AS ONE WAY OF SAVING taxes, Volvo White Truck
Corporation has come up with & medium duty truck
that combines heavy duty power and performance. It's
called the Volvo F715 4 x 2 truck; rated at 32,900 Ibs.
GVW, it's designed for today’s local and regional
distribution operations.

New federal excise tax considerations, explained
Steve Allen, Volvo's product marketing manager, have
caused “buyers who once purchased or considered
Class 8 vehicles (to take) a closer look at lighter GYW
trucks that are exempt from FET.” While the
economy of switching from Class 8 to Class 7 may be
beneficial, he noted, it is sometimes “at the expense of
vehicle performance and durability.”

The new F715, in fact, offers most of the same
features of the Class 8 VOLVO F7 Low COE
series ~ including maneuverabdility, fuel economy, and
durability. Cab, chassis, and power components are
basically the same as the F716, F717, and F72§,
although Volvo White has developed a lighter frame,

rear axle, and suspension system.
Power starts with the VOLVO TD70F inline,

54

6-cylinder turbocharged and intercooled diesel engine
that delivers 230 BHP at 2400 RPM and 605 LB/FT
torque at 1400 RPM. A YOLVO R52 8-speed, range-
type synchronized transmission is factory matched to
the TD70F with a long wearing, 14-inch dual plate,
power assisted clutch.

Rear axie is the VOLVO EV80, rated at 20,900 lbs.
Ratio is 4.30. Rear suspension features long
progressive main springs with auxiliaries providing
superior ride. 4

Front axle is rated at 12,000 Ibs. Front suspension
incorporates long leaf springs with auxiliary over-load
supports and double shock absorbers for driver
comfort.

As with all VOLVO Trucks, the F71S is backed by
a 24 month/100,000 mile warranty on basic engine
components (100% parts and labor), and a 36
month/300,000 mile warranty on crankshaft and
block (100%). The basic new truck warranty is 12

onths or 50,000 miles (100% parts and labor).

For more information write 111 on Reader Service

Card.
January/February, 1984
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YOUR DIESEL’S
SILENT ENEMY

by Burt Mason

AS our nation’s owner-opsrators fight the good fight to hold “Fort Proit”
agmm the invaders (liendishly disguised as bureaucrats, fuel pumps, scales,
, #1C.) @ modern day Trojan Horse endangers the dattiaments. This
lmv 10 has a secretive name, HSO?, is unseen, yeot like the Horse, is in plain
$ight. You handle it every trip. Attacking ail internal parts ol your engine, this
Nemesis can cut down a machine in its prime, often driving the owner 1o the
financial cliff, where it's 8 short drop to the rocks of Chapter Eleven.

-

About the Author: Burt Mason is 8 consultant in mlu and y wear {
reports o!
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Commoaly called Sulphurous
Acid, H'SO " is formed when the
sulphur which ie in almost all
fuel vil is exposed to oxygen and
temperature in the combustion
chamber. This environment
changes the Sulphur to Sulphur
Dioxide. The dioxide comes into
contact with water formed asthe
fuel is burned. Sulphur Dioxide
feeds on water to produce
Sulphurous Acid, and the acid
feeds on everything in sight.
When Sulphuris burned with air
in the presence of water above
212°F, in an environment
containing oxides of nitrogen,
Sulphuric Acid ( H/SOY) is
formed. Sulphuric Acid doesn’t
just feed on metal, it gulps it
down. Both types of acid are
formed in your engine.

Sulphur is a very common
element. It is important to our
way of life and performs many
worthwhile tasks. For instance,
many antibiotics contain
Sulphur. However, when itturns
against us, it does so with a
vengeance. For example, when it
gets into the combustion
chamber of a diesel engine it is
transformed into burning acids,
slicing off layers of metal in
rings, pistons, cylinder wails,
valves, stems and exhaust
systems. As if thatisn’t enough,
this metal-eater gets into the
lube oil, by being plckedu from
the cvlmder walls by the oil
rings on the down-stroke. In the
lower end these acids quickly
weaken the additive package in
the oil. then go to work on main
bearings, cranks, wrist pins,
valve puides, cams, lube oil
pump, etc.

Engine manufacturers long
ago understood Sulphur was a
necessary consideration in
power plant design. They looked
at the fuels common to the
American market at the time,
commissioned studies, and
developed metallurgy standards
whereby the materials in the
engine could take Sulphur
concentrations of up to 5%,
while providing a satisfaclory,
engine lifespan. Historically,
almost all American light-grade
fuel 0il has contained less than
this limit.



Where does the Sulphur
Come From?

There are several reasons why
diesel operators are facing the
Sulphur dilemma. None of them
seem to be easy to rectify. They
include:

(1) The low-Sulphur “sweet
crude” once so common in the
United States is in short supply.

(2) Much of our regular foreign
oil supply contains relatively
high concentrations of Sulphur.
Some oil from below our border
is very high in Sulphur content.
Much Alaskan crude contains
excessive Sulphur.

(3) Many refineries are not set
up to treat high-Sulphur crudes.
The cost of building equipment
to remove Sulphur is extremely

igh.

(4) While some fuel and lube oil
centrifuges and filters can
remove water, solids, and a few
even small amounts of acid,
none can remove Sulphur.

(5) Spot loads of high-Sulphur
fuel from scattered sources
appear on the market on &
regular basis. They are often
delivered straight to the
customer, or mixed with other
fuel in storage.

Sulphur in Fuel Can be
Detected "Only” by
Laboratory Testing

Modern day high-speed
diesels can handle only limited

Because of the complex nature of
refining, storage and distribution any
tank of fuel could be high sulphur

amounts of Sulphur. While some
engine manufacturers are
working on metallurgy to resist
Sulphur, so far the results have
not been earth-shattering. They
are faced with the same
problems their customers
experience; how to keep the cost
down. In today's world, a lot of
engines are sold because of price
alone. The only guys who buy
quality over price are those who
depend on the quality to cut their
operating and maintenance
costs, and/or who have enough
up-front capital to afford it.
Unfortunately, the best engine
built can't stand up against
increase in acid damage
potential measured in hundreds
of percents.

Because of the very complex
nature of fuel refining,
handling, storage and transpor-
tation, it is most difficult to
monitor a given batch of crude
from the well to the end user.
Any tankful could be low
Sulphur. Any could be high. You
can't see the Sulphurinit. Asfar
as a truck operator is concerned,
for instance, he could pick up
any number of loads of high-
Sulphur fuel and run it through
his engine without the slightest
inkling of the damage potential.

Continental Officlal
Says Watch What
You Buy!

In & recent speech given before
the American Truck Stop Operators
Association, William Buchanan, of
Continenial Petroleum and Energy
Company, outlined potential
prodblems and solutions to lussen
the ch of harming eng
becsuse of poor quality fuel.
said buy »ould
eally get diessi tuel rated at 4510
47 cetane, which is to diese! what
oclane is 10 gasoline. Any fuel
below 45 celane may clog ybur
injectors or fuel fitters

Only 10% of flest operators insist
that bulk diesel tuel suppliers give
them amber or yeliow fuel. and
stipulste cetane level be checked
and noted on every invoice Bulk
fuel supphiers will get the same
quahity of product from ali suppliers
80% of the ime, but every major oil
company will slide a bad load of oil
on you 8 one lime Or another,
Buchanan said

To protect yoursel, reject any
fuel that Iooks dark Look for a nice
pretty amber or yellow produci that
loams

Buchanan predicted that diesel
tuel prices should rise with
increased demand He predicled
that by 1990 hall of Amerca’s
vehicles will burn diesel fuel As
diesel tus!l becomes (he primary
fuel of America’s vehicles, the price
will stay consistently higher than
uiher types of motor fuel '

Bueh

Catastrophe would show up one
day, in lube-oil pump trouble,
main or secondary bearing
failure, exhaust valve cratering,
or other expensive part failure
far before normal MTBF., We
have seen engines totally worn
out after only 5,000 hours or
approximately 150,000 miles. In
all cases, these engines had
excessive fuel consumption and
far above average parts cost
during their short lives. Many
suppliers do not know just how
much Sulphur might be in a
given load they purchase. Ditto
their distributor. Some, of
course, have not experienced the
problem to date. In any event,
the only way they can be sure is
to test the fuel on each delivery
By the time this is done, much of
the load is usually gone.

l.and*Line?



Poasiblf the premier quandry
io that Sulphur over .5% in diesel
fuel is not yet a problem
everywhere, or every day. It
therefore receives little more
than lip service. This leaves the
operator all alone with his
Horse, playing “Fuel Roulette”
with his economic future.

So What’s the Problem?

The dproblem, gentle reader, is
that diesel fuel available to
American operators today
sometimes contains as much as
1.0% Sulphur. We have seen it as
high as 1.5%. That doesn't seem
like such a big deal, does it? But
thet additional increase loads
up your Trojan Horse. When you
do double the amount of Sulphur
you increase the damage
potential by many hundreds of
percents.

It's this massive jump in acid

Smuggled Pemex Crude
Trouble for U.S
Consumers

Mexican crude ol is being
smuggled into the U.S. ak along
the Texas-Msxican border and i
finding its way Into bulk tanks
at truckstops and fuel tanks of
many truck operators that run n
Texas, frustrating customs
officiale and possibly shortening
the expected tife of the engines
that burn it.

The Maexican government
subsidized the price of fuel 80
It could be purchssed south of
the border for 37¢ per gation. With
U.S. prices for fuel st $1, pius,
the protit potentisl is high enough
that virtually any vehicie entering
the U.S. from Mexico covid be
smuggling fuel.

The danger for Americen
consumers from Pemex diesel s
that it is not as well refined snd
suiphur content exceeds the U.S.
standard of O.5%. Pemex disssl
may run as high as 1.2%. in eddition
to high sulpnur levels, the Mexican
crude is also high in paraftin;' e
much as twice as high as US.
standarde.

Pemex diesel is from & mix of
Mays and lsthmus crude. It
smelis bad, looks dark, snd doss
not pout or foam nearly ss eashly
a8 U.S. diesel.

8/Land*Line
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ower released from a smali
ncrease in Sulphur by volumein
the fuel which can turn a
beautifully built and otherwise
carefully maintained engine
into scrap long before the
mortgage is paid off.

Generally, those involved in
specifications for engine
warranty and maintenance
requirements suggest oil-change
intervalsten times shorter when
the Sulphur content of fuel rises
from one-half percent to just one
percent of volume. For instance,
if you have been running with
5% Sulghur on a 12,500 mile
drain schedule, you should drain
at only 1,250 miles with 1%
Sulphur fuel. And what about 2%
sulphur? You would be changing
oil every six blocks! This kind of
drastic measure points up the
obvious recognition of the
importance of the problem.
Unfortunately, the short drain
interval solution is quite costly,
both in money and down time.

Long ago it was discovered
almost everything was either
acid or alkaline (caustic).
Everything else was neither
(neutral). Modern day chemistry
signifies the multiple-power
potential pf acids with a special
meth
graph was devised called the Ph
scale. From zero to 7 represents
Acidity; from 7 to 14 Alkalinity.
In addition, to keep the scale
within bounds, each change of
one digit was made to represent
a tenfold change in power. (A
fluid with a Ph of 5 is ten times
more acid than one with Ph of 6.)

Another system measures
what is known as Total Base
Number (TBN). Starting at zero,
numbers were assigned to the
ability of a solution to resist
acidity. Each numberrepresents
a tenfold better resistance to a
given amount of scid.

What Can be Done to
Stay Ahead of this
Problem?

Luckily, there are a few tools
available to keep acid damageat
bay. Remember, a while back,
we mentioned TBN, Today most
lube oil manufacturers include

od of measurement. A’

in their additive packsges (all
high-quality engine oils contain
additives) various compounds to
increase TBN.

A high TBN lube oil has the
power to neutralize more acid
than an oil with alowernumber.
(A TBN of 9 can fight acid ten
times as strong vs a fluid witha
TBN of 8.) Not long ago,a TBN 6
or TBN 7 was about the
maximum available. Today
thereare er;}im oils with TBN of
30 in the United States. There
are well over sixty grades of
engine oil available with TBN's
of 12 or better, many in the 15 to
20 range. When 'you remember
the power of acid increases
1000% between each Ph number,
you can believe we better start
guarding the door. High TBN
lube oils, which tend to slow the
loss of Ph, are not the total
answer; but they do help.

You can ask your oil -u;:‘plicr
about the TBN of the lube oil you
are now buying and what elseis
available. Be sure the oil has the
SAE rating (SE, 8F, CC and/or
CD) m%.uited by your equipment.
High TBN oil may be more
expensive, so you should get a
handle on your particular needs
and make a decision about
whether to go to extended oil
drain intervals. Just remember,
when you do run into high
Sulpbur,anything youdotohe!y
will save you many bucks in the
long run.

Ask your fuel dealer about the
Sulphur content of his product.
Some fuel stops are running
samples through a laboratory on
an occasional basis. Some
distributors and jobbers are
grocurina documentation on

ulk lots they receive. Any
information of this nature is
valuable. Just be sure it's
accurate.

Will Analysis Help?

A very effective measure to

ve you maximum information
or the most cost-effective
protectio.. is to send your own
used lube ofl sample to an
independent laboratory. Several
labs will provide data on acid
condition and/or TBN at very
reasonable cost (sbout $10 to



$20, depending on type of test).
These tests can include the rate
of metal wear from your engine
parts, additive package
condition, and much more, The
can be used to extend engine ofl
drain periods (when all is well),
thereby saving a neat bundle,
and can give you a money-
saving guide as to whether or
not you have any problems,
including the Sulphur bug-a-
boo. If your engine oil has a
tendency to quickly go acid or to
lose the additive package, you
can presume the top end is
taking a beating too. If you find
you are running into such a
condition you can try a high
TBN engine oil, and monitor the
results on a regular basis.
Incidentally, at least one
major engine manufacturer
permits extended oil-drain
rerioda under warranty if
aboratory analysis is used
regularly. Thia is a most
worthwhile program, and a sure
cost-saver in a number of ways.
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In this instance, a well-spent
buck is about ten bucks saved.

Another way to keep the Horse
from stomping on youisto usea
fuel additive which can inhibit
the effects of Sulphur, This is a
complicated technology, but
there is at least one top-flight
lubricants house marketing a
proven “Sulphur Stopper” fuel
additive at reasonable cost.
Others are working on several
approaches to the problem and
some of these may now be on the
market.

A consistent program of this
sort can be very cost-effective.
For 1% Sulphur, the treatment
we have tested costs about 2¢ per
gallon of fuel; for .5% Sulphur
only 4 cent per gallon. It will
stop most of the effects of the
acid produced in the combustion
chamber. This naturally
includes the small amounts
produced from low-Sulphur
fuels, thereby lengthening the
lifse of any engine, using any
fuel, by thousands of miles, In

addition, the brand with which
we are familiar also stops algae,
revents rust, reduces wax
ormations, protects against
water and generally keeps the
fuel system clean. In all
gmbabiuw. many of the anti
ulphur treatments we will see
in the future will offer such
multiple advantages. This
technology is worth keeping up
on,

All in all, these days the
money-making owner-operator
is the fellow who either knows
exactly what is in the fuel he's
buying, or who covers all the
possibilities with high TBN
engine oil, a proper anti-Sulphur
additive, and a good fuel/lube oil
laboratory analysis program.

Let's face it. The day is gone
when you can simply say, "“Fill
her up and throw in a gallon of
the cheap oil.” The successful
operator of the future will be the
one who knows all day, every
day, what's going on down
where the metal moves. g

independent Trucker
WENEEDYOU o
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STATEMENT OF MIKE PARKHURST, PRESIDENT, INDEPENDENT
TRUCKERS ASSOCIATION, AND EDITOR-PUBLISHER, OVER-

DRIVE MAGAZINE, LOS ANGELES, CA

Mr. PARkHURST. For the record, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee, my name is Mike Parkhurst, president, Independent
Truckers Association; editor-publisher, Overdrive magazine.

I want to preface my remarks by thanking the committee for its
hospitality in allowing a Raiders fan to come into Washington and
leave unscathed. Of course, I realize I haven't left the room yet.

The Chairman. Right. [Laughter.]

Senator Symms. Mike, you want to remember, if you want to
know what’s wrong with the way the Government operates, Wash-
ington, DC, is the town that gave three and a half points and took
the Redskins. [Laughter.]

Mr. PArRkHURST. Well, of course if you want to talk about where
the Redskins came from, which was Pottstown, PA, back in 1925, I
believe they are fighting the championship or for it.

But another kind of fight that I'm sure everyone is concerned
with is fairness, and we have heard a lot about equity and fairness.
I would just like to remind the committee that the Surface Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1982 passed a tax on the trucking in-
dustry that was 10 times the amount of all of the profits of the
entire regulated common carriers for the previous 3 or perhaps 4
years. That’s a kind of heavy tax, even for the much-burdened
truckers. .

I am also concerned about the assumptions that were made by
the previous DOT administration, which assumed that the heavy
trucks were not paying their fair share. And I'm afraid that those
assumptions were developed in a fetus, the father of which we are
not aware of yet.

What I am saying is that there was a study made that the Amer-
ican Trucking Associations endorsed and which was done by a very
reputable engineering company, from Maryland, which proved that
the heavy trucks did pay their fair share. But, for reasons of their
own, the Department of Transportation decided to toss out that
study, and they used figures from another study.

And inasmuch as Ray Barnhart, the Administrator of the Feder-
al Highway Administration, made what I'm sure was a slip of the
tongue but what was a rehearsed statement nevertheless, on Na-
tional Public Radio 1 year and 5 days ago, he said that the increase
in tax was only 1 percent of the gross revenue of the trucking in-
dustry. I believe that if Mr. Barnhart would sharpen his pencil and
in turn some of those economists over there at FHA, perhaps they
would find that 1 percent was not the correct figure.

I also would like to quarrel, gently of course, with the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s assumption that the highway use tax is
the biggest tax; it is not. The biggest tax contained in that whole
tax package is the excise tax, because a 12-percent excise tax on
the sale of new trucks and trailers amounts to, for an $80,000 trac-
tor as an example, $9,600 to Uncle Sam. That comes out to $2,400 a
year, not including the interest. The excise tax on the sale of new
trucks and trailers, which the railroads were exempted from as
long as those trailers go on the rails, as they have been exempted

-
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from the tax on diesel fuel—which, if the Government wants to
talk about equity and revenue-neutral I think we should perhaps
discuss, because of the railroad crossings that are paid for by the
highway users; so if the railroads were to pay some tax, finally, at
long last, perhaps we could raise a few hundred million dollars
there. Or perhaps the exemptions for the railroads that were con-
tained in STAA should be eliminated.

But in any case, in my prepared testimony, which I would like
permission to have an addendum added to and send it to the com-
mittee, I think I touched on some of those items. But the excise tax
that has not really been talked about today is the biggest tax.

Also, one final thing: In the chart that the Department of Trans-
portation submitted, they claimed that the cost responsibility for
trucks weighing between 70- and 75,000 pounds--not 69,999 pounds
but 70,000 exactly—was 5.49 cents per mile in 1985, a year away.

Well, I submit to the committee that most trucks grossing be-
tween 70- and 75,000 pounds are now paying more than 5.49 cents
a mile in all of the Federal taxes, and I also would like to remind
the committee of the extreme snd often neglected layer of taxes
put on by the States, which, in the middle of December 1982, Ray
Barnhart said he knew about when we discussed with him the fact
that, if that tax passed, it would stimulate the States to raise tre-
mendously the State taxes, which are a bigger burden on the truck-
ing industry, such as Pennsylvania’s recent axle tax of $36 an axle.
It goes on and on and on, and in the past year and a half about 15
States have raised their State fees from 30 to 1,000 percent—30 to
1,000 percent. The States are raising their taxes and are retaliating
against one another, using as the go-between the trucking industry.
Because of the Pennsylvania tax, for instance, New Jersey and
eight other States have passed or are in the process of passing re-
taliatory taxes on trucks coming out of Pennsylvania. Oh, that’s
very nice; they are punishing Pennsylvania? No. They are punish-
ing the truckers from Pennsylvania.

So, inasmuch as the Federal Government in its wisdom has de-
cided to put under its umbrella the speed limit, which Ray Barn-
hart also said is a stinking law, inasmuch as Ray Barnhart is the
Federal Highway Administrator I would like perhaps the Adminis-
tration to really consider once again the productivity of the truck-
ing industry, which the Department of Agriculture said, in a
report, is “curtailed by 38 percent due to the speed limit.”

But the excise tax is the biggest tax of all. It is bigger than the
highway use tax, which is not a user tax, and it must be addressed.

Why? Because of the—and I hate to use this word—"infrastruc-
ture” of the trucking manufacturing industry, which has been in
not a recession but a depression. Only recently have we seen some
coming-out of that, because of the total economy getting better.

But if the truck industry, the manufacturing industry, can
produce more revenue by excise taxes, the only way they can do
that is to sell more trucks. I would like to point out, of course, that
many manufacturers cut down their production by 50 percent or

more last year.
Senator Symms. How much did you say that excise tax is on a

truck?
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Mr. PARKHURST. The current excise tax is now 12 percent on the
retail price. And in its wisdom, the Congress had already passed a
law that phased out that excise tax; but the Congress, in its
wisdom, decided to apply mouth-to-mouth resuscitation to that
dead law and give it new life, and it is now 12 percent—except, of
course, if you are a railroad and are buying a piggyback trailer
whicl:lh can also go on the rail; then you don’t have to pay any tax
at all.

Senator Symms. That's a road-railer?

Mr. PARKHURST. Yes. But they have many other tax exemptions,
as I am sure you know, Senator.
belSenator Symms. Well, they do pay an excise tax on a piggyback, I

ieve.

Mr. PARkHURST. Yes. But if they put little wheels on it, they
don’t have to. So they can conveniently do that, and the language
is so mealy-mouthed in what describes what is a trailer that can
run on the rail, that you could go out here and glue some roller-
skates onto some of these trailers and say, “That’s going to go on
the rail,” and not pay an excise tax.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much.

[Mr. Parkhurst’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MIKE PARKHURST, PRESIDENT, INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS
ASSOCIATION; EDITOR-PUBLISHER, OVERDRIVE

ALTERNATIVES TO REVENUE COLLECTION FROM

THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AS OUTLINED IN

THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982

The trucking industry is not fond of citing profit figures for
the years 1980, 1981 or 1982,

Yet, with virtually no public discussion and no media
understanding whatscever, the 97th Congress of the United States

passed a tax on the trucking industry that was ten times the amount

of all the profits of all the nation's requlated, common carrier

trucking companies for the combined years of 1980, 1981 and 1982.

- I have done some researc:h intc che profits of other industries
such as the film industry, the manufacturing industry and the
food industry, and I can dig up no evidence whatsocever to find
that any other industry has ever been taxed ten times the total
profits of any three year period. ‘

The former Secretary of Transportation, Drew Lewis, helped
to ramrod this legislation through a Congress that, for the
most part never had the opportunity to read, let alone study
the legislation that was passed during the famous lame duck session
of Congress, and signed into léw by President Reagan on January
6, 1983.

Fortunately, there are a lot of Representatives in the House
and Senators in the Senate who, in the 98th Congress, realized
that the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 contained
a lot of unfairness. That is too kind a word. Instead, I should
have quoted the Administrator of the Federal Highway Administration
who said that he knew there was a lot of "garbage" in the bill.

I am particularly pleased to recall those words of the
Y
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Administrator, for they were accurate, far more accurate, in fact,
than some of the conclusions that were made by the DOT to
justify the huge tax increases.

It is difficult for the layman to understand taxes or tax
rates that exceed the profitability of an entire industry, but
I suppose it is not difficult for those in government to understand
what operating in the red is since the government operates in
the red, year after year, congress after congress, administration
after administration, promise after promise.

Rather than discuss deeply some of the many false conclusions
that became building blocks of the STAA, I would like to try and
mention some logic, logic that is sadly lacking not only in the STAA,
but in a recent conclusion by the Department of Transportation
which, I should add, seems more concerned about fairness than
when Drew Lewis was at the helm. )

Let us take an example of one, typical two-axle rental
truck, for instance, that grosses 33,000 pounds.

The maximum legal loading under STAA provisions for the front
axle would be 9,000 pounds. If that truck, therefore, could legally
gross 33,000 pounds -- as the law says it can -- than that means'
it would have the rear axle loading of 24,000 pounds.

There are virtually no two axle trucks in the country except
garbage trucks or heavy equipment trucks that maintain tires large
enough- to legally absorb a twelve ton weight limit. Certainly,
no rental trucks in the nation do, and it is interesting that the
tens of thousands of rental trucks -- which criss-cross the nation

by the hour -- pay no highway use taxes and no excise taxes.

PO —

35-748 0—82——15
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Additionally, the nation's large rental truck fleets pay
virtually no state taxes whatsoever for the transportation of
goods in interstate commerce.

Virtually anyone with a driver's license -- and I don't
mean & truck driver's license, either -- can walk into the office
of any of the nation's many truck rental fleets, drive away
and haul ~-- legally or illegally -- highway freight: going anywhere
in the nation. The renting agent will not pay any excise taxes,
no fuel license taxes, virtually no taxes at all except the
fuel taxes that are collected at the pump.

Yet, legally, that same truck renter can drive 24 hours
a day, keep\no log book and he or she can arrive at his or
her destination by hardly paying anything for the highﬁays

uged.
Under the very complicated bridge formulas «- which virtually

no one in the nation can understand completely without charts
and a daisy field of asteriks growing at the bottom of the page -~
a heavy truck with, say, five axles spread out over forty or fifty
feet, is legally allowed to put less weight on the highway
even with its big footprint tires, than a typical rental truck
driven by a novice who conforms to no regulations except,
presumably, traffic rules.

Just as most people would rather have Andre the Giant
step on their feet if he were wearing shoes, rather than a 100 pound
woman in high heels, so should the STAA take into consideration

the tremendous differegce in road damage done by a fifty or sixty

foot truck with four or five axles, and a twenty-foot straight truck



223

Qith neither an air suspension or big tires. Many of the typical

rental trucks, in fact, have a tire "footprint" less than half

that of a typical over-the-road tractor trailer.

In its zeal to raise taxes, the STAA also neglected the

safety aspect contained in the inherent differences between

what I call real trucks and the typical rental truck. Today's

over~the-road rigs have much better brakes and much better

suspension systems. In fact, most rental trucks or typical

"straight jobs"

as they are usually cilled in the industry, have

a spring system that has been around more more than sixty years.

And when empty straight trucks with leaf spring suspensions

bounce up and down on rough roads, they can do a lot more damage

to a roadbed, in my opinion, than an air-suspended trailer

stretched out over a far longer surface.

If the STAA were a human being instead of a piece of

legislation, I would like to ask him -~ or her -~ the following

questions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Why did you exempt over-the-road busses that can
weigh 35,000 pounds or more, busses which usually
contain freight in their bellies, and which usually
have only two axles? Why are they exempted from
the excise tax? The busses make more profit from
the road than do trucks, and their axle loadings
are equal to and sometimes exceed trucks.

Why were the railroads exempted from paying excise
taxes on new trailers merely if those trailers
are able to travel on the rails?

Who determined the 33,000#figure, or any other figure
to classify tax rates?

Was there any correlation at all to the fact that
Unxted Parcel Service winked and smiled at you . . .
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when the majority of its trucks would fall under
the tax exemption privileges of the very
financial bones in your body?

(5) If you were so concerned with "fairness" and "equity"
why did you not suggest, even, that the railroads
pay a transportation tax on the fuel they consume,
fuel which is used by all railroads who enjoy
many tax-exempt features, and who will also benefit
eventually by lower insurance premiums as the
highway taxpayers of the nation upgrade unsafe
railroad crossings?

I could spend a dozen or a hundred pages dissecting not only

h oy
the STAA, but also some of the recent conclusions offered by some
at the DOT, but I think perhaps that would deviate from the
recent message of the Congress of the United States, at least
in the House of Representatives. And that message is clearly
that there was, as Ray Barnhart said more succinctly, a lot of
unfairness in the STAA. To wit: the introduction of H.R. 2124
by Congressman Bill Frenzel of Minnesota, on March 26, 1983.

That legislation, which I know the Committee is aware of,
has, im essence, said that not only was the increase in the Highway
Use T?éyunfair. it was unfair to begin with, and that legislation
would, in turn, substitute a graduated "diesel differential"
formula more closely tied to true user responsibility.

In fact, as of last count, H.R. 2124 had 234 members of
the House as official co-sponsors, which means that the majority
plus sixteen members have said that the Highway Use Tax increases
contained in the STAA are unfair, and should be eliminated
completela. We agree. The Highway Use Tax was never a user tax

to begin with! For if a truck runs one mile or one hundred thousand
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miles, it was supposgd to pay the exact, same rate. Presumably,
a truck traveling a hundred thousand miles a year does more -
damage to the highway than a truck traveling one mile, and we
admit that. Yet even with the current mandate of STAA, the

unfair and un-use "User" tax develops increased inherent hypocrisy

since the rate is scheduled to climb from §240 annually to

$1,900.
The trucking industry was told that it should be happy

with the fact that one of the proposed tax rates tied to the
so-called "User" tax was a lot higher than $1,900. That is like

slapping a child across the face and telling it to be happy

that it wasn't a beating.
The diesel differential bill as proposed and supported by

Representative Bill Frenzel and the majority of the House,
régpectively, is the closest thing to a true user tax, and certainly
would be a lot easier to enforce on foreign tcucks entering
this country, since the invisible tax collector is the fuel pump,
and it takes virtually no more labor to collect an extra nickel,
as fuel outlets already collect state and federal taxes, anyway.

I understand that a truck stop association does not support
the diesel differential bill or concept, since truck stop
operators don't want to become tax collectors for Uncle Sam, but
for that argument, we would only say that truck stop operators
and all fuel outlets at the retail level are already tax collectors
for Uncle Sam. And, as noted, it takes no more labor to punch

a "9" than a "4," etc.And I have not heard of any proposed legislation

by any truck stop operators association that would eliminate the
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collection of federal or state taxes at the pump. Until this

diesel differential tax legislation was introduced, I did not

hear of any real objection by any truck stop operators' association
to the collection of taxes for the government, other than those
free enterprise members who object on basic principles. ,

Therefore, fencing with the DOT over "revenue neutral”
proposals is merely a mute exercise: the Congress has already
said, in the House, as of this date, that the Highway Use Tax
is unfair and should be done away with completely. I am repeating
this statement because I think it bears repeating and needs
remembering.

As of this date 27 Senators agree, and @I am sure that
when more Senators ease down into their 1984 saddles and see
the fairness to the industry: they, too, will spur themselves
down the path of fairness and pass S. 1475, introduced by
Senator Malcolm Wallop.

The current tax levels as outlined by STAA are way too
high.

In fact, several years ago, the Egcise Tax was determined
by the Congress to be unfair to the trucking industry and it,
too, was scheduled to be phased out. But the STAA not only
put its mouth to the dying excise tax but. in a burst of
holiday passion, resuscitated the patient, and, like Dr. Frankenstein,
gave it new life and more power. Unfortunately, the power to

destroy truckers and, perhaps even worse, pass yet another unfair

tax in the process.
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The fact that the 98th Congress has, in the méjority,
supported elimination of the Highway Use Tax, is italicized
by the statement by the Chairman of the Committee on Ways

and Means, Representative D4&mr Rostenkowski, who, on

February 1, said, in part; "The Committee on Ways and Means

has a long~standing commitment to reconsider the 1982 legislation

which restructurcd the heavy vehicle use tax."

That commitment, if an accurate tracing of recent history
is to be observed, goes back to yet another conmitment by
about three dozen concerned Congressmen who signed a letter
of commitment on or shortly after February 10, 1983, in order
to take a look at every single unfair tax contained in STAA.
That commitment of February 10, stimulated a lot of
deeper analysis by the new Congress into many of the
provisions contained in the STAA. And, without rolling up
history's sleeves too high, I would respectfully remind
the Committee that a lot of aggravation developed in the trucking
industry in January and February, 1983 over the heavy taxes

that had just recently been signed into law.
So I would hope that since the recent DOT "Alternatives

To_Tax On Use of Heavy Trucks"” did not get mailed by the DOT

until early February -- this very welcome hearing on February
9 should be considered as a cursory one inasmuch as many in
the industry have not had a chance to read, let alone study

the DOT charts and conclusions that run to 92 pages.

Rather than burden the Committee with 92 pages of

rebuttal, at this time, I merely suggest that some interesting
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conclusions were drawn and published in that recent DOT
study.

The first item that comes to mind is in a letter
written by the .Secretary of Transportation, Elizabeth Hanford
Dole on January 25, 1984, to the Chairman of the Committee
on Ways3: and Means, Representative Dan Rostenkowski .

(A copy of this letter is attached at the back of this
testimony.)

That particular letter discusses variations of the current
form of highway user taxes and touches on weight-distance
alternatives. But’nowhere in that January 25 letter is there
a discussion of the biggest sinc¢le tax of all -~ the Excise
Tax, which was part of the reason why truckers went on the
rampage a year and ten days ago.

The Excise Tax is the biggest single tax in the trucking
industry, yet it has gotten the least amount of discussion. Is
that because those who want to collect more taxes on an already
impoverished industry wish to hide or divert ciscussion? I would
not think that anyone in the Congress would do that, of course,
so I must assume it is an oversight, and, therefore, I welcome
the opportunity to explain in detail why this onerous tax
should be eliminated completely, not just reduced.

A previous Congress had, as noted, mandated that the
Excise Tax on trucks be eliminated. There were many reasons for
that but now, there are even more, because the trucking industry
is suffering from a five~-year recession, and the truck manufacturers,

too, have suffered and continue to suffer from that recession, in spite
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of recent smiles on the assembly lines.

The truck manufacturing recession has hurt not just the
thousands of manufacturing employees who were laid off, not
just the profits of companies that are a big part of America's
fast-fading manufacturing abilities, but also the viability
of the entire industry. How many businessmen or holiday travelers
would feel as comfortable on an airline if they knew the airline
had to postpone, for three or four years, the replacement of
equipment? Would not there be an uneaﬁy feeling among the
flying public? There should be.

But because the trucking industry is insuitated from public
socializing, the public does not see, and therefore, does not
understand how older and older truck equipment impacts
heavily -- eventually, anyway -- on the very viability of the
industry.

A lot of headlines may have been written about longer and
slightly wider trailers, but the facts are, only about 4,000 new
"big" trailers have been purchased in the last year. That is
about 4% of the total trailer population of the country. If
the airline industry were in the same situation, replacement wise,
would there be huge discussions about all the big planes
if only 4% of the planes were replaced with "new, improved”
models?

Additionally, as states' rights get handcuffed by complicated
and unworkable DOT formulas for connecting highways and increased

length and weight laws that have been fought tooth and nail,

many executives in the trucking industry, and independent truckers

in particular, have just laid in the bushes, twiddling their thumbs,
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waiting to see what the final results will be. Will state XX
allow a certain size truck, or will it be held up? Will the
Congress rescind some of the weight and length provisipna of
the STAA? These doubts are justified,

But, more to the point, the Excise Taxes are not user
taxes.

Additionally, of course, the railroads -- once again -~
benefitted from the STAA by having a tax exemption built in
to w.e bill, a tax exemption on trailers that do uue the
highways and are frequently overloaded, as well, for once
a piggyback hits the road for final delivery, it is frequently
overweight and unsafe. Trailer gires for piggyback trailers
are deliberately built cheaper, yet when they are on the highway
are they not still as potentially dangerous, especially since
plggyback trailers on the highways travel in the most congested
and most accident-prone areas of the country, namely, the
big cities,the heavy population centers? On top of that,
those overloaded trailers are not subject to the constant
inspections that regular highway trailers undergo when crossing
state after state. And, finally, most piggyback trailers return
the smallest revenue to the states because they traditionally
are affixed with cheap trailer plates, commonly licensed in

the state of Maine.

In checking with the Highway Patrols or State Police agencies
in seven states, the Independent Truckers Association has determined
that there is virtually no passion toward weighing trailers that

are owned by or leased by the railroads. "They have a real good
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lobby" is the typical retort by Highway Patrolmen or
‘State Police barracks representatives, when goaded to‘weiqh
heavily-overloaded trailers.

Surely, the Congress wanted to raise money through the
STAA. . —

That being the case, why not simply do what one of
the prime intents of the STAA wanted =-- bring in the money!

No tractor earns a trucking company money when it is
running empty, or when it is "bobtailing" which is the term
used to describe a tractor disconnected from its trailer.

Only freight on a trailer or inside a truck can earn
money.

Therefore, why not tax the trailers instead of the tractors?

There are about twice as many trailers in the country as
there are tractors. The trailer is the revenue-~producer. The
tractor, in a sense, is only the pilot. An airline is taxed
on the revenue it makes by hauling passengers. Its engines are
not taxed on revolutions, yet that is what the tax system of
the federal government and the states is mainly based on -- the
revolutions of the engines, whether that is through a "User
Tax" on the tractor or even the fuel tax.

To take logic -- or a revolutionary idea ~-- one step
further, why ﬁot simply develop a simple formula for taxing
all trucking companies . . . the same basic formula that the

Congress thinks is fair for the rest of the country . . .

a gross receipts tax..

This would be a far mcre fair method of collecting taxes

and would also, therefore, be met with the most resistance, since
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there seems to be a built in bias in certain segments of the
trucking industry -~ most notably the regulated, common carriers --
against real fairness of taxation. In fact, that is why the
state taxes, too, are mainly based on tractor ownership and
not trailer ownership . . . because, in no smali measure, the
lobbyists of the large fleets have designed and implemented
the tax structure so that the trailer owners have gotten off
practically scott free. Traditionally, the independent trucker
or "owner-operator" as he is sometimes called, has owne§ the
tractor but not the trailer. Yet the company he is leased to
gets a portion of the gross transportation revenue, usually
Erom 15% to 50%. But with the tractor having to bear the
entire cost of the Highway Use Tax,and a much larger portion
of the Excise Tax, it is easy to see why the fleets (i.e.,
trailer owners) have liked the cozy relationship whereby the
taxes ha&e been paid by the tractor owner. Likewise, the
state taxing agencies =- all of which are in violation of
Article 1, Section 9 of the U.S. Constitution -- have also
laid the heaviest burden on the owner of the tractor.

The DOT and some others that have not thoroughly researched
the negatives is proposing some sort of weight distance tax.

It sounds good. A weight distance tax. Easy?

Not to those states that have tried to enforce it.

There are several states that have enacted weight distance
taxes on the trucking industry in the past few years. Some states

have that tax in effect, even though, as noted, all such taxes

are in violation of Article 1, Section 9 of the United States

&n
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Constitution.

The states that have tried the weight-distance tax structure
and abandoned -it are: Alabama, Kansas, Minnesota, Utah, Georgia,
Kentucky, Oklahoma, West Virginia, Iowa, Michigan, Tennessee

and Wisconsin.
Even though some states like New York and Colorado still
have a weight~distance tax, it should be clear that there must

be something wrong if twelve states that did try it, also

abandoned it.
At a meeting in earlv December, 1982 with the Administrator

of the FHA, Ray Barnhart, former White House aide Bob Bonitati,
Deputy Secretary of DOT Derrel Trent and the national Vice President
of the Independent Truckers Association, Bill Scheffer, I

noted that the proposed raise in taxes would stimulate the states

to raise their taxes, as well, as the new, higher taxes would

send a signal to them. Ray Barnhart said "I know."

Again, Mr. Barnhart was right, for during the past.year or
so many states have raised their fees to trucks in increments
never, ever as low as the inflation rate.

In fact, many of the state fee increases during the past
year have been as high as 1,000%.

One state, Pennsylvania, passed a $185 per five-axle
truck fee on all trucks entering the state, even for a one mile
trip into the state, even if that truck never again leaves its
rubber footprint on Keystone state soil.

That started a state fee retaliatory war, and nine states

have passed or are in the process of passing retaliatory fees on
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trucks with a base plate from Pennsylvania. How ironic -- and
typical -- that other states would "punish" Pennsylvania by
taxing trucks licensed in that state! 1In fact, the taxes

are merely an example of more punishment on trucks, and the

Pennsylvania tag is merely the excuse.

As noted previously, the dissemination of the 92 page
DOT "Report to Congress” ("Alternatives To Tax On Use of Heavy
Trucks") has only just recently been available, so I respectfully
request the Committee to reserve judgement on that report
until all interested parties have had a chance to completely
analyze it . . . after they receive copies, that is.

But there are two or three items that need watching,
such as in the introduction which contains an erroneous
statement, "in its present‘form, the heavy truck use tax is
a nationally uniform user charge." .

Obviously, a tax not based on mileage or tonnage hauled
or highways traveled on, cannot be a user tax, so, right off
the bat in the introduction there is an error of basic understanding
or definition of a "user" tax.

The real heart of the entire DOT "Report to Congress"”
seems to beat loudest when the author discusses the study
and says, "the study focuses upon determining those tax methods
that best satisfy the often conflicting considerations listed

above, while retaining total highway revenues provided for in

the STAA of 1982.
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Therefore, the basic assumption and desire of the DOT is
to continue to tax trucks on a level that is, as noted, higher
than all the combined profits of all the regulated carriers for
a three year period. ' '

~Xet, as also noted, H.R. 2124 says that is not fair,

and a majority in” the House agree.

The same report notes that inflation has spurred highway
construction costs dramatically since 1956 -~ by 300%, in fact.

But the majority of the highways in the nation were
built, already, in 1956, and even by 1976, the majority of
the Interstate System had been built, even if many segments
were not,and even if many segments were not complete.

By the same token,-thousands of miles of "Interstate"
that were not constructed with "federal"” money have been incorporated
into the Interstate system . . .highways such as the Pennsylvania
Turnpike, the Ohio Turnpike, the Indiana Tollway and even
a turnpike in Virginia between Richmond and Petersburg has baeﬁ'
annexed by the Interstate system. Likewise in Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Oklahoma and others, turnpikes or toll roads
that had other funding, are now contained in the mileage family
of the Interstate System . . . roads costing billions of dollars
that were financed and paid for for many years before, even, the
were annexed. Wasn't the Interstate system supposed to be
a toll free system of interconnecting highways?

A Class 9 truck traveling on the Interstate Highway in
Pennsylvania that is also known as the Pennsylvania Turnpike

charges about a dollar a mile. That means that a trucker could pay
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$200 to the state of Pennsylvania to cross from New Jersey to Ohio,
in order to travel on a highway that was not built by federal

funds, but which is now considered part of the Interstate System.

Nothing has been done by either the states or the federal
government to put any sort of 1lid on the cost of state
license fees, the federal government claiming “states' rights,”
yet when it comes to aggravating highway insults like the 55 mph
speed limit, which Federal Highway Administrator Ray Barnhart
said "is a stinking law," the federal government says the
states have no rights.

I would like to point out that the Interstate System would
have to be built to the exact same standards as it is today
if there were no trucks running at all . . . simply because

part of the purpose of the Interstate system was to accommodate

heavy military vehicles.

To now and try to lay the blame for most damage on heavy
trucks is avoiding the truth., Certainly, heavy trucks cause
damage to roads. So does a bicycle crossing on a hot asphalt
pavement. Certainly, a Lear jet causes more damage to a runway
than a Cessna 172, but if that runway has to be built to
accommodate a 747 or C-130 Transport, why should the Lear jet
owner be turned into the villain, since the runway had to
be built to accommodate much heavier loads?

And there are many reports =-- even by the DOT -- which
prove that one of the biggest offenders (i.e., users) of overweight

trucks are state and local highway vehicles.
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Last, but hopefully not least, is the fact that the
STAA gave virtually no benefits to the independent trucker or
small fleek owner, because the allegedly mandated longer truck
lengths or "doubles” provisions cannot be accommodated by
the typical independent trucker. The "doubles" provisions
were designed to placate the large, regulated carriers whose
operations are frequently geared to twin trailers. The entire
system of trucking has a built in infrastructure prejudiced
against the independent trucker, especially the perishables
foods haulers. Therefore, theAlarger trailer provisions could
not be taken advantage of by 99% of the independents, and
not by 96% of the large fleets, even, if new trailer sales
are an accurate barometer. Yet the higher taxes were laid
on the doorstep of the indepencent ip equally heavy doses.

It is time the railroads were taxed on the fuel they
burn. A 10¢ per gallon tax would bring in $300 million per year,
and since the railroads enjoy many other tax advantages through
STAA perhaps the "equity" that is tossed around so freely
could apply to the railroads, too.

It is time that the same standards of "justice" are
applied to taxation of the trucking industry -~ a gross receipts
tax for all for hire carriers and an equivalent tax for private
carriers who would claim they had no gross receipts when hauling
their own goods.

If not a gross receipts tax, then a federal trailer tax
that would be revenue neutral would be the next fairest way to

insure that the vehicle that hauled the freight paid the bill.

35-748 0~82——16
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It should be noted that the vast majority of states already
had allowed an 80,000 pound weight limit prior to passage of the
STAA, so, in effect, three or four states were used as a blackmail
letter to the trucking industry in order to pass a huge tax that
virtually everone in the industry objected to, with the independent
truckers, as usual, taking the lead in getting the attention of
the root problem.

In Table III-3 in the DOT "Report to Congress," it
is noted that the DOT believes that a combination truck weighing
70,000 to 75,000 pounds has a "Total Cost Responsibility" of
5.49 cents per mile.

With the 12% Excise Tax in place, and the increase in
Highway Use Taxes and the Rubber taxes, etc., plus the already
existing federal fuel taxes, not to mention the state taxes,
the typical truck grossing 75,000 pounds already pays more
than the nickel and a half a mile that the DOT says will be
the cost responsibility in 1985.

Which means that even the DOT's study admits that many
of the heavy cla#ses of trucks must be overpaying now. And they
are.

The higher taxes have now helped to spawn a new breed of
"trucker," the "HOT SHOT" trucks which are small pickup trucks
hooked to large trailers. Those pickup trucks, with inadequate
brakes and stabilization, have been deliberately purchased to
avoid many of the new, higher taxes. There is virtually no
excise tax at all, no Highway Use Tax and precious little fuel

tax . . . yet these new "HOT SHOT" trucks are hauling 35 and
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40-foot trailers in interstate commerce, while their owners --
usually big fleets, of course ~- thumb their noses at STAA.
whé will pay for this?
The schoolbus load of children as a "HOT SHOT" goes out
of control because it has no brakes. The drivers, who will worry
and wonder every time they battle a cross-wind.
And so0 it has come to pass that another high tax is becoming
self~-defeating . . . by putting more truckers out of business,
‘by making some truckers find new ways to avoid the taxes altogether,
and by having a tax that is neither fair nor rational.
Big trucks have big brakes. More brakes than busses, in
fact. )
But isn't it time to put the brakes on a tax that was not
fully understood by a lame duck congress?
Apparently, the House of Representatives thinks so, because
they have spoken, and I believe it is time for the Senate to
speak after it has listened to the anguished cries of the industry
we all like to take for granted.
Take the trucking industry for granted, please. That is

a compliment, ﬁut.please do not allow taxes to take the industry

by the throat.

Mike Parkhurst, President
Independent Truckers Association

February 9, 1984 Editor-Publisher, Overdrive
7753 Densmore Avenue
Van Nuys, California 91406

(213) WE TRUCK
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f n‘% - THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20390
@ .
e } JAN 5§ K39
JAN 25 o34

The Honorable Dan Rostenkowski
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed is the “Report on Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks" '
in response to the mandate of Section 513(g) of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA).

This report, prepared in consultation with the Department of the Treasury,
is being delivered ahead of the required due date of January 1, 1985, so
that Congress may review our findings prior to the July 1, 1984, scheduled
increase in the use tax., The report reflects the most recent Treasury
estimates of trust fund revenues based upon the Administration's ecoromic

forecasts.
The report considers alternatives that are variations of the current

forms of highway user taxes. It also considers weight-distance alternatives
that, while promising, require a longer lead time to develop the administrative

procedures. .
Our ‘assessment of the alternatives is based on the following objectives:

to maintain revenues, in total and by vehicle class, as enacted
in the STAA,

to improve ease of payment and equity within user classes, and

*

to simplify administrative and enforcement requirements.

We believe that, in the event Congress determines to reconsider modifications
to the highway use taxes enacted in the STAA, the revenue, equity and
compliance implications of any alternative tax should be examined closely.

I look forward to working closely with you over the coming year on this
highway tax issue.

Sincerely,

Cc ﬁm@tﬂé\_\
EYizabeth Hanford Dole
/
¢

Enclosure
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Senator Symms. Do you have any questions, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. No. No questions, except to indicate that in 1982
there were a lot of things that we did that the trucking industry
wanted. Now, of course you have got all of those but what you
don’t like is the tax. Now, if we are going to go back and open up
the whole act, I guess we could start over, and maybe that would
be all right—put all of those thin%s back that you had that you
didn’t like in 1982, and then we will start from there. But we can'’t
start when you get all you want as far as the standardization and
all those things in the Commerce Committee, to increase productiv-
ity, and have you say; “But we like all that, but we don’t like the
tax,” now that you have got everything else. So I think we have to
make a fundamental decision: Are we going to open up everything?
Or are we going to stick to one issue?

Mr. PARKHURST. Mr. Chairman, may I add one note and trespass
on your hospitality one more time? '

he independent truckers got virtually nothing from that law
except an increase in tax. Generally speaking, the independent
trucker cannot take advantage of double trailers—the fact that the
States are now fighting the , and so forth, also is as: indication
that it is not really settled—but the independent trucker could not
really take advantage; nor has the large fleets, because in the last
irear only 4,000 trailers have been bought, the bigger trailers in the
l:atst: year, and that’s oniy about 4 percent of the entire trailer popu-
ation.

So even the regulated carriers that allegedly were goin? to be
benefited have not gone out in droves to take advantage of it, be-
cause of all the lawsuits.

The CHAIRMAN. No; I just make that point. I mean, we can’t op-
erate that way, to say, “Well, everything you want is fine, we are
not going to touch that; we are just going to argue about things you
don’t want.” If that’s what we have to do, then we ought to put
everything back on the table and start from there; then we can ne-
gotiate. But we can’t negotiate if dyou keep all you want; then we
are only fighting over what you don’t want. That's a pretty good
deal if you can work it out.

We only have—what?—145 days? So we are going to have to get
our heads together—I am talking about all of us—and figure out
what we are going to do, or there won't be any change.

We would like to make the change. As I said earlier, we would
like to put whatever change we make in the so-called down-pay-
ment package and get it done by mid-March.

Mr. JoHNSTON. Senator, if I could just make one additional com-
ment, Senator Symms mentioned the possibility of those who were
not paying the taxes—if we do end up with some combination of
diesel differential and Federal highwai' use tax, I would think that
it would be in the best interests of all concerned for some type of
amnesty arrangement for those who have not been paying in the
past. I think the revenue that would be generated as a result of
that would more than compensate.

Senator Symms. Do you think this is one of the reasons why
there was so much opposition to a diesel differential last year? I
know Senator Dole floated it, I floated it, and we couldn’t get any-
body to support the idea of a diesel differential.
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Mr. JounsToN. I think that was part of it, but then the other
part, as you mentioned earlier, Senator Dole, we didn’t support the
diesel differential; but you can bet that if we had known for sure
that we were going to end up with the $1,900, we probably would

have.
The CHAIRMAN. That’s higher than we want it, I might say, in

defense of the Senate.

Mr. JoHNSTON. At that point it was sort of like deciding whether
you wanted to be shot or stabbed. [Laughter]

Senator SymMms. We had a $1,200 tax here in the Senate, and
then we ended up losing it before it was over. Some of us voted for
the bill with a lot of reservations because of that. So I hope we can

make some changes here.
Thank you.
Mr. MorGAaN. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes?
Mr. MorGgaN. I would like to state one thing, that you said a

while ago: We do want to pay our fair share and have good high-
ways, and we feel that the only way we can do it is by the revenue
we generate. In other words, if we've got plenty of hauling, we're
having revenue turned over, we can in return spend it for fuel
which we can pay our tax on. That would be the simplest, most
easy way for everyone concerned to do this, with no bookkeeping—
nobody has got to tell a lie on a sheet of paper—it's coming from
the fuel pump, and you know you’re going to get it every month.
And it's the most easy way for the Government to have their
money coming to them. There’s no way of getting around it; if
you're going to run, you're going to pay.

And it could be an adjustable tax—we’re not saying whether it’s
2 cents or 7 cents; it's whatever is needed at the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, but I'm told, again—I'm not an expert—that
you will reach a point, if you get it too high, that somebody is going
to figure out a way not to pay it.

Mr. MorGaN. Well, we have experts that can figure out what’s
needed for the budget.

The CHAIRMAN. And you've probably experts who can figure out
how not to pay it, either, you know. [Laughter.]

I'll bet you could name a few. [Laughter.]

Well, we appreciate very much your testimony, and we will be
working, hopefully, with you. That’s what we're here for; we're
trying to move it. We are meeting as quickly as we can.

We will be working with the GAO. They have already indicated
that the owner-operators are the ones that are probably worse off,
and I think we appreciate that, too. .

Thank you.

Mr. MorGAN. Thank, you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Symms. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. We appreciate the panel that's now going to be
here waiting for others who were from out of town:

Bennett Whitlock, John Archer, and George Berg—American
Trucking Associations, American Automobile Association, and the
American Farm Bureau Federation.

Bennett, you are first.
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STATEMENT OF BENNETT C. WHITLOCK, JR., PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WHITLOCK. Senator, we have submitted a full statement. I
would appreciate it if the full statement and its attachments are
made part of the record.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be made part of the record as though de-
livered in full. What are the attachments? They are not that thick,
are they?

Mr. WHirLock. Oh, no.

The CHAIRMAN. We have to watch our budget.

Mr. WHrrLock. No, sir.

Mr. Chairman, to accommodate the committee I plan to be very
brief in my oral comments. But my brevity should not be construed
as any lessening of the trucking industry’s strong convictions that
the special truck tax increases approved in STAA were not only in-
equitable but also are totally unrelated to the industry’s use of the
highways.

As a result, carrier expenses for taxes have increased almost 21
percent—one of the industry’s fastest-growing expense items.

Should the increased truck use tax go into effect in July, we esti-

inate that almost one-third of our carriers will be operating at a
088.
The most onerous part of the truck tax in STAA is the 700-per-
cent increase in the so-called “heavy vehicle use tax.” This tax is a
misnomer, because it has no relationship to use. A vehicle travel-
ing 10,000 miles pays the same tax per year as a vehicle which
travels 110,000.

The trucking industry strongly supports S. 1475, legislation
which repeals the heavy vehicle use tax and replaces this property
tax with a 5-cent per gallon tax on diesel used in trucks.

S. 1475, as originally written, was revenue-neutral. However, the
legislation was not passed in 1983. As a result, S. 1475 has a slight
shortfall in revenue needed to fund the increased authorization
provided by STAA.

The industry would favor amending S. 1475, so long as the tax
option is tied to use. Large heavy vehicle use taxes, when coupled
with a diesel differential, violate this principle.

We urge the committee, in arriving at a decision on the level of
truck taxes, to consider the revenue necessary to fund the STAA
highway authorizations. To raise revenues which exceed the ex-
penditures authorized under STAA, in effect, provides a windfall to
the Highway Trust Fund and would result in only increasing the
already too large $10 billion trust fund balance. It also removes
purchasing power from the financially hard-pressed trucking indus-
try. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Mr. Whitlock’s prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
BENNETT C. WHITLOCK, JR.
PRESIDENT

AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC.

SUMMARY STATEMENT

Good morning, gentlemen. My name is Bennett C. Whitlock, Jr., and 1 am
president of the Amertcan Trucking Associations, Inc. (ATA) with offices at
1616 P Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C. ATA {s a federation with affiliated
associations in every state and the District of Columbia. In the aggregate,
ATA represents every type and class of motor carrier operation in the country,

both for-hire and private.

With me today is Lana R. Batts, Managing Director of ATA's Research and
Policy Analysis Division.
I have an in-depth statement 1 wish to submit for the record. In the

fnterest of time, ! would like to highlight the important issues raised in

this statement.

Fiyst. Mr. Chairman, 1 want to emphasize that the trucking industry is
committed to the program of increased federll.funding for our nation's highways
and bridges as provided by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA).

We are also comni;ted to paying our fair share of highway user taxes to raise
the necessary revenues to fund this increased federal program.

However, the special truck tax increases which were approved in the frantic
timetable of the special session of the 97th Congress are not only inequitable
but are totally unrelated to the industry's use of the highways.

. As a rtesult of STAA, carrier expenses for taxes have increased almost 21
percent and are the industry's fastest growing expense item. In July, when the
increased use tax goes into effect, we expect an increase of between 1.12 and
1.39 points in the industry's operating ratio. This means almost one-third of

our carriers will be operating at a loss. This compares with 23.6% today.
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The most onerous part of the truck tax increases is the 700% increase
in the so-called heavy vehicle use tax. This tax is scheduled to go from the
current maximum of $240 a year to $1,600 on Jﬁly 1 of this year and ultimately
to $1,900 in 1988, This tax is a misnomer because it has no relationship to use.
A vehicle traveling 10,000 mties pays the same tax as a vehicle which travels
110,000 miles per year.

Attached to my statement, are letters from individual carriers of varying
size detailing the impact of the Surface Traﬁ?Eortatton Assistance Act and-the
heavy vehicle use tax in particular on their financial condition. I ask that
these letters be entered into the record.

The trucking industry supports S. 1475, legislation which repeals the
heavy vehicle uge tax and replaces this property tax with a five-cents-per-
gallon tax on diesel used in trucks. This tax, called a diese! differential,
would not apply to diesel-powered automobiles, pickups, or vans under 10,000
pounds gross vehicle vetgh:. S. 1475 was introduced by Senator Malcolm Wallop
and co-sponsored by 26 bipartisan Senators, including eight members of this
committee. A comparable bill, H.R. 2124, has been introduced in the House of
Representatives where it has 228 co-sponsors.

S. 1475 is also supported by the Coalition for Equitable Truck Taxes.
This Coalition, of which we are a part, has 41 members, including major shipper
organizations; the entire food chain -- growers, processors, manufacturers,
wholesalers, and distributors; and all owner-operator groups. Coalition members
utilize for-hire, private and owner-operator trucks.

Mr. Chairman, the Coalition sent a letter to each member of Congress

on January 23, 1984, outlining its position. Briefly, the letter urges early

passage of S. 1475. I would like to have that letter which is attached to my

statement enteved into the record.
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Mr. Chairman, S. 1475 was originally written to be revenue neutral.

However, because the legislation was not passed i{n 1983, S. 1475 will result in

a 8light short fall of revenue to fund the increased authorizations provided by

STAA. However, the industry would favor amending S. 1475, so long as certain

principles are adhered to:,

1) The tax option be as closely tied to use as possible, and on a

pay-as-you-go basis. Large

heavy vehicle use taxes, even when coupled

vith a diesel differential, violates this principle;

2) The amount of revenue raised approximates the $72.021 billion revenue

level needed to fund STAA authorizations.

Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to
of Transportation's report entitled
which was submitted to the Congress

Because Congre;s was concered
vehicle use tax and the effect this

condition of the trucking industry,

say just a few words about the Department
"Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks"
on January 25, 1984, ’

with the size of the increase in the heavy
would have on the recessionary financial

STAA provided for the Department of Trans-

portation to study aiternatives to the tax. We are pleased that the Department

did not endorse any of the tax alternatives submitted and leaves it to Congress

to determine the most equitable approach. We are concerned that the Department

has changed its original estimates of the revenues to be raised by the taxes

enacted in December, 1982, Instead of the $72.021 billion as estimated at that

time by the Joint Committee on taxation, DOT's new revenue estimates are $73.3

billion,

We urge the committee, in arriving at a decision on the level of truck

taxes, to consider the necessary revenue to fund the STAA highway programs. To

raise revenues which exceed the expenditures authorized under STAA, in effect
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provides a windfall to the Highway Trust Fund and would result in only increas-
ing the already too large $10 billion Trust Fund balance. It also removes
purchasing power from all highway users, including the-financially hard pressed
trucking industry.

Mr. Chairman, the trucking industry urges favorable consideration by this
comnictee of S. 1475 with some modifications to enable the Highway Trust Fund to
fund the authorizations in STAA.

The approach offered by S. 1475 has three distinct advantages:

o Returns user funding of highway projects to a pay-as-you-go basis;

o Establishes a taxing mechanism which is easily administered and provides

lictle opportunity for non-compliance; and

o Establishes tax rates for the trucking industry which are equitable

‘

and more affordable.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The American Trucking Associations, Inc; (ATA) welcomes the opportunity
to discuss alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax which was dramatically
increased by the Sgrface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982.

Obviously, Congress was concerned with the magnitude of the heavy vehicle
use tax contained in STAA because it required the Departments of Transportation
and Treasury to conduct a study on alternative tax structures in Section 513(g).
To the credit of both Departments, the study was completed one year early and
presented to Congress on January 26, 1984. We were pleased that the study did
not endorse ‘any tax alternative and left it to Congress to determine the most
equitable nppro;ch.

The trucking industry is committed to the program of increased federal
funding for our nation's highways and bridges as provided by STAA. We are also
committed to paying our fair share of highway user taxes to raise the necessary
revenues to fund this increased federal program.

However, the special truck tax increases which were approved in the frantic
timetable of the special session of the 97th Congress are not only lnequitaslc,
but also are totally unrelated to the industry's use of the highways.

The most onerous part of the truck tax increases is the 700% increase
in the so-called heavy vehicle use tax. This tax is scheduled to go from the
current maximum of $240 a year to $1,600 on July 1 of this year and ultimately
to $1,900 in 1988. This tax has no relationship to use. A vehicle traveling

10,000 miles pays the same tax as a vehicle which travels 110,000 miles per

year.
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The trucking industry supports legislation to repeal the heavy vehicle '

use tax and replace this property tax with a five-cent diesel differential
applicable only to trucks. S. 1475 introduced by Senator Malcolm Wallop and
co-sponsored by 25 Senators accomplishes‘chis. S. 1475 is also supported by

the Coalition for Equitable Truck Taxes. This coalition of which we are a part,
has 41 members, including major shipper organizations; the entire food chain -~
growers, processors, manufacturers, wholesalers, and distributors: and all
owner-operator groups. Coalition members utilize for-hire, private and
owner-operator trucks.

As originally drafted, S. 1475 was intended to raise sufficient revenue to
fund STAA and was thus revenue neutral. Because the legislation was not enacted
in 1983, there is a slight shortfall in revenue. We support amending S. 1475 to
correct this so long as the following principles are maintained:

1) The tax option be as closely tied to use as possible, and on a
pay-as-you-go basis. Large heavy vehicle use taxe{. even when coupled
with a diesel differential, violates this principle;

2) The amount of'rnvenue'raised approximates the $72.021 billion revenue

level needed to fund STAA authorizations.

The industry is united in its opposition to a federal weight-distance tax.
Weight-distance taxes have been repealed in more states than currently have
them. The taxes have inherent problems which make them subject to widespread
evasion., The taxes increase paperwork and recordkeeping for carriers. The admin-
istrative costs are unattractive and an unnecessaty'ggvernment expense. Our

position is detailed in Section V of this statement.

Also included in our statement are sections dealing with:

o The impact of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act on motor carrier
earnings;

o The excessive levels of the heavy vehicle use tax; and

o The widespread support for the diesel differential.
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II. THE IMPACT OF THE SURFACE-
TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT ON
MOTOR CARRIER EARNINGS

Passage of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA)
signaled the beginning of & significant increase in motor carrier operating
taxes and fees as the industry was singled out to pay a substantial portion
of the funds (channelled into the Highway Trust Fund) needed to refurbish
and msintain our public highway network. The highway tax increases were
much greater than the industry had ever before been assigned. For a typical
5 axle tractor-semitrailer, annual Federal user taxes as they are now structured
will more than double the vehicle's tax burden, increasing from $1,746 prior
to the STAA to $3,973 by 1985, the first full year the increased Heavy
Vehicle Use Tax will be in effect. The tax burden will continue to escalate
as the Use Tax is stepped up from its initial $1,600 annually to $1,900
annually by 1988,

Concomitant with the Federal increase in motor vehicle highway fees has
been activity in numerous states to also increase their charges against motor.
carriers, to match additional Federal highway funding. To date almost all

states have increased or sre proposing increases in state highway taxes against

trucks.

NEGATIVE IMPACT EXPECTED ON MOTOR CARRIERS
When the STAA was passed, ATA conducted sn impact assessment on the

effect of the increased taxes on the motor carrier financial posture., The



251

technique measured 1982 earnings as if the 1985 level of taxes had been in
effect in 1982. It also assumed that state tax increases would follow the

Federal lead, as is indeed occurring. The result of this assessment showed

that the effect of the higher taxes was an increase in the operating ratio

(total operating expenses divided by gross freight revenue) between 1.12 and
1.39 points, The range of the increase is reflective of differing types of
equipment used by the industry and the differing tax structures applicable
to the various units. Had the taxes been in effect in 1982, the industry
operating ratio would have risen from its actual 98.29 level to between
99.41 to 99.68. Instead of generating a meager net income the equivalent
of 0,50 percent of revenues, the tax increases would have resulted in an
industry ﬁ-t loss of 0.62 to 0.89 percent of revenues.

This, of course, was a suppositional analysis designed to measure the
tax impact while avoiding the timing differences in the actual effective dates
of the various.elements of the overall tax increase. Presently, the first
tier of Federal taxes is in effect, including the 5 cent per gallon fuel tax,
the 12 percent excise tax (both effective in April 1983) and, most recently,
the tire tax (Jan. l; 1984)., The Heavy Vehicle Use Tax is scheduled to
become effective July 1, 1984, Thus, while the full tax package is not yet

applicable, the industry is already feeling the impact,

RISING TAXES HINDER INDUSTRY RECOVERY

In 1983, the motor carrier industry improved its financial performance
for the first year since 1978. However, in spite of the robust growth being
experienced by the economy, the growth in motor carrier business has been

modest, Although the financial posture had improved, it has not reached levels
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which can be considered adequate in light of future needs, A major factor

hindering the motor carrier recovery and achievement of sound financial
margins is the higher level of operating taxes and licenses already being
paid by the carriers,

Since the 5 cent fuel tax and excise tax increases became effective in
April 1983, the impact did not materialize until the second quarter. Combined
results for general freight and specialized motor carriers for the second
and third quarters of 1983 and 1982 show operating taxes increasing 20.65

percent < from 2.43 percent of revenues to 2,78 percent. During the same

period revenues grew 5.55 percent and total expenses 3.33 percent. Vehicle

milesge was up 2.5] percent and tons 4.06 percent. Thus, it appears that
the Federal tax increases and state tax increases have already resulted in
at least a 0.35 point incresse in the motor carrier .operating ratio. This
impact may even be an understatement since taxes have historically been ‘
among the most stable of motor carrier expenses, changing very little in

context of wider fluctuations in revenues or total expenses. At present, it

is the fastest groving of the various expenses required to operate a truck

line.

TAXES COULD BREAK MANY CARRIERS

While the impact of the fuel and related tax increases is severe on
motor carrier aggregate results, its effect on individual carriers can be
devastating. Consider that even in the improved industry environment of 1953.
23.6 percent of all individual carriers lost money from operations through

nine months of the year (operating ratio of 100.0 or higher). Of these
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firms, almost 15 percent are unprofitable by the margin of increase in
operating taxes stemming from the Federal tax increases presently effective,
With the greatly escalated Heavy Vehicle Use Tax scheduled to take effect
on July 1, 1984, these carriers' ability to turn losses to profits will be
severely limited. In fact, most of these carriers will remain unprofitable.

When the operating ratio increases another one point as a result of the Heavy

Vehicle Use Tax, the industry could see up to 3| percent of its firms in the

" red" R

RECOVERING FROM TAX BURDEN DIFFICULT

In the highly competitive motor carrier industry today, the ability of
many carriers to recover from the tax increases is limited., The Department
of Transportation has asserted that productivity benefits ($3.2 billion)
would offset, if not exceed, the cost of the tax increases ($1.8 billion),
This level of benefits has been contradicted by other research which shows
total benefits of less than §1 billion annually.*

Further, even these benefits have not materialized for several reasons.
First, carriers opera;ing at or close to the gross vehicle weight limit
with existing equipment cannot use the increased sizes for trailers. This
applies, in fact, to & majority of truck operators, especially those in the
specialized segments of truckiné. Further, the system of highways over which
Finally,

the longer and wider vehicles can operate has not been finalized,

many carriers lack the funds to invest in the more productive units. This

is a result of the 1978 to 1982 earnings decline.

CONCLUSION

Thus, the increasing Federal and state operating taxes add to the industry's
dilemma. Operating taxes and licenses are the fastest growing of motor carrier
-expenses and a further rise of one point in the operating ratio will result

in about a third of the carriers experiencing losses from operations,

* See Attachment I, "Analysis of the Department of Transportation's Claim
of the Benefits Accruing to the Trucking Industry from the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982", by Regina T. Selva (as presented
to the Transportation Research Board January 1, 1984), :

35-748 O0—~82——17
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III. THE HEAVY VEHICLE USE TAX LEVELS ARE EXCESSIVE

In Section 513(g) of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1982 (STAA), Congress directed the Department of Transportation and
Treasury to conduct a study on alternatives to the heavy vehicle use

tax. Congress directed the study because of its concern about the the

size of the increase, in the heavy vehicle use tax.

TAX LEVEL 1S EXCESSIVE
With passage of STAA, the heavy vehicle use tax will increase from

a maximum of $240 per year to $1,600 on July 1, 1984 and ultimately

$1,900 in 1988 — a 700 percent increase. While the new schedule has
been described as a phase—tﬁ. actuslly the first increase is a dramatic
566 percent, and the remaining three are only 6.25 percent, 5.88 per-
cent, and 5.55 percent respectively. As rnoted earlier, the impact of
the first increase is to raise the.induatry's operating ratio by o;o
point, In the financially hard pressed trucking industry, a one point

increase results in almost one-third of the carriers operating at a

loss.

TAX HAS NO gsLArron TO USE

In a&éitton to thg adverse impact of the dramatic increase, the
heavy vehicle use tax is a contradiction in terms: the use tax has no
relationship to use, A vehicle which travels 10,000 miles pays the same
tax as a vehicle traveling 110,000 miles, The tax remains the same
regardless of whether the industry i{s experiencing a declining economy
with reduced mileage or a booming economy with {ncreased mileage.

Furthermore, for a typical five-axle tractor-semitrailer, $1,320 of his
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total Federal annual highway user tax of 33,973 bears no relationship to
use.1 This represents 38,3 percent of the highway user taxes,

Finally, although STAA allowed a refund for vehicles lost or

stolen, there is no refund for vehicles traded or sold. The liability

of the tax is calculated on the entire year and must be paid in full.

TAX COMPLIANCE, EVASION, AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS
The heavy vehicle use tax is the only Federal highway user tax that

is self reporting. As a result, it i{s subject to widespread evasion,

The American Trucking Associations estimate that almost 20 percent of

the vehicles liable for the tax do not pay it. In its study on tax

alternatives, the American Association of State Highway and Transporta-

tion Officials (AASHTO) estimate evasion of 7-15 porcent.2

STAA did attempt to correct the evasion problem by requiring thdt
the states verify payment of the use tax before issuing vehicle regis-

tration. Even with this method, the AASHTO study claims that non-

compliance will continue to be widéspread because ",...the tax 1is

increasing substantially, which increases the incentive for evasion,"

Typical vehicle as defined by the Federal Highway Administration's
"Road User and Property Taxes on Selected Motor Vehicles" (1982,
latest edition): 4,8 miles per gallon; $60,517 vehicle price (F.0.B,
factory, not including 10 percent dealer markup); S-year life; and
124,000 mile tire life (10 tires at 91.1 pounds and 8 tires at 104.3
miles),

2 "AASHTO Study of Motor Carrier Taxation and Registration Issues"
prepared by System Design Concepts and Harold A. Hovey, Final Report
to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation

3 Officials, December 1983, p. VI-35.
Ibid y P.. VI-3u0
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STAA also included an exemption for vehicles which travel less than

5,000 miles, In its study on alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax,

the Department of Transportation (DOT) stated that exemptions ".,.make

4

assessment problematic and compliance more difficult.®  The Internal

Revenue Service (IRS) has yet to indicate how this exemption will be
administered. Suffice it to say, administration of this exemption will
be difficult without an array of auditors. The incentive for noncompli-
ance is Jjust too tempting: a truck traveling 4,999 miles pays no heavy
vehicle use tax while a truck traveling two miles further, or 5,001

miles, could be liable for as much as $1,600,

COMPETITIVE PROBLEMS WITHIN INDUSTRY

Two features of the heavy vehicle use tax oreate competitive
problems within the trucking industry: the owner-operator one-year delay
and the exemption for Canadian carriers coming from provinces with
bilateral reciprocity agreements with states,

STAA contains a one year delay in imposing the tax for owner-
operators owning no more than five vehicles, Thus in 1984, a carrier
with six or more trucks would be paying as much as $1,600 per truck
while a competitor with five or fewer trucks would be paying a maximum
of $240 per truck, or $1,360 less., For a typical five-axle tractor-
semitrailer traveling 70,000 miles per year, as defined by the Federal
Highway Administration.s one vehicle will be paying 0.34 cents per mile
in use tax while another will be paying 2.28 cents per mile. In today's
highly competitive environment, a 1,94 cent per mile difference in rates

is significant and could spell disaster for many companies.

4 "Alternatives to tax on Use of Heavy Trucks," Department of Trans-

5 portation, January 1984, p, VII-3,
"Road User and Property Taxes on Selected Vehicles," op cit.
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Because of a determination by the IRS, some Canadian carriers

operating in the United States are liable for the heavy vehicle use tax

while others are not., Canadian carriers coming from provinces that have

bilateral registration reciprocity agreements with states are not deemed
by the IRS to be registered for purposes of the heavy vehicle use tax.
Yet American carriers operating in these same provinces pay the use tax.

The exemption results in a signficant cost per mile competitive

advantage for the Canadian carriers.

Carriers coming from provinces in the International Registration
Plan (IRP) are deemed by the IRS to be registered in the U.S. and,
therefore, are liable for the use tax. This disparity creates competi-
tive problems within Canada,

Furthermore, no international operation -- American or Canadian
based -~ receives special exemption or prorated heavy vehicle use tax

for infrequent usage of U.S. highways.

In summary, a diesel differential will eliminate this barrier to
international trade. The Canadian Government has stated its preference
for either a prorated use tax based on miles traveled (regardless of

country of origin) or a diesel fuel differential.6

6 "Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks," op eit., p. A-2,
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IV, DIESEL DIFFERENTIAL IS ONLY

OPTION WITH WIDESPREAD SUPPORT

Throughout the whole debate on alternatives to the heavy vehicle use
tax, the only tax alternative with any subscantisl support has been the
diesel differencial as envisioned in H.R. 2126 and S. 1675, Of the 93
comments filed with the Department of Transportation (Docket No. 83-3),
onened April 7, 1983, 54 suppnrted a diesel differential, 12 supported a
weight-distance tax, 20 supported other types of taxes and the remaining 7
did not address the 1{issue. In addition, 41 national and regional
associations have formed an organization called the Coalition for Equitable
Truck Taxes, which supports passage of S. 1475 and H.R. 2124, Currently, 26

senators are cosponsors for S. 1475, while a majority of the House of

Representatives are cosponsoring H.R. 2124,

PREDICTABLE TAX SOURCE

The diesel fuel tax has already proven to be a predictable revenue

source. Currently, 12 states have diesel differentials, They are:

Alabama Mississippi
Arkansas Montana
Colorado New York
Il1linois Tennessee
Iova Texas
Kansas Vermont

No state has indicated a shift from diesel to gasoline-powered
vehicles because of the diesel differential. This is hecause a diesel

engine is more fuel efficient than a gasoline engine.
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Finally, as Table 1V-1 indicates, S. 1475, when introduced, would have
raised aporouimately the same amount of revenue as STAA, or $72 billion as
estimated by the Joint Committee on Taxation. While the surplus fn the

Trust Fund has risen from $9 billion to $10 billion, the industry 1s
committed to a tax proposal which raises approximacely the same amount of

money so long as it embodies the principles set forth in H.R. 2126,

EAST TO ADMINISTER

The diesel differential, as contained in S. 1475, has at least three

advantages over other optiouns: First, it {s not a new taxing ootion. As a

result, it will not require new forms or new procedures. Carriers paying

the current diesel tsx will only pay a higher rate. Secondly, it {s not a
self-reporting tax. As a result, compliance {s widespread and hard to avoid.

In addition, exempting owners of diesel-powered cars and light trucks
under 10,000 pounds GVW uould'not place new requirements on the Federal
government and the taxpayers. Currently, the Federal government rebates
fuel taxes to certain farmers; commercial fishing vessels; intercity, local
and school buses; gasoline/alcohol mixture; and qualified taxicabs;
Assuming the nation's 2.8 million farmers claim a refund for off-highway
usage, then the Federal government is handling at least that many refunds
from the Internal Revenue Service, Form 4136, "Computation of Credit for
Federal Tax on Gasoline, Special Fuels, and Lubricating 0il."” Allowing a
refund for the nation's diesel-powered automobiles and light trucks would

not be a new requirement for the Federal government.
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Concerns have been raised bv the American Association of State Highwav
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) that it would be too costlv to handle

“refunds to exempt diesel-powered vehicles. Yet, AASHTO estimates in its

recent study on Motor Carrier Taxation that the cost for each refund would

be between 20 cents and $1.00 per refund.l/ This hardly constitutes a major

increase in Federal tax collection expenditures.

COMPLIANCE COSTS ARE LOW

In contrast to the large lump-sum payment required by the heavy
vehicle use tax under the STAA, the diesel differential will be a truly
"pay-as-you-go" tax. This has been a long-standing principle of highwav
taxation which has been supported by ATA. The 'pay-as-you-go'" principle
continues to be widely supported in the motor carrier industry, especially
in today's tight money conditions for many motor carriers.

A diesel differential would not require any additional recordkeeping
beyond that which already occurs. As noted above, the only burden would be
on the diesel-powered automobile and light truck owners who would file a
form requesting an average credit or refund of 330' similar to 1IRS
Form 4136. There would be a significant paperwork reduction for'

1.8 millionzl 3/ to 1.4 millionﬁ/ combination trucks currently paving the

1/ "AASHTO Study of Motor Carrier Taxation and Registration Issues,"
Prepared for the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials, by System Design Concepts, Inc. and Harold A. Hovey,
December 1983, p. VI-27.

2/ Transportation System Desc..ptors Used in Forecasting Federal
Highway Revenues, Final Report, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration, June 1981, Section III.

3/ Capital Cost Allocations and lser Charge Structure Ootions, Highway
Cost Allocation Study, Working Paper Number 12, U.S. Department of Trans-
portation, Federal Highway Administration, July 1981, p. 33,

4/ Final Report on the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study, Report
of the Secretary of Transportation to the !United States Congress, Pursuant
to Section 506, Public Law 95-599, Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1978, May 1982, p. IV-23.
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heavy vehicle use tax.

In addicion, Canadian carriers favor a diesel differential. A diesel
differential overcomes the problems of Canadian-based carriers in some
provinces which are subjected to the heavy vehicle use tax and those based

in other provinces which have reciprocal agreements that allow them to

avoid taxes.
COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS ARE MINIMAL

The diesel differential is a simple, straightforward tax that cannct
be easily avoided. As a result, it has very high compliance and low
enforcement costs. In fact, {n most states the costs to collect are
spproximately one percent. (See Table V-2)

Allegations have been raised that if a diesel differential tax were
adoptid, there will be massive tax evasion by truck operators who will use
middle distillates such as home furnace oil, heating ofl, and kerosene, on
which there are no.taxes, as substitutes for diesel fuel. There is alreadv
a substantial difference in the price of highway diesel! fuel and other
non-taxable middle distillates. Yet, there {s no evidence of extensive
evasion because practical roadblocks prevent such cheating which will
continue with a diesel differential.

Massive evasion is not possible because of the lack of availabilictv of
"diesel for nrontaxable middle distillates for truck operations. It fs

difficult for truck operators to purchase large quantities of nontaxcd

substitute fuels because they are not sold by truckstoos.
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Substantial tax losses could occur onlv where there are large volumes
of middle distillates sold. However, states presently require ali bulk fuel
facilicties to be registered, and these facilities are regularly inspected.
Non-registered facilities frequented by heavy trucks will be easily
detected.

Likewise, a one truck operator who uses his home hkeating oil as a
diesel substitute will be detected. Heating oil companies sell on degree
days which enables them to know how much fuel is being used and when to
refill tanks. If a customer starts to use 250 gallons a week, it will cause
an i{nvestigation; especially in the summer.

Hnss{ve evasion of a diesel differential tax by the trucking industrv
would require a huge, sophisticated black market. Tt takes roughly 600
gallons of diesel to cross the country with a loaded truck. Locating

fllegal fuel stops that could handle the volumes of fuel needed would

present a major logistical problem.
Beyond the difficuvlty of obtaining sufficient substitute fuels, there
are {nherent problems in using them {n today's highly-soohisticated diesel

engines. Diese! fuels are made to burn in truck engines while the untaxed

products are blended and refined for other purposes. In diesels, there is a
variable workload and air supply, while furnace burners work at a constant
workload and air supply. Diesel fuel must provide a controlled, ranid burn
whereas heating ail does not require such nroperties. Admittedly,
subscitutes can be burned in diesel engines periodically. However, such a

long-term practice will lead to increased maintenance and failures.
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Problems include:

(1) Furnace fuels are not as clean as diesel which will lead to
filter problems;

(2) Furnace fuels do not include flow improvers which will cause
serious vinter operating problems;

(3) The detergents needed in diesel fuel to keep injectors and
combustion chambers clean are missing from other products;

(4) Ash and sulfur are not controlled in furnace oil as they are
in diesel fuels causing deposit and acid problems

(5) Heating values are dJdifferent for heating fuel and are less
economical; and

(6) Furnace oils do not contain the blend and additives needed to
assure a rapid, controlled burn.

The damage done by the use of substitute fuels i{s detectable and not
covered by engine warranty. Every engine builder warns against such
practices.

As a consequence, the low profits available to black market dealers,
the problem in obtaining massive amounts of substitute fuels, and
combustion difficulties caused by such fuels argue strongly against their
being widely used as substitute for diesel fuel.

Even with these problems 1in availability and substitutability of
diesel fuel for nontaxed middle distillates, allegations have been made
that Canada experienced large evasion problems with a diesel differentfal.
fc was alleged that when Canada colored highway diesel fuel, the
collection r;ées increased dramatically.

Yet the Canadian diesel differential is quite unlike that being

proposed by S. 1475 and H.R. 2124.1/ For example, four Canadian orovinces

"The Coloring of Motor Fuel in Canada," prepared by the Federation of
Tax Administrators, Research Memorandum 555, May 1983.
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levy an ad valorem tax on diesel fuels but not heating ofl. As of

January !, 1982, the rates on diesel fuel in these four jurisdictions were:

Manitoba: 20 percent of retail price
Oncario: 27 percent of retatl price
Quebec: 20 percent of retail price

- Saskatchewan: 28 percent of retatl price.
A five cent diesel differential represents four percent of the current
price of diesel fuel at 123.8 cent per gallon, as measured by the
Interstate Commerce Commission's weekly survey of truckstops. The Canadian

experience {s hardly relevant to the discussion of a five cent diesel

differential.

SUMMARY

As indicated earlier, a five cent diesel different(al. meets the
criteria of equity, economic efficiency, productivity, administrative
feasibility, payment ease, and complfance and enforcement. Furthermore, it
returns highway funding to a pay-as-you-go principle for highway user fees.

It raises the necessary revenue for a substantially increased highway

program.
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V. WETGHT-DISTANCE TAXES FAIL TO MEET THE

OBJECTIVES FOR REASONABLE HIGHWAY TAXATION

The railroads, the American Automobile Association (AAA)and others

favor the imposition of some form of a Federal weight-distance tax as a

substitute for the heavy vehicle use tax. The extreme complexity in

assessing and administering weight-distance tax schemes cause them to be

inexact, {impercise, and inconsistent. As will be demonstrated in this

section, weight-distance tax proposals satisfy none of the objectives of

good highway taxation.

A COMPLEX TAX

Taxes based on some measure of weight and distance can come in many

forms:

(a) a ctax rate applied to the gross weight of the vehicle and the
mileage traveled;

(b) a tax rate applied according to the gross weight of the
vehicle and mileage traveled when the vehicle {s either
partially or fully loaded but a different rate applied to the
unladen weight of the vehicle and mileage traveled when emoty:

(c) a tax rate applied according to the unladen weight of the
vehicle and the mileage traveled; and

(d) a tax rate applied according to the number of axles and
mileage traveled.

While there is some confusion between weight-distance taxes and ton-

mile taxes, there shouldn't be. In theory, a ton-mile tax varies according

to the actual load per vehicle. In practice, only Colorado assesses a

ton-mile tax.l/ All other weight-distance (ton-mile) taxes are based uoon

some type of registered weight: unladen, empty, and maximum gross.

1/ The tax is assessed at a rate of .8 mills per ton-mile of empty
weight, plus two mills per ton-mile of cargo weight. Reports on mileage are
filed each month. To guarantee payment, a bond must be posted equal to two
months esctimated liability.



267

A weight-distance tax, like its predecessor the ton-mile tax, is based

upon a pseudo-scientific concept. The theory of a tax based on tonnage
multiplied by mileage sounds terrific, but is deceptive. It is based on an
erroneous concept that all highway wear is directly related to the weight

of a truck (including load) and that weight and distance are a fair measure

of this pavement wear. No evidence has ever been produced demonstrating a

direct causal relationship between highway costs and weight-distance.
Furthermore, most weight-distance tax advocates are suggesting a
scheme based on gross registered weight; not operating weight. Thus, while
admini{strative feasibility may be enhanced, the opportunity to achieve
acceptable levels of equity and efficiency is significantly reduced.
The average weight of any vehicle varies according to the type of
freight availability, and other factors. For

operation, commodity hauled,

example, the average operating weight of a general freight vehicle

registered at 80,000 pounds is 61,000 pounds. It is clear that there {s no

predictable relationship between registered and operating weights.

Ten states (Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Kentucky, Nevada, New Mexico,

New York, Ohio, Oregon, and Wyoming) have taxes that could be broadly

construed to assess a weight-distance tax. Six states apply the tax on the
basis of registered gross weight. Three states base the tax on unladen or

empty weight. And Ohio bases the tax on the type of vehicle and the number

of its axles.

Significantly, no other class of taxpayer is subject to the complex

and burdensome requirements of a ‘''registered weight-distance" tax. The

filing of a bond, the need to display a tax plate demonstrating compliance

in some cases, the elaborate reporting forms and mileage records, and the
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proposed assessment of a carrifer for the per diem expense of an audit by

the state personnel, add up to a svstem of enormous expense and, {n many

cases, a reduced revenue level to the states.

ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY IS CHECKERED

The history of weight-distance (ton-mile) taxes indicates that they
have been found to be unsatisfactory. Eleven states have repealed laws
imposing such taxes. (See Table V-1.) In other words, more states have
tried and abandoned some form of a weight~distance tax than currently have
theu. As the table demonstrates, the principal reason for the repeal was
that the taxes could not be administered successfully without using

objectionable procedures. States found the taxes difficulty to enforce and

costly to administer.

The costs of administering weight-distance taxes are high for both the
government and the taxpayer. Any cax requiring self-reporting of detailed
records creates a potential for evasion. A study done by Wilbur Smith and

Associates, for the Wyoming legislature, Highway lser Fee Study, contains

the following statement about the Wyoming mileage tax, or Compensatory Fee:

Another serious problem with the current system is the
potential for tax evasion. The limited information which s
available as well as a review of operating procedures suggest
that the opportunity to avoid payment of compensatory fees exists
on a significant scale.l/

Consequently, to ensure a reasonably full complaince, audits of

carrier records must be made on a regular basis.

1/ Wilbur Smith and Associates and the Wyoming Legislature Joint
Transportation and Highways Interim Committee, Wyoming Highway lser Fee

Scudy, 1981.
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) annually receives data from

each of the states on the cost of collecting 'State Motor-Vehicle and

Motor-Carrier Tax Receipts.” This includes registration fees, drivers

licenses, titling taxes, fines and penalities, mileage and ton-mile taxes

and other miscellaneous receipts. Costs of collection for fuel taxes are

also reported to FHWA.

In those forty-two statesg/ and the District of Columbia not assessing
weight-distance taxes, the .cost of collecting traditional motor vehicle and
motor carrier taxes in 1980 averaged 12% percent of the taxes collected
while fuel taxes were 0.78 percent. For the eight states in 1980 which
collected weight-distance taxes as well as those traditional taxes, the
motor vehicle cost of collection was 16.8 percent and fuel tax cost was
1% percent. This meaﬁs that the total cost of collection of all highway
user taxes as reported by the states was 8.12 percent of total user taxes
in the eight weight-distance tax states and only 5.89 percent in the other
42 states. The estimated cost of collection of the weight-distance tax in

these eight states is more than $66 million, (See Table 1IV-2.) Despite

claims of very low collection costs for weight-distance taxes, the state

reports to FHWA show chat 30 percent of all weight-distance tax collections

are expended to collect the tax.

2/ Data not available for scates enacting weight-distance caxes in
1981 or after.

35-148 0—82——18
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TABLE V-1

STATES REPEALING WEIGHT-DISTANCE (TON-MILE) TAXES

STATE

Alabama

Georgia

lowa

Kansas

Michigan

Minnesota

Oklahoms

Tennessee

Utah

West Virginia

Wisconsin

DATE IN EXISTENCE

1941 - 1961
1931 - 1937
1925 - 1939
1931 - 1955
1946 - 1966
1936 - 1949
1923 - 1938
1931 - 1939
1933 - 1937
1933 - 1951
1933 - 1953

See next page for explanations

REASON FOR REPEALING

"Administrative Expenses Ran High ...
21.47% of gross colleccions” 1/

"Difficulet to administer because it
involves self-declaration ...
open to evasion.” 2/

."Problems of Enforcement Out of

Proportion” _3/

"“Expense of collecting this

mileage tax vas crather excessive ...
very expensive on the motor carrier,
owner ..._&/

"Very impractical ... cumbersome and
costly to ldnlnistnr"_&/

"Enforcement ... almost universally
as unacceptable" 6/

Discourage the development of {ntra-
state regular route service 7/

"Riddled by the Exemptions” 8/
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TABLE V-1 (Cont'd.)

STATES REPEALING WEIGHT-DISTANCE (TON-MILE) TAXES

1/ Figures based on the Comptroller General's and Treasurer's report for
those years, quoted {n statement of R. S. Reese, Executive Secretary of the
Motor Vehicle Association of Georgia, July 1949, p. 1281.

2/ E. D. Allen, "Analyses of Highway Coscs and Highway Taxation With an
App;écatlon to Story County, lowa,”" Iowa State College Bulletin 152, 1941,
p. .

3/ Report of the Legislative Interim Commirtee on Highways, submicted
to the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, 1949, p. 75.

"Tax Collection, to

4/ Letter from M. C. Connors, Secretary, Oklahoma
Users Conference,

Lyle Griffin, Field Representative of National Highway
August 18, 1950,

3/ Board of Investigation and Research, Carrier Taxation, H. Doc. 160,
79th Cong., ! Sess., p. 231,

6/ "Weighed ... and found wanting," National Highway Users Conference,
undated, p. 9.

7/ "The Ton~Mile Tax and Related 'Third Struccure' Taxes," National
Highway Users Conference, p. 19.

8/ Wisconsin Legislative Council, Advisory Committee on Highways, Report
of 1950, Vol. XV, Sec. 1, Part II, Motor Carrier Transportation in Wicconsin,

Fees - Taxes - Reciprocity, p. 171.
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TABLE v-2

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF COLLECTING HIGHWAY USER TAXES IN

THE EIGHT STATES HAVING SUCH TAXES WITH STATES NOT

WEIGHT-DISTANCE TAXES - 1981

HAVING

Thousand of Dollars

Eight States With

Scates Wichout

Weight-Distance Weight-Distance
Type of User Taxes Taxes 1/ Taxes
Motor Vehicle & Motor Carrier Taxes $1,061,492 $ 7,004,323
Cost of Collection 178,065 859,678
Collection Cost Rate 16.77% 12.27%
Fuel Taxes $1,327,950 $ 8,755,860
Cost of Collection 16,0649 68,627
Collection Cost Rate 1.21% 0.78%
Tocal User Taxas $2,389,442 $15,760,183
Cost of Collection . 194,114 928,304
Collection Cost Rate 8.12% 5.89%
Weight-Distance Taxes $ 218,461 $ —
Estimated Cost of Collection_2/ 66,243 ———
Collection Cost Race 30.32% ——

1/ Data are not available for states inacting weight-distance taxes in 1981

or after.

2/ Estimated by mulciplying total user taxes, less mileage taxes, collected
in the eight mileage tax staces by cthe average collection cost rats in the
other forty-two states. The product is an estimate of the cost of collecting
all user taxes except the mileage taxes. The difference between this and the
total cost of collecting all user caxes of $194,114,000 reported to the

Federal Highway Administration represents an estimate of the cost of collecting

weight~distance taxes in the eight states.

SOURCE: Highway Statistics, Tables MV-2, MV-3, MF-1 and MF-3,

Federal Highway Administration.
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The Wilbur Smith and Associates study in YWyoming indicates that in

Fiscal Year 1980 the 13 ports of entry collected $6,344,624, consisting
largely of the ueight-distduce tax and crig permits. The operat.ng costs of
the 13 ports of entry -and two supporting shops were $1,577,765, or
25 percent of the revenues collected. That's about in line with the
national average for weight-distance taxes.

In Colorado the ton-mile ta; i{s reported in the fuel tax tables. This
shows that in 1980 $112,261,000 in fuel taxes were collected in Colorado
and that collection expenses were $13,516,000 or 12 percent of the taxes
collected. Since the national average cost of collecting fuel taxes is less
than one percent, it is apparent that the cost of collecting the ton-mile
tax in Colorado ts very high.

Detailed Colorado data shows that despite collecting nearly
$25 million in ton-mile taxes, only about $12 millfon {s actually available
for highﬁay expenditures afcer deduction of ton-mile tax collection costs.

Oregon is often referred to as a state with low collection costs for
its complex weight-distance tax. But as Table V-3 indicates, the cost to
collect Oregon's weight-distance tax (s 31.97 percent of the revenueA
collected, similar to other weight-distance tax states.

The American Assocfation of State Highway and Transnortation Officials
(AASHTO) has endorsed the concent of a federal weight-distance tax as a
future equitable alternative to the heavy vehicle use tax. Yet, despite the
evidence contained above, AASHTO indicates that collection costs would be
minimal. Yet, we note that AASHTO's proposal admits that cthe cost to
collect a federal ~weight-distance tax would be Dbetween five and

seven percent. By comparison, FHWA data indicate that it costs less than

one percent to collect fuel taxes.
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TABLE V-3

WVeaight Distance Tax Collection Cost Example - Oregon
1961

Oregon User Taxes

Type of
User Taxes —Collected
Motor Vehicle & Motor Carrisr Taxes $ 109,096,000
Cost of Collactiom . 25,706,000
Collection Cost Rate 23.562
Fuel Taxes $ 87,973,000
Cost of Collecticm 397,000
Collaction Cost Rate 0.452
Total User Taxes $ 197,069,000
‘Cost of Collectiom 26,103,000
Collection Cost Rate 13.252
Weight-Distance Taxes . $ 53,384,000
Estimated Cost of Collectionm 1/ 17,770,000
’ 32.972

Collection Cost Rate

1/ Estimated by sultiplying total user taxes, less milesge taxes, collected
in Oregom by the average collectiom cost rats of 5.89% in tha forty-two
states not laving milesge taxes. The product is an estimate of the cost
of collecting all user taxes escept the mileage taxes in Orsgon. The
differsnce betwesn this and ths total cost of collecting all user taxes
of $26,103,000 reported to tha Federal Highway Administration by the
State of Oregon represents an estimate of the cost of collecting mileage

tazes in Ovegom.

SOURCE: Higlnmy Statistics, Tables MV-2, MV-3, MP-1 and MF-3, Federal
Highway AMdainistration.
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In addition, cthe AASHTO oroposal would have the states collect the
federal tax and be reimbursed for their collection costs. No other federal
tax is collected at the state level. The constitutional issue of states

collecting federal taxes would have to be resolved.

RECORDKEEPING WOULD BE INCREASED

Highway tax proposals should minimize recordkeeping. However, weight-
distance taxes {increase paperwork and recordkeeping. The Wilbur Smith and
Associates study had the following to say about the Wyoming mileage tax:

Substantial costs are imposed upon the carrier in order to
comply with the existing compensatory fee. For some carrier
routes, the processing costs for the carriers (stopping as a
minimum of two ports of entry) may equal or exceed the
compensatory fees which are imposeqd. In additfon, carriers incur
costs associated with additional recordkeeping mandated by the
compensatory f[ee system.

A table in cthis sctudy compares the Compensatory Fees paid bv a
32,000 pound truck with the detention costs for two 15-minute stops at the
port of entry at each end of the trip for three through state crips.
Detention costs "are the costs of driver wages, depreciation, insurance and
fuet, in addition to an approximation of dollar costs resulting from the
time loss in reaching the trucker's destination."

On the shortest Erip, 211 miles, the compensatory fees collected were
$8.77 compared to detention costs of $17.50, In this examnle of costs of
stooping at ports of entry were twice the tax paid.

On a 365 mile trip cthrough Wyoming the compensatory fees collected

totaled $15.18 compared to the decention costs of $17.50. The detention

costs represent 115 percent of the taxes paid.
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The third trio was a 400 mile trip and $16.1% was collected in

compensatory fees comoared to the detention costs of $17.50. The detention

costs represented 107 percent of the taxes collected. In addition to

detention costs, there are the costs of maintaining records which the

consultants acknowledge to exist, but did not quantify in cheir analvsis.

A survey conducted by ATA's National Accounting and Finance Council
(see Attachment II) indicates that the cost of complying with a weight-
distance tax would be an increase of between 290 and 590 percent, depending
on the size cacrrier, relative to that of complying with the current heavy
vehicie use tax.

A majority of small motor carriers currently incur ahout $15 per truck
in adminiscrative costs for purposes of complying with the FHUT. If a
federal weight-distance tax were enacted, this "hidden tax" would fjump to
$102 over truck, which translates into a 590 percent increase. A mid-size
carrier currently incurs approximately $12 per truck in administrative
costs to comply with the currcaz FHUT, This would compare to an estimate of
$52 per truck or a 330 percent increase for a federal weight~distance tax.
A large carrier presently incurs approximately $3.50 per truck to comply
with che current FHUT, as compared to nearly $13.50 per truck for a federal
weight-distance tax or 290 percent more. Clearly, a federal weight-distance
tax would substantially increase the comoliance costs for all carriers.

Finally, carriers in 9 jurisdictions, including California with the
largest registered truck population, will find it i{mpossible to pay the
tax. As Table V-4 shows, nine jurisdictions do not register by gross
vehicle weight which s essential for determining cthe tax rate.
Furthermore, unladen weight, empty weight, manufacturer's shipping weight,

and net weight are separate and distinct weight categories. There is no way

to determine gross vehicle weight from any of them.
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TABLE v-4

STATE RECISTRATIONS OTHER THAN GCROSS VEHICLE WEIGHT

starel/

Alaskas

California

CGlgrudo

District of Columbia
Havaii

Favada

Ohio

South Dakota

Wyoming

0D _OF RECISTRATION

Unladen weight

Unladen weight

Empty weight

Manufacturer's shipping weight
Net weight

Unladen weight

Net unladen weight
Manufacturer's shipping vcightll

Unladen weight

2/

NUMBER OF TRUCKS=

95,700
2,900, 500
552,700
10,200
70,000
138,100
876,100
Unknown

106,500

Li In addition, Qucbo; ragisters by curb vc{.ht (weight of the vehicle

ainus load).

2/ 1977 Census of Transportation, Truck Lnventory and Use Survey.

3/ For non- ~ommercial motor vehicles. Commercial vehicles on gross

vehicle weight basis.
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COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT COSTS ARE HIGH

Weight-distance taxes are self-reporting and depend upon those subject
to the tax to identify themselves to the state. It is based on the honor
system. Those who are honest will pay the tax and the others will not.

The only way to ensure compliance with a weight-distance or ton-mile
tax is for the state to audit the records of the carrier, Unf9rtunately.

proponents seem to make the assumption that all carriers keep mileage

records which are reported to some state agency. This assumption is

incorrect. As Table V-5 {ndicates, many states do not require chat mileage

records be maintained: Nine states exempt solely intrastate carriers; four .

states exempt noncommercial vehicles; two states exempt private carriers

with only one truck; and three states exempt {ntrastate mileage for

vehicies base~licensed in cthe state. Compliance cannot be assured for

vehicles which do not keep records. . .

.

The problem with state audits of ton-mile caie: are clearly described
in a study released in October 1982, prepared by the Urban Center of

Cleveland State University, An_ Analysis of Highway Finance {n’

Ohio: Current Practice and Afterna:ivc AppfOIChti,ll

The Ohfo study states that:

«vo the 17 audits closed in 1982 by highway use tax Cfield
auditors assessed an additional $1.2 million on self-assessed
taxes of $6.1 mitlion. This represents 20 oercent underpayment.
Because field audits are initiated where evidence of problems
already exists, total underpayments may be less than 20 percent,
but clearly compliance is a much greater problem for this tax
than for the motor carrier fuel tax or license tax. ‘Emphasis

supplied.)

3/ An Analysis of Highway Finance in Ohio: Current Practice and
Alternative Approaches, Prepared for Ohio Department of Taxation by the
irban Center, College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State !niversity, 1982,
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TAIL® a5

STATES NOT REQUIRING MILEAGE RECORDS

STATE

Alabama

Delavare

District of Columbia
Florids

Hawaiil

Illinois

Towa

Kansas
Minnesota
Montans

New Mexico
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Texas
Washington

Wisconsin

Wyoming

EXEMPTION

Wholly intrascate vahtclnt

Private carriers with one truck

No fuel purchase law, no milssge reports
Noncommercial vehicles

No fuel purchase law, no mileage reports

Noncommercial vehicles, wholly intrastate
vehicles :

Wholly intrascate
Wholly intrastate

Vehicles basa~licensed in Minnesota
Wholly (ncr;stato vehicles

Wholly intrastacte vehicles

Wholly intrastate vehicles
Noncommercial vehicles

Noncommercial vehicles

Mileage tax in lieu of fuel tax
Private carriers with one vehicle
Vehicles fully base-plated in Rhode Island
Wholly intrastate carriers

Wholly intrastate carriers

Vehicles base-licensed instace

No fuel purchase law, limics fuel
importation to 20 gallons

Compensatory tax in lieu of fuel tax
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The Ohio study goes on to show that underpavment of the axle-mile tax
in Ohio may be even greater than the limited field audits indicated. Based
on escimated.nnnual vehicle miles of travel by the different vehicle types
subject to the mileage tax, the study shows the state should have collected
$86,666,924 in Fiscal Year 1980, But only $47,425,588 was actually
collected, representing 55 percent of the amount that should have been
collected. In general, the study finds that the lighter the vehicle, the
lower the compliance. The additional $39,241,336 or 45 percent of the
revenues that should have been collected represents either comolete
noncompliance with the law or an underpayment of the taxes that should have

been paid.
The results of chis Ohio study dramatically highlight a fundamencal

>

problem with a self-reporting tax such as a weight-distance tax. Unless
audits are performed on a systematic basis, there is not only lack of
payment but 4lso those carriers who pay the tax are placed under a
competitive disadvantage. One cannot hazard s guess as to the number of
Federal or state auditors which would be required for the 30,000 regulated
motor carriers, approximately 100,000 ovner—operators: and thousanés of‘
private carriers.

As noted earlier, DOT and AASHTO support a federal weight-distance
tax. While both claim cthat compliance and enforcement are not an

insurmountable problem, DOT concedes that there is no mechanism at the

federal level to handle compliance, and, AASHTO concedes that another layer

of bureaucracy would have to be established ¢to overcome these

"non-problems."
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SUMMARY

While the concept of weight-distance taxes sounds simple in theory, in

realicy it is {mmensely complex. The dilemma confronting wefght-distance
taxes can be summed up as follows:

e If you make the weight-distance tax practical to collect, it

will be inequitable;

o If you try to make it equitable, it will be impractical;

e The simpler you make {t, the more unfair it {s; and

e The fairer you make it, the more complicated its collection

becomes.
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V1. CONCLUSTIONS

The American trucking industry has alwavs been a supporter of good

highways. Furthermore, the industry has been willing to pay its fair share

of Federal highway taxes. Yet, the tax features of tche Surface

Transportation Assistance Act destroy the use relationship the trucking

industry has historically had with highway funding.
We believe S. 1475 and H.R. 2124 are far superior to the present heavy

vehicle use tax which will increase substantfally on July 1, 1984, The

heavy vehicle use tax should be repealed because:

1. The tax has no relationship to use. Thus, it {s not a true
highway use tax; rather, it s closer to a property or

existence tax;

2. The tax has compliance, evasion, and administrative problems:

3. The tax {s excessive and threatens to eliminate any profits
for almost one-~third of the motor carrfer industry; and

4. The ctax creates artificial competitive problems within the
trucking industry.

These problems will be eliminated or substantially reduced with a

diesel differentfal as proposed in S. 1475. It does not require any new’
forms or procedures. It returns highway funding to a pay-as-you-go system.
And it reduces the chance for evasion. The change contained in S. 1475 che

industry seeks is equitable and returns the truck tax program to a true use

basis. For these reasons, we urge Congress te quickly enact S. 1475.



283

Attachment I

ANALYS1S OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S CLAIM OF

THE BENEFITS ACCRUING TO THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY

FROM THE

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982

AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC.

JULY 1983



284

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

On January 6, 1983, President Reagan signed the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA). This legislation not only included s S-cent

tax increase on gasoline and diesel, but also included substantial increases

in other taxes whi:h apply only to trucks:

¢ Tire taxes increased from 9.75 cents per pound to as high as 50
cents per pound over 90 pounds;

o Excise taxes on new trucks and trailers increased 33 percent from
10 percent wholesale to 12 percent retail; and

o The heavy vehicle use tax increased 700 percent from & msximum
of $240 per year to $1,900 per year.

The results of these tax changes on a typical five-axlé tractor semitrailer

is to increase average federal highway user taxes from $1,746 per year to

$46,249 in 1988,
The STAA also made changes in truck weight, length, and wideh limits:

o The STAA requires 80,000 pounds gross vehicle weight (gvw) limits
nationwide. Prior to STAA, three states -- 1llinois, Arksnsas,
and Missour{ —— did not permit 80,000 pound gvw vehicles;

e The STAA provides for nationwide operation of twin trailer combi-
nations consisting of two 27~ or 28-~foot trailers pulled by o
tractor. Prior to passage of STAA, 14 states in the East did not
allow the operstion of such vehicles (which had operated exten-

sively in the West); and

o The STAA removed the restrictions against operation of the 60-foot
tractor semitrsiler combination and the 65-foot twin trailer combi-
nation by allowing scates to set trailer and semitrailer length

" limits only, providing those limits are no less than 48 feet for
semitrailers operating in a tractor semitrailer combination, and
not less than 28 feet per trailer in a twin trailer combination.
Companion legislation {ncressed the maximus vehicle width per-
mitced from 96 inches to 102 inches.

&
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On April 29, 1983, Secretary of Transportation Elizabeth Dole spoke
before the Private Truck Council on the net impact of STAA. She stated that:

+ + « the trucking industry should show a net gain of $3.2
billion by 1985. 1/

Later in an interview published by U.S. News and World Report, Secretary Dole
again repeated her claim:
1 do not believe the additional tax burden levied against trucks
as s vhole is unfair. By 1985, these larger trucks are going to
improve the productivity of trucking to the tune of 4.9 billion

dollars a year, we estimate. The higher user charges will cost them
only 1.7 billten._2/

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the Department of Tranportation's
claim: W{ll the trucking industry receive a $3.2 billion productivity
benefit? The trucking industry thinks not. In fact, the productivity benefit
will be closer to $829 million:

TABLE 1
Estimates of Net Productivity Savings
from Surface Transportation Altis:ancc Act of 1985

(1985)
($ millions)

PRODUCTIVITY SAVINGS DOT ATA
Eliminate "barrier state" weight limits $ 830 $ 3N
Allow Western Doubles in East 2,310 1,466
Increase trailer lengths 850 366
Increase trailer widths 950 1]

SUBTOTAL $4,940 $2,629

INCREASED TAXES -1,700 1,800

$3,240 $ 829

NET BENEFIT

1/ According to Anthony Kane, Chief, Transportation and Socio-Economic
Studies Division, Federal Highway Administracion on May 3, 1983, Secretary
Dole's estimate was based upon a $5.0 billion total productivity saving from
the size and weight package less $1.8 billion in increased user fees.

2/ "There's No Higher Mandate Than to Promote Safety," interview with

Elizabeth Dole, Secretary of Transportation, U.S, News and World Report,
May 9, 1983, p. 50.

35-748 O0-—82——19
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In other words, DOT's productivity estimate {s inflated by almost 100
percent. More importantly, DOT's estimate of net benefits {s close to

400 percent too high.
11. BACKGROUND

Although DOT's productivity savings estimate is used extensively by the
Administration in support of STAA, DOT is unable to provide tangible documen-
tation of the methodology used in its derivation. Dominic Maio, Operations
Research Analyst with the Transportation System Center, {n largely responsidble
for the estimate and provided the maileage dats used in the calculation via
a phone conversation., (See Table II1.)

DOT's estimates are primarily based upon a computer simulation of a

1/

scenario (labled Scenario "L" by DOT) vhich assumes the following:

o 65-foot twin trailers allowed on the Interstate Systenm,
nationwide; and -

e 80,000 pound gvw limit allowed, nationwide.

Diversion of freight between the modes was not considered.

SAVINGS FROM ELIMINATION OF WEIGHT BARRIER STATES

DOT's barrier state estimate is overstated as a result of the following:

o Interpolation of total miles from loaded miles is based on an
inflated empty mileage rate; and

e Allocation of miles saved among the affected states is improper.

1/ System Design Concepts, Inc., "Additional Truck Size and Weight
Analyses: 1Impact of Allowing Doubles on the Full Interstate System and Using
Only the Bridge Formula (B) to Limit Gross Weight,'" prepared for the Department
of Transportacion, April 1, 1982. The input data and conclusions appearing
in this report differ from those appearing in Table II. Hovever, the assump-
tions are essentially the same.



TABLE 1I

DISTRIBUTION OF LOADED INTERSTATE VMT

SCENARIO °L*
{millions of miles)

WEIGHT LIHI}ED ll NOT WEIGHT LIMITED
Low Limit High Limit Partial Load General TOTAL
18/22/13 20/34/80 Rign Density Commodity Loaded VMT <
1982 Base Case 4,573 8,145 5,338 5,335 34,357
Scenario L o 12,324 5,338 3,187 33,463
Change in VMT (net) -39 -497 ‘891

1/ Conventional Semitrailer Combinations and Single Units

2/ "vMT" = Vehicle Miles Traveled
Will not total; Tucnpike Doubles and Triples omitted for presentation

-

é

SOURCE: Dominic Mato, Transportation System Center, U.S. Department of Transportation, Cambridge, MA.

L83
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DOT translated "loaded miles eliminated" (see change in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) of 394 million miles for weight limited vehicles, Table I1) to
"total miles eliminated” by assuming 32 percent empty miles. There {s no basis

for this }npty mileage assumption. The Interstate Commerce Commission (1CC)

found an empty mileage rate of 20 percent for all :roff(c.-l/ This alone

inflates the DOT estimate by 9 percent.
Further, DOT did not properly allocate miles saved among the six scates
having weight limits below 80,000 pounds gvw in 1981. Table II is & later

modified version of Scenario F as presented in DOT's An_Investigation of Truck

Site and Weight Lln;tg.—al

Scenario F wvas based on the following assumptions:

¢ 65-foot twin trailers alloved on the Interstate and Primary
System, nationwide; and

e 80,000 pound gvw limits allowed in Arkansas, Illinois, Missouri,
Indiana, Mississippi, and Tennesses.

Scenario L in Table 11 supposedly sssumes a 1982 base case vhile Scemario F
has s 1981 base case (Indiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee changed their weight
limits to 80,000 pounds in 1981).

In making the transition from Scenario F to Scenario L, DOT estimated
that Indiana, Mississippi, snd Tennessee comtributed only 2 percent toward
the productivity savings of the original six barrier staces in 1981. However,
as indicated in }ablc 111, the three states that changed their limits in 1981

accounted for 53 percent of the saved miles:

1/ U.S. Interstate Commerce Commission, Buresus of Economics and Opera-
t;ons. Empty/Loaded Truck Miles on Interstate Highways During 1976, April
1977, p. 6.

2/ An lnvestigstion of Truck Size and Weight Limits, report to the

Secretary of Transportation to the U.S. Congress pursuant to Section 161 of
P.L. 95-599 of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978, April 1981,
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TABLE 111
STATES NOT ALLOWING 80,000 POUNDS GVW, 1981-1982

MILES SAVED FROM INCREASED WEIGNTS

Estimated State Potential Heavy
Heavy Truck Miles Truck Miles Savings in
(73,280 1bs. gw) (80,000 ibs. gvw) Miles
tat (millions) (millions) (millions)
IN 1,998 1,928 70
NS 699 660 39
™ 1,428 1,318 33
Total change, 1981 4,125 3,963 162
AK 766 740 26
1L 2,517 2,441 76
] 1,347 1,303 )
Total change, 1981-82 8,755 8,407 308

SOURCE: Roger W. Kolinl and Regina T. Selva, "Potential For Conserving
Fuel Through Mqdern Truck Size and Weight Regulations,” lssues

in Truck Sizes and Weights, Techincal Report, TSW-81-1, American
rucking Associations, Inc., 1981, Table II.

The ATA estimate with adjustments for miles saved is as follows (note
1/

that the aversge cost-per-mile is based on an ATA estimate of $1.706/mile,

while DOT's average cost is 31.60/-11-3/)1

1/ Regina T. Selva and Roger W. Kolins, "The lmpact of Gross Vehicle
Veights on Line-Haul Trucking Costs: 1981 and 1985," lssues in Truck Sizes
nd Weights, Technical Report, TSW-81-3, American Trucking Associations, Inc.,

a
1981. Average cost-per-mile of $1.458 in 1981 for trucking in general is
estimsted from Diagram 10-2 and inflated to $1.706 in 1985 using an annual

inflation rate of & percent [from Current Budgec Escimates, Office of
Management and Budget, April 12, 19837, DOT used an inflation rate of 5 per-

cent for 1980-85.

2/ $830 million
= T39% million miles X 1.32] " $1.60/mile
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o DOT estimace of loaded miles uvcd:«-‘-/

396 million.miles
e Total wiles saved (20 percenr empty mile rate):
(39 mi)lion miles) (1.2) = 473 million miles
e Total miles saved adjusted for the three weight barrier states
vhich changed their laws in 1981:
(473 mtllion miles) (67)E o 222 million miles
o Totsl productivity savings: (19835 dollars)
(222 million wiles) ($1.706/mile) = $379 million
In summary, ATA estimates that total savings from elimination of weight
barrier states, based on DOT data, will in fact be $379 million, not $830

aillion as claimed by DOT.

SAVINGS FROM PERMITTING WESTERN DOUBLES IN THE EAST

—— i

The folloving factors contributed to DOT's overastimate of productivicy
savings from the nationwide use of Western Doubles:
e DOT overestimated relevant cost-per-mile

« DOT assumad all ~xpense categories would be equally impacted
by & wove to Western Doubles. Some carrier coscs will not
be affected.

v

¢ DOT overestimated total m!ies impacted by 24 percent

= DOT translated 'loaded miles eliminated' to 'total miles
eliminated' by assuming 32 percent empty wiles. The ICC found
an empty mileage rate of 10 percent for general freight
traffic.)/

1/ See Table I1.
2/ See Table 111 -- percent miles saved by AK, IL, and NS,

3/ 1CC Empey/Loaded Study, op. cit.
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ATA-L/ estimated a reduction in vehicle miles of 3509 million accruing
from the nationwide use of Western Doubles. DOT estimated 497 millfon would be
lovud.~3/ Thus, based on a reasonable empty mileage factor, ATA and DOT are in
relative agreement on miles saved.

The following estimate, based on the DOT mileage results, is derived when
the above discussed arrors are corrected:

o DOT estimate of loaded miles saved:
497 million miles
o Total miles saved (10 percent empty mile rate):
(497 million wiles) (1.10) = 547 million miles
e Total productivity savings: (1985 dollars)
(347 million miles) ($2.68/mile)=d’ « 81,466 million
While the total miles saved is not substantially different, the cost savings
a;a. DOT used a higher empty mileage rate of 32 percent and a substantially
higher average cost-per-mile of travel of $4.65. As a result, the DOT estimate
of $2,310 million savings from nationwide use of doubles is 37 percent higher

than a more reasonable estimate of $1,466 wmillion,

1/ Roger W. Kolins and Regina T. Selva, "Potential For Conserving Fuel
Through Modern Truck Size and Weight Regulations," lssues in Truck Sizes and

th.ht.l. 22; S—‘-t-. .
2/ See Table 1I.

3/ 1981 Financial and Operating Statistics, Americam Trucking Associa-
tions, Inc. Components of total cost impacted by increased cubic capacity
include linehaul, pick-up and delivery, platform, terminal and maintenance.
The adjusced cost-per~uile of $2.29 was inflated by & percent per year (from

Current Budget Estimates) to 1985.
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SAVINGS FROM INCREASED LENGTHS AND WIDTHS

The weight and Western Doubles savings were derived from DOT's computer
simulation model. However, becsuse length and width changes had not been
considered in DOT's drlglnal truck size and weight analysis, the incremental
impact of allowing 48~ and 28-foot trailer lengths and 102-inch vtd:hs«il vas
estimaced by the DOT using a "back«of-the~envelope' technique. The basis of
the DOT estimatas, as explained to ATA, is as follpws:

A. The traffic {mpacted was "intuitively" derived from Table II with
the results appearing in Table 1IV:

TABLE 1V

TRAFPFIC AFFECTED BY INCREASED LENGTHS AND WIDTHS

1985 Loaded Vehicle Miles Traveled (millions)

¢ Conventional Semis

General Commodity (LTL) 3,187

\Other Low Density (TL) 3,239

Partial Truckload 2,232

TOTAL 8,678

o Western Doubles 4,452

DOT assumed that by 1985, 50 percent of these loaded miles would
benefict from the extra capacity. DOT only considered loaded miles
in their estimate (i.e., they failed to make the conversion to
total miles).

B. Using cost-per~linehaul-mile estimates of $2.26 and $2.42 for
semis and doubles, respectively, the following dollar savings
estimates were derived by DOT:

1/ Sixty-five foot twin trailer combinations consisting of two 28-foot
or 28%-foot trailers pulled by standard tracters were used extensively in the
Western states prior to passage of STAA. Removal of the overall length limit
simply makes this combination possible with a conventional tractor. DOT,
however, assumed a base case of 27 feet for Western Double combinations. The
ATA estimate does not correct for this assumption and is, therefore,
conservative.
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TABLE V

COST SAVINGS FROM INCREASED LENGTHS AND WIDTHS

(millions of 1985 dollars)

Length

Semis s633%/

Doubles s1982/
TOTAL $851

1/ (8,678 x 10%) (.5) (3745)) 2.26
2/ [(es2 x 105 (.5) (2/30)] 2,02
3/ (8,678 x 10%) (.5) (6/96)] 2.26
o [(4,652 x 10%) (.5) (6/96)] 2.2

Width

s6123/

$336%/

$948

= $653
= $198
= 3612
= $336

There is no reason :hit partial truckload carriers would benefit from

® xX X x

10

o

10
106

108

the increased capacity. Furthermore, DOT's assercion that by 1985, 50 percent

of those miles which would be impacted by the increased capacity will benefit

100 percent of the time is unreasonable in today's economic environment.

ATA is convinced the percentage of miles which will benefit from the

increased cspacity will be much less. A more reasonable estimate can be

derived as follows:



Assumptions:
o 1/7 of the fleet will be replaced each year (7-§oar useful
trailer life);

® only 90 percent of extra capacity will be realized; the
approximate industry load factor is 90 percent; 1/

o new replacement trailers will be favored in equipment
selection decisions; the average number of miles traveled
will be 20 percent higher than for those replaced; and

® cotal system miles will be impacted; therefore, loaded miles
are converted to. total miles in calculating the productivity

savings.

. General Calculations:

Milas Susceptible Percant Miles Percent Extra
-
Reduced Miles Impacted Capacity
Where,

Percent increase new % fleet

1
Miles - % capacit extra equipment new chtpmtn:
lmpacted loaded capacity/{laverage miles (2 years)

1/ This phenomena is discussed in Roger W. Kolins' "Truck Size and Weight
Their Impact on the General Freight Common Carrier Costs and

Limits:
Market,” Transportation Research Board Proceedings, 1977. General freight
industry average estimated at 90 percent from unpublished survey resulcs.
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From Selva and Kolins, the appropriate costs are 176.7 cents~per~-mile
and 179.4 cencs-per-mile for general freight semis and doubles, respectively.
Table VI provides the calculations and resulcts, given the adjusted fnputs.
It also demonstrates that using reasonable estimates of probable fleet
replacement and of cos:n-pgr—utlclnnvcd. the total savings in 1985 from
increased trailer length will only be $366 million, not $830 million as
assumed by DOT. Savings from increased width will total only $418 millibn

in 1985, not $950 million.
I11. TOTAL PRODUCTIVITY BENEFITS ACCRUING TO THE
RUCKING INDU&TR! FROM STAA - ATA vs. DO

Based on all of the factors, ATA concludes that the actual 1985 benefits

from STAA are $2,629 million. (See Table VIL.)

TABLE VII

ESTIMATES OF NET PRODUCTIVITY SAVINGS .

FROM SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982

198
($ millions)

PRODUCTIVITY SAVINGS _DOT . _ATA_
Eliminate "barrier state' weight limits ' $ 830 $ 39
Allow Western Doubles in East 2,310 1,466
Increase trailer lengths 850 366
Increase trailer widths -] s

SUBTOTAL $4,940 $2,629

INCREASED TAXES =1,700 =1,800

NET BENEFIT $3,260 $ 829



TAMLE VI

PROSUCTIVITY SAVINGS FROM INCREASED ViDTE AN LancTs

ATA ESTINATE

Totet

Cooe~
Vahicle Suscept tble Entze Nites ov Product ivicy
Chonge Hiles Beduced 34 Saviegs
ree (ai11i0us) Porcest Mites Coraciey (tlitonst s (w111 1ene)
-
Seew ¢ t2fl.e] < . 6./ a6z
toat 6,420 BT [ [’1 H3/43) « .80 s 6.
Seat~ \
teatler % 102 .
te —lial . . s - !
tnct 6,42 FETYrIrTTY 9(6/%) « .05 139 e R s146
Neen j = 236 | .9(2/54) = .om S ./
foet So52 [.m:.am} i[ e os
Beubles
9 co 302 -
4,092 3 . - . ./ r
tnches ' l .ml.uu] e/%N) - 03 had ' wn
3/ fosumen general fretght engty wilesge factor of 10%. TOTAL 9784

1/ 131.0¢/atle (n 1901; @ AL sanval taflation, l“.‘lcldlo ia 1983,
3/ 133.3¢/ntle s 1961 @ 4T cnnusl tallstion, 179.4¢/ntle 1a 1983,

Crus “Inpect of Grees Vehicle Uatghts:™ p. 130,
from “lagact of Cress Vedicle Uetighte,” p. 130.
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The ATA estimates are based on historic {ndustry replacement factors and
reasonable sxpectations of replacement action by 1985 based on industry
finances and trailer industry capacity. Operating costs for 1981 are derived
from sctual ICC records and inflated by & percent per year to 1985. As a
consequence, a reasonable estimate of savings versus tax increases is only
$829 million.

This leaves perilously litcle net benefits for an {ndustry which has
suffered severe financial blows since 1980. Since these savings estimates are
tentative, at best, and subjact to full implementation of the size and weight
changes in all states, the huge increase in federal taxes may easily exceed
the actual benefits by 1985,

Further, motor carriers have incurred many large increases in state
highway user taxes. For example, {n Pennsylvania, out-of-state based truckers
paid $2 per vehicle fee in 1977, Last year that fee increased to $25 and this
year a new $35 per axle tax was enacted causing a further increase of s180
annually on all out-of-state vehicles — regardless of the number of miles
travelad in Pennsylvania. Fleet operators in Maryland used to pay $5 per
fleet. This year they are paying $25 per truck, again, regardless of the
number of miles travelad. In Illinois, all trucks will pay a 20 percent
increase in registration fees and face a 6¢ increase in the state's 7% cents
diesel fuel tax. State highway user taxes will undoubtedly overwhelm the small

increase in productivity benefits for the trucking industry by 1985.
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FHWA DOCKET NO. 83-8

September 30, 1983



OVERVIEW

The National Accounting & Finance Council (NAFC) of the
Amertcan Trucking Assocfations, Inc. (ATA) has conducted
a direct mail survey of its members to ascertain the
direct and indirect costs assocfated with a proposed
federal weight-distance tax on motor vehicles, as
defined by the DOT working paper.

The NAFC 1s an organization within ATA which represents
some 1,400 accounting and financial executives in the
motor carrier fndustry. These executives represent
motor carriers of all revenue and fleet sizes as well as
411 types of operations throughout the United States and

Canada.

The NAFC maintatns working relationships and serves as
1f{ason for its members, with various financial and
accounting entities affecting the trucking industry.
These include the Financial Accounting Standards Board,
Internal Revenue Service, Interstate Commerce
Commission, Securities and Exchange Commission and
others. Clearly, our members are very familiar with the
federal and state taxation 1ssues and represent a
sizeable segment of the motor carrier industry.

\
This survey was developed primarily to analyze the costs
associated with a federal weight distance tax considered
to be "most feasible® by the DOT working paper,
Alternative Heavy Use Tax Study.

The results of this survey are offered as an addendum to
the ATA response to the 00T preliminary study and should
be considered as an fntegral part of that document.

Sample Surveyed

NAFC surveyed 866 member motor carrier companies, to
wifch 188 responded. Of this sample, 31 were deleted*.
Thus, the analyses shown and conclusions drawn are based
on & simple of 157 carriers which represents an 18%
return of the population polled.

* Twenty-nine questionnaires were returnad fncomplete
and two stated astronomical costs which would have
skewed the results. It is important to note that
carriers estimating a very low administrative cost
associated with compliance were not deleted.

—
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Survey Data and Assumptions

Information gathered from each carrier included the
following:

o Gross revenue for 19&?

o Method of complying (manually or computerized)
with current Federal Highway Use Tax (FHUT)

o Method of complying (manually or computerized)
with state weight/distance taxes

o Total number of vehicles registered over 33,000
1bs. gross vehicle weight .

o Estimated cost to comply with current federal
highway use tax

o Estimated cost to comply with a federal
weight-distance tax

Since the DOT proposal did not discuss the particulars
of a federal weight-distance tax, each carrier was
requested to make the following assumptions in computing
estimated compliance costs:

1, Four quarterly returns per ﬁear would be
required to be filed with IRS

2. Certain information would be required on the
return:

a. number of vehicles by weight category

b. miles traveled by vehicles in each weight
category

¢. tax computation using respective tax rate and
miles traveled in each weight category

3, Due date for each return would be 30 days after
the end of calendar quarter period

4, Each taxable vehicle would require some sort of
identification document inside or outside the

cab

Given these assumptions, each carrier estimated the
administrative cost of compliance for the current

federal highway use tax (FHUT) and the proposed federal -
weight-distance tax (FWDT)., Each carrier had to

consider their own facts and circumstances. Compliance

LY .



301

costs were stated in terms of dollars per year; and
consideration was given to, but not limited to, costs
incurred for (1) clerical and supervisory time required
for data accumulation, preparation and review of the
returns; (2) computer program maintenance (where
applicabple), mi]ea?e system maintenance, and equipment-
needs; (3) clerical and supervisory time required for
filing applications and placement of vehicle
{dentification documents; and (4) costs related to
owner-operator payments and complfance (where
applicable).

35-748 0-—82——20
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SURVEY RESULTS

Size of Carriers Sampled

The chart below f1lustrates 32% of the sample reported
1982 gross revenues below $10 million.* Forty-five
percent (45%) reported revenues of $10 to $50 millfon,
and 23% reported gross revenues of $50 million or more.
The carriers sampled operate over 70,000 vehicles
registered over 33,000 lbs.

CARRIER SAMPLE MAKE LP

@
MID-SIZE CARRIE
71245, 2%
- ) SNALL CARRT
LARGE-CARRT i
' 36-22.9%

(1) Revenues less than $10 million
(2) Revenues $10 million -~ $50 million

(3) Revenues $50 willion or more

* The Small Busfness Administration (SBA) defines a
smal) business as one with xross revenues less than §$7
millfon. Presently, the SBA 1s proposing to fncrease
this level to $12 millfon. For purposes of this survey,
a compromise of $10 million was used for the purposes of
comparing small trucking companies with mid-size and
larger carriers.

(1)
ERs



803

Method of Complying With Federal Highway Use Tax

For purposes of complying with the current FHUT,
carriers were asked if records were kept manually, on

computer or maintained by an outside service.

As {llustrated below, the majority of carriers maintain
tho:r records for compliance with the FHUT on a manual
basis.

This informatfon by revenue classes indicates that the
majority of small and mid-sfze carriers keep records on
a manual basis for purposes of FHUT. However, fifty
percent (50%) of the larger carriers responded that

their records are computerized.

Breakdown of Compliance Method 3
Revenue E;zo 5 r FHUT

PERCENTAGES

Manual  Computer Outside Service Combination N/A*  Tota)

Small (less than $10 M) - 74.0 16.0 0 - 6.0 4.0 100.0
Mid-Size ($10-349.9 M) 62.0 26.8 1.4 9.9 0 100.0
Large ($50 M +) 27.8 50.0 0 : 22.2 0 100.0
1.3 100.0

ALL CARRIERS 58.0 28.7 0.6 11.5

Note: Percentage may not add exactly to 100% due to
rounding

N

*Those carriers responding not applicable indicated
that they use owner-operators who are responsible for

compliance with the tax.
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Method of Complying With State Weight-Distance Taxes

Carriers were asked what method was used for compliance
with state weight-distance taxes., It is fmportant to
note that only 20% of the states have such a tax, none
of which mirrors the proposed federal weight-distance

tax.

As shown in the chart below, a larger number of small
carriers comply on a computerized basis for state
weight-distance taxes compared to those complying with
the FHUT. Mid-size and large firms are generally forced
to use computers or a combination of methods for
compliance purposes.

This finding su?gcsts that a federal wefight dfstance tax
would require significantly more automation costs for
compliance, especially for smaller and medium size
companies, than is presently required for compliance
with the FHUT, '

Breakdown of Complianc hod B
Revenue §§:§ !§f §§§EE !o!iiE-gistincé Taxes

BERCENTAGES

Manual  Computer Outsida Service Combination N/A* Total

Small (less than $10M) 8.0  28.0 0 8.0 6.0 100.0
Mid-Stze ($10-$49.9 M)  22.5  62.0 2.8 1.3 1.4 .100.0
Large ($50 M +) 1 ss.6 2.8 21.8 2.8 100.0
ALL CARRIERS M2 497 1.9 | .0 3.2 100.9

*Carriers indicating not applicable, do not operate 1in
states having weight-distance taxes.
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Compliance Cost Per Truck

Using the survey information and cross tabulations, it

- was determined that the majority of small motor carriers
currently incur about $15 per truck in administrative
cost for purposes of complying with the FHUT, If a
federal weight-distance tax were enacted, this “hidden
tax* would jump to $102 per truck, which translates into

a 590% increase.

A mid-sfze carrfer currently fncurs approximately $12
per truck in administrative costs to comply with the
current FHUT. This would compare to an estimate of $52
per truck or a 330% increase for a federal weight

distance tax.

A large carrier presently 1incurs aﬂproximately $3.50 per
truck to comply with the current FHUT, as compared to
nearly $13.50 per truck for a federal weight-distance
tax or 290% more.

Clearly, a federal weight distance tax would
substantially increase the compliance cost for all
carrier revenue groups. : .

Exhibits 1 through 4 {llustrate the compliance cost for
the federal use tax compared to a weight-distance tax,
summarized for all carrier revenue groups and broken
down for each revenue group. Notice that for each
revenue group the compliance cost for most carriers is -
less than $5 per truck. The impact of a weight
distance tax widens the range of cost per truck putting
an additional burden among all carriers. )

Exhibits 5 and 6 highlight the effect of each tax among
411 three revenue groups. Currently, all carriers incur
relatively ltow compliance costs for the use tax;
howevar, the impact of a federal weight-distance tax
would be felt significantly by carriers with revenues
Tess than $50 million, with particular effect on the
smaller carriers under $10 million,
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COMPLIANCE rOSTS: FEDERAL USE TAX VS WEIGHT DISTANCE TAX
SUMMARY FOR ALL CARRIER REVENUE GROUPS
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FEDERAL USE TAX :
FEDERAL WEIGHT DISTANCE TAX
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per truck for a larger percent of
current federal highway use tax.

DOLLARS PER TRUCK

proposed federal weight distance tax would cost significantly more

the carriers surveyed than the
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COMPLIANCE COSTS: FEDERAL USE TAX VS WEIGHT DISTANCE TAX
CARRIERS WITH REVENUES LESS THAN $18 MILLION
FEDERAL USE TAX
NN FEDERAL WEIGHT DISTANCE TAX
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DOLLARS PER TRUCK

Smaller carriers in particular would be severely impacted by a new .
federal weight distance tax since a large percentage of them would .
pay more per truck than under the federal highway use tax.
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COMPLIANCE COSTS: FEDERAL USE TAX VS WEIGHT DISTANCE TAX
CARRIERS WITH REVENUES $1@ MILLION - $50 MILLION
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Medium size carrier.a would

also be significantly affected in terms of
cost per truck. .
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CARRIERS WITH

REVENUES $58 MILLION OR MORE

FEDERAL USE TAX
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COMPLIANCE COSTS FOR FEDERAL HIGHWAY USE TAX
‘ BY CARRIER REVENUE GROUPS
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REVENUES LESS THAN 10 MILLION DOLLARS

REVENUES 18 MILLION - 5@ MILLION DOLLARS
/4 REVENUES S8 MILLION DOLLARS OR MORE
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Compliance costs of the present federal highway use tax is very low
for all three revenue groups.
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Compliance cost of a proposed federal weight distance tax is much higher
for all revenue groups, in particular the smaller motor carriers.
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CONCLUSTON

In summary, a federal weight-distance tax would impose
an unjustifiable and prohibitive administrative burden

on the motor carrier industry.

Conclusions drawn from this survey clearly demonstrate
that the heaviest burden to comply with such a tax would
be borne by the small and medium size carriers, of which
the majority are not sufficiently automated to comply
with a federal weight-distance tax.

Our analysis can in no way be construed ‘to support the
present FHUT. On the contrary, we believe that the size
of the FHUT is onerous and unfair as we have previously

stated.

We merely are presenting the results of a survey which
demonstrate how unprepared our industry is in terms of
automation to comply with a federal weight-distance tax
and how expensive such a tax would be on an industry
already suffering from the ills of deregulation and

recession.

We did not even attempt to define the problems and
administrative costs that would occur for the Department
of Treasury in administering a federal weight distance
tax. Obviously, at a minimum, a uniform mileage system
would have to be developed, a system to deter evasions
would be required and a sizable bureaucracy for
collection and administration would evolve. Certainly,
this runs counter to the Administration's desire to curb
excess spending and bureaucratic red-tape.

We continue to support wholeheartedly a diesel
differential concept for a fair and equitable highway
tax vehicle and offer it as the only viable alternative
to the present FHUT., The administrative costs would be
minimal, the enforceability much more reliable and the
burden of the tax would be spread on a fair and equal

basis.
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AMERICAN JAON & STEEL INSTITUTE ¥ AMERICAN MEAT INSTITUTE & AMERICAN PULPWOOD ASSOCIATION 8 AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION ¢
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOC/ATIONS, INC & EASTERN INOUSTRIAL TRAFFIC LEAGUE # FARMERS UNION CENTRAL EXCHANGE, INC & FLORIDA CITRUS
MUTUAL # FLORIDA GIFY FRUIT SHIPPERS ASSOCIATION 8 FOOD MARKETING INSTITUTE @ FOREST PRODUCTS TRUCKING COUNCR. # INDEPENDENT

SCRAP IRON ANO STEEL % MARYLAND

ASSOCIATION ® NATIONAL READY MIXED CONCHETE ASSOCIATION 8 NATIONAL NA

MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION § NATIONAL YRUCK WIOGHT ADVISORY COMMITTEE & NATIONM. TURKEY FEDERATION @ OWNER-OPERATORS
INDEPENOENY DRIVER ASSOCIATION 8 POULTRY AND EGG INSTITUTE OF AMERICA @
ACTION CONFERENCE @ TRUCK RENTING AND LEASING ‘SQOCM‘“ON # TRUCK TRALER WAOW&S ASSOCIATION @ UMITED FRESH FRUIT AND

VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION 8U.8 CUSTOM HARVESTERS, INC

Coalition for Equitable Truck Taxes

January 23, 1984

Dear Senatdr:

In cthe hectic, closing days of its second session, the 97th Congress
passed the Surface Transportation Assistance Act which imposes excessive
increases in the highway taxes paid by the trucking {ndustry. In addition
to the five-cent-per-gallon increase in the Federal fuel tax, the
legislation raises the heavy vehicle use tax from a maximum of $240 per
year to $1,600 annually effective July 1, 1984, and, ultimately, $1,900 per

year in 1988.

The associations 1listed below support an alternative method for
financing the revenues needed to meet the goals and objectives of the STAA.
Rather than {ncrease the heavy vehicle use tax, which {s a lump sum,
up-front tax bearing no relationship to highway use, we prefer a diesel
differential tax., We believe that a diesel differential tax 1{s a more
equitable means of achieving our mutual goal of an effective and efficient

national highway network.

S. 1475, introduced by Senator Wallop would substitute a
five-cent~per-gallon diesel differential tax on trucks weighing more than
10,000 pounds for the heavy vehicle use tax. By doing so, the bill
accomplishes four objectives: .

o Raises approximately the same amount of money from the trucking
industry as is to be paid by the industry in the use tax;

e Returns user funding of highway projects to a pay-as~you-go
basis;

Establishes a taxing mechanism which is easily administered and
provides little opportunity for non-compliance; -and

e Establishes tax rates for tre trucking {industry which are
equitable and more affordable.

Because the detrimental increases in the heavy vehicle use tax take
effect on July 1, 1984, there is but a limited time to act., We urge you to

support early passage of §. 1475,

430 18t Street, S E. @ Washington, D.C. 20003
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Sincerely,

The Csaiition for Equitable Truck Taxes

Mot 8. /- C punty Ytgis
American Iron & Steel Zhstitute American Meat Mstitut

N .
S . o) h
rican Pulpwood Assocfftion can Soybean ociation

Eastern Industrial Traffic League

Florida Gift Fruit Shippers

Association

Forest Products Trucking Council Ind®pendent ers Association

(i

stitute of Sgrap Iron
and Steel

s flnedf & BT

Minnesora Association of
Cooperatives

Minfiepota Department of
Agriculture
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National Associ on of Brick National Association of Wheat
Distributors Growers

Pl . ’/" B
ARy “ . X
C/7ﬁ~x. ‘. 1
National Cxttlemen's Associafion
/

—...

National Fapmers Union ionsl Fédérétfof of M
Association

Wa%
National Grange Rational Industrial Transportation

League

1

YA Dieny T, (st

¥

National?ﬁ?ht Association National Moving and Storage
. Association

Rt &

National Ready Mixed Concrete Nacional Sand and Gravel

Association Association
e J b cclic sods, W
4 wiy /4 4%
National Solid Wastes Management National Truck Weight Advisory
Association Committee

s Independent Driver

National iurkey Federation
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erica Association
67—‘\v/ . Y u.: [ {
ww 2 RS ST (e
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FINANCIAL IMPACT OF THE SURFACE
TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1982 (STAA) ON MRFY CORP.

(A _TRANSPORTATION HOLDING COMPANY)

A. Business description
B. Overview of operating properties

C. Financial impact of STAA
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Business

MRFY Corp. (Company) was incorporated on June 5, 1982 under the laws

of Minnesota for the purpose of facilitating the management of operating
companies, better utilization of financial and management resources,

and development of other business opportunities. The Company currently

owns substantially all of the stock of Murphy Motor Freight Lines, Inc.

(Murphy) and all of the stock of Castle Contract Carrier, Inc. and

Green Streak Services, Inc.

Murphy is a regular route, common carrier of general commodities, oper-
ating under certificates of convenience and necessity issued by the
Interstate Commerce Commission and various state regulating commissions.
Incorporated in Minnesota in 1913, Murphy has expanded through a series
of acquisitions of other companies and recently through the addition

of terminals in new service areas. Murphy is a regional and inter-
regional carrier serving the eastern two-thirds of the United States

through a system of 73 terminals.

Murphy serves over 18,000 customers, with no one accounting for more
than 2% of revenues. Revenues derived from less-than-truckload traffic
exceed 75% of total revenues. The average length of haul is 470 miles.

Murphy employs approximately 1,100 persons. Approximately 600 are covered
under the International Brotherhood of Teamsters union contract, expiring

on March 31, 1985.

Castle Contract Carrier, Inc. was incorporated in 1981 under the laws
of the state of Delaware. It operates as a contract carrier.

Green Streak Services, Inc. was incorporated in 1982 under the laws
of the state of Delaware. It began operating as a corporation January
1, 1983 as an irregular route truckload operation.

Properties

Murphy maintains owned and leased operating facilities generally

referred to as freight terminals. Each terminal serves a local market
area and performs pick up and delivery service, freight loading and un-
loading across the dock, and receipt and dispatch of over-the-road units.
The capacity of a freight terminal is usually determined by the number
of vehicle doors. Murphy owns 22 terminals. The largest are located

in Saint Paul and Chicago, having 144 and 111 doors, respectively. In
addition, Murphy leases 37 terminals, the largest of which are located
at Milwaukee, Wisconsin, with 31 doors, and Nashville, Tennessee, with

34 doors.

Murphy's intercity fleet consists of 201 diesel powered tractors and
1,236 40' to 45' trailers. Murphy also operates 735 city trucks, trac-
tors, and semi-trailers, and 97 sales cars and service vehicles.
Murphy's policy is to replace line haul tractors at 400,000 miles or
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approximately every three and one half years and line haul trailers
every ten years. Tractors for local pick up and delivery are replaced
generally after five to ten years and trailers after ten to fifteen
years. Virtually all of the revenue equipment is owned by Murphy.

Castle Contract Carriers, Inc. and Green Streak Services, fnc. have
no significant operating assets due to the nature of their operations.

Financial Impact of STAA

Murphy is faced with financing a $2,207,000 federal tax bill in 1988

for highway use if the STAA remains intact. This is a $903,000 increase,
or 69%, over pre-STAA law. The operating ratio impact of federal high-
way taxes will jump from 1.2 points under pre-STAA law to 2.1 points
under the STAA provisions. Our corporate thrust, to a large degree,
over the next four years will be to provide enough cash flow to support
this tax bill, instead of providing new opportunities for employment,

growth and investment.

H.R. 2124 tempers the impact of increased federal taxes in an equitable
manner. Our fair share for federal highway taxes would be $1,852,000
by 1988, or a 42% increase over pre-STAA law. The operating ratio
impact of federal highway taxes would increase from 1.2 points under
pre-STAA law to 1.7 points under H.R. 2124.

H.R. 2124 is no bargain for the trucking industry but it certainly is
a fair compromise over the very cnerous provisions of the STAA.

H.R. 2124 will save us $355,000 over the STAA cost. This represents
enough savings to invest in 7 additional Mack road tractors that we

utilize in our linehaul operation.

See attached table for detailed cost comparison.
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MRFY Corp.
Cost Comparison of Pre-STAA Law to the STAA and H.R. 2124
{$000's)
YEAR 1988
Pre-STAA Law STAA HR2124
Diesel $ 287 $ 651 $§ 826
New Trucks and Trailers 801 909 909
Tires 49 117 117
Heavy Vehicle Use Tax 91 530 0
Weight-Distance Tax 0 0 0
Retreads 7 0 0
Lube 0il 6 0 0
Truck Parts 63 0 0
$ 1,304 $ 2,207 $ 1,852
Additional Cost of STAA and H.R.2124 $ - $ 903 $ 548
Percentage Increase over Pre-STAA Law - 69% 42%

1988 federal tax rates applied to 1984 assumed operating statistics.
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soinmarcial .
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February 3, 1984

Senator Robert Dole, Chairman
Committee on Finance

United States Senate

Senate Office Building
Washirzton, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

Our company is a common carrier operating primarily

in Florida delivering building products. Our
wholly-owned subsidiary Clay Hyder Trucking Lines, Inc,
transports refrigerated food products throughout the
continental United States. In 1983 on revenues of
$64,775,000 our net income before income taxes
amounted to $4,285,000. The Federal Highway Use

Tax effective July 1, 1984 results in an increase of
$1,218,000 annually on our 870 tractors., This would
reduce our net income to $3,067,000.

Alternatively, during 1983 we consumed 12,636,000
gallons of diesel fuel and a five cent per gallon
tax differential would amount to $631,800.

We urge your support of the diesel tax differential
as contained in $.1475, rather than the burdensome

use tax.

Sincere

ill Bostick

BB:cs

¢ 1+ SERVICE ALWAYS - ALL WAYS /4 4

£02 CAST IRICGZAS AVENUE : PCST OFFICE ORAWERS? » AUBURANDALE FLCRIDA 33823
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CaroLINA FREIGRT CarnizRs CORPORATION
CaerrYVILLE, NORTR CaROLINA 28021

CARLISLE JACKSON Febmary 3’ 1984
racasunge

Senator Robert Dole

Chairman Senate Finance Committee
U. S. Senate

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

The following table reflects the annual impact on our cost of the
various tax increases resulting from the passage of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA). The table also
reflects the impact of the proposed additional tax on diesel

fuel,
Cost Prior _Cost Reflecting STAA Proposed
to July I, July 1, Diesel Tax
STAA 1984 1989 Increase

Federal Highway Use Tax $ 373,082 $2,073,410 $2,363,138

Proposed Diesel Tax § 955,095
Other Taxes Included
in STAA 2,487,492 3,352,384 3,352,384 3,352,384
Total Increase $2,860,574 $5,425,794 $5,715,522 $4,307,479

The above table shows that the impact of STAA is an annual cost
increase effective July 1, 1984 of $2,565,220, or 89.7%. When fully
implemented in 1989, the increase would amount to $2,854,948, or
99.82. The highway use tax portion will incrcase from $373,082 to

$2,363,138, an increase of 533.4%.

We contend that the highway use tax increase under STAA is exorbitant
and unfair to the motor carriers. The increases would apply equally
to each power unit regardless of miles run. This would place an
extreme hardship on companies during recessionary periods when they
can least afford it., The STAA increases would have reduced Carolina's
net earnings for 1982 by 23,4%.

The proposed diesel fuel tax increase is muck more equitable and is
directly related to the use of the highways. ile strongly urge your
support of Senate bill 1475 and House bill 2124,

Yours truly,
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February 7, 1984

Mr. Bennett C. Whitlock, Jr.
President

American Trucking 'Associations, Inc.
1616 P Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Whitlock:

On behalf of North American Van Lines, Inc. and its subsidiaries, the follow-
ing information and comments are made pertaining to the Surface Transporta-
tion Assistance Act as passed by Congress in 1982.

HEAVY HIGHWAY USE TAX

The imposition of the- Heavy Highway Use Tax (IRC SEC. 4481) will have a
dramatic impact to North American Van Lines as well as its independent
owner/operators. This can best be summarized by the following:

1983 1983 1984 1984
# of Use Tax  Accumulated Use Tax Accumulated
Vehicle Units Per Unit Use Tax Per Unit Use Tax

Single Axle 736 $180.00 $132,480. $800.00 $588,800.

Tandem Axle 327 $222.00 $ 72,594, $1,040.00 $340,080.
. (66,000#)

Tandem 2,536 $222.00 $562,992. $1,600.00 $4,057,600.
(80,000#)

TOTAL $768,066. $4,986,480.

The increase in the Highway Use Tax will increase the overall operating
expenses of North American Van Lines at a minimum of $4,218,414. for the
year 1984, However, this amount does not include the cost that the tax
will have upon our agency family. It is currently estimated that the in-
creased Highway Use Tax will cost the agency family an additional $4,000,000.
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ALTERNATIVE TO THE HEAVY HIGHWAY USE TAX

The Company is in complete agreement that at no time should Congress discre-
tionally apply a discriminatory tax against a motor carrier, an individual
trucking company, and/or an independent contractor in the area of highway
user fees. In addition, it {is our belief that if "user fees" are needed
as the source of revenue, that such fees should be paid under the concept

“pay as you go."

While it appears that the diesel differential tax meets the criteria of
“pay as you go," one must be concerned as to the future ease of misuse
of such a tax. One .such concern is that state governments may look at
the diesel differential tax as the only viable means acceptable to the
transportation industry for increasing state highway funding. Another
item that should be mentioned is that under the Heavy Highway Use Tax (which
becomes effective July 1, 1984) a special one-year delay in enactment of
the tax was given to "small owner-cperators.” The enactment of a diesel
differential tax will eliminate the one-year deferral given to the small
owner/operators unless provisions are made to keep it in effect. We agree
that the administrative burden of the federal highway use tax can be elimina-
ted if a diesel differential tax is imposed as a replacement to the excise

tax. \

The enactment of a diesel differential tax would in all probability reduce
the administrative burden to our Company as well as to the industry.
However, the administrative burden can only be reduced if the federal highway

use tax is totally abolished.

While there is no simple solution to the problem at hand, I am confident
that an equitable solution can be reached prior to July 1, 1984.

Very truly yours,

/Jghn Moehring : ~

Director of Tax

JM:Im
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MayHower

RICHARD L. RUSSELL
PRESIOENT

February 2, 1984

Mr. Bermett C. Whitlock, Jr.
President

fAmerican Trucking Associations, Inc.
1616 P Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Whitlock:

We are enclosing a schedule of our leased fleet's estimated
costs for federal highway use tax and fuel taxes. These
estimated costs are computed for 2 six year period based on
what they would be under prior law, present law, and the
proposed alternative. The proposed alternative would in-
clude a 5S¢ diesel differential and a $3/1,000 pounds use
tax.

We recognize the proposed alternative as a more equitable
method of allocating costs than that method prescribed .
under present law. We support the theme that the nation
must raise sufficient revenue in order to properly maintain
highways, but the method used should be equitable. The
proposed alternative does such by taking into account the

frequency of highway use.

The proposed alternative is also preferable to present law
in respect to payment ease. It 1s easier for an owner
operator to pay throughout the year rather than in a lump
sum, 'Ihediesel differential would correspond to his cash
flow. It is important to remember that owner operators
are bearing the costs. As amall businessmen, it is indeed
necessary to spread the cost rather than hit them for the
total at one time. Additionally, it takes a considerable
amount of time for this cost to be reflected in the price
to the consumer, if ever.

YI_JAG® TRANS T COMPANY INC 'ETECUTIVE CPFFICES (NC.ANASOLLE NDIANA 48238 A € BOC CY 8 J1° '8 X CAS.E ADSICES vavraan €



We believe that shifting the incidence of the taes to a
"pay~as-you-go" system mekes sense and helps the small .
husiness persons who are so vital to the trucking industry.

Sincerely, .
Richard L. Russell

President
Aero Mayflower Transit Campany, Inc.

RLF:3f
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GUMPARISON CF FEDERAL USER FEES
ASSUPTIOS

Average gross vehicle weight:

- 72,000 pounds for 230 units

- 60,000 pounds for all other units
Average miles per gallon: 35.25 opg

Nunber of unics in fleet:

1,800 during the period 10/1/83 - 9/30/84
1,850 during the period 10/1/84 - 9/30/85
1,900 dnoing the period 10/1/85 - 9/30/86
1,950 during the period 10/1/86 - 9/30/87
2,000 during the period 10/1/87 - 9/30/88
2,050 during the period 10/1/88 - 9/30/89

92,000,000 during the period 10/1/83 - 9/30/84
94,000,000 during the period 10/1/84 - 9/30/85
96,000,000 during the period 10/1/85 - 9/30/86
98,000,000 during the period 10/1/86 - 9/30/87
100,000,000 during the period 10/1/87 - 9/30/88
102,000,000 during the period 10/1/88 - 9/30/89
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CQMPARISON OF FEDERAL USER FEES

10/1/83 10/1/84 ~ 10/1/85 10/1/86 10/1/87 10/1/88

%8%2 ggg;% 9/30/ 2 %87?; 9/30/ 53 %8‘/%3 .

PRE-STAA:
HUT $ 332,280 § 341,280 S 350,280 $ 359,280 $ 368,280 $ 377,280
FUEL TAX 700,952 716,190 731,428 746,666 761,905 777,143
TOTAL $1,033,232 $1,057,470 $1,081,708 $1,105,946 $1,130,185 $1,15,423

HUT $ 939,880 $ 1,590,400 $ 1,650,000 $ 1,740,060 § 1,832,080 $ 1,906,520
FUEL TAX 1,577,143 1,611,428 1,645,714 . 1:680,000 1,714,285 1,748 571
TOTAL $2,517,023 §$3,201,828 $3,295,714 § 3,620,040 § 3,546,365 $ 3,655,091

HUT $ 332,280 $ 341,280 $ 350,280 $ 359,280 $ 368,280 $ 377,280

FUEL TAX 2,633,333 2,506,666 2,559,999 2,613,333 2 666,666 2,719,999
TOTAL $ 2,785,613 § 2,847,946 § 2,910,279 $ 2,972,613 $ 3,034,946 $ 3,097,279

—— —
m— ——
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ARA LLOOPFR IRANSPORTAIION Bl st s g oes
208,790 3044 ’
JUL 14 1983
‘ July 7, 1983
G. MACK OOVE .
Prescont
Dear Ms. Dole: - .

I was in the audience in Washington on June 15th when you
addressed the ATA Executive Committee. In ysur speéch you said
. your door is always cpen and you invited us to express our views
to you. This letter is intended to request a meeting with you

and appropriate staff members at your earliest convenience.

You will find attached a paper describing our campany and
the impact of the Surface tion Assistance Act, along
with suggestions for change that would accamplish the same pur-
pose nore equitably. I have also attached a brief resume of my
involvement in business and caommnity affairs so you will have

better understanding of my background. .
Please contact me at your earliest convenience and establish

a time and place for our meeting. - o

R Very truly.yours,

G. Mack Dove

a@D/jjn
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My name is G. Mack Dove. I am President of AAA Cooper Transportation of
Dothan, Alabama. I am a member of the Camittee of One Hundred of the American
- Trucking Association and currently serve as 2nd Vice President of the Regular
Coomon Carrier Conference of ATA. I am also a member of the Regional and
Distribution Carrier Conference. I currently serve on the Executive Camnittee
of the Highway Users Federation for Safety and Mobility.

I am an active member of the Board of the Federal Reserve Bank of
" Birmingham and on the Board of the Alsbama Chanber of Camerce. I have served
as chairmen or president of numerous cammmity organiiaciong. inﬁluding church,
civic and business organizations. ‘ : ’

.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION
AAA Cooper 'I‘ransporca;:ion is a for hire common carrier operating in nine
states in the southeast. We are referred to as a regional distribution carrier
in trucking jargon. The nature of our business is to pick up and deliver ship-

ments moving between cities in our service area.
Our fleet consists of 791 trailers, 373 tractors, and 78 straight txucks.

We operate 40 terminals employing 1100 people. Our average length of haul is
250 miles. ‘ ) ‘ ‘ )
Our averégel shipmmf wei_éhs 1207 lbs..' Less than one per cent o'f our
shipments weigix more than 20,000 1bs. although these cpxcldoad.shipmmts repre-
sent nine per cent of our sales dollars. Our company picks up and delivexrs an
average of 3600 shipments each day. Our service area includes all cities in
 the states of Alabama, Georgla, Florida, North Carolina, and South Carolina.
In addition, we serve many cities in the adjoining states of Mississippi,
Temnessee, Louisiana and Taras ' , :

Briefly; it is our business to pick up small shipnu}tis in the area de-
scribed and take them to a consolidation point. We then assemble the shipments
according to their destinations and deliver than It is important to under-
stand ﬂnt:a.u:serviceareacbvefs every nook and crammy of the state$ named

in our service area.
Our tractor fleet nubering 373 consists of 150 linehaul (LH) units and

223 pick up and delivery (P and D) units. All of our tractors are tagged and

otherwise qualified for the maximusn legal weight (80,000 1bs.) although the
average weight, including payload, is 55,000 1bs.

- Our market is primarily an overnight service market. Typically, a LH
tractor would nun between terminals at night pulling a trailer containing ship-.

ments to the destination terminal service area. The LM tractor is used in
P and D service the following day on occasions, but since it cannot be depended
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upon to be in any particular city at a specific time, it generally is used only

in linehaul service. It éverages 120,000 miles each year.
P and D tractors are used to haul freight within the terminal service area

in which the tractors are domiciled. Typically, a terminal serves a radius of

100 miles or so, although there are glaring exceptions, depending on population
and market share. A tractor used in the P and D function is sometimes an older
linehaul tractor. Our policy is to keep a tractor 7 years from date of pur-

chase, using it 3 or 4 years in linehaul and the balance of its life inPand D
service. Our expenence is that a ccnbi.naum of wear and tear and obsolescence
dictates a 7 year trade policy as being optimm utilization for our purposes.
Additionally, we operate lightu' weight tractors that are used purely in the
P and D function. These also are ugged and otherwise qualified to haul the

paximun allowable weigﬁt. Our P and D tractors average 26,000 miles each per

year. Our linehaul tractors average 6 miles per gallon of fuel and our P and D
tractors average 4.5 miles per gallon o ‘
That port:lm of the Surface Transportation Assist:ance Act th.ch raises the
usetaxto$1900perauckperyearisparticularlymem:sandmfaircom
Cooper ‘I‘rmsportatim. ‘That tax amoamts to 2 » property tax on the vehicle and
cannot be Justified as our fair share portion for highvéy damage. :

As has been shown, 223 of our tractors operate low mileage (26,000 miles

per year), mostly on city stxeets. These tractors spmd a great deal more
time parked in a lot to load or unload than moving over the public highways.
The current use tax on our tractor fleet amounts to $70,020 amnually. After
STAA has been fully implemented, the annual tax on that same fleet will be
$708,700. That calculates to an ammual increase of $638,680. Surely, that

is not my cowpany's fair share for highway maintenance. Moreover, as 1 .
understand the law, we would be required to pay that amount on July 1, in

advance.

o
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It simply is not fair; to my company for a '"head tax' to be levied on a
per truck basis, disregarding the work the truck performs. The fact that we
utilize P and D equipment only 26,000 miles per year does not mean we are
inefficient, that simply is the nature of the work we do.

The fuel tax increase of 5 cents per gallon increases our annual tax
payments by $214,224. I have no particular quarrel with the fuel tax as it
is levied on the user as it should be. The total amount of tax paid is com-
mensurate with the amount of work done. Aléo, it is paid "as you go" and as
revenue is generated rather than up fromt.

~ PRODUCTIVITY GAINS

The productivity gains that your study claims as a result-of increased

length and width are invalid as it relates to AAA Cooper 'n'msportatim. We

!

cannot take advantage of the increases for two reasons. .

(1) We utilize our trailers indiscriminately in both the IH and P&D
function. Unlike tra;:cors; there is no separate P&D fleet and IH
fleet. Cmseqtmt:ly, our trailers mst be qual.ified to be operated
in every remote area of the states we serve. The designated highuay
portion of the law precludes the operation we need. The only way we
could utilize the added length and width alloved under the Law 1s to
om 2 separate fleets of LH and P&D trailers and that is not practi-
cal in a 250 mile haul awircrma.u:.

(2) Ve utilize piggyback to and from Miami except that when there are
return loads available, we run over the highway. Currently, we load
an average of 26 loads a daj' to Miami and 6 loads a day from Miami;
therefore, we pig 20 trailers a day to and from Miami. Railroads

can handle 2 45 ft. trailers on one car. They can handle only one

48 ft. trailer per car. Because of this, the cost on a 48 ft. trail-
er is twice the cost of a 45 ft. trailer, rendering it useless.

e - “y.
. [

(&Y

35-T48 O—N2——22
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We have no experience in the use og doubles, but they too would be 11’mitéd
to designated highways. Additionally, cur linehaul costs represent only 267 of
_our total costs. The remaining 747 of costs are generated by terminal activity,

including buildings, people, and equipment. An increase in productivity in the
area of linehaul would not be particularly beneficial in our envirovment. An
increase in P and D costs, however, is @smtially significant.
| CONCLUSION

This paper has not addressed the impact of the 127 excise tax or any of
the other taxes levied in STAA. Here we are dealing only with the use tax and
the fuel tax. OCbviously, distribution carriers such as AAA Cooper Transportation
produce less sales dollars per txuck operated than the average truck user. But
the cost to our company on only use taxes and fuel taxes, when fully implemented,
will be $1,094,437 amnually, up from $241,533, an increase of $852,904.

I camot seriously quarrel with the fuel tax because it is applicable to
all and is fair in that respect. The use tax, however, is not a fair tax in
any v;ay as it does not assess tax burden comensurate with opportunity to damage.
Equally anorta;tt, we receive none of the benefits of increased productivity
because we are precluded fram using the larger equipment on the streets and
highways on vhich we work. - All of the productivity benefits accrue to the lon-
gethaulc#n’ierwho is more adversely impacted by the fuel tax than by the use
tax. Even if the larger equipment could be used universally, its benefits
would be limited to our company.

I understand and appreciate the need for an adequate and well maintained
highway system and will not complain if properly assessed a fair share. Please
meet with me if you see fit to discuss our situation in greatex detail. '

The fairest tax, in my opinion, is to place the burden to pay on the user.

Tax diesel fuel and/or gasoline by whatever amount is necessary to get the job

done,
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AMERICAN PRESIDENT
TRUCKING e s
ASSOCIATIONS, INC.

1616 P Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036
February 16, 1984

The Honorable Robert Dole

Committee on Finance

U.S. SENATE

Senate Office Building .
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

The purpose of this letter is to supplement my recent testimony on
S. 1475 and other possible alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax. As I
indicated in my testimony, the trucking industry will be adversely impacted
by the significant increase in the use tax contained in the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA). The industry is requesting
that the method of taxation be changed to more accurately reflect use on a
pay-as-you-go basis. We believe S. 1475 meets this objective.

The trucking industry, however, opposes a large heavy vehicle use tax
when combined with a diesel differential. The Department of
Transportation's (DOT) Option #4 increases the heavy vehicle use tax from
the pre-STAA maximum of $240 per year to $650, a 171 percent increase. In
1985, of the $3,242.3 million paid by combination trucks (according to
DOT), 36 percent of the taxes will remain on a fixed, lump-sum basis, while

64 percent will be on a pay-as-you-go basis._1/

For a typical five-axle tractor semitrailer, 2/ the use tax coupled
with an amortized excise tax will constitute 41 percent of the $3,930 in
federal highway user taxes. The remaining 59 percent will be on a pay-as-

you-go basis.

_1/ DOT Option #4 -~ All Combinations - 1985

Fuel $1,901.2 million ( 58.6%)
Tire 159.9 million ( 6.9%)
Excise 857.1 million ( 26.4%)
Use 324.2 million ( 10.0%)
TOTAL $3,242.3 million (100.0%)

_2/ DOT Option #4 -- 5-Axle Tractor Semitrailer
78,000 lbs. gvw -~ 70,000 annual miles

Fuel $2,187 ( 55.6%)
Tire 143 ( 3.6%)
Excise 998 ( 25.4%)
Use 602 15.7%)
TOTAL  $3,930 (160.5%4)

A National Federation Having an Affiliated Association in fach State
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As 1 indicated in my testimony, a diesel differential does reflect
changes in gross vehicle weight (gvw). The heavier the vehicle, the fewer
miles per gallon; the higher the mileage, the more tax paid. As Figure I
indicates, for each 10,000 pound increase in gross vehicle weight for a
five-axle tractor semitrafler, there is a 4.6 percent increase in the fuel
consumed. A vehicle at 30,000 pounds gvw averages 6.4 miles per gallon,
while a vehicle at 80,000 pounds gvw will average only 4.71 miles per

gallon._3/

Finally, the industry is opposed to any heavy vehicle use tax which
does not apply to vehicles between 33,000-55,000 pounds gross vehicle
weight. The basis for the DOT highway cost allocation study is the premise
that axle weights ~- and not gross vehicle weights -- damage highways. Yet,
DOT Options #4, 5, 6, and 7 do not apply the heavy vehicle use tax to
vehicles under 55,000 pounds, even though they may have the same axle
weights as vehicles above 55,000 pounds.

For example, Figure II shows a three-axle concrete mixer. This vehicle
averages 20,000 pounds on the front axle and 34,000 pounds on the rear
tandem axle for a gross vehicle weight of 54.000 pounds. A typical five-
axle tractor semitrailer carries 10,000 pounds on the front axle and
34,000 pounds on the remaining two tandem axles for a gross vehicle weight
of 78,000 pounds. Under DOT Option #4, the first vehicle pays no heavy
vehicle use tax, while the second pays $602.

Table 1 lists other vehicles with comparable axle weights to so-called
bheavy trucks (over 75,000 pounds), which do not pay the heavy vehicle use
tax. While we disagree with the DOT's highway cost allocation study, if
vehicles are to be taxed on the findings of that study, then all vehicle.
with high axle weights should pay a heavy vehicle use tax. The tax should
not apply to only those vehicles over 55,000 pounds gross vehicle weight.

I request that this letter be made a part of the record.
Sincerely,

N SO R Ziekf

Bennett C. Whitlock, Jr.

BCW:arw
Attachments
cc: Members of the Committee on Finance

_3/ Five-Axle Tractor Semitrailer
GPM = ,00186K + .13788
Where,
K = Gross Vehicle Weight in tons
= Gallons Per Mile
Source: Regina T. Selva and Roger W, Kolins, '"The Impact of
Gross Vehicle Weight on Line-Haul Trucking Costs: 1981
and 1985," Issues in Truck Sizes and Weights, Technical
Report, TSW-81-3, American Trucking Associations, Inc.,

1981.

-
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FIGURE 11
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TABLE 1

Vehicles Under 55,000 lbs. gvw With High Axle Weights

Gross

Single Single Tandem Vehicle

Description Front Axle Rear Axle Rear Axle Weight

Dump Truck 13,000 20,000 N/A 33,000

Utility Truck 12,000 N/A 28,000 40,000

Dump Truck . 10,500 N/A 34,000 44,500

Dump Truck 12,000 N/A 34,000 46,000

Trash Hauler 16,000 ) N/A 34,000 50,000

Cement Mixer 20,000 N/A 34,000 54,000
Five-Axle
Tractor

Semitrailer 10,000 N/A 34,000 78,000

34,000

N/A = Not Applicable
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Whitlock.
Mr. Archer.

STATEMENT OF JOHN ARCHER, MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOVERN-
MENT AFFAIRS, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, FALLS

CHURCH, VA

Mr. ArcHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Three-A does not believe that the use tax on heavy vehicles
should be replaced by a diesel differential. In our view, this is par-
ticularly true, because as you have just suggested, a large increase
in the Federal heavy truck use tax was widely understood to be at
least in part related to a political tradeoff for increased truck sizes
and weights mandated by the STAA. It is also true, in our view,
because a diesel differential, unlike a weight-distance tax, would
not solve the major equity concerns with the current tax structure.

If, however, Congress does decide to proceed with consideration
of a diesel differential, Three-A believes that two considerations
are paramount: .

(1) Any diesel differential should contain a tax credit for diesel-
powered motor vehicles under 10,000 pounds, and

(2) Any change in the heavy truck use tax should be entirely rev-
enue-neutral.

Motorists are already paying 106 percent of their fair share; they
should not be required to pay even more solely because the truck-
ing industry wants to revamp its taxes.

If I could make a brief comment on a comment made by an earli-
er witness relative to weight-distance versus ton-mile taxes: it is al-
together true that ton-mile taxes have very serious administrative
problems. We don’t think that's true for a weight-distance tax
made on the basis of registered weight, as in the State of Oregon.

In Oregon they have a 95-percent compliance rate, and the col-
lection costs are about 7 percent.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear.

[Mr. Archer’s prepared statement follows:]



341

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN ARCHER, MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
DEPARTMENT, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am John Archer, Managing Director of Government Affairs

for the American Automobile Association.
The American Automobile Association, serving more than 23.8 million

members, apprecilates this opportunity to comment on alternatives to the tax

on the use of heavy trucks.

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 was a serious attempt
to equitably impose taxes commensurate with the cost responsibilities of
highway users, although the original Administration bill based on the Highway

Cost Allocation Study would have mandated even greater tax responsibility

to heavy trucks.

AAA does not believe that these newly-enacted taxes--particularly
the use taxes on heavy trucks--should be changed unless compelling justifica-
tion ic shown, and then only after careful study of all possible alternatives.
This is particularly true because the large increase in the federal heavy
truck use tax was widely understood to be the political tradeoff for the
increased truck lengths, widths, and weights mandated by the 1982 STAA.

It is also true because, as one of the conclusions of the 513(g) study

(ReporiL to Congress on Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks) states,

tﬁé short-term options widely discussed as possible changes in the

current tax structure:

"...do not solve the major equity concerns with

the current tax structure. The current fees do not
fully measure the two principle variables: weight

and distance. To measure them directly and more
equitably requires a comprehensive change, specifically,
a weight-distance tax.

"The principal (sic) and compelling advantage of a weight-
distance tax is that it taxes directly those character-
istics that should be taxed as a measure of costs

imposed upon the highways by users. It is the only

tax instrument that addresses precisely the trucking
industry's major criticism of the heavy vehicle use
tax-~that is, its insensitivity to mileage variation,
There appear to be no insurmountable reasons why a

simple weight-distance tax could not be imposed at

the national level,"
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Moreover, an important study regarding this issue has just been
released by the AASHTO Steering Committee on Motor Carrier Taxation and
Registration Issues. That recently-released AASHTO study recommends enactment
of a weight-distance tax to begin in 1986 and retention of the present
uge tax until that time. AAA supports this baQ;;mrecommendation of the
study. Enactment of a weight-distance tax would be fair to all highway
" users, unlike a diesel differential tax which will not account adequately
for the greater cost responsibility of heavy combination trucks.

We strongly believe a diesel differential will penalize motorists
who operate diesel-powered passenger cars or vans even if that tax includes
an exemption for diesel-powered vehicles under 10,000 pounds. At the very
" least motorists filing for refunds or tax credits under such an exemption
will be faced with the burden of documenting their claims. We are also
afraid that part of any diesel differential will be paid by car and van
owners, if only because the paper work requirements associated with any
refund system will inevitably lead to at least some claims not being fileé.

However, if the Congress decides to proceed with consideration of
a diesel differential, AAA believes that two considerations are paramount:

(1) Any diesel differential legislation should contain a tax

credit for diesel-powered motor vehicles under 10,000 pounds,

to procect motorists and other light-vehicle owners to the

extent possible from the proposed increase in the diesel tax.

This credit could be claimed on IRS Form 1040 in the section

(for 1983) encompassing lines 41 through 49 entitled "Credits." .

(2) Any replacement of the heavy-truck use tax with the diesel

differential should be entirely revenue neutral. The trucking

industry should not be allowed to use a change in the taxing
mechanism as a means of further avoiding payment of their fair

share of road taxes.
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A diesel differential is also inequitable to the owners of light and
meduim weight vehicles. The cost responsibility of the heavy diesei-powered
vehicles increases substantially as weight increases, but fuel consumption
per mile increases only slightly above 50,000 pounds. The state of Oregon
found that while the cost responsibility of an 80,000 pound combination truck
was about double that of a 50,000 pound combination, its fuel consumption was
only 14 percent more. Combination trucks under 70,000 pounds, and all single
unit trucks, are already paying significantly more than their cost responsibility
under taxes enacted in STAA 82, Combination units over 70,000 pou;ds are paying
significantly less, with those over 75,000 pounds paying only 66 percent of
their cost responsibility. Any substitution of a diesel differential for a
highway use tax only will result in a further shifting of tax payments to
lighter vehicles.

The burden placed upon the IRS may not be worth the effort to enact a
diesel differential. It has been estimated that by 1985 more people could
be applying for tax credits or refunds than would be paying a diesel
differential. In that year there will be approximately 3.6 million diesel-
powered vehicles weighing less than 10,000 pounds while only 2.4 million
diesel-powered vehicles will weigh more than 10,000 pounds.

We understand serious consideration is being given to embracing DOT's
alternative No, 2. This option adds the pre~-STAA '82 heavy truck use tax
rates (maximum $240) to tpe S-cent diesel differential tax rates found in
H.R. 2124 or S. 1475. We believe this option is unfair because it is not
revenue neutral. It represents a $700 million loss to the Highway Trust
Fund. It lowers the level of equity for heavy truck combinations below
that provided by the taxes as defined in the Surface Transportation ‘ssistance
Act of 1982, thereby shifting a greater portion of the cost burden of highway

and bridge repair and reconstruction onto other highway users. Under DOT's
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alternative No. 2, combination trucks over 75,000 pounds would pay only 60
percent of their cost responsibility--as determined by the Cost Allocation
Study--the same percentage they paid prior to passage of the STAA.

Any taxing mechanism relying on fuel consumption as a major element in
compensating for highway cost responsibility becomes imprecise and inequitable
when attempting to recover cost responsibility from a vehicle population
with widely divergent weights. For example, the federal highway cost re-
sponsibility study found that a combination vehicle over 75,000 pounds had
a per-mile cost responsibility about 16 times that of the passenger car,
but consumes only about three to four times more fuel than a passenger
car. Therefore, with a current federal fuel tax of nine cents per gallon,
this vehicle would have to pay more than 30 cents per gallon fuel tax to meet
its determined cost responsibility through fuel taxes alone.

Problems alleged to exist relating to collection costs associated with
weight-distance taxes are extensively addressed in the AASHTO study previously
mentioned. It notes that collection costs as reported by the states fall
within a range of 12 to 14 percent. The state with the most experience with
a weight-distance tax, Oregon, reported a collection and administrative cost
of only 7.4 percent.

When compared with administrative costs for collecting vehicle registration
fees ranging up to 14 percent and averaging around five percent, the costs of
administering a weight~distance tax do not seem unreasonable. Additional
study will allow perfection of the methods and procedures needed to administer
and collect a national weight-distance tax.,

For all these reasons we recommend that no action be taken to adjust the
tax schedules contained in the 1982 STAA until the taxes are actually imposed
and sufficient time has passed to assess their impact, as well as the potential
impact of a national weight~distance tax.

Thank you for considering our views.
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The Chairman. Thank you very much.

Well, I know Senator Long has indicated an interest in the
weight-distance, and we intend to look into it in more detail. It was
one of the options of the DOT, but not one they recommended. But
if the others are not acceptable, maybe we can try that one out.

Mr. Berg.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE BERG, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATION-
AL AFFAIRS DIVISION, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERA.

TION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BerG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am George Berg. I am representing the American Farm Bureau
Federation. The Farm Bureau is the nation’s largest general farm
organization, with 3.3 million members.

r. Chairman, the farmer and the small businessman serving
rural America should not be required to bear the inequitable cost
of restoring and maintaining the Nation’s highways. When Con-
gress enacted the STAA, it was the consensus that those most re-
sponsible for road deterioration should bear the brunt of recon-
struction costs.

The cost-allocation study released by the Department of Trans-
portation in 1982 indicated that heavy trucks were not paying fuel
taxes and user fees proportionate to the highway damage they
were causing.

The Federal use tax on motor vehicles was originally enacted as
a means of requiring owners of heavy commercial transcontinental
trucks to pay their fair share.

The Farm Bureau does not feel that farm trucks, those that are
not for hire and used only a few days out of the year to transport
commodities and livestock should be include in this heavy truck
use tax; they should be exempt.

The Farm Bureau urges enactment of legislation to exempt
farmer-owned, not-for-hire trucks from the highway use tax. Mr.
Chairman, as you recall, you introduced legislation and had it ap-
proved in the 96th Congress. It was approved by the Senate, but
unfortunately it was defeated in the conference.

The DOT study on alternatives to the heavy vehicle use tax con-
sidered approximately nine options. The DOT flatly rejected H.R.
2124, introduced by Representatives Frenzel, Campbell, and Jen-
kins. The legislation was rejected on the basis that it would not
provide adequate highway revenues nor would it provide highway
user tax equity.

H.R. 2124 would result in revenue loss of about $350 million in
1985, and in our opinion weould shift the tax burden from heavy
trucks to lighter trucks.

During the annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau Feder-
ation in January, we adopted the following policy with respect to
highway and truck policy:

We favor elimination of a highway use tax on farm trucks. Until such action is
taken, we support legislation raising the exemption for trucks from the 5,000 mile
limitation to 15,000 miles. If increased mileage exemption cannot be achieved in
1984, we will support up to an additional 5-cent tax per gallon on diesel fuel tc sub-

stantially reduce or replace the heavy vehicle use tax. We oppose any plan which
would substantially shift the burden from the heavy trucks to light trucks.
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The CHAIRMAN. You know, we did raise, at the insistence of the
Senate, that exemption from $2,500 to $5,000. You just shot it back
by 10,000. Was that a typo?

Mr. BErG. No, sir. It is from 5 to 15,000 miles. It is not a typo;
that was what the Farm Bureau delegation, at their annual meet-
ing, adopted. And they did appreciate the fact that you and this
committee did it.

The CHAIRMAN. I think Senator Symms called that to our atten-
tion, initially.—increasing the exemption.

I think what we are concerned about, and again we are not in
the decisionmaking stage, is that if you get it up to 10- or 15,000,
there might be a lot of “nonfarm” vehicles taking advantage of it.

Mr. BerGc. Well, under legislation that is pending in the House
that is almost identical to the bill that you introduced several
years ago, there is a dollar limitation on the amount, and it cannot
be owned by a corporation; it must be owned by a farmer, and
farmer-owned and farmer-operated.

The CHAIRMAN. I think, as you know, Senator Trible has intro-
duced the 10,000.

Mr. BerG. Yes, sir, he has. And we would be happy if the com-
mittee could see its way clear to approve that bill. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Well, maybe we could make it 5,001 miles; that
would be an improvement over 1982. [Laughter.]

[Mr. Berg's prepared statement follows:]
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SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION STATEMENT
TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
ON ALTERNATIVES TO TAX ON THE USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS

February 9, 1984

When Congress enacted STAA, it was the concensus that those most
responsible for road deterioration should bear the brunt of
reconstruction cost. Cost allocation study indicated that heavy
trucks were not paying fuel taxes and user fees proportionate to

highway damage caused.

Federal use tax on motor vehicles was originally enacted as &«
means of requiring owners of heavy commercial trucks to pay their fair
share of highway construction costs., Farm trucks =--not for lire and
used only a few days a year-- should be exempt.

Farm Bureau urges enactment of legislation to exempt
farmer-owned, not for hire farm trucks from highway use tax.

DOT study of alternatives to heavy vehicle use tax flatly
rejected H.R., 2124, introduced by Representatives Frenzel, Campbell,
and Jenkins. Legislation was rejected on the basis it would not
provide adequate highway revenues nor would it provide highway user
tax equity. H.R., 2124 would result in revenue loss of $350 million in
1985 and shift tax burden from heavy trucks to lighter trucks,
resulting in a tax liability for an additional 56 percent of the truck
population which is now exempt under STAA. Most of the lighter trucks
would be those used on farms to haul farm products. or trucks used

primarily by small business.

During the 65th Annual Meeting in January, Farm Bureau adopted
the following highway and truck policy:

"We favor elimination of highway use tax on farm
trucks. Until such ac:ion is taken, we support legislation
raising the exemption for trucks from the federal highway
use tax from 5,000 to 15,000 miles. If increased mileage
exemption cannot be achieved in 1984, we will support up to
an additional 5 cent tax per gallon on diesel fuel to
substantially reduce or replace the heavy vehicle use tax,
providing that off-highway use is exempt or refundable.
oppose any plan which would substantially shift the burden
of truck taxes from heavy trucks to light trucks.”

We

Farm Bureau is the nation's largest general farm organization
with a membership of 3.3 million member families. The farmer and the
small businessman serving rural America should not be required to bear
the inequitable cost of restoring and maintaining our nation's
highways. The heavy truck use tax scheduled to go into effect July 1,
1984, unless modified by Congress, cannot help but discourage farmers
from trucking grain and livestock to markets outside their local areas

that might be offering higher prices.
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STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
OX ALTERNATIVES TO TAX ON THE USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS

February 9, 1984

Presented By
George L. Berg, Jr.
Assistant Director, National Affairs Division

Farm Bureau appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
alternatives to the tax on the use of heavy trucks.

When Congress set out in late 1982 to enact legislation raising
revenue to rebuild the nation's highway system, the consensus was that
those highway users most responsible for road deterioration shouvld
bear the brunt of reconstruction costs. Based on a U.,S. Department of
Transportation cost allocation study, heavy trucks (particularly,
combination vehicles over 70,000 pounds GVW) were not paying fuel
taxes and user fees proportionate to the highway damage DOT estimated

they caused.

’ As a result, Congress passed the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA). This act made many changes in federal
legislation for highways and mass transit. Most importantly, it
increased funding to rebuild the nation's worn~out transportation
facilities. The legislation changed the fees that highway users pay
into the Highway Trust Fund. It changed the way the fund is
administered, 1t changed to some degree almost all federal aid

authorized for roads and transit, :

This new law also directed the Department of Transportation to
conduct a study of alternatives to the tax on use of heavy trucks,
The act, in addition to hiking the federal tax on fuel by five cents a
gallon, also increased the heavy vehicle use tax from a maximum of
$240 per year to $1,600 per year in 1984, and ultimately to $1,900 per
year in 1988. This new tax will become effective July 1, 1984, unless

modified by Congress,

The federal highway use tax on motor vehicles is a source of
funding the national highway construction program. It was originally
enacted by the Congress as a means of requiring owners of heavy
commercial trucks to pay their share of highway construction costs,
Since the bulk of farmer-owned and farm-use trucks are not for hire
and are used only a few days a year on the highways-~-usually for short
distances--such trucks should be exempt from the tax.

According to the most recent survey, the 1977 U.S. Census of
Transportation, the total number of trucks used in agriculture is
approximately 4.2 million. By including pickup, panel and walk-in
trucks, it is estimated that 1.1 million farm vehicles are subject to

the federal highway use tax.
In the 96th Congress, Farm Bureau supported legislation intro-
duced by Senator Dole to exempt farm trucks from the highway use tax.

The Senate adopted the bill (S. 396) as an amendment to the Revenue
Act of 1978, but the provision was dropped in conference. )

35-748 O—82—-—23
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Farm Bureau urges the enactment of legislation tc exempt
bona fide, farmer-owned, not for hire farm trucks from che highway use
tax. We support H.R. 259, the proposal introduced by Representative
James Quillen (R-TN), to exempt vehicles used for farming purposes
€rom the highway use tax. The legislation prohibits exemption for
vehicles registered in the name of a corporation whose gross receipts
for the last taxable year exceeded $950,000 or which derived more than
50 percent of their gross income from activities other than farming.

The DOT has now completed its study of the heavy vehicle use tax
and has transmitted its report to the Congress. The options included
in the DOT report were judged against three criteria: (l) it must
achieve ‘revenue neutrality; (2) it must ensure simplication of
administration and enforcement; and (3) it must enhance equity. In
considering the options to the heavy vehicle use tax, the DOT flatly
rejected H.R. 2124, introduced by Congressmen Frenzel, Campbell and
Jenkins. This bill is being promoted by the American Trucking
Associations and substitutes a five-cent-per-gallon diesel fuel
differential tax on trucks weighing more than 10,000 pounds for the
heavy vehicle use tax. The DOT rejected H.,R, 2124 on the basis that
it would not provide adeguate highway revenues nor would it provide
highway user tax equity. As introduced, H.R., 2124 would result in a
revenue loss of about $350 million in 1985 and would shift the tax
burden from the heavy over-the-road, intercontinental operators to
lighter trucks. Under STAA, vehicles less than 33,000 pounds were
exempt. However, under H.R. 2124, the weight threshold will be
reduced to 10,000 pounds and will result in a tax liability for an
additional 56 percent of the truck population. Most of the trucks in
the 10,000 - 33,000 (GVW) area are those trucks used on the farm to
haul farm products or those trucks used primarily by small business,

The DOT also considered other options to the heavy truck use tax,
In addition to four proposals for a weight~-distance tax, the alter-
natives included increasing the diesel differential tax by 5 to 6
cents per gallon with a cap on the heavy truck tax ranging from $240
to $1,200. The Department is opposed to any of these changes in the
heavy truck use tax, however, because they do not maintain equity

among highway users.

Mr. Chairman, farmers with single-axle trucks marketing smaller
amounts of grain locally will not be severely affected by these new
tax law changes., But larger farms using semitrailers to move 180,000
bushels or more of grain for distances up to 200 miles will experience
increased costs of 1,2 cents to 1.3 cents a bushel by 1989,

Most affected will be the small to medium size farmer with about
30,000 bushels of grain who uses a semitrailer to search out grain
markets with higher bids which are 100 or more miles away. With the
current cost price squeeze, both smaller and larger farmers are likely
to haul longer distances directly to markets with higher grain bids.

Farmers trying to take advantage of higher bids at these markets
will incur large increases in per-bushel taxes. The principal reason
is the sharp jump in road use tax for trucks traveling more than
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5,000 miles annually. Once the 5,000 mile exemption is triggered, the
per bushel cost of transportation goes up as much as 6.4 cents in 198¢
with a new semitrailer hauling 30,000 bushels 200 miles. A: mileage
increases with greater volume and longer distances, the increases in
per bushel trucking costs tend to moderate as the road use tax is

spread over a larger volume.

During the 65th Annual Meeting in January, the voting delegates
of the Farm Bureau Federation adopted this highway and truck policy:

"We favor elimination of the federal highway use tax on
farm trucks. Until such action is taken, we will support
legislation raising the exemption for trucks from the
federal highway use tax from 5,000 to 15,000 miles. If
passage of the increased mileage exemption cannot be
achieved in 1984, we will support up to an additional 5 cent
tax per gallon on diesel fuel to substantially reduce or
replace the heavy vehicle use tax, providing that off-
highway use is exempt or refundable., We will oppose any
plan which would substantially shift the burden of truck
taxes from heavy trucks to light trucks."

‘Farm Bureau is the nation's largest general farm organization
with a membership of 3.3 million member families in 48 states and
Puerto Rico, The farmer and the small businessman serving rural
America should not be required to bear the inequitable cost of
restoring and maintaining our nation's highways, Furthermore, the
heavy truck use tax scheduled to go into effect July 1, 1984, cannot
help but discourage farmers from trucking grain and livestock to
markets outside their local areas that might be offering higher

prices.

The CHairMAN. Well, we appreciate your testimony. If you three
fellows could work it out with the lady on my left, you all have dif-
ferent views on what we ought to do, so if you three can work out a
nice program, it would be very helpful, because you have the
American Automobile Association, the Farm Bureau, and the re-
spected ATA. That gives us a real problem, you know. I assume
you each believe you are correct, is that right? [Laughter.]

Mr. WHiTLOCK. Absolutely.

Mr. ARCHER. Absolutely.

Mr. BErG. Mr. Chairman, if I could clear up a misconception that
Senator Symms might have, you mentioned earlier—about 2 hours
ago—that you thought the Farm Bureau was supporting option No.

Senator Symms. I thought that. That is not correct?

Mr. BerG. No, that is not correct. Actually our board has not had
an opportunity to look at all of those options.

Senator Symms. We will let the record show that; I'm sorry.

Mr. BerG. That'’s all right. I just wanted to clear that up.

Senator Symms. The Chairman made a statement here about was
on that list. I got confused, I think.

The CHaIrRMAN. Well, I was surprised not to see the Farm
Bureau on that list, but I know you can’t do it without a meeting. I
read off the Soybean Association and others. ‘

Mr. Berc. Well, we have joined with that group, Senator Dole,
but we do not jointly sponsor letters.

The Chairman. Well, send us a separate letter, and we will be
glad to consider it.

Mr. Berc. All right, sir.
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Senator Symms. If I could, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask Mr.
Whitlock a question, because there is something I haven’t been
able to get straightened out, in my mind, anyway: How much
money is being raised now?

Bennett, you made a statement before the Public Works Commit-
tee the other day that you are willing to have what you term as
‘“‘revenue-neutral,” but your figures of revenue-neutral and Senator
Dole’s wife's figures are two different figures. Could you please ex-
plain that? "

Mr. WHitLock. I wish you wouldn’t put it in that context.
[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. That’s all right.
Senator SymMs. The point is, we've got to make a good case here

if it]’s going to be different, because he wants to get to eat. [Laugh-
ter. :
Mr. WHrTLOCK. Senator, I reiterate today what I said before your
subcommittee: The authorizations in STAA—the tax program in
STAA was designed to raise the $72.021 billion to fund the authori-
zations in the bill. '

What I said to you, and I reiterate today, is that the committee
should seek only to funding STAA’s authorization. To be revenue-
lr)lgelti{tral and fund STAA, to pay for that program, requires $72.021

illion.

The problem we have today with the new estimates, is that if the
committee had known back in 1982 that they were raising $73.3
billion for a $72 billion program, they would have reduced the level

of the taxes in 1982.
The fact that we now have additional revenue emanating from

those taxes——
Senator Symms. Now, is this coming from the truck side or from

the automobile side?

Mr. WHitTLOoCK. I'm sorry; no, that’s the total figure, Senator.

Senator Symms. Of the total STAA program?

Mr. WHitLock. That’s right.

Senator Symms. OK. But where is the extra billion dollars?
Where did it come from?

The CHAIRMAN. Gas.

Mr. ArcHER. The motorist.

Mr. Whitlock The motorist .

Mr. BERrG. Some of it came from gas; in fact, I would say the ma-
jority of it did.

The CHAIRMAN. Diesel sales are down, but gas sales are up.

Mr. ARrcHER. That's right. People are traveling more than was
anticipated when the act was passed, and more travel means more
gas-tax dollars.

Senator Symms. Well, I am not locked in concrete, I want you to
know, on where this ought to be, and if I understand the chairman
correctly, he's not either.

The CHAIRMAN. I may be locked out, but I'm not locked in.
(Laughter.]

Mr. WHiTLocK. I also understand, Senator, there is an additional
$945 million in revenue as far as the use tax is concerned, also. I
may be mistaken, but I think that’s right.

Senator Symms. Of the $240?
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Mr. WHitLock. Of the $240 heavy use tax.
hSena(tior Symms. Of the $240? In other words, people heard about
this and—— :

Mr. WHiTLOCK. But going back to one of the questions you raised.
There has been no factoring in for noncompliance it at $240. I am
not advocating $240 at this time, but even at that rate there has
been given no factor for noncompliance.

We have done a study on noncompliance in the truck popula-
tion—the weight categories and everything else—and our estimate
is that anywhere from 19 to 22 percent of truck population do not
pay the heavy use tax. Certainly the change made by this commit-
tee in 1982 to require verification by the gtates will increase com-
pliance of the heavy use tax.

Senator Symms. I think by 1985 the States are supposed to verify

all—

Mr. WHiTLock. That'’s right.

Senator Symms. And that should make a big difference.

Mr. WHiTLocK. Yes, it should make a difference.

Senator Symms. Now, if I could go back again, did you specifical-
ly recommend in your testimony that you thought 5 cents and
480—was that it?

Mr. WHitLock. No, I did not recommend that option, Senator.
We talked about what revenue would be brought in under that
option.

Senator SymmMms. That is what I mean.

Mr. WHiTLOCK. My recommendation—our recommendation—is
that we would favor increasing the diesel fuel to make the bill rev-
enue-neutral.

One aspect of diesel fuel is that the vehicle that travels the dis-
tance pays the higher amount. The heavier the vehicle, the less per
mile he gets for a gallon of fuel. So in one sense, the diesel fuel
accommodates weight and accommodates distance.

Senator SymMMs. What is your estimate of where the break-even
point would be on, say, STAA 4?

Mr. WHITLOCK. Between seven and eight.

Senator Symms. No, on mileage. Would it be 100,000 miles?
Would it be 104,000? Say, if you had DOT No. 4 which has been
talked about a lot here today, which was 6 cents a gallon and 650,
where would the break-even point be for a truck?

Mr. WHiTLOCK. By break-even, are you saying comparing it to
STAA?

Senator Symms. Yes, if you had the full $1,900.

Mr. WHiTLock. 80,000, miles at $1,600 and 104,000 at $1,900.

Senator Symms. Ninety thousand? See, I have heard figures told
to me by credible sources all the way from 90,000 to 120,000; but I
su})pose the miles per gallon——

know the Chairman is anxious to go here.

The CHAIRMAN. No; that’s all right.

Mr. WHitLock. Our figures show that at $1,600, the use tax——

Senator Symms. I wanted to ask one other question:

Congressman Frenzel—I may be incorrect, but I think he person-
ally has had experience in the trucking business, before he came to
Congress—thinks that 7 cents a gallon would make this revenue
neutral, whatever that means. And he bases that on the fact that
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there will be more revenue raised and less noncompliance prob-
lems, and so forth.

Does ATA have any figures that would speak to that?

Mr. WHiTLocK. Our figures show maybe 7, maybe 7%. I will get
you exactly the diesel differential that is necessary to raise the nec-
essary amount.

Senator Symms. I suppose that the objection to that would be
that the lighter vehicles and motorists would then be picking up a
higher percentage of the allocation of the costs of the highways.

Mr. WHrtLock. Probably. In one sense that’s right, but in an-
other sense it is incorrect, because the heavier the vehicle, the less
miles they travel. In addition, the vehicle that travels 100,000 miles
pays more than the vehicle that goes 10,000 miles per year.

The CHAIRMAN. How does that work? What is the difference be-
tween the 55,000 and the 80,000, as far as mileage?

Mr. WHitLock. Let me supply that for the record, please, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does Triple-A have any figures on that?

Mr. ARCHER. Let us submit something for the record; but in gen-
eral, as the weight increases, the damage to the highway increases
exponentially. Fuel consumption increases arithmetically. So once
you get above 50,000 to 55,000 miles, there is no allowance at all
for fuel consumption as opposed to the damage to the highway.

[Mr. Whitlock’s and Mr. Archer’s information follows:]
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ER.QN PRESIDENT
TRUCKING Sennett C. Whitlock, Jr.
(202) 797.5212

ASSOCIATIONS, INC.
1616 P Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

February 21, 1984

Mr. Edgar R. Danielson

Senate Committee On Finance

SH 231 ,
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Danielson:

Attached is my corrected testimony from the hearings on S. 1475 held by
the Senate Finance Committee on February 9, 1984. During the hearings, I
offered to provide the following material for the record: the diesel differ-
ential necessary to remain revenue neutral (p. 153) and the impact gross
vehicle weight has on fuel consumption (p. 154).

Diesel Differential Necessary for Revenue Neutrality

In December, 1982, the Joint Committee on Taxation estimated the Surface
- Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 would raise $72,021 million. Utilizing
these same projections, but changing the diesel tax applicable to trucks over
10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight, a 6 & cent diesel differential will raise
$72,206 million, or $185 million more than is needed to remain revenue neutral,

Gross Vehicle Weight and Fuel Consumption

A diesel differential reflects changes in gross vehicle weight (gvw).
The heavier the vehicle, the fewer miles per gallon; the higher the mileage,
the more tax paid. As Figure 1 indicates, for each 10,000 pound increase in
gross vehicle weight for afive-axle tractor semitrailer, there is 4.6 percent
increase in the fuel consumed. A vehicle at 30,000 pounds gvw averages 6.4
miles per gallon,lyhile a vehicle at 80,000 pounds gvw will average only 4.71

miles per gallon.=~

In addition to the usual grammatical changes, 1 wish to correct the
record on p. 150, line 13, The sentence should read: "I also understand,
Senator, there is an additional $945 million in revenue as far as the use tax
is concerned.”" Also on page 152, line 12, the sentence should read: "Eighty
thousand miles at $1600 and 104,000 miles at $1900."

A National Federation Having an Affiliated Association in Each State
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Thank you for allowing me to correct the record.

Sincerely,

,’Qﬂe..mZ(/C /0‘/«/%@/&/

Bennett C. Whitlock, Jr.

BCW/ §b

encls. -

1/

~ Five-Axle Tractor Semitrailer
GPM = ,00186K + .13788
Where,

K = Gross Vehicle Weight in tons

GPM = Gallons Per Mile
Source: Regina T. Selva and Roger W. Kolins, "The Impact of Gross Vehicle

Weight on Line-Haul Trucking Costs: 1981 and 1985," Issues in
Truck Sizes and Weights, Technical Report, TSW-81-3, American
Trucking Associations, Inc., 1981,
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703 AAA LJOU

March 1, 1984

The Honorable Robert Dole
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In the course of presenting the American Automobile Association's
testimony on February 9, 1984 (with respect to alternatives to the tax
on the use of heavy trucks) I indicated I would respond to the record
on the question of the difference in the miles traveled between the
55,000 and 80,000 pound combination trucks,

My response is as follows:

The final report on the Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study
disclosed that the annual miles per vehicle traveled for the weight
classes of combination trucks between 50 to 70 thousand pounds and those
over 75 thousand pounds increases over 111 percent (Table (V-13, enclosed).
This same table, however, also discloses that while the wei ht of
combination vehicle classes between 50 thousand and 75 thousand pounds
increases by 50 percent, the rate of fuel consumption changes very

little.

The Department of Transportation's final report to Congress on
alternative tax options for heavy trucks (January, 1984) estimates that
the heavy truck population of over 70,000 pounds will represent only
11.8 percent of the total truck population by 1985. The working paper
for this report (July, 1983) illustrates that a fuel tax alone fails to
collect equitably for the cost responaibility of the entire range of
vehicles over which the tax would be imposed. 'This is because fuel
consumption does not increase proportionally with cost responsibility
as weight increases." (page VI~6 of working paper).

This inequity was borne out by the Oregon cost responsibility
study mentioned in AAA's testimony in which it was shown that the cost
responsibility of diesel-powered vehicles increased substantially as
vehicle weight increased but fuel consumption on a per-mile basis
increased only slightly for vehicles weighing more than 50,000 pounds.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the hearing.

[Anaging Director
Govermment Affairs

JA/1b
Enclosure



Table IV-13

Vehicle Pleet Puel Consunption and Annual Miles of Travel
Revenue Estimation Input

1977 and 1985
Miles Per Kiles Per Anmual
. Gallom Gallona ¥Miles Per
Yehicle class: 1977 1985 Vehicle 1/

Passenger VYehicles 14.2 19.3 10,346
Autos 14.4 20.0 10,500
Large 12.7 15.7 10,500

Small 20.8 25.7 10,500
Notorcycles 50.0 50.0 2,279
Pick-ups and Vans _ 11.8 16.2 11,460
Buses s.7 5.7 12,000
Intercity 6.0 6.0 54,901

Other 5.6 5.5 10,151

Trucks 5.2 6.1 20,150
Single Untt 6.0 6.7 12,830
Under 26 Xips 6.0 7.1 12,028

Over 26 Xipe 5.0 5.8 15,474
Combinations 4.3 5.6 50,364
Under 50 Kipe 4.8 5.1 30,709

50 -~ 70 Kips 4.6 5.7 32,156

T0 - T5 Xips 4.5 5.7 62,764

Over 75 Xipe 4.6 5.7 67,930

All Vehicles 13.5 18.3 10,731

1/ Aggregation to classes based on 1977 category populatioms.

658
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Senator Symms. If you only have 17,000 or 17-5 per axle, how
does it make any difference to the highway—whether you have 1
axle or 10 on a truck?

Mr. ArcHER. Additional axles help, that's right; but ASHTO
looked at this some time ago, as I am sure you are aware, and esti-
mated that the average—=80,000 pound truck loaded normally—will
damage the highway 9,600 times what your passenger car will.
That’s what the cost allocation study is about.

Mr. WHitLocK. I don’t buy that, you know.

The CHAIRMAN. No, I figured there would be a slight difference
of view there. [Laughter.]

But just to make certain we have the record, is it all right if we

. open up everything else we did in 1982? Or do you just want to
open up the tax?

Mr. WHitLock. Well, let me say this, Senator: We are not saying
that we do not favor revenue neutrality. We are not saying that at
all. We are simply saying that the best allocation would be on a
pay-as-you-go basis. We are not guarreling with other features in

The CHAIRMAN. Well, why didn’t you support that in 1982?

Mr. WHiTLocK. Mr. Chairman, let me say this: Hindsight of
course, is great. If I had known then, what I know now, I would
have supported it.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, if we had known then what we know now,
we would have probably pushed it harder. [Laughter.]

Or at least a combination of that.

Mr. WHitLock. Well, frankly, to be candid, Senator, one of the
problems we had back then was the frantic timetable we were op-

erating under.
The CHAIRMAN. And I think it was a tradeoff. I think we have to

be very candid about that.

I think there were some things you wanted, and some things you
didn’t want, and you probably figured you would get rid of the
things you didn’t want this year or last year.

Mr. WHitLock. No, that’s not true, not as long as we make the
bill revenue-neutral.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I don’t say it critically. That’s how things
operate around here.

Mr. WHitLock. We are not trying to evade the taxes, Senator.
| Slfnator Symms. I want to ask one more question of Mr. Whit-

ock.

With respect to the commodities, where there is a lot of competi-

~tion in hauling them, when we had hearings on this in Idaho the
question came up about how much it cost to hire a truck to haul
either onions or apples or potatoes to Los Angeles from the Boise
Valley. The produce people are complaining that they can’t get
enough trucks; some of our bigger trucking companies that testified
actually said, “We won’t touch those unregulated commodities, be-
cause the price is too low and their accounting procedures are so
poor that they don’t know what their costs are. So they allow the
market to be under what it should be to haul a box of apples, say,
to Los Angeles from Boise Valley or from Yakima, or somewhere
like that.” In other words, the rate is too low.
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Do you think that there is something to this? A lot of your mem-
bers were the ones who were saying this, the bigger trucking com-
panies in Idaho. They won’t haul some of these things. They haul
regulated commodities, not unregulated commodities if they can
avoid it, because of too low rates.

If we had this all on the fuel would this help the accounting of
the trucking company? Or the collection, even?

Mr. WHITLOCK. You are correct Senator, because the independent
owner-operators are the primary source of transportation for
apples. And there is no question, they would benefit under a pay-
as-you-go plan. But the carriers that haul apples are primarily in-
dependent operators.

enator SyMms. Well, I had one fellow there who said he ran his
trucks 140,000 miles a year, and he wanted to go on a fuel tax. I
said, in my own calculation in my head, “I think it would be cheap-
er for you to pay it the other way.” He said, “That’s not my point,
it’s because the other people aren’t paying it, and they don’t realize
it until they’'ve lost their truck what their costs are, and the rest of
us that are paying it are getting stuck with this.” And he said, “If
you will put this on a fuel tax, you are going to raise way more
money than all the number-crunchers in Washington think.” Do
you think there is any credibility there?

Mr. WHiTLock. I do. No. 1, the problem that owner-operators
have, even at 140,000 miles—is cashflow. Someone from the owner-
operator group alluded to the cashflow problem earlier. It's one
thing to put $1,600 up front, or whatever amount is up front. It’s
quite another to pay it as you are earning revenue. It makes all
the difference.

There is no question about it, there will be greater compliance
with a diesel differential than there is with the vehicle use tax.

Senator Symms. Thank you.

Mr. ARCHER. Just on that point, there is a cashflow problem for
the motorist, too. With regard to the diesel-differential: obviously
first you will have to pay it in and then get it back a year later.
;I‘here are roughly 3 5 million motorists that will have that prob-
em.

Mr. WHiTLoCK. But you are talking about $30 a year.

Senator Symms. I will ask this question of the Triple-A: Do you
think it would be appropriate for us to repeal these cafe standards
for the automobile companies so that they don’t have this pressure
on them about mileage-per-gallon?

Mr. ArcHER. Well, we don’t have a policy position on that. If you
want my personal opinion, I will be happy to give it; but it
wouldn't be the policy of Three-A.

Senator Symms. Well, what would be your personal opinion? I
would like to have it.

Mr. ARrcHER. I think that, by and large, they work pretty well.

Senator Symms. Well, isn’t it true, though, that they force the
automobile companies to sell diesels, and that this has been a com-
pounded problem?

I happen to be on the side of wanting to go to a diesel difteren-
tial, and I always have, but it will compound the problem, won’t it?
Because doesn’t the Federal Government tell the automobile ccm-
panies how many miles per gallon they have to average?
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Mr. ArcHER. That is certainly true.

Senator Symms. Of course, I have never been able to understand
what business it was of the Federal Government how many miles
per gallon we get, but those things seem to happen.

The CHAIRMAN. It's the Ralph Nader effect.

Mr. ArcHER. Well, just in the defense of the cafe standards, they
have helped us get out of an energy crisis.

Senator Symms. I think the $1.25 a gallon gasoline had a lot to
do with that, too.

Mr. ArcHER. There is no question about that. We supported de-
control; that was absolutely right. We couldn’t more enthusiastical-
ly support that—it has been a great thing.

Senator Symms. Well, you see, I am all enthused about getting
this corrected and changed, but I can foresee that by the time we
get back, Mr. Chairman—and I would say, as I said at the begin-
ning of the committee, that on that late hour, when that bill
passed, the chairman walked out of the Senate and had a press
conference and pledged that he was going to open this whole truck
issue back up again. And I think he deserves our commendation for
keeping his commitment, and I hope we can get it resolved.

But I do anticipate that by the time we come back there will be
all kinds of other reasons that will come up as to why this is a bad
idea. So I would urge all of you to try to work this thing out. And I
think it would be very helpful to those of us on the committee if we
could come to some middle ground here that will raise approxi-
mately the right amount of money, or at least what is anticipated.

I still am persuaded to think there should be some kind of a trig-
ger mechanism in the bill. And the chairman suggested maybe we
should have it so that it triggers both one way or the other way, to
see where we do come out.

If we get compliance on the use tax, whether it is $500 or $600,
and get compliance as I think we will on the fuel tax, I personally
think there will be more money raised than what has been estimat-
ed and that we won't have the problem.

Now, that doesn’t mean to say, on the other side of the equation,
that we won’t have more highway projects to fund, also, and still
have the trust fund in a bind.

But I appreciate all of your testimony, and, Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate your leadership in all of this very much. I hope we can
resolve it, and I hope we can do it soon after we return.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

If there are any witnesses who want to file a statement who have
not, and who may be here, the record will be open for about 10
days. If you would like to modify your statement or add anything
else, it will be open. And we will be visiting with all of you in the
next couple of weeks.

Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 5:11 p.m., the hearing was concluded.)
[By direction of the chairman the following communications were

made a part of the hearing record:]
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Alabama
Forestry
ASSOClathn, lnC. 555 Alabarna Street [ IMontgomery Alabama 36104 | 205) 265-8733

February 14, 1984

The Honorable Robert Dole, Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

U. S. Senate

Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

I will be unable to attend the hearing on S, 1475 scheduled for
February 9, but respectfully request that this letter, in sup-
port of the Diesel Differential Alternative, be incorporated
into the record.

Pulpwood and log trucks operated by members of this association
travel primarily over secondary roads with truck-haul distances
kept to a minimum to reduce raw material costs. A tax on diecel
fuel as provided in S. 1475 and H. R. 2124 would be much more

equitable because it relates proportionately to a truck's impact
on highways and bridges. It would be fair to all truckers because

it is a '"pay as you go" tax.

Our wood hauling members recognize and support the need for main-
tenance and repair of our highways and bridges. They also feel
that replacing the heavy vehicle use tax with an offsetting
increase in the tax on diesel fuel is a more palatable means of

doing this.

Sincerely,

Wl it

J. Hilton Watson
JHW/ se Executive Vice President

cc: The Hon. Steve Symms, Chairman
Subcommittee on Transportation
Senate Committee on Environment
and Public Works
U. S. Senate, Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510
The Honorable Jeremiah A. Denton, Jr.
The Honorable Howell T, Heflin
Mr. Robert E. Lee, III
Mr. Charles F. Thomas

OFFICERS. HUGH KAUL H BOYDKELLY R ORECTORS F TED MIXON CHARLES T BROWDER JAMES R LESTER
ROBENT E LEE i Secrativy - Troasurer Governmant Aty JOt € W (] T Omtnct 8 Y
Cherman of Boerd Bere Dvrector Jockson Detrict * JAMIE ¥ RAINER JOMN S BIRASWELL EMMETT F THOMPSON
Montgomery J HILTON WATSON WILLIAM C JONES 1 G A GBS SR m, Dwinct ¥ Union Aubur
CHARLES F THONAS Executive Vice Pramdent Private Woodisnds Coordnaior — Troy, Dstnct 2 JAAES L SLEOGE SR MICHAEL C OEXON JAMES D SPEARS
Prossgent Mortgomery SUE A ESTES JAMES R (GARAY) GARRISON JR 'EVnson Inct 8 Evfavis Centonment, FL
Goodwaler STAFF Office Me Euvfavia, Dutrict 3 W BARTLETT RAINEY GEORGE € GIBSON S#
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STATEMENT BY

THOMAS A. CALLAGHAN, JR.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ALLIANCE FOR SIMPLE, EQUITABLE
AND RATIONAL TRUCK TAXATION

The Alliance for Simple Equitable and Rational Truck Taxation (ASERTT)
appreciates this opportunity to present its views for inclusion in the record
of hearings held by the Senate Finance Committee on truck taxation.

ASERTT is an organization of trucking companies, truck leasing companies
and suppliers to the trucking industry who are concerned about the escalating
trend in truck taxation occurf;ng at both the state and federal level. Amongst
carriers and leasing companies, major contributing companies to ASERTT include
Leaseway Transportation, Cleveland, Ohio; Lend Lease Transportation Company,
Minneapolis, Minnesota; Rollins Leasing Corporation, Wilmington, Delaware;
Ryder System, Inc., Miami, Florida; and Whiteford Truck Line, inc., South
Bend, Indiana. Amongst suppliers to the trucking industry, major contributing
compa;\ies to ASERTT include Cummins Engine Company, Columbus, Indiana;
Dana Corporation, Cleveland, Ohfo,- Freightliner Corporation, Portland, Oregon;
General Motors Corporation, Detrqit, Michigan; Michelin Tire Corporation, Lake
Success, New York; PACCAR, Inc., Bellevue, Washington; and Rockwell
International Corporation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Companies contributing to ASERTT share the view that the present
regimen of licensing and taxing motor carriers of property at both the state
and federal level is neither simple, equitable nor rational. Furthermore, these
companies feel that the current trend in truck taxation at bott; the Astate and
federal level threatens the viability of important segments of the industry and
distorts the competitive balance between the modes. For these reasons, ASERTT
believes that a serious reassessment of both the way the various levels of

government tax motor carriers of property and the amount they pay is in

order,
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We recognize that the committee is mainly concerned with the question
of whether or not to replace the heavy vehicle use tax contained in the Surface

Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 with one of the various diesel differential

proposals presently before it. While we are unable to offer the Committee guidance
on this question, we would like to direct the Committee's attention to the longer
term nature of the highway finance probiem and the taxation of those who make
their living transporting freight over the highways. It is our intention in this

submission to raise some questions on the truck tax problem and suggest a

forum in which they might be addressed.

{ Statement of the Problem

In its largest sense but also in the very simplest sense what Congress,
the Executive Branch and the various States have before them is the question
of what to do about a national resource that is wearing out.

There has been no shortage of literature documenting and deploring the
decay of our infrastructure. The figures that get bandied about in this exercise
are simply outside the framework of reference of all but the most experienced
infrastructure groupies.

While the figures vary depending upon the source, there is nearly unanimous
agreement that our bridges and highways need massive infusions of capital

and, no matter how expensive the job, we can't afford to not do it.

Il Questions Presented

The questions that should be addressed, if the financing of our highway
system and the taxation of highway users is to make any long term sense, involve
who should pay, how much they should pay, how should funds be collected

and who shouid decide. Contained within these questions are the big issues

35-748 0—82--—24
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of user fees and subsidies; federal pre-emption and states rights. Also present
are more subtle issues involving fairness amongst vehicle classes, the reliability
of a federal study allocating costs amongist highway users and the maintenance
of a fair competitive balance between the modes.

Allow us to set forth some of the questions that policy makers might

address in order to make sensible long term decisions about highway finance.

A. User Fees

In testimony before the Senate Finance Committee, Secretary of Transportation
Elizabeth H. Dole stated, "We believe that those who benefit from government-
provided services should pay their costs to the maximum extent possible."

At first blush this statement seems to articulate sound government
policy. In an ideal worid user fees make a great deal of sense. They make
less sense when they are not applied consistently and when there is no underlying
government policy that determines when one group should pay user fees and
another should receive subsidies. Also, they make less sense when, as is the
case with highway user fees, certain groups like the bus industry, state and
local gavernments, taxis and users of certain fuels are exempted from paying
them and the mass transit industry receives a direct subsidy from those who
do. They make less sense when a group that pays them, like motor carriers,
competes directly with a group that has been the recipient of subsidies, like
railroads. Finally, they make less sense when, as is the case with the highway
system, the particular project to be financed has national defense attributes
and clearly benefits all parties by binding the country together and establishing

a network over which commerce can be conducted.
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B. State and Federal Roles

Presently our federal aid highway system is the product of a state and
federal partnership. On paper or at a8 meeting of state highway officials it
sounds wonderful. In the real world of the long haul trucker, it's another
matter.

The problem is money--both in the dollar amount of checks written to
the fifty states and federal government and the cost of complying with fifty-
one different methods of collection. The problem is being feit most acutely
by the long haul truckioad carrier who competes directly with rail and who,
because of the number of states he traverses, feels the cumulative effect of
the lack of uniformity in state taxing systems.

The problem has not gone unnoticed by industry officials, the trade press
or the Congress. In testimony before the House Ways and Means Committee
on February 23, 1984, ATA President Bennett C. Whitlock, Jr., testified that
state and federal taxes are the fastest growing expense item faced by the
trucking industry. In the August 29, 1983 issue of Traffic World magazine,
rail industry figures predicted the demise of the long haul trucker partly
because of "increased user fees with more to come." Congress was sufficiently
impressed with the difficulties faced by the interstate trucker in seeking to
comply with fifty different licensing an_d taxing systems that it required, in
Section 19 of the Motor Carrier Act of 1980, that the Department of Transportation
study the matter. While the st;de has been completed and a modest legislative
proposal submitted, the problem remains. )

What the truckers are confronted with is a state-imposed system of
licensing, registering and taxing that was appropriate for the way the
industry looked thirty years ago. At that time, truckers competed mostly

against each other in state wide or regional markets. Now with regulatory



368

reform, many individual companies travel to all continental states competing

against other motor carriers and carriers of other modes while they serve

customers competing in world markets. The industry has matured, but the

system of licensing, registering and taxing its members has not.

Essentially the question to be addressed is how do we view our highway
system? Is it a national system or fifty state systems? How much duplication
of effort and inefficiency must the industry endure before federal interests
in encouraging the free flow of commerce and fair competition between the

modes prevail over state interests in selecting revenue raising devices

suitable to local needs?

C. The Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study

Since the creation of the Highway Trust Fund in 1956, there have been
two federal studies conducted on the question of how to allocate costs amongst
the various classes of highway users. The first study completed in 1965
employed what is known as the "incremental" approach. The second,
completed in 1982, employed what is known as the "consumption" approach.

The change in approach, or methodology, has had enormous consequences
for the trucking industry. The 1982 study applying the new methodology
found that the heaviest trucks (those most directly competitive with rail) were
paying far less than their fair share of highway costs. The 1982 study became
the foundation upon which the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982
rested.

The 1982 study was mandated by the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1978, That legislation did not direct DOT to employ any particular

methodology or approach. The mandating legislation did require that the Department



369

of Transportation act in concert with the Congressional Budget Office, but
it did not direct any departure from the methodology employed in the 1965
study.

The indust;'y is presently saddled with a cost allocation study that carries
with it tremendous economic consequences. The study was done pursuant to
a methodology not directed by the Congress and about which serious reservations
have been presented. The question to be addressed is whether Congress should
passively accept this undirected departure from prior practice or whether it
should take a more active role in investigating industry concerns and directing

cost allocation study procedure and methodology.

11l Forum For Resolution

The last time the Congress made major policy decisions about financing
the highway system and taxing motor carriers was in the lame duck session
of the last Congress. Now, some of that work is being redone also in a highly
compacted timeframe.

The problems of highway finance and the taxation of highway usars
deserve a more thorough hearing. With all due respect to the Congressional
hearing process, the environment is simply not conducive to the exploration
of major policy questions.

The present taxes funding the Highway Trust Fund expire October 1,
1988. Highway authorizations have been made through fiscal year 1986,
What is needed is a pause in the process. What is needed is an opportunity
for the industry, policy makers and all interested parties to take a look at
where we've been in hopes of getting a better idea as to where we are going.

There is a bill before the Congress that would go a long way towards providing
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a forum for the exploration of some of these basic questions. The bill is H.R.
3612, It calls for the creation of a National Trucking Industry Commission

and charges the Commission with the duty of conducting a study and proposing
legislation "designed to achieve a fair, equitable and uniform system of taxation
of the trucking industry by the States." The Commission's mandate could be
broadened to enable it to work to recommend legislation’ that would achieve
fairness and equity in the taxation of motor carriers by all levels of government.

A copy of H.R. 3612 is attached.

Conclusion
We think that the time has come for a serious reassessment of the way
we finance our highway system and tax those who make a living transporting
freight over it. We would urge that whatever the Congress does with resp;ct
to the heavy vehicle use tax and diesel differential proposals presently before
it, that it establish a National Trucking Industry Commission as contemplated
by H.R. 3612 so that it can have the benefit of that body's findings before

truck tax and highway finance issues must be revisited.
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98TH CONGRESS
529 H, R. 3612

To establish the National Trucking Industry Commission.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Jeny 20, 1983

Mr. MuRrpHY introduced the following hill; which was referred o the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation

A BILL

To establish the National Truqking Industry Commission.
1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE
SecrionN 1. This Act may be cited as the “National

Trucking Industry Commission Act”.

SEc. 2. There is established the National Trucking In-

2

3

4

5

6 ESTABLISHMENT
7

8 dustry Commission (hereinafter in this Act referred to as the
9

“Commission”’).
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2
1 PURPOSE OF COMMISSION
2 Sec. 8. The purpose of the Commission is—
3 (1) to conduct a study of the trucking industry in
4 the United States;
5 (2) to propose legislation designed to achieve a
6 fair, equitable, and uniform system of taxation of the
7 trucking industry by the States;
8 (3) to recommend legislation and administrative
9 changes designed to improve the quality of such indus-
10 try; and
11 (4) to prepare a report in accordance with section
12 7 describing the results of any studies conducted by the
13 Commission and containing any suggestions for legisla-
14 tive and administrative changes recommended by the
15 Commission. |
16 MEMBERSHIP
17 SEC. 4. (a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-

18 mission shall be composed of twelve members appointed as

19 follows:

20 (1) The Secretary of Transportation or his desig-
21 nee.

22 (2) The Secretarv of Commerce or his designee.
23 (3) Two Members of the Senate appointed by the

24 President pro tempore of the Senate.
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3

(4) Two Members of the House of Representatives
appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives.

(5) Two individuals appointed by the President
from among individuals who are especially qualified to
represent the motor carriers of the Nation by virtue of
such individuals’ education, training, or experience.

(6) Two individuals appointed by the President
from among individuals who are especially qualified to
represent the shippers of the Nation by virtue of such
individuals’ education, training, or experience.

(7) One individual appointed by the President
from among individuals who are especially qualified to
serve on the Commission by virtue of their education,
training, or experience in the field of economics.

(8) One individual appointed by the President
from among individuals who are especially qualified to
serve on the Commission by virtue of their education,
training, or experience in the field of transportation
and who are not officers, employees, or agents of, and

have no financial interest in, any motor carrier or ship-

per.

23 A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled ... the same

24 manner in which the original appointment was made.
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4
(0) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than three

members of the Commission appointed by the President
under paragraphs (5), (8), (7), and (8) of subsection (a) shall
be of the same political party. With respect to members of
the Commission who are Members of the Congress, not more
than one Senator and not more than one Representative shall
be of the same political party.

(c) OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES OF GOVERNMENTS.—No
member of the Commission appointed by the President under
paragraph (5), (6), (7), or (8) of subsection (a) shall be an
officer or employee of any government.

(d) CONTINUATION OF MEMBERSHIP.—If any member
of the Commission who was appointed to the Commission as
a Member of the Congress or as an officer or employee of the
Federal Government leaves that office or employment, or if
any member of the Commission who was appointed from
among individuals who are not officers or employees of any
government becomes an officer or employee of any govern-
ment, such member may continue as a member of the Com-
mission for not longer than the thirty-day period beginning on
the date the individual leaves that office or becomes such an
officer or employee, as the case may be.

(e) TErMS.—Members shall be appointed for the life of
the Commission.

(f) Basic Pay.—
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5
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), members
of the Commission shall receive no pay, allowances, or
benefits by reason of their service on the Commission.
(2) While away from their homes or regular
places of business in the performance of services for
the Commission, members of the Commission who are
not officers or employees of the United States or Mem-
bers of Congress shall be entitled to receive actual and
necessary travel or transportation expenses, including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the same manner as
individuals employed intermittently in Government
service are allowed expenses under section 5708 of

title 5, United States Code.

(2) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum but a lesser number may
hold hearings.

() CHAIBMAN.—The Chairman of the Commission
shall be designated by the President.

(i) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet at the call
of the Chairman or a majority of its members.

STAFF OF COMMISSION; EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS

Skc. 5. (8) STAFF.—The Commission may appoint and
fix the pay of such personnel as the Commission considers
appropriate without regard to .section 5311(b) of title 5,
United States Code, the provisions of such title governing
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6
appointments in the competitive service, or the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title
relating to classification and General Schedule pay rates.

(b) ExpeRTS AND CoONSULTANTS.—The Commission
may procure temporary and intermittent services under sec-
tion 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code.

(¢) STaFF OF FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS OR AGEN-
cms.-——Upo.n request of the Commission, the head of any
Federal department or agency is authorized to detail, on a
reimbursable basis, any of the personnel of such department
or agency to the Commission to assist the Commission in
carrying out its purposes under this Act.

POWERS OF COMMISSION

SEc. 6. (a) HEARINGS AND SESS8IONS.—The Commis-
sion may, for the purpose of carrying out this Act, hold such
hearings, sit and act at such times and places, take such tes-
timony, and receive such evidence as the Commission consid-
ers appropriate.

(b) POWERS OF MEMBERS OR AGENTS.—Any member
or agent of the Commission may, if so authorized by the
Commission, take any action which the Commission is au-
thorized to take by this section.

(¢) OBTAINING OFFicIAL DaTa.—The Commission
may secure directly from any department or agency of the

Federal Government information necessary to enable it to
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7

carry out this Act. Upon request of the Chairman of the
Commission, the head of such department or agency shall
furnish such information to the Commission. In the case of
any information requested by the Commission which is de-
scribed in section 552(b) of title 5, United States Code, the
Ficsident shall determine the extent to which, and the condi-
tions under which, such information shall be made available
to the Commission.

{(d MaiLs.—The Commission max - he Uaited
States mails in the same manner and under the same condi-
tions as other departments and agencies of the United States.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—The Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall provide to the Commis-
sion, on a reimbursable basis, such administrative support
services as the Commission may request.

REPORT

Sec. 7. The Commission shall transmit a final report to
the President and to each House of the Congress not later
than one year from the date of the enactment of this Act. The
fin: | report shall contain a detailed statement of the findings
and conclusions of the Commission together with its recom-

mendations for such legislation and administrative actions as

it considers appropriate.
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8
1 TEBMINATION

2 SEec. 8. The Commission shall cease to exist thirty days
3 after submitting its final report pursuant to section 7.

4 AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

5 Sec. 9. There is authorized to be appropriated for fiscal
6 years beginning after September 30, 1984, such sums as may

7 be necessary to carry out this Act.
o
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Statement of
The Associated General Contractors of America
Presented To The
Committee c¢n Finance
Of The
U. S. &»nate
March 2, 1984
On The Topic Of

Legislative Initiatives Affec'.ing The Hichway, Trust fund

D
) SKILL % Q“po '_‘\\.\* INTEGRITY
NSIlj

* More than 32,000 firms inc!uding 8,500 of Arerica's lead:nv
general contracting firms :esponsible for the employment -7
3,500,000~-plus employees;

AGC is:

* 112 chapters nationwide;

tn

* More than 80% of America's contract construction 0f comnzrcl

buildings, highways, indus‘rial and municipal-utility facilizi:iz;

*# Approximately 50% of the contract construction ki Zmerican
firms in more than 100 countries abroad.
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The Associated General Contractors of America (AGC) represents
more than 32,000 firms including €,500 of America's leading generail
contracting companies which are responsible for the emplovment c¢f
more than 3,500,000 employees. These member contractors perform
more than 80 percent of America's contract construction of highwa, =,
bridges, tunnelsg, dams, waste-wator treatment facilities, transmission
lines, refineries, among many other industrial and municipal-
utility facilities.

.

AGC is pleased to comment »on proposals to provide further
exemptions from the taxes that finance the Highway Trust Fund (HII).
We are very concerned that these *ax exemptions violate the user-
pays principle of highway user fees and threaten the financ:al

ce

health of the HTF,

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has submitted
testimony to the Congress that raises important auestions regarcing
the financial status of the highway account in the HTP., CBO estiiares
that total receipts to the accoun: from 1982 to 1%86 will average
$11.5 billion per year when intercst on the cash balance is added.
Authorizations for the same pericd will average $14.4 billion per
year, which exceeds receipts by atout $2.9 billion per year. -
$9 billion cash balance in the trust fund and the delay between
authorizations and odtlays provid. a cushion t¢ absorb this sih.rziall
for a few years, according to CB(, but the cash halance will L=

exhausted by 1989,
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Any revenue projections of tax receipts and outlays are
subject to many uncertainties from changing interest rates and
adjustments in law. But it is clear that the HTF is not in a positicn
to finance exemptions to highway user fees. The Surface Transporizticn
Assistance Act of 1982 increased highway authorizaticns significantly,
but the infrastructure needs of cur highway system greatly exceed
the money currently authorized. TIurther reducing trust fund receipcs
through increased exemptions will only further the gap between

available revenues and these transportation infrastructure ne=ds.

One of the current proposals for tax exemptions would increas.
the gisohol fuel tax exemption from four to nine cents with
reimbhrsement from the general fund for the additional revenue lc:s.
According to the Federal Highway dministration, the existing Zive
cent per gallon exemption will result in losses to the trust funl
of $196 million in FY 1984, risiny to losses of $247 million ter ;==&
by FY 1988. Expansion of the gaschol exemption to nine cents wouldl

expand the revenue loss to $467 million per year by 1988.

The proposal to reimburse the HTF from general tax receipts

2

for the additional revenue loss will create other problems. The

pressure to reduce, postpone or eliminate the reimbursement becaus

of high budget deficits will be gre=at. More impcrtantl:, the us. o
contract authority, which is key > the operation of the highway

program, would be endangered.

Currently, contract authority is provided to the states

without the funds being appropriat=d by the Congress. IZ over torn

35-748 0—82——25
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percent of the receipts to the HTF are from non-user fee sources,
such as reimbursement from the general fund, highway funds would
have to be appropriated by the Congress on an annual basis, which
would prevent the use of contract authority. If gasohol producticn
should rise to the 25 billion gallon level by 1990 as is now
projected by some energy experts, a nine-cent exemption for

gasohol could result in the need to replace $2.25 billien in lost
Highway Trust Fund revenues with -eneral tax revenues. A replaceranct

of, Trust Fund revenues of this meunitude could climinate the use

Subsidizing the gasohol industry may be sound policy to
support farm prices ahd/or decreasre our dependence on foreign
energy supplies. But subsidizinc¢ the gasohol industry with
highway funds is not sound policy. It violates the user fee
principle and cannot be afforded ty the HTF. If gasohol shoulé
be subsidized, the subsidy should not involve the trust fund., A
car powered by gasohol contribute~ to the wear and tear of our ,
highways and bridges as much as & car powered by gasoline or diesel

fuel, and both cars should pay th- same amount of highway user fces.

AGC does not support an ex; anded gasohol cxemwtion that
involves the HTF and urges the Ccrmittee to replace current casciitl
exemption with a direct subsidy, instead of exempting part or ali oI
it from highway user-fees, at the direct expense of the nration's

highway repair program.
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Also of importance to the trust fund is the effort to
approve an alternative to the heavy vehicle use tax that is
scheduled to go into effect July ! of 1984. It is imperative for
the HTF that any new tax generate the same level of revenues as

the heavy vehicle use tax that is being repealed.

The goal of selecting an alternative tax that is eguitakle
among different classes of trucks, can be ecasily administered and
enforced, and is revenue neutral, provides sqund and balanced
criteria. 1In selecting an alterrative, however, the revenue
neutral goal must be met and should not be sacrificed as ‘an
expense of meeting the other two voals or to reach a corpronise.
The trust fund can afford no less and the other highway users who

-

finance the fund should not be asved to accept anything less.

AGC will be pleased to assist the Committee on these

issues as they are considered.
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February 20, 1984

Thomas G. Harris

409 Tanglewood

Naperville, Illinois 60540

Chairman Robert Dole
Committee on Finance

U, 8, Senate

Senate Office Building
Wsshington, D.C, 20510

Dear Chairman Dole:

1 am Vice President of the Timber Division for Container Corporation of America
and I would like to express my support of 8. 1475 and H.R. 2124 as an alternative
to the Heavy Vehicle Use Tax. I request that this letter be made a part of the

official hearing record.

I recognize and support the need for the repair and maintenance of our nation's
highways and bridges. However, I feel the diesel differential plan is a more
equitable alternative to fund these repairs than the current Heavy Vehicle Use

Tax.

1. The diesel diffarenticl plan will provide approximately the ssme revenue
for the needed maintenance of our highways and bridges as will be collected

under the Heavy Vehicle Use Tax provisions of the STAA of 1982,

2. The collection of a diesel fuel tax is less complex, less costly to
administer and more difficult to evade, since the system to collect fuel

taxes is already in operation.

The alternative is more equitable because it relates proportionately to a

3
truck's impact on our highways and bridges.

4. An additional tax on diesel fuel will not discourage pulpwood and log
truckers from licensing additional trucks during periods of peak demand.
The Heavy Vehicle Use Tax will substantially lover the number of trucks
available for peak demand periods, thus diminishing the production and

earnings of these businesses.

For these reasons, I urge that consideration be given to replacing the Heavy
Vehicle Use Tax provisiona of the STAA of 1982 with a more equitable system as

defined in H.R. 2124 and 8. 1475.

Sincerely,

Thomas G. Harris

4115¢
TGH: kee
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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE FEBRUARY 9, 1984
WASHINGTON, D.C.

As an independent trucker owning and driving one truck I would like
to impress upon the nembers of this committee the serious consequences
the Surface Transportation Act of 1982 will have on the Independent
Truckers and their families,

The trucking industry is all ready in a poor financial condition due
to the ecomonic conditions of the nation at this time. Adding the Sure-
face Traneportation Acto of 1982 will only compound our problems.

I also find many of the Amendments attached to the bill to be com~
pletely out of reason. Using the Road Use Tax money to study tax status
of Religious oraers is the wrong use of these funds., There are a great
many other of these amendments which I find to be a bad use of Road Use
Tax money. Money collected for koad Use Taxes should not be spent on
countless studies and projects that are totally unrelated to highways or
transportation.

I believed the purpose of the Surface Transportation Act of 1982 was
to provide money for repair of highways and to create jobs; but find many
ammendments to the bill to be a very wrong use of these tax monies.

I am familiar with the Surface Transportation Tax Bill of 1982
because I have a copy and have read it, which I'm certain not all Senators
and hepresentatives did before they passed this legislation.

Please consider repeal of this legislation in favor of the Frenzil
Bill which I find to be a much fairer way of collecting iload Use Taxes.
The amount of Tax monies collected as written in the !renzil Bill will
generate the same amount of revenue with a fairer and more reasonable
way of collecting road Tax money. The Highway Use Taxes should be collect-
ed as to the amount of riles traveled by paying vehicles. Collecting fuel
taxes will accomplish this. Charging 31600 per year per power vehicle is
unfair. Many trucks travel low mileage doing local hauling while others
tggxel cross country driving as many as 200,00 miles per year., It is
ob vious that both of these two different operations should not be taxed

the same.
Please consider these proposals when making your decision.

230 League Road Singerely A )
’
Colfax, Iowa 50054 . f,‘:}z, PN A /{({_‘e/
Verlan Dehaad

Colpfe Feen. yeo 9‘7
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Febe 9, 1984

United Stetes Senate
Finance Committee

Mr. Chairmen;
The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982,

(Public Law 97-424), is the most outstanding example of
deceitful, conniving, underhanded, power politics thet I
have ever known. The United States Congress passed this
law in order to satisfy the President's recuest for a high-
way repeiy bill by the end of 1982, and in such & hurry that
most members were not aware of 21l the provisions of this
"christmas tree" bill, or eware of the destructime imprcet
i{ will have on the trucking industry.

With very few exceptions, no attempt wos made to
determine the total cost to the industry, or its' ability
to pay, and no attempt was mede to delay the finel bill un-
til input could be provided by the industry that will be so
adversly affected. The blame for such irresponsible cction
must be shared by the mejority of the members of Congress,
and especially by the committees which discussed, =nd pess-
ed the bill during ity formulation. Fortunstely, Sens, Helms,
East, Nichols, and Humphrey had the courage to brave the
vrath of their colleagues in trying to stop the congrestional
juggernaut, and in trying to protect the interests of the
trucking industry, and especially the Indenendant Truckers,

It appears that the former Secretary of Transportetion,
end those who actunlly initieted the bill, hed incorrect in-
formation about the amount of z2dditional funds needed for
highway revair, ond it apvecrs that some supporters of the
bill had interests in competitive forms of trensportetion,
and were therefore eager to wloce the trucking industry ot
a disadvantage, through toxation. Also, it ~ppenrs thot there
was action and reaction cmong those who formulated the bill,
due to personality =nd political canflicts, and man& members
of congress were cllowed to n~dd expensive rnd unnecessary
spending provisions in order to gnin their supnort.
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Thus, the "christmes tree" was created, and all of this was
done without eny consideretion of the economic plight of the
trucking industry, current or future, =nd especially thet of
the smrll fleet onerctodrs cnd Inderendent Truckers,

After e celf-serving Congress possed this bill, ond od-
journed for Christmes, the Administrntion vins mrde awore of
the devastating effect plrced on the truckers, ond ultimately
on the genercl public, but the President signed the bill into
law, either not understonding, or not crring how meny individ-
ual truckers will be put out of business when 21l of the pro¥
visions of Public Law 97-424 take effect.

As a result of the proceedings vwhich led to the Surface
Tronsportation Act of 1982, I no longer trust the Administra-
tion or the Congress, to act in & responsible manner in matters
of taxation and spendinge If individuals have to spend most of
their non-working time policing the Congress rnd the Adminis-—
tration in order to prevent the destruction of their meons off
ecrning 2 living, then thot Congress and thet Administration
is not the servong of the people, ond both rust be replaced;

At the end of Jenuory, 1983, many truckers prrked their
trucks for two weeks, in protest of Public Law §7-424. They
viere cflled irresponsible outlewis by the government; Hr.
Chzirmen, I s’y thot the Congress cnd the Administrotion vere
the irresponsible outlows, for creeting such & destructive
tax low in the monwer thoet I heve described, which is now
common knowledge.

It iz proper for those who ctuse drmege ond loss to
others to mcde rcstitution. The United 3tates Congress should
meke restitution to the trucking industry by repealing oll of

. Pulilic Low 97-424.

The most damaging ond unfair portions of the law are
the drastic increcse in excise toxes on new vehicles, and
the extreme increecse in the federzal highvway use tax. The excise
tex on & $70,000.00 class 8 twuck-tractor will smount to $8400,
Such an expensive purchase recuires expensive financing.
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The resulting interest chrrges on the tot~l nurchnse nrice,
even rllowing for o substontinl down phyment, will furiher
inflate the tox portion of the purchree, The old i0x rote of
ten per-cent of the vholesclec cost of new vehicles s bad
enoughe The finrl cost of the new tax, including interest,
will be equal to the purchise price of mhny new trucks just
a few yenrs 270, Such exorbitont, rediculous trxation will
make the purchese of new ecuinmment even more difficult, ~nd
reduced sales will result in less employment for the manu-
fectureps, c&nd even longer use of o0ld ccuipment. This will
not contribute to the economic recovery so highly touted by
the Administration.

e Federel Highwoy Use Tex is a fixed rate tex,
levied on pover units regardless of the miles trcvelled
during the tex period, Therefore it is not & true user tox..
I am the ovner of a trector-trciler combinctioh whish is in
the 80,000 1b. class, In past years, this vehicle did not
travel mpre than 30,000 miles per yeer, becouse it was used
in a local operation. Presently, I am useing on entirely
different type of vehicle to earn & living, but it is o very
meager living, therefore I anticipate useing the trector-
trailer on & pert time basis, which means that it would
travel even fewer miles than before. If this truck teevels
16,000 miles per year, the cost of the tex at the new rate
will be sixteen cents per mile the first yecr, for this tax
alonees It will increcse in following yezrs to nineteen cents
per mile. ‘Yhen this is added to the cost of fuel t"xes, other
road taxes, and license fces in my area, the total cost amounts
to thirty-one cents per mile. In addition there nre insurcnce
and repeir costs. Replacement of ecuipment is impossible. It
will be impossible to operate this vehicle under these con-
ditions. I heve never enjoyed net ecrning of &8 ruch &s one-
third of the salary of the members of Congress vho would now

destroy my mecns of earning & living.
I cell this economic slovery cnd dictetorship.
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Page 4

Presently, there sre several bille in the Congress which would
provide ot least some relief from the destruction of the in-
dependant trpcker. The most reasoncble of these is H.R, 2124,
sponsored by Rep. Frenzel. This bill would replace all fixed
rate taxation, including the old, or current, Federel Highway
Use Tax, with an additional increase in fuel taxes. I question
the need for any edditional taxes, but if they are unavoid-
able, then the only fair ond equitable type of tex is a fuel
tax.
The means for collecting fuel tnxes is already in place.
Increasing the cmount will cnuse little or no additional ecc~
ounting problems for fuel suppliers or users. Lerger ond heovier
vehiocles use more fuel, therefore +ill pay more in texes. Those
vhich trevel more miles will pay more, and those which travel
less will pay less., A modest ihcrease in fuel taxes could be
accepted by the operators of 2ll vehicles now subject to the
fixed rate highway use tax, Also, this would eliminate the
accounting and reporting burden of the Federnl Highwey Use Tax,

Before cny new texes are levied, and before any existing
taxes are increased, input must be sought from those who are
affected from such toxes, and it must be guarenteed thet the
revenue generated by any type of highway use tox be used for
highway end bridge repair and nothing else.

There are meny others who use vehicles vhich are subject
to excise and highway use texes, on & low-mileage basis,
Farmers, menufecturers, distributors, and loctl truckers, If
use taxes are not refsonble and equitoble for 211 users, then
the Congress and its' committees have failed to provide en
enonomic structure in vhich &1l cen survive.

Sincerely,
LE A7 d/lf/?(
D.S. DeBolt JT.
Crrroll Ohio

Box 298
Carroll, Ohio 43112
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EASTERN INDUSTRIAL TRAFFIC LEAGUE, INC.

PLEASE REPLY TO:

R C DEVENWEY, Chairmen of Board
Generel Tremep  Manager
Sperry Now Hollend Oiv., 8paity Com.
Now Hollnd, PA 17567

Exacutive
P. 0. Sox 1240
Argion, VA 22210

STATEMENT TO SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON MODIFICATION
OF THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1982 AS PROPOSED IN S. 1475

February 9, 1984

My name is Richard C. Devenney, and I am Chairman
of the Board of Directors of the Eastern Industrial Traffic
League, Inc. (EITL), an organization representing shippers in
the Northeastern United States. The territory covered by
membership in the EITL includes the New England and Middle
Atlantic states, down to and including Virginia. Members of
EITL operate private truck fleets, and some of them are also
affiliated with for-hire motor carriers.

The heavy truck use tax that was fmposed by the
Surface Transportatfon Assistance Act of 1982 will, {f 1t
goes into effect, cause conaiderable economic problems for
the trucking lnductry.‘ and particularly for small carriers
that are the mainstay of truckload freight operations.
Owner-operators will be particularly affected.

In an attempt to obtain a more equitable treatment
for truck taxes at the federal level, EITL has joined with
\

other interested organizations in foraing the Coalition for
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Equitable Truck Taxes. Rather than burden the record with
additionsl comments, let me say that we share generally the
concerns and positions set forth by other members of that
group, although reserving the right to take independent
action in the event those organizations later adopt a posi-
tion contrary to the one we espouse.

In any event, it is absolutely certain that major
changes need to be made so as to decrease the front loading
feature of the heavy truck use tax. H.R. 2124 and 1ts com-
panion weasure, S. 1475, meet the basic objections which we
have to the present tax in major part. I therefore want to

express gupport for these measures on behalf of the League.
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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE February 9, 1984

WASHINGTON, D.C.

\
I have been trucking for 45 ysars as a one truck owner-operator and never has

the trucking costs been as high with the revenue not keeping up with the costs.
The Failroads are subsidized by the rederal and State governments and this pro
vides unfair competition.

The Surface Transportation Act of 1982 will put many more truckers out of
business. Some of the unfair provisions of the Act is to use money for\ﬁbrry-
boat §tudy between St. Criox and St. Thomas in the Virgin Islandas, the study
of Methane conversion, Highland scenic Highway (Monongahela lational “orest,
Scenic and Recreational Purposes, with NO TRUCKS ALLOWED), liesearch and Plan-
ning (Indian Lands), State of Massachusetts will not have to repay 80%-- a
loan from an urban Mass Transit Loan mad on Dec. 20, 1976 and Limits removed
on llerchant llarine Loans, These with many other unfair provisjons are in the
1*4{11=~-=}/e have a copy of the bill and have.read same, I can't believe the Sena-
tors and Representatives read or understood this bill when they passed it in a
hurry to po home for Christmas, Ve understood the 1ill was to repair the high-
ways and provide jobs, the specdal PORK BARROLL PROJECTS will do neither.

We are in fagor of the Frenzil Bill No.H.R.2124, which we feel is the more
fair way of collecting the road taxes.

Also the excise tam has been increased on truck tires and taken off passen=-
gers cars, pickup and vans tires, while all of these vehicles cause wear and
tear on the highway. Do you realize "if you got it-~a truck brought it"?

The things that are hauled are all things you use each day, the trucker doesn't

just haul to each other,
Henry Erskim -
/{/ ﬁa/

Flla Erskin

Zf éﬁ:»é ;L/ln
Box 138
Prairie City, Iowa 50228
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THE FERTILIZER INSTITUTE (202) 861-4900
1015 18th Street, N.W. Telex: 89-2699
Washington, D.C. 20036 February 9, 1984

GARY D. MYERS

President

The Honorable Robert Dole
Chairman

Committee on Finance

U. 8. Senate

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the fertilizer industry, we respectfully re-
quest that this letter be entered into the record as The Ferti-
lizer Institute's (TFI) comments in regard to the Senate Finance
Committee's February 9, 1984, hearing on alternatives to the tax
on the use of heavy trucks. TFI commends you for considering
alternatives to this tax, mandated by the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act and scheduled to go into effect July 1, 1984,

In analyzing the heavy use tax, we find that seasonal,
relatively low mileage highway trucks such as those used for
farming, and especially for fertilizer delivery and application,
will be required to pay a user fee equal to over-the-road
transport traveling thousands of miles a year. Thus, we support
your efforts to redistribute the highway user tax burden and, at
the same time, maintain revenue levels necessary for highway
maintenance and bridge repair as outlined in the STAA.

We understand that the following alternatives are under
consideration:

A heavy vehicle use tax range of between $300 and s%oo which
will apply only to vehicles 55,000 pounds or more.

An increase in the diesel tax of five to seven cents, with
a 10,000 pound vehicle exemption.

A continuation of the 5,000 mile exemption, available under
current law, with the possibility of increasing it to

10, 300.
The Fertilizer Institute is pleased with the direction of

these proposals. We support prompt legislative action that would
eliminate inequities in the law for farm and fertilizer vehicles,

Sin@rely,

e Qo -
Gary -D¥ Myers
GDM:pdg

cc: Members, Senate Finance
Committee
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STATEMENT
of the

FOOD MARKETING INSTITUTE

The Food Marketing Institute (FMI) appreciates the opportunity to

present its views on alternatives to the heavy truck use tax,

The Food Marketing Iustitute (FMI) is a non-profit association that
conducts programs in research, education aand public affairs on behalf of its
1,300 members--food retailers and wholesalers and their customers in the

United States and overseas, FMI's domestic member companies operate over

17,000 retail food stores with a combined annual sales volume of $130

billion--half of all grocery sales in the United States, More than

three-fourths of FMI's membership is comprised of independent supermarket

operators or small regional firms,

Food retailers and wholesalers, individually and collectively, are

among the largest users of truck transportation in the nation., Essentially

every item on the shelves of our nation's supermarkets and grocery stores

arrives at the retail outlet by truck, The cost of transporting these items

is a significant part of the total price consumers pay for essential food

products. According to the Department of Agriculture over five cents of every
consumer dollar spent on food goes to transportation. Last year our nation's
consumers spent a total of $252 billion in food and grocery stores.

Extrapolating from USDA's figures, $125 million of this total went for

transportation.
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Moreover, taxes now take an additional four cents of every food dollar

and it's estimated that‘another fraction of a penny is absorbed by compliance

with government regulations. So food distributors and our customers have a

vital interest in this issue.

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) increased the
heavy truck use tax from a maximum .¢ $240 per year for the heaviest vehicles
to a maximum of $1900 per year (phased in over a 4 year period). This huge

increase 18 on top of the nickel a gallon fuel tax increase, It is also in

additon to rapidly escalating state tax and license fees. The end result is a

harsh and inequitable increase in the tax burden for all operators and users

of heavy trucks, especially food distributors, . FMI and its members believe it

is imperative that the unfair tax burden created by the STAA be modified.

It 18 essential to keep in mind that it is not just what 1is generally
considered the "trucking” industry that pays these taxes. Indeed, the vast
majority of the E;gcking equipment on our nation's highways belongs to private
fleets., These companies, including food retailers and wholesalers, who use
their own equipment in furtherance of their primary business, will be among
those hardest hit by the recent tax increases. In fact, a number of FMI's

members' lndiyidual tax burden will increase by more than $1 million just in

1984 as a resﬁlt of the STAA, In the end, consumers will pay for these

exorbitant tax increases.
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In considering alternatives to the current heavy truck tax it is
important to note that the STAA tax structure is inequitable in many ways.

This 18 not surprising since the structure of the tax was developed quite

hastily under the pressure of a lame duck session of Congress. As the

Department of Transportation itself acknowledges:

« « +[Since) the heavy truck use tax rate is based solely on gross
registered weight and the rate reflects the vehicle class average tax
liability, disparities between tax payments and cost responsibility can
occur for the individual taxpayer., Vehicles within a class will
subsidize each other if they fall above or below the class average
liability., This occurs because the heavy truck use tax rate neglects
individual differences in vehicle VMT, place\of travel, and operating

axle loads. .

Moreover, the so-called tax is not a "use” tax at all. It is a

property tex, bearing no relationship to miles traveled or highway use.

Short-haul operators pay the same amount as over—the-road truckers. Adding to

the harshness of the tax, it must be paid in a lump sum fashion. There is no

“pay as you go" ingredient to the tax.

There is an additional element of unfairness that is especlally

burdensome to food distributors. The tax is based on the gross registered

weight of the equipment. Gross registered weight reflects the maximum weight

that the vehicle can hold. Food retailers and wholesalers often ship mixed

loads and light weight products such as paper gouods. Even fully loaded
shipments of these products travel the highway at a far lighter weight than

the gross registered weight. But the vehicles are taxed at the registered

weight, This is patently unfair,
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FMI supports the concept of a "diesel differential” tax as a substitute
for the STAA use tax., We believe that $.1475, which would repeal the use tax
and substitute an additional five-cents per gallon tax on diesel fuel, would
be a good alternative to the current situation.

The diesel differential tax has several advantages. It would be a true

use tax that would be paid at the pump as the vehicles use the highways. The

incidencg of the tax would fall most heavily on the largest vehicles which use

more fuel per mile than lighter vehicles., By diminishing the total tax burden

on these vehicles, hovever, the diesel differential would encourage the

efficient use of equipment that has proven to be among the most productive on
the road, One of the negative aspects of the STAA tax structure, in our view,
is the fact that it punishes users of combination units weighted at 75-80,000

pounds. The use tax creates a disincentive to use these larger, more

efficient vehicles.

In addition, the diesel differential is administered in a relatively

eagy manner., And most importantly it 18 both equitable and affordable.

At this time S. 1475 is not "revenue neutral.” Because it was not
enaéted in 1983 it will fall slightly short of the total revenue raised by the
STAA., We agree that it is essential for any modification in the law to be
revenue neutral, However, we are confident that with some slight and

reasonable adjustments, 8. 1475 could be made revenue neutral without

sacrificing equity.

In conclusion, FMI appreciates the Committee's timely consideration of
this issue and we urge prompt enactment of reasonable and equitable reform

o,

legislation,
Respectfully submitted,

AN

Harry Sullivan
Senior Vice Presidegt
and General Counsgl

35-748 0—82——26
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STATEMENT TO:
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
BY THE:

FOREST PRODUCTS TRUCKING COUNCIL
1619 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

ON
ALTERNATIVES TO THL. TAX ON USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS

INTRODUCTION
The Forest Products Trucking Council (FPTC) is a voluntary, nonprofit, unincorporated

trade association, comprised of the following 33 state, regional, and national forestry

associations:

. —— Alaska Loggers Association
American Pulpwood Association, Inc.
Arkansas Forestry Association
Florida Forestry Associaticn
Inland Forest Resource Council
lowa Wood Industries Association
Louisiana Forestry Association
Maine Forest Products Council
Maryland Forests Association
Massachusetts Wood Producers Association
Michigan Association of Timbermen
Minnesota Timber Producers Association
Montana Logging Asscciation
New Hampshire Timberland Owners Association
New York State Timber Producers Association, Inc.
North Carolina Forestry Association
Northeastern Loggers' Association, Inc.
Northern Hardwood and Pine Manufacturers Association, Inc.
Northern Woods Logging Association

Oklahoma Forestry Association .
Oregon Forest Products Transportation Association
Pennsylvania Forestry Association
South Carolina Forestry Association
Southeastern Lumber Manufacturers Association
Southern Forest Products Association
Southern Hardwood Lumber Manufacturers Association
Southern Hardwood Traffic Association
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Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association
Tennessee Forestry Association
Texas Forestry Association
Tinber Producers Association of Michigan and Wisconsin
Vermont Timber Truckers and Producers Association
Wood Producers Association of Connecticut

The Forest Products Trucking Council represents its members on jssues that affect the
trucking of pulpwood, woodchips, logs, and other unprocessed wood fiber from the forest
to the mill. Objectives of the FPTC include promoting the interests of pulpwood and !og
trucking, encouraging discussion, gathering and sharing information on safe and efficient
forest products trucking, representing the forest products trucking industry in legislative
affairs and regulatory efforts, and developing voluntary trucking standards. The

American Pulpwood Association Inc., an FPTC member, serves s the Council secretary.

CHARACTERISTICS OF LOG TRUCKING ’

Individual members of the associations represented in this statement are typically small
businessmen who generally own thrze or fewer trucks and are deeply involved in virtually
all aspects of forest products harvesting and transportation. In most cases these

businesses are family-owned and staffed and employ fewer than eight employees.

Many of the characteristics of Jog trucking are extremely similar to a farmer's "farm-to-

market" trucking operation. In fact, in some regions farmers frequently haul pulpwood

and logs during periods of low farming activity.

Pulpwood and log trucks, for obvious reasons, travel primarily over the little-used back

roads in the forested regions of our country. Pulpwood and logs are a relatively low-

value, high-bulk commodity, and truck-haul distances are kept to an absolute minimum to
reduce raw material costs. The majority of our pulpwood and log trucking members make

one or two 30-130 mile round trips per day and average 25,000-60,000 miles per year on

their trucks.
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Forest products trucking is notably similar to farm-to-market transportation in that it is a

short-distance, one-way operation, with no Joaded back haul when the log truck returns

from the mill to the forest.

A study of over 6,000 Southern pilpwood logging operations made in 1%79 inventoried
1,270 tractor-trailer combination trucks and an additional 1,817 tandem and tri-axle
trucks which would be subject to the heavy vehicle use tax imposed by STAA. Also
inventoried were 4,717 single-axle trucks, which would be mostly unaffected. The ratio of
tractor-trailers used in pulpwood transportation in the Lake States in a 1978 survey was
62%, and tandems and tri-axles represented 32%. Only 6% of the trucks used were single-

axle. In the West virtually all trucks used in log transport are tractor-trailer units.

Logging, although a year-round activity in most forested regions, is subject to production
stoppages and slowdowns caused by bad weather and by market restraints. Many ei.ﬁcient
loggers maintain extra or standby trucking units to enable them to take advantage of good
weather conditions or high market demand. The heavy use tax imposed by STAA will
make it economically difficult or disadvantageous to license these standby trucks and

greatly diminish the production and earnings of these businessmen,

FOREST PRODUCTS TRUCKING COUNCIL POSITION ON HEAVY VEHICLE USE TAX

~
“

Log ‘\land pulpwood truckers, although already burdened with many and varied state and
federal taxes, recognize and support the need for the repair and maintenance of our
nation's highways and bridges. The five cent increase in fuel taxes called for in the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, while a significant additional tax burden,

is acceptable because it is a "pay as you go" tax and can be "passed through" to the log

purchaser.
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The increase on large combination trucks from $240 to $1,900 in the heavy vehicle use tax
legislated in the 1982 STAA, however, represents a "property tax" which discriminates
against pulpwood and log truckers, whose annual mileage on our nation's highways is much
less than tha. of truckers engaged in long hauls. The FPTC urges that the current heavy
vehicle use tax be replaced with an additional increase in the diese] fuel tax. This is an
alternative that will not only work but will be fair to all truckers because it is a "pay as
you go" tax. FlsTC favors this approach, which is embodied in H.R.2124 (Frenzel, R-MN)

and S.1475 (Wallop, R-WY). Specifically, these bills replace the heavy vehicle use tax

with an offsetting increase in the tax on diese] fuel.

FPTC feels the diesel differential plan is an equitable and excellent alternative to the

heavy vehicle use tax because:

1) The diesel differential plan can be structured to be revenue-neutral, providing
D.O.T. with essentially the same revenue for highway and bridge maintenance

and repair as will be collected under the heavy vehicle use tax provisions of the

STAA of 1982.

2) From the Treasury Department standpoint, and for reasons of taxpayer equity,
FPTC feels the collection of a diesel fuel tax is less complex, less costly to
administer, and very difficult to evade. In fact, the system to coliect fuel taxes

is already set up and in operation.

3) A tax on diesel fuel is more equitable because it relates proportionately to a
truck's impact on highways and bridges. It is also easier for truckers to

understand, allocate in their cost-accounting systems, and pass through to

customers.
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4) An additional tax on diesel fuel will not discourage pulpwood and log truckers
-, from licensing additional (or spare) trucks for peak periods of demand. The
heavy vehicle use tax will substantially cut down the number of log trucks

licensed and available for peak periods of demand.

There seems to be some indication that D.O.T. and other Administration officials feel the
1982 STAA concessions granted on truck weight, width, and use of double trailers will
allow truckers the opportunity to offset or recoup a major percentage of the heavy
vehicle use tax. While this may be applicable for some segments of the trucking industry,
it is certainly not true for the pulpwood and log trucking segment. Most of our members
operate in states where the 80,000 pound limit was already in effect. The new 102-inch
maximum width won't increase our payloads; and the opportunity to use double trailers is

almost nonexistent, because we haul mostly over rural or county roads where they are still

generally prohibited.
1

The FPTC feels that replacing the heavy vehicle use tax with an offsetting increase in the
tax on diesel fuel is an alternative that meets the tests of sirnplicity, ease of collection,
and economy of administration. For these reasons the FPTC, on behalf of its individual
pulpwood and log trucking members, asks that serious and prompt consideration be given

to replacing the heavy vehicle use tax provisions of the STAA of 1982 with a more

equitable "pay as you go" diesel fuel tax.
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TESTIMONY OF THE.
INSTITUTE OF SCRAP IRON AND STEEL, INC.

The Institute of Scrap Iron and Steel, Inc., supports 8. 1475 as the best
alternative to the heavy truck use tax. The diese] differential is the superior
approach for raising revenues that the so-called use tax was intended to generate.

The Institute is the national trade associationvrepresentlng America's processors
of metallic scrap for recycling. Many industry-owned trucks perform the essential
task of collecting recyclable metals from diverse generation and collection points
and, increasingly, the distribution function for prepared scrap to consuming steel
mills and foundries.

‘Typically a processor operates a small fleet (7 to 15 vehicles) over short
distances that rarely exceed 200 miles. The registered or operating weights
of fleet vehicles generally fall in the range of 33,000 to 80,000 pounds. Under
the soon to be effective July 1, 1984 truck tax, the cost of operating a typical
size fleet rises nearly $12,000 without regard to any change in the vehicles'
highway use or income-producing activity. The metallic scrap processing industry
cannot absorb these added costs without negatively impacting the volume of
metallic recycling and national conservation goals. ‘

The industry is unique with regard ‘to its use of tires. Tire service life is
limited as much, if not more, by the higher-than-average frequency of cuts and
punctures in processing facilities, collection and distribution points than by
mileage-related tread wear. The industry buys the same heavy tires used by
commercial truckers operating 18 wheel rigs for many thousands of miles more
than the processor. The average life of such tires is significantly shorter in the
recycling industry since tires are lost due to puncturing and cugting, not mileage.
Tread wear following long highway use is not the predominant- reason for new
purchases. Consequently, the tire tax places an inordinate burden on the metallic

scrap processor. For each truck tire replaced in 1984, a scrap processor will

pay at least twice as much in taxes as was paid in 1983.
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The problem is clear: under the heavy truck use tax a vehicle recording 20,000
miles per year is taxed the same as a rig traveling over 100,000 miles annually;
with the tire tax, the purchaser pays regardless whether tread wear or puncturés
occasion the replacement.

The choice among solutions is clear, too. First, an added tax on diesel fuel
can supply the revenue lost by eliminating the use tax. And second, fairness
can be enhanced by providing the recycling industry a credit for (‘the‘ federal excise
tax on tires.

A fuel tax is a desirable alternative to the heavy truck use tax. In fact, the
.tax on new heavy tires and the tax on registered heavy trucks have something
in common. Purchases of heavy tires and registration are treated as proxi'es
for highway maintenance costs alegedly attributable to heavy trucks. As applied
to the metallic scrap industry motor carrier operations, they are gross
mismeasurements. In the case of new tires purchased by the industry, the tires
are replaced because of frequent punctures, not because of wearing out in
over-the-road use. In the case of vehicle registrations, there is a very wide
variation within the industry between the lowest mileage per vehicle and the
highest mileage per vehicle totally ignored by the flat tax on registration.

S. 1475 is a desirable soluti?n because:

* the diesel differential is collected on a pay-as-you go basis, as a vehicle
uses the highway to generate income for its owner;

* fuel consumption is actually correlated with a particular vehicle's mileage
and running weight so that the attribution of responsibility is not subject to
the vagaries of statistical methods used by one study or another;

* the tax collection methodology for diesel fuel is efficient and
well-established;

* the method for distinguishing recycling activities for tax credits is not
new (cf., the investment tax credit for equipment used for recycling); and

* gsupport for the diesel differential as a complete replacement for the
so-called use tax is widespread among those who would bear either tax.

The industry supports S. 1475 as coming closest to meeting the needs of the

economy and.the metallic scrap processors.
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STATEMENT OF
INTERSTATE CARRIERS CONFERENCE

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE

ON
HEAVY TRUCK USE TAXES
February 9, 1984

* k k k k Kk Kk

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, this statement is filed
in conjunction with the Committee hearing to consider various alternatives
to the truck tax increases contained in the Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act of 1982.

t

The Interstate Carriers Conference, a national organization repre-
senting more than 750 for-hire common and contract motor carriers of
property, is an affiliate of the American Trucking Associations. Members of
the Conference range in size from those with only a few units of equipment
to companies operating 500 or more vehicles. They vary in terms of
operating revenues, some 30 percent having gross revenues of less than
$1,000,000 annually and 20 percent having more than $10,000,000. In the
aggregate, no other group of carriers makes more extensive use of the

services of owner-operators (independent contractors).
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We favor S. 1475, fully aware that the 5-cent diesel fuel tax
increase as written when the bill was introduced in June of last year would
have to be adjusted upward today. Therefore, in all referenczs to S. 1475
we do so with the understanding that it will have to be amended beyond the

5 cents in order to produce revenue lost by the provision repealing the

heavy use tax in full,

It is the negative impact of the heavy use tax, in whatever amount,
on carriers and self-employed owner-operators that concerns us.

\
Consider the already immense investment and expenses needed for a

man or woman to be an owner-operator.

It is not unusual for a no-frills tractor to cost $70,000, which
includes the new 12 percent federal sales tax. That, in itself, is in
excess of the cost of the average home in the United States today (and keep
in mind that the independent truck operator in many cases is also making
payments on a home in addition to supporting a family). The tractor
customarily carries a five-year note. Subtracting 10 percent as a down
payment, that leaves the owner-operator with monthly principal and interest
payments of well over $1,500, That, of course, is before his or her
"normal" costs for insurance, fuel, tolls, maintenance, operating permits
and on-the-road living expenses. It is also necessary to set aside reserves
for unanticipated expenses such as $250 to $300 for a blown-out tire or
$10,000 for replacing an engine. That leaves precious little for "salary,"

personal savings or normal family living expenses.
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The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 has already added

o the owner-operator's burden with the increased federal taxes on fuel*,

tires, and trucks and trailers.

Total repeal of the heavy use tax, coupled with an X-cent-a-gallon
increase in the diesel tax, would ease to some extent the impact and burden
on owner-operators and trucking companies alike. It would be easily collect-
ible and would restore the pay-as-you-go principle of the Highway Trust
Fund, whereas the inflexible use tax penalizes the operator who drives

50,000 miles a year vis-a-vis the~bne who drives 100,000 or more.

Repeal of the heavy use tax called for in S. 1475 would he of
especial relief for smaller carriers and the thousands of individual
owner-operators, many of whom could conceivably have to borrow all or part
of the $1,900 that would be due before they could purchase their state
licenses. Further down the road, we would like to see an end to the 12

percent truck sales tax and the tax on tires, replaced with just a single

tax on fuel,

IEERE

Respectfully submitted,

Stanley Hamilton

Executive Director

Interstate Carriers Conference
1616 P Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

*And increases have been voted in many of the states, with the tax ranging
from 6.5 cents in Oklahoma and Texas to 17 cents in Montana.



408

February 2, 1u84

Senate Finance Comuittee Hearin_s " \‘@
wasiington D.C. “ﬁcﬁwe‘“

Cownitcee Members,

Iy views concerninz the Surface Transportation fct of 1;32 relate
to the fact that the burden of hishway construction and repair falls
on lar:e trucks. However, what we haul is not for our personal use
only., Every person benefits from the hithways, because their food,
clothin;, etc., are obteained from truck transportation, rezardless
vhether they use the hizhways or not.

In the present conditions which we are operating under, Ican see no
way for neavy trucks to pay the enormous increase in users fees, or
how funds appropriated for congtruction and repair oi hi_hways and
brid,es should be used for projects such ss, a study of vendii;
machines in rest areas, parking facilities for cuar and van pcole.

fer.y boat study, and others just as ridiculous.

However, as en alternative to the original bill, T do support
Con.ressnan Frenzel's bill H R 2124, not as a less tex, but as a

more fair way of _eneratinz revenue,

Ronald Heinrichs, President
Iowa Division oi Independant

Truckers
Estherville, Iowa

%22;u4?¥7.77“4*’;“45
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IOWA BETTER TRUCKING
BURRAU

38 LIVRSTOCK EXCHANGE BLDE. ©*  SIOUX CITY, IOWA 51497
TELEPHONE (71202774140 « 2774140 © 2174W7

Pt gy B
MW

SRENDA K. WASHBURN
Goneral Counsel

\
Hearing Title: ALTERNATIVES TO TAX ON USE OF

HEAVY TRUCKS
Hearing Date:  February 9, 1984
2:30 P.M,

Hearing Room:  SD-215
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The Iowa Better Trucking Bureau, Inc. of Sioux City, Iowa requests
the following written testimony regarding Section 513 of the Sutface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 be submitted for the record.

By way of introduction, the Iowa Better Trucking Bureau (IBTB) is
a trucker service organization for approximately 500 truck lines in
the regional area -- Northwest Iowa, Southeast South Dakota, Northeast
Nebraska. Our clientele range from the one truck owner-operator to
We

fleet size regulated carriers as well as several private carriers.

service a representative cross-section of the trucking industry and

observe problems unique to each class. We feel qualified, therefore,

to comment on 8513 and make recommendations for alternatives to the
law as now enacted.

Pursuant to 8513 as enacted, the majority of our truckers will
have to pay $1600 per truck on July 1, 1984. For a truck line owner
with just ten trucks, the tax due will be $16,000. For most, this is
a lump sum payment one cannot afford to pay due to limited cash flow
and decreased business. Many truckers will be forced to cease business.
It 18 as simple as that.

The Federal Highway Administration has determined that equity is
to be the pgimary goal in developing highway user charges. Also, con-
sideration must be given to economic efficiency, collection and compli-
ance and administrative costs. It seems none of these goals or consi-

derations were fully taken into account when 5513 was drafted. And,

8513 as enacted, did most assuredly fall very short of achieving any of

these goals.
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The major flaw in 8513 it seems, is that although greater equity

was acheived based on the weight of different vehicle classes, there is

no accounting for use. Thus, the 10,000 mile 80,000 pound truck must
pay the same amount of tax as the 120,000 mile 80,000 pound truck. This
fact flies in the face of the two measures generally used in determining

an equitable tax--cost occasioning (those who use shall pay) and_benefits

received (those who get more, pay more). Thus, 8513 fails to achieve

the desired equity a highway user tax seeks to impose.

There is a strong movement in the state and federal administrationa_
to implement a weight-distance tax. Such tax could be state or federally
imposed. This type of tax structure, it is said, provides the most
equity among vehicle classes and within vehicle classes. This may be
go, but what about the other considerations that need to be examined,
i.e. administrative feasibility, payment ease, economic efficilency.

A weight-distance tax is cost prohibitive at this time due simply to the
great administrative cost involved in implementation and collection. The
dollars collected from the tax would be pennies by the time it was sifted
down to the highway trust fund to be used for roads. Also, a weight-
distance tax seems inconsistent with a strong movemeat by the federal
D.0.T. to simplify and make uniform state motor carrier laws and regula-
tions. (See H.R. 4518 attached) What & weight-distance tax would result
in is another reporting requirement for the trucker who already files

ten to twenty quarterly fuel reports. It is our strong feeling that

.the "equitable" weight-distance tax loses that advantage when balanced

against the administrative burden it would create for agencies and
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truckers as well as the resulting drain of monies from the road use fund
to pay for increased administrative costs.

An alternative that is more equitable for the different vehicle
classes and within the vehicle classes is a combination diesel differen-
tial and use tax. This type of tax would bring into consideration both
weight and use. Also, this alternative seems advantageous from an admi-
nistrative view as well as compliance, collection, and enforcement. The
collection and administrative scheme is already set into place to collect
an increased diesel tax. And, keeping the use tax at pre-STAA rate levels
would enable the use of Forn 2290 as is.

In addition, this alternative is close to being revenue neutral.

If there is a 5¢ diesel increase and the pre-STAA use tax structure is
used, there would be almost the same revenue generated as STAA '82.
(Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy Trucks, Report to Congresg, D.0.T.
January, 1984, p. VI-6). This type of alternative would impose a tax

on all vehicles over 26,000 pounds wh? use the highways 8 well as im-
pose a use tax on the heavier vehicles who have a greater share of cost
allocated to them., Thus, the lighter vehicle is not paying a dispropor-

tionate amount. It should be noted that we feel the 5000 mile exemption

present in 8513 should be ratained in this proposed alternative.
Therefore, we would encourage legislators to consider DOT 2 as

the best possible alternative. This to us seems the most realistic

alternative as well as the most equitable.
The bottom line is that our country must have and maintain a

sound transportation system. This means we must have good roads. The

.
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trucking industry knows this and is willing to pay their fair share of

the cost involved in developing and maintaining a good road system. It

should also be pointed out that a good transportation system needs trucks

and good service by those trucks. Trucks can only provide this service

under good economic conditions, which they have not expericnced in the
last few years and which a 800Z increase in heavy use tax only worsens.

We cannot encourage enough the extreme importance of enacting dn acceptable

alternative to 8512, such as the DOT 2 proposal. The industry cannot

absorb a giant increase in tax as promulgated by 8513.

35-748 O—82——27
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98t CONGRESS
IST SESSION H. R. 4518

To establish in the Department of Transportation a working group on National
Uniform State Regulation of Interstate Motor Carriers, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NoveMBER 18, 1983

Mr. Howarp (for himself, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. SHUSTER) (by
request) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation

A BILL

To establish in the Department of Transportation a working
group on National Uniform State Regulation of Interstate
Motor Carriers, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SecrioN 1. This Act may be cited as the “National

- W N

Uuniform State Regulation of Interstate Motor Carriers Act of
5 1983,

G Sec. 2. (a) There is established in the Department of
7 Transportation a working group whose members shall be ap-
8 pointed by the Secretary of Transportation (heretiafier the

9 Secretary) in consultation with State Governors and organi-
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2

zations of State officials concerned with State truck registra-
tion and tax administration. The membership shall be com-
posed of State officials representing agencies with expertise
in vehicle registration, fuel tax, and third structure tax prac-
tices affecting the trucking industry. No more than one
member of the working group shall be appointed from each
State. The Secretary, or an official of the Department of
Transportation appointed by the Secretary, shall be a nonvot-
ing member of the working group. The Secretary may name
such additional nonvoting members, representing interested
parties or perspectives, as necessary. The limitation on mem-
bership from each State shall not affect the naming of non-
voting members. Nonvoting members shall not be eligible for
compensation for expenses under subsection (c) of this sec-
tion. The' term of a member shall not exceed twelve months
unless the Secretary, in his or her discretion, determines
otherwise. The working group shall not be subject to the pro-
visions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C.
App. D.

(b)(1) The working group shall advise, consult with, and
make recommendations to the Secretary regarding uniform
State regulation of interstate motor carriers. The working
group is authorized to develop and recommend to the Secre-
tary standards for uniform State regulation of interstate

motor carriers in regard to vehicle registration, fuel tax, and
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3
1 third structure tax requirements. Topics considered hy the

2 working group in formulating their recommendations shall in-

3 clude, but not be limited to—

4 (A) standardized procedures and forms;

5 (B) base State certification;

6 (C) single State unit for filings, applications, and
7 permits;

8 (D) payment to the base State of fees and taxes
9 due other States; and .
10 (E) ensuring prompt and equitable distribution of

11 revenues.

12 Such standards shall not define or limit the amounts of any

13 State registration fees, fuel taxes, or third structure taxes.

14 (2) The working group shall also—

15 (A) define an approach to resolve any discrepan-
16 cies in States’ impiemenfation of standards ultimately
17 promulgated by the Secretary;

18 (B) identify permanent bodies to develop and rec-
19 ommend future modification of such standards, and

20 (C) consult with public and private interests (for
21 example, citizens representing safety and tax issues;
22 owner-operators; trucking and shipping  associations)
23 contributing to, affected by, or concerned with State
24 motor carrier requirements during the development of

25 the standards.
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4

(c) Voting members of the working group shall, while
attending meetings or conferences of such working group or
otherwise engaging in the husiness of such working group, be
entitled to receive compensation at a rate fixed hy the Sccre-
tary, but not exceeding $100 per diem, including traveltime.
While away from their home or regular places of husiness,
voting members of the working group may he allowed travel
expenses, including per diem in licu of subsistence, as author-
ized in section 5703 of title 5, United States C'ode, for per-
sons in the Government service emploved intermittently.
Payments under this subsection shall not render members of
the working group to he employees or officials of the United
States for any purposes.

(d) The recommendations required by subsection (h) of
this section shall be submitted to the Secretary within twelve
months from the date of enactment of this Act.

(e) The Secretary may initiate rulemaking after receiv-
ing such recommendations, or in the absence of rccommenda-
tions within twelve months after the date of enactment of this
Act, may promulgate regulations implementing such stand-
ards as described in subsection (h)(1) of this section.

(1) After the effective date of any regulations promul-
gated under this Act, no State shall impose administrative
requirements that are in excess of the standards promulgated

under subsection (e) of this section.
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5
(2) The Attorney General of the United States is

authorized to institute any civil action for injunctive relief as
may he appropriate to assure compliance with the provisions
of this Act. Such action may be instituted in any district
court of the United States in any State where such relief is
required to assure compliance with the terms of this Act. In
any action under this Act, the court shall, upon a proper
showing, issue a temporary restraining order or preliminary
or permanent injunction. In any such action, the court may
also issue a mandatory injunction commanding any State or
persons to comply with any applicable provision ol this Act,
or any rule issued under authority of this Act.

(g) The Secretury- is authorized to expend funds made
available under section 104(a) of title 23, United States
Code, to carry out the provisions of this Act.

‘o
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Febuary 9,1984

“su.te Finance Committee

washington, D. C.

As an Independent Trucker owning anc driving trucks ior
25 years I would like to impress uron the members of this
comwittee the serious consequences the Surface Transportation
Act of 1982 will have on Independent Truckers and their farilies.
the Trucking Industry is all ready in a poor financial condition
due to the econories conditions of the nation .t this time.

Adding the Surface Transportation Act o1 1982 will only corpound

our problers.
ke also find rany of the avendrants attached to the bill

to be completely out of reason. Using Road LUse Tax money to
atudy tax Status of Religious orders is the wromg use of this
funds. There are a great many other of the amnendments which
tind to be bad‘use of the head Use Tax money. The money
collected for Road Use Taxes should not be spent on
countless studies and projects that are totally unrelated to
Hiways or Transportstion.

We beleive the rurpose of the Surface Transportation
Act of 1982 was to provide money for repair of Hiways and
to create jobs but we find many arendrents to the bill to
be ver; wrong use of the tax money.

I ar fariliar with the Surface Transportation Act of
1982 since I have seen and read the bill, which I am very sure
rqny of the Senators and Representatives have not done so

before they passed this legislation.
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Flease consider rerealing of this legislation in favor
of the Frenzil Bill which I find to be a wuch fairer way of
collecting Road Use Taxes.

The arount of Tax Monies collted as written in the
rrenzil Bill will penerate the sane amocunt of revenue with
@ fatrer and more reasonable way of collecting Road Tax
bon.y. Hiway use taxes should be collected as to the arount
of miles travelea by paying vehicles, collecting fuel taxes
will accomplish tnis. CUharging $1cC0 per year per rower

vehicles is unfair.

Respecfully,/

Vo, detprrer=
" v\('r‘f L A

Ken Hopkins
Baxter, Iowa 50028
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.

WILLIAM 1. SCHEFFER |
NATL. VICE-PRESIUENT
INUEPENUENT TRUCKERS ASSN.
RCUTE ONE,

BREELEWOOV, PA. 15533

INUEPENDENT TRUCKERS ASSN.
PENNSYLVANIA I.T.A.
ATLANTIC COAST TRUCKERS ALLIANCE

FEBRUARY 9, 1984
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

I am here today to express the views of our association
and the views of the Atlantic Coast Truckers Association on the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act as it pertains to the In-
dependent Trucker and small fleets. I will begin by stating that
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act is probébly the most
ill-timed, unfair, improper and inequitable tax ever levied on
any industry in this country. '

The imposition of this act comes at a time when the in-
dependent trucker has his back against an economic wall, when
rates are at their lowest in decades, and when tonnage avail-
able to the independent trucker is also at its lowest ebb. It
comes at a time when the largest.single -cost of operation,
diesel fuel, has surpassed the cost of gasoline and is sky-
rocketing daily. It comes at a tim: when the large freight
companies, who have first crack at regulated freight are going
down the tubes financially. The independent trucker tradition-
ally gets the overflow or the left-over freight the carriers
feel is too cheap to carry profittably. Mr. Chairman, if these
large carriers cannot make it under the present system without
having to pay back percentages to operate, how are the small
fleets and the independent truckers to survive under the pro-
posed new taxes ? They will not!

It is no secret that this act was contrived in the wan-
ing moments of the last seasion by lame-duck congressmen-. -
anxious to go home for the Christmas holidays. It is no sec-
ret that only a handful of these same Congressmen ever laid
eyes on this bill or knew of the disastorous inclusions of
the Surface Transportagion Act, It is also no secret that
many of these same congressmen feel betrayed by the perpetrat-
ors of the act and have taken steps to correct this great
injustice thrust upon the industry. '

Some of the steps taken by both houses range from mod-
ification of the act to total repeal. IS-15. by Senator Jesse
Helms). Most of us in the trucking industry were stunned and
" outraged at the way this bill was ram-rodded through a sparse
and uninformed congress. Many members of congress have stated
openly that copies of the act simply were not made avajilable
to them prior to its dubvious passage. Many were stunned at
not only the tax contents but the dispersal of the monies
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as well. The press too was stunned at what they were told was
a "nickel a gallon tax" on the t:ucking industry.that turned'
out to be anything but. They too, like us, expressed outrage
that they were not informed of the true dispersal directivas
of the Surface Transportation Act. You see, they, like us,
were told that this bill was to rebuild the nations highways
and bridges. They, like us, were not told that the bill was
Just a 1little bit more complizated than that, and that there
were amendments attached to this bill that literally obscured
the nations highway and bridge system with Christmas tree
amendmentx that ranged from Ferry Boat studies in the Virgin
Islands to repaying debts owed by the State of Massechusetts.

The Department of Transportation, and its past leader,
Drew Lewis, hardly knowledgable in the field of trucking, has
crippled a vital industry to the point of no recovery with
what has to be a biased, made to order,railroad bill.

We feel that the Secretary of Transportation, and the
Department of Transportation acted irresponsibly, improperly,
and maybe criminally in its handling of thir act. If this
industry is to survive we must have immediate relief from
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act and a full invest-
igation of the Department of Transportation.

In the Department of Transportation (Federal Highway
Administration ) report to Congress entitled Alternatives
To Pax On Use Of Heavy Truck$,dated January 1984, they
state in Chapter VI that "lowering the revenue contributions
on all vehicle classes proves to be detrimental to equity
since some already underpay in relation to cost responsibility."
We would agree with that assessment, and would elaborate a
little on that statemen}.Certain classes do underpay, and
in fact, some classes do not pay. Is the relationship-of the
rental vehicle lobby that sacred to the Dgparthent 0f Trans-
portation that they will.be allowed to continuée-paying nething
for their use of the nations highways and bridges? Is that
same relationship with the railroads that sacred that they
too shall be exempt from paying their fair share?

.WEIGHT DISTANCE OPTIONS

There are those outside the indugtry who favor a weight
dlstance option. Those groups generally are those who trad-
itionally oppose any progress in the trucking industry and
and those who have enjoyed their own little tax-free bonanza
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on .the nations highways and bridges for many years.

First we have the nations State Departments of Transport-
ation. This particular segment has literally gone berserk with
taxes on trucks at the state level.They have taxed our mileage,
our fuel, our earnings, our tractors, our trailers, our parts,
(sales taxes) our personal property and literally everything
else not nailed down. They charge.iacfee tocshber-théirssthtes
and a fee to leave. They have increased our registration fees
to the point of being absurd. Even as we talk here today, 23
states are contemplating new or increased truck taxes. Some
states have already enacted retaliatory taxes an exieting
taxes. Some states even tax the amount of axles on the truck.
What I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that there is little else
to tax. The Surface Transportation Assistance Act was a green
light to the stateas to increase their tax burden on an already
crippled industry. 3

Another group here today is the Railway Association. They
are exempt from the proposed taxes and already have defrauded
the states out of their fair share’of. taxes. They have been
subsidised, granted, exempted and gifted by state and fed-
eral governments to the point of being rediculous. They de-
gerve no more mention.

We then have, last but not least, the automobile clubs.
They too use the nations highways and bridges, but pay very
little‘for the privilege. I would suggest that taxicabs and
rental cars be included in highway use taxea. The American
Automobile Association, who really speaks for noone but them-
gelves, will be here expressing shock and outrage that these
"behemoths and monsters of the highways" are not paying their
fair share. A tired old cliche from a tired old group.

These uninformed groups apparently are not aware that -
there have been 18 states that previously. had and abandoned
weight-distance taxes as totally unworkable. How are we to
advance by going backwards?

DIESEL DIFFERENTIAL TAX
Probably the only sane, equitable and workable tax is

‘the diesel differential tax. This type of tax places tho
burden of financial responsibility fairly and equitably
upon those who use the nations highways the most. Quite
simply, those who run more, pay more. What could be simpler?
There can be no reasonable aurgument against this type of
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assessment. Those vehicles operating on-a seasonal basis would
not be penalized while not running. This too would solve the
foriegn vehicle collection problem. Mexican and Canadian trucks
entering the United States would be taxed as they purchase the
fuel to operate within the states. This too would eliminate
the need for the formulation of yet another government bureauc-
racy to stifle us with paperwork and regulations that would
simply overlap the already overlapping paperwork we now have.

Mr. Chairman, the framework for survival and equity is
already in plaée. The Independent Truckers Assocliation and the
Atlantic Coast Truckers Alliance recommend and.endorse H.R. 2124,
the "Frenzel Bill."

We can not and will not accept any less. Survival of the
independent trucker hinges on this declision. As for being
"Revenue Nuetral," that is the D.0.T.'s terminology. Implem-
entation of anything more costly than H.R. 2124 or S.1475
would eventually place a dying industry on the welfare rolls.
Each new tax moves the trucking industry closer to subsidiz-
ation.We support and recommend a five cent a gallon fuel tax
increase and abolition of the highway use tax.

Thank you. )
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u iif‘ Independent Truckers Association

| I l , R - CHARLES BROWN
Ve NEW JERSEY STATE RLPRESENTATIVE
-
507 McCabe Avenue
t 1 )
NOEPENDENS Bradley Beach, New Jersey, 07720

Ca. (213)-We-Truck
February 11, 1984

Senate Finance committe,
washington,D.C.,

To all Pariies concerned;
The effects of the Surface Transportation Act of 1982 has had and

will continue to have devastating effects on the United States Trucking
Industry. If something is not done now to correc* the terrible mistake
that has been made, you may very well be looking at the extinction of

the INDEPENDENT TRUCKER.

The trucking industry has made history with its continueu bankruptcies
of the larger carriers, and those of us who are still trying to hold on
cannot afford to purchase a new truck or trailer with t'ie new excise
tax that was supposed to expire in October, at vthich woint we could have
saved nine or ten thousand dollars on our purchase, but instead our
lawmakers have increased it. We at this point, can't even afford new
tires because we have to take into consideration the FPederal Highway Use i
Tax of over $1600.00 dollars next year. Which, I might add was also
supposed to be a temporary tax, Then, to add salt to our wounds, most
of the money does not even go to repair the roads,

I suggest that a long hard look at our nations trucking industry by our
lawmakers is necessary, and let's forget about our peers and use a little
common sense. If we continue to pass laws like the Surface Transportetion
Act in the future, Laws that effect every man, woman, or childs finances

to the point that it shatters our confidence in the United States Goverment,

then we are headed for some real trouble,
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Independent Truckers Association

-
CHARLES BROVf”
NEW JERSCY STATE RLPRESENTATIVE
507 McCabe Avenue
Bradley Beach, New Jersey, 07720
N.J. (201)-988-0944
Ca. (213)-We-Truck

Page 2

Frankly gentlemen, I think you should all be ashamed of yourselves
for even considering the passage of the Surface Transportation Act
when none of you knew at the time it was being presented in its entire
contents, It sure makes one wonder about some of the other Laws

that are being passed through the system every day!

T, for one, can assure you that at election time I will vote neither
Democrate or Republican., But, for the ones who can assure me that

they will take the time to read and understand each and every Bill

that is presented to them, and then to make it public,

30 that our opinion can be considered,--Even if it is very close to the

Christmas season!!!

Ve;y.truly yours,

\/,-IA-'.’“( e {/ Tt
Charles Brown

/

MB:sb
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¥ISOONSIN ONAPTER

Paul D, Noffmeyor, President
ITA-¥Wisoonein plex

Boute 2, Bax 21

River Palle, ¥I $4022

Pebyuary 15, 1984

Oongressnan Dan Rostenkowski, Ohajirman
Nouse Coumittes on Ways and Means

Boom 2111

Raydurn House Offioe Bullding

U.B, Nouse of Reprossntatives
Vashington, D.0. 20515

Dear Ootgresssan Rosteukowski

The Viseonsin Chapter ef the Independent Truekers Assseistion
would like %o be Dlsged en rescerd ss opposing the ii use ax aad

the weight distance ax as s basis feor fundisg the X ﬁ"{,"‘"‘ .
Pund, reaffirming our support of the disesl differential leginistion,

K.Re 2126,

The diesel differentisl tax creates z more aguitadle pay-ss-yeu-
g0 funding prineple, raises approximately the same ancunt of revenus
88 would the other o8, is easily aluninistered and provides 1iittle
epportunity for non-compliance eliminating the need for the states e
ke on the compliance responsidility as they must in the sase of the
:.‘F';' use tax as provided iz the Surfece Trassportation Assiptence

p »

1982,

The dlevs) differential tax would aleoc be mors sfferdadle %0 the
trueking indusiry, mest ugohuy the iadependent trucker as it s paid
out in smaller amounts as the tyusker vorf elizinating the extra
pperwork and desdlines prequired by the other taxes vhieh is always
appresiated by the man or women whe owns gnd 4rives his or her ewmn

8ineerely,

AR AP
Gt L T
Faul D, Roffmsyer, sident
I%«¥ineonein Chapter

o8t Mike Parkhurst, Fresidemt
Independent Trueksrs Assoslstion’

35-748 O—82——28
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February 9, 1984

HEARING BEFORE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
WASHINGTON, DC

ON
EFFECTS OF THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT

HEARING SCHEDULE DATE: February 9, 1984 - Washington, DC

Dear Person/Members of Committee:

I, the president of the Arizona Independent Truckers Association, and also an independent
trucker since 1940 with 43 years expereince as an owner/operator. I started when one
could buy diesel fueld for .05 8/10 cents per gallon, including all state and federal taxes

in California and Arizona, and we are still using some of the highways built in the late

30's and early 40's and doing a far better job of carrying 68,000 to 76,800 lbs then, as
opposed to what our interstate system is doing today, which is carrying 80,000 Ibs. at a

. cost of 8 million dollars per mile. Many of the bridges and freeway sections are condemned

before they are even opened for public use.

In the 1940's we had no federal weight fee use tax. Excise tax came because of World
War 2. There was no federal tax on tires, oils and lubricants, parts or accessories.

In the 40's the spped limit was 40 miles per hour and the traffic rolled an average of 45

to 48 miles per hour. We could gross approximate $.50 to $.62 cents per loaded mile and
pay 5% for brokerage fee or lease to the carriers holding ICC authority. Today we have

a 55 mile speed limit nationwide, with traffic speeds averaging 60 to 80 miles per hour
and groasing $.80 to $1.05 per loaded mile and having to pay 25% or more of the gross to
lease to the ICC carriers or their broker agents set up in truck stops and terminals all over
the United States. Most“fll major trucking companies have turned to the owner operations
because they cannot afford to operate their own equipment with the quality of drivers

available through the Teamsters Union.

Example: Last December I was in a Truck Stop Cafe at Needles, California at 2:00 AM.

A Consolidated Freightways driver was there. (This driver was alsn the Union Job Steward
representing the drivers problems to C F and Union Management). He called his dispatcher
because he had left his truck out on Interstate 40, broken down (as he claimed). His remarks
were " don't know if its out of fuel or if the fuel filter is clogged up". He was then asked
if the engine was a Cummins or a Detroit. He didn't know. I asked him if it was an in-line
or a V8 engine. He didn't know. He told me he had driven for 12 years (diesel truck driv-
ing) but didn't know one engine from another. He also was upset because he was to be

in court in Williams, Arizona because he'd gotten a ticket for freewheeling his loaded set
of doubles off Ashford grade at 81 miles per hour along with 2 others truckars, and claimed
that cars were passing him at the time and they didn't get cited along with him. This is
what the unions are sending out as experienced drivers for $13.15 per hour or 341 cents

per mile, plus fringe benefits.
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Yet these very same large monopoly trucking companies are expecting owner/operators

to pay more for the equipment than they do, because the owner/operator doesn't have the
buying power of buying power 7 thousand 102" wide, 28 foot long, high cube, double vans

at one time, like Yellow Freight is doing, and still only pay the owner/operator 80¢ to $1.00
per loaded mile and pay the new taxes of $§1900.00 yearly Federal Weight Fee Taxes on
power units. Most states have switched their fee for license plates and charged to the
power unit, and some states only charge for the power unit and nothing for the trailers

or maybe $10 to $20 dollars.

The railroad piggieback trailer system only licenses in states like Delaware, Maine, Texas
where the trailer license fee costs $10 to $20, leaving the owner/operators stuck with the
gross weight license fees or trip permits to pull their trailers from the railrqad piggieback
terminals to customers or from the customers to piggieback terminals. A lot of these trailers
are excessively overloaded because the never go by state scales or inspection points because
these state facilities are located outside of the larger city limits on state highways or inter-

state routes.

The owner/operator has no authority in most cases and has no bargaining power to control
the rates for their services and are stuck with the lion's share of operating costs and fines
for overloads and safety tickets, when written, and has to take depressed rates for his ser-
vices. And this is where all the 80 to 100 mile driving is coming from - - trying to meet
their payments and having to pay all the new taxes imposed by the so~called 5¢ gas tax
bill. The run-a-way high mileage fee of 8-10-12 cents per total mile traveled, loaded and
entry, now being passed into law by several states, increased state fuel taxes by 4 to 8
cents per gallon. The doubling of license registration fees in states and trip permits have
jumped $50 to $100 dollar each, for 48 to 96 hour permits. since the Federal 5¢ tax went

into law last April, 1983,

Why doesn't the railroad have to pay a ruel tax and license plates on the piggieback operation
to cover the cost of overpasses and underpasses and safey signals at grade crossing for

public safety. They are expecting and taking the right of way and killing thousands of people
at their grade crossings. Our laws and tax systems are not being made by responsible Senators
and Congressment representing the people who voted them into office expecting them

to support the free enterprise system the United States of America was founded on.

Just take a good honest look at this so~called "lame duck session" gas tax bill sold to the

public as a 5¢ gas tax and the 55 Christmas Tree Ornaments. They didn't even know what

they were voting on because they didn't even read or study the bill. Who did the bill favor?
Why should one industry be taxes out of business to support a government subsidiaries industry?

Now, just how in the hell do we pay all the state and the federal taxes when we have to
compete with a non-taxed subsidised railroad industry and most all states reduce their

property taxes by 50%.

What happens to the state taxes and lice fees to build and repair roads and bridges. When
one puts the total taxes together and checks the total number of trucks and cars, the total
number of gallons of gas and diesel fuel consumed in the United States per year, it's one
hell of a lot of money for the kind of roads that are so rough and unsafe to drive over.

I challenge Mrs. Elizabeth Dole to travel by truck in the average fleet truck from coast

to coast, then hear her honest opinion of what she thingks the public is getting from their
U.S. government in return for the high bankrupting taxes we are paying. I think CBS 60
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"60 Minues" did a show a couple of months ago on Africa and how the politicians handled
tax money and run the government. We better get our act together or we'll be like the

African people.

Per Mile Old Tax Per Mile New Tax
0200 State Fuel Tax .0300

- State Mileage Tax .0800

0125 State Gross Receipt Tax ---

0130 State License Plates .0320

.0009 State Sales Tax on Fuel .0018

.0074 State Sales Tax on Equipment .0132

. Total State Tax Lic. Per Mile 1568

.0100 Federal Puel Tax 0225

0022 Fed Wt Fee Tax .0190

.0145 Fed Excise Tax 0273

0129 Int on Finance Fed Tax - 5 yr. .0245

20024 Fed Tire Rubber Tax 20085

0420 Total Federal Taxes .1018

Old Tax Total Total Per Mile Traveled New Tax Total
0758 Total State & Federal Taxes Cost .2586

I based these figures on 5 yr., 500,000 miles, 80,000 lbs. or 2800 man hours per year, as an
owner/operator of one truck.

If one can operate 70% loaded miles, it's considered a good ratio of operation. It takes a
$1.35 per load mile to average $1.00 per running mile. Now check for yourself what the large
carriers are willing to pay owner/operators per load mile and explain how we can pay taxes
only amounting to .2586 cents per running mile before operating cost, competiting with a

non-taxes railroad piggieback system.

Sincerely,

Sl Zber

Karl Weber
2002 West Cypress Street
Phoenix, AZ 85009
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February 6, 1984

Senate Finance Committee

Washington, D.C.‘

Dear Congressmen and Senators:

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, in my opinion,

is the worst piece of legislation ever enacted.

I feel that the D.O.T. Truck Tax Study, that the STAA was based
upon, is grossly inaccurate and incomplete as it does not take

into consideration such factors as weather, design and construction,
when referring to deterioration of the nation's highways. The study

places the hlame solely on trucks and nothing else.

Now about the weather: weather, in all its splendor or consequences,
is generally defined as an Act of God, and is a contributing factor,
causing road break-up and/or potholes, even on roads with little or

no truck traffic allowed on then.

I have been a resident of the Denver, Colorado area since 1970 and,
every year, especially November through March, I see with my own

eyes and hear with my own ears what the weather can and will do to
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the roads and highways.

As an example, the winter of '82-83 and '83-84, the City'of Denver,
Street Maintenance Department knows what impact the weather has on
city streets where heavy trucks are\prohibited from traveling. These
last two winters were, and still are, very costly due to cold weather .
and snow, causing road break-up and potholes -- so many potholes in
fact that the Mayor temporarily established a "Pothole Hotline" after
irate motorists rang the Mayor's phone "off the hook" complaining,

and some were threatening legal action from hitting these phtholes

and suffering mechanical damage to their vehicles, not to mention the

4

number of lost hubcaps.

Ironically, the Mayor blames the weather and hasn't mentioﬁed anything
about trucks. In fact, the City had to»hire independent truckers with
dump trucks, both 1l0-wheelers and 18-wheelers, to heul'the sSnow away
from the City of Denver and>staé1eton Airpoft, which is owned and
Again, we're addressing roadways where

operated by the City of Denver.

80,000-pound trucks can't and don't travel.

As for the "new" Sales Tax, 12% of the RETAIL pricé n new trucks, I1'll
tell you right now, I don't ever intend to purchase new equipment with
this tax hanging over my head. You see, it's like this, if I purchase

a new truck in Colorado, I would have to pay your 12% Sales Tax, plus’



. 435

another 6% Sales Tax divided between the city, county and state in
Colorado, plus 1.1% RTD Tax. That gives me a grand total of 19.1%
Sales Tax, plus the hefty Registration Fees. Let's not forget the
interest charges, if I choose to get my new truck financed. With my
credit rating, I would probably obtain the loan at about a 16% add-on
interest per annum rate for four years, or 64% interest at the end of
four years. This makes the total sum for my $80,000 tractor, on g

four-year loan, come to roughly $164,000 for an $80,000 truck.

If you think for one minute that I'm going to pay this kind of a price

because Cocngress was in a big hurry to get hcme for Christmas in

December 1982 you're dreaming, STAA is "Pork Barrel" for others.

_Under these condifions,.I absolutely cannot and wiil not purc@ase new
equipment, so I will not be paying your hnew" Sales Tax, as per STAA.
And as for' the "new" Federal Highway Use Tax, that tops out at $1600

to $1900 per year. This is a tax that in no way reflects actual use.

I'm taking steps now to make my operation exempt from this ridiculous

tax formula that PENALIZES me for owning a truck.

.Concerning the Excise Tax on tires, I will continue to use retreds
whenever humanly possible. Why should I pay a "luxury tax" on tires,

something that is a necessity to operate?

I refuse to be treated as a second class citizen when it comes to the

subject of truck taxes, and the Congress giving preferential treatmeint
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to the railroad lobby, and using the law to create an advantage of one
mode of transportation over another through artificially induced
inflation on truckers to drive our costs up and send our customers to

the railroads. If the question ever comes up again about staging

another "shutdown," I will again be a willing participant. 1 strongly

urge the Congress to adopt HR-2124 or S5-1475 with no admendments!

This is a very sound solution.

Thank you.
Richard Mahar
P.0. Box 310

Lafayette, Colorado 80026~0310

P.S. D.O.T. options #s 2 through 9 stink!
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BEFORE THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE
WASHINGTON, D.C.
COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVES TO TAX

ON THE USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS,
S. 1475

Come now the motor carriers listed in Appendix A, attached
hereto,‘ and make the following comments on S. 1475, to be included in
the record of the hearing on Alternatives to Tax on the Use of Heavy
Trucks, held Thursday, February 9, 1984,

The carriers on whose behalf these comments are being filed
are primarily small truckers, as can be seen by looking at the revenue
figures in Appendix A. The home office of each carrier 1s also indi-
cated, along with the year it first started in business. These car-
riers are a fairly representative ‘cross section of small regulated
motor carriers in the United States today. These carriers are trans-
porters of a wide variety of general and specified commodities. They
operate all types of equipment, and perform specialized service for
many different segments of the economy. Each of these carrlers is
vitally concerned with the impact of the heavy truck use tax.

Highway funding has historically been based on the principle
of pay-as-you-go. A vehicle travelling 10,000 miles a year should pay

less than a vehicle travelling 100,000 miles a year. Unfortunately,
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the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) radically

changed the principle of highway funding for the trucking industry to

pay whether or not you go anywhere or how far you go. A diesel fuel

" fee such as that proposed in S. 1475 and H.R. 2124 would return highway
funding to a pay-as-you-go system, and would raise approximately the
same amount of revenue as STAA.

The worst financial year in history for the motor carrier

Its composite operating ratio rose to 98.29 and its

The 1982

industry was 1982.
income after tax margin fell to one-half of one percent.

results reflect a trend of deteriorated earnings and financial health

which has continued unabated since 1977. The current dismal situation

in the trucking industry is worse than the situation of 1960, the pre-
vious low point in industry earnings. The 1982 results show a signifi-

cantly deteriorated industry position. Based on 497 Class I and II

carrier submissions to the Interstate Commerce Commission, tonnage in
1982 was off 10.79 percent from 1981, while vehicle miles declined 7417

percent for the same period. °"Revenues declined 5.76 percent, and net

carrier operating income fell by 55.76 percent. Ordinary income before

taxes fell by 64.84 percent. With income taxes taking over 57 percent
of these earnings, ordinary income after taxes in 1982 was 75 percent
lower than the 1981 earnings. For the year as a whole, 40 percent of
the individual carriers had operating ratios of over 100, indicating
operating losses. Specifically, in the fourth quarter of 1982, 59 per-

cent of all carriers experienced losses in operating their trucking

businesses. This 1s in addition to the 300 major carriers which have
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gone out of business altogether, or are in Chapter 11 bankruptcy or
have reduced or altered service. In view of these dismal facts, the
effect of the increased user taxes in STAA will be disastrous to the
industry.

Given the current state of the motor carrier industry, even
minor additional expenses may result in sufficient deterforation in
operating margins and erosion of profitability to push motor carriers -
over the brink. One of the carriers partic{pating in these comments,
Osborne Truck Line of Birmingham, also is presently attempting reorgan-~
ization under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Law. Failure to modify STAA
will likely force a Chapter 7 liquidation, to the detriment of Osborne,
its creditors, and its employees. Other iﬁvolved carriers will face
the same problem.

According to the Joint Committee on Taxation of the U.S.
Congress, even with tremendously low earnings, the trucking industry
pays income taxes at 47.l1 percent, the second highest effective rate of
22 {industry groups. In contrast, the railroads received income tax
refunds or tax credits in 1981, equivalent to a negative 7.5 percent
effective tax rate. The level of federal increase in the various high-
way taxes dramatically exceeds past changes in these fees. The heavy
vehicle use tax for heavy trucks will be $1,600.00 per unit in 1985,
rising to $1,900.00 per unrit by 1988, up from the current level of
$240.00 per unit, an increase of about 700 percent. Combined with

other tax changes, most truckers will pay an average of 87 percent more
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in federal highway taxes, and twin-trailers will pay 132 percent more
in 1985,

The exorbitant taxes contained in STAA are based on the high-
way cost allocation method developed by the Department of Transporta-
tion (DOT). The carriers submitting comments herein de not agree with
the results of that study. The methodology used by the DOT is errone~
ously based on the concept that highway damage 1is due almost exclu~

sively to vehicle weight. This method erronecusly ignores accepted

factors such as pavement age, weather, chemicals and other environ-

mental factors as major reasons for deterioration of the nation's high-
ways. The method utilized by DOT assignad only seven percent of
asphalt pavement rehabilitation and only a remarkable one percent of

concrete pavement rebuilding cost to factors other than truck weight.

These figures are simply 1inaccurate. Further, the method utilized

resulted in the conclusion that one truck does as much damage as over

9,800 passenger automobiles. It is not believed that any state highway

department design standards provide for such an assumption. It 1is

imperative that another study be designed to ensure that statistically

and conceptually valid, factually accurate information is available,
and that this study be done by a nationally recognized testing and

evaluation group completely independent from DOT.

If the methodology utilized by the DOT were correct, it would
mean that highways which do not carry truck traffic would last virt-
ually forever and would never need reconstruction or repaving. There

are a number of roads which do not carry any appreciable heavy truck
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traffic, and have never done so since their construction. Experience
with these roads shows the fallacy of the DOT's methodology. Truck
weight 1s a factor in highway wear, but it is only one factor, not the
sole factor. An entirely new cost allocation method based on the
assumption that truck weight 1s the dominant cost factor in both new
construction and reconstruction simply cannot be justified. Unfortun-
ately, DOT is either unwilling or unable to grasp the fallacies con-
tained in its highway cost allocation§§tudy. This inability is perhaps
aided and abetted by the high level of influerce exerted by the large
railroads on this administration.
DOT does, however, suggest that its main efforts will focus
on evaluating tax options, that efther singly or in combination may:
1. Reduce the 1inequities of the present
heavy use tax while retaining equivalent
total revenue;
2. Increase payment convenience and flexi-
bility, particularly for small truck
operatore; and
3. Be administratively effective while en-~
couraging a high degree of compliance.
The result was DOI's report entitled "Alternatives to Tax on lUse of
Heavy Trucks,” which was submitted to the Congress on January 25, 1984,
The study did not endorse any of the tax alternatives submitted, but
rather, left it to Congress to determine the most equitable approach.

With respect to reducing the inequities of the present heavy

truck use tax, it 1s suggested that it makes no sense to allocate one
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cent per gallo: for mass transit or railroad use, thereby forecing the
trucking industry to subsidize a non-highway use. Accordingly, it is
suggested that a tax on railroad diesel fuel be imposed that will gen-
erate the same amount of revenue that an equivalent reduction will
remove from the overburdened shoulders of the trucking industry. In
this regard, it should be noted that, in the worst year in its history,
the trucking industry paid over 47 percent of its profit to the federal
government in taxes, while the railroad industry paid no income tax but
actually received subsidies from the federal government during the same
pericd, calendar year 1982, even though it enjoyed very high profits.

In connection with the second numbered item above, it would
certainly increase payment convenience and flexibility for all truck
operators if the tax were converted to a diesel fuel differential, as
suggested by S. 1475 and H.R. 2124, Alternatively, weekly or monthly
payments should be permissible, with a reduction in any heavy truck use
tax for a period during which the truck is not used on the road.

Thirdly, it is suggested that the diesel fuel tax be col-
lected at the refinery level, so as to simplify its administration. An
alternative approach would be for the collection to be made at the
wholesale level.

There has been some concern expressed regarding unfair tax-
ation of owners of small diesel powered vehicles, such as passenger
automobiles. It would be very simple to allow these persons to claim a

tax credit on their federal income tax returns each yea:. It is esti-
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mated that the amount of such a tax credit would only be in the vicin-
ity of $30.00. This is de minimus.

It is strongly suggested that the STAA was passed by Congress
in the haste and frenzy which marked the closing days of the lame duck
session in 1982, and was rushed through in near record time despite the
lack of adequate public hearings and the vigorous opposition of the
trucking industry. Elimination of the heavy truck use tax and other
taxes mandated by STAA, and replacement by a revenue neutral diesel
fuel differential tax, such as that proposed in S. 1475 and H.R. 2124,
would appear to be the easiest way of accomplishing revenue production,
while simplifying codllection matters. This would be fair; however,
only 1if the diesel fuel fees were increased after taking into consider-
ation the rail transportation tax currently borne by trucks.

The current heavy truck use tax is a very unfair tax provi-
sion because it is actually an annual federal property tax leveled on
each truck regardless of the highway miles travelled. The use of a
diesel fuel fee would be more equitable, because it would reduce the
excessive tax burden on a specific group of trucks, and would also
return federal highway financing policy to the pay-as-you-go principle.
In that manner, the increased diesel fuel tax would be imposed only
when the vehicle is using the nation's highways to transport freight
and produce income. This 18 much more consistent with federal tax
policy, and is inherently more equitable and affordable than the provi~

sions of the heavy truck use tax.
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It 18 respect:fully submitted that DOT's conclusion that, "the
[STAA] tax does not fully capture the impact of heavy vehicle, high-

mileage traffic on highway costs” 1is incorrect. It is submitted that

this tax has been imposed upon the trucking industry in an unfair
manner. The railroads should be looked to, and not just the highway
engineers, for a true appreciation of who imposed this situation upon
the trucking industry. This situation must be changed, and quickly.

In conclusion, the carriers submitting these comments support
the position currently taken by the American Trucking Associatfons,
Inc., both as to DOT's report on "Alternatives to Tax on Use of Heavy
Trucks,” and its support of 8. 1475 and H.R. 2124, although they
reserve the right to vary from ATA's position should it later change.
It 1s therefore recommended that the heavy truck use tax he repealed,
and that it be replaced with a diesel fuel differential tax, such as
that proposed by S. 1475 and H.R. 2124. This approach appears to be
the most reasonable method for reaching the required revenue goals. It
will reduce the inequities of the present heavy truck use tax while
retaining equivalent total revenue. The heavy truck use tax is inher-
ently inequitable, as a vehicle which travels 100,000 miles will pay
the same tax as a vehicle which travels only 10,000 miles. The diesel
fuel tax will increase payment convenience and flexibility, as it will
result in a pay-as-you-go formula, rather than a lump sum payment. The
weight~distance tax would be an administrative nightmare, and is dis-
missed_out of han! for that reason. The methods proposed by S. 1475

and H.R. 2124 will also be administratively more effective, resulting
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in a high degree of compliance, as the fuel tax will be collected at
the time the diesel is soid, rather than relying upon the owners of the
vehicles to comply with a lump sum payment of a large heavy truck use
tax, whether or not the vehicle even produces revenue.

Respectfully submitted,

NAMED MOTOR CARRIERS

wb /L.

William P

ackson, Jr,
for Named '
Motor Carrilers

OF COUNSEL:

JACKSON & JESSUP, P.C.
Post Office Box 1240
Arlington, VA 22210
(703) 525-4050
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APPENDIX A

Information Concerning Involved Motor Carriers

North Alabama Transportation, Inc., Ider, AL
Units: 100 (all owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 125
Year Operations Commenced: 1979

1982 Gross Revenue: $6,000,000

Dixie Transport, Inc., Hattiesburg, MS
Units: 50 (all owner/operators)
Employees Including Owner/Operstors: 60
Year Operations Commenced: 1979

1982 Gross Revenue: $3,700,000

Port Norris Fxpress Co., Inc., Port Norris, NJ
Units: 40 (20 owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 55

Year Operations Commenced: 1938

1982 Gross Revenue: $2,484,000

C. Harrell, Inc., Elmer, NJ
Units: 17 (no owner/operators)
Employees: 23

Year Operations Commenced: 1966
1982 Gross Revenue: $1,300,000

Fulsang's Motor Service, Inc., Countryside, IL
Units: 26 (all owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 32

Year Operations Commenced: 1897

1982 Gross Revenue: $720,000

H & W, Inc., Opelika, AL

Unitg: 23 (5 owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 32
Year Operations Commenced: 1972

1982 Gross Revenue: $3,500,000

Hedrick Associates, Inc., Far Hillsg, NJ
Units: 17 (S5 owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 21
Year Operation Commenced: 1970

1982 Gross Revenue: $1,500,000
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Waddell Transfer, Inc., Atkins, VA
Units: 12 (all co.)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 17
Year Operations Commenced: 1932

1982 Gross Revenue: $800,000

Charter Express, Inc., Ravenna, OH
Unite: 4 (1 owner/operator)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 9
Year Operations Commenced: 1970

1982 Gross Revenue: $900,000

Southeast Trucking Company, Ravenna, OH
Units: 9 (4 owner/operators)

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 10
Year Operations Commenced: 1952

1982 Gross Revenue: $§545,000

National Trucking Company, Ravenna, OH
Units: 5

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 6
Year Operations Commenced: 1981

1982 Gross Revenue: $96,000

Osborne Truck Line, Inc., Birmingham, AL
Units: 90

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 146
Year Operations Commenced: 1940

1982 Gross Revenue: $6,000,000

Hudson Transportation, Inc., Troy, AL
Units: 32

Employees Including Owner/Operators: 47
Year Operations Commenced: 1973

1982 Gross Revenue: $4,200,000
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* STATEMENT OF

Richard L. Proulx

Of Dover, New Hampshire

My name is Richard L. Proulx. I am the President of City Concrete
Company, Inc. of Dover, New Hampshire and I am currently a member of
the Board of Directors .of both the National Ready Mixed Concrete
Association (NRMCA) and the National Sand and Gravel Association
(NSGA). I am, in addition, representing NRMCA today in my capacity as
a member of its special ad-hoc committee on the Heavy Vehicle Use Tax.

The National Ready Mixed Concrete Association has for many &ears
strongly supported the federally-aided highway program. This support
includes advocating increased fuel taxes to assure adequate funding
for the Highway Trust Fund that finances this program. It should come
as no surprise; theréfore, that the major components of the 1982
Surface Transportation Assistance Act had the ready mixed concrete
industry's wholehearted support. The one exception was the dramatic,
and in our view, inequitable increase in the Heavy Vehicle Use Tax.

Ready mixed concrete is a basic building material. It is
transported and manufactured in uniquely designed vehicles which
travel short distances and are loaded less than one-half of the time
they are traveling on the roads. Simply stated, the impact of the
new Vehicle Use Tax will be to increase the cost of a cubic yard of
concrete between 20 cents and 50 cents (for some small companies it
will run in excess of one dollar on a product which sells for less
than $40) - a cost which will ultimately be paid by the taxpayer and
the consumer. Thé expanded highway program will use a tremendous
volume of concrete for the massive job of repairing and finishing the
nation's highway transportation system, and therefore, any significant

increase in the price of concrete will cause a considerable increase

in costs for the highway program.
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Our industry has been unusually hard hit by the recent recession.
The production of ready mixed concrete is down nearly 25 percent
nationwide and in some areas is down over 50 percent. The imposition
of this increased tax on our industry's fleets of vehicles may force a
number of smaller companies to go out of business, despite the new
highway program. The market of many small ready mixed concrete
producers, the overwhelming majority of those in the industry, does
not include very much highway work. 1In addition, many highway
construction contractors tend to process and manufacture concrete for
road construction themselves.

The new Vehicle Use Tax would hit our industry at the worst
possible time of the year. The cyclical nature of our business in
many parts of the country as a result of winter weather conditions
means that many companies would be deprived of needed start-up money
because of the new pay-when-you-register use tax. The use tax could
deprive some companies of as much as one to two percent of their
anticipated gross revenues at the very start of the season. Finally,
there are many other STAA taxes which our industry will continue to
have to pay including a large excise tax on tires, that further
aggravate the burden of the new use tax.

In response to the Surface Transportation Act of 1982, NRMCA
conducted a survey of the jndustry, designed to develop basic
information o. the number, size and mileage traveled by ready mixed

concrete trucks. Quite honestly, we were overwhelmed at the response

from over 500 companies, having a fleet of 11,000 concrete truck

mixers and representing about 22 percent of the concrete produced in

35-748 O—82—~30
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1982. Attached for the record are the complete results of onr survey.
At this point, however, let me highlight figures which we beliave
will be of interest to you. In 1982, our industry produced 179.5
million cubic yards of concrete. The ready mixed concrete was
delivered by a fleet of 60,000 truck mixers which traveled 544 million

miles. Thirty percent of the fleet traveled less than 5,000 miles and

60 percent traveled less than 10,000 miles last year.

Over 50 percent of the ready mixed concrete truck fleet have gross
vehicle weights of between 55,000 - 65,000 pounds. Due to the single
purpose nature of our vehicles, they travel in excess of 50 percen? of
.the time unloaded, and an extremely high percentage of the time
partially loaded. The survey indicates that over 52 percent of the
trips are made carrying at least 8,000 pounds less than their legal
gross vehicle weight and one-fourth of the loads:carry 16,000 pounds
less than their rated capacity.

From the survey we can calculate that the consumers of ready mixed
concrete will pay an additional $35.8 million in 1985 and $39 million
by 1988. .

Any rational approach to fair allocation of increased taxes must
recognize specialty vehicles such as those which are designed for our
industry and which travel relatively few miles during the course of a
year. During consideration of the 1982 Highway Bill, we strongly
urged the Congress to give consideration to increasing the 5,000 mile
exemption from these taxes to a total annual mileage of 20,000. At
the very least, some system must be devised to recognize mileage as an
important factor in determining the tax. Heavy, low-mileage vehicles

must not pay the same tax as heavy, high-mileage vehicles.
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NRMCA and its sister assoclation, the National Sand and Gravel
Association, strongly support passage of S. 1475. Introduced by your
colleague Malcolm Wallop, this bill is now cosponsored by 28 members
of the Senate. This legislation would substitute a diesel surcharge
tax of 5 cents for the new Vehicle Use Tax. We recognize that due to
the passage of'time since this legislation was first introduced the
surcharge may need to be increased by a penny or two to generate the
necessary level of revenue for the Highway Trust Fund that would be
lost by repeal of the STAA Use Tax. However, the basic concept of a
diesel surcharge tax is, we believe, the fairest and most reasonable
proﬁosal yet made to replace the inherently inequitable STAA Use Tax.

In addition to providing for a tax that is a function of both
welght and mileage traveled, the diesel surcharge proposal would
collect revenues on a "pay as you go" basis. This would make the
additional tax burden on heavy vehicle industries more easy to absorb.
It would be a far more simple device to administer, and compliance,
currently a major problem, would be virtually assured. Perhaps most
important from a compliance standpoint, the diesel surcharge tax is
percieved as being an equitable tax by most of those who must pay it.
Frankly, it is hard for us to understand why Quch a perfect tax
proposal has not been fully embraced by the Department of
Transportation and IRS.

One of the purported reasons for opposing a simple diesel
surcharge tax is that it fails the test of "equity" - whatever that
subjective term is supposed to mean. Certainly, by any rational

standard, the diesel surcharge tax is more equitable than the STAA Use
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Tax if the most important criteria for determining the amount of tax
to be paid is highway use. Of all the options given to Congress in
the DOT Use Tax report, only the diesel surcharge proposal meets the
test of equity (in the opinion of the very diverse heavy vehicle
industry) - simplicity, enforceability, and will at the same time
raise the necessary revenues (as originally projected in 1982) for the
Highway Trust Fund.

Mr. Chairman, we urge your committee to proceed to immediate
mark-up of S. 1475 making whatever changes are necessary in the
surcharge level to generate income comparable to that projected for
the STAA Use Tax in 1982, Our industries remain fervently committed
to a strong highway program that is adequately funded by taxing
mechanisms that are fair, affordable and non-punitive in nature.

The Association and I appreciate the opportunity to present

testimony today and I will be happy to answer any questions which you

have. Thank you.
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COMMENTS OF THE
NATIONAL OIL JOBBERS COUNCIL (NOJC)

before the
U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
hearing on
ALTERNATIVES TO THE TAX ON THE USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS
Washington, D.C. ’

February 9, 1984
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PREFACE

The National 011 Jcbbers Council is a federation of 42 state
and regional trade associations representing thousands of
independent small business petroleum marketers. Members in-
clude gasoline and diesel fuel wholesalers, commissioned dis-
tributors of gasoline, gasoline reseller-ratailers and a large
number of retail fuel oil dealers. Members also wholesale or
retail many other petroleum products, including kerosene, LP
gas, aviation fuels and motor o0ils as well as residual fuel
0il. Together our members market approximately 50 percent of
the gasoline and 85 percent of the home heating oils sold in

America under either their own private brand or the trademark

of their supplier.
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COMMENTS OF THE
NATIONAL OIL JOBBERS COUNCIL (NOJC)

beéore the
U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
hearing on
ALTERNATIVES TO THE TAX ON THE USE OF HEAVY TRUCKS
Washington, D.C.

February 9, 1984

Chairman Dole & Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the National 01l Jobbers Council (NOJC), I wish to submit
thegse written connegts as a part of the record of the Committee's hearing on
heavy vehicle use taxes and special motor fuels (diesel) excise taxes.

The NOJC represents some 15,000 independent, small business petroleum
products marketing companies. These marketers are deeply concerned about both
the tax on use of heavy trucks and the diesel fuel excise tax. NOJC companies
own and operate 22,738 heavy vehicles in the distribution of motor fuels and
home heating oil. Also, these companies collect and remit approximately 25
percent of the total federal special motor fuels excise tax. Thus, our
federated meabership 1s directly affected in two ways by the deliberations of
the Finance Comaittee on amending the Surface Transportation Assistance Act
(STAA) of 1982.

NOJC firmly believes that any remedial legislation designed to alter
either the heavy vehicle use tax or the current rate of the special motor fuels

tax ought to address the following items:
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(1) a tax refund procedure as part of any "diesel differential "tax
achenme;
(2) a 5-day extenmsion of time for semi-monthly special motor fuels

excise tax remittances;

(3) - an authorization for dealer “consent agreements”;

(4) a "bad debt” write-off procedure for uncollectible excise taxes;
and,

(5) an elimination of the words "BY WIRE TRANSFER" in S.T.A.A.'s

gasoline excise tax remittance procedure.

The above items could be referred to as "technical corrections” for
problems resulting from passage of P.L. 97-424 and for problems anticipated in
remedial legislation.

The reasons for NOJC's concerns are severalfold:

(1) "Diesel Differential” Tax Refund Procedure

A "diesel differential” would create a two-tiered tax structure with
heavy trucks paying a higher rate of diesel excise tax; light trucks and sutos
would presumably be eligible for a lower rate of tax.

Most retail motor fuel dispensing locations have only one pump dedicated
to diesel fuel. Should IRS, by regulatioﬁ, mandate that each tax tier be
posted at retail, many small business jobbers and dealers would have to buy and
ingtall a second pump at each retail location. Also, a%ﬁce heavy truck
operators could avoid the higher tax rate by pulling up to a lower-tiered tax

pump, station owners and employees would daily be placed in the position of

enforcing the tax code at every pump island. This is a major problem which can

be avoided by a tax refund procedure.

NOJC would suggest that any remedial legislation specifically direct the

IRS to mandate that the higher—tier diesel tax be reflected at all retail pump
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locations. Those taxpayers asligible to purchase diesel at the lower-tier rate
could then be peraitted to file for a tax refund on their annual Form 1040,
Since the IRS has an adequate audit and enforcement program for tax returns the
problem of daily station enforcement disappears.

(2) - Extended Diesel Tax Remittance Schedule

The 1982 passage of S,T.A.A. allowed for a 5-day extension for
remittance of gasoline taxes. Gasoline taxes are now deposited on the l4th and
29th of each month, However, diesel taxes are still deposited on the old
schedule (the 9th and 24th of each month), Authorization of a similar 5-day
diesel tax extension would reflect the additional cash flow, accounting and
handling costs which small businesses must absorb by increases in the special
motor fuels tax rate. By allowing for a 5-day extension on diesel tax deposits
the Congress would be reducing net costs and making tcompliance by small
businesses less cumbersome., The options to increase the diesel tax range from
22 percent to 100 percent. The costs of handling these increased sums (i.e.,
accounting, security, etc.) require the consideration of the Congresa.

(3) Authorization for Dealer “Consent Agreements”

At preseﬁt, all retail dealers of dlesel fuel must collect and teni&;the
excise taxes; however, bulk end-user customers may opt to sign a "consent ;
agreement” and have the taxes collected and remitted on their behalf by their
supplier, In many instances, small dealers do not have the accounting '
resources to collect a;d remit large sums of diesel taxes, NOJC suggests that
retail diesel dealers be permitted in the right to sign a "consent agreement”
and have their taxes collected and remitted by their supplying company.. By
creation of this provision Congress would also be reducing IRS paperwork via

reducing the large number of special motor fuel tax returns (now some 158,000).
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(4) "Bad Dabt"” Write-off for Uncollectible Taxes

On occasion a retail dealer business failure or bankruptcy results in
non-payment of the federal diesel excise tax. At such a time the IRS places a
tax lien on the retail location. In those instances where a jobber has leased
out the location to the dealer, it carmot be reopened for business until the
tax lien is paid by the jobber. Jobbers are usually willing to pay the
dealer's tax lien in order to reopen the property; however, the jobber may have
no legal sechanism for reimbursement by the dealer, Therefore, NOJC suggests
that the jobber (when paying tax liens on behalf of a former retail lessee
dealet)ﬂs;nprovided with a "bad debt” write-off provision should the "lost”
taxes not be reimbursed by the former dealer.

(5) Clarification of the GCasoline Tax Remittance Procedure

The S.T.A.A. provided that gasoline tax deposits be made "by wire
transfer.” These words, “by wire transfer” are unnecessary. Most federal
excise tax deposits are made via a bank teller at federal depository banka.
These words necessitate that a taxpayer deposit in one bank only to have the
funds wired to a second depository bank on the same day. Most banks charge
depositors a fee for this service on a twice-per-month basis. Elimination of
the words "by wire tranefer” would change neither the traditional procedure nor
the current timetable for federal gasoline tax collections. Therefore, NOJC
suggests that this "technical” amendment be included in this legislation.

Lastly, NOJC would recommend that the Committee act to retain the usge
tax exemption for light trucks below the 33,000 pounds GVW. Also, NOJC would
not object to use tax alternatives which minimally increase the diesel fuel tax
in lieu of scheduled use tax increases on heavy trucks. The lower the diesel
fuel tax increase the less incentive for tax avoidance. We do);e have grave
concerns about the impacts of any diesel tax increase vis a vis demand X
elasticity; however, of the alternatives presented thus far, the PTCA and NMCAC
plans, amended with NOJC's suggestions, seem to provide appropriate models for
Congressional action.

We appreciate the oppustunity to submit these views to the Committee's
attention.

Respectfully submitted, .

M%&

Michael T. Scanlon,
Vice President, Policy & Analysis
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The-National Solid Wastes Management Association represents the waste
service industry. The findustry is composed of approximately 10,000
private firms who operate 62,000 refuse hauling vehicles. We are

pleased to be able to submit written testimony to the Senate Finance

Committee on the issue of alternatives to the highway use tax.

We are part of the Coalition for Equitable Truck Taxes which supports
$.1475, a replacement of the highway use tax with an increased tax on
diesel fuel. The pay-as-you-go nature of this tax is an important

part of our support of this method of paying road taxes.

However, the present fuel tax is inequitable for refuse collection
firms, and if a diesel differential is enacted, the inequity will only
get worse. The fuel tax is intended to be a user fee to pay for
highway construction and maintenance, yet refuse haulers must pay
federal tax on significant amounts of fuel not used for travel, but
for loading, compacting and unloading trash, operations that bear no

re]atiog;to highway-related impacts.

Why Trash Trucks Only Get 3.5 mpg

Most refuse trucks on the road today are what is commonly termed
"packer" trucks, which replaced the open-topped dump trucks in the
1950s. The truck body itself has a huge blade which crushes the trash
repeatedly during the course of a route. The compaction assures that
refuse can be contained in a litter-free, vector resistant,

odor-confining closed body that can be used to its maximum efficiency.
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The compaction blades are pushed by a hydraulic mechanism called a
power take-off (PTO) unit which is powered by accelerating the truck's
engine. Use of compactor vehicles instead of the earlier open trucks
has not only reduced the environmental exposure of garbage during

collection but has greatly reduced the cost of refuse collection.

Not only do trash collection trucks use significant amounts of fuel
for non-highway uses, but these trucks also spend a great deal of
their routes on private property, for example, on industrial roads
owned by their customers and at the disposal facility. Some trucks
serving industrial accounts are only on public highways one hour of

every working day -- and half of that time, of course, are running

completely empty.

NSWMA has conducted tests all over the country with different kinds of
trucks, over different kinds of routes, and has determined that the a
refuse truck uses an average of 37% of its fuel just to run the PTO.

Another 15% 1is used for travel over non-public roads. We have

attached summary graphs indicating the results of those tests.

The Present Tax Rules

Despite such high levels of fuel use for non-highway purposes, refuse

truck operators must pay federal fuel tax on all of it.

According to the IRS Code (Section 4041), any fue! used in a highway
vehicle (a vehicle registered or required to be registered for road

use) fuel must be taxed. There are some exemptions, and business
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vehicles such as landfill compactors which do not travel on roads at

all need not pay tax.

IRS regulations (Section 48, 4041-6) state that tax need not be paid
if a truck has a separate motor to operate special equipment, even if
that motor draws fuel from the same tank as the propulsion engine. In
that case, the taxpayer can make a reasonable determination of the
quantity of fuel used in the separate motor, based on operating
experience. Use of an auxiliary engine for trash vehicles, however,
even with the resulting tax break is very uncommon because‘of the

enormous cost of the extra equipment.

Legislative Changes Needed

We believe the same principle, making a reasonable determination'of
fuel used for special equipment, ought to be available for refuse
trucks without separate engihes to operate special equipment. The tax
rules were written about 15 years ago when compactor vehicles were not
in universal use as they are today. Until Congress raised the fuel
tax rate in April 1983, changes in the regulations were not really
worth pursuing at the federal level. But at 9¢/gallon, the amount of
tax a refuse truck pays for non-transportation purposes becomes much

more significant, and should Congress increase the diesel tax, would

become disproportionately high.

We urge Congress to provide a legislative solution by adopting a
standard percentage fuel tax rebate for refuse compacting vehicles.
We can provide the documentation for at least a 35 percent rebate. A

35 percent rebate would be fair and simple to administer even though
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some classes of vehicles (notably the common rear-loading packer)

might justifiably ¢laim a higher percentage of exempt usage.

A standard percentage rebate is in the best interests of both the
industry and the government, as it is easy and economical to
administer as opposed to requiring individual documentation on a
vehicle basis. We have found metering of refuse vehicles to be
expensive, and even under highly controlled test conditions, not
totally reliable, given the rough terrain of landfills which the
trucks must negotiate. NSNMA'S tests were run using meters and using
a comparison method with a sealed fuel tank. (A vehicle's fuel use on
routes with all normal loading and compacting was compared to fuel use
for traveling the route only.) Any effort to use meters for purposes
of permanent individual recordkeeping would significantly increase

disposal costs for the consumer and the hauler.

Revenue Estimates and Other Considerations

There are about 100,000 refuse vehicles on the road, but not all of
them are packer trucks and a significant number are municipal trucks

which pay no fuel taxes. We estimate there are about 40,000 trucks

which should quatify for the fuel tax rebate. Average mileage is
about 3.5 miles per gallon, far below the average DOT estimates for
vehicles of the same size. At the current fuel tax of 9¢ per galion,
these operators pay about $21 million just in federal fuel tax every
y2ar. A 35 percent fuel tax rebate would yield a revenue loss of

about $7 million annually.
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About 10 states have state fuel tax rebates for use of fuel for other

than propulsion, many of which have adopted a standardized percentage

rebate for the refuse industry.

To the best of our knowledge, few other types of vehicles use such

significant amounts of fuel for non-propulsion.

Conclusions
The willingness of people to be taxed depends a great extent on the

equity of that tax. Refuse haulers use so much of their fuel for
purposes that cause no damage to the roads, that they are paying

considerably more than a strict user fee would dictate.

In addition, strict federal weight limits, particularly the bridge
formula, prevent many refuse vehicles from using interstate highways,
to which so much of the Highway Trust Fund is dedicated. Thus, our

industry not only pays tax for non-transportation purposes, they also

pay tax to fund roads they can't use!

We urge “this Committee to give our unique problem serious

consideration when it acts to improve highway taxes for the trucking

industry this year.

We would be glad to provide further documentation and any other

information for the record upon request.
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COMMENTS OF PHILIP P. FRIEDLANDER, JR.
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
NATIONAL TIRE DEALERS AND RETREADERS ASSOCIATION
Submitted to

The Committee on Finance
United States Senate

My name is Philip P. Friedlander, Jr., Executive Vice
President of the National Tire Dealers and Retreaders Associ-
ation (NTDRA), a national nonprofit trade association rep-
resenting nearly 5,000 independent tire dealers and retreaders
lccated in 50 states who are engaged in the wholesale and
retail distribution of automobile and truck tires, the retreading
of tires, and the sale of related products and services.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to discuss
the January 1984 Department of Transportation study submitted
to Congress on alternative tax option§ for heavy trucks which
operate on the nation's highways. That report provided an
in-depth analysis of a wide range of tax alternatives to the

increases in the heavy truck user fees., It .did so based on

the following objectives: to maintain tﬁe amount of revenues,
in total and by class of vehicle, as enacted in the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA), to make pay-
ment easier and more equitable within classes of users based

on distance travelled, and to simplify administrative and

enforcement requirements.

The STAA provided an infusion of funds to rehabilitate

our highway system that was in need of additional work and it

35-748 0-—~82——31
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substantially improved the fairness of the tax structure
among the major classes of users of the highways. While
accepting the merits of the substantial increase in the fund-
ing and program levels provided by the STAA, the DOT study
sought to improve the ease of payment and equity within classes
of users by shifting from lump-sum to use-based taxes to the
extent feasible while maintaining the maximum level of sim-
plicity in administrative and enforcement requirements.

The DOT study conclﬁded that the current fees do not
fully measure the two principal variables: weight and distance.
To measure them directly and more equitably would require a
comprehensive change-- specifically a weight-distance tax.
The compelling advantage of sﬁch a tax is that it addresses
directly those characteristics that should be taxed as a
measure of costs imposed upon the highways by users. It is an
option that addresses precisely the trucking industry'’'s major
criticism of the heavy vehicle use tax: that is'ips in-
sensitivity to mileage variation. As the study further con-
cludes, a weight-distance tax could replace the less desirable

surrogate taxes (e.g., retail excise, heavy vehicle use, and

tire taxes).

We endorse DOT efforts and urge Congress to examine the

conclusions of a study on the merits of a weight-distance tax.
We would like to put fqrward the follow;ng observations:
1) A weight-distance tax substituted for the 3 excise

taxes might provide improvement in equity among
vehicle classses and within vehicle classes.



2)

3)

4)

5)

8)

7
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Deregulation of transportation industries is

leading to a climate of increasing competition,

not only within transportation modes but between

the nation's major transportation capabilities.

In order for all transportation resources to develop
and be used efficiently, tax programs that support
them must be designed to assign cost occasioned

by users based on simple, direct measures of that

use.

Current efforts of states and industry to achieve
more uniform motor carrier certification and taxation
could help provide the information necessary to
efficiently and equitably administer a tax program

based directly on use.

Although the Federal government has no first-hand
experience with weight-distance taxes, based on the
experience of states that do impose such taxes admin-
strative costs to the Federal government could

be lower. Oregon, Ohio, and New York levy a form

of a weight-distance tax.

A Federal weight-distance tax imposed uniformly
could eliminate problems relating to reciprocity
between states having differing versions of a
weight-distance tax.

As the American Automobile Association contends,

any taxing mechanism relying on fuel consumption as
a major element in compensating for highway responsi-
bility becomes imprecise and inequitable when
attempting to recover cost responsibility from a
vehicle population with widely divergent weights.

A Federal highway cost responsibility study asserted
that a combination vehicle over 75,000 pounds had

a per-mile cost responsibility about 16 times

that of a passenger car yet consumes oanly 3 to 4
times more fuel. Therefore, this vehicle would have
to pay more than 30 cents per gallon fuel tax to
meet its determined cost responsibility through fuel

taxes alone.

DOT proposes that the adoption of a Federal weight-
distance tax would allow for the elimination of the
burdensome truck tire tax., While literally tens
of thousands of tire store outlets have millions

-
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of dollars tied up in inventories of multiple use
tires (light truck, heavy truck, off-the-road
vehicles, etc.), the monies collected represent the
smallest yield of the revenue sources. Money tied
up in inventory taxes cuts into the profit picture
of these small business tire retail operations, many
of whom are trying to survive in what have been
serious economic conditions. We would hope that a
repeal of this tax on the Federal level would not
be taken as an invitation by state governments to
pick up the tax on a local level.

8) The truck tire tax is not equitable as tire tread-
wear is not necessarily a true measure of highway
use. Construction activity, for example, could
cause tire wear greater than over the road use.

9) With the tremendous increase in the tax on heavy
truck tires effective January 1, 1984 we are concerned
that a safety problem could develop. Because, for
example, the tax on a 125 pound truck tire has in-
creased from $12.19 to $28.00, we are concerned
that truckers may consider or begin to either under-
size the tires they use on their vehicles or run
the tires beyond the point in which they are con-
sidered legally safe.

DOT contends that there appear to be no insurmountable
reasbns why a simple weight-distance tax could be imposed on
the national level, replacing the retail excise, heavy vehicle
use, and tire taxes. A weight-distance tax would require only
that the truck operator know the registered gross vehicle
weight of the truck and the total miles driven during the
taxable period.

Because the Federal government has no first-hand exper-
iences with weight-distance taxes, DOT urges further analysis
prior to any copgressional action. DOT has suggested various
areas which should be explored: administra;ion of the tax
must not be overly costly or burdensome and adequate compliance
would require more uniform vehicle data, the present lack

of accurate mileage recorqS maintained by the highway user and
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made available to the Internal Revenue Service is a major
difficulty to overcome, and auditing practices for enforce-
ment purposes could pose problems.

A recently released American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials study recommends the
enactment in 1986 of a weight-distance tax, retaining the
present .use tax until that time.

The DOT study on alternative tax options for heavy trucks,
mandated by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982,
suggested that more information be collected and further
analysis and planning be devoted to the subject of a weight~
distance tax. Should the analysis show that such a scheme
is practical, it coqld replace the burdensome and less
desirable retail excise, heavy vehicle use, and tire taxes.

NTDRA supports the DOT in its effort to arrive at the
most equitable tax policy possible. We urge Congress to
afford the study a favorable hearing. If planned and imple-
mented effectively, the DOT proposed tax structure could
reduce administrative costs for the trucking industry and
related industries while providing governmental authorities

a fair and effective taxing scheme.

.........
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The Honorable Bob Dole

Chaimman, Senate Finance Committee
United States Senate

Rocm 8.D. 216 Dirksen Building

Washington, D.C. 20510 v
Dear Mr. Chairman:

The National Star Route Mail Contractors Association represents some
13,000 smll businessmen and women who contract with the U, S. Postal
Service for the over the highway transportation of the mail. The
Association has branches in every state of the union and its member-
ship consists of box delivery contractors who serve rural America,
madiun size city to city contractors and contractors who are providing
transcontinental sorvice with fleets of tractors and trailers. We
appreciate tho opportunity to submit this statement for the record in
support of S-1475.

The Association has long held that the "use" tax contained in the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 was & misnomer at the
time of its inception. It is well recognized now that this use tax
is actually a property tax since the same fees are required for
heavy duty vehicles irrespective of whether they travel 100,000 miles
over the highway or 20,000 miles.

We feel that the provisions of S-1475 corrects the above inequity and
provides for a true use tax since it will be based on diesel fuel
usage. Since there is existing mechanisms in place for collecting
federal taxes on gas and diesel fuel, it would appear to us that a
revenue neutral tax increase in diesel fuel as a substitute for the
existing use tax, would also make collections easier.’

Agein, Mr. Chairman, the, Association thanks you for the opportunity
to present our testimony in support of S-1475.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Jo}xn V. "SKIP'"' Maraney
'/ Executive Director
Jvm/cw :"‘ - ..
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Department of Transportation

TRANSPORTATION BUILDING, SALEM, OREGON 97310

N REPLY REFER TO

February 23, 1984 MEN LEG 7-3

The Honorable Robert J. Dole, Chairman
Senate Committee on Finance

141 Senate Hart Office Buflding
Washington, DC 20510

Several important federal highway issues may be considered by
your Committee this session of Congress. I would like to
bring this Department's views and recommendations to the
attention of the Committee and have the attached statement
entered into the appropriate record,

Thank you for your consideration of these items.

Fred D. Miller

” Director

dn
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STATEMENT OF OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - FEBRUARY 23, 1984

Passage of the 1982 Surface Transportation Assistance Act enabled
significant progress in helping meet this nation's highway and transit
transportation needs. The Senate Finance Committee's leadership in passage
of the fuel and highway user tax increases was the critical factor in assuring
the success of the new Act, You are to be congratulated for this fine effort,

The new Act is not without its controversies and I would 1ike to not only
express my concerns but also make recommendations on several of the items
which are within the jurisdiction of your committee.

Heavy Vehicle Use Tax

The Heavy Vehicle Use Tax schedule was to a large degree derived from
results of extensive studies of relative vehicle class cost allocations. The
principle being, the users of the highway system should pay their fair
share of the costs to construct and maintain that system, The American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) strongly
endorses such an approach, as do many other states besides Oregon. Concessions
were made to lessen the burden of the tax by making some reduction in maximum
amounts, phasing in the effective dates, and providing exceptions for smaller
vehicle fleets and vehicles traveling relatively few miles on public highways.

The controversy continues as to alternatives to this heavy vehicle use
tax. As you know, these alternatives range from no tax at all, to various
combinations of diesel fuel differentials and reduced use taxes, to weight-
distance taxes in lieu of all user taxes other than fuels. In most proposals
one common foundation appears to be well accepted; any proposal should be
revenue neutral (in assuring no decrease in projected revenues going into the
Highway Trust Fund for highway purposes), should maintain or enhance the
equity of highway taxes among highway user classes, and should be
administratively feasible or reasonable.
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A recent AASHTO study has been completed, as weli as a USDOT study, which
embraces these guidelines in the search for possible alternatives to the

heavy vehicle use fee. I believe these principles must be adhered to in any
deliberations concerning alternatives if we are to retain integrity and

fairness of our current highway programs.

I know you are aware of the AASHTO and USDOT studies, and I will cite
some statements which I believe should be kept before your Committee during

its consideration of possible alternatives.
AMSHTO Study Steering Committee Statements

The flat diesel differential reduces equity among
vehicle classes more than any other alternative.

The flat diesel differential creates the greatest
incentive for evasion of taxes by use of heating oil
and other means of avoiding the fuel tax.

The weight-distance tax provides more equity among
and within vehicle classes than any other alternative
considered.

A federal weight-distance tax could be considered
as a replacement for the heavy vehicle use fee and all
other federal highway user charges except fuel taxes.

If considered, a federal weight-distance tax
should be designed to yield at least equal revenues
for highway purposes and to provide equity among

users.

If considered, a federal weight-distance tax
should be administered by state governments with
federal reimbursement for costs involved.

I support these statements and wish to point out that Oregon has for
decades administered a state weight-mile tax similar to that suggested in the
report. Our experience has shown that the cost to administer such a tax is
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7% to B8X of gross revenues collected, recordkeeping 1s not complex or
'unreasonable, and compliance among operators is relatively high. I believe
application at a national level could be accomplished at substantially lower
administrative costs and an even lower evasion rate., Our preference would be
to see this alternative to the heavy vehicle use tax implemented as soon as
practical to replace al) federal highway truck user charges except fuel taxes.
Replacing the excise tax on trucks and trailers should result in substantial

improvement to the truck manufacturing economy,
Higway Trust Fund

The 1982 Act included the concept of minimum apportionments to states
equal to at least 85% of their Highway Trust Fund contributions. Studies now
indicate the impact of these apportionments on the trust fund may have been
inadequately assessed, resulting in an outflow of funds greater than projected
revenues under current tax rates for highway purposes. A correction of this
oversight will be required in the next few years if current estimates are
correct. Also, alternatives to the heavy vehicle use fee present complications
to this as one-ninth of all fuel revenues go to the Mass Transit Account. A
diesel fuel differential alternative would surely be a windfall to this
account and would run counter to the user equity concept if proper adjustments

were not made.

It is my hope that the subcommittee will make timely adjustments to the
highway user taxes to assure revenues adequate to fully fund authorized
programs, retain and enhance equity and fairness of taxes to system users, and
consider a federal weight-distance tax in lieu of all highway user fees except
fuels, and eliminate the gaschol tax exemption as soon as practical, perhaps
with an effective date of July 1, 1986. This is hq effective approach in
maintaining the financial integrity of the Highway Trust Fund through tax
readjustments, and improvements in equity among user classes.
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Uniform State Truck Taxation And Registration

For your record, I want you to know that we have expressed our views on
this issue to the House and Senate Public Works Committees and their
Transportation Subcomnittee leadership. Oregon strongly supports the concept
of uniformity in truck taxation and registration processes among states, FHWA,
the American Assoctation of Motor Vehicle Administrators and other groups are
currently developing additional details for possible implementation of this
concept, and he AASHTO report previously cited supports the idea of attaining

uniformity in procedures.

Specifically, the AASHTO report recommends establishing a National Motor
Carrier Tax Service Bureau to provide data collection service, administration
of multi-state agreements and other related agreements and audits. I believe
this would be a great service in enabling state truck taxation and regulation
processes to be compatible with one another. Also, it would provide an ideal
mechanism to help fmplement any possible federal weight-distance tax as the
records and documentation would be compatible among states, and the audit
trails would be comprehensive and complete.

I have noticed in several instances concerning this issue that some
proposals place a limit on a state's prerogative to raise certain taxes, and
would prohibit a third-structure tax such as a weight-distance tax at the
state level. I strongly oppose these efforts to preempt a state's ability to
impose taxes as it finds necessary to meet 1its particular transportation

demands.

Thank you for considering Oregon's position on these important issues. I
believe your Committee has done an excellent job in addressing the needs of
this nation in the past, and I look forward to your continued success in the

year ahead,
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February 5, 1984

The Hon. Robert.Dole
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20002

Dear Sir: Re: Highway User Tax

Please consider, the impact on the Small Trucking
Companies who are operating some tractors on a part-time
basis due to the low rates caused by deregulation and
higher cost of equipment. Also, consider letting the
User pay all the cost (through diesel fuel).

Please consider regealing the large increase in
User Tax, or amend it, thereby letting the small - or
part-time truckers - continue to operate. The tax,
as it now stands, is neither just nor fair.
I will address one question to you, if I may:
Does Small Business mean anything of value to
USA's AMERICA?

Very truly yours,

.Box 193
Monrce, NC 28100

Copy to: Senate Finance Committee
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T S@Q«[g TRUCKING GO

* MATTHEWS, N.C. 28105 + PHONE 704/838.1122

8100 €, INDEPENDENCE BLVO. &4 BARSTONRD. « P, 0. BOX 1286

February 4, 1984
e

Senator Robert Dole

Senate Finance Committee
Hearing on Highway Use Tax
Washington, 20002

Dear Senator Helms,

First of all, I would like to thank each of you for taking

the time to hear me. I did not come out of sudden impulse.
The reason I have come however, is to voice my opinion doncerning
If I may, let start off

the increase in the Highway Use Tax.
this point. All of a sudden, with no opportunity

by maki
to re :f, you find that gas for your automobile has increased
to $15.00 a gallon. Suddenly, your budget for the week has
been undermined, but look at the impact of what it will have

at the end of the year. All of the plans and needs to maintain
your essence have unexpectedly been destroyed. I guess you
could say that this is like demanding that the Federal Deficit
be balanced within six months. For us, there is no way we

can absorb the increase that is proposed in Public Law 97-424.

But, by the same token, if a large chemical plant is desposing
of waste through a river or in the air by way of smoke, they
should be required to rectify the situation. In the case of
the Trucking Industrg, I think that because of the damage
subsgquently caused by heavy rigs we should be the major con-
tributor to the maintainence of our highways.

I do beleive that a legitimate complaint should be followed
by a logical proposal. To me, just because a vehicle is
licensed for an arbitrary amount of weight, it should not

be subjected to tax on the basis of weight. I think that the
basis for determining the amount of tax should be computed

by the amount of road miles traveled rather than on weight.

A vehicle that uses fuel will definitely use roads but a
vehicle that is licensed for 80,000 pounds may not necessarily

use roads.

£
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We have several vehciles that are licensed for 80,000 gounda,
but due to their age, we do not run them unless absolutely
necessary. Last year the average miles for each of these older
tractors was 20, miles. If we would have had to pay the
proposed tax on these vehicles we would have been better off

to not run then.

There are numerous theories and alternmatives on how to resolve
this huge tax. The one I propose is fair. We at T. G. Stegall
Trucking 00npan¥ feel that the tax should be addressed
accordingly at the pump.

I know of a large number of carriers, be them private or for-
hire, that do not accumulate any more than 10,000-15,000 miles
per year. I know of an even larger number of carriers, on the
other hand, that generally total over 200,000 miles ger year.
Now, it Jjust does not sgem fair to tax the less volatile
operator the same as the one who travels more miles. To me
anyone who would support a flat rate alternative probably
advocates such issues as the flat rate insurance program or a
flat rate income tax. Can you imagine a society where the
owner of a conservative family automobile pays the same price
for insurance coverage as the owner of an exgenaivo high-per-
formance car. Or the $12,000 a year household be taxed at
the same rate as that of a $100, a year household. This is

not fair either,

¥hile I do propose a "pay as you go" method of tax, we certainly
would not want to tax all vehicles at the same rate; only the
ones that are designated as heavy abuse vehicles. In this way,
each vehicle that buys fuel has the greatest potential fer
dameg J.nf our nation's highways. The large ogerator with more
miles will pay their fair share as well as the smaller operator.
Presently, there is a concession in tax for non-highway fuel
burned and I would hope that this aspect remain the same.

By virtue of the ultimate reason for engaging in or conducting
a business being to reap a reasonable profit, costs of opera-
tion simply determine what compensation a business requires.
This "right up front" yearly tex will have a very traumatic
impact upon our company's cashflow and possible destruction.

Our small company has been very productive over the years.
Although we have seen, like other concerns, our tough times
in the recent yl)aet. Last year, for the first time in three
years, we finally stepped back through the threshold of
profitability. We are desperately faced with obsolete equip-
ment that need’to be replaced. We are fortunately blessed
with employees, war veterans, handicapped and minorities who
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deserve increases in salary. These and many other issues are
striving for griority in our business. But with the huge
increase in the highway use tax, these issues cannot be addressed

in time,

Again, I propose a tax on fuel, at the pump, to satisfy the
perpstual necd for 1vad and bridge maintainence,

I beg of you and your influence. Let our Trucking Indus'try
breathe in the aforesaid proposal and continue to be dedicated
to the transportation needs of all Americans.

Thank you.

)72

T. Gene Stegafl,
Vice-President
T. G. Stegall Trucking Co., Inc.

¢c: American Trucking Association
North Carolina Motor Carriers Association
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February 5, 1984

The Hon. Robert.Dole
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20002

Dear Sir: Re: Highway User Tax

Please cansider the impact on the Small Trucking
Companies who are operating some tractors on a part-time
basis due to the low rates caused by deregulation and
higher cost of equipment. Also, consider letting the
User pay all the cost (through diesel fuel).

Please consider repealing the large increase in
User Tax, or amend it, thereby letting the small - or
part-time truckers - continue to operate. The tax,
as it now stands, is neither just nor fair.

I will address one question to you, if I may:
Does Small Business mean anything of value to
USA's AMERICA?

Very truly yours,

ol //%//,/

yr
Ben H. Wo ezVUr.
P.0.Box 193

Monroe, NC 28100

Copy to: Senate Tinance Committee

O



