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Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot Program Activities

Purpose
To update the Transportation Commission with the Department’s ongoing and upcoming road usage charge (RUC)
activities.
Action
Informational Item.
Background
Surface Transportation System Funding Alternatives (STSFA) Program Overview
The STSFA grant program’s purpose is to provide grants to States to demonstrate user-based alternative revenue
mechanisms that utilize a user fee structure to maintain the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund. The
STSFA grant program is only available to States, or groups of States, and requires a State Department of
Transportation (DOT) to be the lead for purposes of receiving funds.
In October 2017, FHWA announced the second round of grant recipients. These included:
1. California Department of Transportation - $1,750,000
2. Colorado Department of Transportation - $500,000
3. Delaware Department of Transportation - $975,000 (In partnership with the I-95 Corridor Coalition)
4. Missouri Department of Transportation - $2,772,500
5. Oregon Department of Transportation- $2,315,000
6. Oregon Department of Transportation- $2,590,000 (In partnership with RUC West)
7. Washington Department of Transportation- $4,600,000 (In partnership with Washington State Transportation
Commission)
In 2017, FHWA awarded $15,502,500 grant awards for the second round of STSFA grant awards. In total (FY2016 and
FY2017), FHWA has authorized and awarded $29,737,500 to explore alternative revenue mechanisms to help sustain
the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund.
RUC West
RUC West, formerly known as the Western Road Usage Charge Consortium (WRUCC), is a multi-state research
consortium of western state DOTs. Participation is voluntary and states work together to undertake collaborative
research into systems and policy development of a potential new transportation funding method that would collect
a RUC from drivers based on actual road use. CDOT has been a member of RUC West since 2014. Member states
include: Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Texas, Utah and Washington.
Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot Program (RUCPP)
In June 2017, staff presented the Transportation Commission with an informational briefing that highlighted the
outcomes of the Colorado RUCPP. There are a number of future issues identified by members of the general
public, transportation planning partners, stakeholders, and participants of the Colorado RUCPP. Below is a list of
key takeaways:

RUC is technically feasible as an alternative transportation funding mechanism.

Future policy related issues to be studied were developed with input from key transportation leaders
throughout Colorado.

Technology-based systems (using GPS technology) were highly accurate and most convenient for users.



Participants who chose technology options had higher levels of satisfaction (93%) than those that chose
the manual option (55%).

Participant experiences offer a sound barometer for gauging the overall effectiveness and satisfaction with the
pilot’s features. Below is a list of key participant feedback.

99% believe their mileage was reported accurately.

96% were satisfied with the ease of participating in the pilot program.

93% were satisfied with the pilot program overall.

91% would participant in a future pilot.

88% thought their personal information was secure.
CDOT staff worked closely, through the Technical Advisory and Steering Committees, with key transportation
leaders from across Colorado to identify key issues for future research. Below is a list of key issues in need of
further research:

Delineation of public and private roads - Examine the impact of levying a statewide RUC that excludes
travel on private roadways.

Urban / rural equity – Examine equity concerns in order to determine their validity.

OBD-II Port competition - The port where the Mileage Reporting Device (MRD) plugs into is known as the
OBD-II Port. This port can only accommodate one device at a time. There are currently number of
aftermarket service providers (insurance companies) that utilize the port. There is a need to further
examine the opportunity to partner with these groups and develop data-sharing arrangements.

Inclusion of multiple fuel types - Examine the impacts on alternative fuel vehicles in the context of
market creation and sustainability.

Identify barriers to public acceptance - Examine the concerns that restrict members of the general
public from being more accepting of alternative funding mechanisms.

Investigation of the administrative elements of a RUC system with the Department of Revenue
These identified issues, earmarked as necessary to progress the research, served as the basis for CDOT 2017 STSFA
grant application.
For more detailed information on the Colorado RUCPP please visit the project website at
https://www.codot.gov/programs/ruc. The website includes the Final Report, Executive Summary, and Fact
Sheet. In addition to the information provided on the website, Attachment A is a sample of media coverage
following the conclusion of the research project.
Details
CDOT and STSFA
The focus of the follow-on CDOT 2017 STSFA proposal was strategic partnerships statewide to build public
acceptance of the RUC concept. To that end, CDOT staff intends to use the STSFA grant award to expand CDOT's
Road Usage Charge (RUC) Pilot through a partnership with the Farm Bureau to focus on agricultural/rural experience
and a partnership with the Colorado Department of Revenue to explore administrative requirements for the
implementation of RUC collection of revenue.
CDOT, RUC West, and STSFA
For both grant cycles in FY 2016 and FY2017, RUC West submitted a STSFA grant application to develop and
implement a multi-state per-mile charge pilot research program, known as the RUC West Regional Pilot Program.
This regional pilot program effort is of strategic value because it seeks to address how out-of-state drivers will be
handled in a multi-state RUC system. The RUC West Regional Pilot Program is set to be conducted in two phases.

Phase 1a) and 1b) (FY 2016 Grant) - System Definition (concept of operations, business requirements
development, and private sector coordination) and Pilot Project Planning (communications and outreach
plan development, evaluation methodology, and contract documents);

Phase 2) (FY 2017 Grant) - Interoperability (demonstration of pilot) between two states – Oregon and
California. Other states including Colorado will participate by monitoring and providing oversight.
Next Steps
Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot – Phase 2

Early 2018 – Develop and release Request for Proposal (RFP) for the Colorado RUCPP Phase 2

Middle-Late 2018 – Pre-pilot development activities

Late 2018 – Pre-pilot soft launch




Spring 2019 – Begin Colorado RUCPP Phase 2 operational pilot
Ongoing – Continue to participate in the RUC West Regional Pilot Program

RUC West Regional Pilot Program (11 western states)

Early 2018 - Complete Phase 1 Concept of Operations Plan and joint communication materials

Late 2018 – Monitor California and Oregon pilot operation
Attachments
Attachment A - Colorado RUCPP Sample Media
Attachment B – Colorado RUCPP Executive Summary
Attachment C - Road Usage Charge Presentation
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It’s the gas tax, stupid!

OPINIONPERSPECTIVE

It’s the gas tax, stupid!
What a participant’s view of CDOT’s Road Usage Charge
pilot program tells us

Tra ic builds up on I-25 at Alameda on Nov. 30.

John Leyba, The Denver Post

By CHUCK PLUNKETT | cplunkett@denverpost.com | The Denver Post
PUBLISHED: December 15, 2017 at 12:01 pm | UPDATED: December 19, 2017 at
1:01 pm

As long as you keep an open mind about the results, sometimes
intentionally doing the dumb thing leads to understanding.
Or such was my reasoning late last year when I took part in a study meant
to kick the tires on better ways to maintain and grow our road system than
gas taxes.

https://www.denverpost.com/2017/12/15/its-the-gas-tax-stupid/
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It’s the gas tax, stupid!

I’m talking about the Colorado Department of Transportation’s Road Usage
Charge pilot program that made headlines last week. The department
offered 150 Coloradans the opportunity to choose between three methods
of tracking their vehicle’s mileage run by a private vendor. Ninety-nine
percent of participants felt the mileage tracked was accurate and 93
percent liked the program overall.
Yes, the pilot group likely contained many who are interested in seeing the
idea succeed. But as a professional contrarian, I am happy to report I also
was satis ed with the by-the-mile system.
Two of the options were smart in the technological sense of the word. Each
involved installing a gadget that patched into the car’s computer that
ultimately relayed information back to the tax man. One of them was blind
to where host vehicles actually traveled. The other used GPS to track actual
trips.
The smart technologies also allowed for neat-o features that supplied
information about the health of a car’s engine and battery. The smartest,
the GPS version, would be a money saver for those who travel outside the
state, or who, like farmers, drive on private or gravel roads, because CDOT
could adjust and only charge for use of state-maintained roads.
But I picked the dumb option: that of simply entering my mileage each
month into a website and occasionally sending in photos of my SUV’s
odometer as proof I wasn’t cheating.
Tongue-in-cheek, I called my version The Tinfoil Hat Solution. Recognizing
the reality of our hyper-partisan times, I wanted to be able to report back
to those afraid that the government would be tracking their every move. To
document my mileage, I would use no government tool!
The Tinfoil Hat Solution worked like a dream, but it was work. The other
two versions did most of the work for you.
What’s more, CDOT wisely chose to employ a private contractor separated
through a strict rewall to collect the data, thereby removing it from the
pesky eyes of the government. Should a Road Usage Charge (or RUC)
system go into place, the third party can be ordered to destroy travel
records a er bills are paid and laws can be tweaked to ensure that the data
isn’t subject to open records laws or government review.
Meaning, The Tinfoil Hat Solution is not only extra work, but baseless in its
fears. I should have followed the lead of the cool kids and gone with one of
the gadgets.
Which brings me back to the dumb thing that leads to understanding.
https://www.denverpost.com/2017/12/15/its-the-gas-tax-stupid/
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It’s the gas tax, stupid!

Our nation’s system for funding its roads is dumb and only getting dumber.
Our maddeningly stubborn reliance on a tired old gasoline tax is failing
and can’t be xed.
It’s just math. We’ve been using a tax at the state and local level that isn’t
indexed to in ation and hasn’t been updated since Bill Clinton’s rst term
in the White House. In that time, cost of road construction has gone way
up. Government mandates and technological innovation have greatly
increased the miles even our biggest vehicles travel per gallon. And
advances in electric cars will only continue, adding more and more of
them to the roads, yet drivers of electric cars aren’t paying the gas tax.
(And no, you shouldn’t get to use the road for free just because you’re
green.)
What else has happened in the last 25 years? Americans have become
amazingly comfortable trusting GPS in their cars and on their cellphones.
Smart technology is all the rage. We get it. We trust it. It’s incredibly useful.
It’s part of our daily lives.
So here’s the rub. For all CDOT’s good work on its RUC study, obvious
problems leap up and demand attention at the notion of putting it in place
at the state level. This ought to be a federal system.
Our nation’s lawmakers ought to take this up. Unleash the power of smart
technology to ful ll one of government’s most basic of duties in providing
adequate mobility infrastructure.
Want to help make America great again? Go the smart route.
Embrace the RUC.

To send a letter to the editor about this article, submit online or check out
our guidelines for how to submit by email or mail.

TAGS: CDOT,
INFRASTRUCTURE,
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

TECHNOLOGY,

Chuck
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Plunkett of Chuck Plunkett is The Denver Post's editorial page
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Post.
he served as The Post's politics editor from July 2011
through July 2016. Plunkett worked for the Arkansas DemocratGazette, his hometown paper, and for The Pittsburgh Tribune-Review
before coming to The Denver Post in 2003, where he ultimately began
https://www.denverpost.com/2017/12/15/its-the-gas-tax-stupid/
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Colorado Road Usage

December 2017

Charge Pilot Program

Colorado’s First Pilot Test of the Road Usage Charge Concept

What is a Road Usage Charge (RUC)?
• Assesses charges based on vehicle miles traveled

Colorado legislature last
raised the gas tax in 1991

• Treats roads like utilities (pay for what you use)

22¢

• RUC is also known as Mileage-based User Fee (MBUF) and Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) Fee

18.4¢

Colorado

• Replaces the gas tax which is the main source of funding for our roads

Federal

Gas tax does not change
with the price of gas

What is the problem with the current
funding model?
Increased Vehicle Fuel Efficiency

Increase in Population
Vehicle miles traveled is the metric used to gauge the number of vehicles on
the road and how many miles they are traveling. As the number of people in
the state increases, so does the number of vehicle miles traveled as well as
wear and tear on our roads. However, with increased vehicle fuel efficiency,
less gas is being purchased therefore, the revenue is going down on a per
mile basis.

GAS TAX PAID
(AVERAGE MONTHLY)

LOW EFFICIENCY
5–15 MPG/
10 MPG MEDIAN

$22.00

$40.00

GAS TAX PAID BY VEHICLE TYPE

New fuel economy standards mandate that new vehicles in 2016 have an
average fuel economy of 35.5 mpg and by 2025 that standard increases to
54.4 mpg. In addition to these new standards, alternative fuel vehicles are
becoming more prevalent. Alternative fuel vehicles include full electric,
hybrid, compressed natural gas, liquid natural gas, and propane. All of
which pay little or no gas tax. Since the current funding model relies on fuel
consumed, these new standards and alternative fuel vehicles result in less
money to fix the roads.

RUC charges drivers for what they use versus the gas tax which currently
charges more for less fuel efficient vehicles and charges nothing for electric
vehicles. Under a road usage charge, all types of vehicles pay an equal
amount for the same miles traveled, which captures revenue not currently
being collected under the gas tax.
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How will RUC address the funding
problem?

$11.00

$30.00

Declining Purchasing Power
Currently, Colorado transportation revenues come from a 22¢ per gallon tax
on gasoline. This is a fixed amount that does not fluctuate with the price of
gas (indexing). The gas tax was last raised in 1991. $1.00 raised in 1991 is
worth only $0.57 today - a 43% reduction in the value of the tax.
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Satisfaction with information
security and privacy protections
increased over the course of the pilot

Participant Experiences
93%
96%

of participants would
participate in a future pilot

of participants felt their personal
information was secure during the pilot

81%
99%

Participants grew more confident
in the accuracy of mileage reporting and
the estimated fuel tax over the course
of the pilot.

were satisfied with the ease of
participating in the pilot program

91%
88%

were satisfied with the
pilot program overall

The top
benefits of RUC, as identified by
participants, was that it provides a
sustainable revenue source and all drivers
pay their fair share.

of participants agreed that road usage
charge is a fair funding method

of participants felt their mileage
reported was accurate

Key Takeaways
• The pilot demonstrated RUC is technically feasible as
an alternative transportation funding mechanism.

Next Steps
• Continued education and outreach
• Evaluation of key issues raised by the public:
rural/urban equity, non-public roads, and capturing
mileage for out-of-state drivers
• Continued research through Federal Grant program
evaluating administrative costs and other key issues
identified during the pilot
• Continued collaboration through involvement with
a consortium of western state Departments of
Transportation, known as RUC West.

4

• Engagement included a diverse Technical Advisory
Committee and Executive Steering Committee
consisting of key transportation leaders throughout
Colorado resulting in the identification of policy
related issues not addressed in the pilot and guidance
for future transportation policy discussions.
• Technology-based systems were highly accurate and
most convenient for users, the manual option
experienced very low compliance over the course of
the pilot. Participants who chose technology options
had higher levels of satisfaction (93%) than those that
chose the manual option (55%).
• The pilot used a number of media outlets including a
project website, newsletters, general media (such as
press releases) and social media to educate
participants as well as the general public on the
current transportation funding model and the RUC
concept. As a result, participants became more
satisfied and confident with the system.

ruc.codot.gov

Road Usage Charge

Colorado Transportation Commission
January 17, 2018

Agenda

• National Context
• Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot Program
Final Results
• Colorado Road Usage Charge Pilot Program
Phase 2

2

National Context

3

RUC Activities in the West

• RUC West
–14 WASHTO States
–Colorado a member since February
2014
–Pooled fund study supporting
knowledge transfer and resource
sharing for Road Usage Charge
research
4

RUC Activities in the West

5

RUC Activities in the East

• I-95 Corridor
Coalition
– Key issues being
addressed include:
• Privacy and Data Security
• Coordination / synergies
with tolls
• Charging out-of-state
mileage
• Variable rate structure
6

STSFA Grant Program

• Purpose: provide grants to States to demonstrate
user based alternative revenue mechanisms that
utilize a user fee structure to maintain the longterm solvency of the Highway Trust Fund.
• Only available to States, or groups of States, and
requires a State DOT to be the lead for purposes of
receiving funds.
• 5 years: $15 million in 2016, $20 million / year
thereafter ($95 million total)
• Federal funding capped at 50%, with 50% match
from states
7

STSFA Grant Awards
Recipient State and
Partners

Project Description

Funding
FY 2016

Funding
FY 2017

California Department of
Transportation

Road User Charge (RUC) using pay-at-the Pump/ charging
stations.

$750,000

$1,750,000

Colorado Department of
Transportation

The project will explore feasibility in an agricultural
context, as well as an examination of collective and
enforcement mechanisms.

N/A

$500,000

Delaware Department of
Transportation*

User fees based with on-board mileage counters.

$1,490,000

$975,000

Hawaii Department of
Transportation

User fee collection based on manual and automated
odometer readings at inspection stations

$3,998,000

N/A

Minnesota Department of
Transportation

Use of Mobility-as-a-Service providers (MaaS) as the
revenue collection mechanism.

$300,000

N/A

Missouri Department of
Transportation

Implementation a new registration fee schedule based on
estimated miles per gallon.

$250,000

$2,772,500

Oregon Department of
Transportation

Improvements to Oregon’s existing road usage charge
program.

$2,100,000

$2,315,000

Oregon Department of
Transportation**

Establishing the consistency, compatibility and
interoperability in road user charging for a regional
system.

$1,500,000

$2,590,000

Testing critical elements of interoperable, multijurisdictional alternative user-based revenue collection
systems.

$3,847,000

$4,600,00

$14,235,000

$15,502,500

Washington Department of
Transportation
* I-95 Corridor Coalition Partnership
**RUC West Regional Pilot Program

Total

8

RUC West Regional Pilot Program
• RUC West Regional Pilot Program
– Multi-state per-mile charge pilot research program.
– This regional pilot program effort is of strategic value because it seeks to
address how out of state drivers will be handled in a multi-state RUC
system.

• Phase 1
– 1a) System Definition
– 1b) Pilot Project Planning
– CDOT Investment: $331,250

• Phase 2
– Interoperability
– CDOT Investment: $10,000

9

Next Steps
• Early 2018:
– Complete Phase 1 Concept of Operations Plan and joint
communications materials.

• Middle 2018:
– Complete Phase 1 Plan for Multi-State Pilot

• Late 2018:
– Monitor California and Oregon pilot operation

10

Colorado Road Usage Charge
Pilot Final Results

11

Colorado Road Usage Charge
Pilot Program Final Results

• Program Overview
– 4-Month Statewide Pilot evaluating RUC for passenger vehicles
(December 2016 – April 2017)
– 100-participants consisting of transportation leaders, officials,
media, and general public
– Participant mix will include geographic (Urban/Rural) and
vehicular (MPG) stratification
– Payments and associated revenues will be simulated
– Final report will summarize findings, lessons learned, and
future recommendations

12

Colorado Road Usage
Charge Pilot Enrollment

• Mileage Reporting Device
– 100
Participants/101
vehicles
enrolled (30
stakeholders/71
general public)
– Geographic
Stratification
(27 counties,
urban/rural)
– Vehicular
Stratification
(Gas, Hybrids
and Electrics)

13

Colorado Road Usage
Charge Pilot Enrollment
Selected Mileage Reporting Options

Selected Mileage
Reporting Options
Odometer
Odometer
13%
13%
Non-GPS
Non-GPS
17%
Odometer
17%
13%
Non-GPS
17%

Vehicle Stratification
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Colorado Road Usage Charge
Pilot Program Final Results

• Key Takeaways:
– RUC is technically feasible as an alternative
transportation funding mechanism.
– Future policy related issues to be studied were
developed with input from key transportation
leaders throughout Colorado.
– Technology-based systems were highly
accurate and most convenient for users.
– Participants who chose technology options had
higher levels of satisfaction (93%) than those
that chose the manual option (55%).
15

Colorado Road Usage Charge
Pilot Program Final Results

• Participant Feedback:
– 99% of participants felt their mileage was
reported accurately.
– 96% were satisfied with the ease of
participating in the pilot program.
– 93% were satisfied with the pilot program
overall.
– 91% of participants would participant in a
future pilot.
– 88% of participants felt their personal
information was secure.
16

Issues Identified to Address

•
•
•
•

Improve Roadway Ownership Data
Address OBD II Port Competition
Include Multiple Fuel Types
Examine Operations
– Revenue Collection
– Administrative Costs

• Identify Barriers to Public Acceptance
– Urban/Rural Equity Perceptions
– Data Privacy Concerns

17

Media Coverage
“Our maddeningly stubborn reliance on
a tired old gasoline tax is failing and
can’t be fixed.”
-Denver Post

“Once I plugged the device into my car, I
pretty much forgot it was there.”
- 9News

“Want to help make America great again?
Go the smart route. Embrace the RUC.”
-Denver Post
18

Colorado RUCPP Phase 2

• June 2017: STSFA NOFO Released
– CDOT RUCPP project team was instructed to
proceed in the development of a STSFA
grant application.

• The STSFA application was developed
independently from the RUC West
Regional Pilot Project.
• October 2017: CDOT awarded $500,000
STSFA grant.
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Next Steps
• Early 2018:
– Work with the Colorado Farm Bureau and Agricultural
Community
– Coordination with Other State Agencies
– Department of Revenue Peer Exchange with Oregon
Department of Transportation (OreGO)

• Early 2018:
– Develop and release Request for Proposal (RFP) for the
Colorado RUCPP Phase 2

• Spring 2019:
– Begin Colorado RUCPP Phase 2 Operational Pilot
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Partnerships
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Questions/Open Discussion
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Additional Information
Please visit the Colorado RUCPP Website at:
https://www.codot.gov/programs/ruc
The Colorado RUCPP Website includes:
Final Report
Executive Summary
Fact Sheet
Gas Tax to RUC Comparison Calculator
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