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MEMORANDUM 
OF CALL 

0 vou E ~ YOU WERE -.o ~~ 
ic~. []~t_~ 

□ PLEASE CALL ___.fug~~-_________ □ FTS 

□ WILL CALL AGAIN 

□ RETURNED YOUR CALL 

MESSAGE 

RECEIVED BY 

63-109 

0 IS WAITING T9 SEE YOU 

D WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 

l OATE I TIME 

11'....,,.. a,..,,. &-11> 
"'-!bed IIJ GSA 

*GPO 1981 0 - 341 -529 (11 5 ) FPMR (41 CFRI 101--11.6 , 





INVITt EES FOR MEETING AT THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ROOM 10200 

Tuesday, March 30 at 4 P.M. 

ON 

GASOLINE USERS FEE 

- Terry Dolan -5..i.;t-..21i't.">C> 

j,,'-41 Don Todd - S'/1:,-i:,S-~o­

,p,-o Jim Lacy - .3 77- I 3tt'7 

~ Tom Winter, Alan Ryskind - o'fC:, -03:i'&, 

John McLaughlin L/S?- C"'i70 

,,,no -Ri Cb ard Vi g.u.ea e - ~ S'h - D " Lf D ~ 
.;2'iJ - b 111.;i. 

Mo Hew-ard ~hH.~ or Huck Walther - ~ 
Ju ed.~ VtiSh -re..- Ka4:l:iy-~~- s. "t/-7-l/(,, 1./(:,. 
~ Ro'(\ Rob~f\t5t>ti - ?1.s'-,'/~'] .,.., 

~ ;e,t,,i.e Mae * ;2.13 - '/S'I- ?..::, VY 
7 ~3•t:,731 /j-.litJ carter WP @Fm , or Tortf""'E · s f.3Ro.cl ~t()v\,e.... 

,Ml) Stan Evans - ~'/-&:,-17 I D 

~ Paul Weyrich - S-'-/1,,,- '3DCO 

iEJ Src.. t'.'¾ 
~ Reed :tr vine - 783-if/./~b 

~ ""Re ":!.-1. L"l.r&eR - '3J..I -9<J;)...C> 

rn,t;, .John Lofton - &'93 - I'/ I I 

'JU, Dr. Rea- Godwin '-/'J"/~7SII /{_°'j ~v,e.s 

'jftc Rhonda Stahlman - 8 olD-9'9.I} 

(YtP "'Tom Bethel -~/:.l · 3 3 i./ • :2 71 rj J ~ J - '"' fp,{° 
'fW Larry Pratt - 3 ?e> .. ~-ooo 

~ John Snyder S"lf'J - 33b 3 

~ \1u·}J1~-33 ~-'-ID~o 

Heritage Foundation 

NCPAC 

ACU 

YAF 

Human Events 

National Review 

ALEC 

CFTR-~(2,.c,-~ 
fv.,.i+ i e,"o...L. 

Thell Congressional Club 

ACU Education and Research 
Foundation 

Committee for the Survival of 
a Free Congress 

Accuracy in Media 

National Right to Work Comm 

The Christian Voice 

Conservative Digest 
yr) J ,, 

The Moral Majority - r;,£. ft, )4,&t,~ 

CALL 

American Spectator 

Gun Owners of America 

Committee for the Right to Keep 
and Bear Arms 



PAGE 2 

~ Bill Billings Cj'4 I ' 39'1.3 

"JAfJ. Connie Marshner - .St./te, - 3 ooo 

~--Noreen Barr - 5l/ 1./ ·0 ?>.$'3 

INVITEES 

National Christian Action 
Coalition 

Pro-Family Coalition 

Eagle Forum 



. ( " . 

Ray Barnhart called. He has scheduled the meeting for next Tuesday 

at the Department of Transportation at 4 P.M. on the gasoline "users" 

fee. I suggested that we have the meeting here, but he wanted it to 

be at Transportation since they are just trying to get support and 

this is not Administration policy(yet). I explained the functions 

of our office, consequently, I am now doing the inviting. Listed 

below are the people he suggested be invited: 

-Bill--Holiwill - Heritage 

Terry Dolan- NCPAC 

Don Todd? ACU 

SainP1mm - YAF Jim Lacy? 

Tom Winter - Human Events, 

~ /11.t~ional Review 

Richard Viguerie 

Alan Ryskind 

Howard Phillips(out of town re Ray) Andy Mes s iRg: 

Kathy Teague 

Curtis Mack - CFTR 

Tom Ellis, / carter Wren - Congressional Club 

Stan Evans 

Paul Weyrich 

Reed Irvine 

Reed Larson 

Lyn Nofziger 

Gary Jarmin 

John Lofton 
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Federal-Aid Highway Program 
I I 
. I 

Basic Program Structure Established 1916 - 1922 

'(2,,~ g ;:: I 'I-v~-$> ~ • Federally Assisted State Program 

wJl °W 1),v,s-- '$;~,J 
e//4 ------=-- • State Maintenance 

" 

cf, (. I I Je_ 
I}! ; lb -{ C j---
5J u 3 ~ 
.(o I 

• Matching Requirements 

• Reimbursement 

• System Specific 

• Contract Authority -

• . 

r"~ f~s 
. [l ;o) ~.}.5 . 

. 3.ll ~• o; 5 \- ' .e 
,w5' 1 1e 

ti ft'-' 1-"" I~ fl.£;,/ . 
b~ \'1 (P,t, I"' 

J~j~ _t:,;f> . 
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Pr~gram Changes 

• System Expansion . 
• 

.. 

• Growth in Number of Funding Categories 

•. Growth in Other Federal-Aid Requirements 

• Other Legislative Controls and Requirements 
. . 

. 
r 

,... 

' 
I 
/ 
I 
I 



Program Growth 
,, ,, 
•, 

Major Actions 

Primary, Forest Highways 1921 

Planning and Research, 
Emergency Relief 1934 

Secondary, Urban Extensions 1944 

Interstate System 1952 

Highway Safety 1966 

Bridge Replacement, Urban System 1970 

Safety Construction 1973 

Off-system Roads 1974 

Interstate Resurfacing 1976 

Bridge Rehabilitation 1978 

Interstate 4R 1981 



Growth in Highway Programs Administered by FHWA 
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Growth in Highway Requirements 
46 

41 

39 

36 

33 
(/) .... 
2 30 
w 

:5 27 
a: -:::> 24 
0 
w 
a: 21 
LL 
0 
a: 18 
w 
al 15 
~ 
:::> 
2 12 

9 

6 

3 

0 
21 27 33 39 45 51 57. 63 69 75 81 

·YEAR 



,. 

Total Road and Street Mileage in the 
United States by Surface Type 

4--------------------------
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Federal-Aid HightNay Program Obligations 

I I 
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Contract Authority Progratns 

Authorization 
Act 

Apportionment 
or Allocation 

,. 

Total Contract 
Authority 

Obligations 

Payment 

I 
Unobligated 

I Balance 

Appropriation . Act 

Limitation 

', 

Liquidating Cash 

' 

Trust Fund 
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Operation of the Program . 
l I 

• Federally Assisted State Program 
- Project Initiation by State 
- Federal Participation - PE, ROW, Construction, No 

Maintenance 
- Requirements of Title 23,. United States Code 

• Federal Review & Approval of State Actions 
. - Trans. Planning, Prelim., Eng., Environmental, Public . 

. Participation, Relocation Assistance, ROW Acquisition, 
· PS&E, Award, Construction, Final Inspection 

- Process/Project Review 

.. • Maximum Delegation of Authority to Field 
. . 

·. 
r 
'· 

• • 

• . 
___, 

I 
' 

i 
I 

I 
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Cooperative Arrangements for 
Administering Programs 

~ 

• Federal - Carry Out Intent of Congress 

- Insure That Federal Funds Are Wisely Spent 
,; 

Provide Technical Assistance 

• 

· • State 
. 

- Initiate All Desired Improvements 

Responsible for Adequate Compliance 

Maintain and Operate Completed Facilities 

·. . 

• Local - Cooperate With States . 
- Specific Requirements in Urbanized Areas, on Secondary . . 

Roads 

·• I 

r 

-·-

I 

.I· 

! 

. ; 
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FHWA Structure 
I ! 

Hierarchy 

Headquarters - Program Direction, Policy Formulation, 
Coordination With Other DOT, Executive, 
Congressional B.odies 

Regions - Technical and Policy Guidance to Division and 
State Transportation Agencies Coordination With 
Other Federal Agencies at the Regional Level 

Divisions ·_ Day-to-Day Operations; Contact With States, 
Urban Areas; Project Approvals 

r I ! . 

• 

-. -

. . 

I 
' 

i 
i 
1 
( 
;, 

I 
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HIGHWAY TRAVEL DEMAND 
vs. 

i! •• FEDERAL HIGHWAY REVENUES 
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\ 
1.55 TRILLION 

VMT 
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PURCHASING POWER OF FEDER~ _ 
GAS TAXES (1960 DOLLARS) 
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DAILY VMT PER LANE-MILE 
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13-YEAR FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL NEEDS 

(IN BILLIONS OF CURRENT DOLLARS) . 

CATEGORY 

INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION 

INTERSTATE 4R 

INTERSTATE SUBSTITUTIONS - HIGHWAYS 

PRIMARY 

SECONDARY 

URBAN 

BRIDGE 

APPALACHIAN HIGHWAYS 

TOTAL 

ANNUAL FUNDING 
LEVEL 

6.2 

4.8 

0.8 

5.9 

5 .5 

4.2 

4.8 

0.5 

32.7 



HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES BY 
ALL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT 
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SEQUENCE OF DETERIORA-TION 

BEYOND PRESERVATION LEVEL NEEDS 

DEFICIENT HORIZONTAL AND ~ -.ii~iillM::3 
VERTICAL ALIGNMENT. 

WITHIN PRESERVATION LEVEL 

EXTENSIVE CRACKING POTHOLES, 

RUTTING, UNEVEN 
PAVEMENT, CRACKING. 

SOME MINOR RUTTING, 
NOTICEABLE MAP CRACKING, 
EXTENSIVE PATCHING. 

PSR 

4-5 

....__,,,._,_ CONDITION -
VERY POOR 

(0 - 1) 

CONDITION - POOR 
(1 - 2) 

CONDITION - FAIR 
(2 - 3) 
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PERCENT CHANGE IN MILES 
OF ''GOOD'' PAVEMENT 
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IMPACT OF NO NEW REVENUES 
THRU 1996 

(ASSUMES SAME PROGRAM STRUCTURE) 
I I 

COMPLETION 
'Jt [P1 (o ft o 

_ I l4, oV .~I ~ :; t / 
I rJ /610 -eor.. rr 

I ./2 r> lf r 
- ADDITIONAL COST OF $2 BILLION /t? A.L ~VV,, I . t !A v { o, 

• INTERSTATE 4R. V1 1 

- 37,000 MILES OF INTERSTATE WOULD NEED RESURFACING OR 
RECONSTRUCTING. COST $21 BILLION 

- NONE OF THE $17.9 BILLION IN INTERSTATE COSTS REMOVED FROM 
ICE WOULD BE MET 

;10 
0~ f) 

/7{~ 
- NO INTERSTATE BRIDGE DECK NEEDS WOULD BE MET / /_ o (.4/j 

• PR IMARV ~eJ Ui~W'1 ~ f;47 tio<1ff:;e, ; ,J fo j,Jl,w-,{/4 97Jf:,;,,i L }e>/oo / 
- 60% OF NEEDED REPAIRS WOULD BE MET. COST OF UNMET f,µ~ 

REPAIRS $36 BILLION 
- 33% OF PRIMARY BRIDGE NEEDS WOULD BE FUNDED. UNMET 

NEEDS $9 BILLION (EXCLUDING ACCRUING DEFICIENCIES) 

• TRAVEL 
- MOTORISTS COSTS WOULD INCREASE 20-25%. DRIVING TIME 

WOULDINCREASE20% 
- TOTAL WORK HOURS SPENT ON ROAD WOULD INCREASE FROM 

11%TO14% 



FY 1983 AUTHORIZATIONS 
(BILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION 
INTERSTATE 4R 
PRIMARY 
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT & REHAB 
SECONDARY 
URBAN 
FOREST HWYS 
PUBLIC LANDS HWYS 
ECONOMIC GROWTH CENTER 
GREAT RIVER ROAD 
PRIORITY PRIMARY 
HAZARD ELIMINATION 
RAIL HIGHWAY CROSSINGS 
BYPASS HWY DEMO 
SAFETY 402, R&D (FHWA) 
SAFETY 402 & 403 (NHTSA) 
EMERGENCY RELIEF 

AVAILABLE UNAVAILABLE* 
3.225 

.800 

.294 

.192 

.085 

.171 

.007 

.003 

.011 

.005 

.027 

.042 

.041 

.055 

.023 

1.081 
.708 
.315 
.629 
.026 
.013 
.039 
.020 
.098 
.158 
.149 

JJ:1Sb:V 
f~ ( 

l 1 vi / 
~ · r ) 

Co(l/\i rl) 
J at-J 

- l / o~ 
.131 
.100 -- ! 4 ~, ,, P

~ ,!\diq 

5 .212 nJJ 
INTERIM AUTHORIZATION . 2.900 P" 

8.112 ~. 
*AUTHORIZED IN FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1982 
BUT NOT AVAILABLE DUE TO .. CONTINUING RESOLUTION FACTOR .. -rJS J01V J ~ fv 

V ;\JV'~ 0 J~ , 1 IG ~ I V ~ ~) vJ , f';OJ ,,11 ~ ,u J, , ~- /ii (,ofY 

1J~(,v - :f\ ~ (Ar uJJ .f )¥7 pfi1vw/JII Atif1oi,{ ~ /1 
~0 \.i iAitir: ,f\,JJ -Nt1l df vAr, ti~ P \W 



PROPOSED MULTI-YEAR 
AUTHORIZATIONS FY84-88 

CURRENT PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION 

INTERSTATE 4R 

($ BILLIONS PER YEAR) 

4.0 - 4 .5 

INTERSTATE SUBSTITUTIONS 

PRIMARY 

BRIDGE 

SECONDARY 

URBAN 

SAFETY 

OTHER 

TOTAL FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 

TOTAL AUTHORIZATIONS FROM HTF . 

2.5 - 3.9 

.65 

2.1-3.4 

1.5-1.7 

.40 

.80 

.39 

.30 

12 .0 - 15.5 

13.0-15.7 

~ 



EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

• 

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF JOBS GENERATED BY AN 
INCREASE OF $5.5 BILLION IN HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
REVENUES RESULTING FROM AN INCREASE IN USER 
CHARGES EQUIVALENT TO 5 CENTS PER GALLON OF 
MOTOR FUEL CHARGES 

(INCLUDES $1.1 BILLION FOR TRANSIT ACTIVITIES) 

ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION JOBS 
OFF-SITE CONSTRUCTION JOBS 

DIRECT JOB GENERATION 

67,804 
102,064 
169,868 

INDUCED JOBS (GENERALLY SERVICE RELATED) . 
I 

87,000 - 232,000 



PROGRAM CONSOI..IDATION 

/ / 
1 

• REDUCES NUMBER OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 

- REPEALS li PROGRAMS (REMAINS AS ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES UNDER 
REGULAR F~D-AID CATEGORIES) 

- CONSOLIDATE 3 SAFETY PROGRAMS INTO ONE CATEG.ORY 



SIZE AND WEIGHT 

• 20,000 POUND SINGLE AXLE - MAXIMUM (MANDATORY) 

• 34,000 POUND TANDEM AXLE-MAXIMUM (MANDATORY) 

• 80,000 POUND GROSS VEHICLE WEIGHT - MAXIMUM 
SUBJECT TO BRIDGE FORMULA (MANDATORY) 

• 102 INCH VEHICLE WIDTH - INCREASE FROM CURRENT 
LIMITS OF 96 INCH FOR TRUCKS 
(PERMISSIVE MAXIMUM) 

• TWIN TRAILERS (DOUBLES) - MANDATES ALL STATES 
TO ALLOW OPERATION 



ENVIRONMENT 

• ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS REVIEW 
- CONSOLIDATE VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

PROCEDURES INTO SINGLE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

• CERTIFICATION ACCEPTANCE 
- STATES CAN ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR EISs 

• PRESERVATION OF PARKLAND 
- 4F APPLICATION REQUIRED ONLY WHEN A PROJECT APPRECIABLY 

REDUCES UTILITY OF REMAINING 4F LANDS 

- ELIMINATES CONSIDERATION OF HISTORIC SITES (OTHER THAN 
NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARKS) UNDER 4F 



NEW FEDERALISM AND THE 
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION 
INTERSTATE 4R 
INTERSTATE SUBSTITUTIONS 
PRIMARY 
BRIDGES (PRIMARY & 

DISCRETIONARY) 
EMERGENCY RELIEF 
FEDERAL LANDS 
APPALACHIA 
HIGHWAY SAFETY R&D 
MOTOR CARRIER 

SAFETY ASSISTANCE 

TURNBACK PROGRAMS 

SECONDARY !J . r :,~ --v\ -i,i-t 'I) 
URBAN _ (1/.i(ooO (1/1 \ W/.? \__ ¥' I 
SAFETY 
NON-PRIMARY BRIDGES 

(STATES WILL RECEIVE $2.1 BILLION 
IN HTF REVENUES IN FYs 1984 -1988 
TO ASSIST IN THE TRANSITION) 



FEDERAL HIGHWAY FUNDING GAP 
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MAJOR PROGRAM NEEDS_ 

ESTIMATED TRUST FUND 
REVENUES WITHOUT USER FEE INCREASE 
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YEAR 



HIGHWAY COST ALLOCATION 
STUDY FINDINGS 

• THE CURRENT USER CHARGE STRUCTURE PROVIDES 
FOR ALMOST NO REVENUE GROWTH. INCOME 
APPROXIMATELY $7 BILLION/YEAR THAU 1985. 

(_ 

, • PAVEMENT REHABILITATION COSTS ARE THE MAJOR 
SOURCE OF COST ASSIGNMENTS TO HEAVY 
COMBINATION VEHICLES. WILL INCREASE TO NEARLY 
40% OF TF EXPENDITURES BY 1985. 

• TRUCKS OVER 70,000 POUNDS WOULD UNDERPAY 
COST RESPONSIBILITIES BY 35% IN 1985 (WITH A $7.3 
BILLION INCOME LEVEL). OTHER TRUCKS WOULD 
OVERPAY. 

• USER FEES MUST BE STEEPLY GRADUATED BY WEIGHT 
OF VEHICLES TO ADEQUATELY CHARGE VEHICLES. 



USER FEE PROPOSAL 

I : 

• 5¢ EQUIVALENT INCREASE IN MOTOR 
FUEL CHARGES 

- 4¢ DEDICATED TO HIGHWAYS 

- 1 ¢ DEDICATED TO TRANSIT 

• . 
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ESTIMATED HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR HIGHWAYS 
i (BASED ON 4 CENT EQUIVALENT INCREASE 
, IN 1984; EXCLUDES l CENT FOR TRANSIT) 
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Collection of Highway User Taxes 

Manufacturer, Producer, 
or Consumer 
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I RS Regional Office 

General Fund 
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Trust Fund 
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STAT& 

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 
STATE OFFICE BUILDING 

August 4, 1981 

Morton Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Morton: 

JJ~il 
~o-

INDIANAPOLIS, 46204 

Thank you for your letter of July l, 1981, and the letter of the Secretary of 
Transportation to you of June 18. I may be more successful from the outside in 
influencing the report that will come from the study being performed by the 
Department of Transportation than I would be able to be from the inside of the 
Department of Transportation. 

I would appreciate it if you would tell me if there are any "good guys" in the 
Department of Transportation who may be involved in the review of the report which 
the Secretary of Transportation and Interstate Commerce Commission are to make to 
Congress in November or December of this year. Of course, I will contact Fred 
Andre at the appropriate time after his confirmation to monitor the ICC response. 
However, I believe it is important to the President and to the country that the 
report and the legislation which comes from the report present a balanced view 
of the problem. 

It is interesting I should receive ~our his week because I was planning to 
send you the enclosed clipping of n R. Pr" 's announcement in the new sixth 
congressional district. You may re n. He was secretary of the Republican 
State Committee when I was State College Republican chairman. He was Indiana's 
first YAF chairman, and was mentioned in Stan Evans' book, "Revolt on the Campus", 
which was published circa 1964. John has the background in his church, in the 
Republican party, and in the conservative movement, to be an outstanding New Right 
Candidate. He will not be a "yes-but" candidate like my friend Dan Quayle. One 
of John's campaign aides, Ray Moore, organized the churches for the Siljander campaign 
and for Dan Coats' campaign for Quayle's house seat and will be doing the same for 
John. I am planning to come to Washington with both of them in September after the 
Congressional recess . Now that Mayor Hudnut of Indianapolis has removed himself 
from this race, it should be a wide open field for an open seat. 

I hope that the national New Right PACs will get behind a single candidate because 
the district is the most Republican district in Indiana, and the winner of the 1982 
Republican Primary will be in Congress for a long time. 

"Equal Opportunity Emoloyer" 



Morton Blackwell 
Washington, D.C. 
August 4, 1981 
page #2 

Thank you again for your letter of July l, 1981, I hope you will be able to 
fit us into your busy schedule when we are in Washington in September. 

Very truly yours, 

~Ktik 
David F. Tudor 
Administrator 
MOTOR FUEL TAX DIVISION 
(317) 232-1860 

DFT/vr 

Encl: clipping 

,rx.,~~"~¥ 

d~~/ 
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Price 
In .R~c~. 
For -6th 

By EDWARD ZIEGNER 
Political Editor ' 

John R. Price. a ~year-<>ld Carmel 
attorney .and f.ormer deputy h~late 
treasurer. and secretary of the Repul> 
lican state l'Ommittee;,today announced 
his candidacy for the Republican ,nomi, . 
nation for Congress in the new 6th~ 
Congressional Ojstrict. . ,;,,.•,· ~ 

The new district. which includes part ,. $ 

of Marion County and 'other Central ~ 
Indiana counties. Js the most Repub­
lican of the 10 new districts carved-:out · • \ 
by the GOP-controlled 1981 Legis• . 
lllture. The territory included in the new 
distrfct was, on the average, 63.8 per­
cent Republican in the 1976-78-80 elec­
tions. 

Price. in the first of rive press 
conferences in the district, and addi­
ti onal .appeatal')Ces. told repor.t.ers in 

• Re.pub1ican State Headquarle~s, he 
" would base his campaign for, the nom, ·· 

Focus O n · 

American 

Family 

- John Price 

nation on preservation of the American 
fa mily . against inflation. against the 
low standards of evening network TV 
programing and that he would . H 
elected . "represent the conservative, 
moral people of the heartland of Indi­
ana." 

Price is the fi rst candidate to for­
mal!y announce for the nomination in 
the 6th. although six or more ~Repub­
licans may make the race, perhaps as 
many as 10 or 12 if Jndianapolis Mayor 
Will iam Hudnut. who will announce his 
political plans tomorrow. does not run 
for Congress. Hudnut. serving his sec­
ond term as mayor and eligible to run 
for a third in 1983 served one term in 
Congress in the oll llth District 1972-74. 

In a statement of candidacy Price 
said : 
· " I am annoUl;"tCing today my candi­
dacy for the Republican nomination for 
U.S. representative from Indiana 's new 
6th Congressional District. One of the 
primary reasons I am running for Con-­
gress is that Congress has lost its 
perspective on the importance of the 
American famil y. which is now 
threatened on several fronts . H we are 
going to preserve America , we must 
preserve the American family. A nation 
of strong and stable families can sur­
vive even the weakest or governments, 
but a nation of weakened families will 
not long last. even with an effective 
government." 

Price named a campaign committee 
which includes seven former Repu~ 
lican state chairmen and a former 
Republican lieutenaJJ.t . governor ~nd 
said he was aiming to raJSe a campaign ~ 
budget of $15d.OOO between now anil the 
May 1982 primary. . ho .11 The former state chairmen w wi 
serve on the ,committee are: 

T ormer·U.S. Sen. WIiiiam A. Jenner 
Robert Matthews 
. Edw.in Beaman 
H. Dale Brown 
Charies Hendricks . ,, 
Buena Chaney 

:r. • • .dohn K.~nyder ~ . { I~ .. 

'Rrice. added the fa ini Y haf i:~ 
under attack because ?f the lega ~ -has 
of abortion on demarit , ,beca~ f 
borne the brunt of infia~~n, beca~ ~t 
TV programing that. ~n large pa xo- · 
glofifies sexual prom1scmty. horrx:: ·Of 
alily and which. under the~ id 
siluationts '.comedy.' , promo~ . ;,a 
that a straight, solid family IS some bw 
abnorma't. unexcit ing and to e 
avoided." .. 

Price predicted there will be a lot 
of candidates" in the 6th District con- . 

ressional primary and said If_ elected 
kt he would work for a cons!Jtut10nal 
amendment against abortion. ~e pre­
dicted "abortion on demand will ~ a 
thing of the past within some years . . 

Price said the elderly also_ require 
assurance that they will receive_ a~ 
quate benefits from Social Security in 

L>ie luture. . 
He commented that . "lt would _be 

tragic if the next u.s, ~P~tr"~tid~ 
from the 6th Congress,ona . 
not truly represent the co~ar~•· 
moral people of the heartla O ~ 
ana. 1 am committed to a so~w 
lengthy campaign in _ord~r to insw;e 
that our part of thi.s naUon is accurate Y 
represented in the next sesston of the 
Congress of the United States." 

Price. a graduate of _Wabash Coll•~• 
and Indiana University lnd1anapohs 
Law School. had press conferences here 
and in Lebanon. Noblesvllle, Anderson 
and Muncie and met with GOP leaders 
al HarUord City in Blackford County 
and appeared in the annual 4-H parade 
al Hartford City. . nd the f !her of 

Pr1ce 1s married a a 
four children. 

preservation Copy 

......... 

,. . 
. -~· 

··India na University basketball star 
Landon Tur.ner remained in ser.ious 
condition today at Methodist Hospital·as 
people all over the country prayed 4or 
his recovery. ~ l:. 

Turner's father. Adell . today ,said, 
" Landon is still in intensive care . .nte 
doctor said last night he showed one' 

, good sign, another nerve .in his body, 
just one little. small thing, a nerve, 
started in his hands better." • 

" He can squeeze,your hand on corrr 
mand. that's a good sign," Turner said. 
" It's a small th ing but it shows a,good 
sign·ttiat he is regaining his mentality.'' ' 

Turner,· 21 , a senior at J.U .. was 
injured Saturday when the car he was. 
driving struck a bridge abutment. op 
Ind . 46, eight miles east of Columbus. 
He and three friends were en route_ to 
Kings Island amusement park. ··: 

One of Turner 's friends, Suianne 
Jones. 20, was thrown from the car and 
taken to Bartholomew County Hospital 
at Col umbus with a hip injury, au;! 
lhorities said. Another passenger, Dave 
Collins. 20. pulled Turner and Elesha 
Storey. 17. from the wreck, police-said. 

Both Collins and Miss Stor~y were . 
' treated and released from Bartholomew 

County Hospital. Turner. a forward -on 
the 1981 NCAA championship basketball 
team. was transferred by ambulance to 
Met,hodist Hospital i n Jndianap0l_iS 
Saturday afternoon. . ,, : 

Methodist Hospital officials said .Tur· 
ner was semt-conscious and has some 
paralysis in his-extremities. • 

Fractured Spine 
Fred Price. a hospital spokesman, 

said Turner is not in a "lif~ threatening 
situation." The basketball star is in 
traction because of a fractured spine, 
adding that Turner suffered a break in 
the sixth vertebra. 

A neurosurgeon who examined Tur­
ner was uncertain whether Turner 
would suffer permanent paralysis , 
Price said. 

The elder Turner said his son re-

Victim 

1.U. Cage 

Star 

- Landon Turner 

gained con.c:ciousness temporarily yes­
terday while he and his wife, Rita , were 
at his bedside .. 

" He opened his eyes once and looked 
at his mother who was talking to him 
and then looked on the other side of the 
bed to me. Then he went back into a 
semi-conscious state. He's r:¥>t fully con-­
scious . That's what the doctors are 
worrying about now, getting him co1r 
scious so they can go from there," 
Turner said. 

" We just put a lot of faith in our God 
that we trust ·in. A lot of people have 
been calling and saying they are pray. 
ing for him. You know what the Bible 
says about prayer, the prayer of righte­
ous man avail us much," he said. 

The Turners have received numer­
ous telephone calls from people all over 
the country who say they are concerned 
and would be praying for Landon, he · 
said. · 

" I think those many prayers from all 
over the ·country have got to do some-, 
thing for Landon." his father said . . '. 

Among. those calling the Tu,rnei-Js 
Indianapolis home yesterday was I.U. 
basketball.coach Jlobby "Knight. Krifght; 
who ca ll ~tl 1from ·Ida~,~where he::is 
vaca.tionin$, ·' offered ~e:verything~n 

-· posSJb y"'2n( even>to nf in !oday, • Mrs'lt 
T,vrner ...iSaid. l!But we told. him ,that· 
wasn't • necessary ·because -there~ isri't 
any1hing,he could do" ·· 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Highway Administrator 
407th Street, South West 
Room #3327 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Dear Jim: 

INDIANAPOLIS, 46204 

This letter is in the response to your letter of February 23, 1981, designated HPP-13, 
inviting my comments on the comments in your publication, 11 Comments on Unifonn State 
Regulation 11 (February 1, 1981). I will begin with some general comments and follow 
it up with specific comments on some of the comments in your publication. I realize 
some of my comments may be duplicative of infonnation and comments received from the 
panel of the Jvnerican Gasoline Tax Conference which met with you and your staff on 
Thursday, March 25, 1981. However, these comments are mine alone and do not re­
present the views of the North Jvnerican Gasoline Tax Conference. 

I whoTe·-heartedly endorse the goal of your study and the report that is to come from 
it. The Trucking Deregulation Act of 1980 is absolutely correct when it says the 
various state regulations on the trucking industry are a burden on interstate commerce. 
I would be surprised if you have had one speaker or any citizen in the entire county 
who is in the least bit infonned upon this subject who would disagree with that 
statement. Greater uniformity in fuel consumption taxation is badly needed, be-
cause the current system places and unnecessary and undue burden on the well educated 
and experienced tax executive of major trucking companies and places a nearly im­
possible burden on a poorly educated single truck owner who should be learning a new 
law every time his truck crosses a state line. 

The most basic question to be addressed by your study is the proper federal role in 
resolution of this problem. This question should be addressed in a recommendation 
or in a 1ist of alternatives since the ultimate answer to the question will obviously 
be decided by the Congress through its legislative role, and the President through 
his leadership role, or less likely his veto power. My personal opinion, which I 
believe is supported by the election results of 1980, is that the prope-r. federal 
role is to perform this study confirming that the problem exists, defining the nature 
and extent of the problen, and then only to provide the resources to the state to 
work out their differences and adopt more uniform laws and procedures. This procedure 
was followed by the Federal Highway Administration in November, 1980 when it invited 
representatives of six (6) states, including myself from Indiana, to come to Washington 
at federal expense and spend a week drafting and discussing an interstate compact of 
motor carrier fuel tax laws. Although this proposed compact, in my opinion, will 
need much more work and exposure to the fuel tax administrator of states not rep­
resented at the meeting before it will be ready to present to legislatures and Congress 
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for adoption as an interstate compact, I believe the meeting was a very good fir st 
step toward uniformity in that area, whether or not the resulting proposed compact 
is ever adopted by any state. I believe this meeting presents a better model of 
the federal role in the solution of this problem than the usual federal, heavy­
handed model of presenting a solution to the problem and forcing the statesto compl y 
with the federally dictated solution by threat of cutbacks of federal funds. 

The states currently do not have the financial resources available to apply to solvi ng 
this problem of the lack of uniformity in the state statutes. In addition, the 
problem i~ more of a problem to interstate commerce than to any state, making its 
solution a more proper problem to be solved by federal funding than state funding. 
Organizations of state revenue departments such as the North American Gasoline Tax 
Conference have attempted to deal with the problems of the lack of uniformity in 
the fuel tax area, but their meetings are too infrequent for a substantive examination 
of the problem to take place. I have been as impatient as anyone for the North American 
Gasoline Tax Conference to take some effective action on the second phase of a uniformity 
proposal. However, with only one national meeting per year, with many topics to be 
discussed including those of concern to the petroleum industry as well as the trucking 
industry, the time is not available at the meetings to make significant progress on 
a uniformity proposal. In addition, many states are unable or unwilling to authorize 
travel expenses for their fuel tax administrators to participate in NAGTC. Some 
states have different agencies with administrative responsibil ity for fuel tax col­
lections and interstate motor carrier fuel consumption laws. I am only aware of one 
state wnich regularly sends representatives of both agencies to regional and national 
meetings of NAGTC. I believe that if the federal government would provide the re­
sources for state fuel tax administrators, state legislators, and other involved state 
officials or their representatives to meet and discuss particular issue areas that 
are a part of this problem, the solution at which this group arrives would be much 
better received by the state fuel tax administrators, state legislators, the members 
of Congress, the Reagan Administration, and the general public. 

As to the recommendation which starts at the bottom of page 9 to consolidate the 
Public Service Commission registration with another state activity such as fuel tax 
licensing, this is a good idea. However, my feeling is that fuel tax licensing should 
be matched with licensing plate registration,rather than Public Service Commission reg­
istration since all trucks have license plates and fuel tax licenses, but only the 
trucks of common carriers have Public Service Commission registration. 

The following paragraph on page 10 recommends that the authority stamp for Public 
Service Commission registration and the fuel tax permit should expire on the same date. 
It further recommends that state should iS:sue one card annually to indicate compliance 
with Public Service Commission registration requirements and fuel tax registration 
requirements. When I have discussed similar proposals with representatives of Indiana' s 
trucking industry, there is some concern that if too many registrations expire at the 
same time, it would create an irregular cash flow for the carrier which could be 
avoided if due dates were scheduled at different times through the year. However, 

,, 
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in Indiana the Motor Carrier Fuel Tax Annual Permit costs only $5.00 for all of 
the vehicles in the carrier's fleet. I am not aware of the cost of our Public 
Service Corrmission's authority registration. If similar fees are charged by most 
states for motor carrier fuel tax permits ar,d public service commission authority 
registrations, the amounts would be so small that it would not cause any cash flow 
problem for the carrier. I would be interested in the comments of industry on this 
proposal, because I can see no adverse effects to the State of Indiana if the fuel 
tax expiration date were changed to any other uniform date. If cash flow would be 
a problem to the trucking industry, the problem could be handled if each state had 
deadlines for both permits the same, and approximately one-fourth of the state 
deadlines came at the end of each calendar quarter. However, unless the trucking 
industry is divided on whether these deadlines should be combined, I would think 
their lobbyists should attempt to have the deadlines changed by the state legislatures, 
who established the deadlines in the current laws. This does not seem to be a federal 
question. 

The proposal at the bottom of page 10 recommends that the federal government enact a 
law similar to PL 89-170 to cover intrastate authority requirements. I am not familiar 
with the intrastate authority requirements of Indiana or any other state. However, I 
believe the proposal is unconstitutional because the federal government's authority 
to regulate intrastate commerce is limited by the Constitution. 

A reconmendation in the middle of page 11 is that the federal and state governments 
treat buses differently than trucks. The comment further indicates that states currently 
do not regulate church and school buses and that states should regulate either all 
bus operations or none at all. This proposal is listed under economic regulation. 
I am not sure if the comment is intended to apply to fuel tax collections or not. 
However, if it is, the reason school buses are not regulated under the Indiana Motor 
Carrier Fuel Use Tax Law is that school buses ordinarily operate exclusively intrastate 
and they are readily distinguishable from other types of buses. The compliance costs 
to the school bus operator and to the state, if school buses were under the Motor 
Carrier Fuel Tax Law, would be far greater than any tax revenue that would be derived 
from regulating the buses. I disagree with the corrment because intrastate buses are 
no different than interstate trucks because they have the option, because of their 
interstate nature, of avoiding state fuel taxes by purchasing fuel in the state with 
the lowest tax rate. This gives them the benefit of the higher-tax state I s highways 
without paying to support them through the fuel consumption tax. Therefore, I do 
not agree that states "should regulate either all buses or none at all." 

On page 13,the next to the last comment is that the calculation of license plate fees 
in some states is so complex that carriers cannot do it themselves. I am only vaguely 
familiar with what states this might be, from discussions with some people from states 
which have dual fuel tax and license plate responsibility for their states. However, 
l believe that just as newspapers are written to a fifth or sixth grate education, 
the complexity of fuel tax laws and regulations and other matters affecting the 
trucking industry which the truck driver may be expected to handle on his own should 
be at a similar level of complexity if all possible. However, since the state is 
probably an IRP state, it shows that the IRP is not a solution to everyone's problem, 
at least as it is currently being administered. 
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On page 14 the comment is that states depend on registration fees to maintain highways 
and cannot tolerate a reduction in fees in order to achieve uniformity . The commi ttee 
which the Federal" Highway Administration brought to Washington, D.C. in Novembe r , 1980 
found that in fuel tax areas it was not necessa ry for each state to have a uni form 
fuel tax rate to achieve many goals of un i formity . It seems to me that the same 
principle could apply to license plate registration fees, and states would not 
need to have identical registration fees to administer them uniformly. 

The last comment on page 14 is actually two comments which pertain to the State of 
Indiana. The first comment is that carriers from Indiana are against Indiana adopt­
ing of the International Registration Plan. This is the case. The second comment 
indicates that Indiana carriers argue that if the IRP were adopted in Indiana, it 
would lead to a drastic increase in registration fees and to Indiana using the fee 
for expenditures other than highways. I have personnally heard it argued that IRP 
adoption would lead to a drastic increase in registration fees. However, the second 
part of this statement is unfamiliar to me, and I believe either the speaker or the 
transcriber of this comment is in error . I have not heard Indiana carriers suggest 
that IRP adoption would lead to Indiana using the higher registration fee for ex­
penditures other than highways. The version of this argument that I have heard is that 
Indiana would be paying a proportional fee to other states which use their proportion 
of the fee for expenditures other than highways. For example, Indiana had among the 
lowest registration fee in the nation prior to an increase in the registration fee 
passed in 1980. I believe Indiana at that time had a lower registration fee for 
11 18 wheelers 11 than any other state. Illinois, on the other hand, has among the high­
est registration fees in the country and has used their registration fee revenue for 
uses other than the building of highways. The problem is that (using round numbers) 
if an Indiana-based carrier operates 50% in Indiana and 50% in Illinois and the Indiana 
registration fee is $500.00 and the Illinois registration fee is $1,500.00, to 
proportionally register in those two states, he would pay registration fee of 
$1,000.00, or twice the fee that he currently pays only in Indiana. In addition, 
the distribution of this fee will be $250.00 to Indiana and $750.00 to Illinois. 
Therefore, in addition to paying twice the registration fee for each truck in his 
fleet, the carrier also pays only half as much registration fee to its base state, 
and part of the increased fee pays for mass transit and administration of the State 
Boating Act in Illinois. This is deemed undesirable by Indiana carrie rs, notwith­
standing studies to the effect that overall Indiana state revenue would be increased 
by adoption of the IRP. 

The top of page 18 is one of the most objectionable comments in the book, that the 
federal government should establish registration fees for interstate buses and trucks 
and redistribute the fees to the states. The comment is that the fee should eliminate 
fuel taxes and third structure taxes. The reason for my strong disagreement with 
this comment is that registration fees are not the fairest method of collecting fees 
for highway support. A truck or bus which is used occasionally or periodically is 
charged the same fee as a truck that is used every day. If a method of tax revenue 
is to be eliminated, I believe the registration fee or license plate fee should be 
eliminated, and the full tax should be increased to make up for the loss of highway 
revenue. This would bring highway funding closer to the 11 user-fee 11 concept that has 
been a goal of highway funding since the 1920's. 

, 
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About the middle of page 13, a comment is made that states should adopt uniform 
registration forms and application deadlines. Again I repeat my comment from above 
that it seems to me with the amount of the registration fees that are paid for most 
trucks, it would create an unnecessary cash flow problem for the trucks to have all 
registration fees expire on a uniform date. It would seem more advantageous to me 
for the registration payment dates for the 48 countiguous states to be coordinated 
so 12 fees are due on a specified date each calendar quarter. 

I agree with both of your comments on page 20 in which you lead into the subject of 
fuel tax. I am sure that the participants criticized state tax mechanisms more 
heavily than other topics. However, the cautionary language which is cited is also 
important. The fuel tax is vital to state highway programs. Tampering with the 
revenues collected by the fuel tax could detrimentally affect the revenues available 
for maintaining the state highways. In the meeting of six state tax administrators 
in Washington, D.C. in November, 1980, three of the participants were from state 
revenue departments and the other three participants were from state l icensi.ng author­
ities with dual responsibility for collecting the fuel consumption tax. Many 
controversial issues at the meeting divided between those groups. The people from 
state licensing backgrounds were far more inclined to make concessions to the account­
ability for the tax and to popularity with industry than were the three people from 
departments of revenue. Industry participants in these hearings made it clear they 
would prefer to have greater uniformity even if it caused them to pay higher fees. 
From our discussions I saw little chance that a proposal made b_y people from states 
with a licensing background would be acceptable to the states where the fuel consumption 
tax was administered by a department of revenue. I understand that the Federal Highway 
Administration is to be comnended for securing the participation of some department of 
revenue people in those meetings. I believe that state highway revenues of Indiana 
would be detrimentally affected if the proposed compact which came from that meeting 
was adopted by Indiana. 

At the bottom of page 20 someone commented that some states issue fleet permits while 
others issued permits for each unit. This statement is correct. The 5 point plan of 
the NAGTC recommends the issuance of fleet permits. However, I learned at the meeting 
in Washington in November, 1980 that the definition of a fleet permit is not universally 
accepted. At that meeting some representatives of the trucking industry argued that 
fleet permit registration meant that each of the carriers who based identified fleets 
at various locations around the country is a fleet which should be separately registered. 
I had always considered that a fleet permit as it is used in the Indiana Motor Carrier 
Fuel Use Tax Law and elsewhere is one permit which covers all vehicles owned or operated 
through lease by the carrier "in its entire operations within and without this state." 
The term fleet permit needs to be carefully and narrowly defined because of the conflict 
of interpretations between the tax administrators and the industry representatives. 

On page 21 it is commented that the cost to the carrier of compliance may be greater 
than revenue generated by the tax. This is possibly true. It is also true from the 
states standpoint that there is greater cost for less revenue in administering the fuel 
consumption tax than any other tax in the fuel tax area and possibly any tax collected. 
However, from the states' standpoint, the tax is a necessary evil because without this 
tax, special fuel tax collections, which do not come in directly with the quarterly 
reports but are collected when fuel is sold or used, would be reduced. In the same sense 
special fuel tax is necessary and has been necessary for many years, because without that 
tax it would cause a greater incentive for the taxpayers to convert to diesel powered 
automobiles and light vehicles. Before diesel fuel became the primary fuel for trucks, 
the elimination of the special fuel tax would have created an incentive for people to 
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convert or trade their gasoline powered trucks for diesel powered trucks. The 
compliance costs to industry are to some extent also a necessary evil, but hopefully 
as a result of your study and the activity of several interested groups, these 
compliance costs can be reduced without hurting state highway revenues. 

The fo l lowing comments that refund and credits policies vary are correct. I canno t 
believe that any carrier would complain about some of the states allowing refunds 
only if they refund amounts greater than ten dollars. It would seem to me that very 
few carriers could afford to file refund claims for an amount of less than ten dolla rs 
regardless of the state's requirements . If the states ever adopt the interstate 
compact that six states worked on several of the complaints about credit and refund 
policies will be solved. Carriers are required to list their purchases by vendbr and 
date, because it helps to reduce the states' need to send an auditor out of state. 
The interstate compact proposal, however, calls for audits to be performed primarily 
by the base state. Another state could audit the carrier, but so many of the tax 
payments under the Motor Carrier Fuel Use Tax are so small that it would not be cost­
effective for the state to give a very high priority to audits of this type. Even 
if the taxpayer's tax liability was doubled it would not support the auditor's 
expenses in taking a trip out of state. 

On page 22, it is commented that aduits can be expensive. Some states require carriers 
to ship all their records to the state or pay for the expense for an auditor to travel 
to the carrier. I am not aware of what state this might be, but I am aware of a 
state in my region which requires a carrier, or any other taxpayer, to pay the ex­
penses of an out of state audit if the audit generates the tax liability in excess 
of one thousand dollars. 

Two paragraphs down it is commented that federal and state government should allow 
prepayment of the tax on LP gas. This would apparently be done, as it has been 
done in some states, by increasing the registration fee to collect the average of 
fuel taxes due. These proposals have always seemed very unfair to me because of 
the proverbial little old lady who only uses her car to drive to church on Sunday 
morning pays the same registration fee as the traveling salesmen who uses his car 
virtually all the time. I believe the State of Colorado had a similar proposal in 
effect for several years but recently discontinued it. 

On page 24, the third paragraph indicates that a few states are currently working on 
toward a fuel tax compact that is similar in co,ncept to the IRP. This is the fuel tax 
compact that I referred to in several of my conments. I believe comments should 
include information that the federal government financially supported these meetings. 
The six states were only able to meet because of the federal funding of the expenses 
of the participants. 

Two conments down, the comment is made that the states should prepare standard audit 
manuals. Although I have no general disagreement with that recommendation, it seems 
to me that it would be very difficult for a state to prepare a standard audit manual 
until the laws of the states become more standard. Two conments down it is recommended 
that the states use the "fleet" miles per gallon concept to compute the fuel tax. 
Please see my comments on page 5 about the ambiguity of the term "fleet." 

The third comment on page 25 says that fuel permits should be valid until cancelled. 
I disagree with this statement, particulary in states like Indiana where permits are 
issued for all of the vehicles owned or operated by a permit holder. In such cases, 
each year many copies of permits are issued to vehicles owned and operated by the 
motor carrier covered by the permit. There is no possibility of recalling the permit 
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and all copies thereof, if a motor carrier discontinues its relationship with an 
owner or driver . If permits were permanent until cancelled, an owner/operator who 
leased his truck to a carrier, then discontinued his relationship with that carr i er, 
could retain the permit even if he returned to the carrier a copy of the permit. 
If this happened, an enforcement officer would be unable to determine that they were 
being presented with an illegitimate permit, particularly if the driver was hauling 
an unregulated corrmodity which had also been hauled by his former carrier. 

Also, in the same corrment it is suggested that states should permit microfilm copies 
of records for audit purposes. Indiana permits such microfilm copies as long as the 
copies are readable. I believe this would be an appropriate national rule on the 
subject, but the proposal should be given to the state legislatures, not the congress. 

Also, on page twenty-five, a comme:nt is that states should limit the application of 
fuel tax reporting laws to road tractors and diesel - powered trucks with three or more 
axles. I know of no state using this type of structure and would be interested in 
further comments of the participant who ma:de this comment for clarification as to 
whom he believes this structure would be advantageous. I see serious law enforcement 
problems if diesel-powered trucks with three or more axles are covered, but gasoline­
powered trucks or LP gas- powered trucks with three or more axles are not covered. 
This is particulary the case since some LP gas powered trucks can be converted to diesel 
power with a flip of a switch . Would the trucker only be expected to report his diesel 
miles but no his LP gas miles of the same vehicle? Would it ever be possible to audit 
such a requirement? The second issue raised by this corrment is whether interstate 
buses should be subject to this type of law. This issue was discussed on page 3 and 
will not be repeated here. 

Another comment on page 25 is that states should allow carriers to carry credits in­
definitely or until they receive a refund. This contradicts an earlier comment on 
page 23 that carriers should be required to keep records for only three to five years. 
It would not seem to be good public policy for a carrier to be able to carry credits 
or refunds for periods longer than the period for which he is required to keep records. 

Another comment on page 25 is that carriers should carry copies of the registration in 
all vehicles as proof of fuel tax registration. As noted previously I believe a tie 
between license plate registration and fuel tax registration can and should be made. 
Since license plate registration covers all vehicles, this would be a means of assuring 
that all vehicles subject to the motor carrier fuel tax are covered in fuel tax report­
ing. Implementation of this recommendation may be difficult in states, such as Indiana, 
where different agencies administer fuel tax and license plate registration for cars and 
trucks. However, I believe this problem should be worked out because I have beenappalled 
since I have been aware that many trucks operating in Indiana need to deal with four 
separate agencies: the Department of Revenue for fuel tax, the Bureau of Motor Vehicles 
for license plate registration, the Public Service Commission if they are a regulated 
carrier, and if any of their vehicles are oversize or over-weight, they must deal with 
the Highway Commission. I do not believe four agencies per state is an unusually 
high number of agencies for trucking companies to deal with. I had hoped that when 
our legislature recently studied the transportation agencies, there would be some 
effort at consolidation of this number of agencies. However, this problem apparently 
escaped their view, and there has been no political pressure on the legislature to 
change it. I believe it would be very helpful if all states were to either combine 
the number of agencies dealing with this industry, or would combine the offices for 
the agencies concerning the trucking industry, because I believe that such communication 
and working together would cause many unnecessary problems -to thetru~king industry to 
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be resolved. However, this is obviously a problem for each state legislature to 
consider, since the Federal Highway Administration or the Congress has no authority 
over the organization of state government. 

Another comment on page 25 is that states should adopt the ATA and NAGTC 5 Point 
Plan for Uniform Motor Carrier Laws. Since I was not aware that ATA has a 5 point 
plan for uniform motor carrier laws, my comments will be limited to the NAGTC plan. 
This proposal is not simple to implement since many states, such as our neighboring 
State of Ohio, has third structure taxes which are not relevent to the 5 point plan. 
Therefore, this recommendation implies another recommendation found later in the 
study that third structure taxes be eliminated. As I will say in more length at that 
time, I hope your study will consider the third structure taxes to see whether it would 
be better for the entire country to go on a fuel consumption tax basis or on a third 
structure tax basis. I think it would be better if all of the states went either a fuel 
consumption tax or a third structure tax, but I know I don't know enough about a third 
structure tax to say if a fuel consumption tax is better or not. 

The last comment on page 25 is that states should develope bingo card systems for fuel 
tax registration to eliminate the need to display fuel stickers all over the vehicle. 
Since Indiana carriers are not required to display fuel stickers on their vehicles, 
I am not sure whether this comment is attackinq the sticker or supporting the bingo 
card system. I would personally be open to consider the advantages of using the 
bingo card system in place of annual permits issued by Indiana currently. But I 
will need more information about the bingo card system to draw my personal conclusion. 

The next section on pages 26 and 27 concerns fuel tax bonding. Indiana is a state 
which requires motor carrter fuel tax bonding for those carriers who receive a refund 
of gasoline or special fuel tax paid to Indiana when tax is paid to another state on 
such fuel. Indiana does not require all holders of a Motor Carrier Fuel Use Tax Annual 
Permit to have a bond. Indiana requires a bond in the amount of refunds issued during 
a three-year statute of limitations, but the law prohibits bonds from being less than one 
thousand dollars or more than twenty-five thousand dollars. The minimum bond and max­
imum bond both have the effect suggested by the comments on page 27 of having a degree 
of unfa i rness to a small carrier. However, Indiana's unfairness is not as severe as 
suggested by the comment. The minimum of one thousand dollars means a carrier who 
receives less than one thousand dollars in refunds in a three year period is required 
to have the same bond as a carrier with refunds of one thousand dollars. An unfair 
result caused by the bonding, which is not built into the Indiana law but is built 
into the pricing structure of all bonding companies, is the minimum premium~ Most 
bonding companies seem to have a minimum premium for surety bonds which is equal to 
about two thousand dollars of coverage. In some cases, the taxpayer will request 
a one thousand dollar bond, receive a bond with one thousand dollars of covera~e, but 
will pay the same premium as a person with a two thousand dollar bond. Also, a taxpayer 
who needs a twenty-five thousand dollar bond, because of his refunds during the statute 
of limitations, pays exactly the same premium as a carrier who buys a twenty-five 
thousand dollar bond but may have hundreds of thousands of dollars of liability during 
the statute of limitations. 

As to the solutions to the bonding problem suggested on page 27, I would be opposed 
to eliminating bonding because in addition to protecting its revenue in case refunds 
are issued but later found to have been an error, the existance of the bond seems to me 
to assure more accuracy and care in the preparation of the refund application. Indiana, 
as most states, has considerable difficulty in collecting taxes due from taxpayers who 
do not have property in this state. A truck of an out of state carrier without a terminal 
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in Indiana may be very difficult for collection authorities to find in order to assess 
and levy back taxes. The bond, which makes the bonding company jointly and severally 
liable and permits the state to merely make a claim against the bond, protests the 
state from such collection difficulty from annual permit holders. 

I would not be opposed to what the comment calls "a centralized bonding scheme." 
Such a centralized bonding scheme could be posting the bond with a federal agency or 
with a variety of other entities. Also, If the federal government wanted to, in 
effect, bond the carriers by guaranteeing that they would pay any taxes an out of 
state carrier owed to a state and would use the collection resources of the Internal 
Revenue Service to secure repayment of the tax to the federal government, that would 
also be an acceptable alternative. 

As to eliminate the need for bonding through a fuel tax compact as suggested on page 27 
I have no quarrel with that principle although I believe this cannot and should not 
be done through the fuel tax compact which was developed at the meeting in which I 
participated in Washington, D.C. in November, 1980. I have mentioned previously that 
for most of the discussions of the compact there were two distinct points of view 
expressed. A tax administrator's point of view by the tax administrators of Indiana, 
South Carolina, and Massachusetts and a more service oriented point of view by the 
people from license plate bureaus from Iowa, Washington State, and Arizona. Apparently 
from our discussions in the NAGTC office on March 26, 1981, the federal highway 
administration has for some time been provided federal financi al resources to the AAtlVA 
and several state license plate authorities. I know of no such federal funding, other 
than the participation by three states in these compact meetings, that have been 
provided to fuel tax administrators of the NAGTC. I believe that if a more representative 
group of the entire country were assembled at federal expense, a more workable fuel tax 
compact, which might include this concept, could be developed. By a more representative 
group I mean that the fuel tax administrators should participate in the decisions in 
the same proportion that Departments of Revenue are responsible for the collection of 
motor carrier fuel taxes. According to your agency's 1980 publication, "Highway Taxes 
and Fees, 11 that ratio would be four tax administrators for each license plate bureau 
representative, since only nine of the forty-five states with such taxes have the ta x 
collected by the Department of Transportation, Motor Vehicle Controller, Department of 
Motor Vehicles, or Corporation Commission. To have treated those nine states as equal 
to the thirty-six states with Departments of Revenue or other taxing authorities admini­
stering the Motor Carrier Fuel Tax was, I believe, an error by the Federal Highway 
Administration. However, I believe a fuel tax compact developed by fuel tax administrators 
or a group more representative of the actual ratio of fuel tax administrators to license 
bureau authorities administering such taxes could be developed in a way as to give proper 
respect to the revenue needs of the states. It is on the possibility of such a compact 
being developed which would adequately protect each of the member states of the compact 
that I disagree with the professional staff of the NAGTC. The NAGTC stated in its 
memorandum to the fuel tax compact meeting dated November 7, 1980 that it did not believe 
a fuel tax compact could be developed because a compact would inevitably cause the states 
with weaker enforcement and audit programs to become the base state for an increasing 
number of carriers, and because it would be antithetical to a state's political and 
business interests to enforce another state's fuel tax laws against its own citizens . 
I respect that point of view greatly, and do not dismiss the possibility that it may be 
correct. I certainly believe that this would be a distinct possibility under the compact 
that we discussed in Washington in November, 1980. However, I optomistically believe 
such a compact which would be mutually advantageous to the states and to the trucking 
industry could be developed, although I certainly have no plan of my own which would 
meet those objections. 
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My biggest objection to the handling of the whole problem is to have learned in 

e 

March, 1981 that the Federal Highway Administration has apparently for some t ime been 
subsidizing the point of view of license administrators on fuel tax un i formity. Th is 
was expressed through the resolution of AAMVA that AAMVA, as an organization, shou ld 
get involved in fuel tax administration. I believe that if the same amount of federal 
subsidy ·had been given the NAGTC by the Federal Highway Administration as ha s been 
given to the AAMVA and its affiliates, significant progress toward more uniformity in 
fuel tax laws could have been accomplished. I am not concerned about any kind of 
bureaucratic "turf battle" with the AAMVA over fuel tax administration. My point is 
that it was apparent to me at the meetings of November, 1980, that the fuel tax 
administrators come from a vastly different enviroment in terms of many tax administ ra­
tion issues than do the administrators from license plates authorities. I know of 
one state that is currently in the process of moving the adm i nistration of its motor 
carrier fuel tax from its license plate authority to its Department of Revenue. I 
believe greater uniformity of fuel tax laws and adoption of a fuel tax compact is far 
more likely to be adopted by the thirty-six or thirty-seven states whose tax collection 
authorities also collect this tax, than it would be if it was recommended to them by 
people without a background of tax administration. 

The next section relates to third structure taxes. As the administrator of the Motor 
Carrier Fuel Tax in a state which borders a state with the third structure tax, I know 
I would like to see some comparative data between third structure taxes and the moto r 
carrier fuel taxes. I hope during the Federal Administration's study of these problems, 
it will study the relative advantages and disadvantages to the state as well as to the 
industry of third structure taxes and motor carrier fuel taxes. I certainly have 
no data which proves that the system of taxation we use in Indiana and as I understand 
forty-two of the forty-eight contiguous states, is superior to the method used in the 
other states. I do believe that it would greatly reduce the burden on the trucking 
industry if all of the states had either a motor fuel carrier tax or a third structure 
tax. However, my mind is personally open as to whether the third structure tax or a . 
fuel consumption tax would be the best way for all the states to go. I have observed 
that with the exception of New York, which has both a third structure tax and a fuel 
consumption tax, and Ohio, most of the states with a third structure taxes are in the 
West. Your study should also indicate whether there are regional advantages to third 
structure taxes because of greater population densities or other factors which are differ­
ent in the West than in the East. I hope that when the Federal Highway Administration and 
Secretary of Transportation make their report to the Congress, they will have studi ed the 
relative advantages and disadvantages of these two taxes on a national and regional 
basis. In any event I hope that whether on a regional or national basis, your study 
would show whether certain states would benefit from the third structure tax or a 
motor carrier fuel tax. From my casual obsefvations, it has appeared to me that the 
administrative cost of the third structure tax would be higher than the administrat i ve 
cost of a motor carrier fuel tax. I would hope such a study would determine whether 
that casual observation of mine was correct. I am sensitive to the co1T1T1ent at the 
bottom of page 29 which I have also heard expressed by representatives of the railroad 
industry in the Indiana General Assembly that third structure taxes distribute the tax 
burden for highway upkeep more equitably than fuel consumption taxes. However, even 
if this observation is correct, it might be disadvantageous for the states to have third 
structure taxes if their administrative cost and the burden on interstate commerce 
would be increased by the adoption of such taxes. Obviously, a car which gets thi r ty 
miles per gallon does not have one-third less of highway upkeep costs than for cars 
which get twenty miles per gallon, although the car which gets twenty mjles per gallon 
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pays more tax per 111ile than the car which gets thirty miles per gallon. However, I 
do not believe it would be good public policy to give up the great effeciency and low 
administrative cost of the gasoline tax for a third structure tax for automobiles even 
if it was absolutely as numerically fdir as possible. A study such as I am recommending 
that the Federal Highway Administration undertake might come to the same conclusion in 
comparing third structure taxes with fuel consumption taxes for trucks and buses. Howeve r , 
I know of no research that exists on the subject at this time and I believe that the 
Federal Highway Administration would be making a valuable contribution toward a solution 
to many of these problems if it made such a study. The study might cause the states 
with the least effecient method of taxation to change toapprov.able superior method of 
taxation. 

Beginning on page 3O,the study turns to the subject of temporary permits. On page 31, it 
is commented that some states will only permit certain communication media to be used to 
transmit the pennits. Indiana is among the states with such requirements in that we 
only pennit temporary permits to be sent by facsimile, but do not permit them to be sent 
by telex or TWX. The reason we have notpermitt.ed telex or TWX is that we are concerned 
that telex or TWX are easier to duplicate than permits sent by telecopies. We have been 
contacted by several telex and TWX vendors on this subject. One of them currently has 
a proposal before us which has been sent to the Indiana State Police for their comments. 
Short of preemption by the federal government, Indiana will only permit Telex or TWX to 
be used as a communication media for temporary permits when we are satisfied that our 
enforcement capabilities are not reduced by the change. 

Also _ on page 31, it is recommended that states establish permanent permit centers 
similar to the one Iowa operates. I disagree because I believe the Iowa permit center 
unfairly competes with private enterprise, and the center is not as good of a distributor 
for Iowa permits than it would be if pennits were sold through the private enterprise 
truckstops existing at or near most state lines. A carrier needs a temporary pennit 
when he crosses a state line, not when he gets to the center of the state. The trucks 
traveling long distances need to stop at truckstops for fuel, restroom facilities, and 
food. If all states had the Iowa-type permit center in addition to the trucks needing 
to stop at a truckstop, the driver would also need to stop at a state permit center to 
purchase temporary pennits. Once the federal subsidy of the Iowa permit center is ended, 
if the center continues to exist, the expenses of operating the center will probably 
come from fuel tax revenues. These fuel tax revenue~ could be better used to give more 
service to the trucking industry and the motoring public by building highways and filling 
chuckholes, than by provid'ing a center which competes for the trucker's time and attention 
with the truckstop. This would in effect be a subsidy by the gasoline taxpayer, who 
in Indiana pays 85% of the fuel taxes, by the motor carriers with annual pennits, and 
by the carriers who are currently able to plan far enough ahead to purchase a temporary 
permit from the states. The subsidy would be of the carriers who do not or cannot plan 
far enough ahead to secure an annual permit or temporary permit. I beleive it would be 
a far more productive use of federal funds for the federal highway administration to 
study what practices and needs of carriers and shippers cause carriers to want or need 
temporary pennits. I know, for example, that some carriers routinely use temporary 
permits for all trip leases. I know ·that Minnesota only permits a carrier to have 
three temporary permits for each year before he is required to secure an annual permit. 
Such a requirement causes a carrier to include its long tenn leased and trip leased 
vehicles io its tax reports. Perhaps the state temporary pennit fees are too low 
to compensate for the revenue that it lost by carriers who operate in that state for 
the period covered by the pennit. If this is the case, this means that the carrier 
with an annual permit is subsidizing the carrier who makes excessive use of temporary 
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permits. I agree that temporary permits are a problem, but I am not su re tha t t he 
correct solution of the problem is for state or federal taxpayers to subsidize un­
economical permit centers which compete for the time and resources of carriers with 
private enterprise truckstops. 

The next comment on page 31 is that single tru ck permits, monthly permits, qu ar terl y 
permits and annual permits should be allowed by the states. This would be mor e compl ex 
and more difficult to understand by the trucking industry and employees of t ru ckstops 
and revenue departments than the current system in Indiana and most states of permi t ­
ting annua) permits or five-day temporary permits. 

The next comment is that states should have permits available in all ports of entry 
and and weigh stations. I also disagree with this comment because permits are currently 
available through facsimile service at truck stops, and I believe that there is enough 
business being transacted at weigh stations, such as those operated by lndiana 1 without 
requiring those stations to be staffed by a sufficient number of employees and equipped 
with extra scales to allow the sale of permits at the weigh station. If additional 
facilities and employees were not offered, and a long line of trucks developed at a 
weigh _ station, the trucks with annual permits would be sitting in lines longer, while 
carriers who came into the state illegally without temporary permits or annual permits 
purchases permits from the employees of the weigh station. 

The next comment is that the time period in which carriers can use a temporary permit 
should be uniform for all states. I think this is a good idea and would be less 
complicated for the industry. The NAGTC is undertaking a study of this proposal . 

Skipping to page 39, I agree with the second comment on the page that Alaska'sgeographic 
location means that the uniformity proposal should not include Alaska. I also 
believe that uniform proposal should not include Hawaii. Those states have little in­
terstate trucking and they should be encouraged to select parts of the system used by 
the "lower 48" they want to apply under their local circumstances. 

As has been stated repeatedly earlier, I strongly agree with the comment on page 39 
that the federal government should cooperate with and assist the states to achteve 
uniformity, but that it should not preempt the states ~ ri'ghts, 

I also agree with the following comments that the problems of state regulc)ti,'ons are 
so complex that a simplified procedure for collecting such fees can only be achieved 
through federal action. The important thing is that the federal action should be by 
providing the resources to assist and encourage the states to solve their own problems, 
along the lines of the previous paragraph and the meeting in Washington in November, 1980. 
The Federal action should not force the states to comply with federal mandates on this 
subject. As also noted previously, some federally funded research on the subjects 
covered would also be of benefit to all concerned with these problems. 

I also agree with the next comments which are the states have made visible progress in 
decreasing the carrier's compliance burden, and that the progress that has been made 
by the states has been too slow. I stated earlier that I believe that the reason for 
the slow progress by the states has been lack of state or federal resources provided to 
solve the problem. I believe that if the federal government would provide resources to 
enable the states to spend the time necessary to study the problem, and propose solutions, 
more progress could be made by the states. 
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I disagree with the next statement that the federal government should institute an 
oversight program to control unfair taxing practices and regulations. This proposal , 
as submitted, may be unconstitutional and would certainly be politically unpopula r. 
I believe unfair taxing practices and procedures can best be 11 controlled 11 through a 
communication between the industry and the legislatures, with the advice and ass i stance 
of the tax administrators who are permitted to advise the legislature. My experience 
has been that most unfair taxing procedures which exist, exist because they solve a 
particular problem to the state. If a better method which solves that problem is used 
by another state and does not interfere· with legitimate fuel tax revenue needs of 
the state, can be communicated to the legislature using an unfair taxing procedure, I 
would be very surpised if any legislature would refuse to take action. As I mentioned 
at our Washington meeting in March, 1981, the segment of the trucking industry that has 
apparently been most vocal to your agency and to the Congress had never contacted me 
as a state fuel tax administrator. I believe that segment has had little, if any, 
communication about its problems with the Indiana General Assembly. This lack of 
communication with the legislatures of the various states, and with various groups 
of state officials such as the National Governor's Conference, National Conference of 
State Legislatures, North American Gasoline Tax Conference, and the Federation of Tax 
Administrators, have contributed more to the problems which your study is addressing 
than any other factor. The results of the last national election indicate that people 
are tired of federal government 11 control 11 and that it should be returned to its proper 
role under our Constitution, rather than overseeing or controlling the states or 
their citizens. 

On page 40, the second comment is that the federal government should assume a clearing­
house role for individual state regulations. I assume the commentator would \'/ant this 
clearinghouse role to also include statutes. If by clearinghouse, the comment means 
that the federal government should operate as a warehouse and provide information about 
state laws and regulations to those interested, I do not object to the proposal . 
However, the information might be better, more effectively, and more efficiently made 
available to the public by a privately financed publication serving the trucking 
industry. I was personally disappointed to recently learn that the publication, 
Trucker's Best Buddy, which was published in Bexley, Ohio and included a tremendous 
amount of succinct and valuable information needed by the trucking industry, was 
suspending publication. I would not regret its passing if I thought it was being 
replaced by a better publication or a publication sold at a lower price. My fear is, 
however, that the same citizens who are petitioning the federal government to, in 
some cases, take away the state's ability to provide its citizens with highways, did not 
purchase this excellent little paper in sufficient quantity to make it economically 
viable. I am not sure that it is economically sound for the federal government to 
collect information about the state's taxation and other policies and distribute them 
to this segment of the public at the expense of all of the public, and particularly 
at the expense of those taxpayers who are currently in the business of providing such 
information to this same consumer group, more efficiently on a profit-making basis. 

The next comment is that states should use compacts to bring about uniformity. This 
comment is contrary to the position of Indiana industry generally after Indiana entered 
the Multi-State Tax Compact. Industry sucessfully petitioned the Indiana General 
Assembly three or four years ago to repeal Indiana's participation in that compact. I 
was not a party to the hearings on that subject, so I cannot mention the arguments. My 
point is that tax compacts are not always as popular as this comment implies. 

I agree with the fourth comment on page 40, that the federal government should delegate 
the collection of the Federal Highway Use Tax to the states, for the states to collect at . 
the time the license plate registration collections are made. I do not believe there is 
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uniform compliance with the Federal Highway Use Tax Law, but I rarely see a truck go 
down the road without a license plate. There would seem to be considerable advantage 
to the federal government of having the states collect the federal highway use tax, 
which is very similar in nature to the license plate registration fee, at the time the 
1 icense pl ate is purchased and to permit the stat.es to retain the sma 11 proportion of the 
overall collections that would represent their additional administrative costs of 
collecting this money for the federal government. I believe the administrative cost 
to the federal government of paying the states to collect this tax would be significantly 
lower than its current administrative expense of collecting this tax. 

I do not believe that this is the appropriate time for a federally funded educational 
program directed to the states, as suggested the next comment on page 40. I think the 
appropriate time for an educational program would be after a method or plan of uniformtiy 
is adopted. The educational program should be directed toward the legislatures, who are 
responsible and able to amend the state laws to conform to the plan, or to advise of the 
problems with the plan. 

I disagree, in most cases, with the next comment which says that uniformity should not 
come at the expense of less complicated state regulations. This comment is contrary to 
the statement at the bottom of page 5 that most statements at the hearings indicated 
a willingness to achieve uniformity even at the risk of having to pay higher fees. The 
desire to achieve uniformity reflects the significance the speakers placed on the need 
for greater uniformity. The comment on page 40 may in some cases indicate the problem 
expressed by the NAGTC in its research memorandum to the federal highway administration's 
fuel tax compact conference. Such a proposal if adopted universally would cause state 
to compete for the least complicated method, even when that less' complicated method was 
adverse to their overall interest. I believe the likelihood of uniformity is greater by 
adopting uniformly those methods used by the states which lease impair the state's ability 
to collect needed highway funds. Certainly if there is a less complicated method which 
would achieve that goal I would favor it. However, I believe if a less complicated 
method exists for handling a problem, the problem should be brought to the attention of 
the respective state legislature who would seem to have no interest in supporting a more 
complicated method of collection its tax than is necessary. 

Thank you again for giving me the opportunity to comment on the comments presented to 
you in your hearings and meetings. I plan to circulate them to a large number of people 
who may be interested in your study or may have participated in your study with their 
own comments. I wish you well in your efforts to study this, very large problem and in 
recommending a solution which is fair to all concerned and successfully reduces the 
burden on the trucking industry caused by the current status of the various state laws. 

Ver truly f_?;; . ~z- /_ 
David F. Tudor ~ 
Administrator 
MOTOR FUEL TAX DIVISION 
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