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STSFA Program Vision
• FAST Act Section 6020 establishes a program to 
provide grants that demonstrate:

 User-based alternative revenue mechanisms
 User fee structure 
 Purpose of maintaining the future long-term solvency of 

the Federal Highway Trust Fund
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STSFA Program Goals
• Implementation, interoperability, public acceptance and 

potential hurdles to adoption of the demonstrated user-based 
alternative revenue mechanism 

• Privacy protection 
• Use of independent and private third parties
• Congestion mitigation impacts 
• Addressing equity concerns 
• Ease of user compliance 
• Reliability and security on the use of technology 

The proposal may also address:

• Flexibility and user choice 
• Cost of administering the system
• Auditing and compliance / enforcement
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 
Implementation, interoperability, public acceptance and potential hurdles to adoption of the demonstrated user - based alternative revenue mechanism - There are a number of logistical, technological, and societal issues that will need to be addressed in any alternative to the current user fee structure.  These range from potential additional logistical burdens imposed by the mechanism to explaining to the public why the current gas tax is no longer a sustainable funding source. While to date some demonstrations of the effectiveness of alternative funding mechanisms have focused on light vehicles, the consideration of the impacts on heavy vehicles is also of interest.
Privacy protection – The current system provides almost total privacy protection. Any new mechanism would have to provide by design the same level of protection, either perceived or real, or employ mitigating strategies that reduce the risk to acceptable levels. This extends into the area of data security and access beyond the requirements of the user fee collection.
Use of independent and private third party vendors – The use of private sector third party vendors to administer and operate a system could reduce such costs, off-set administrative costs by offering value-added services, or alleviate privacy concerns generated by government administration of the user fee collection process. However, other concerns could be raised, depending on the degree of private sector involvement envisioned.
Congestion mitigation impacts – To the extent market forces or governmental incentives under the mechanism might positively or negatively impact roadway congestion or be used to leverage congestion reduction strategies, those impacts should be addressed in the proposal.
Equity concerns (including impacts on differing income groups, various geographic areas and relative burdens on rural and urban drivers) -  The implementation of alternative user-based revenue mechanisms may alter the distribution of cost burdens among different classes of users of the transportation system, relative to those imposed by current mechanisms for funding surface transportation. Those burdens could result both from changes in the basis of assessing user fees (such as from fuel consumption to miles traveled) and from new administrative processes for collecting fees (such as purchasing the necessary technology and reporting vehicle use). Of particular concern are changes that could increase the relative cost burdens on economically disadvantaged populations, who would be least able to afford such a change. New mechanisms could also shift the relative costs paid by drivers in different regions of a state, particularly between urban and rural areas.
Ease of user compliance – The current collection system for fuel taxes (the predominant source of highway user-based fees) is almost completely transparent to the user, does not require any additional action beyond fuel purchasing, and is relatively invulnerable to avoidance by consumers. Any new mechanism would need to carefully consider and evaluate how compliance can be enforced without imposing undue costs or other burdens on different classes of users.
Reliability and security on the use of technology – Threats to the success of the mechanism can be both malicious (e.g. hacking attacks) and non-malicious (e.g. equipment failures).  Any system should address the robustness of the technology and processes to withstand and/or recover from such events.
 
The application may address:
 
Flexibility and user choice – Providing multiple payment and fulfillment paths for the user may mitigate a number of issues previously stated, increase public acceptance, and ensure better compliance.  This could include a methodology to determine vehicle use: the provision of various mechanisms and technologies for data collection; and method / timing of payment.
Cost of administering the system – The cost of the current approach of collecting the Federal user fee at the bulk storage facility through other existing tax collection processes is minimal in comparison to the amount of revenue that is raised. As a result, most likely alternatives to the current collection system would be expected to increase these costs.  The mechanism proposed should identify these additional costs, methods to minimize and offset them, and the impact on funds generated to support surface transportation investment. There is interest in capital and operating costs as well as costs associated with the initial deployment and their long term implications.
Auditing and compliance / enforcement – Part of public acceptance of any strategy is the perception that the majority of users are complying. The mechanism should by design contain the ability to audit and disclose results, assure a high level of compliance, and provide effective and reasonable enforcement approaches.




STSFA Program Funding
• The FAST Act provides that $15 million in FY 
2016 and $20 million annually from FY 2017 
through FY 2020 will be made available for 
demonstration project grants

• These grants shall make up no more than 50 
percent of total proposed project costs, with the 
remainder coming from non-Federal sources.

• There is no requirement for annual solicitations 
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STSFA Program Approach
• Although pilot projects of any size or scope may be proposed, US 

DOT is most interested in funding larger scale pilots, rather than 
smaller scale proof of concept projects, and in awarding funds to both 
single State and multi-State pilots.

• In FY16 US DOT will seek applications for full new demonstration 
projects, for extensions or enhancements of existing demonstration 
projects, or for required pre-demonstration activity leading directly to a 
planned future demonstration project in the near term (less than 18 
months from award). 

• US DOT anticipates issuing a second solicitation and making a 
second round of awards in FY 2017 that will commit the remaining 
anticipated funds for FY 2017-2020 (up to $80 million; subject to 
availability), focused only on demonstration projects.  

• Projects receiving awards for pre-demonstration activities in FY 2016 
are not guaranteed to receive future funding for demonstration 
activities.
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STSFA Use of Funds
• Test the design, acceptance, and implementation of 2 or 

more user-based alternative revenue mechanisms.
• Improve the functionality of such mechanisms.
• Conduct outreach to increase public awareness regarding 

the need for alternative funding sources for surface 
transportation programs and to provide information on 
possible approaches.

• Provide recommendations regarding adoption and 
implementation of user-based alternative revenue 
mechanisms.

• Minimize the administrative cost of any alternative 
revenue mechanisms.

• Minimize the costs associated with the collection of fees.
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STSFA Eligible Entities
• Eligible applicants are States or groups of States

• Proposals require that a State DOT serve as the lead 
agency for administering the program funding through the 
Federal-aid highway program.

• Another State agency or a State agency in a different 
State (if multi-state) may be responsible for providing day-
to-day project oversight

• It is expected that all relevant state agencies (e.g. 
Department of Motor Vehicles, Department of Revenue) 
as needed will be actively involved in the planning and 
operation of the demonstration. 
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