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Highway Trust Fund - Federal Gas Tax Receipts  (2000-09)  
The existing mechanisms for 

funding transportation 

infrastructure at the federal 

level, through fuel tax 

receipts, (both capital and 

operating) is flawed. 

The fuel tax fails to 

accurately recover costs 

resulting from road use at 

different times and by 

different kinds of vehicles.  

As a result, state 

governments have an 

increasing burden to fund 

infrastructure through state 

and local funding and are 

looking at innovative ways 

to fund the gap. 
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 Currently, the federal and state governments primarily rely on fuel taxes to fund the transportation needs through a percentage tax on 

the sale of fuel; however, fuel tax receipts are decreasing on a real basis; 

 The decrease in fuel tax receipts is largely due to the calculation of the fuel tax structure, in addition to the decrease in driving (largely 

due to unemployment and fuel price increases) as well as the increase in fuel efficient vehicles; 

 Federal fuel tax is calculated by constant dollars, not a percentage of fuel price (i.e., not inflation linked) – fuel tax revenue is “de-linked” 

to the price of fuel; 

 Since fuel tax is not adjusted for inflation, the purchasing power of the flat fuel tax has been falling and, therefore, funding for 

transportation infrastructure has been falling; and 

 The inability to tie the fuel tax to time and users causes huge inefficiency in congestion and poor project selection and funding. 

 

 

 

Key highlights: 

Source: USDOT, FHWA, Policy Information 
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Gasoline Taxes, Combined Local, State and Federal (cents per gallon), July 2011 
The United States average 

for gasoline taxes is 48.9 

cents per gallon. 

Regions, such as the West 

Coast, Great Lakes, and the 

Northeast have the highest 

gas tax per gallon. Notably, 

Florida also has one of the 

highest gas taxes at 52.9 

cents per gallon. 

Ability to raise more through 

increasing fuel tax is 

diminishing.  Further 

impacted by more fuel 

efficient cars. 
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Infrastructure Funding Options 

Source: American Petroleum Institute 
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 States are looking to supplement current funding and provide a financial incentive to reduce demand 

through several methods: 

− Increased state fuel taxes/ sales tax 

− Vehicle registration fees 

− Debt financing strategies including state infrastructure banks 

− Revolving revenue source to fund projects  

− Tolling, congestion pricing, and other user based fees 

 

 As the Surface Transportation Trust fund continues to decline with greater fuel efficient vehicles and 

alternative modal choices and propulsion systems the use of tolling new transportation infrastructure 

represents a major option for the Federal government and state governments to consider (as is being 

done in Virginia, North Carolina, and Florida): 

−  A growing question is the extent to which Congress permits states to place tolls on existing 

highways, such as the conversion of HOV lanes to HOT lanes. The most logical place to 

implement this is the access-controlled Interstate Highway System; and 

− This would be a radical departure of policy by Congress that generally does not allow existing 

highways using Federal funds to be converted to toll roads.  

 

Highway construction 

funding and spending has 

decreased (in constant USD) 

over recent years. 

Due to varying needs and 

funding challenges faced by 

each state, there is no single  

“one size fits all” solution. 

Since 2002 spending on 

highway infrastructure has 

declined year over year in 

constant dollars at an 

average annual rate of 3% 

States are looking at a 

variety of mechanisms to 

help fund infrastructure, for 

both construction and 

ongoing maintenance needs. 

One such mechanisms is the 

use of the private sector, 

through PPP, to leverage 

additional private sector 

capital. 

 

 

Infrastructure Funding Options 

Source: Congressional Budget Office, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities  

 Increase State Funding and Innovative Mechanisms 
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■ Tolling has been successful in funding new capacity and could fund a 

significant portion of the rebuilding outlays, but so far there is strong 

political opposition in both the House and Senate to tolling existing 

capacity: 

− Transportation law generally prohibits tolling on interstate roads 

built with federal funds, but there are some exceptions, which 

require FHWA approval. 

■ The number of toll road miles in the US has been increasing over 

recent years ; 

■ Toll road enabling legislation can give the state’s department of 

transportation, a regional or local agency, or a toll road authority the 

power to set and collect tolls; and 

■ States have a great amount of flexibility in tolling roads that are not 

part of the Interstate Highway system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The majority of states 

require toll road enabling 

legislation in order to 

develop or operate toll road 

facilities.   

In recent years, the number 

of toll road mileage has 

increased as governments 

look for new ways to fund 

infrastructure. 

Texas, Florida, California , 

and Virginia are active 

leaders in implementing toll 

roads. Oklahoma, 

Pennsylvania, and New York  

have historically 

implemented multiple toll 

facilities.  

Texas leads the rest of the 

states with 55 toll facilities 

either under consideration 

or in planning as of January 

2011.  

Toll Road Mileage, 2001-11 

Road Network 

Source: FHWA, RITA 

Note: Separate segments within a toll road system counted separately 

 

Toll Roads in Operation, Under Construction and Financed (2011) 
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Tolling States 

Non Tolling States 

Proposed Toll Facilities, Under Consideration, In 

Planning, or Financed (2011) 

States 
Number of 

Facilities 

  California 14 

  Florida 7 

  Louisiana  1 

  North Carolina 4 

  Pennsylvania 1 

  Puerto Rico 5 

  Texas 55 

  Utah 1 

  Virginia 5 

  Washington 10 
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 Current Initiatives 

 

Express Lanes Demonstration Program 

The Express Lanes 

Demonstration Program is 

an ongoing initiative that 

allows states to bypass the 

rule against tolling on the 

Interstate Highway system. 

States are able to apply for a 

permit that would allow them 

to toll on select facilities for 

the purpose of managing 

congestion.  

Recent P3 transactions have 

taken advantage of this 

program, including the I-

635/LBJ and NTE P3 projects 

in Texas, and the I-595 P3 

project in Florida. 

State  # of HOV Facilities 

California 88 

Minnesota 83 

Washington  41 

Texas 35 

Virginia 21 

Hawaii 11 

Tennessee 10 

Connecticut 9 

Colorado 8 

Top States with HOV Facilities 

Source: USDOT, FHWA 

Express Lanes Demonstration Program (ELDP) 

■ Permits tolling on selected facilities to manage congestion, including for 

the purpose adding  additional toll lanes. 

■ May consist of variable pricing by time of day or level of traffic if an HOV 

facility is tolled. 

■ Jurisdictions that participated in the Express Lanes Demonstration 

Program (ELDP) include: 

– Texas: I-635 managed lanes P3 project; North Tarrant Express 

managed lanes P3 project; I-30 managed lanes project; and I-

35E managed lanes project; 

– Florida: I-595 express lanes project. 

■ With the extensions of SAFETEA-LU, ELDP continues to be available to 

states.  However, in FY 2010, no new toll agreements were signed 

under ELDP although interest has been received by USDOT from: 

– Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for a priced 

and managed lane project in El Paso; and  

– Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) for a possible 

priced express lane in the Chicago area. 

■ These expressions of interest for tolling authority were not granted for 

FY 2010 funding because the necessary environmental review 

processes were unable to be completed until after 2010.  

■ Allows states to charge tolls to vehicles that do not meet  HOV 

requirements to use an HOV lane if the facility manages demand of  by 

varying the toll amount and enforcing violations. 

■ No limit to number of projects that can participate. 

■ Almost all HOV facilities are one lane per 

direction; 

■ 183 pure 2+ facilities; 14 pure 3+ facilities; 

2 fluctuating facilities; 

■ 37 reversible/contra flow HOV lanes. 

Key Statistics 
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Infrastructure Funding Options - TIFIA 

TIFIA has proven successful 

as  a “gap” funding 

mechanism for feasible, 

revenue-supported projects.  

Despite its success, demand 

exceeds the amount of 

funding Congress has made 

available.  For example, 

USD14 billion in loan 

requests were made for the 

USD122 million that was 

available in 2011.  

The current SAFETEA-LU 

reauthorization proposal 

recommends increasing 

funding for the TIFIA loan 

program to USD1 billion 

each year for the next six 

years.  

Source: FHWA 

■ Federal subsidized loans, guarantees, and standby lines of credit to finance transportation projects;  

■ Terms include flexible repayment profiles and more favorable interest rates than can be found in private capital markets for 
similar instruments; 

■ Amount of credit assistance may not exceed 33% of eligible project costs and borrower pays up to 10% credit subsidy; 

■ TIFIA applicants can also apply for a Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants 
to offset the cost of the subsidy payment (collectively a “TIGER TIFIA Payment”); and 

■ Up to USD150 million of TIGER TIFIA grants are available from FY 2010-11, which can leverage up to USD1.5 billion in federal 
credit assistance. 

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act  - TIFIA 

California: 

 Southbay Expressway: Loan - USD140 

m; Project - USD658m 

Colorado: 

 US 36 Managed Lanes(Segments 1 & 

2): Loan - USD54m; Project - 

USD307m 

Texas: 

 Central Texas Turnpike System: Loan - 

USD900 m; Project – USD3.28 bn 

 183 - A Turnpike: Loan -  USD66 m; 

Project - USD304.7m 

 SH130: Loan - USD430m; Project – 

USD1.33bn 

 North Tarrant Expressway: Loan - 

USD650m ; Project - USD2.05bn 

 IH 635: Loan -USD850m; Project - 

USD2.62bn 

 SH 161: Loan - USD418.4m ; Project - 

USD1.1bn 

Louisiana: 

 LA 1 Improvements: Loan - 

USD66m; Project -  USD371.6m 

Maryland: 

 Intercounty  Connector: Loan - 

USD516m; Project - USD 2.57bn 

North Carolina: 

 Triangle Expressway: Loan - USD 

386.7m; Project - USD1.2bn 

Florida: 

 I-595 Corridor Roadway Improvements: Loan - 

USD603m; Project  USD1.83bn 

 Port of Miami Tunnel: Loan - USD341m; Project -  

USD1.1bn 

Virginia 

 Pocahontas Parkway/Richmond Airport 

Connector: Loan - USD150m; Project -  

USD597.4m 

 I-495 Capital Beltway HOT Lanes: 

Loan - USD589m; Project - USD1.94bn 
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TIFIA under MAP-21 

New Transportation Bill MAP-21 signed into law in the summer has provided a 

number of enhancements: 

 

• Significant increase in funding from $122 million authorized annually in 

SAFETEA-LU: 

• $750 million in Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2013 

• $1 billion in FFY 2014 

• Based on historic subsidy costs, each $1 in budget authority can 

leverage on average $10 in credit assistance (actual amount can vary 

widely by project). 

• TIFIA investment could result in up to $50 billion in Federal, state, local 

and private sector investment in critical infrastructure investment. 

7 



© 2012 KPMG LLP, a U.S. limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affil iated with KPMG International, a Swiss cooperative. 

All rights reserved. 
8 

Private Activity Bonds 

PABs provide access to tax-

exempt financing for private 

use assets.  

Currently, USD 9.9 bn of 

PABs capacity remains 

available for new highway 

infrastructure projects. 

PAB Limit 

USD 15,000 million 

■ Knik Arm Crossing, Alaska 

■ CenterPoint Intermodal Center, Illinois 

■ I-80 RailPort, Illinois 

■ Presidio Parkway, California 

USD 600 million 

USD 1,190 million 

USD 576 million 

USD 592 million 

 Total PAB Allocation      USD 2,958 million 

Allocations 

Est. PAB Capacity Available 

USD 9,890 million 

■ Capital Beltway HOT Lanes, Virginia  

■ North Tarrant Express, Texas  

■ IH-635 Managed Lanes, Texas  

USD 589 million 

USD 400 million 

USD 615 million 

 

Total PAB Issued      USD 2,152 million 

Bonds Issued 

 

Source: MSRB, FHWA  

■ RTD Eagle Project, Colorado  

■ CenterPoint Intermodal Center, Illinois 

USD 398 million 

USD 150 million 

■ Federal law amended the US tax code to allow highways to the list of types of project for which tax-exempt PABs can be 

issued; 

■ Normally the interest payments from debt issued for private use are subject to Federal income tax provisions; however, a PAB 

can be issued for private use and its interest payments can be exempt from Federal income tax if it is for an eligible facility; 

■ Passage of this law reflects the Federal Government's desire to increase private sector involvement delivering and operating 

transportation infrastructure by providing private developers and operators with access to tax-exempt interest rates.  This 

lowers the cost of capital significantly, enhancing investment prospects; and 

■ Amount of PABs that is authorized to be issued is subject to a USD15 billion cap of which USD5.1bn  has been used or 

projected to be used to date: 

Private Activity Bonds - PABs 
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■ In the United States, states need public-private 

partnership enabling legislation to enter into 

DBFOM type P3 structures.  To date, many 

states have enacted some form of PPP 

legislation; 

■ States may not need legislation for transactions 

that have less private sector involvement, such 

as performance-based operations and 

maintenance contracts; 

■ In some instances, local jurisdictions may have 

“home rule” which may allow local city or county 

to enter into a P3 arrangement even if the state 

in which it resides does not have P3 enabling 

legislation. Home rule shifts much of the 

responsibility for local government from the 

state legislature to the local community. 

P3 Legal Framework Landscape 

Due to the separation 

between federal and state 

government, each state has 

their own unique form of P3 

enabling legislation or may 

not have it at all. 

In some instances, such as 

Illinois, the state may not 

have P3 enabling legislation 

but it does have home rule 

authority.   

The proposal process and 

the differences between 

solicited and unsolicited 

proposals varies state to 

state 

In addition, each state has 

differing financial, 

environmental, and 

legislative requirements that 

need to be addressed before 

bringing a project to market. 

 

Source: FHWA 

State Procurement  Considerations 

 Public-Private Partnership Legislation 

 

■ Only some states accept unsolicited proposals and taking into account the US legislation and the public interest associated with 

proposals, there is limited advantages to an unsolicited proposal compared to a conventional proposal; 

■ Generally, after an unsolicited proposal is received, the public procuring entity will solicit competitive proposals from other 

bidders. In most instances, competitive advantage is lost as proposals often become public information. 

Solicited proposal vs. unsolicited proposals  

 

States that have state PPP law but not home rule 

States that have both PPP state law and home rule 

States that have home rule but not state PPP law 

CA 

OR 

MT 

WY 

CO KS 
UT 

NM 

TX 

FL 

GA 

SC 

NC 
MO 

IL IN OH 

KY 

MI 
WI 

ND 

DE 
MD 

MA 

ME 

AZ 

NV 

WA 

MN 

LA 
MS AL 

TN 

VA WV 

P3 and Home Rule States 
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Michigan 
 New International Trade Crossing  

California 
 I-5 Managed Lanes Project 

Arizona 
 Maricopa County Roads 
 I-15, I-19 Improvements 

Potential U.S. P3 Road Projects Map 

Georgia 
 West by Northwest Project 

Oregon/Washington 
 Columbia River Crossing 

New York/New Jersey 
 Goethals Bridge 

Ohio 
 Ohio Turnpike 

West Virginia 
 US 121 / Coalfields Expressway 

Alaska 
 Knik Arm Bridge 

Maryland 
 Maryland Highway Rest-stops 

Indiana 
 Illiana Expressway 
 Indianapolis International Airport Parking 
 Ohio River Bridges Project 

Texas 
 SH99/Grand Parkway 
 IH 35E 
 Bergstrom Expressway 
 MoPac 

Colorado 
 US Highway 36 
 C-470 Tollway 
 I-70 West Mountain Corridor 

North Carolina 
 I-77 HOT Lanes 

Nevada 
 Boulder City Bypass 

Virginia 
 Patriots’ Crossing 
 Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel 

Florida 
 First Coast Outer Beltway 
 I-4 Express Lanes 
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• The Midtown/Downtown Tunnel Project is comprised of the development 

and operation of a new two-lane tunnel under the Elizabeth River, 

maintenance, safety, and operational improvements to the existing 

Midtown and Downtown Tunnels, and the extension of the MLK Freeway. 

 

•There are no public funds available for the project and therefore it is 

critical that the tolling and congestion pricing scheme generates sufficient 

revenue to finance it.  

 

• An Interim Agreement was signed in January 2010 with ERC, a 

Macquarie/Skanska led consortium, advancing their proposal to develop 

required preliminary work to determine feasibility. 

 

•The project reached financial close in April 2012  
 

Midtown/Downtown Tunnel Project  

Virginia Department of Transportation 

Project Background 

 

Construction, finance and 

maintenance of a new tunnel 

■ Project Size: $2.0 billion 

■ Financial Close: 2012 
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•The 14-mile IH-635 corridor is located in the Dallas-Fort Worth 

metropolitan area.  

 

•TxDOT’s goals for this project included having the private sector construct 

the project within five years, and finance, operate and maintain a corridor 

of frontage road, general purpose and tolled managed lanes.  

 

•The project includes a combination of below-grade and at-grade 

congestion-managed tolled lanes within the existing IH-635 right of way 

and elevated tolled managed lanes along the adjacent IH-35E. 

IH 635 / LBJ Managed Lanes Project 

Texas Department of Transportation 

Project Background 

Construction of new managed 

lanes and improvements of 

existing facilities 

■ Project Size: $4.0 billion 

■ Financial Close: 2010 
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Additional slides for background information 
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1. US Market Overview 

1.4. Road Network 

Texas is the state with the 

highest highway mileage, 

more than 10,300 miles.  

California is the state with 

the highest toll road miles, 

circa the 657 miles. 

California’s is the state with 

more miles of HOV Lanes, as 

a way of promoting the use 

of public transport, due to 

the fact of the Californian 

highways are the most 

congested in the country. 

Source: FHWA 

States Miles of Interstate 
Miles of Freeways  

& Expressways 
Miles of Toll Roads 

Number of  

HOT Lanes in Operation 

/ Under Construction 

Miles of  

HOV Lanes 

  California        2,455         4,561  95.8 2  686.6 

  Texas        3,234         7,096  145.6 1 169.1 

  New York        1,674         2,338  574.6 - 45.9 

  Florida        1,472         2,138  657.0 1 46.5 

  Illinois        2,169         1,928  282.1 - - 

  Pennsylvania        1,758         2,694  508.2 - 6.4  

  New Jersey           431            843  356.0 - 14.1 

  Ohio        1,573         2,178  392.2 - 3.7  

  North Carolina        1,020         2,070  0.0 - 11.1 

  Virginia        1,118         1,578  65.1 1 66.8 

  Georgia        1,245         2,237  54 1 185 

  Michigan        1,241         2,520  0.0 - - 

  Massachusetts           566            516  135.6 - 12.9 

  Washington           764         2,298  0.0 - 131.5 

  Maryland           481            731  9.6 - 27.1 

  Indiana        1,169         1,388  156.8 - - 

  Minnesota           912         2,725  27 1 - 

  Colorado           954         2,007  48.0 1 35.7 

  Tennessee        1,073         1,621  0.0 - 56.7 

  Arizona        1,168         1,261  0.0 - 61.4 

Highway System per State - 2011 


