Hawaii Road Usage
Charge Demonstration
Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting #2

Sponsored by: Hawaii Department of Transportation

State Capitol, Conference Room 225, Honolulu, HI
April 12, 2019

Welcome and Introductions

Ed Sniffen
Deputy Directory, Highways, HDOT
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• Meeting #1 Minutes Review & Approval
• Summary of Communication & Outreach
Activities
• Policy Work Plan Update

Agenda

• Advances in Road Usage Charging Globally
• Telephone Survey Results
• Discussion

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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• Technical Work Plan Update & Discussion

Meeting #1 Minutes Review & Approval

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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Summary of Communication & Outreach
Activities

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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HiRUC outreach undertaken since Advisory Group meeting #1
• Direct outreach to stakeholders
• News release and media engagement
• Website launch
• Help desk (email + phone)
• Community meetings
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Direct outreach to stakeholders
• Purpose: introductory project briefing with stakeholders in a 1-on-1 setting, Q&A
• Meetings held by HiRUC project team and HDOT District Engineers with:
• Community associations and neighborhood boards on all islands
• Chambers of Commerce and business groups
• Tourism and visitors bureaus
• Environmental advocacy groups
• Businesses with vehicle fleets
• Community leaders
• County officials
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News release and media engagement
• Purpose: announce opportunity for public input at the beginning of the research
• Statewide TV & print coverage, articles/announcements in papers/community
calendars on all islands, increasing follow-up engagement with journalists
• HDOT interviews with Civil Beat, HPR
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Website
• Since news release:
• 9,441 page views
• 2,794 unique visitors
• Average page visit
2m30s

• Peaks:
• Day of news release:
565 visitors
• Day after Kapolei
meeting: 542 visitors
• Otherwise about 60
visitors per day
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Help desk
~60 emails received and responded to
~10 phone calls received and responded to
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5

0
Community Unrelated
meetings
to RUC

10

Express
support

Charge
tourists

Questions/ Sign up for
concerns newsletter
about how
RUC would
work

Question
about
road
funding
and costs

Only
RUC
EVs

Express
opposition

Community meetings
Date

Location

Example of key take-away themes from each meeting

March 20 Kapolei

83 How will RUC impact low-income and long-distance commuters?

March 22 Lihue

30 How can RUC address road damage by heavy vehicle?

March 23 Koloa

15 Can you start just by taxing electric vehicles?

March 25 Lahaina

6 How can RUC capture impacts of tourists on the road system?

March 26 Wailuku

21 How will RUC impact clean vehicle adoption?

March 27 Paia

16 How would revenue from RUC be spent?

April 2 Kaunakakai

30 If RUC replaces the gas tax, will gas prices actually decline?

April 4 Lanai City

12 How can RUC address off-road driving?

April 9 Kona

18 Can RUC be implemented in a way that is simple for drivers?

April 10 Waimea
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# of
signed-in
attendees

28 Can you align RUC enactment and EV incentives?

Policy Work Plan Update

Travis Dunn
Policy Task Lead, D’Artagnan
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Discussion questions for later
• Communication
• What have you heard about the project?
• What are we missing? What can we do
differently?

• Policy
• What issues are we missing?
• What issues should be higher priority?

• Principles
• Are the principles complete?
• Which principles are most important?
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• Technical
• What questions and comments do you
have about the mileage reporting
methods options?
• Which methods do you recommend for
testing?

Project approach: continually adjust work plan and program
design to address top concerns and questions
Define
problem and
possible
solution

• Challenge: declining gas tax revenue
• Possible solution: replace the gas tax
with a per-mile charge

• Public opinion research
Elicit feedback
• Direct engagement with stakeholders,
on the topic
public

Update work
• Policy analysis work plan
plan to
• Technical approach
address issues
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What we’ve heard: general concerns
Concern: RUC will end up being an additional tax
Response: HiRUC project assumes RUC would replace gas tax; other states have only
succeeded on this basis
Observation: RUC acceptance improves when it is understood as a replacement
Concern: RUC rate will increase over time
Response: For analysis we assume a rate that generates revenue equal to gas tax so
we can compare apples-to-apples
Concern: State & county highway agencies do not spend funds they have
efficiently (e.g., diverted to rail)
Response: Collect specific examples, concerns, and issues for agency information
Concern: Find another revenue source besides taxing drivers, such as (e.g.,
corporations, marijuana, tourists, lottery)
Response: RUC is under consideration because, like the gas tax, and unlike other
suggestions, it is a user fee
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What we’ve heard: top questions and concerns about RUC
Impact of RUC on long-distance drivers
•
•
•
•

West Oahu
Hawaii Island
Molokai
Maui

Impact of RUC on low-income drivers
• West Oahu
• Molokai

How can tourists pay their fair share
• Kauai
• Maui

Differential rates for heavier vehicles
• All islands
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Impact of RUC on adoption of clean vehicles
• All islands

Efficient administration of RUC
• All islands

Enforcement of RUC
• All islands

How to remove the gas tax
• Molokai
• Lanai
• Hawaii Island

State vs. county tax, road differentiation
• All islands

Policy work plan: issues identified in feasibility study (2016)
• Replace vs. supplement gas tax
• Availability or use of revenues for bonding
• Refunds (fuel tax, off-road driving, etc.)
• Exemptions
• Impact on rural drivers
• Geographic impacts of RUC
• Impact on visitors and tourism
• Impact on low-income households
• Energy/fuel consumption
• Greenhouse gas emissions
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Policy work plan: issues identified in feasibility study (2016)
• Replace vs. supplement gas tax
• Availability or use of revenues for bonding
• Refunds (fuel tax, off-road driving, etc.)
• Exemptions
• Impact on rural drivers
• Geographic impacts of RUC
• Impact on visitors and tourism
• Impact on low-income households
• Energy/fuel consumption
• Greenhouse gas emissions
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Policy work plan: prioritizing issues (work in progress)
Top priority

High priority

Priority

Impact on drivers by
geography

Vehicle weight

Enforcement

Impact on low-income
drivers

Impact on clean vehicle
adoption

Gas tax removal
approach

Options for visitors to pay
Efficient administration
their fair share
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State vs. county road, tax
differentiation

Policy work plan: analyzing issues (work in progress)
Issue

Approach

Impact by geography

Updated VIN analysis by ZIP, pilot surveys

Impact on low-income drivers

Updated VIN analysis by ZIP, pilot surveys

Addressing tourism impacts

Analyze rental fleet contributions, impacts; create scenarios

Vehicle weight

Analyze contributions and impacts, create scenarios

Impact on clean vehicle adoption

Study adoption rates & factors, impacts, mitigation alternatives

Efficient administration

Analyze demonstration, pilot data, conduct org assessment

Payment frequency

Analyze demonstration, surveys, pilot data

Enforcement

Analyze demonstration, surveys, pilot data

State vs. county differentiation

Analyze driving in automated pilot, study usage and impacts
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Principles for a future RUC system
Road Usage Charging System Guiding Principles
FHWA STSFA
Requirements
FHWA STSFA
Optional
Requirements
Other Best
Practices
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Equitable

Easy to
Comply

Privacy

User Choice

Transparent

Cost
Effective

Reliable/
Secure

Interoperable

Accountable

Flexible

Enforceable

Complementary
with Other
Policies

Principles for a future RUC system: STSFA requirements
Road Usage Charging System Guiding Principles
FHWA STSFA
Requirements

Equitable

Privacy

Easy to
Comply

Reliable/
Secure

Flexible

• All road users should pay a fair share with a RUC.
• A RUC system should respect an individual’s right to privacy.
• A RUC system should be simple, convenient, and compliance should not create an
undue burden.
• A RUC system should meet applicable standards for data security.
• A RUC system should be adaptive, open to competing vendors, and able to evolve
over time.
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Principles for a future RUC system: Optional STSFA requirements
Road Usage Charging System Guiding Principles
FHWA STSFA
Optional
Requirements

User Choice

Cost
Effective

Interoperable

Enforceable

• Consumer choice should be considered wherever possible.
• The administration of a RUC system should be cost-effective and cost efficient.
• Other vehicle-related fees (including county RUC) should be considered for
bundling or coordinated with RUC.
• A RUC system should be costly to evade and easy to enforce.
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Principles for a future RUC system: Other best practices
Road Usage Charging System Guiding Principles
Other Best
Practices

Transparent

Accountable

Complementary
with Other
Policies

• A RUC system should provide transparency in how the transportation system is
paid for.
• A system should have clear assignment of responsibility and oversight, and
provide accurate reporting of usage and distribution of revenue collected.
• A RUC system should, to the extent possible, be aligned with Hawaii’s energy,
environmental, and transportation goals.

24

Discussion questions for later
• Communication
• What have you heard about the project?
• What are we missing? What can we do differently?

• Policy
• What issues are we missing?
• What issues should be higher priority?

• Principles
• Are the principles complete?
• Which principles are most important?

25

Advances in RUC Globally and How Hawaii Fits
In

Jim Whitty
Strategy Lead, D’Artagnan
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“Unjust and absurd taxation to which men are
accustomed is often borne far more willingly than
the most reasonable impost which is new”

Thomas Babington Macaulay
The History of England from the Accession of James II (1848)
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Heavy Vehicle Charging
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Heavy Vehicle Charging Programs & Pilots

Oregon

New
York

Idaho

Rhode Island

Kentucky

California
New
Mexico

Operational Program
Small Demo Test
Re-Considering
HV Charging
Policy
Statewide Truck Tolling
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Oregon Weight Mile Tax
• Began in 1925
• Compulsory for trucks over 12 tons
• Based on distance traveled, axle weight, and configuration
• Wireless GPS reporting option since 2014
• Administrative cost to collect ~10% of revenue
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Light Vehicle RUC
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Western Road Usage Charge Consortium

RUC West
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Light Vehicle RUC Pilots
Washington
Montana

Oregon
(2015)

North
Dakota

Minnesota

Idaho

Nevada

Massachusetts
Pennsylvania New Jersey

Utah
(2020)

Illinois

Colorado

Arizona

New
Mexico

Delaware
Virginia

California
Oklahoma

North
Carolina
Operational Program

Texas
Hawaii

Vermont

Completed Pilot Program
Completed Demo, Planning Pilot

Small Demo Tests
Planning Pilot Program
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Oregon Road User Fee Pilot Program
• Characteristics
• 300 passenger vehicles
• Government agency system
• GPS reporting device connected wirelessly to
fuel pump payment system

C-STORE
VB .NET

OSU
Software

XML
Messages

POS System
Software

READ
Commands

RFID
Software

`

VMT
data

XML
Messages
XML
Messages

2

Current
VMT Data

`
DSL
Router

• Covered payment and fuel tax credits at fuel
pump

DSL
Modem

1 DB Query (VIN)
3 Updated VMT
Data

Central DBMS
@ OSU

RFID Reader
@ C-Store

• No public engagement prior or during pilot
• Pilot ran from July 2006 to March 2007

VMT price
adjustment
Transaction
authorization

VMT data
via RF

• Started RUC conversation in the United States
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Transmit
RSSI level
command

Payment
type
Location
Information

• Advancements
• First RUC pilot

READ commands
via RF

RSSI Levels

GPS Satellite

Ethernet
Connection
Wireless
Connection
Internet
Connection

On-Vehicle Device

RFID Transmitter
@ Fuel Dispenser

Oregon’s pay-at-the-pump model
GPS
Satellite
Signals

Wireless Reader

GPS Satellite
On-Vehicle Device
(OVD)

VIN, VMT data,
Fuel purchase
amount
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VMT Data
Wireless Gateway

Modem

Service Station POS System
Service Station Building
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VMT Charge

Modem

Central
Database

Central Computer

9

Issues to resolve
Privacy protection
Complexity of implementation
Difficulty of operations
Simplicity of compliance
Scalability of systems
Flexibility for policy adaptations
Evolution of technologies and business systems
Data security
Interoperability among states
Non-resident driving
Equity by income, geography and vehicle type
Enforcement
Cost of administration
Transition
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Oregon Road Usage Charge Pilot Program
• Characteristics
• 100 passenger vehicles
• Two commercial account managers offered two reporting methods

The
RUCPP

• One state account manager offered only non-location aware reporting
• Real invoice for actual payment with fuel tax credits
• Public engagement informed RUC system
• Pilot ran from Nov 2012 to Feb 2013

• Advancements
• Motorist choice of reporting method and account manager
• Non-location aware reporting method
• Volunteers from Oregon, Nevada and Washington participated
• Started RUC conversation in the United States
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Oregon Road Usage Charge Pilot Program
• Characteristics
• Legislature enacted volunteer, permanent operational light vehicle RUC program starting July 2015
• Maximum of 5,000 passenger vehicles
• Two commercial account managers offering two reporting methods
• One state account manager offered only non-location aware reporting
• Real invoice for actual payments with fuel tax credits
• Advancements
• First operational light vehicle RUC program in United States
• Open system
• Motorist choice of reporting method and account manager
• Legislation protected personal information
• Public engagement led to passing the legislation
• Next step for Oregon: Mandate RUC for light vehicles
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Status of issues in 2015
ü Privacy protection
ü Complexity of implementation
ü Difficulty of operations

ü Essentially resolved
v Continually managed

ü Simplicity of compliance

Ø On pathway to resolution

ü Scalability of systems

q To be determined

ü Flexibility for policy adaptations
ü Evolution of technologies and business systems
vData security
Ø Interoperability among states
Ø Non-resident driving
qEquity by income, geography and vehicle type
qEnforcement
qCost of administration
qTransition
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California Road Charge Pilot Program
• Characteristics
• 5,000 vehicles, including 50 heavy vehicles
• Open system
• Three account managers offered 8 reporting method choices
• Simulated invoice and fuel tax credits
• Public comment during public meetings
• Pilot ran from July 2016 to March 2017
• Advancements
• Large scale
• More many more reporting options, some wireless and some manual
• Added factory-installed, in-vehicles telematics reporting option
• Added manual odometer image reporting option
• Next step for California: Refine and pilot a pay-at-the-pump model
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California Road Charge Pilot Program Reporting Methods
• Manual
• Odometer charge
• Time permit
• Mileage permit
• Automated
• Location-aware, plug-in device
• Non-location, plug-in device
• Factory installed, in-vehicle telematics
• Smartphone reporting
• Heavy trucks
• Location-aware, three-cable aftermarket
device
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Federal FAST Act Grants
• In 2015, Congress enacted the FAST Act
research grant program to enable research into
user-based alternative mechanisms for road
funding
• $95M over 5 years for demonstrations
• Only state departments of transportation are
eligible
• 13 states have received grant awards
• Hawaii’s $4 million award is the largest
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Washington Road Usage Charge Pilot Project
• Characteristics
• 2,000 passenger vehicles
• Open system
• Two account managers offering five reporting methods
• Simulated invoice and fuel tax credits
• Pilot ran from Feb 2018 to Jan 2019
• Advancements
• Single sign-on
• Off-the-shelf reporting device
• Interoperability hub for cross-border participants from Oregon, Idaho, and British Columbia
• Engagement of EV drivers and advocacy groups
• Next step for Washington: Enact an operational RUC program
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Colorado Pilot and I-95 Corridor Coalition Pilot
• Characteristics
• 50 participants for each state
• Open system
• One account managers offering two electronic reporting methods
• Simulated invoice and fuel tax credits
• No public engagement
• Both pilots ran in early 2018
• Advancements
• No technical or systemic gains
• I-95 Corridor Coalition pilot involved more than one state
• Started the RUC conversation in Colorado, Delaware, Pennsylvania
• Next step for Colorado and the I-95 states: Run a larger pilot program
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Utah Operational RUC Program
• Characteristics
• Legislation mandates offer of RUC as alternative to added annual
flat fee for 60,000 electric and hybrid cars
• Open system
• One account manager offering one electronic reporting method
(plug-in device)
• Real invoice for actual payments and no fuel tax credits
• Permanent RUC operational program to begin January 2020
• Aspirations for an open market at a later time

• Advancements
• Application of RUC option for hybrid cars
• Use of odometer image capture once a year for wireless reporting at
registration
• Hoping to have in-vehicle telematics reporting method for Tesla 3s.
• Next steps for Utah: Run a pilot program for all types of light vehicles
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New Zealand Road Usage Charge
• Characteristics
• Diesel vehicles have paid RUC since 1977
• Pre-payment system
• Electronic reporting option added in 2011
• Enforcement for light vehicle RUC improved with
mandated vehicle safety check in 2012
• Advancements
• First mandate of light vehicle RUC in the world
• First open market for RUC
• Future advancements
• RUC will apply electric vehicles once they reach 2%
of light vehicle fleet
• Ministry researching RUC for gasoline vehicles to
replace the gas excise tax
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Relevant lessons learned from the previous RUC pilots
• Early public engagement prior to design of the pilot yields a better chance of
public acceptance
• Heavy trucks and light vehicles must be treated differently for RUC
• Personal information used in a RUC system should be protected by legal rights
in legislation
• Simple compliance for motorists
• If Hawaii chooses automated reporting even for a portion of resident drivers,
•
•
•
•

Government should not select the technology; market should provide the technology
Non-location awareness device can take the heat off the privacy issue
Motorists like choices
Open system with common standards ensures system flexibility and enables motorist
choices
• Commercial market provides capability and augments government services
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Hawaii Road Usage Charge Research Program
• Characteristics
• First phase: manual mileage reporting up to 1.1 million vehicles
• Commences Spring 2019 and goes for 1 year
• Second phase: research electronic mileage reporting methods
for 2,000 volunteer vehicles
• Commences early 2020 and goes for 9 months
• Potential advancements
• The largest RUC pilot program to date
• Calculate RUC using mileage data collected annually during
vehicle safety inspections
• Extensive public engagement prior to design of either phase of
pilot
• Approach offers a pathway to low cost of collection
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Importance of early public engagement for RUC
• Elevates user experience as a design criteria
• Obviates tendency for a back-room, engineered approach
• Requires precise communications
• Improves chances for user acceptance and political success
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There is time to get it right
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What is an Open System?
“An integrated system based on common standards
accessible to the marketplace whereby components
performing the same function can be readily
substituted or provided by multiple providers”
There are multiple ways to do it.
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Break (15 minutes)

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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Telephone Survey Results

Becki Ward
Public Opinion Research Task Leader, Ward
Research
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• Objectives and Methodology

Agenda

• Profile of Respondents
• Detailed Findings
• Executive Summary

Ward Research
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Objectives and Methodology
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Objectives and Methodology
• The overall objective of the research was to confirm the findings of the focus groups by:
• Measuring the awareness and perceptions of Hawaii’s road and highway
transportation funding;
• Measuring public opinion on the support for, or opposition to, replacing the state gas
tax with a road usage charge; and
• Message testing of arguments in support for and opposition to implementing a road
usage charge.
• December 3, 2018 to January 31, 2019
• n=1519 phone surveys were completed statewide
• Margin of error: +/- 2.5% at a 95% confidence level
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Objectives and Methodology
• In order to appropriately represent the total population, the final data file was
weighted by island, age, and ethnicity in order to match 2015 U.S. Census data for
Hawaii.
Island

# of interviews

Maximum sampling
error

Hawaii (Big Island)

n=303

5.6%

Kaua‘i

n=303

5.6%

O‘ahu

n=603

4.0%

Maui

n=310

5.6%
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Fielding Dates

December 3, 2018 to December 27, 2018

January 8 to January 31, 2019

Profile of Respondents
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Respondent Profile
Island

Age

2019

Gender

2019

Oahu

69%

18 – 24

7%

Male

Maui

11

25 – 34

22

Female
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Hawaii (Big Island)

14

35 – 44

16

Ethnicity

2019

Kauai

6

45 – 54

18

Caucasian

22

Molokai

1

55 – 64

17

Chinese

4

Lanai

<1

65+

19

Filipino

12

Refused

1

Hawaiian

22

47 yrs

Japanese

19

2019

Mixed

9

Years Lived In Hawaii
Less than 5 years

2019
3%

MEAN
Registered to Vote in Hawaii

54%

5 - less than 10 years

4

10 - less than 20 years

14

Yes

85

Other

8

20 or more years

24

No

15

Refused

3

Born and raised in Hawaii
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Don’t know/Refused

<1

Don’t know/Refused

<1

Refused

3

Base =

59

2019

1519

Base =

1519

Base =

1519

Respondent Profile
Household Income
Under $35,000

2019
12%

Primary Vehicle
Car

2019
52%

$35,000 - but under $50,000

12

Truck

21

$50,000 - but under $75,000

18

SUV

23

$75,000 - but under $100,000

16

Van

4

$100,000 > $150,000

16

Motorcycle

<1

$150,000 +

15

Moped

<1

Refused

11

Household Size

2019

Engine Type

2019

Gas or Diesel

93

1 person

12

Hybrid

5

2 people

26

Plug-in Hybrid

<1

3 people

21

Electric

2

4 people

18

Other

<1

5 or more people

22

Refused

1

5,000 miles or less

31

Base =

1519

5,000 – 9,999 miles

22

10,000 miles or more

46

Don’t know/Refused

1

60

Estimated Annual Miles

Base =

2019

1519

Detailed Findings
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Attitudes Toward Transportation Funding
Do you believe that funding for roads, bridges, and highways is:

Increasing

36%

Staying the same

35%

Decreasing

20%

Don't know/Refused

10%

0%
Q2:
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20%

Do you believe that funding for roads, bridges, and highways is:
Base: (n=1519)

40%

60%

Attitudes Toward Transportation Funding
Is the state portion of the gasoline tax:
Less than you thought you
were paying

20%
“Less than” + About right” – 45%

About the amount you
thought you were paying

25%

More than what you
thought you were paying

17%

Were you not aware you
were paying gasoline tax
to the state

34%

Don't know/Refused

4%
0%

Q3:
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20%

40%

60%

In Hawaii, gasoline taxes are about 50 cents per gallon. The state portion of the gasoline tax is 16 cents per gallon. At the rate of 16 cents per gallon, a typical
driver pays about $80 per year in state gasoline taxes. Is the state portion of the gasoline tax:
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward Transportation Funding
Would you say you are… with the concept of a road usage charge
Very familiar

10%

Somewhat familiar

24%

Not too familiar

23%

Not at all familiar

Don't know/Refused

43%

0%
0%

Q4:
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Unfamiliar – 66%

20%

40%

60%

Now, how familiar are you with the concept of a road usage charge, where drivers pay a fee based on the number of miles they drive? Would you say you
are…(READ LIST) with the concept of a road usage charge.
Base: (n=1519)

Introduction to RUC
• Respondents were then read the following as an introduction to Road Usage Charges:
“Next, I will need to read you another description. Instead of using a tax on gasoline as a way
of paying for roads and bridges, Hawaii is exploring a Road Usage Charge. A road usage
charge typically means motorists pay for the number of miles they drive, instead of the number
of gallons of gas they buy.
Everyone pays the same amount for each mile they drive, regardless of what kind of car they
drive. Several Western states have already initiated pilot programs to look into using a road
usage charge system.
Let me emphasize that a road usage charge would replace the state gas tax, so drivers will not
be paying both charges. The current rate being explored is less than a penny per mile and it
would replace the average state level gas tax of $80 a year for a typical driver.
These next few questions are about a potential road usage charge being explored for Hawaii.”
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Attitudes Toward RUC
Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and
paying a road usage charged based on the number of miles driven would be:
More fair

41%

About the same

27%

Less fair

25%

Don't know/Refused

7%

0%
Q5:
66

20%

40%

60%

Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and paying a road usage charge based on the number of miles driven would be…:
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC: By Annual Miles Driven
Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and
paying a road usage charged based on the number of miles driven would be:
More fair

41%

STATE TOTAL

5k miles or less
(n=324)

67

Less fair
27%

44%

5k+ to 10k miles
(n=479)

40%

10k+ miles
(n=574)

39%
0%

Q5:

About the same

20%

25%

30%

27%

18%

25%

25%
40%

Don't Know

60%

7%

9%

9%

32%

4%

80%

100%

Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and paying a road usage charge based on the number of miles driven would be…:
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC: By Island County
Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and
paying a road usage charged based on the number of miles driven would be:
More fair
STATE TOTAL

41%

Oahu
(n=603)

42%

Hawaii
(n=303)
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Less fair

Don't Know

27%

27%

32%

28%

25%

7%

24%

7%

31%

9%

Maui
(n=310)

41%

29%

23%

7%

Kauai
(n=303)

42%

26%

26%

6%

0%

Q5:

About the same

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Considering all drivers, do you believe that eliminating the state gas tax and paying a road usage charge based on the number of miles driven would be…:
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC
Would you say you… a road usage charge
Strongly support

25%

Somewhat support

39%

Somewhat oppose

14%

Strongly oppose

18%

Don't know/Refused

4%
0%

Q6:

69

“Somewhat
Support/Oppose” – 53%

20%

40%

60%

Knowing that gas-tax revenues are projected to fall, do you support or oppose using a mileage-based road usage charge program in Hawaii as a way to fund
transportation infrastructure? These funds will be used only for repairs and maintenance of the public roadways, and building new roads, and will not be used
to pay for the rail or any other transportation method. Would you say you (READ LIST) a road usage charge?
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC: By Island County
Would you say you… a road usage charge
Strongly support
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Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

Don't know/Refused

STATE TOTAL

25%

39%

14%

18%

4%

Oahu
(n=603)

25%

39%

15%

17%

4%

Hawaii
(n=303)

26%

37%

Maui
(n=310)

24%

Kauai
(n=303)

23%
0%

Q6:

Somewhat support

11%

43%

10%

42%
20%

40%

20%

11%
60%

6%

17%

5%

18%

6%

80%

100%

Knowing that gas-tax revenues are projected to fall, do you support or oppose using a mileage-based road usage charge program in Hawaii as a way to fund
transportation infrastructure? These funds will be used only for repairs and maintenance of the public roadways, and building new roads, and will not be used
to pay for the rail or any other transportation method. Would you say you (READ LIST) a road usage charge?
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC: Oahu Only
Would you say you… a road usage charge
Strongly support
OAHU TOTAL

25%

Urban Oahu
(n=262)

Strongly oppose

39%

15%

40%

24%

0%
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Somewhat oppose

28%

Other Oahu
(n=324)

Q6:

Somewhat support

20%

40%

17%

15%

38%

16%

60%

Don't know/Refused

13%

20%

80%

4%

4%

2%

100%

Knowing that gas-tax revenues are projected to fall, do you support or oppose using a mileage-based road usage charge program in Hawaii as a way to fund
transportation infrastructure? These funds will be used only for repairs and maintenance of the public roadways, and building new roads, and will not be used
to pay for the rail or any other transportation method. Would you say you (READ LIST) a road usage charge?
Base: (n=603)

Attitudes Toward RUC: By Annual Miles Driven
Would you say you… a road usage charge
Strongly support
STATE TOTAL

25%

5k miles or less
(n=324)

26%

5k+ to 10k miles
(n=479)

Strongly oppose
14%

45%

18%

34%
20%

40%

15%

15%

13%
60%

Don't know/Refused
18%

10%

40%

28%
0%
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Somewhat oppose
39%

22%

10k+ miles
(n=574)

Q6:

Somewhat support

23%
80%

4%

4%

5%

3%
100%

Knowing that gas-tax revenues are projected to fall, do you support or oppose using a mileage-based road usage charge program in Hawaii as a way to fund
transportation infrastructure? These funds will be used only for repairs and maintenance of the public roadways, and building new roads, and will not be used
to pay for the rail or any other transportation method. Would you say you (READ LIST) a road usage charge?
Base: (n=1519)

Attitudes Toward RUC
If the State were to consider a road usage charge, which one of the following payment
options would you most prefer? The average charge would be $80 a year for a typical
driver, with some paying more and some paying less.
Annual payment based on miles driven,
recorded during your safety check.

62%

Periodic payments based on submitting a
photo of your odometer by mobile.

8%

Periodic payments based on number of
miles recorded by a device in your
vehicle.

8%

Monthly payments based on estimated
miles driven, with an adjustment at the
end of the year for actual miles driven.

13%

Don't know/Refused

10%
0%

Q9:
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Smaller payment size options – 29%

20%

40%

60%

80%

If the State were to consider a road usage charge, which one of the following payment options would you most prefer? The average charge would be $80 a
year for a typical driver, with some paying more and some paying less.
Base: (n=1519)

RUC Argument Testing
• Respondents were then read three arguments in support of RUC and three arguments in
opposition to RUC and asked to indicate if each was an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument.
• The arguments in support were:
“More cars are paying less. People are driving more fuel efficient vehicles, including
electric and hybrid cars. A road usage charge is a practical way to fund our roads in the
future as we work to achieve zero fossil fuel consumption.”
“A road usage charge would provide a more dependable means of transportation
funding because it is based on road use, not fuel use. Road use is a more stable
funding model.”
“With road usage charges, each driver pays their fair share based on how many miles
they drive.”
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Argument Testing – In Support: Summary
More cars are paying less. People are driving more fuel
efficient vehicles, including electric and hybrid cars. A road
usage charge is a practical way to fund our roads in the
future as we work to achieve zero fossil fuel consumption.

23%

28%

A road usage charge would provide a more dependable
means of transportation funding because it is based on road
use, not fuel use. Road use is a more stable funding model

20%

28%

With road usage chares, each driver pays their fair share
based on how many miles they drive

20%

27%

0%

20%
Excellent

Q6:
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Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument:
Base: (n=1519)

27%

2%

19%

3%

21%

2%

30%

29%

40%
Good

20%

60%
Fair

80%
Poor

100%

Don't Know

Argument Testing – In Support
More cars are paying less. People are driving more fuel efficient vehicles,
including electric and hybrid cars. A road usage charge is a practical way to fund
our roads in the future as we work to achieve zero fossil fuel consumption.
Excellent

23%

Good

28%

Fair

27%

Poor

20%

Don't know/Refused

2%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q7a: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: More cars are paying less. People are driving more fuel efficient vehicles, including electric and
hybrid cars. A road usage charge is a practical way to fund our roads in the future as we work to achieve zero fossil fuel consumption.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Support
A road usage charge would provide a more dependable means of transportation
funding because it is based on road use, not fuel use. Road use is a more stable
funding model.
Excellent

20%

Good

28%

Fair

30%

Poor

19%

Don't know/Refused

3%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q7b: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge would provide a more dependable means of transportation funding
because it is based on road use, not fuel use. Road use is a more stable funding model.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Support
With road usage charges, each driver pays their fair share based on how many
miles they drive.
Excellent

20%

Good

27%

Fair

29%

Poor

21%

Don't know/Refused

2%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q7c: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: With road usage charges, each driver pays their fair share based on how many miles they
drive.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Support: By Annual Miles Driven
With road usage charges, each driver pays their fair share based on how many
miles they drive.
Excellent
STATE TOTAL

Good

20%

5k miles or less
(n=324)

27%

24%

5k+ to 10k miles
(n=479)

18%

10k+ miles
(n=574)

19%

0%

Fair

Poor
29%

28%

30%

21%

27%

31%

24%

20%

Don't know/Refused

31%

40%

60%

19%

2%

19%

1%

24%

80%

2%

2%

100%

Q7c: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: With road usage charges, each driver pays their fair share based on how many miles they
drive.
Base: (n=1519)
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RUC Argument Testing
• The arguments in opposition were:
“A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not or
cannot afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live farther
away and have to commute.”
“A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These people
are doing the right thing for the environment and should get a break.”
“A road usage charge will not work well because people can avoid paying by not getting
a safety check or by not registering their vehicles.”
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Argument Testing – In Opposition: Summary
A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income
residents who do not or cannot afford to live in town. They
would have to pay more because they live farther away and
have to commute.

25%

A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient
vehicles. These people are doing the right thing for the
environment and should get a break.

12%

18%

A road usage charge will not work well because people can
avoid paying by not getting a safety check or by not registering
their vehicles.

11%

18%

23%

20%

40%

0%
Q7:
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25%

Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument:
Base: (n=1519)

Excellent

24%

24%

26%

Good

43%

1%

46%

60%
Fair

3%

80%
Poor

1%

100%

Don't Know

Argument Testing – In Opposition
A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not
or cannot afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live
farther away and have to commute.
Excellent

25%

Good

25%

Fair

24%

Poor

24%

Don't know/Refused

1%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q8a: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not or cannot
afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live farther away and have to commute.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Opposition: By Annual Miles Driven
A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do
not or cannot afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they
live farther away and have to commute.
Excellent
STATE TOTAL

25%

5k miles or less
(n=324)

24%

25%

10k+ miles
(n=574)

Poor

Don't know/Refused
24%

24%

25%

28%
0%

Fair
25%

22%

5k+ to 10k miles
(n=479)

Good

28%

26%

25%
20%

40%

24%

23%

24%
60%

1%

2%

1%

23%
80%

100%

Q8a: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not or cannot
afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live farther away and have to commute.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Opposition: By Island County
A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do
not or cannot afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they
live farther away and have to commute.
Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know/Refused

STATE TOTAL

25%

25%

24%

24%

Oahu
(n=603)

26%

24%

24%

25%

Hawaii
(n=303)

31%

Maui
(n=310)

15%

Kauai
(n=303)

32%

23%
0%

25%

19%

27%

20%
20%

23%

26%
40%

60%

23%

30%
80%

1%

1%

2%

3%

1%
100%

Q8a: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not or cannot
afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live farther away and have to commute.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Opposition
A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These
people are doing the right thing for the environment and should get a break.
Excellent

12%

Good

18%

Fair

26%

Poor

43%

Don't know/Refused

1%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q8b: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These people are doing
the right thing for the environment and should get a break.
Base: (n=1519)
85

Argument Testing – In Opposition: By Island County
A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These
people are doing the right thing for the environment and should get a break.
Excellent

Good

STATE TOTAL

12%

18%

Oahu
(n=603)

12%

17%

Hawaii
(n=303)
Maui
(n=310)

14%

8%

Kauai
(n=303)

14%
0%

Fair
26%

44%

23%

23%

20%

40%

1%

1%

41%

31%

14%

Don't know/Refused
43%

25%

22%

22%

Poor

38%

47%
60%

80%

1%

1%
100%

Q8b: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These people are doing
the right thing for the environment and should get a break.
Base: (n=1519)
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Argument Testing – In Opposition
A road usage charge will not work well because people can avoid paying by not
getting a safety check or by not registering their vehicles.
Excellent

11%

Good

18%

Fair

23%

Poor

46%

Don't know/Refused

3%
0%

20%

40%

60%

Q8c: Please tell me if this an excellent, good, fair, or poor argument: A road usage charge will not work well because people can avoid paying by not getting a safety
check or by not registering their vehicles.
Base: (n=1519)
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Executive Summary
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Conclusions
• For arguments in opposition to RUC, only the argument related to rural and low-income
residents who do not live in town was rated as “excellent” or “good” by half of the respondents:
Arguments in Opposition

“Excellent”
or “Good”
(n=1519)

“A road usage charge would penalize rural and lower income residents who do not or
cannot afford to live in town. They would have to pay more because they live farther away
and have to commute.”

50%

“A road usage charge is unfair to people who buy fuel efficient vehicles. These people are
doing the right thing for the environment and should get a break.”

30

“A road usage charge will not work well because people can avoid paying by not getting a
safety check or by not registering their vehicles.”

29

• For arguments opposing RUC, the proportion of respondents who indicated that the argument
was “poor” increased with reported age.
• Hawaii Island residents were more likely than their counterparts to have rated all arguments in
opposition to RUC as “excellent’ or “good.”
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Conclusions
• A lack of knowledge about transportation infrastructure funding (e.g. gas tax).
• A majority believe that levels of funding are staying the same or have been increasing.
• Most believe RUC more fair or about the same. One-quarter (25%) believe less fair.
• A majority did not have strong feelings for or in opposition to RUC. Eighteen percent (18%)
strongly oppose.
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Conclusions
• Greatest opposition:
ü Drive 10,000+ miles annually
ü Hawaii County
• Messaging --- reminding we already pay gas tax and RUC replaces state gas tax.
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Group Discussion

Travis Dunn
Policy Task Lead, D’Artagnan
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Discussion questions
• Communication
• What else have you heard about project outreach?
• What are we missing? What can we do differently?

• Policy
• What issues are we missing?
• What issues should be higher priority?

• Principles
• Are the principles complete?
• Which principles are most important?

93

Break (15 minutes)

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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Technical Work Plan Update

Ging Ging Fernandez
Project Manager, D’Artagnan
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Discussion questions for later
• Technical
• What questions and comments do you
have about the mileage reporting
methods options?
• Which methods do you recommend for
testing?
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HiRUC Part 1 Technology
• Existing processes that will not change
• PMVI (annual safety check) odometer readings
• DMV registration

• New processes for demonstration project
•
•
•
•

Database to calculate miles driven by vehicle, based on PMVI odometer readings
Driving statement generating software
Printing and mailing driving statements
Survey data collection system

• Key take-away: drivers do nothing new or different to experience driving statements with road
usage charges
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HiRUC Part 1 System Diagram
HiRUC Pilot

Key
Vehicle data

Public engagement,
feedback, and
outreach
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HiRUC System
Administration

Usage
Road
Network

Eligible
vehicle owner

Odometer
Readings

HiRUC components

Hawaii
Vehicle
Registration/
Renewal
Process

Vehicle
inspection

Existing processes
used but not
changed for HiRUC

Survey Response

Inspection
data
Inspection
Station

Data
servers

HiRUC Part 2 Technology
• Existing processes that will not change (from part 1)
• Database to calculate miles driven by vehicle, based on mileage reported from technology in vehicles
• Driving invoice generating software
• Survey data collection system

• New processes for volunteers to experience automated mileage reporting as part of the
demonstration
• Enrollment in demonstration
• Technology to report mileage
• Online account management feature to view invoices

• Key take-away: volunteer drivers will have to take action to install technology or applications to
report mileage. There are choices available regarding which methods to test
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Option 1: Plug-in device with location
• Device fits into vehicle on-board diagnostic port (OBDII), available on all cars manufactured since 1996
• Support automated reporting of miles driven by
location (GPS)
• Several manufacturers
• Cost: $50-125 (no cost to volunteers)
Advantages
”Plug and play”

Costlier than some other methods

Continuous reporting of mileage

Not compatible with all vehicles

Distinguishes mileage by county,
road type, on-road vs. off-road

Some drivers concerned about
privacy

Provides value-added services
100

Disadvantages

Option 2: Plug-in device without location
• Device fits into vehicle on-board diagnostic port (OBDII), available on all cars manufactured since 1996
• Does not contain GPS antenna; calculates distance by
integrating the vehicle’s speed signal
• Several manufacturers
• Cost: $50-125 (no cost to volunteers)
Advantages
”Plug and play”

Costlier than some other methods

Continuous reporting of mileage

Not compatible with all vehicles

Provides value-added services
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Disadvantages

Option 3: Smartphone distance-measuring app
• Download and install a purpose-built app to
measure distance traveled while the phone is in the
vehicle
• Optionally turn phone GPS capability when location
of miles driven is desired

Advantages

Disadvantages

User control over when location is
reported

Does not exist off the shelf

Continuous reporting of mileage

Does not capture all miles driven

Can distinguish mileage by county, Cannot distinguish between
road type, on-road vs. off-road
vehicles unless ”anchored”
102

Could provide value-added
services
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Option 4: Smartphone odometer capture app
• Use a cellular phone camera to capture and send an
image of your odometer periodically
• Dashboard “fingerprinting” to validate image based on
vehicle type and other security features

Advantages
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Disadvantages

Low cost

Requires a phone with a camera

Ability to report at any interval

Cannot distinguish where miles are
driven
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Option 5: Telematics
• Telematics are computer systems embedded in
vehicles that can communicate with external
computer systems and use this connection to
provide a range of services to drivers
• Road charging could be an application running on a
vehicle telematics platform
Advantages
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Disadvantages

Medium cost

Relatively higher cost

Ability to report at any interval

Cannot distinguish where miles are
driven (yet)

No new equipment required

Automaker systems vary and not
all are available
Requires vehicle owner approval;
interface can be complex
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Technology choices for pilot
• We have a commitment to demonstrate three reporting methods
• Some of them may not be ideal or necessary for Hawaii
• Some may not be available depending on market conditions
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Summary table of technology choices available
Option
Plug-in device with
GPS
Plug-in device without
GPS
Smartphone distancemeasuring app
Smartphone
odometer capture app
Telematics
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Questions/Comments?

Must Have vs. Nice to Have vs. Don’t
Pursue

Upcoming Advisory Group Meetings

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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Advisory Group Meetings 1 & 2: Orientation & Initial Input
Advisory
Group

Phase 1: Policy Design
Phase 2:
Manual
Reporting
Test Setup

Phase 3:
Manual
Reporting &
Evaluation

Phase 4:
Automated
Reporting
Setup

Phase 5:
Automated
Reporting &
Evaluation

Phase 6:
Report to
Policy
Makers

August 2018 - 2021
• Convene
Stakeholder
Advisory Group

Early 2019

• Focus groups

• Test setup

• Phone surveys

• Small scale
operational
trial

• Website
• Townhalls
• Policy and issues
analysis
*AG Mtg. 1
(Dec 2018)
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*AG Mtg. 2
(Feb/March 2019)

• Orientation to the problem and the project
• Review public opinion research data
• Provide input including questions, opinions, issues
and concerns which will help in the development of the
project
• Provide input into the design of the demonstration
which will help the technical team achieve better
outcomes

Advisory Group Meeting 3: Manual Demo Launch
Advisory
Group

Phase 1: Policy Design
Phase 2:
Manual
Reporting
Test Setup

Phase 3:
Manual
Reporting &
Evaluation

Late 2019
• Live operations
with prototypical
billings
• Solicit feedback
• Recruit for
automated
reporting

*AG Mtg. 3
109

Phase 4:
Automated
Reporting
Setup

Phase 5:
Automated
Reporting &
Evaluation

Phase 6:
Report to
Policy
Makers

• Serve as a sounding board for
demonstration concepts
• Assist in the dissemination of
project information to
constituents as well as the
personal and professional
networks of the group members

Advisory Group Meetings 4 & 5: Demonstrations
Advisory
Group

Phase 1: Policy Design
Phase 2:
Manual
Reporting
Test Setup

Phase 3:
Manual
Reporting &
Evaluation

• During the demonstrations:
• Serve as both a venue to report
formally, including public
information releases about the
status of the project
• As a venue to explore alternative
approaches for addressing key
issues encountered

Phase 4:
Automated
Reporting
Setup

2020
2019 - 2020

• Live operations

• Test setup

• Evaluation/
survey

• Small scale
operational
trial

*AG Mtg. 4
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Phase 5:
Automated
Reporting &
Evaluation

*AG Mtg. 5

Phase 6:
Report to
Policy
Makers

Advisory Group Meeting 6: Reporting
Advisory
Group

Phase 1: Policy Design

Phase 2:
Manual
Reporting
Test Setup

Phase 3:
Manual
Reporting &
Evaluation

Phase 4:
Automated
Reporting
Setup

• Advice on recommended contents of the final
report around RUC policy

Phase 5:
Automated
Reporting &
Evaluation

Phase 6:
Report to
Policy
Makers

2021
• Reports findings
and
recommendations
to policy makers,
FHWA, and fellow
states
*AG Mtg. 6
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Final four Community Meetings
Tuesday 6pm
April 16
Aina Haina

Wednesday 5:30pm
April 17
Kaneohe

Thursday 5:30pm
April 18
Online

Thursday 5:30pm
May 9
Hilo

Kalani High School
Cafeteria
4680 Kalanianaʻole Hwy

Castle High School
Cafeteria
45-386 Kaneohe Bay Dr

Youtube streaming
www.tinyurl.com/Hawaii
RUCMeeting

AJA Veterans Hall
361 Haihai Street

• We invite your attendance
• If you cannot attend, please help us spread the word
• Details also available on hiruc.org
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Closing

Scot Urada
HiRUC Project Manager, HDOT
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Mahalo!
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