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*****
The Legislative Council, which is composed of five Senators,
six Representatives, and the presiding officers of the two houses,
serves as a continuing research agency for the legislature through
the maintenance of a trained staff. Between sessions, research
activities are concentrated on the study of relatively broad problems formally proposed by legislators, and the publication and
distribution of factual reports to aid in their solution.
During the sessions the emphasis is on supplying legislators,
on individual request, with personal memoranda, providing them with
information needed to handle their own legislatJve problems. Reports
and memoranda both give pertinent data in the form of facts, figures,
arguments, and alternatives.
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To Members of the Forty-third Colorado General Assembly:

-,.. -

As directed by the terms of Senate Joint Resolution No. 33
(1959) .and House Joint Resolution No. 7 (1960), the Legislative
Council is submitting herewith its report and recommendations on
the gross ton mile tax.
The committee appointed by the Legislative Council to
complete this study submitted its report December 9, 1960, at
which time the report was adopted by the Legislative Council
for transmission to the General Assembly.
Respectfully submitted,
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Charles Conklin
Chairman
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
December 10, 1960

""

The Honorable Charles Conklin, Chairman
Colorado Legislative Council
State Capitol
Denver 2, Colorado
Dear Mr. Chairman:

,.. .

,.
,,..

-.

.
.

«

Transmitted herewith is the report of the Legislative
Council Committee on Ton Mile Tax, appointed pursuant to
Senate Joint Resolution No. 33 (1959} and continued pursuant
to House Joint Resolution No. 7 (1960). This report covers
the committee's study of the gross ton mile tax and its
recommendations thereon. Included are the following subjects:
types of motor carrier taxation, truck taxation in Colorado and
other states, administration of the gross ton mile tax in
Colorado, proposals to modify or replace the ton mile tax,
and improvements within the present tax structure.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/

ii

Representative Dewey Carnahan
Chairman
Committee on Ton Mile Tax

FOREWORD
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,

-

•

~-

This study was authorized by Senate Joint Resolution No.
33 (1959) and continued by House Joint Resolution No. 7 (1960).
These resolutions directed the Legislative Council to appoint a
sub-committee to make a thorough study of the present ton mile
tax including: 1) administration of the gross ton mile tax; 2)
operation of the ports of entry; 3) comparison of ton mile tax
rates in Colorado and other states; 4) relationship of the gross
ton mile tax and other highway revenue; and 5) the proportionate
and fair payment for highway use by vehicles subject to the gross
ton mile tax. The committee making this study made a progress
report to the Forty-Second General Assembly, second session in
1960, and was directed by House Joint Resolution No. 7 to report
the findings and recommendations of the Forty-Third General
Assembly, first session in 1961.
The Legislative Council Committee appointed to make this
study included Representative Dewey Carnahan, Kiowa, Chairman;
Senator Floyd Oliver, Greeley, Vice Chairman; Senator Charles E.
Benn~tt, Denver; Senator Frank L. Gill, Hillrose; Representative
/ Andrew D. Kelley, Denver; Representative Walter Stalker, Joes;
and Representative John Vanderhoof, Glenwood Springs. The staff
work on this study was the primary responsibility of Harry O.
Lawson, Legislative Council senior research analyst, assisted by
Myran Schlechte, Legislative Council research assistant.
Ten meetings were held by the Legislative Council Ton Mile
Tax Study CommLttee during the course of the study. At several
of these meetings the committee heard the views and recommendations
of representatives of various segments of the trucking industry
and public officials concerned with the administ. ation and enforcement of the gross ton mile tax and the development of the state
highway program. In addition, the committee studied various proposals to modify or replace the gross ton mile tax, compared
truck taxation in Colorado and other states including interstate
reciprocal agreements and the taxation of Colorado truckers traveling
in other states, and considered several recommendation$ for improvement in the administration of the gross ton mile tax.
The committee wishes to express its appreciation to those
state officials and trucking industry representatives who provided data and consultation during the study. In particular, the
committee would like to thank Robert Theobald, Director of Revenue;
John G. Healy, Assistant Director of Revenue; and other revenue
department officials who provided the committee with detailed
information on gross ton mile tax accounts, vehicle registrations,
and administrative procedures; Robert Livingston, State Highway
Department; and Fred Sievers, Executive Se~retary of the Colorado
Motor Carriers' Association.
Lyle C. Kyle
Director

December 10, 1960
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IDTOR CARRIER TAXATION
The responsibility for administering and financing modern road
and highway systems has traditionally been a province of the state
governments, with the trend in recent years toward ever increasing
grants from the federal government to assist the states in these
functions.
There are three main types of motor vehicle taxes. these
are registration fees, motor fuel taxes, and special motor carrier
taxes. The first two of these taxes are applied universally to all
mofor vehicles in all states and have been long established. Registration fees were first collected in New York in 1901, and motor
fuel taxes were introduced in Oregon in 1919. Special motor carrier
taxes are not universally applied in all of the states, nor are the
same kinds of special carrier taxes assessed from state to state.

-•

The problem of reciprocity for passenger vehicles has been
resolved. All states now fully recognize registration plates for
passenger vehicles. The variation in motor fuel tax rates
from state to state is not sufficient to cause any appreciable loss
or gain to any state, due to the small amount of fuel that can be
carried in a passenger vehicle fuel tank. Consequently, all states
grant full reciprocity for the tax imposed on the fuel carried in a
passenger vehicle tank, and most states grant at least partial reciprocity for the tax imposed on fuel carried in commercial vehicle
tanks.

..

Special Taxes Paid by Truckers
In addition to the registration fees and motor fuel taxes
levied on all vehicles, many states collect some form of additional
tax from commercial vehicles. Some of the more frequently used
special taxes are mileage taxes, ton mile taxes, axle mile taxes,
gross receipts taxes, increased registration fees based on empty
weight or gross weight, and use fees. of the 48 continental states,
only Delaware, Missouri, and Wisconsin 1 do not impose one or more of
these special taxes on domestic commercial vehicles.
Seven states derive a considerable portion of their highway
user revenues from a form of mileage tax. In 1957, according to
U. S. Bureau of Public Roads statistics, mileage taxes amounted to
18.60 per cent of total highway user revenues in Oregon; 14.51 per
cent in Wyoming; 13.64 per cent in Colorado; 13.16 per cent in Idaho;
7.91 per cent in Nevada; 4.44 oer cent ih Ohio; and 4.09 per cent in
New York. In all ~ther states that use a mileage tax, the revenues
so derived amount to only a fraction of total highway user revenues.
1.

State Motor Carriers Handbook, Commerce Clearing House, 1959.

Special carrier taxes are assessed on the direct benefit
principle of taxation. This concept assumes that those who benefit
most directly from the use of highways and roads should also bear the
major cost of providing and maintaining these highways and roads. This
concept is generally accepted throughout the country by both highway
user groups and taxation specialists as being fairly equitable, but
the means (type of tax) by which this concept is applied to motor
carriers is certainly not uniformly agreed upon by motor carrier and
tax~tion experts.
Mileage Taxes. A mileage tax is one of the most popular
and most frequently used means of levying a special impost on motor
vehicle carriers. Nineteen states use some type of mileage tax,
either on passenger carriers or commercial freight carriers. Mileage taxes are assessed in one of two ways: either the state charges
the same rate per mile for all vehicles regardless of size and weight,
or it charges various rates per mile depending on the size, weight,
or number of axles of the vehicle.
The advantages cited for mileage taxes include:
1.

Tax liability can always be fairly well determined
in advance by the carrier. The tax rate per mile
is known and numper of miles per trip can be determined. The prodOct of the tax rate per mile and the
number of miles is the tax liability.

2.

The tax can be tailored so as to exclude certain
classes of carriers. If it is state tax policy
to give preferential treatment to certain carrier
classes, these can be excluded from paying the tax.

3.

The tax is assessed on some measurable unit of use
-- highway miles travelled.

The commonly cited disadvantages of mileage taxes include:
l.

The tax is difficult to enforce. Most mileage
taxes must by their very nature be self-assessed
by the carrier. This is often an invitation to
carri~rs to attempt to evade the tax by improper
reporting of miles travelled.

2.

The tax is regressive. A tax rate that is the
same for a light truck as for a heavy truck gives
the heavy truck a definite economic advantage in
over-all operating costs.

3.

The mileage tax does not lend itself well to
reciprocity arrangements with other states.
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Reciprocal agreements are entered into on the basis
of prorating registration fees, and not mileage
tax receipts. Consequently, truckers domiciled
in mileage tax states are often required to pay
retaliatory taxes in other states.
4.

The mileage tax does not relate to actual
highway costs of construction or maintenance.
The mileage tax is assessed on a flat rate
per mile, and no allowance is made for travel
on different types of highways.

Gross Receipts Taxes. Thirteen states impose a gross
receipts tax on motor vehicle carriers. No two states tax gross
receipts at the same rate. Rates vary from as low as $2 per $1,000
in Louisiana to as high as six per cent of gross receipts in North
Carolina. This type of tax need not be applied uniformly to all
carriers and usually is not. It may be applicable only to passenger
carriers, only to freight carriers, or only to certain classes of
carriers within groups of carriers.
Some of the advantages of the gross receipts tax include:

1.

The tax is highly selective and can be tailored to
tax any group or class of carriers as state tax
policy dictates.

2.

The tax is assessed on a measurable economic
unit -- gross receipts from motor vehicle operations.

3.

The tax is relatively simple and easy to administer
and enforce since federal and state income tax
returns can be used for auditing purposes.

~

'1~

~

~

The disadvantages of the gross receipts tax include:

1.

The tax is not necessarily assessed on the basis
of actual highway use. Highly productive, short
haul operations would yield more tax in relation
to their actual highway use than the long haul,
less productive operations.

2.

The tax liability is very difficult to estimate
in advante. Only the actual tax rate is known
in advance.
·

3.

The gross receipts from motor carrier operations
only are very difficult to determine for concerns
which use motor vehicles only in~identally in
their businesses. For example, what part of the
gross receipts from a food store shall be credited
solely to motor vehicle operation?

~

-'
~

~

>
.~

•
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Graduated Weight Taxes. Ten states assess a special carrier
tax on a graduated formula based on the weight of the vehicle. The
weight of the vehicle can be either gross vehicle weight, including
the load, or empty vehicle weight. These graduated weight taxes are
in addition to a basic registration fee that applies to all vehicles,
and are collected only from certain classes of commercial carriers.
The cited advantages of the graduated weight tax includes:
1.

The amount of the tax is always known in advance
by the carrier.

2.

The tax can be assessed on the incremental cost
theory of taxation. This theory assumes that
heavier trucks need thicker highways, and that
the heavier trucks should bear all the costs of
building and maintaining lhe extra thickness or
strength of the highways.

3.

The tax is assessed on a measurable unit
weight of the vehicle.

4.

The graduated weight tax is the easiest,
cheapest special carrier tax to administer.

The disadvantages of the graduated weight tax include:
1.

The amount of the ·tax is not an indication of
actual highway use. Vehicles of equal weight
pay the same tax, although one may be driven
many times as far as the other. In this respect
it is a regressive tax.

2.

The tax is assessed on one factor only -vehicle weight. It does not take into account
economic activity of the carrier, or differences in highway costs per mile.

Ton Mile or Passenger Mile Taxes. Six states employ a
ton mile or passenger mile tax. A ton mile tax is assessed for
each ton of weight carried one mile. Ton mile taxes can be
assessed on the weight of the cargo ca~ried, on the empty weight
of the vehicle, on the gloss weight of the vehicle, or on some
combination of the above factors. Passenger mile taxes are levied
for each passenger carried one mile.
include:

The advantages of the ton mile or passenger mile tax
1.

The tax is assessed on a measurable unit -- tons
of weight moved number of miles. This assumes
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that relative highway user benefits can be
measured in terms of ton miles or passenger
miles.

•
include:

2.

The tax is not regr~ssive in the sense that
a flat mileage tax is. A heavy load carried
many miles is taxed proportionatelr more than
a light load carried only a few mi es. This
distributes the tax burden according to actual
highway use.

3.

The tax is highly productive in terms of
gross amounts of revenues· raised •

The disadvantages of the ton mile or passenger mile tax
1.

A ton mile tax is extremely difficult and costly
to enforce. Not only are miles travelled to be
self-reported by carriers, but also weights
carried must be self-reported. To be enforced
effectively, ton mile taxes require that elaborate
systems of ports of entry, weigh stations, and
auditing procedures be maintained by the state.

2.

As with a flat mileage tax, the ton mile tax
does not lend itself well to reciprocal agreements with other states.

3.

Tax liability cannot be estimated in advance by
the carrier.

4.

Ton mile or passenger mile taxes do not necessarily relate to actual highway costs of
construction or maintenance. The ton mile
tax does not make allowance for travel on
different types of highways.

•

.

~

~

~

Carrier groups generally have opposed taxes which include
a weight-distance factor and have generally supported proposals which
combine all special carrier taxes into a high registration fee. The
trend in recent years has been for states to abandon weight-distance
taxes in favor of high registration fees. Kansas, the last state to
do so, repealed its to.n mile tax in 1956 and replaced it with a
schedule of registration fees based on gross vehicle weights.

.'.,'.'.:'

In theory, a special carrier tax which includes a weightdistance factor is more equitable than a rigid schedule of registration fees, since the weight-distance factor assesses the tax on
a direct use basis. The more a carrier uses· the highways, the more
he contributes in special taxes toward the maintenance of those
highways. The motor carrier groups oppose this reasoning for the
allocation of highway costs.
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They maintain that since highway costs for construction and
maintenance per mile vary greatly from area to area, there should be
a different cost factor assigned t~ each highway mile if the direct
use theory is valid. Since it is highly impractical to assign a
different cost factor to each highway mile, the weight-distance
theory of taxation is inequitable in operation, as some carriers
are paying too little for their use of the roads, and some carriers
are paying too much for their use of the roads.
The second major objection of carrier groups to taxes which
include a weight-distance factor is the problem of administration of
the tax. Most weight-distance taxes must be self-assessed by the
individual carriers. This provision always provides an avenue for
evasion of the tax. With any self-assessed tax, rather extensive
enforcement and regulation facilities must be maintained by the
state. These, of course, raise the costs of administering the tax,
and reduce the total net revenue from such a tax.
Graduated Registration Fees. Motor carrier groups favor a
graduated schedule of registration fees instead of a tax which is
assessed on some form of weight-distance factor. A fee schedule is
s~mple and easy to administer, costs less to administer than a selfassessed tax, and is very easy to enforce. A registration fee
schedule of carrier taxes is ~lso desirable since this type of tax
is most easily adaptable to iriterstate reciprocity agreements. The
ease with which reciprocity agreements are completed between states
with registration fee schedules may be the greatest single advantage
of such a tax as interstate motor carrier traffic continues to increase. The major objection to a high registration fee schedule is
that there is not always a close relationship between the amount of
the tax and the amount of highway use. However, carrier groups point
out that a fee schedule can be developed to allow for differences in
number of miles travelled per year, usually on the basis of type of
commodity hauled.

•

)
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TRUCK TAXATION IN COLORADO
Colorado first levied a spe~ial tax on commercial carriers
in 1927. This was a five mills per mile charge on each ton of freight
carried and one mill per mile on each revenue passenger.2 The intent
of the General Assembly to impose a special tax on commercial carriers
was clearly shown.
In 1931, the five mills per mile tax was extended to certain
classes of private carriers, and e~tra "permit fees" were levied on
other classes of private carriers.
The five mill·.levy on cargo
carried remaine~ in effect until 1935 when it was reduced to three
mills per mile; and in 1937 the tax was further reduced to two mills
per mile.5 The one mill per passenger mile remained in effect. The
two mills per mile tax on the load carried was Colorado's special
carrier tax until 1955 when the present gross ton mile tax became
effective.
Administration of the net ton mile tax was a responsibility
of the Public Utilities Commission. Operation of the ports of entry
was delegated to the State Highway Patrol. This division in responsibility for administering and enforcing the tax was not satisfactory.
The Public Utilities Commission is primarily a regulatory agency, and
the highway patrol is primarily concerned with highway traffic problems. Neither agency, by inclination or nature of operation, was
established to fulfill the role of a tax collector.
The net ton and passenger mile taxes raised considerable revenue,
but not until adoption of the gross ton mile tax did ton mile tax revenue exceed that derived from registration fees. Table I illustrates
this.6
The totals given in Table I are gross amounts collected and
must be reduced by the amounts used for administration and enforcement of the tax to establish a net amount of revenue available for
the highway user fund.

r

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

•

Session Laws of Colorado, 1927,
Session Laws of Colorado, 1931,
Session Laws of Colorado, 1935,
Session~ of Colorado, 1937,
~9lorado Department of Revenue,

-

Ch. 134, Sec. 7.
Ch. 120.
Ch. 165.
Ch. 95, 96, and 97.
Annual Reports, 1942 through 1959.
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF REGISTRATION TAX AND MILEAGE TAX REVENUES
WITH TOTAL STATE REVENUE

Year1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959

Registration
Tax Revenue
$2,447,745
2,365,051
2,265,591
2,324,583
2,625,103
2,958,518
3,383,868
3,655,483
3,954,298
4,287,197
4,468,163
4,911,056
5,083,585
5,598,323
5,841,320
6,184,090
6,358,794
6,66q,193

Per Cent
of Total
Tax Revenue
6.56
5.95
5.65
5.67
5.09
5.05
4.60
4.49
4.62
4.46
4.40
4.60
4.62
4.47
4.20
4.34
4.12
3.92

Ton and
Pdssenger Mile
Tax Revenue
:
:$

..

821,515 ·
l, 042, 042
1,125,519
1,081,529
1,101,763
1,304,625
1,459,662
1,711,452
1,909,729
2,337,719
2,555,692
2,867,209
2,908,285
4,508,893
5,666,241
6,344,257
7,226,541
7,580,889

Per Cent
of Total
•
Tax Revenue:
•

2.20
2.62
2.81
2.64
2.25
2.22
1.93
2,11
2.23
2,43
2.52
2.69
2.64
3.60
4.08
4,31
4.69
4.45

The Long Range Highway Study. The Highway Planning Committee was
appointed in 1949 to make a thorough study of economic and practical
problems involved in Colorado's highway program and to prepare a longrange program for development of these highways. This committee, as
part of its work, developed various plans to defray costs of the highway improvement program.
The objective of the committee throughout its work was to
determine the cost of an over-all program and then to find a means of
distributing the cost equitably. Several plans for financing the
highway system were developet by the Long Range Highway Planning
Committee. Table II contains the finance plan recommended by that
committee which would most nearly meet with general acceptance and
still raise the required funds.
Briefly, this plan provided for a $2.00 flat fee for registering
vehicles, a seven cent motor fuel tax, and a $14.00 motor vehicle fee
for passenger cars. Truck fees were developed from the total user
taxes paid by the base vehicle (passenger car). Trucks under 9,500
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pounds empty weight and trailers or semi-trailers under 4,500 pounds
empty weight would have paid a graduated registration fee. Trucks
over 9,500 pounds empty weight would have paid the basic $2.00 registration fee plus two mills per gross ton mile. Combinations with
trailers or semi-trailers over 4,500 pounds empty weight would have
paid the basic $2.00 registration fee plus two and four-tenths mills
per gross ton mile. Passenger busses would have paid the $2.00 basic
regi~tration fee plus one mill per passenger mile.
This schedule was an attempt to equalize fees for all classes
of vehicles based upon equal payments per ton mile of road use by
each class of vehicle .. Both motor fuel tax and motor vehicle tax
payments per ton mile were taken into account in compiling the schedule.
TABLE II
MOTOR VEHICLE TAX PLAN RECOMMENDED BY
LONG RANGE HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE

\._

A.
B.
C.

$2.00 basic registration fee for all vehicles.
7-cent motor fuel tax.
Motor vehicle taxes:
Passenger-type vehicles (except busses) .••.•••• $ 14.00
Single-Unit Trucks
Empty Weight in Pounds
3500 and under .............................. $ 13.75
3501-4500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30.00
4501-5500 . .............. ·' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75.00
5501-6500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116.00
6501-7500 ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163.00
7501-8500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .· ......... . 206.00
8501-9500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 241.00
3)

Trailers and Semi-trailers
Empty Weight in Pounds
1000 and under .............................
1001-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2001-2500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2501-3000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
3001-3500 .............. •'• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
3501-4000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
4001-4500 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •' ....
0

\..;

.
.

••••

.
.
.
.

Mills
per gross
ton mile

Trucks over 9500 pounds
Empty Weight .......... ..................... .

\..
\

/

2.00
14.00
54.00
95.50
139.50
184.50
223.50
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TABLE II (Cont.)
Mllls
Per gross
ton mile
~ombinations with Trailers or Semi-trailers
over 4500 pounds
·
2. 4

Empty Weight . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .

Mills per
passenger mile
Pa s s e·n g er bu s s es . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

l .0

The Long Range Highway Planning Committee found that under the
provisions of the net ton mile tax law a large number of vehicles
engaged in private operations were using the roads and streets of the
state and yet were exempt from paying the net ton mile tax because of
the nature of their operations. Under the planning committee's proposal, outlined in Table II, all trucks using the roads and street
system would have paid their ~hare of the user tax regardless of the
kind of business in which they were engaged. The planning committee's
recommendation {Table II) for the new fee schedule and tax rates were
not adopted by the General Assembly.
Provisions of Present Gross Ton Mile Tax
The gross ton mile tax law, adopted in 1955, differed from the
net ton mile tax law in two important provisions. The basic two mills
per mile for each ton of cargo carried remained, but an additional
eight-tenths mill per ton mile was assessed on the empty weight of the
vehicle. The empty weight tax must be paid whether the truck is loaded
or empty.
The second major provision designated the revenue department
as the agency responsible for administration, collection, and enforcement of the gross ton mile tax. A new, separate ports of entry division of the revenue department was created to assume the ports of
entry duties previously handled by the ·state patrol. The collection
and record keeping functions of the Public Utilities Commission were
were assumed by the gross ton mile tax section of the revenue department. These changes placed, for the first time, all the administrative
and enforcement functions of the ton mile tax under one department.
A general summary of the gross ton mile tax statutes is
included below:
a.

Farm trucks.

Farm trucks are exempt from the gross ton
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mile tax. These trucks are registered in a category separate
from state-wide operated trucks. Farm trucks having an empty
weight of 4,000 pounds or' less are charged a fee of $ 7. 00;
for farm trucks having an empty weight of 10,500 pounds or
less, the fee is $7.00 plus $.45 per 100 pounds over 4,000
pounds; and for farm trucks having an empty weight of over
10,500 pounds, the fee is $36.25 plus $1.05 per 100 pounds
over 10,500 pounds.
b. Metro and city trucks. Trucks used exclusively within
the limits of a city, city and county, or incorporated town,
or within ten miles thereof, are registered in a category
separate from state-wide operated trucks. City trucks having
an empty weight of 4,500 pounds or less are charged a fee of
$7.00; for city trucks having an empty weight of 10,500
pounds or less, the fee is $7.00 plus $.75 per 100 pounds
over 4,500; and for city trucks having an empty weight of
over 10,500 pounds, the fee is $55.75 plus $1.75 per 100
pounds over 10,500 pounds. Metro trucks are registered at
a rate of 125 per cent of the city truck rate. Both city and
metro trucks are exempt from paying the gross ton mile tax
while within their respective geographical limits. Both
city and metro trucks may operate outside their geographical
limits by paying the gross ton mile tax.
c. All other trucks. All other trucks must pay the gross
ton mile tax. (Two mills per ton mile on the cargo weight
plus eight-tenths mill per ton mile on the empty weight of
the vehicle.) State trucks having an empty weight of less
than 4,000 pounds are charged a registration fee of $8.75;
for state trucks having an empty weight over 4,000 and under
4,500 pounds, the fee is $8.75 plus $.75 per 100 pounds over
4,000 pounds; and for state trucks having an empty weight of
over 4,500 pounds, the fee is $17.50.
d. Trailers and semi-trailers. All trailers and semi-trailers
must be registered. The registration fee for trailers and
semi-trailers having an empty weight of over 1,200 pounds is
$5.00.
e. Payment and collection. Every owner or operator of a
motor vehicle covered by the act is required to file monthly
statements with the department of revenue. The statement
shall consist of such forms and information as the department
and the public utilities commission shall prescribe.

.

f. Penalties. If any owner or operator knowingly files a
false or fraudulent statement with intent to defraud, the
department may investigate and determine the amount due, and
then add a penalty of 50 per cent. This amount may be col4
lected by di strai nt and sale.
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g. Posting of bond. To guarantee payment of the gross ton
mile tax, each owner or operator of motor vehicles in this
state must deposit a cash·bond, or a surety bond, in the
amount of one and one-half times the department's estimate
of monthly tax due. Failure to provide or to continue such
guarantee may be cause for suspension or revocation of a
carrier's operating authority by the public utilities commission.
h. Ports of entry. The law requires that the director of
revenue create no less than ten permanent inspection stations and no less than four mobile inspection stations. The
director is given complete discretion as to the location or
relocation of stationary or mobile inspection stations.
All permanent stations must be operated on a twenty-four
hour daily basis, and must be equipped with weighing equipment.
All 9wners or operators of vehicles subject to the gross
ton mile tax must secure a clearance certificate at the
first port station en route. Failure to stop or to secure
a clearance certificate shall subject the owner or operator
to a penalty of double the amount of any tax, license, or
fee due.
The state highway: department must acquire or make available
such land as is necessary for the construction of port stations. The highway department must also construct the stations, if possible.
i. Disposition of funds. All registration fees and ton mile
taxes collected by the department of revenue are remitted to
the state treasurer. The state treasurer credits five per
cent of such funds to the department of revenue's administration fund; five per cent, or as much of five per cent as is
necessary, to the Public Utilities Commission's motor carriers
regulation fund; and the remainder to the highway user fund.
j. Enforcing agencies. Department of revenue employees are
empowered to inspect the books, records, and documents of
any owner or operator of a motor vehicle subject to the gross
ton m1le tax. Ports of entry officers are authorized to detain vehicles which have unpaid fees or taxes against them.
Port officers do not have the power to issue civil writs and
processes.
The state patrol is authorized to make arrests without
warrant for any violation of the provisions of any law of
this state regulating the operation of vehicles and u~ of the
highways, including the provisions of the gross ton mile tax
law.
The public utilities commission is authorized to deny, suspend, or revoke a carrier's ope~ting authority for failure

•

-

•

-

•

,

•
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,,.

to post or maintain a bond deposit with the revenue department, or to revoke or suspend the operating authority of a
carrier who has been convicted three times in one calendar
year of violating the ports of entry inspection or clearance
laws,

,,.

TRUCK TAXES IN OTHER STATES
,,..

,,.

Over half of the states impose some type of special carrier tax.
Often, this special tax is used as a regulatory tax and is not intended
to raise a substantial portion of highway user revenues. In Colorado,
the gross ton mile tax is intended to raise a considerable portion
of highway user funds, and in 1957 this tax accounted for nearly 14
per cent of all state motor vehicle taxes.8
Table III is a compilation of the various types of taxes imposed by the 48 continental states on motor vehicle carriers. All
states are included in the table, although not all of them impose
special carrier taxes. Also., some of the fees or charges that many
states levy are regulatory fees rather than special carrier taxes,
but are included to show that a carrier must pay them before he can
operate in that state .

...

8.

-

Highway Statistics. U. S. Rureau of Public Roads, 1957.
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TABLE III
SPECIAL MOTOR CARRIER TAXES
T
Alabama

e of Tax

f.lileage Tax
1/4¢ a mile per axle on freight, increased to 1/3¢ on carriers do111iciled in Alabama and
electing to operate in another state. Passenger rates vary from l,J4¢ to 1¢ a mile according
to passenger capacity.
Flat Fee:

Arizona

Sl.00

Gross Receipts Tax:
Flat Fee:

Arkansas

2 1/4% on passenger carriers and 2 1/2% on freight carriers.

$2.00

Ad Valorem Tax: Average state-wide rate applied to tangible and· intangible property of all
inter-county freight and passenger carriers.
Flat Fee:

$5.00

California

Gross Receipts Tax:

Colorado

Ton-Mile Tax: 0.8 mills per ton-mile on empty weight of vehicle plus 2.0 mills on cargo.
Passen9er-mile tax of 1.0 mills.

Connecticut

Net Income Tax: On passenger carriers tax of 3% of net income. or 1.5 mills·per dollar of
asset value, or a flat sum of $15, whichever is larger.
Flat Fee:

l 1/2% of gross receipts.

$5.00

::lelaware

No special carrier taxes.

Florida

Graduated Mileage Tax: 1/2 to 1¢ per mile for passenger carriers depending on capacity;
112 to 1¢ a mile for freight; and 4¢ a mile for interstate carriers less registration fees.

Georgia

No other taxes except $25.00 flat fee.

Idaho

Graduated Mileage Tax:
weight of vehicle.

Varying rates on gasoline and diesel vehicles depending on graduated

Flat Fee: Minimum fee of $5.00 and maximum of 0.5% of gross intrastate operating revenues an1
only used to defray costs of Public Utilities Commission operation.
Illinois

No additional taxes except flat fee of $4.00 per truck and $14.50 per truck-tractor. Tax
option given commercial carriers -- can elect to take either a mileage-weight tax or a flat-weight
tax.

Indiana

No additional taxes except fla't fees of $12.00 per truck and $24.00 per truck-tractor.

Iowa

Graduated Weight Tax:
Flat Fee:

Kansas

$5.00

Ad Valorem Tax: Tax on interstate carriers is computed by comparing the number of miles trave!led
in Kansas to total number of miles travelled and taking this ratio times the total value of all
rolling stock to obtain the property subject to the Kansas ad valorem rate.
Flat Fee:

Kentucky

From $75.00 to $250.00 depending on weight of vehicle.

$10.00

Graduated Mileage Tax:

Mileage rate of 1/4¢ to 1¢ a mile for passenger carriers.

Graduated Weight Tax: Carriers of property pay an annual excise tax from $22.00 to $300.00
depending on gross weight.
SOURCE:

...

j' '

State ~otor Carriers Handbook, Commerce Clearing House. 1959.

.
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SPECIAL MOTOR CARRIER TAXES

.•

T • of Tax
Louisiana

Gross Receipts rax· Varies from $4.00 per Sl,000 for first $10,000 to $2.00 per $1,000 for $350,000.
Flat Fee:

$10.00

Maine

No

additional taxes other than $5.00 fee per vehicle.

Maryland

Graduated '.Yeiaht Tax: Graduated from $30.00 to $1,000 depending on weight of vehicle.
Passenger-Mile Tax: 1/30 of 1¢ per passenger-mile.

Massachusetts

No additional taxes other than $5.00 fee per vehicle.

Michigan

Graduated Mileage Tax:

~\innesota

No additional taxes ot_!)pr than a $12.50 fee per vehicle.

i,\ississippi

Graduated Mileage Tax:

,,lissouri

Has no 3rd Structure taxes.

:.:ontana

Gross Receipts Tax:
Flat Fee:

Ne::raska

1 to 4 mills per mile depending on weight or passenger capacity.

Private carriers only taxed from 15 to 37 mills per mile depending on weight.

.5% of gross operating revenue taxed an all carriers.

$10.00

Ad Valorem Tax: Tax on non-resident carriers is computed by comparing the number of miles travelled
in Nebraska to total number of miles travelled and taking this ratio times the totai value.of all
vehicles to obtain the property value subject to the Nebraska ad valorem tax.
Flat ·Fee:

$15.00

Graduated Weight Tax: Varies from $1.65 to $2.31 per 100 pounds of empty vehicle weight.
Optional Mileage tax based on number of miles travelled per power unit available to interstate
carriers in lieu of graduated weight tax.

l,ew :-!ampshire
~~ev:

.Jersey

Flat Fee:

$20.00

Flat Fee:

$5.00

Mileage Tax:

1/2¢ per mile tax on interstate passenger carriers only.

Graduated Milea e Tax:
non-resident on y.

1

Flat Fee:

Varies from 15 to 30 mills depending on gross weight -- applicable to

$10.00

t:ew York

Graduated Mileage Tax: Varies from 6 to 35 mills per mile depending on weight of vehicle -applicable to freight carriers only.
Gross Receipts Tax: 2% of gross income of all passenger carriers.

r,orth Carolina

Gross Receipts Tax: Gonunon passenger carriers l 1/2%; non-resident passenger carriers 3%; freight
carriers pay 6% gross receipts tax less registration fees, except option given common carriers to
pay higher contract-carrier fees in lieu of gross receipts tax.

r;orth Dakota

Mileage Tax: Varies from 1 1/2¢ for 3-axle vehicles up to 3¢ for·5-axle or more vehicles -applicable to interstate carriers only.
Flat Fee: Option given interstate carriers to pay regular registration fees plus $15.00 per vehicle,
not to exceed 10 vehicles or $150.00.

Ohio

Mileage Tax:
Flat Fee:

Oklahoma

1/2 to 2 1/2¢ per mile depending on number of.axles.

$20.00 for trucks and $30.00 for tractors.

Passenger-Mile Tax:
Flat Fee:

$2.25

.5 mill per passenger-mile on inter-city passenger carriers.
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Table III
SPECIAL ~10TOR CARRIER TAXES
T
Oregon

e of Tax

Graduated Mileage Tax: 1.5 mills to 68 mills depending on gross weight of vehicle.
Graduated Weight Fee: Carriers may elect to pay graduated weight fee on vehicles with less than
18,000 lb. gross weight of $35 to $290 in lieu of mileage tax
Flat Fee:

$2.50

Pennsylvania

Gross Receipts Tax: 8 mills on each dollar of gross receipts less registration fee.
Regulatory Assessment: Cost of Public Utilities Commission apportioned among carriers not. to exceed
1% of gross revenues.
There is authorization for retaliatory tax·es against states which assess higher taxes for Pennsylvania carriers than Pennsylvania for out-of-state carriers.

Rhode Island

Graduated \'/eight Tax:
Flat Fee:

South Carolina

16¢ per 100 pounds gross weight of combined vehicle and load.

$5.00

Graduated ~~eight Tax: From $15 to $250 depending on weight of vehicle.
Ton-Mile Tax: 1 mill per ton-mile of load carried (net ton) -- applicable only to carriers with
regularly scheduled routes.
Passenaer-Mile Tax: .05 mills to .04 mills depending on weight of vehicle plus flat fee.
Regulatory Assessment: Costs of Public Service Commission are born by companies by assessment on
gross receipts as determined by FUC.

South Dakota

Graduated Weicht Tax: From $15.00 to $250.00 depending on gross weight of vehicle ..
Ton-Mile Tax: Interstate carriers have option of paying 2 mills per gross ton-mile in lieu of
graduated weight tax.
Passenger-Mile Tax: 60¢ a month for.each passenger seat capacity; if vehicle operated less than
6 months a year, a tax of .5 mills per passenger-mile in lieu of 60¢ a month per passenger seat.

Tennessee

Flat Fee:

Texas

Gross Receipts Tax:
property carriers.

$12.50 per year for freight vehicles and $1.25 per seat per year for passenger carrier,
2.42% of gross receipts levied on intrastate operations of passenger and

Flat Fee: $11.00 per year for all freight vehicles and $-11.00 plus $1.00 a passenger seat per year
for passenger vehicles.
Utah

Has no 3rd structure taxes; however, a graduated mileage tax may be paid in lieu of the registration
fee at the option of the carrier.

Vermont

Gross Receipts Tax:

Virginia

Graduated Mileage Tax: Non-resident owners are taxed from 1¢ to 2!S¢ a mile per vehicle according
to gross weight of vehicle.
Gross Receipts: Passenger carriers with gross receipts over $5,000 per year pay 2% tax on gross
receipts.

'.'!ashington

Mileage Tax: Passenger carriers, except cabs, pay 15¢ for each 100 vehicle miles travelled.
pay $15.00 annually.
Graduated Weight Tax: From $7.00 to $23.00 depending on gross weight of freight vehicle.
Gross Receipts Tax: 1.65% of gross operating revenue of common and contract carriers.
Flat Fee:

\

Cabs

Freight vehicles pay $3.00 flat fee a year.

West Virginina

Gross Receipts - Net Income Tax: Applicable only to passenger carriers -- 1.5% of gross income from
all business starting and ending within state; 1.5% of net income earned within state; a surtax
of 3/10 of the gross income and net income taxes.
Graduated Weight Tax: Carriers of passengers and property tax from $9.00 to $54.00 depending on
gross weight of vehicle.

·.nsconsin

Has no 3rd structure taxes.
Commissioner of Mot~r Vehicles has statutory authority to assess retaliatory taxes on vehicles
from states whcih assess higher taxes on Wisconsin vehicles.

,yoming

.

0.1% of gross receipts applicable to all motor carriers subject to PUC regulation.

Mileage Tax: Passenger carriers only pay $.017 per mile.
Ton-Mile Tax: All freight vehicles over 7,000 pounds unladen weight pay 1.5 mills per ton-mile
of unladen weight.

f.1.2.i.J e e ;

Freight vehicJes.,under 7,1000 pounds unladen weight pay flat fees varying from $5.00 a
-

'

__,: __

.,.,.,o;,..1,..~•\..&,,t,.h.;,-1~

Two-Structure Tax States. Twenty states fall into the category of two-structure tax states. These states are: Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin, The dividing line between states with a two-structure system
and- those that impose an additional carrier tax is not always clearly
defined, and there are certain exceptions.

.

.
•'

.,.
.:.

....

... i

',

Of the above states, Connecticut levies a net income tax on
passenger carriers, but not on freight carriers; New Jersey charges
interstate passenger carriers one-half cent per mile; New Mexico
taxes non-resident carriers from 15 to 30 mills per mile depending
on gross vehicle weight; Oklahoma charges inter-city passenger
carriers one-half mill per passenger mile; Utah permits a graduated
mileage tax to be paid in lieu of the registration fee; and Virginia
taxes non-resident freight carriers from one cent to two and one-half
cents per mile and collects a two per cent gross receipts tax from
passenger carriers with over $5,000 per year gross receipts .
These states with a two-structure system for taxing commercial
vehicles rely mainly on receipts from motor fuel taxes and vehicle
registration fees to finance their highway construction and maintenance programs.
States With Special Carrier Taxes. Twenty-eight states rely
on a type of special carrier tax to help meet the cost of highway
construction and maintenance. Mileage taxes, ton mile taxes, gross
receipts taxes, and graduated weight fees are the types used. In
1957, the U. s. 'Bureau of Public Roads reported that 0.463 per cent
of all the states' total highway user revenue came from gross receipts
taxes imposed on carriers, and 1.163 per cent of all the states'
highway user revenue came from mileage taxes. For the same period,
motor fuel taxes amounted to 59.57 per cent of all states' total highway user reventie, and registration fees amounted to 27.23 per cent.
Table IV lists the total amount of registration fees and
mileage tax that a domestic vehicle would pay in each of 29 states
based on an annual mileage of 35,000 miles. Illinois is included in
Table IV for two reasons. First, Illinois has the highest single
registration fee for heavy vehicles ($1,144) in the United States and
is shown for comparison purpose. Second, Illinois provides that a
trucker may elect to pay a mileage tax ln lieu of the registration
fee, but this mileage tax is so high that only those vehicles which
operate very few mjles per year elect the mileage tax instead of the
registration fee,
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TABLE J.V
COMPARISON OF COSTS IN 29 WESTERN ANO MIDWESTERN STATES AND/Ofl STATES
WITH STATUTORY MILEAGE TAXES FOR SEIEITEO TRUCKS TRAVELING 35,000 MILES
I

Mi. That Could Be Traveled In
This State to Equal Costs of
35 1 000 Mi.. in Colorado a

Registration Cost and tl.ileage
Tax for 35 1 000 Mile TriQ
#3
Jt2
ff 1
197.50
(.00564)

Alabama

1--

$

,n

#2

.ta.

#3

That Could be Traveled
in Coln! !or Cost ob 35,000
in This State·
#1
#2
#3

312.50
( .00892)

$1.037.50
(.02964)

78,546

121,692

43,100

13,533

8,950

18,922

$

Arizona c

45.50
( .0013)

185.00
( .00528)

185.00
( .00528)

323,076

180,018

320,549

2,105

5,046

3,048

Arkansas

59.50
(.0017)

273.00
( .0078)

476.00
(.0136)

238,823

. 110,576

103,051

3,157

7,762

8,454

California

57.00
(.00163)

252.00
( .0072).

252.00
(.0072)

250,613

122,708

225,763

2,969

7,083

4,464

Colorado

465.50
( .01330)

lll35.50
.0324)

1,877.50
( .05364)

SBbo

217 .50
(.00621)

530.50
(.01515)

804.00
( .0297)

70,930

68,349

57,828

15,037

15,679_

14,569

Idaho

238.75
( .00682)

579.25
(.01655)

ll502.00
.0429)

60,190

63,957

41,386

16,635

17,183

27,582

Illinois

164.ood
( .00468)

110.ood
( .02028)

1,144.00d
( .03268)

64,423

20,981

22,444

11,015

21,250

20,907

2,450.ooe
(.070)

3{987 .ooe
.1139)

19,522

11,221

11,505

51,090

74,953

73,909

a:

697 .ooe ·
( .0199)
Iowa

155.00
( .00428)

485.00
( .01385)

785.00
(.0224)

72,546

46,967

48,772

9,962

14,274

14,215

Kansas

75.00
( .00214)

300.00
(~008~7)

825.00
(.0235)

182,476

97,491

44,781

4,323

8,595

14,960

200.00
( .00571)

600.00
( .0171)

1{°40.00
.0297)

46,497

31,315

28,198

13,721

17,824

18,969

168.00
( .0048)

436.50
( .01247)

702.50
( .020)

76,562

64,474

65,750

11,315

12,.777

12,677

Louisiana
Michigan

.,_

''

.,

\

...

'l

I

,.

~

11.

L,

.

.
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TABLE

N

l

.t

'

(CON•T.)

COMPARISON OF COSTS IN 29 WESTERN AND MIDWESTERN STATES AND/OR STATES
WITH STATUTORY MILEAGE TAXES FOR SELECTED TRUCKS TRAVELING 35,000 MILES
Mi. That Could be Traveled in
This State to Equal Costs of
35,000 Mi. in Coloradol

Reaistration Cost and Mileage
- Tax for 35,000 Mile Trip
ff l

Minnesota
Mississippi

,....

#2

#3

#1

#2

#3

Mi. That Cculd be Traveled
in Colo. for Cost o~ 35,000
in Ibis S+ah
#1

#2

#3

75.00
(. 00214)

459.00
( .0131)

930.00
(. 0265)

182,476

51,641

35,154

4,323

13,472

16,918

(FC)704.60
( .02013)

1,193.00
(.03408)

NA

21,157

30,149

NA

51,661

36,126

NA

(CC)l56.00
(: 0045)

552.00
(.0157)

NA

68,777

37,165

NA

10,413

16,342

NA

Missouri

50.00
(.00142)

300.00
( .00857)

825.00
( .0235)

292,605

97,481

44,787

2,443

8,595

14,960

Montana

40.00
( .00114)

445.00
( .01271)

ll095.00
.0312)

299,647

54,327

25,080

1,691

13,040

19,994

Nebraska

132.50
( .00378)

475.00
(.01357)

790.00
( .0225)

88,095

48,925

48,333

8,646

13,966

14,308

Nevada

119. 70
( .00542)

355.30
(.01015)

577.50
( .01650)

101,111

76,864

78,787

7,676

10,277

10,346

New Mexico

157.60
(.0045)

289.60
(. 00827)

449.60
( .0128)

68,422

102,285

111,207

10,526

8,243

7,962

New York

35.00
(.0010)

585.00
(.0167)

1,140.00
(. 03257)

43,050

60,209

51,657

1,315

17,361

20,833

North Dakota

52.50
(. 0015)

418.00
( .01672)

847.00
(. 0242)

275,333

42,912

42,582

2,631

12,206

15,370

Ohio

124.00
( .00354)

682.00
( .01948)

1,271.00
(. 03631)

96,468

41,247

35,981

8,007

20,354

23,294

Oklahoma

120.00
(.00342)

420.00
(.012)

545.00
(.01557)

101,023

59,625

85,581

7,706

12,268

9,740

Oregon

317.50
(.00907)

832.50
(.02378)

2,265.00
( .06471)

45,259

42,914

25,386

· 22,556

25,000

41,806

co

TABLE

N

(CON 'T.)

COMFARISON Oi: COSTS IN 29 WESTERN AND MIDWESTERN STATES AND/OR STATES
\'."ITH STATL'TORY MILEAGE TAXES FOR SELECTED TRUCKS TRAVELING 35,000 MILES
Mi. That Could be Traveled in
This State to Equal Costs of
35.000_Mi. in Colorado!

Registration Cost and Mileage
Tax for 35,000 Mile Trip
ff :i.
1-- a-.
i:;n
,,, . • ...,v

l\.)

#1

#2

#3

#1

#3

#2

651.50
{ .01861)

1,175.50
( .03358)

59,042

42,933

36,554

13,533

19,567

21,951

(.CC564)
Texas

SO.OS
(. 80144)

312.13
{. 00891)

583.83
(.01668)

288,506

92,409

77,558

2,447

8,939

10,278

Litah

50.00
{ .00142)

200.00
(. 00571)

430.00
{.01228)

292,605

163,835

117,874

2,443

8,564

7,596

:;:isconsin

l9C.OO
{ . 00542)

500.00
(. 01428)

875.00
( .0250)

50,830

44,502

40,100

12,593

14,737

15,892

·sashingtcn

50.00
(.00!.~2)

370.00
(.01057)

370.00
(.01057)

292,605

72,421

142,620

2,443

10,725

6,478

·:,ycming

45.00
{.001:28)

476.25
{.0136)

686.25
(.0196)

328,515

81,826

94,260

2,067

14,009

12,374

South Dakota

0

#3

ff2

Mi. Tn~t Could be Traveled
in Colo. for Co.st o~ 35,000
in This State

nl

A two-axle, gasoline burning truck, empty weight 7,000 pounds MRC 2 ton, 1oad weight 10,000 pounds.

n2

A three-axle unit consisting of a gasoline burning tractor, emp~v weight 9,000 pounds.
semi-trailer, empty weight 8,000 pounds. Load weight 25,000.GVWis 42,000 pounds.

ff3

A five-axle unit consisting cf a diesel fuel burning tractor, empty weight 14,000 pounds, MRC 5 ton, and a two-axle
semi-trailer, empty weight 11,000 pounds. Load weight 43,000 pounds. GVW ;s 68,000 pounds.

.

.,.

.a:.. r\

GVW is 17,000 pounds.

MRC 3 ton, and a single axle

Not Applicable

a. Using the cost of traveling 35,000 miles in Colorado as a base, this column shows the miles that could be traveled in the
other state (for the costs in Colorado).

b. Using the cost of traveling 35,000 miles in Colorado as a base, this column shows the miles that could be traveled in
Colorado (for the costs in the other state).

c. Arizona requires registration of all non resident carrier vehicles.

d. Truckers may elect to pay a flat weight tax (line footnoted d), or a mileage tax {line footnoted
e. If the mileage tax is elected (line footnoted

el

.

...

e).

a registration fee is still charged. This is the total fee or tax that
is paid until an allowed mileage has been trav~led in Illinois. After the permitted mileage has been traveled, a graduated
mileage tax is imposed.

.._

"
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~

ti.
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As Table IV points out, costs of operating a vehicle in Colorado are high when compared with surrounding states. Only Oregon
imposes a higher tax rate per mile ~han Colorado, and this rate applies
only on the heavier vehicles.
States Which Have Abandoned Ton Mile Taxes. Eleven states at
one time adopted and later abandoned the ton mile tax. These states
are: Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Minnesota, Oklahoma,
Tennessee, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. All but two of these states
adopted the ton mile tax before 1933, and seven of them had abandoned
the tax by 1950. Kansas, in 1956, was the last of these 11 states
to change from a ton mile tax to another means of taxing motor carriers.
Ten of these states repealed the ton mile tax in favor of higher registration fees. Idaho adopted a graduated mileage tax in place of
the ton mile tax.
Three reasons were cited by these states for abandoning the
ton mile tax: evasion, enforcement, and exemptions. Evasion of the
tax was reported as being high in all of the states. Since any ton
mile tax must be self-assessed, many operators took advantage of thls
provision to avoid paying the tax.

-

I ~-

Enforcement costs of the tax amounted to more than 20 per cent
of the revenues collected in some states, even though no ports of
entry were used, These administrative costs were considered
excessive, and a tax was sought with lower administrative costs.
Exemptions from the tax were mentioned as another factor in
abandoning it. Certain classes of carriers were exempted, or the tax
was made option•! upon payment of higher registration fees. In Wis•
consin, as many as 91 per cent of the commercial carriers were exempt
from the ton mile tax before it was replaced in 1953.
ADMINISTRATION OF THE COLORADO GROSS TON MILE TAX
The administration and collection of the Colorado gross ton
mile tax is the responsibility of the department of revenue. The
operation of the ports of entry stations is under the direction of
the ports of entry division, while the collection and record keeping
functions are handled by the gross ton mile tax section •

•

•

The joint resolution authorizing the study directed the committee to examine the administrative procedures relating to the
collection of the gross ton mile tax. Representatives of the trucking
industry have also expressed some concern over administrative costs
and procedures •. A summary of this phase of the study is presented
below with a brief descriptlon of the operation of the ports of entry
division and the gross ton mile tax section •
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Ports of Entry
The ports of entry divlsion h~d thirteen numbe:ed port installations in operation as of June 1, 1960. Also maintained as a permanent installation, but not numbered, was the port at Stoneham. The
Stoneham port is staffed and equipped from the Brush port.
Table V lists all the ports by number and location, the number
of men assigned to each port, the average daily number of vehicles
cleared at each port for a fourteen-month period, actual cash collections at the ports for the calendar years 1957, 1958, and 1959, and
the ports' location on the major highways. Scheduled to begin operations in the near future is the Poncha Springs port.
Truckers without an established GTM account and who are not
required to have one (out of state operators who come into Colorado
fewer than two times per month or city or metro licensed trucks) must
pay the ton mile tax in cash at the port of entry. These truckers
are given regular port clearances and also receive a receipt for the
cash payment. This receipt can be used at other ports of entry
~uring the same trip as proof of having paid the tax.
Clearance Procedures for Truckers with GTM Accounts. Truckers
who desire to operate in Colorado on a regular basis must establish
a gross ton mile (GTM) account. All truckers who have been assigned
a GTM account number have posted a cash or surety bond with the
revenue department in an amount sufficient to cover the estimated
monthly ton mile tax liability of the operator. A letter certifying
that such a bond ~as been posted must be carried in the cab at all
times and must be presented at the port of entry before clearance will
be granted. Also, all truckers using diesel fuel or LP gas are required to carry a special fuel permit card in the cab.
Those truckers who pass through a port of entry on a regular
basis may clear themselves by making an entry on a special form, thus
saving considerable time.
No cash is collected for payment of the ton mile tax at the
ports from truckers who have GTM accounts.
In cases where a trucker enters and leaves the state on the
same day or when a trucker is crossing the state through several ports,
only one clearance is necessary. The original clearance is merely
stamped by the port officer as the trucker leaves the state or clears
successive ports on his route.
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Number of Port
and Locuion

Number of
Men
Assigned a

#1 Ft. Collins

5

496

#2 Platteville

6

#3 Brush

--

.

,.. r-

£&

.
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TABLE V

JI

Average Daily
Number of
Vehicles Clearedb

,

l pw ..•_, __
J

1

Cash Collection
1957

. -

t,

l

(

at

(

..'
'

Ports

1958

{

,/'

J

• I

,
r-F····
.

Located On Highways:

U.S.

1952

Colorado

33,474

$ 34,345

$ 30,982

87

689

25,297

32,904

38,073

85

66

9

1014

69,094

84,766

..W.4,207

6-34

71-138

#4 Limon

5

505

37,137

55,366

50,833

24-40-287

71

#5 Lamar

7

403

89,983

116,627

131.532

287-50-385

#6 Trinidad

5

284

29,222

32,402

36,360

85-87

391

26,482

23.203

32,988

285
160

58,781

59,167

27,172

666

$

·,

#7 Antonito)
#llFt. Garland)

9

#8 Cortez }

6

#BA Bondad}

2

272

#9 Grand Junction

5

323

19,179

21,347

22,784

6-24-50

#10 Idaho Springs

5

329

13,703

13,996

15.291

6-40

#12 Monument

9

961

12.493*

25.364

26.080

85-87

#13 Idalia

5

191

10,034... . 26,948....

31.100

36-385

78

586

}

I\)

...

Totals

*

**

.....

V

:6/

6 Months
Byers
Idalia 7 months, Byers 5 months
June l, 1960
January, 1959, through February, 1960

550

$424,879

$526,500

$557.500

159

'

Use of Scales. The ports of entry in Colorado are not
uniformly equipped with scales. A~. is shown in Table VI, some ports
have electronic platform scales, two have non-electric platform scales,
and some have only portable scales. The Platteville, Grand Junction,
Monument, Cortez, and Limon ports have electronic platform scales in
operation. The Fort Collins and the Stoneham ports both have permanent
platform scales, but neither scale is electronic. The ports of entry
division has a total of six sets of portable scales with a trailer for
each set. Each set of portable scales consists of four weighing units,
so that the six sets of four units can be divided into 12 sets of two
units. The 12 sets are sufficient to equip all but two of the present
permanent port installations with portable scales.
TABLE VI
PORTS OF ENTRY SCALES
PMT

#1
#2
#3

#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#BA
#9
#10
#11
#12

Fort Collins
Platteville
Brush
Stoneham
Limon
Lamar
Trinidad
Antonito
Cortez
Bondad
Grand Junction
Idaho Springs
Fort Garland
Monument

ELECTRONIC

PERMANENT

PORTABLE

X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X

Portable scales are used infrequently by port officers.
The scale units are heavy and cumbersome to move about; the operation
of the portable units requires at least two men and preferably three
or four; the weighjng of a vehicle on a portable scale set requires
considerable time; and actual operation of the scale is considered
quite dangerous. The ports of entry division has now adopted a policy
that all new port installations shall be equipped with electronjc platform scales, so that the use of portable scales can be eliminated except in an emergency, or when necessary at a road block. Portable
scales are useful primarily as a deterrent to the overloadjng of
trucks.
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Ports of Entry Communications System. The ports of entry rely
on three types of communication: telephones, two-way radios, and teletypes. All ports are equipped with telephones, but not all have radio
or t~letype equipment. Table VII indicates which ports have either
radio or teletype.
Four ports are provided with teletype machines. These are
Arush, Limon, Lamar, and Monument. Instructions and reports from
the Denver office of the ports of entry division or the gross ton
mile tax section are received at the port stations in printed form.
Thls provides a permanent record for port files. Port officers prefer to have this written record rather than a verbal message, especially lf they have to take action on a challenged distraint warrant.
Truckers, too,more readily accept a printed order rather than one
that is relayed over the telephone or radio.
TABLE VII
PORTS OF ENTRY COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT
As of July 1, 1960

.

·PORT
#1
#2
#3
#4

,.

...

#5
#6
#7
#8
#BA
#9
#10
#11
#12
#13

RADIO IN VEHICLE

Fort Collins
Platteville
Brush
Limon
Lamar
Trinidad
Antonito
Cortez
Bond ad
Grand Junction
Idaho Springs
Fort Garland
Monument
Idalia
a_/

x.s.l
X
X
X
X
X

TELETYPE

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

Two radios

•
#

•

.

-·

The teletype system is owned and maintained by the Mountain
States Telephone and Telegraph Company. The state of Colorado pays
a monthly assessment for each machine, plus toll charges for each
message. The monthly rate for the Brush, Lamar, and Limon machines
is $10.00 e~ch; for the machine at Monument the charge is $16.60; and
the charge for the machine in Denver is $35.00. These are minimum
monthly rates and there is an additional charge per message.
Nine ports have radio equipped vehicles. The Brush port is
the only one with two radio equipped vehicles. The Brush port also
operates the port at Stoneham, which is approximately.thirty miles
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north and west of Brush. The port at Fort Garland is operated as a
part of the Antonito port, and the Bondad port is operated as a part
of the Cortez port, but only one vehicle each is assigned to Antonito and Cortez. The ports of entry division uses the same transmitting frequency as the highway patrol.
None of the ports of entry has two-way ratio equipment in
the port building, so that radio contact cannot be maintained between
the mobile equipment and the home port, when the mobile equipment is
used to operate a road block, This could perhaps lead to undue delay and confusion in situations when fast and accurate communication
with the base port is essential.

•

•

The state civil defense agency has funds available for establishing radio networks for such organizations as the ports of
entry division. The civil defense agency recently approved plans
for a micro-wave radio network for the state patrol, which will cost
approximately $237,000, half the cost being provided from federal
civil defense funds. These funds are also available on a 50-50
matching basis to other approved state agencies.
Use of Road Blocks or Rover Ports. The ports of entry division, in addition to the 14 permanent installations, also operates
mobile or roving ports, from time to time, from most.of the permanent
stations. These road blocks are set up at various places and at
various times in the area around the permanent stations. The mobile
ports are used to maintain a degree of control over traffic which
normally does not pass through the permanent ports. Port officers
have the same powers, duties, and responsibilities when operating a
road block as they do while at their home port. There is a definite
need for roving ports in all parts of the state, because of the number
of highways that do not have permanent ports located on them. For
example, there are 20 major (U.S.) highways leading into Colorado,
and eight state highways. In addition, there is a complex web of
highways and roads extending in all directions across the state. M~e
of the Colorado highway system is continually being paved with the
result that traffic may move along different routes than from those
where the permanent ports were established.

•

It is the policy of the ports of entry division to operate
rover ports from indivi.dual ports whenever there is manpower available to do so. There is also a division-wide policy that rover
ports be set up in the eastern part of the state during the
wheat harvest and in other parts of the state during the peach harvest
or potato harvest. Port officers from any of the ports may be temporarily assigned to these rover ports duri.ng the peak harvest seasons.
Staffing Pattern. The organizational staffing plan for the
ports of entry division (as of July 1, 1960) lists 67 port officers
assigned to field duty, one port officer and one port supervisor
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assigned to headquarters duty, 11 port supervisors, two regional
supervisors, two clerk-stenographers, and the division chief.
Ports of entry officers were re-classified from civil service
grade 8 to civil service grade 10 on January 1, 1960, when the number
of civil service grades was expanded from 23 to 39. Each officer is
to·be re-classified on the anniversary date of his employment. The
new civil service grade 10 provides an approximate one per cent pay
increase, from $330 per month minimum to $333 minimum and from $420
per month maximum to $425 per month maximum .
Port supervisors were re-classified from civil service grade
10 to civil service grade 13 on January 1, 1960, with the re-classification to become effective on the anniversary date of the officer.
The new civil service grade 13 provides an approximate one per cent
pay increase, from $381 per month minimum to $386 per month mimimum
and from $488 per month maximum to $492 per month maximum .
Colorado is divided into two ports of entry districts, each
supervised by a district port supervisor. The eastern district includes the ports located at Fort Collins, Platteville, Brush, Limon,
Lamar, Idalia, and Trinidad. The western district includes the
Antonito-Fort Garland, Cortez-Bondad, Monument, Grand Junction, and
Idaho Springs ports. The new port to be located at Poncha Springs
Junction will also be in the western district.
The district port supervisors work directly under the chief
of the division. Their duties include: conducting surveys to determine the proper _location of permanent and mobile ports; perform any
over-all supervision of personnel and port administration; overseeirg
the actual construction of each port of entry; coordinating the operation of ports of entry with the functions of other tax collection
and enforcement sections of the revenue department; informing the
division chief concerning the operation of each port; and such other
tasks as may b~ assigned by the chief of the division .
The district port supervisors were re-classified on January
1, 1960, from civil se~vice grade 12 to civil service grade 16. The
new grade 16 provides for a $5 per month raise on the minimum level,
from $442 to $447 per month, but provides a $2 per month cut in pay
on the maximum level from $572 to $570 per month .
Ports of Entry Budget
The ports of entry division submits an annual budget separate
from the rest of the revenue department. Table VIII $hows the total
por:ts of entry budget, the amount allowed for personal services, and
the per cent these personal services are of the total budget for
four fiscal years.

~

.'-··
,.
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TABLE VIII
fiscal Year

Total POE Budget

Personal Services

%of Total Budget

1957-58

$413,496

$328,280

79.4

1958-59

429,923

344,355

80.l

1959-60

474,840

380,933

80.2

1960-61
(POE Request)

523,407

411,571

78.6

1960-61
(Appropriation)

559,068

451,531

80.7

Overtime Problem. Table IX lists by port of entry the numl,er
of overtime hours accumulated by port personnel for two separate
calendar years, 1958 and 1959. In 1958, a total of 188,208 man hours
were worked, of which 25,979 hours, or 13.R per cent were overtime
hours. In 1959 a total of 191,702 hours were worked, of which
22,229, or 11.6 per cent were overtime hours. Based on the present
48 hour work week, the overtime hours for 1958 amounted to the equivalent of 12 full-time employees; and the 1959 overtime hours amounted
to the equivalent of 10 full-time employees. No overtime pay was
allowed for these extra hours. State institutions compensate their
employees at the rate of 1.5 times the regular hourly rate for hours
worked in excess of 40. However, the practice common throughout
most of the Colorado state agencies is to allow compensatory time
off for overtime hours on an hour for hour basis. The ports of
entry have, in the past, attempted to follow this practice. But,
because of the press of business and the necessity of keeping
traffic moving through the ports without any undue delay, little
compensatory time off has been allowed. There have not been enough
men to allow even a considerable portion of the overtime hours to
be compensated for by time off. A further obstacle to granting compensatory time is caused by port work schedules, which must allow
for the regular one day per week off, for vacation time, and for sick
leave.
Additional Appropriation for Overtime Compensation or Reduction. Since the ports of entry have been operated as a division of
the department of revenue, the joint budget committee and the General
Assembly have usually approved the amount requested for personal
services. During the 1959 session of the General Assembly, a bill
was introduced, which would have given port of entry personnel a
flat $30 per month additional compensation. (Previously the General
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Assembly had provided additional compensation of $50 per month for
uniformed state patrol personnel and $30 per month for patrol radio
personnel.) This additional compensation was to serve as payment for
hours worked in excess of 48. This measure did not pass, and no
·
other action was taken by the General Assembly regarding overtime
compensation for port personnel.
An additional appropriation of $41,661 was made to the ports
of entry division during the 1960 legislative session. This appropriation was not contained in the long bill, but was added as an
amendment on the floor of the House. This additional appropriation
was made to provide some solution to the overtime problem through
additional compensation, by adding new personnel, or both.
TABLE IX
OVERTIME HOURS

..

PORT

...

,.___

-

a

-

1958

1959

#1

Fort Collins

502

998

#2

Platteville .

2,748

2,812

#3

Brush

3,176

2,332

#4

Limon

2,286

1,519

#5

Lamar

1,385

1,520

#6

Trinidad

1,738

1,547

#7

Antonito/Ft. Garland

3,254

2,812

#8

Cortez

2,276

1,210

#9

Grand Junction

1,940

1,680

#10

Idaho Springs

1,526

1,710

#11

Ft. Garland (see Antonito)

#12

Monument

3,061

2,484

#13

Idalia

2,087

1,397

Other

208

Total
25,.979

,.,
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22,229

Budget Office Study and Recommendations. The budget office
explored several alternative means of relieving the overtime problem
with the additional money provided•and proposed that all port of entry
personnel be compensated for hours worked per week in excess of 48
at l.o times the hourly rate up to a maximum of $30 per month per man.
The budget office's computations of overtime on this basis indicated
there would be sufficient funds left out of the $41,661 to permit the
hiring of three additional port officers. The recommendation was
madf that these three officers be employed one each at the three
ports with the most hours of overtime in !959: Antonito, Rrush, and
Platteville.

•

In making these recommendations, the budget office rejected
two other proposals: !) addition of a sufficient number of men to
reduce the work week to 48 hours for all port personnel; and 2) payment of compensation for all overtime worked at a rate of time and
one-half without any maximum limit.
The first proposal was rejected primarily because of cost.
It was estimated that at least 17 additional officers would be
needed to accommodate the flexibility necessary for efficient port
operation and at the same time reduce each officer's work schedule
to 48 hours. This personnel. addition would cost approximately
$70,000 annually or almost $30,000 more than the additional appropriation for the current fiscal year. The second proposal was also
rejected primarily for the same reason. The budget office estimated
the average time and one-half rate at $2.90 per hour and overtime
hours during the current fiscal year at 22,000 hours, which would
result in a cost of $64,000, or almost $23,000 more than the additional appropriation.
Recognizing the limitation on the possibilities for improving
the overtime situation for port officers imposed by the amount of the
additional appropri.ation, the recommendations of the budget office
appear to offer the most equitable immediate solution. If followed
exactly, these recommendations would result in some overtime compention for all officers and in the reduction of overtime for some.
Further, there is an added advantage in having overtime compensation
based on actual hours worked within the $30 monthly limit, rather than
providing a flat $30 monthly increase, regardless of additional hours
worked.
In addition to the effect of the propo11d overtime compenaation policy on other state agencies, the budget office recommendations
pose some question, with reapect to long run port operation. The
m~st important of theae is the poasible effect thia solution to the
overtime problem may have on realiatic planning by port• of entry
division admini1trator1 to meet peraonnel need, cau1edt l) by the
continued increase ~n truck traffic: 2) peak periods 1uch aa the wheat
and potato harveata; 3) operation of road blocks and rover ports1

• 30 •
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and 4) daily variations in truck volume through certain ports. In
other words will future planning be geared to meeting these needs
by having officers continue to work the same number of hours with
the same periodic disruptions now that a certain amount of compensation has been provided, or will such planning include a sufficient
increase in port personnel to reduce overtime substantially, while
at the same time assuring efficiency and flexibility in port operations?
~
The recommendation concerning overtime will cost the state
approximately $30,000 per year based on the present level of operations. As additional port officers are employed to keep pace with
increased truck activity, the amount required for overtime payments
will, of course, also increase. While this proposal is the least
costly of any considered, there is a real question as to whether
some other approach to the problem (such as the addition of several
more port officers), even if more costly, might not buy, dollar for
dollar, more efficient port operation.

The budget office's estimates on the number of men necessary
to reduce the normal work week for port officers to 48 or 40 hours
are based on manpower requirements computed by each port supervisor.
An additional 17 men are considered necessary for a 48-hour week
with no overtime and 34 additional officers for a reduction to a
40-hour week. While these estimates may be somewhat high, it appears
that at least 15 men would be needed for a reduction to a 48-hour
week and 25 to 30 for a reduction to a 40-hour week. However, the
addition of this number of men in either case would result in extra
man hours which would be available for more intensive road block and
rover operations. An extensive examination of personnel needs and
scheduling should be made to determine exactly how many more men are
needed. From preliminary examination, it appears that if some
method could be found to meet peak season needs without disrupting
the normal routine at most of the ports, it would not be necessary
to add so many officers to effect a work week reduction.

-

One way in which peak season needs might be met is through
the employment of part-time employees, either on a temporary or
permanent basis. A source of part-time employees might be found
among those who already work on a part-time or temporary basis for
state, county, or municipal governments. Male school teachers also
might be available during the summers to assist during the peak
periods caused by the wheat and peach harvests. Part-time employees
could be used as well for vacation or sick leave replacements.
_
It would be more advantageous if~ reservoir of such employees could be developed, from which a sufficient number would be
available as each need arises. This would eliminate the necessity
for continually training new groups of part-time officers. Regular
port officers are trained on the job at present, and part-time em-
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ployees could be trained in the same way. If and when the ports of
entry division establishes a training program similar to the state
patrol's, temporary and part-time employees could be required to
attend as a condition of employment ..
. Most of the port supervisors with whom this possibility was
discussed were not enthusiastic about the use of part-time employees.
They gave as reasons for opposing such a plan the problems of discipline and control, training, and the morale of regular port
offi~ers.
The Gross Ton Mile Tax Secti2n
The gross ton mile tax section is not organized as a separate division of the revenue department as is the ports of entry
division and a separate budg~ is not prepared for this section. At
the commit tee's request, the director of re.venue compiled summary
data on administrative costs for this section for fiscal year 1959-60.
$246,214.30

Salaries
Retirement

14,772.85

Operating Expenses

36,876.45
3,750.19

Equipment
Workmen's Compensation

406.89
l, 362. 57
$303,383.25

Travel

The gross ton mile tax section has the prime responsibility
for administering the ton mile tax, although other sections of the
revenue department also participate in the processing of forms and
returns. Prior to July l, 1960, most of these forms and returns were
processed manually. As of that date, however, most of this work was
converted to machine processing.
The major functions performed by the gross ton mile tax section include:
I)
processing account applications, which involves the
assignment of account numbers and an initial check (with
follow up, if necessary) to determine that proper bond
has been posted;
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2)
processing of the monthly gross ton mile tax returns,
which involves first an audit of the return to determine
if the entries are corre"Ct and second, a check of these
returns against patrol contact tickets and ports of entry
clearance slips; and

.

...

..
..,. .

,..
,.

3)
assessments on accounts, which are made after discrepancies are found either on the tax return itself or
between the tax return and the ports of entry clearance
slips or patrol contact tickets.
·
Although the returns are machine recorded, the auditing
process is still handled manually with the result that several auditors and account clerks are needed to perform this function. The
director of revenue has indicated that future plans include machine
processing of both the gross ton mile tax returns and the ports of
entry clearance slips. When this is done, a considerable portion
of the auditing now performed manually can be handled by machine.
Consequently, this. will free a number of auditors and accountants to
make field audits.
At the present time, these audits are made by the field audit
section of the department of revenue. This section also performs
audits in connection with all other state taxes (sales, income,
special fuels, etc.). Because of these additional responsibilities,
it is sometimes 12 to 18 months before audits requested by the gross
ton mile sectio~ are made. The only other recourse available to
the gross ton mile tax section at the present time is to request
that a trucker bring his records to the gross ton mile section office~
Many truckers cooperate in this respect, but with others a field audit
provides the only means of checking their records against the tax
returns.
When the machine processing system is perfe~ted to the extent that present personnel of the gross ton mile section are available to perform field audits, the auditing process will be speeded
up considerably, and, in the opinion of revenue department officials,
will tighten up enforcement of the tax.

•·

'
\JI,.

.

In its present stage of development, however, the machine
program has slowed up the manual processing of gross ton mile returns. Prior to the machine recording of gross ton mile returns,
these returns were audited in the same month in which they were
filed. Now these returns must clear the machine section first,
which involves~ delay of 30 days. The suggestion has been made
that the returns be audited prior to machine processing to eliminate the time lag. Conversion to machine processing will also make
it easier for the auditors and accountants to notice monthly variati.ons in tax reports. Usually, these variations are merely a reflection of periodic changes in trucking activity. But sometimes

'
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these differences are a result of faulty record keeping by the
trucker or an attempt to evade a portion of the tax. When such
discrepancies are found the trucker i~ usually requested by mail
to provide an explanation. Should there be no response or should
the answer fail to satisfy the gross ton mile tax section, he will
be requested to bring in his books. If cooperation is not received
on this request, a field audit may be ordered if the possible amount
involved is sufficient to warrant such action. If the amount is
smallr the gross ton mile section may bill the trucker for the
dlfference between the tax paid and the amount which should have
been paid, based on the truc~er's normal monthly operation.
If account holders fail to respond to delinquent tax notices
sent by the gross ton mile tax section, the account is turned over
to the enforcement section of the revenue department for collection
by distraint warrant.

...

.

.

Generally, the conversion to machine accounting has improved
the procedures and the efficiency of the gross ton mile tax section.
Complete machine processing of returns and clearance tickets and the
d~velopment of a master file relating gross ton mile number, special
fuel permit _number, P.U.C. number, and vehicle registration (both of
which are contemplated) are the next steps needed in the improvement
of gross ton mile tax administration .
. Gross Ton Mile Tax Administrative Costs. It is very difficult to determine the actual costs of administering the gross ton
mile tax, because of the number of governmental agencies and functions
involved. Based o~ expenditures for the gross ton mile tax section
and the ports of entry divlsion, administrative costs were approximately 10.5 per cent of collections during each of the fiscal years
1958 through 1960 (seven per cent for ports of entry and 3.5 for the
gross ton mi le section). Administrative costs would be somewhat
higher if it were possible to include expenditures by other agencies,
such as the highway department, state patrol, and public utilities
commission, which are directly attributable to the gross ton mile
tax.

:

While ports of entry expenditures were included in this
estimate. it should be pointed out that the existence of the ports
system is not necessarily related to the imposition of a special
carrier tax. Some states, Kansas for example, retained their ports
of entry after abandoning a ton mile tax, and others established
ports for functions other than administration and collection of a
third structure tax.
The administrative costs for the gross ton mile tax are
higher than for other motor vehicle taxes and fees, (e.g., less than
one per cent for motor fuel taxes and from 8 to 9 per cent for motor
vehicle registration fees). However, administrative costs in most
of the states which abandoned ton mile taxes were two to three times
as great as the proportion of gross collections shown for Colorado
in Table X.
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TABLE X
COST OF ADMINISTERING GROSS TON MlILE TAX
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1958-1960 ~

1256
Po.r'ts of entry expenditures!2/

$

Gross ton mile section St.I
expenditures

...

-

526,824

1252
$

499,995

$

1260~est.)
566,840

227,163

245.558

303.383

Total

$

753,987

745,553

870,223

Gross ton mile tax

$7,229,463

$7,569,438

$7,700,000

Per cent for administration

10.429%

9.849%

11.301%

Per cent for ports of entry
administration

7.287%

6.605%

7.362%

does not include: State Highway Patrol, Public Utilities Commission,
State Highway·D.epartment, or Revenue Department Field Audit Section
or Enforcement Section
Source: Budget Reports, State of Colorado, 1958~1960
Source: Annual Reports, Department of Revenue,. 1958-1960

,.

RECIPROCITY AND RETALIATORY TAXES

•

•

•

•

Reciprocity for foreign-licensed commercial vehicles becomes
more important as more and more'freight is moved by this form of
transportation. In many Colorado communities, the entire community
is dependent upon motor carriers to supply not only luxuries but
also the basic commodities necessary for existence. The granting
of reciprocity to non-comme~cial vehicles has for many years been an
accepte9 fact. All .states. now grant full reciprocity to properly
licensed non-commercial vehicles from other states. However, the
differences which exist amorig the various states in taxing commercial
vehicles have led to.a maze of confl!cting systems for·granting
reciprocity. Depending upon the laws of the ,states involved, reciprocity may be granted for vehicles operated by residents of the
other state; foi vehicles of concerns having a principal place of
business in the other state; for vehicles of concerns incorporated
in the other state; for vehicles properly r~gistered in the other
state. Each of these methods requires definition and sometimes
difficult determination of fact. The ex'tent of reclproci ty actually
granted to anothe,r state's vehicles varies, depending upon the
method employed. , Only within the past few years has any concerted
effort been expended to reduce the differences in the varying state
taxing systmes.
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Interstate Agreements
There are three major interstate compacts oh reciprocity.
These are the Southern States Agreement, the Western States Agreement, and the Midwest Vehicle Proration Compact. An analysis of
the two compacts with the largest number of signatory states is
included below.
Southern States Agreement. In December 1957, the Fourteen
State Reciprocity Agreement was signed by the states of Alabama,
Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia. This agreement provides for full reciprocity
for vehicles operated in interstate commerce. The only exceptions
to full reciprocity are that: (1) operators must comply with the
public service or public utilities commission rules in each state;
(2) operators must pay the motor fuel tax in each state; and (3) regular route carriers are subject to a mileage tax in South Carolina.
The other states which use some sort of mileage tax (Alabama, Florida,
Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, and Virginia} do not impose a mileage
tax on properly licensed vehicles from states participating in the
agreement. The purpose of the agreement was to provide full reciprocity
for all motor vehicle fees, and full reciprocity is granted subject to
the limitations stated above. In addition, all of the states in the
Fourteen States Agreement have formal or informal bilateral reciprocity agreements with most of the other states in the union.
None of the fourteen states which is a party to the agreement
uses a mileage tax to provide a major portion of its highway user tax
revenue. All fourteen states are essentially two structure tax states,
and any mileage taxes which may be imposed are regulatory type taxes.
This essentially uniform system for taxing commercial vehicles lends
itself very well to the efficient_~nd effective granting of reciprocity. Only when states have very u.-rlike tax structures does the problem of reciprocity and retaliation become acute.
Western States Agreement. The multi-state agreement to which
Colorado is a signator was known originally as the Western States
Proration Agreement and covered California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, and Washington. Since 1956,
when it first became effecti.ve, the name of the agreement has been
cha~ged to the Uniform Vehicle Registration Proration and Reciprocity
Agreement. The states of Iowa, Missouri, and Nebraska have also
become parties to the agreement.
The Uniform Proration Agreement diffe~s both in substance and
procedure from the Fourteen State Reciprocal Agreement. It differs
in substance from the Fourteen State Agreement in that each state may
have a different kind of user tax structure. It differs in procedure
in that registration fees are prorated among the member states on the
basis of miles traveled, instead of providing that the state of domicile shall be the state of registration. Reciprocity is not granted
for mile~g~ t~xe~.
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It is significant that four of the member states of the
Uniform Proration Agreement, Colorado, Oreg6n, Idaho~ and Nevada,
each derive more than seven per cent of their total'highway user
tax revenues from some type of mileage tax. The other member states
are all essentially two structure tax states, and use mileage taxes
principally for regulatory pur~oses. Wyoming and Utah, both surrounded by states in the Uniform Proration Agreement, are not members.
The avowed purpose of the Uniform Proration Agreement is to let each
member· state impose the type of highway user tax structure that it
feels is most appropriate.
Unlike the Fourteen State Agreement, the ~niform Proration
Agreement does not provide for reciprocity on any mileage taxes.
Each member state that· levies st mi.leage tax . levies it on the trucks
of member states as well' as those of non-member states. Like the
Fourteen State Agreement•, the Uniform Agreement provides that operators must pay motor fuel tax in each state •

Retaliatory Taxes Against Colorado Vehicles

...

,..

To indicate the number of states which impose a retaliatory
tax on Colorado vehicles, a state by state summary was prepared from
information made available by the American Trucking Association, Inc ••
and the Colorado Motor Carriers' Association.
Colorado carriers are not treated in the same way from state
to state, nor are all classes of Colorado carriers treat&d alike
in the same state. As an example, California grants full reciprocity
to Colorado private carriers with less than three vehicles, but Colorado for-hire carriers must either prorate their vehicles or pay a
$5.00 trip permit per vehicle plus the California gross receipts tax.
Colorado carriers usually pay a mileage tax in those states
which have mileage taxes, but in Idaho only regular prorated vehicles
pay the mileage tax. Occasional Colorado operators in Idaho are
charged a trip permit fee instead of the mileage tax.
1

,

-

r

Twelve states retaliate against Colorado :Vehicles by charging
a mileage tax which is not imposed on domestic vehicles. The three
states that impose.the most severe tax on Colorado vehicles are
Kansas, Nebraska, and Minnesota. Most states collect a trip permit
fee from Colorado vehicles ln lieu of any registration fee or other
tax. Following is a summary by state of the retaliatory taxes imposed on Colorado carriers.
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ALABAMA: Full reciprocity is granted to Colorado private
carriers. Retaliates against Colorado for-hire carriers by charging
such operators a trip permit fee of '$5.50 and allowing only three
_such trips permonth without registration.
ARIZONA: Grants reciprocity to no one. Colorado operators,
as well as all others, must pay the full registration fees and fuel
tax. Occasional operators may purchase 30, 60, or 90-day license~ for
12 per cent, 22 per cent, or 30 per cent of full year's registration
fees, respectively.
ARKANSAS: Grants Colorado private carriers reciprocity, but
retaliates against for-hire property carriers by requiring full
registration fees, or prorated registration fees on buses, plus ad
valorem taxes on all equipment. Does not sell trip permits as Arizona does.
·
CALIFORNIA: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Grants full
reciprocity_ to Colorado private carriers with less than three vehicles.
Fbr-hire carriers must prorate or pay retaliatory fee in the form of
a $5 trip permit plus $1 per vehicle per yea~ Board of Equalization
fee, plus a 1.5 per cent gross -receipts tax. Prorated fleets must
also pay the gross receipts tax.
CONNECTICUT: Grants full reciprocity to C6lorado vehicles on
registration fees, but charges for-hire carriers $10 per vehicle per
year for non-resident plates. This fee is not retaliatory, as it is
principally regulatory. No provisions for trip permits.
DELAWARE: Grants full reciprocity to Colorado without agreement._,.~ Has mirror-type reciprocity law, but because of small amount
of Colorado traffic, has not retaliated to date.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: Occasional Colorado Qperators are graned
full reciprocity, but if hauling freight into or out of District with
any regularity, carrier is subject to Corporation Tax. (This applies
even to unincorporated operations grossing over $5,000 per year from
D.C. sources.) This tax applies to all businesses, including trucking,
so it is not really retaliatory or even a highway use tax.
FLORIDA: Full reciprocity is granted to private carriers, but
retaliates against for-hire carriers by charging mileage tax of four
cents per mile, which is credited against registration fees which must
be paid. No permits in lieu of registration are issued.
GEORGIA: Charges Colorado operators $10 per year plate fee
plus $10 round trip fee.
IDAHO: Party to Uniform Proration Compact, Regular Colorado
fleet operator may prorate fleet and pay mileage tax, Qccasional
operators, or those not prorated, are charged $4 plus $1 per 100 miles
for vehicles grossing 16,000 pounds or less, and $4 plus $2 per 100
miles if over 16,000 pounds, for a 96-hour trip permit.
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ILLINOIS: With certain :exceptions, Colorado vehicl.es must fully
regi~ter in Illinois; interstat~ fleet~ may prorate. Retaliates
against Colorado trucks by charging Colorado ton ·mile tax for miles
traveled in Illinois. The tax is collected by the Colorado revenue
department for the state of Illinois without,any allowances for
administrative costs, before vehicle leaves Colorado. Only five
trips allowed per year by paying Colorado ton mile tax. After five
trips into Illinois, Colorado single trucks or combinations must be
licensed; if an operator is using two trucks or combinations, one
must be fully licensed and the other is given a reciprocity plate.
!NQIANA: Colorado fleets may be prorated. Occasional interstate operator& are granted reciprocity. Operators must register or
prorate to operate lntta,tate,, except haul~rs of exempt farm commodities, who may.purchase annual decal for $20,per vehicle in lieu
of registration ..

IOWA: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Regular Colorado
fleet operators must prorate. Occasional Colorado fleet operators
may get 24-hour travel permit for $3 on 12 tons gross or less. or $5
for over 12 tons gross. Less.than proratable fleet given reciprocity
after purchasing annual reciprocity plate for $1 per vehicle.

,..

KANSAS: .Party to Uniform Proration Compact.. Regular Colorado
fl~et operators must prorate. If not prorated, or if hauling, occasionally, Colorado operator must pay a permit fee of $10 for 72 hours,
plus three cents per loaded mile (with a minimum of 50 cents and a
, maximum of $2.50) Corporation Commission fee.

-

..

KENTIJCKY: Reciprocity granted Colorado operators on registra~
tion fe~s. No reciprocity on gross weight·fees of from $22 to $300,
or seat taxes of from $.025 to $.01 per mile, but because of limited
Colorado traffic, gross weight fees are generally not charged. Fuel
trip permits of $10 for 10 days are charged in lieu of bond, license,
and extra fuel tax for occasional operations. Regular fuel tax must
·also be paid .

,

LOUISIANA: Full reciprocity granted to Colorado operators on
license fees, except if operating regularly into state. No provisiory
made for trip permits.

...

•

permits.

MAINE:

Full reciprocity except for regulatory fees, no trip

MARYLAND: Full reciprocity on strictly interstate operations,
no trip permlts.

.'

MASSACHUSETTS; Full reciprocity on license plates and registration fees, no trip permits.·

•

,,
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MICHIGAN: Full reciprocity to private carriers. For-hire
carriers must pay a regulatory fee mileage tax of from one to four
mills per mile, plus operation authority fees.
MINNESOTA: Grants Colorado reci.procity on registration fees,
but retaliates by charging $5 or mileage tax, whichever is greater,
for special trip permit. Mileage tax ranges from $.015 to $.05 per
mile.
MISSISSIPPI: Grants reciprocity on registration fees. Retaliates by cha~ging three mills per ton •mile with a minimum fee of
$3 per trip. Private carriers delivering merchandise into Mississippi and not having paid sales, use, or wholesale compensation tax
must al~o pay a mileage tax of from 15 to 37 mills per mile (additional) .
MISSOURI: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Fleet operators
must prorate. Less than proratable fleet (for-hire) must pay $25 for·
annual public service commission sticker, or if operating occasionally,
can get emergency PSC permits good for 24 hours for $3. These are
regulatory fees, but are charged as retaliatory fees to Colorado and
other mileage tax states by informal agreements, since they have no
provision for permits in lieu of registration.

•

MONTANA: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Colorado fleets
must be.prorated. Vehicles no~ prorated must pay the following retaliatory trip permits: $5 per unit for up to 200 miles; $7.50 per
unit for up to 400 miles; and $10 per unit for over 400 miles. Tractor and semi-trailer are considered two units.
--

NEBRASKA: Party to Uniform Proration Compact •. Colorado fleets.
must prorate registration fees. Cqlorado operators not prorated are
retaliated ~gainst by"being charged $10 to enter state, plus $10 to
leave state, plus 3 cents per mile on combinations and 2 cents per
mile on straight trucks, per trip.
NEVADA: · Party to Uni form Proration Compact. Basi.c regi strati on fees only are proratable. Occasional operators, not prorated,
must pay retaliatory trip permit fee of 5 per cent of annual license
fee with a $3 minimum and a $30 maximum per vehicle or combination. ,
Regular for-hire operators must, in addition to prorating, pay annual
flat unladen weight fees ranging from $1.65 to $2.31 per hundred
pounds, plus a mileage tax of from S.025 per mile for the first
75,000 miles operated to $.01 per mile for over 2,000,000 miles.
NEW HAMPSHIRE: Full reciprocity on registration fees, but
.
retaliates under mirror reciprocity law by charging Colorado operators
same feei as New Hampshire operators pay in Colorado. No trip permits except regulatory.
able.

NEW JERSEY:

Grants full reciprocity, no trip permits avail-
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NEW MEXICO: Party to Uriiform Proration Compact. All vehicles
not prorated and operating occasionally in the state are retaliated
against by having to pay a mileage tax of from $.015 to $.03 per
loaded mile under special trip permits •
NEW YORK: Grants full r.eciprocitv on registration,fees,but all
Colorado carriers must get mileage tax permits at $5 per,v1a.hiele and
pay the mileage tax.
NORTH CAROLINA: Grants full reciprocity on registration fees
for Colorado interstate operations, but retaliates against occasional
operators by requiring them to purchase 30-day permits at 1/10 of the
annual license fee.
·
NORTH DAKOTA: Grants reciprocity to all 'Colorado vehicles
grossing 24,000 pounds or less. Heavier Colorado vehicles must be
registered or prorated, or pay a mileage tax of from $.015 per mile
on 3-axle vehicles to $.03 per mile on 5 or more axles. Private
carriers who pay registration fees are exempt from mileage tax.
Occasional operators may purchase 30, 60, or 90-day-permits in lieu
of registration and mileage tax.
OHIO: Grants full reciprocity on registration fees, but all
operators must pay the axle mile tax of from $.005·per mile on 3-axle
trucks to $.025 per mile on combinations with 4 or more axles, after
making application and paying $2 fee for highway use permit. -

,..

OKLAHOMA: Colorado operators may make not more than 2 trips
of 72 hours each per month into state on reciprocity. Thereafter,
operators must register or prorate fleet. Occasional or seasonal
operators may purchase 30, 60, or 90-day permits at 1/8, 1/4, or 3/8
of th'e annual registration fee, respectively ..

...

OREGnN: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Regular Colorado
operators may prorate annual license fees and then pay the mileage
tax of from 1.5 to 68 mills per mile. Less than proratable fleets
are granted reciprocity on registration fees but must pay the mileage
tax, no permits in lieu of registration~

tt

PENNSYLVANIA: Full reciprocity to Colorado interstate vehicles. For-hire carriers are subject to gross receipts tax of
eight mills per dollar, ~ccording to miles traveled in the state.

....

RHODE ISLAND: Grants full reciprocity on registra~ion fees,
no provision for trip permits.

_,

SOUTH CAROLINA: No recjprocal agreement with Colorado. Regular route carriers must register vehicles. Occasional interstate
irregular route ~arriers are granted reciprocity. Mileage tax of
one mill per ton mile, which is charged regular route vehicles, is
a regulatory fee to public service commission. Fuel tax is referred
to as "road tax."
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SOUTH DAKOTA: Reciprocity is granted to Colorado interstate
operators on privilege license fees only. Retaliates by charging
ighway ,ompensation :ax of from $15 for 4,000 gross to $525 for
44,000 pounds gross weight or over, or in lieu thereof, a mileage
tax of two mills per ton •mile of gross weight. Bond must be posted
for mileage tax.
TENNESSEE: Reciprocity granted Colorado interstate vehicles
on license tax only. Grants seven-day trip permits for $10 for
vwhicles grossing up to 24,000 pounds and $20 for vehicles grossing
over 24,000 pounds. Occasional operators from Colorado are generally
charged this permit fee.
·
TEXAS: Colorado interstate vehicles granted full reciprocity
on registration fees. Occupational tax of 2.8 p--er cent of gross
receipts applies only to lntrastate for-hire operations. Single
trip permit fee of $5 is generally not charged to Colorado operators.
UTAH: Retaliates by requiring Colorado vehicles to get permit
in lieu of registration at fee of three per cent of annual registration with a minimum of $2.50 for a single unit or $5 for a combination or, in lieu of these permit fees and upon approval of tax
commission, Colorado operators may pay mileage tax at the rate of
from $.005 per mile for 25,000 pounds gross or less to $.015 per
mile for vehicles grossing over 60,000 pounds.

•

◄

VERMONT: Grants full reciprocity on registration fees, but
charges a retaliatory permit fee on Colorado vehicles of $3 per tri.p
plus $10 annually.
VIRGINIA: Reciprocity granted to Colorado interstate vehicles
on registration. fees. No provision for trip permits. Colorado operators must get annual operating permit at fee of $1 per vehicle and
pay $.02 per gallon "additional fuel tax" on fuel used in Virginia.
WASHINGTON: Party to Uniform Proration Compact. Colorado
fleet operators must prorate vehicle license and weight fees plus
motor vehicle excise tax. Colorado vehicles not prorated are required to get 72-hour permits with fees ranging from $4.50 for a
gross load weight of up to 10,000 pounds to $9.50 for a gross load
weight of up to 36,000 pounds.

.
'l"

WEST VIRGTNTA: Full reciprocity is granted to Colorado interstate operators on registration fees. For-hire carriers who require
local public utilities commission authority are subject to motor
carrier privilege tax of 1.5 per cent of gross income from business
done in state plus 1.5 per cent of net income from business done in
state, plus a surtax of 3/10 of the gross and net income taxes.
WISCONSIN: Full reciprocity is granted to Colorado interstate vehicles on registration fees. Retaliatory tax of $30 per
quarter for a vehicle grossing not over 30,000 pounds up t~ $72
per quarter for tho~e vehicles grossing over 68,000 pounds is charged
all Colorado operators.
- 42 -
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WYOMING: Reciprocity granted tb Colorado interstate vehicles
on registration plates. Compensation fees (mileage tax) of from $5
per year on vehicles with unladen weight of 4,000 pounds or less to
1.5 mills per ton-mile on vehicles of unladen weight of over 7,000
pounds are charged. All vehi~les using special fuel are charged 1.5
mills·, per ton mi le on unladen weight. Occasional operators from
Colorado must get single trip permits good for 96 hours for-$5 for
a single truck or $10 for a combination, plus 1.5 mills per ~ile on
either.
·
·
·

...
....

PROPOSALS TO MODIFY OR REPLACE THE GROSS TON MILE TAX
A number of proposal& to modify or replace the gross ton
mile tax were presented to the committee for its consideration.
These proposals includedz l) return to a net ton mile tax; 2) adoption of a tax similar to the Oregon mileag~ tax; 3) a combination
graduated mileage tax and graduated registration fee based on empty
weight (Senate Bill 100, 42nd General Assembly, l~t session, 1959);
and 4) graduated registration fees based on gross weight (current
proposal of Colorado Motor Carriers' Association) •
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The data used to evaluate these proposals were prepared by
the department of revenue at the request of the committee. These
data covered the 12-month period from September 1, 1957 through
August 31, 1958 for all gross ton mile tax accounts (regular, negotiated, and flat rate). In addition, the revenue department
prepared a list of all truck registrations in Colorado in 1959.
Net Ton Mile Tax
The return to a net ton mile tax has been proposed to eliminate one of the prime objections of certain classes of carriers,
i.e., the amount of record keeping involved in reporting the gross
ton mile tax. This proposal would eliminate the eight-tenths mills
per mile on the empty vehicle weight, and incr~ase the .cargo tax
from two mills per ton mile to three mills per ton mile. Certain
carriers, notably one-way haul operators, maintain that such a tax
would help to eliminate much of the record keeping now involved in
reporting the gross ton mile tax, because no record would have to
be kept of empty m~les traveled. This proposal would not change
the present registration fee schedule nor the motor fuels tax. It
would apply only to those vehicles now subject to the gross ton
mile tax, and it would not alter the present provisions for allowing certain truckers to pay the tax on a negotiated or flat rate
basis.
Because of the limitations of the data available, it was
possible to apply this proposal only to the 6,438 regular accounts.l
The effect of this application is shown in Table XI. As far as

1.

Cargo miles for negotiated and flat rate accounts were not included in the revenue department report, and for this reason
these accounts could not be used for analysis.
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regular accounts are concerned, the adoption of the net ton mile
tax proposal would have resulted in a loss of slightly more than
$247,000 in revenue, or a decrease of five per cent.
Further analysis was made of the effect of this proposal
on each of 600 regular accounts, which were selected as a random
sample. This analysis shows that the adoption of a net ton mile
tax of three mills per ton mile would favor most Color~do intrastate truckers, who would pay less than under the gross ton mile
tax. The carriers in only five of the 18 commodity classes woµlc;i
pay_more tax under this proposal (cement haulers, coal.haulers,
grain haulers, auto transporters, and beer and soft drink haulers).
All of these commodities, except autos, have considerable weight in
relation to bulk. Several of the commodity classes which would pay
less under a net ton mile tax are livestock haulers, household goods
haulers, lumber and logs haulers, petroleum and oil haulers, and
milk and water haulers. Most of the carriers in this latter group
are generally considered to be one-way haulers. As a result of the
tax decrease for intrastate truckers under this proposal, the large
interstate carriers would pay a greater portion of the total tax
than they do at present, although in some individual cases, the
dollar amount might be less.
Oregon Mileage Tax Approach
It was not possible to estimate with any degree of accuracy
from the data available the revenue which would be derived·from a
mileage tax similar to that now used in Oregon, because of the complicated tax schedules used in that state. In Oregon, separate
mileage tax schedules apply to gasoline and diesel fuel burning
trucks. These mileage taxes are graduated from 1.5 mills per mile
to 48.0 mills per mile for vehicles using gasoline, and from 5.5
mills per mile to 68.0 mills per mile for diesel fuel burning
trucks. The taxes are graduated according to gross vehicle weight.·
In place of the mileage tax, a taxpayer may elect to pay a flat fee,
also graduated according to gross vehicle weight. However, only
those vehicles which gross under 18,000 pounds miy be operated under
the flat fee schedule. All vehicles of 18,000 pounds or more gross
weight must pay the mileage tax.
As an example of the differences between the Oregon tax
and the Colorado gross ton mile tax, an analysis was made of the
amount of taxes which would be paid under each for three different
types of vehicles traveling 35,000 miles.
1) A two-axle gasoline-burning truck with an empty weight
of 7,000 pounds ~nd a gross weight of 17,000 pounds would be subject to a tax of 1.33 cents per mile in Colorado as compared with
.9 cents per mile in Oregon. In other words, this vehicle would
be subject to the same amount of tax for traveling 45,229 miles in
Oregon as it would for 35,000 miles in Colorado.
2) A three-axle unit with a gasoline-burning tractor with
a combined.empty weight for tractor and trailer of 17,000 pounds
and a gross weight of 42,000 pounds would be subject to a tax of
3.24 cents per mile in Colorado and 2.38 cents in Oregon •. This
- 44 -
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Table XI

PROPOSAL TO INCREASE CARGO TAX FROM 2 MILLS TO 3 MILLS PER TON MILE

Number of
Regular
Accounts

~

Dollar Limits of
Cargo Tax Paid

9

Over $50,000

5

Total
Tax Paid

Tax at
.003

Difference

$1,432,571.85

$1,376,497.92

$25,000 to $50,000

300,270.57

314,183.45

33

$10,000 to $25,000

711,948.72

709,796.53

2,152.19

36

$ 5,000 to $10,000

398,737.12

363,187.24

35,549.88

322

$ 1,000 to $ 5,000

1,057,683.72

997,630.95

60,052.77

301

$

500 to $ 1,000

335,197.39

312,541.82

22,655.57

474

$

250 to $

271,272.20

252,234.20

19,038.00

432,566.90

367,019.53

65,547.37

$4,940,363.14

$4,693,091.64

- $247,271.50

-

+

$

56,073.93
13,912.88

.

(J1

5258

6438

Under $250

500

t

a
)

yehicle would be subject to the same amount of tax for traveling
42,914 miles in Oregon as it would 35,000 miles in Colorado.
3) A five-axle unit with a diesel-burning tractor, with
combined empty weight for tractor.and trailer of 25,000 pounds and
gross weight of 68,000 pounds would be subject to a tax of 5.36
cents per mile in Colorado and 6.47 cents per mile in Oregon. Consequently, this vehicle could travel only 25,386 miles in Oregon
before it would be subject to the same amount of tax as from
a. 35,000 mile trip in Colorado.
This illustration indicates that the Oregon tax is lower
than the gross ton mile tax with respect to light and medium weight
gasoline-burning vehicles and is higher for heavy diesel-burning
vehicles.
Senate Bill 100
This bill (introduced in the first regular session of the
42nd General Assembly, 1959) would not have changed the present
provisions regarding farm trucks, metro and city trucks, nor the
number ·of .trucks subject to a mileage tax. It would have altered
the registration fee schedule and mileage tax schedule for those
trucks subject to the mileage tax. Registration fees would be
graduated, with a maximum fee of $225 for vehicles weighing over
32,000 pounds empty. Mileage tax rates would also be graduated
based on empty vehicle weight with a maximum rate of 27.8 mills
per mile for vehicles weighing over 32,000 pounds empty.
This proposal was not susceptible to a total revenue
analysis based on the data on hand. However, a partial analysis
shows that the 17 carriers who pay more than $25,000 a year each
in gross ton mile tax would pay eight per cent less under S.B. 100
($1,769,663 under S.B. 100 as compared with $1,924,380 in gross
ton mile taxes).
Analysis of the random sample of regular gross ton mile
tax accounts shows that some categories of intrastate carriers
would pay more tax under S.B. 100, and others less. Those categories of carriers who would pay a larger tax include: household
goods; cement; ore, petroleum, and oil; milk and water; heavy
equipment and pipe liQe; beer and soft drinks; and irregular.
Categories which would pay less are: livestock, general freight,
sand, lumber, grain, and autos. Over-all, intrastate carriers
would pay one per cent more in tax under S.B. 100 than under the
gross ton mile tax ($1,136,521 under S.B. 100 as compared with
$1.124,128 in gross ton mile taxes).
The amount of increased taxes which would be paid by the
3,815 intrastate carriers under S.B. 100 would fail to offset the
decrease in taxes for the 17 largest accounts by more than
$142,000. The combined effect of S.B. 100 on the 3,815 intrastate
and the 17 largest GTM accounts shows a five per cent decrease in
revenue.
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From this partial analysis, it appears that less total
revenue would be realized under S.B. 100 than under the gross ton
mile tax. It does not seem likely that there would be much reduction in administrative costs under S.B. 100, certainly not to the
extent necessary to offset the apparent loss in gross revenue.
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Colorado Motor Carriers' Ass~ciation Proposal
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The Colorado Motor Carriers' Association has proposed a
_schedule of graduated registration fees to replace the ton mile
tax. Under this proposal, the gross ton mile tax would be eliminated, as would the present schedule of registration fees. Both
would be replaced by graduated registration fees, which would apply
to three classes of vehicles (farm, local, and state). The state
vehicle class would be divided into three categories: vehicles
which travel less than 6,000 miles per year; vehicles which are
used primarily for one-way haul operations; and all other statewide operated vehicles •
Farm Vehicles. The registration fees for some farm vehicles
would be less under this proposal than under the present schedule.
(Under the present registration schedule, many farm vehicles pay
more than the $17.50 state registration fee, but all farm vehicles
are exempt from the gross ton mile tax.) Farm vehicles which have
a gross weight of more than 23,999 pounds would be registered in
one of the three categories of state vehicles with correspondingly
higher fees. This limitation on the weight of farm vehicles was
included to eliminate the alleged abuses of the commercial use of
farm vehicles under the present law. The actual number of vehicles
that would be aftected by this change is small.
Local Vehicles. The CMCA proposal provides for a class of
local vehicles similar to the present metro truck classification.
Fees would vary from a minimum of $8.75 to a maximum of $275.00.
This maximum is considerably less than the registration fees now
paid by some heavy metro vehicles.
State Vehicles. Two categories of state vehicles would be
established which are not recognized under the gross ton mile tax •
Vehicles which travel less than 6,000 miles annually would be
placed in a separate category as would vehicles used primarily for
one-way hauls. The gradu~ted registration fees for vehicles in
these categories would be less than for other state vehicles. The
regular state vehicle category would include all vehicles which do
not fall in any of the other classifications: local, farm, 6,000
mile, and one-way haul. Table XII shows the --Schedule of registration
fees for this pr0posal.

,

,.
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Table XII
PROPOSED SCHEDULE OF REGISTRATION FEES FOR COMMERCIAL VEHICLES IN
COLORADO BY COLORADO MOTOR CARRIERS ASSOCIATION

Gross
Vehicle
-~eigbt

o- '4,999
5,000 - 5,99~
6 I QQQ - 7,999
8 I QQQ - 9,999
10,000 - 11,999
12,000 -13,999
14,000 -15,999
16,000 -17,999
18,000 .. 19,999
20',000-. 21,999
22,000 - 23,999
24,000 - 25,999
26 I 000 - 27 I 999
28,000 - 29,999
30,000 - 31,999
32,000 - 35,999
36,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 44,999
45,000 - 49,999
50,000 - 54,999
55,000 - 59,999
60 I 000 - 64,999
65,000 - 69,999
70, 000 & over

Farm
Yebicle§
$

1.00
7.00

a.so

10.00
12.50
15.00
15.00
22.00
22.00
30.00
30.00

1

State
Ve.hicle
Schedule
I

Local

$

8.75
17.50
17. 5025.00
25.00
35.00
35.00
60.00
60.00
90.00
90.00
125.00
125.00
125.00
175.00
175.00
225.00
275.00
Max.
I

I

\JI

~Ooo

~~bigl~§-11~

lI
I

°"ll

$

··a~·1s
15.00
15.00
20.00
20~00
30.00
30.00
50.00
50.00
75.00
75.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
125.00
125.00
150.00
175.00
200.00
225.00
250.00
325.00
400.00
500.00

State Vehicles
I One-Way

Regula

I

$

8.75
20.00
20.00
40.00
40.00
60.00
60.00

ao.oo

80.00
140.00
140.00
200.00
200.00
200.00
260.00
260.00
320.00
360.00
420.00
480.00
560000
660.00
760.00
860.00

$

0. 1s
25.00
25.00
50.00
50.00
75.00
75.00
100.00
100.00
175.00
175.00
250.00
250.00
250.00
325.00
325.00
400.00
450.00
525.00
600.00
700.00
825.00
950.00
1,975.00

.
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J
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Estimate of Revenue. The Colorado Motor Carriers Association made an estimate of the revenue which would be collected under
their proposal. According to this estimate, almost five per cent
more revenue would be realized under this proposal than under the
gross ton mile tax, based on vehicle registrations and ton mile tax
paid in 1958. An itemized statement of this revenue estimate
appears in Table XII •
Table XII shows that a much larger tax load would be borne
by farm and local vehicles than is presently the case under the
gross ton mile tax. The tax increase for farm vehicles would be
only ten per cent, however, as compared with more than a 300 per
cent increase for local vehicles. State vehicles now account for
almost 80 per cent of the total yield of the gross ton mile tax.
Under the CMCA proposal, state vehicles would account for twothirds of the total, as these accounts would yield 14 per cent
less tax than at present.
The large carriers would pay considerably less under this
proposal than under the gross ton mile tax. This reduction occurs
because interstate operators would not pay the full registration
fee on those vehicles which operate interstate. Rather they would
pay a registration fee based on the proportion of miles traveled
in Colorado as compared with the total number of miles in all
states which participate in the western registration proration
compact. In 1959, 14 of the 17 carriers paying the greatest
amount of ton mile tax were subject to the proration agreement.
Only five of these had more than half of their total mileage in
Colorado.
An analysis of the intrastate carriers includ~d in the
random sample of regular accounts indicates that over-all intrastate carriers would pay at least 20 per cent more under the
CMCA proposal than at present, although some categories such as
petroleum, oil. grain, and auto haulers might pay less.
Advantages of CMCA Proposal. The CMCA proposal.has several
advantages which are inherent in any two-structure tax.
l)

The cost of administering a registration fee schedule is
less than that for a mileage tax. The need for ports
of entry would not be eliminated, but the function of
the ports would probably be changed and operating
expenses might be reduced.

2)

Fvasion is eliminated. A registration must be paid
in advance, and is determined by the state, not the
taxpayer.

3)

The tax liability of a carrier is always known in
advance, both by the state and by the carrier.
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Table XII
COMPARISON OF TAXES PAID IN 19~8 WITH ESTIMATED
FEES UNDER PROPOSED SCHEDULE
Es.timated Fees ~egistration Fees
Type of Vehicle
Under
and ton-mile tax
....._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __.__.;;..;Pr;..;o;.,a.p.osed Schedule
__Jaid in 1958

I

l.

farm vehicles

2.

Local vehicles

3.

s. M,E.

$

J/
vehicles Y

4, State vehicles
Flat-fee Y
Ton-mile tax
Total

Y

5~ Trailers - All
6.

Port-of-entrv collections

7.

P. U.C. admin. cost

B. G. T

y

&/

.M. tax admin. cost 11
Total

(Cr.)
$

671,934

$

606,105

869,359

216,254

57,847

57,384

1,271,507
5i514a678
6,786,185

669,652
7,138,427
7,808,079

433,887

226,776

526,507

526,507

750,000

378,363

a .

189,181
10,284,900

$

9,819,468

J/

Includes city and metro vehicles
Vehicles with special mounted equipment. Fees paid in 1958 ($57,384) are
registration fees only; ton-mile t~XElS paid on S. M.E. in 1958 included
under ton-mile tax state vehicles.
Y State vehicles with empty weight of 4,500 pounds or less exempted from
ton-mile taxes.
Y Includes for-hire buses.
]I 1958 ton-mile tax collections at ports offset by trip permits plus $5. 00
permit fee.
·
Y P. U .c. equipment list fees to provide P. U. C. administrative costs now
provided by 5% allocation of ton-mile tax. Based on 150,000 vehicles
at $5. 00 each.
11 Estimated savings of G.T.M. tax administrative cost now provided from
5% allocation of ton-mile tax, assuming 50-50 division between G.T.M.
and ports.
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The proposal eases reciprocity and retaliatory tax problems. Reciprocity agreements in the western states
are negotiated on the basis of prorating registration
fees, not mileage taxes, and any structure which encourages the granting of full reciprocity also encourages
the growth of interstate trade. Retailiatory taxes
imposed on Colorado vehicles by other states would be
lifted as soon as Colorado stopped collecting the gross
ton mile tax.

Disadvantages of the CMCA Proposal.
the CMCA proposal include:

... '

The disadvantages of

l)

Registration fees are not an indication of actual highway use. This proposal taxe~ similar vehicles at the
same rate with certain exceptions.

2)

The CMCA proposal shifts part of the tax burden from
the large, usually fully-loaded vehicle to the smaller,
often partially-loaded vehicle.

3)

A two-structure tax also benefits those carriers whose
vehicles usually travel in excess of 50,000 miles
annually •

4)

With certain exceptions, the tax is assessed on only
one measurable unit - gross weight of the vehicle.
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE PRESENT TAX STRUCTURE

""·
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There are some improvements which might be made within the
framework of the present gross ton mile tax. The revenue department is already taking action to put some of these improvements
into effect.
Negotiated Rates

I..
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The director of revenue is authorized to establish a negotiated rate for any GTM account holder who wishes to do so.
Negotiated rates ease the burdensome record-keeping and report
filing required for a regular account to a certain extent. A
negotiated rate for a carrier is determined from his past operations.
If a carrier's activities are such that an average gross ton mile
tax rate per mile of travel can be determined, this rate can be used
for future tax payment. This rate factor is multiplied by the
number of vehicle miles to arrive at the amount of the tax liability.
In 1959, some 1,800 accounts or approximately 20 per cent
of all accounts were on negotiated rate factors. During October
and November of 1960, the revenue department has made a concentrated
effort to increase the number of negotiated rate accounts. Meetings

.
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have been held with truckers throughout the state, and results
thus far indicate that the number of negotiated accounts will increase by one-third to one-half.
This increase in negotiated,rate accounts will reduce the
time involved in the GTM section auditing process, so that additional manpow~r would be available for field audits. Conversion to
machine accounting will make it easier to make periodic checks of
these accounts to determine any changes in o~erations or equipment.
Metro Trucks
Under the gross ton mile tax law, certain exemptions are
allowed city and metro-licensed trucks. Such trucks used exclusively within a city, or within a ten-mile radius of a city, are
exempt from paying the gross ton mile tax but pay a higher registration fee than state-licensed vehicles. The criticism has been
made that this increased registration fee is not enough to offset
the payments which would be made if these vehicles were subject to
the gross ton mile tax. State-licensed vehicles must pay the
mileage tax for driving on city streets and highways, but city and
metro-licensed vehicles do not. Metro vehicles are subject to the
gross ton mile tax whenever they go outside the ten-mile radius
limit. However, with the present location of the ports of entry,
a metro vehicle may travel 40 to 50 miles in any direction from
the Denver area without passing a port.
!

•

Registration figures for 1959 show that 4,578 metro trucks
would be subject to the gross ton mile tax, if the tax were applied
to those metro-licensed vehicles of 6,000 pounds empty weight or
more.
No estimate can be made of the revenue which might accrue
if city and metro trucks were placed under the gross ton mile tax,
because there are no mileage reports available on these vehicles.
Administrative Improvements
In addition to the conversion to machine accounting in the
gross ton mile tax section and the effort to place more GTM accounts
on negotiated rate factors, other administrative improvements are
planned -0r under consideration by the revenue department.
Foremost among these improvements is the development of a
plastic cab card to be carried in each vehicle and which will
contain all the information necessary to facilitate port clearance
such as GTM number, special fuel number, PUC number, vehicle empty
weight, and the name of the carrier. In connection with these cab
cards, the revenue department is planning to develop a port clearance form which can be adapted to machine processing.
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The employment of temporary port officers during peak
periods, such as the grain and potato harvests is being considered
by the revenue department. The use of such personnel would eliminate the need for transferring regular port officers to special
duty. This transfer of regular officers at present leaves some
ports short-handed and disrupts normal port operation.
Special Mobile Equiiment. The special mobile equipment
classification was original y established to apply to those vehicles
or~equipment not normally operated over the highways, but which may
have to be moved to new sites from time to time. Representatives
of the trucking industry and some port officers maintain that the
number of vehicles now operating under SME (special mobile equipment) permits is far grsater than originally intended, and that
these SME vehicles are using the highways without paying the gross
ton mile tax. Legislative action may be necessary to clarify and
define exactly the type of equipment that may be registered as
special mobile equipment.
Ports of Entry Authority. Under the present law, port
officers do not hav& the power to issue civil writs and pr6cesses,
and state patrolmen must be called in order to issue such writs
and processes. The delay involved in port clearance because of
this procedure has been criticized by representatives of the
trucking industry, but revenue department officials maintain that
port officers as tax collectors should not have police powers.
At present, a motor vehicle believed to weigh over the
legal limit may be required to be driven to the nearest public
scales, if the scales are within two miles. Trucking industry
officials and revenue department officials feel that the two-mile
limit should be abolished, and if a vehicle is believed to be
overloaded, it should be driven to a public scales no matter how
far the scales might be. Should the vehicle be overloaded, the
owner or operator would be subject to a fine, and would be required to unload the vehicle down to the legal limit. Should the
vehicle not be overloaded, the state should pay the cost of weighing the vehicle on public scales.
Trucks which pass ports of entry without stopping are
subject to penalty, but there is no penalty for by-passing a
port (i.e., circumventing a port by taking an adjacent highway).
Two alternatives were suggested to alleviate this problem:
l) all trucks passing within five miles of a port should be required to clear the port. 2) The highways upon which the ports
are located should be designated as truck routes and all truck
traffic required to follow such routes.
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