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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Established in 1973, the International Registration Plan (IRP) has facilitated the inter-

jurisdictional movement of freight and passenger carriers for forty years. Though its design was 

intended to provide carriers with a simple process to register their fleets of vehicles, the IRP’s 

payment allocation method has been questioned by governments and industry alike. Since the 

first decade of its existence, the IRP has been under considerable pressure to eliminate the 

components of the program requiring estimated distance calculations. Additional calls for the 

granting of registration privileges in all jurisdictions (all 48 contiguous-states, Washington D.C., 

and 10 Canadian provinces) have added to the necessity of IRP to thoroughly evaluate it 

registration mechanics. 

 

The four summary reports compiled here document a series of evaluations conducted on the 

current IRP fee process in comparison to a newly structured process. The new structure 

evaluated is the Full Reciprocity Plan (FRP). The FRP proposes to alter the IRP such that all 

apportioned vehicles are granted full reciprocity in all member jurisdictions in a manner 

suggested to increase the administration efficiencies of IRP in addition to creating a more 

equitable and flexible system for both member jurisdictions and registrants. To achieve these 

changes, the FRP contains two primary overhauls; first, it changes the fee structure for first year 

registrations of a fleet to a system in which the registrant pays based on the estimated distance 

chart composite fee derived from the average distance traveled in each jurisdiction by all current 

registrants in the fleet’s base jurisdiction. Secondly, renewing fleets will continue to be granted 

full reciprocity in all jurisdictions, but pay fees based on actual distance traveled in IRP 

jurisdictions in the previous year. 

 

The included tasks identify the sequential nature of the evaluation process, beginning with a 

basic evaluation considering and updating the FRP Task Force’s Financial Impact Study (Task 

I). Readily apparent throughout the Task I is the reliability of the data used to produce it. The 

report’s analysis shows that omission of even a few entries in the estimated distance revenue 

matrices can produce large changes in the projected outcomes. Additionally, necessary 

assumptions such as those regarding values of the number of vehicles per fleet produce 

substantial changes to potential revenue of jurisdictions. 

 

Task II sought to improve upon the results of the FRP task force and the analyses of Task I 

through the consideration of six additional components not present in the original models: 1)New 

Fleets; 2) Revenue Collection; 3) Motor Carrier Behavior; 4) Revenue Received; 5) Estimate 

Elimination, and; 6) Other Revenue Impacts (e.g. permits). As was evident in Task I, the 

reliability of the output of any financial impact model is inherently dependent upon the quality 

and reliability of the data put into it. While reliable data on several of the inputs to the models 

was available, and enough information to fully understand the means by which the new FRP 

structure will be applied, several key aspects continued to generate some degree of uncertainty 

about the models. To seek to address this and provide jurisdictions with a range of potential 

outcomes of the proposed change, sensitivity to several of the unknowns is provided in the 

model. Sensitivities accounted for - vehicles per fleet estimates, along with expected new fleet 

registration under a new FRP. 
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At the time Task 2 was completed, E-1 and E-2 revenues were not separated in the available 

data, making the model’s capacity to suggest the potential for loss of revenue from such sources 

as calculating fees over 100% rather limited with little basis on which to generate scenarios.  

 

Task III seeks to utilize and improve the financial impact models previously developed in Task II 

of this report series. Specifically, Task III evaluates the financial impact of the FRP on a cross 

section of 13 jurisdictions from the four regions (see table below): 

 

For each of the jurisdictions, Task III evaluates the following considerations: 

 

1. New fleet participation changes using jurisdictional reports over the previous five years. 

2. Retention of current fleets using jurisdictional reports over the previous five years. 

3. Effectiveness of the FRP in addressing key problems of the current IRP, including 

estimated distance for new registrants, fees over 100% of the initial calculation. 

4. Changes in revenue expected under FRP as compared to the current IRP. 

 

The Task III report includes a series of maps for each evaluated jurisdiction that provides insight 

to the geographic distribution of the induced impacts of the proposed changed fee structure. 

However, the results of the Task III study demonstrated a weakness in the available data at the 

time. This weakness was remedied and reported in the Task III Amendment report. The 

amendment enables a complete breakout of E-1 and E-2 values and reports the financial impact 

on the 13 evaluated jurisdictions: 

 

Percent Revenue Change by jurisdictions considered for evaluation.
1
 

Region 1 % 

Change 

Region 2 % 

Change 

Region 3 % 

Change 

Region 4 % 

Change 

Connecticut 1.7 Alabama 2.7 Illinois 2.8 Alberta 2.6 

Maine 3.3 Kentucky 1.9 Minnesota 2.7 California 7.1 

  Missouri 1.2 Nebraska -0.9 Oregon 1.2 

  Texas 0.0   Saskatchewan 3.1 

 

The table above identifies that for the jurisdictions considered, the loss of revenue from the 

collection of fees over 100% is largely, if not completely, offset by the recalculation of the 

apportionment to jurisdictions for which actual miles accrue. 

 

Task IV shifted the consideration from that of the jurisdictions, to that of the industry registrants. 

The task sought to evaluate potential changes to five different types of registrants: 

 

Scenario 1: A motor carrier who operates in three IRP jurisdictions. 

Scenario 2: A less-than-truckload (LTL) motor carrier who operates in many 

jurisdictions throughout a North American region. 

Scenario 3: A large motor carrier who operates in most or all jurisdictions throughout North 

America. 
                                                           

1
 11 of 59 jurisdictions do not differentiate in their reporting between E-1 and E-2, the values above may be slight 

over estimates. Additionally, a 2-vehicle per new fleet value was assumed to generate these numbers. Actual values 

may shift the results.  
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Scenario 4:  A small commercial truck leasing company- one that registers vehicles for 

their lessee customers to use – with varied operations in a North American region. 

Scenario 5:  A large commercial truck leasing company with varied operations in most or all 

jurisdictions throughout North America. 

 

From these examined scenarios, several potential impact themes arise: 1) As the geographic 

variability of a fleet’s operation diminishes (little-to-no annual change in the jurisdictions in 

which registration is sought), the variance between the current fee process and the FRP also 

diminishes; 2) As the number of jurisdictions in which a fleet routinely registers increases, the 

impact of a change to the FRP process shrinks, and; 3) The proposed FRP process frees carrier 

business expansion into new jurisdictions ‘on the fly’ as opportunity arises by eliminating the 

need for adding jurisdictions at extra cost and/or obtaining relevant permits. 

 

Key conclusions from the four tasks compiled in this report include: 

 

To Jurisdictions 

 

- The overall revenue adjustments to each jurisdiction will be a net result of the lost 

revenue from estimated distances (E-1 and E-2) that will be eliminated, the gains from 

adding the new Fleet FRP structure, and any adjustment to the apportioned values to 

jurisdictions with actual miles reported. The adjustment due to actual miles 

apportionment should be positive for each jurisdiction and is a result of the removal of 

estimated distance calculations within 100%. As the E-1’s are removed, the 

apportionment to jurisdictions with actual miles increases. 

- For the majority of jurisdictions, the loss of collections of E-2 fees in excess of 100% will 

largely be offset by the recalculation of the apportionment to jurisdictions for whom 

actual miles were accrued. 

- Overall, it may be expected that most jurisdictions will not experience a revenue change 

due to fee structure in excess of four percent either positive or negative. 
 

To Carriers 

 

- Newly registering carrier’s expected first year fees become constant within a jurisdiction. 

- Flexibility of enterprise expansion by carriers registering in only a few jurisdictions 

increases. 

- Large motor carriers already registering in most-to-all jurisdictions will witness little, if 

any, change in their fees based on the new structure. 

 

Reports included: 

Task I Summary Report. 11 pages 

Task II Summary Report. 11 pages 

Task III Summary Report. 90 pages 

Task III Amendment. 10 pages 

Task IV Summary Report. 12 pages 

 


