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

jurisdictional movement of freight and passenger carriers for nearly 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. 

 

Through the Oregon Department of Transportation’s (ODOT) RFP #730-24948-12, researchers 

with the Freight Policy Transportation Institute and Transportation Research Group (FPTI/TRG) 

in the School of Economic Sciences at Washington State University (WSU), in close 

collaboration with Dr. Catherine Lawson from the Department of Geography and Planning at the 

University at Albany, State University of New York (SUNY), have been contracted to provide 

the necessary economic research and evaluation services that will allow IRP to analyze the 

impacts of implementation of a new structure for collecting truck registration revenue under the 

proposed Full Reciprocity Plan (FRP). 

 

The new structure to be evaluated against the currently implemented IRP is the Full Reciprocity 

Plan. The FRP, as currently structured, proposes to change the IRP fee process such that all 

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

suggested to increase the administration efficiencies of IRP, while simultaneously 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. 

 

Purpose of Task III Report 

 

This Task III amendment report updates the third of five stages of evaluation of the proposed 

changes to the IRP fee process. This amendment improves upon the original by enabling a 

complete analysis that breaks out E-1 and E-2 values. Specifically, this amendment complements 

the Task III evaluation of the financial impact of the FRP on the cross section of 13 jurisdictions 

from the four regions: 
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Table 1. Cross section of jurisdictions considered for evaluation. 

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 

Connecticut Alabama Illinois Alberta 

Maine Kentucky Minnesota California 

 Missouri Nebraska Oregon 

 Texas  Saskatchewan 

 

AMENDED DATA AND METHODS 
 

FRP New Registrant Fee Revenue 

 

Consistent with the models previously produced, this report continues evaluation using a 

standard set of vehicle parameters, except where otherwise noted (Table 2). The associated fee 

values are determined using the Celtic Fee Estimator on the IRP website 

(http://www.irponline.org/).  

 

Table 2. Base Vehicle Type.  

 

Vehicle Type Tractor (TR) Purchase Date 2010 

Model Year 2010 Factory Price $80,000  

Unladen Weight 17,000 Purchase Price $70,000  

Combined GVW 80,000 Type of Operation For Hire 

Axles 3 Commodity Class All 

Combined Axels 6 Exchange Rate 0.9857 USD 

Fuel Type Diesel Total Months 12 

 

 

Under the FRP, new IRP registrants will pay to the jurisdiction in which they register, an 

apportioned fee to all jurisdictions based on the estimated distance charts that are reproduced in a 

consolidated matrix form (Table 3). The columns of Table 3 represent a sampling of the 

component parts of the fees collected by the jurisdictions. For example, the registration fee 

charged to a vehicle meeting the classification of Table 2, and registering in Arkansas will be the 

column total ($1529.45). Of this collected fee, Arkansas will retain $329.82 (22%). Additionally, 

Arkansas will receive from other jurisdictions apportioned fees totaling (row total) $1329.26 

(note this includes the fees they retain). The total revenue received by jurisdictions for new 

registrants is then based not only on the sum-product those vehicles registered in their 

jurisdiction and the associated fees charged, but also that of the portion they receive from all 

other jurisdictions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.irponline.org/
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Table 3. Sample output of Estimated Distance Charts. Units are in US dollars. 

 

Jurisdiction AB AL AR AZ … Total  

AB 976.00 1.00 2.00 33.00 … 2559.00 

AL 0.84 212.55 20.88 5.62 … 826.06 

AR 2.49 30.49 329.82 23.64 … 1329.26 

AZ 26.02 87.36 128.33 916.76 … 5111.30 

… … … … … … … 

Total 3245.11 1264.75 1529.45 2206.34 … 109566.56 

 

 

Current Registration Fees Collected 

 

New motor carriers currently have the opportunity to either use their own estimated distances 

based on their business plans, or use an estimated distance chart maintained by each IRP 

jurisdiction. IRP requires each jurisdiction to update their estimated distance charts at least once 

every three years. Renewing carriers also have the ability to add new jurisdictions and can 

estimate their anticipated travel distances in those jurisdiction at the time of renewal. These 

estimated distances are calculated in conjunction with the actual distances travelled in registered 

jurisdictions in the previous year. These two groups of estimates comprise the E-1 and E-2 

values used in this study. The intent of this report series is to evaluate the proposed new FRP 

program to the one currently in place. As such, we use the jurisdiction reported 2011 E-1/E-2 

revenues to generate an estimate of the revenue that will be lost if the current program is 

replaced. Registrant estimated distances will no longer be used. Additionally, we evaluate the 

total revenue collected and received by jurisdictions to determine the overall effects.
1
  

 

First Year Registrants 

 

It is useful here, to provide an example of the manner in which revenue may change under the 

proposed FRP. Let us first consider a new fleet that has decided it will estimate its operations in 

various jurisdictions based on its own business plan. For simplicity, we assume a flat fee of 

$1000 across the jurisdictions the vehicle operates in. Typically, the base jurisdiction, its 

neighbors (first order neighbors), and those jurisdictions connected to the base via major freight 

networks receive the highest estimated distance apportionment, as well as actual distance 

apportionment. We begin with a carrier that estimates its operations in accordance with the 

following: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Refer to the Task I report for a discussion of the methods used to correct for missing data in the E-1/E-2 and total 

revenue values.  
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Table 4. 

Jurisdiction Proportion of Travel Miles E-1 Fees Collected 

A (Base) 58.1%  $           581  
B 13.3%  $           133  
C 16.1%  $           161  
D 12.5%  $           125  

Total 100%  $        1,000  

 

Under the scenario above(Table 4), the base jurisdiction would collect and keep 58% of the 

$1,000 collected from this vehicle, and disperse the remaining 42% to the other three 

jurisdictions. Under the proposed FRP changes, the new vehicle registration will be apportioned 

out to all 59 jurisdictions (as described in the previous section). If we now apply the above 

example to Alabama (though maintaining the $1000 fee estimate), such that Alabama is ‘A’, 

Mississippi is ‘B’, Florida is ‘C’, and Tennessee is ‘D’, we can reassess the apportionment to 

these jurisdiction under the FRP. They would look roughly as follows: 

 

Table 5. 

Jurisdiction Proportion of Travel Miles FRP Fees Collected 

A (Base) 26.1%  $        261  
B 6.0%  $          60  
C 7.2%  $          72  
D 5.6%  $          56  

Total 45%  $        449  

 

 

Given that the apportionment of this vehicle’s fees are now dispersed about all 59 jurisdictions, it 

logically follows that those proportions initially collected under the E-1 system will be somewhat 

diminished for the base jurisdiction and its first order neighbors. This is evident in only 45% of 

the fees being apportioned to the four jurisdictions, leaving 55% to be spread amongst the other 

55 jurisdictions. 

 

This simplified example illustrates that a jurisdiction is likely to witness a reduced amount of 

revenue collected from first year registrants identifying it as their home base. Similarly, 

neighboring jurisdictions are likely to see a decline of similar proportions, though not as large in 

magnitude. The counter to this reduced revenue, is that a jurisdiction will increase its revenue 

received from many other jurisdictions. In essence, a jurisdiction will receive an apportioned fee 

from every vehicle registered in one of the 59 jurisdictions.  

 

Second and Subsequent Year Registrants 

 

Let us now assume that the registered vehicle in the above example desires to register for a 

second year. As planned, they operated in jurisdictions A-D, and wish to maintain registration in 

all four. Additionally, they would like to now operate in jurisdiction E. Under the current IRP 

process, the fee structure would utilize the actual distance accrued in the previous year in 

conjunction with the estimated distance for the new jurisdictions to determine the allocated fees 
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(within 100%) apportioned to each jurisdiction, assuming the criteria for such estimated distance 

usage is met in accordance with Section 405 of the IRP. 

 

It is evident from the figure below that the incorporation of the estimated distance desired to 

travel in the E jurisdiction takes away from the apportioned percentage to the jurisdictions where 

the truck actually recorded miles. In this scenario, the E jurisdiction draws away $58 that would 

have been dispersed amongst the A-D jurisdictions. As the percentage value of that being 

estimated increases, the value drawn away from the jurisdiction where travel actually occurred in 

the previous year also increases. 

 

 

Table 6. 

 

 
Member 

Jurisdiction 
Actual/Estimate Distance Percentage 

Calculation 
within 
100% 

A A 47,168 54.729% 

B A 10,797 12.528% 

C A 13,071 15.166% 

D A 10,148 11.775% 

E E-1 5,000 5.802% 

Total   86,184 100.000% 

 

 

Under the new FRP, the estimated distance incorporated into the apportionment above would not 

be included. This would result in the jurisdictions where travel did occur receiving their full 

apportioned value based on proportion of miles travelled, as shown below. Thus it can be seen 

that while jurisdiction E loses the $58 dollars, it is gained elsewhere in the system. Should the 

vehicle under consideration actually utilize jurisdiction E during this period, they will be 

apportioned in the subsequent year. 

 

Table 7. 

 

 
Member 

Jurisdiction 
Actual/Estimate Distance Percentage 

Calculation 
within 
100% 

A A 47,168 58.100% 

B A 10,797 13.300% 

C A 13,071 16.100% 

D A 10,148 12.500% 

Total 
  

81,184 100.000% 

 

 

Complexity in the apportionment process occurs under several scenarios, and is magnified when 

consideration of second-year estimates must be made in excess of 100%. Where a fleet wishes to 

register in a jurisdiction in which it did not accrue distance during the previous period but has 
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been apportioned in the past. A fleet is considered to not have been apportioned for a jurisdiction 

in the past if it has neither owned or leased apportioned vehicles in the last 18 month, nor 

accrued any actual distance in any member jurisdiction during the reporting period. Refer to the 

International Registration Plan Section 405 for more explicit details. To further characterize this 

scenario, we draw from the IRP section 405 in the figure below: 

 

Table 8. 

 

  

Member 
Jurisdiction 

Actual/ 
Estimate 

Distance Percentage 

Calculation 
within 
100% 

A A 24,680 30.4% 

B A 13,579 16.7% 

C A 36,925 45.5% 

D E-1 4,000 4.9% 

E E-1 2,000 2.5% 

Subtotal     81,184 100.0% 

>100%  
F E-2 3,000 3.4% 

G E-2 4,000 4.5% 

Total      88,184  107.9% 

 

 

Unlike the estimated distances calculated within 100%, the E-2 values are in addition to those 

values already being apportioned for actual and E-1 distances. As such, these values are added to 

jurisdictions F and G without detracting from the apportionment to the three jurisdictions where 

travel actually occurred. Under the proposed FRP system, these additional dollars to a 

jurisdiction will be removed and not made up for by redistributing to other jurisdictions. 

However, where apportionable miles do indeed occur, the jurisdiction will be appropriately 

compensated in the following registration year. 

  

Amended Partitioning of E-1 and E-2 

 

Additional data has been collected and utilized to generate this Task III-Amended report that 

allows for the partitioning of E-1 and E-2 values for most jurisdictions. The purpose of this 

additional definition of the value of fees collected is to ensure as accurate a comparison is made 

across the current and proposed plans. Original analyses that did not separate out the two, likely 

blur the real tradeoffs when considering the revenues generated from first year applicants. 

 

This Amendment takes the following steps to achieve a recreation of the above examples for the 

full set of all 59 jurisdictions: 

 

1) Partition E-1 and E-2 revenue collected by each jurisdiction where feasible. 

a. 11 jurisdictions do not report E-2 values: FL, IN, MB, NB, NC, NL, NS, NV, OK, 

ON, PE. This lack of reporting may lead to an underestimate of the revenue lost 

resultant of the elimination of E-2 revenue. 
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b. Those jurisdictions not reporting the estimated distance valued it collected and 

retained for itself (CA, GA, IL, KS, MD, TX) are assumed to have all of the 

estimated distance valued attributable to E-1. Where these jurisdictions do have 

E-2 revenue that is collected and retained, losses may be under estimated. 

2)     Subtract the E-2 revenue from each jurisdictions total revenue. The remaining revenue 

constitutes those values that are used to calculate fees within 100%. 

3) Calculate the proportion of the remaining revenue that is attributable to actual distances 

reported. Using the samples above, this process would result in a calculation of: 

 

Actual Miles Proportion = $942/$1000 = 94.2% 

 

4) Recalculate the revenue apportioned to each jurisdiction once E-1 values are not included 

in the within 100% calculation. For jurisdiction A above, this results in: 

 

‘A’ new revenue = $581/0.942 = $616 (a gain of $35) 

 

5) The newly recalculated apportionment for actual miles accrued will then be added to the 

expected revenue from new first year registrants. 

 

The anticipated changes to the registration fees received by each of the 13 sample jurisdictions 

are outlined below. The first table shows the revenue that was received under the current fee 

structure in 2011. The second table demonstrates the expected value of those fees if the FRP 

process had been in place during this same period. The revenue collected from new fleets 

assumes two vehicle average per new fleet. 

  

Table 9. 

 
  Current Fee Structure 

  E-1 E-2 Actual Total 

AB  $  3,218,588.94   $   209,798.92   $  45,957,037.05   $  49,385,424.91  

AL  $  2,355,856.38   $ 1,050,664.12   $  30,176,037.76   $  33,582,558.26  

CA  $ 13,111,303.47   $ 3,147,362.99   $ 130,977,976.35   $ 147,236,642.81  

CT  $  1,775,797.31   $ 1,201,530.76   $  21,898,770.92   $  24,876,098.99  

IL  $  9,769,580.82   $ 3,825,669.50   $ 182,786,420.99   $ 196,381,671.31  

KY  $  3,846,038.71   $ 1,583,542.53   $  64,811,286.30   $  70,240,867.54  

ME  $     681,697.12   $   507,449.41   $    8,530,058.06   $    9,719,204.59  

MN  $  1,707,737.30   $ 1,057,236.05   $  40,723,014.54   $  43,487,987.89  

MO  $  4,405,001.37   $ 2,111,023.73   $  76,578,945.33   $  83,094,970.43  

NE  $  1,837,601.50   $ 1,107,701.13   $  28,298,962.08   $  31,244,264.71  

OR  $  1,836,776.05   $   939,684.95   $  29,266,827.28   $  32,043,288.28  

SK  $  2,248,060.09   $   713,795.39   $  44,329,042.19   $  47,290,897.67  

TX  $ 18,386,154.29   $ 2,217,398.83   $ 107,378,529.72   $ 127,982,082.84  
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Table 10. 
 FRP Fee Structure 

  New Fleet Actual Total 

AB  $  2,113,304.20   $  48,551,687.91   $  50,664,992.12  

AL  $  1,751,418.96   $  32,742,786.00   $  34,494,204.96  

CA  $ 15,156,686.00   $ 142,534,434.36   $ 157,691,120.36  

CT  $  2,044,399.74   $  23,248,535.81   $  25,292,935.55  

IL  $ 10,366,289.18   $ 191,524,551.28   $ 201,890,840.46  

KY  $  2,752,304.78   $  68,844,453.87   $  71,596,758.65  

ME  $     982,273.28   $    9,060,930.34   $  10,043,203.62  

MN  $  2,218,072.20   $  42,422,781.99   $  44,640,854.19  

MO  $  3,480,333.02   $  80,645,701.38   $  84,126,034.40  

NE  $  1,414,016.90   $  29,558,518.10   $  30,972,535.00  

OR  $  1,368,793.50   $  31,058,718.46   $  32,427,511.96  

SK  $  2,122,199.16   $  46,611,312.49   $  48,733,511.65  

TX  $  6,385,775.16   $ 121,617,624.69   $ 128,003,399.85  

 

Table 11. 
Expected Revenue Change 

  Difference % Change 

AB  $  1,279,567.21  2.6% 

AL  $     911,646.70  2.7% 

CA  $ 10,454,477.56  7.1% 

CT  $     416,836.56  1.7% 

IL  $  5,509,169.14  2.8% 

KY  $  1,355,891.11  1.9% 

ME  $     323,999.03  3.3% 

MN  $  1,152,866.30  2.7% 

MO  $  1,031,063.97  1.2% 

NE  $    (271,729.71) -0.9% 

OR  $     384,223.68  1.2% 

SK  $  1,442,613.98  3.1% 

TX  $       21,317.01  0.0% 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Consistent with the expected outcomes discussed in the full Task III document, the above tables 

demonstrate that 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. Given that 11 jurisdictions do not differentiate in their reporting 

between E-1 and E-2, the values above may be slight over estimates. The magnitude of this 

adjustment will be dependent upon the E-1 to E-2 split among these jurisdictions. In testing the 

increasing proportion of the estimated distance values of these jurisdictions going to E-2, the 

percent change in expected revenue produces nearly negligible changes in total revenue between 

the current process and the proposed FRP. 
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The second potential for variation in the expected revenue from the FRP is generated by the 

assumed vehicles per new fleet. Under the assumption of two vehicles per fleet, five jurisdictions 

may expect a negative impact on revenue, while 54 will see positive changes. Under and 

assumption of 1.5 vehicles per fleet, 11 jurisdictions may be expected to be negatively impacted, 

while the remaining 48 will show positive changes. Overall, it should be expected that most 

jurisdictions will not experience a revenue change in excess of four percent either positive or 

negative. 


