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PERSPECTIVES: The Project focused upon the perspectives of two distinct
populations of the state: rural and tribal communities. The primary
objective was to engage participants from rural and tribal communities
and bring their voice to the table, gather information regarding their use
of public and private roadways, and investigate the unique impacts that
a future Road Charge program might have upon these specific
communities.

TECHNOLOGY: Members of the rural community are more likely to travel
frequently on privately maintained roads, as are tribal community
members on roads located on tribal lands. The Project tested the extent
to which GPS technology could be leveraged to reliably distinguish
between miles that were driven on public roadways, private roads, or
roads traversing federally recognized tribal land.

TOLLING: This pilot explored the viability of a tolling agency serving as a
third-party commercial account manager in a road charge system, by
partnering in a small sub-pilot with California’s Transportation Corridor
Agencies (TCA, The Toll Roads).
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Pilot Statistics
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Mileage Differentiation Results
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Roughly 19 out of every 20 miles were driven in-state by the Rural
and Tribal Cohorts, while only one out of every 100 miles driven by %

the TCA Cohort was done so out-of-state.




RURAL COMMUNITY
PREFERENCES

RURAL COMMUNITY PREFERENCES

Examining the perspectives of rural communities in
the state revealed that satisfaction with the condition
of local roads is extremely low among rural California
residents. While many rural residents acknowledge
the need for some additional funding for road repairs,
project research showed a generalized mistrust

of government that leads many rural residents to
believe that the problem is not necessarily a lack of
revenue, but government misspending. That said,
rural residents agree that it is important to replace
the gas tax with a sustainable revenue stream, and
that EVs and hybrids should pay their fair share into
road repairs and maintenance. Rural leaders
understand there is a problem and want to be at the
table helping the state find solutions.

Privacy or Lower Taxes? &
Knowing that the rural areas of the state tend to set high value on

sidents conveyed
their sense that they would not personally benefit from not having to
pay for the miles they drive on private roads and that they would end
up worse off by sharing their location data.

It is important to restate that the sharing of location information is
not necessary for the implementation of a statewide road charge
program and would never be required. The preference for privacy
over location sharing in rural communities is a key understanding
discovered in this pilot. However, variation in preferences does exis
in rural communities as well, reinforcing the importance of

multiple options for reporting miles in a potential future p

so that individual taxpayers can make the choice that works

best for them.

EV Only Preference 1

In general, rural communities expressed a strong preference for a
split system whereby hybrid and electric vehicles pay a road charge,
and others continue payin gas tax, even though it would cos
them more to continue paying a gas tax.

Experience Still Translates to Support &
Despite these perceptions and reactions among the
rural community at large, those who actually participated in the
Project and had first-hand experience with the road charge and
the mileage-reporting device reported a significantly more positive

Ve d charge as a
fair funding option for California that the state should continue
to re. Given the state's experience seeing this phenomenon

a racticable

that should a road charge system be implemented in the state, many
Californians would adapt to and accept it, even in rural areas.




TRIBAL COMMUNITY
PREFERENCES

TRIBAL COMMUNITY PREFERENCES

When analyzing the preferences of tribal communities
in the state, it should be noted that the Project team
had more limited ability to draw conclusions from the
tribal communities research conducted as part of this
Project. Despite multiple outreach methods having
been utilized during a relatively lengthy period of
time, a relatively small number of community members
participated in the research, meaning statistically
significant conclusions cannot be drawn.

With that caveat, the research suggested that tribal
residents were very dissatisfied with the condition of
roads in their areas. Awareness around the gas tax
tended to be high among this audience, and research
hinted at a belief that the government collects enough
revenue for road repairs, but the funds are distributed
in an unfair way that disadvantaged their communities.
Consegquently, many perceived replacing the gas tax
with a road charge as unnecessary, and while many
agreed that electric vehicles should contribute to road
maintenance, they believed road charge would be
unfair to their own communities.

Leadership Opposed
The Morthern and Southam Chairmens’ Associations are both

] d to the imposition of a road charge on their
mambears. They view it as a potential threat to tribal soveraignty,
and expressed willingness to pursue court action if nece
They challenge the government of California to engage
them early on this topic and in good faith.

Concerns Over Impact to Gas Stations 1

The impact on tribal gas station revenue was also a key

point of concern. Mot all tribes own gas :
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Important Issue for the Federal Pilot »

Securing relioble revenue to support their communities’ need:: is
an important consideration for tribal leadership. Me

hove casinos or gas : ns or other independent sourcas of
revenue, making them reliant on often insufficient revenues
raceived from the federal government. As the LS. Departmeant
of Transportation embarks on a federal road charge pilot
authorized by the E‘Il:. artisan Infrastructure Law, Califormia
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revenue matters to ba a priority as this g
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Technology Findings

GPS Technology Works... But Is It Worth It?

= The six-month live pilot demonstrated that A detailed breakdown of all device-related
%Zﬁéggggﬂﬁ)g afg}ﬁ%tgetﬂglgeé% lj?r%?ebe used pilot costs revealed that a significant share
diﬁerentiationyof public versus non-public of these costs was attributable directly to
roads. the collection, storage, and processing of

GPS waypoints in support of the

= Subject to the granularity and accuracy of the differentiation process.

map-sets and shapefiles being used.

= To safeguard the ongoing accuracy of the Given low levels of interest and number of
differentiation process, it Is imperative that a private miles driven, is such a mileage
reliable source of up-to-date map-sets and reporting option worth the cost at this
GIS shapefiles is identified relative to road time?
networks and land ownership, and that a '

process is adopted for periodically updating
such map-sets and shapefiles over time.




TOLLING
AGENCY
FINDINGS

California’s Transportation Corridor
Agencies (TCA, The Toll Roads)

The sub pilot demonstrated that there is
indeed d great deal of promise in the
notion of California’s existing tollin
agency serving as a Commeércial Account
anager for itS Road Charge program.

One.impact would be the need to add
additional customer support resources to
address the inquiry workload introduced
by the addition of road charge
transactions to the account holder
statements.

TCA account holders expressed extremely
high levels of satisfaction with their
experience.

In summarizing their experience with the
sub pilot, TCA officials offered their
viewpoint that “partnering with a tolling
organization is a great gpproach for
mitigating costs in the eﬁ/o yment of a
Roadd Charge program, while also
leveraging experience on the public
sectorside ... it represents a true win-

win.” %




The Road Charge Collection Pilot, required by SB
339 (Wiener, 2021), was completed this spring.
Data analysis and report drafting are now
underway.

Assembly Transportation Committee Informational %

W h q t ! S N ext? Hearing — What’s Next for California

10/20/2025 Sacramento 2:30pm

Regional Transportation Town Halls

10/1/2025 Suisun City 5:30-7:00pm
11/3/2025 Watsonville 5:30-7:00pm
11/13/2025 Virtual 6:00-7:30 pm
12/2/2025 San Bernardino TBD

12/11/2025 Chico 5:30-7:00 pm

TBD San Diego TBD



Questions?

Read the full report at
https://www.caroadcharge.com/projects/public-private-roads-project/

Lauren Prehoda
Road Charge Program Manager, Caltrans

lauren.prehoda@dot.ca.gov www.caroadcharge.com
916-439-3915
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