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Highway User Revenue Fund 
(HURF) Update 

Presented by: Kristine Ward, CFO 



Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF):   
FY2019 Revenues 

-8.0%

-6.0%

-4.0%

-2.0%

0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

 $1,150

 $1,200

 $1,250

 $1,300

 $1,350

 $1,400

 $1,450

 $1,500

 $1,550

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019

An
nu

al
 C

ha
ng

e 

Re
ve

nu
e 

($
 in

 M
ill

io
ns

) 

Revenue Annual % Change

FY 2018 Actual FY 2019 Actual Change FY 2019 Estimate Change
Total 1,455.8$          1,520.2$          4.4% 1,490.2$               2.0%
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								FY 2018 Actual		FY 2019 Actual		Change		FY 2019 Estimate		Change

						Total		$   1,455.8		$   1,520.2		4.4%		$   1,490.2		2.0%







Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF):   
Impact of the Great Recession 
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September 2006 Forecast Actual Revenues through FY 2019 and Forecast for FY 2020 - FY 2026 (Revised in 2019)

$16.98 Billion Lost Revenue 

$29.1 Billion Actual and Forecasted Revenue 



Revenue in millions  

Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF):   
FY2019 Sources 

Total: $1,520.2 Million 
Gasoline, $531.1, 

35% 

Use Fuel (Diesel), 
$218.8, 14% 

VLT, $469.5, 31% 

Registration, 
$192.9, 13% 

Motor Carrier, 
$45.8, 3% 

Other, $62.1, 4% 



Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF): 
Revenue Categories as a Percentage of HURF 
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Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) FY 2019 Distribution: 
 



United States Average Fuel Efficiency: 
Light Duty Vehicles 
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Average U.S. light duty vehicle (LDV), short wheel base fuel efficiency in mpg



Alternative Fuel Vehicles (AFV) and  
Hybrid Electric Vehicles (HEV) Model Offerings 
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United States Plug-in Electric Vehicle Sales 
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Fuel Efficiency by Model Year: 
New Vehicles 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
https://www.epa.gov/fuel-economy-trends/highlights-co2-and-fuel-economy-trends#highlightS 

https://www.epa.gov/fuel-economy-trends/highlights-co2-and-fuel-economy-trends


Lane Miles and Gas Tax Purchasing Power: 
Growth From 1990 
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Lane Miles Growth Gas Tax Purchasing Power Growth

Estimated Arizona lane miles 
have increased 32%. 

Purchasing power 
has decreased 48%. 



Transportation System 
Components 

Presented by: Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director for Transportation/ 
State Engineer 



Long Range Transportation Plan 

Adopted February 2018 



Review of Purpose & Themes 
• Provide policy direction to ADOT, MPOs, COGs and Other 

Partners on transportation performance, needs & priorities 
 

• Establish a data-driven, performance-based policy framework to 
guide future project recommendations to the Board  
 

• Focus on defining a Recommended Investment Choice (RIC) to 
help ADOT best invest finite resources in the state system 
 



Performance Goals 
• Safety: Reduce fatalities and serious injuries 

 
• Infrastructure Conditions: NHS in state of good repair 

 
• Congestion Reduction: On NHS, in particular 

 
• System Reliability: Surface transportation efficiency 

 
• Freight Movement & Economic Vitality: Access to markets 

 
• Environmental Sustainability: Protect/enhance environment 



WMYA 2040 
Citizen Survey Results 
• Preference for 

System Preservation 
• Expansion focus 

stronger in large 
Metro Areas 

• All projects promote 
Safety 



WMYA 2040 
25-Year Highway Needs 
• Preservation = $9.236 B 
 

• Modernization = $9.962 B 
 

• Expansion = $34.054 B 
 

• Total = $53.3 B 

Estimated Funding Gap 30.5 Billion 



Recommended Investment 
Choice - Statewide  

• System Preservation 
Needs Statewide 

• Expansion focus in 
large Metro Areas 

• Safety remains a 
priority 



RIC – MAG and PAG – Expansion Focus  



Recommended Investment 
Choice – Greater Arizona  

• System Preservation is Priority 
• Fund the Highway Safety 

Improvement Program and Avoid 
System Obsolescence 

• * Up to 5% of funding reserved for 
Expansion only to match federal 
grants or leverage third party 
contributions (or if Revenues incr.) 



PLANNING  TO PROGRAMING  
(P2P) 

• Funding – Due to finite funding, projects must be prioritized to insure the finite 
funds are utilized on projects which provide the highest value and satisfy the 
greatest need. 

• Performance Measures – Due to requirements mandated by the Federal 
Highway Administration, all programmed projects must provide an improvement 
in the performance measures which include; Safety, Infrastructure Condition, 
Congestion Reduction… 

• Compliance with objectives and goals provided in the Long Range Transportation 
Plan.  
 
 



Recommended Investment 
Choice - Statewide  

• System Preservation 
Needs Statewide 

• Expansion focus in 
large Metro Areas 

• Safety remains a 
priority 



2020-2024 Tentative Facilities Construction Program 
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Pavement Preservation and Rehabilitation 
• To maintain the desired pavement condition Regular pavement preservation and 

rehabilitation is required. 
• What is the difference between preservation and rehabilitation? 

– Preservation – Surface treatments that will extend the life of the pavement (examples Fog 
coat/crack sealing similar to oil change or rotating your tires on your car) 

  Note THANK YOU to the Governor and Legislature for appropriating the additional funds to 
perform this treatments 

 
– Rehabilitation  -- More extensive pavement treatment (example replace ARACFC over concrete 

or a mill and fill on an asphalt roadway). 
 

 
25 
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35% Good 
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June Board meeting 2018 



31 

June Board meeting 2019 



ADOT Cost Index 
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Calendar Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 

ASPHALT BINDER  1.00 1.19 1.46 1.87 
ELECTRICAL 
CONDUIT  1.00 0.92 1.17 1.38 

REINFORCING STEEL 1.00 1.04 1.41 1.58 
ASPHALTIC 
CONCRETE 1.00 1.04 1.07 1.23 

Total Index 1.00 1.08 1.24 1.47 

1.00 
1.08 

1.24 

1.47 

0.50
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2016 2017 2018 2019

TOTAL INDEX 
WHY ? 



Questions? 
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             Dallas Hammit 

602) 712-8243 
 dhammit@azdot.gov 

     
Kristine Ward 
602) 712-7441 
kward@azdot.gov 
 

 

mailto:dhammit@azdot.gov
mailto:kward@azdot.gov
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