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2013 Transportation Funding 
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County governments still facing challenging 

times for transportation funding and road 

projects. 

Local Highway User Revenue (HUR) aid 

increased by $7.1 million in FY 2014 budget. 

The 2013 Budget Reconciliation and Finance Act 

(HB 102) includes $15.4 million to fund 

transportation grants to municipal governments. 

Local transportation aid still woefully 

underfunded with funding diversions 

approaching $1.5 billion.  

 



2013 Transportation 
Legislation 
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Many bills introduced this session to provide a 

lockbox for transportation funding, establish 

regional transit authorities, impose local option 

gas taxes, impose a sales tax on gasoline. 

Common thread among them – NO local funding 

or protection of HUR. 

MACo did not take a position on each bill 

individually, instead it adopted a broad 

transportation statement. 

 

 



“Counties Are Critical to 
Maryland Transportation” 
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 Maryland’s citizens demand and deserve safe and effective infrastructure. This includes not just high 

visibility highways and mass transit, but also the locally maintained roads that represent nearly 5 of every 6 

road miles.  However, during the great recession, no area of state funding has been compromised more than 

local roads and bridges, where funding diversions now approach $1.5 billion.  Far too many community 

roads receive no funding at all. 

 

 Levying taxes and charges on motor vehicles to serve as a “user fee” to support transportation systems has 

historically rallied support from motorists, businesses, and governments alike.  Maryland has strayed from 

this ideal, leaving locally managed roadways startlingly underfunded, and dependent on the still-dropping 

property tax for support. 

 

 Counties are encouraged that State policy makers are approaching these difficult financing issues.  Many of 

the proposals will create different effects on each region of the state.  For this reason, MACo, as a 

representative of all 24 subdivisions, is not taking a position on any specific proposal.  The General 

Assembly’s recognition of the problem is the first step to finding workable solutions. 

 

 MACo reinforces its longstanding commitment to a broad-based and equitable system of transportation 

financing.  The historic distribution of Highway User Revenues, with 30% dedicated to local purposes, 

accomplished this policy goal without creating cross-jurisdictional competition in taxes or distributions.  The 

State’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Transportation Funding reached the same conclusion:  “The Commission 

recommends that Highway User Revenue (HUR) funding for localities, which includes counties, 

municipalities, and Baltimore City, be incrementally returned.” (Final Report, page 10) 

 

 Remedying this imbalance should be a priority for the state, and county leaders are prepared to contribute 

toward solutions to better sustain local transportation. 

 

 



Transportation Infrastructure 
Investment Act of 2013 (HB 1515) 
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Transportation legislation that passed will raise $4.4 billion 

in State transportation funding over six years 

Motor fuel tax will be indexed for inflation 

Up to a 5% sales tax will be phased in on the wholesale price 

of gasoline – 1% beginning in fiscal 2014, increasing to 2% 

on January 1, 2015, and 3% beginning in fiscal 2016; unless 

federal legislation applying a sales tax to internet sales takes 

effect, sales tax on motor fuel will increase by another 1% 

beginning January 1, 2016 and an additional 1% beginning 

in fiscal 2017 

Base fare prices will increase beginning in fiscal 2015 to 

fund the Mass Transit Administration 

 

 

 



Transportation Infrastructure 
Investment Act of 2013 (HB 1515) 
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Prohibits the transfer or diversion of funds from the 

Transportation Trust Fund (TTF) to the general fund or a 

special fund unless approved through legislation passed by a 

three-fifths majority of the two houses of the General 

Assembly and then enacted into law 

Funding is provided to State Highway Administration for use 

in complying with Watershed Implementation Plans - $45 

million in fiscal 2015 increasing to $100 million in fiscal 

2018 and 2019 

Local and Regional Transportation Funding Task Force 

established to make recommendations of the feasibility of 

creating regional transit financing entities and local-option 

transportation revenues 

Administration has stated that HUR will be a part of this 

discussion 

 

 



Constitutional Amendment – Lockbox 
for Transportation Funding (SB 829) 
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Constitutional Amendment will be on the November 

2014 ballot 

Restricts use of TTF to debt service on transportation 

projects and construction and maintenance of an 

adequate highway system in the State or other 

transportation related purpose 

Specifically does not apply to HUR 

Funds may be transferred to the general fund or a 

special fund if Governor issues an executive order 

declaring a fiscal emergency and the General Assembly 

passes legislation supported by three-fifths of the body 

to concur with the use or transfer of the funds 

 



Transportation Facilities – 
Water Access (HB 797) 
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Requires local governments and Maryland Department 

of Transportation (MDOT), when developing a 

construction or improvement project involving a bridge 

or other facility that is adjacent to a waterway, to 

consider any reasonable and appropriate measures to 

provide water access for fishing, canoeing, kayaking, or 

other non-motorized recreational activity 

Local governments and MDOT must also establish 

standards and guidelines for identifying appropriate 

bridges and other transportation facilities to be 

considered, and best practices and cost-effective 

strategies for accommodating water access 



Future Challenges – Smart & 
Sustainable Growth 

9 

While Smart Growth and sustainability are worthy 

goals, the current “one-size-fits-all” model does not 

account for rural transportation characteristics and 

needs 

Roads primary form of transportation 

Little public transportation 

Longer travel distances 

Road linkages between growth areas and Priority 

Funding Areas (PFAs) critical  

As funding for transportation is more closely linked to 

Smart Growth outcomes, rural transportation is 

increasingly at risk unless Smart Growth incorporates a 

better rural model 

 

  



Future Challenges – Accounting for 
Growth (AFG) Policy 
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Under the State’s Watershed Implementation Plan 

(WIP) for the federally mandated Chesapeake Bay 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), all new 

nitrogen (and potentially phosphorus and 

sediment) water pollution must be mitigated or 

offset 

Nutrients  can be offset via on-site or off-site 

mitigation, nutrient credit trading, or potentially 

fee-in-lieu 

Could significantly reduce or halt growth in some 

counties 

Mitigation requirements for transportation projects 

currently unclear. 



Future Challenges – Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Act of 2009 
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HB 315/SB 278 of 2009 requires Maryland 

Department of the Environmental (MDE) to 

develop a plan that will reduce greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emissions in the State by 25% 

from their 2006 levels by 2020.  State is 

also considering 90% goal by 2050. 

MDE released a 362-page draft plan last 

year that included recommendations from 

the Maryland Department of Planning 

(MDP).  Final plan should be released soon. 



Future Challenges – Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Act of 2009 
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MDP Recommendation #1:  Reduce transportation 

emissions through Smart Growth and land use/location 

efficiency 

MDP Recommendation #2:  Assign vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) targets to local governments and metropolitan 

planning organizations (MPOs), similar to California SB 375 

of 2008 

MDP Recommendation #3:  Provide funding mechanisms 

that focus on Smart Growth 

MDP Recommendation #4:  Realize GHG reductions through 

the use of PlanMaryland and other growth policies.   

MDP Recommendations also include language to study 

whether new development should have to offset anticipated 

air pollution impacts, similar to Rule 9510 of the San 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 



Conclusion 
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Local transportation funding needs have not yet 

been addressed by the State 

Rural transportation planning and infrastructure 

faces potentially significant future challenges from 

land use and environmental policies 

Challenge is adequately funding a rural 

transportation system that encourages good 

growth practices while also addressing valid 

environmental concerns 

What’s the answer?

 



Contact Information 
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Leslie Knapp Jr. 

Legal and Policy Counsel 

Maryland Association of Counties 

lknapp@mdcounties.org 

Phone: 410.269.0043 
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