
AGENDA 
BLOOMINGTON TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 2018 4:00 P.M. 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 

109 EAST OLIVE STREET 
BLOOMINGTON, ILLINOIS 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
A public comment period not to exceed thirty (30) minutes will be held during each Board and 
Commission meeting, as well as all regularly scheduled City Council meetings, Committee of the Whole 
meetings, meetings of committees and/or task forces (hereinafter “committees”) created by the City 
Council, work sessions, and special meetings of the City Council. Nothing herein shall prohibit the 
combination of meetings, at which only one public comment period will be allowed.  
 
Anyone desiring to address the Board, Commission, Committee or City Council, as applicable, must 
complete a public comment card at least five (5) minutes before the start time of the meeting. Public 
comment cards shall be made available at the location of the meeting by City staff at least 15 minutes 
prior to the start time of the meeting. The person must include their name, and any other desired contact 
information, although said person shall not be required to publicly state their address information. If 
more than five individuals desire to make a public comment, the order of speakers shall be by random 
draw. If an individual is not able to speak due to the time limitation and said individual still desires to 
address the individuals at a future meeting of the same type, said individual shall be entitled to speak first 
at the next meeting of the same type. (Ordinance No. 2015-46)) 
 
4. MINUTES: Review and approve the minutes of the January 16, 2018 regular meeting of the 

Bloomington Transportation Commission. 
 
5. REGULAR AGENDA 

A. TC-2018-02 – City Transportation Project Funding Overview Discussion and Consideration 
of a Recommendation to City Council regarding a Proposed Local Motor Fuel Tax Increase. 

 
6. OLD BUSINESS 

A. NONE 
 
7. NEW BUSINESS 

A. NONE 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 
For further information contact: 
Philip Allyn, City Traffic Engineer 
Department of Public Works 
Government Center 
115 E. Washington Street, Bloomington, IL 61701 
Phone: (309) 434-2225 ; Fax: (309) 434-2201; E-mail: traffic@cityblm.org 
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MINUTES 
BLOOMINGTON TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
TUESDAY, JANUARY 16, 2018 4:00 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 
109 EAST OLIVE STREET 

BLOOMINGTON, ILLINOIS 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Ms. Angela Ballantini, Ms. Jill Blair, Ms. Katherine Browne, Mr. Michael 
Gorman, Ms. Elizabeth Kooba, Ms. Kelly Rumley 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Ms. Maureen (Reenie) Bradley 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Ms. Diana Hauman, Ward 8 Alderman; Mr. George Boyle, City Attorney; Mr. 
Jim Karch, Director of Public Works; Mr. Kevin Kothe, City Engineer; Mr. Philip Allyn, City Traffic 
Engineer; and several members of the public. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Gorman called the meeting to order at 4:00 pm. 
 
2. ROLL CALL: Mr. Allyn called the roll. With six members in attendance, a quorum was established. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT:  None. 
 
4. MINUTES:  Reviewed and approved the minutes of the December 19, 2017 regular meeting of the 
Bloomington Transportation Commission. Ms. Blair motioned to approve the minutes of the December 
19, 2017 meeting with correction of several minor typos. Ms. Browne seconded the motion. The motion 
was approved by the Transportation Commission unanimously via voice vote. 

5. REGULAR AGENDA 
A. TC-2018-01 – Proposed Routine Changes to Chapter 29 of the Bloomington City Code, 

“Motor Vehicles and Traffic” 
Mr. Allyn summarized information from the agenda packet relating to each requested Section 
Modification: 

1. Chapter 29:  Section 145(a): Stop Signs 

Modifications related to Section 145(a) pertain to creating an “all-way stop” condition at two 
intersections. Regarding Lincoln and Bunn, there was a gap in Lincoln Street between Bunn 
and Maple to the east. About 10 years ago, Lincoln Street was connected resulting in changes 
in traffic patterns and higher volumes at the intersection, which lead to the installation of all-
way stop control at this intersection. 

Staff observed a pattern of crashes over several years at the Lee and Olive intersection. 
Various options were tried such as pavement marking changes, improving sight distance, and 
installing new signs, but crashes did not decrease. Following implementation of the all-way 
stop, the number of crashes has dropped and the all-way stop is desired to remain 
permanently. 

2. Chapter 29:  Section 145(d): Stop Signs 

Modifications related to Section 145(d) are not changes to the traffic control, but rather 
formalizing it with the installation of a stop sign.  
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Four locations, Granada/Olive, Seville/Olive, Northwood/Hedgewood, and 
Wedgewood/Hedgewood are “T” intersections. While state law specifies that traffic on the 
non-through leg of a “T” intersection is always required to yield the right of way to traffic on 
the through legs, there is a high occurrence of drivers at these intersections not yielding as 
required.  Stop signs were installed to communicate proper intersection right of way laws. 

The Wedgewood/Oakwood intersection is in the middle of the same subdivision. This four-
leg intersection was previously uncontrolled, which required drivers to yield to the vehicle 
that arrived at the intersection first. Since Oakwood has longer straight sections to the north 
and south of Wedgewood, there developed a pattern of failure to yield to traffic on 
Wedgewood. Stop control was added on Wedgewood to increase the safety of the 
intersection. 

The Wedgewood/Bunn intersection does not exist and is proposed to be deleted from the 
Code. 

3. Chapter 29:  Section 148(a): Public Carrier Stops, Taxicab/TNC Stands 

This modification expands the Connect Transit transfer area. Buses are currently using the 
south side of Front Street between Center and Main. Additional space was needed on the 
north side of Front between Center and Madison to provide space for additional buses 
traveling westbound. This area is temporarily closed for sidewalk repairs, but buses will 
return to using this area in the Spring. 

4. Chapter 29:  Section 149: Parking 

Beecher Street between East and Franklin was a through street that was removed and 
sidewalk constructed to better serve this portion of the IWU campus. The proposed parking 
changes on Beecher reflect the removal of this block of street. 

The addition of a non-parking restriction on the west side of Bronco from Oakland to the 
south property line of 405 is the result of a business owner request. One of the other 
properties in this commercial area occasionally hosts festivals with high volumes of people 
parking along both sides of Bronco. This restricts access to other businesses, particularly for 
large delivery trucks. The request was reviewed by City Staff, a request for comment was 
sent to all property owners in the commercial subdivision, and the responses were analyzed. 
The only response received against the proposed parking restriction was from the owner of 
the property generating the high number of cars, who requested that the proposed no parking 
restriction be placed on the east side instead of the west side and for the entire length of 
Bronco.  Staff reviewed this suggested modification, but found that it would not eliminate the 
blocking of access to the original requestor.  

5. Chapter 29:  Section 153(a): Parking Spaces for Handicapped Persons on Streets, 
Municipally Owned Parking Lots and Private Parking Lots 

Modifications related to Section 153(a) pertain to specific requests from residents for a 
marked and signed public on-street Handicap Parking Stall. For the parking stalls to be 
added, Staff reviewed the requested location, verified that the requestor had a valid special 
license plate(s), a special decal or card allowing them to park in a marked and signed 
Handicap Parking Stall, evaluated the site to determine the safest and most efficient location, 
and installed the necessary markings and signage. The installed spots are reviewed by Staff 
periodically after implementation and modified or removed as needed. The proposed Code 
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modifications reflect new spots added, the modification/relocation of spots previously added, 
and the removal of spots no longer needed. 

6. Chapter 29:  Section 156.5: Altered Speed Limits 

Hershey from Empire to 500’ north of Washington is listed twice in the City Code and the 
duplicate listing is to be deleted. 

The Ireland Grove modification relates to the renaming of the south part of Oakland to Streid 
Drive. 

Mr. Gorman asked regarding Chapter 29:  Section 145(d): Stop Signs, if there is a particular reason for 
installing stop signs rather than yield signs. Mr. Allyn indicated our internal policy has been to install stop 
signs rather than yield signs. Mr. Gorman indicated that he assumed that in a low traffic intersection, 
where the vast majority of the time there is no opposing traffic to stop for, better compliance would be 
obtained with yield signs since people are less likely to fully stop if there is no one else around. Why is 
the policy to use stop signs rather than yield signs, assuming yield signs are allowed by the MUTCD? Mr. 
Kothe indicated that the policy was changed several years ago. The sight distance requirements for yield 
signs are significantly greater than for stop signs. Yield signs typically work OK in new subdivisions 
where there is little landscaping. However, in older subdivisions, even those only 10 years old, 
landscaping is more mature and drivers can no longer see adequately to make the judgement required for 
a yield sign and stop signs are needed. 

Mr. Gorman asked about Chapter 29:  Section 148(a): Public Carrier Stops, Taxicab/TNC Stands and 
Connect Transit stops. Mr. Gorman indicated he would like to see all Connect Transit stops listed as 
places where parked cars can be towed. It would be difficult for people to use the bus if they are 
negotiating around parked cars blocking access to the bus. Why could we not list the regular bus stops? 
Mr. Allyn indicated the driving reason is that the stop locations tend to change as routes are adjusted and 
it would be hard to keep Code up to date with regular changes. Towing would not be able to happen if the 
specific spot was not listed. It would get hard to enforce the towing if the Code list is not always 
completely correct. The area we have specifically mentioned is a defined area with multiple buses 
stopping for a length of time. Parked cars significantly hinder the operation of the transfer area.  If 
someone is parked illegally at an isolated bus stop, the impact to the operation of the bus will not be 
nearly as severe. In addition, it wouldn’t be practical for the driver to wait for the car to be towed rather 
than continuing on the route. Mr. Gorman asked if it would be possible for the Code to state parking is 
prohibited within so many feet of the bus stop sign. Mr. Allyn will review the Code to see if it isn’t 
already covered generically in the parking restrictions and check on whether towing would still be 
allowed or if only ticketing could be done. 

Mr. Gorman asked about Section 149: Parking. What kind of parking situation does the Temple have 
during festivals? There appears to be ample parking in the movie theater lot behind the property. Is there 
an arrangement between the Temple and the movie theater for people to park in that lot? Mr. Allyn 
indicated that he wasn’t aware of any arrangements between the two private businesses. Staff contacted 
all properties in the area and the only comment against the request was not concern for losing half a block 
of parking, but rather wishing to take the entire block of parking instead. Staff did not explore locating 
additional parking for the Temple because they did not indicate they needed more parking. Mr. Gorman 
suggested that Staff in general encourage people to share parking areas when there are large lots in the 
vicinity as this is good for density and ensuring adequate parking for everyone. Ms. Browne agreed that 
this is good in principle, but in this location the theater parking lot is deceptively far away and there is no 
sidewalk between the properties making pedestrian accommodations difficult. Shared parking may not be 
appropriate here. Mr. Gorman indicated that adding sidewalk and/or removing fence could improve 
pedestrian access and this was just something to keep in mind in future similar situations. Mr. Allyn 
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agreed that it would be helpful to suggest, but ultimately it would be an agreement between two private 
property owners and the City doesn’t have control over how they share or don’t share their private 
property. It would be something that we could suggest though if they were complaining about not having 
enough parking. 

Ms. Rumley motioned that that the Transportation Commission recommend City Council Approve the 
proposed ordinance modifying Sections 145(a), 148(a), 149, 153(a), and 156.5 of Chapter 29 (Motor 
Vehicles and Traffic) of the Bloomington City Code. The motion was seconded by Ms. Browne. The 
motion was approved by the Transportation Commission unanimously via voice vote. 

6. OLD BUSINESS: 
Mr. Gorman requested an update on the Fairview and Empire project discussed in November.  Mr. Allyn 
indicated that the Open House was held on December 21, 2017 and was well attended. Written comments 
were received from 18 people, of which 14 were in support of the project, two were in support of the 
project with exceptions, and two were opposed to the project. With 16 of 18 in favor of the project, Staff 
is moving forward with the project as discussed at a previous meeting.  
 
7. NEW BUSINESS: None 
 
8. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:18 pm unanimously by voice vote; motioned by Ms. 
Kooba and seconded by Ms. Blair.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Philip Allyn 
City Traffic Engineer 
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*Includes county motor fuel tax rate, which can only be charged in Cook, DuPage, Kane, and McHenry Counties. 

Current uses of Local MFT and 0.25% Sales Tax Designated for Streets and Sidewalks: 
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Financial Impact of LMFT Increase: 
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Impact of Fuel Taxes on Fuel Prices: 
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Illinois Transportation Enhancement 
Program (ITEP) Guidelines and Procedures
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(name)

(District address)

(date)

(County name) (number) (number) 
(bridge location) 

(name)
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(name)

(district address)

(date)

(County name) (number) (number)
(location) 

(cost)

(name)
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*HBP=100%
*Soft Match Credit not to exceed $_________ 

with balance to ____________________ 
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FHWA Emergency Relief Manual

A Guide to the Federal-Aid Highway Emergency Relief Program

A Summary of Emergency Relief (ER) Procedures for Federal-Aid High
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(1) (2)

(4)

(3) (5)

Notes:

(1) Typically, all GCPF portions are not to exceed a lump-sum amount, with another party 
being apportioned any remaining costs over and above the estimated cost.

(2) The LPA contribution may be waived in exchange for a crossing closure at a second 
location.

(3) This portion may be funded under the Highway Bridge Program (HBP), the Surface 
Transportation Program (STP), Township Bridge Program (TBP), and/or other federal, 
State, or local funds.

(4) The railroad company’s contribution is dependent upon its existing bridge maintenance 
responsibilities.

The railroad company’s contribution is voluntary unless the new bridge replaces a grade 
crossing protected by active warning devices.  A minimum 5% contribution from the 
railroad is required for these projects.

These cost distributions are typical; ICC will determine the actual cost distributions.
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Note: All uses of Motor Fuel Tax are subject to the provisions and limitations reflected in the 
and the States statutes.

(By Municipalities)
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Note: All uses of Motor Fuel Tax are subject to the provisions and limitations reflected in the 
and the States statutes.

Page  A-61



Note: All uses of Motor Fuel Tax are subject to the provisions and limitations reflected in the 
and the States statutes.
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Printed by authority of the State of Illinois, 0100-17, 07/17, 500

State of Illinois
Illinois Department of Transportation
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Motor Fuel Tax Funds Source, Distribution, & Uses for Municipality

Prepared and Published by 
Illinois Department ofTransportation

Bureau of Local Roads & Streets

Springfield, IL 

July 1, 2017
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DOCUMENT CONTROL AND REVISION HISTORY 
The Motor Fuel Tax Funds Source, Distribution, & Uses for Municipality is reviewed after the general 
township election every four years. Changes to this manual are approved by the Bureau of Local Roads & 
Streets, Illinois Association of County Engineers, and the Township Officials of Illinois. 

Distribution 
This manual is available in the Illinois Technology Transfer Center’s library as a Portable Document Format 
(PDF) on the Center’s web site and as a hard copy. Hard copies are also provided to the Illinois 
Association of County Engineers and the Township Officials of Illinois for highway commissioner training. 

Revision History 
The Bureau of Local Roads & Streets maintains archived copies of the manual since 2001. 

Revision Date Description Approval

July 1, 2017 Updated  Changes in Policy and Statute Barry Kent
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PREFACE 

This pamphlet was prepared to provide local public agencies officials with a quick reference to 

the source, distribution and uses of Motor Fuel Tax funds. The contents of this document shall 

serve as a reference and not the final authority on the receipt or expenditure of Motor Fuel Tax 

funds. 

The following chapters of the Illinois Compiled Statutes were used in the development of this 

pamphlet: 

Chapter 35 Revenue, 

Chapter 55 Counties, 

Chapter 60 Townships, 

Chapter 65 Municipalities, 

Chapter 605 Highway Code. 

The following chapters of the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Manual were used in the 

developments of this pamphlet: 

Chapter 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
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SOURCE OF THE MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND 

The Illinois Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) Fund is derived from a tax on the privilege of operating motor 

vehicles upon public highways and of operating recreational watercraft upon the waters of this 

State, based on the consumption of motor fuel. 

The motor fuel taxes that are deposited in the Illinois MFT Fund are: 

a. 19.0 cents per gallon 

b. 2.5 cents per gallon on diesel fuel in addition to the tax in (a) above. 

The Department of Transportation allocates these monies according to the provisions outlined in 

the MFT fund distribution statue, 35 ILCS 505/8 and initiates the process for distribution of motor 

fuel tax to the counties, townships, and municipalities. 

Each month a warrant is issued to each municipal treasurer in the amount of the municipality’s 

share of Motor Fuel Tax Fund collected for the preceding month. Monthly distributions are 

posted on the department’s website. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND 

The money deposited each month in the state Motor Fuel Tax Fund shall be distributed as 

follows: 

a. 2 1/2 cents per gallon tax on diesel fuel is transferred to the State Construction Account 

Fund.

b. $420,000 per month is transferred to the State Boating Act Fund. This money is used by 

the Department of Natural Resources for the purposes specified in Article X of the Boat 

Registration and Safety Act, 625 ILCS 45/10-1.

c. $3,500,000 per month is transferred to the Grade Crossing Protection  Fund.  This 

money is used by the Department upon order of the Illinois Commerce Commission to 

pay part of the expense of providing grade crossing protection at points where local 

public highways cross railroads. 

1. Each fiscal year not less than $12,000,000 shall be used for construction or 

reconstruction of rail/highway grade separation structures; 

2. Each fiscal year $3,000,000 shall be transferred to the Transportation Regulatory 

Fund and shall be accounted for as part of the rail carrier portion of such funds 

and shall be used to pay the cost of administration of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission’s railroad safety program, with the remainder to be used by the 

Department of Transportation upon order of the Illinois Commerce Commission,  

to pay that part of the cost apportioned by such Commission to the State to cover 

the interest of the public in the use of highways, roads or streets in the county 

highway system, township and road district system or municipal street system. 

d. A sufficient amount of money is reserved each month to pay: 

1. The Department of Revenue for the costs of the MFT Law administration; 

2. The Department of Transportation for administration and supervision of the use of 

MFT funds; 

3. Refunds allowed by law; 

4. $30,000,000/year into the Vehicle Inspection Fund ($15,000,000 on July 1 and

October 1, or as soon thereafter as may be practical); 

5. Amounts ordered paid by the Court of Claims; and

6. International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) payments to other states. 
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The remaining monies shall be allocated each month as follows: 

a. 45.6% shall be deposited as follows: 

1. 37% to the State Construction Account Fund;

2. 63% to the Road Fund, including $1,250,000/month to fund the Township Bridge 

Program. 

b. 54.4% shall be distributed by the Department of Transportation as follows: 

1. 49.10% to the municipalities- apportioned in proportion to population; 

2. 16.74% to the counties having a population 1,000,000 or more (Cook County); 

3. 18.27% to counties having a population less than 1,000,000 – apportioned in 

proportion to motor vehicle license fees collected; 

4. 15.89% to the road districts/townships – apportioned to each in proportion to a 

total mileage of roads in the State. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE ILLINOIS MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND 

Motor Fuel 
Tax Funds 

From 
Collection to 
Distribution 

TAX FUNDS 

Department 
of Revenue 

 
 
 
 
SUMMARY 

SHEETS 

WARRANTS COMPUTED 
ALLOTMENTS 

Department of 
Transportation 

Comptroller 

DEPOSIT 

Local Agencies 

 
BALANCE 

PLUS 
INTEREST 

OBLIGATE 

Construction 
&       

Maintenance 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE ILLINOIS MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND 

MOTOR FUEL TAX 
19.0 cents/gallon 

DIESEL FUEL DIFFERENTIAL 
2.5 cents/gallon 

Diesel Differential 
2.5 cents/gallon 

  

Administrative Costs 

MOTOR FUEL 
TAX FUND 

STATE BOATING ACT FUND 
$420,000/month 

Supervision Costs 

Refunds 

GRADE CROSSING PROTECTION 
FUND 

$3,500,000/month 

Vehicle Inspection Fund 
$30,000,000/Year 

Court of Claims

IFTA Payments 

Rail/Highway Grade 
Separation Structures. 

Minimum 
$12,000,000/year 

Transportation 
Regulatory Fund 
$3,000,000/year 

State Portion 
45.6% 

Construction 
Account 
37.0% 

Road 
Fund 
63.0% 

MOTOR FUEL
TAX FUND 

Balance 

Local Portion 
54.4% 

MUNICIPALITIES 
49.10% 

STATE 
CONSTRUCTION 

ACCOUNT 

ROAD FUND 

COUNTIES OVER 
1,000,000 POPULATION 

16.74% 

Township Bridge 
Program 

$1,250,000/month 

COUNTIES UNDER 
1,000,000 POPULATION 

18.27% 

ROAD DISTRICTS/ 
TOWNSHIPS 

15.89% 
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EXPENDITURE OF THE ILLINOIS MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND 

The expenditure of MFT funds requires the approval and supervision of the Department of 

Transportation. The corporate authorities of the municipality must adopt an ordinance or a 

resolution appropriating the MFT funds. The ordinance or resolution shall state how the funds  

will be used and shall be submitted to the appropriate IDOT district office for  approval. When 

MFT funds are used for construction, the ordinance or resolution must specify the location, 

type(s), length and width of proposed construction. 

The Department of Transportation’s approval of plans, specifications, and estimates of any 

construction project must be obtained prior to advertising it for bids as well as prior to awarding 

any contract. When MFT funds are used for maintenance, the Department of Transportation’s 

approval of the maintenance estimate must be obtained prior to advertising the project for bid. 

All work requiring bids must be advertised in the Department of Transportation’s weekly 

Contractors Bulletin. Engineering agreements also require approval by the Department. 

Please contact the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets in your IDOT district if you have any 

questions regarding MFT expenditures. 
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PERMISSIBLE USES OF THE ILLINOIS MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND FOR MUNICIPALITIES 

WORK ITEM 

REFERENCE 

Construction and Maintenance of: 
Joint Improvements/ Construction or Maintenance Agreements 605 ILCS 5/4-409, 605 ILCS 5/9-101 

Municipal Streets and Extensions, Municipal Alleys, County Highways and Extensions, 
State Highways, and Federal-aid Routes within the municipality 

605 ILCS 5/7-202.1, 202.1a, 
202.1b, 202.2, 202.3 & 202.4 

Traffic Control and School Crossing Signals 605 ILCS 5/7-202.5 
Street Lighting Systems 605 ILCS 5/7-202.6 
Storm Sewers 605 ILCS 5/7-202.7 
Pedestrian Subway or Overhead Crossings 605 ILCS 5/7-202.8 
Sidewalks and Pedestrian Paths 605 ILCS 5/7-202.15 
Off-Street Parking Facilities 605 ILCS 5/7-202.17 
Bicycle Signs, Paths, Lanes, or Bicycle Parking Facilities 605 ILCS 5/7-202.20 
Grade Separations and Approaches 605 ILCS 5/7-202.21 
Non-dedicated Subdivision Roads established before July 23, 1959 605 ILCS 5/7-202.21a 

Allotment of Funds for: 
Investments and Deposits 50 ILCS 340/1 
Matching Federal-aid Funds 605 ILCS 5/7-202.10 
Engineering Services 605 ILCS 5/7-202.12 
Retirement of Indebtedness (MFT Eligible Items) 605 ILCS 5/7-202.13 
Local Mass Transit Districts 605 ILCS 5/7-202.14 
Motor Vehicle Safety Inspection Lanes Operation and Maintenance 605 ILCS 5/7-202.19 
Payment of Principal and Interest on Road Bonds 605 ILCS 5/7-202.18 
Engineering Investigation 605 ILCS 5/7-202.11 
Toll Bridge Studies 605 ILCS 5/7-202.16 

Although the Statutes do not explicitly state that MFT funds can be used for the work items below, IDOT has determined that the costs for 
these items are eligible if they are related to MFT maintenance or construction. 

Curb Ramps BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(b) 
Right-of-Way BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(b) 
Salt Storage Facilities BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(b) 
Equipment Operations Costs BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(b) 
Utility Adjustments BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(b) 
Wages or Salaries BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(c) 
Holidays, Vacation, and Sick Leave BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(c) 
Workers’ Compensation Insurance Premiums BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(c) 
Retirement Fund and Social Security Fund BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(c) 
Health, Hospitalization, and Life Insurance BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.03(c) 
Asset Management BLRS Man. Sect. 4-3.06 
Miscellaneous Expenses in Connection with Bond Issue 

Improvements 
BLRS Man. Sect. 4-4.02 & 4-3.02(f) 

Tree Trimming and Tree Removal BLRS Man. Sect. 14-1.03(i) 
Railroad Signal Protection and Crossing Work BLRS Man. Chapter 40 

Note: All uses of Motor Fuel Tax are subject to the provisions and limitations reflected in the 
BLRS Manual and the States statutes. 
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IDOT REGIONAL/DISTRICT MAP 

Region 1 
Region 2 
Region 3 
Region 4 
Region 5 
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Increasing the Local Motor Fuel Tax (LMFT) 
Rate in the City of Bloomington
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Bloomington LMFT Rate
• City of Bloomington currently charges 

$0.04 per gallon
Began August 1, 2014

• Currently generates $2.3 million per year
• Funds used for:

Resurfacing
Pavement preservation
Sidewalks
Sidewalk ramps

$0.04

CURRENT
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Bloomington LMFT Rate
• Staff is proposing a $0.04 increase in the 

per gallon rate, which is $0.08 per gallon
Could begin May 1, 2018

• Could be used for additional resurfacing 
and pavement preservation to maintain 
streets closer to target service level 

• Could generate an additional $2.3 million 
per year, combined with $2.3 million from 
sales tax revenue, for a total of $6.9 million 
per year

$0.04$0.08

PROPOSED

Potential Streets and Sidewalks Revenue
Current LMFT $2,300,000 

Current Sales Tax $2,300,000 
Potential LMFT $2,300,000 

Total $6,900,000 Page  A-80



Local Motor Fuel Tax Per Gallon Rates in Selected 
Illinois Municipalities (2018)
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Local Motor Fuel Tax Per Gallon Rates in Selected 
Illinois Municipalities (2018)
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Effect of LMFT on Fuel Prices

• Study in 2000 by the Illinois Economic and Fiscal Commission 
(Commission on Government Forecasting and Accountability or 
CGFA)

Illinois MFT temporarily stopped in 2000, which allowed study of 
effect on fuel prices
Studied whether reduction in MFT was passed on to motorists

Some data showed this was the case, but data was insufficient
Study was found to be inconclusive due to other factors that could have 
impacted prices (i.e. profit margin, fuel capacity)

Unclear whether MFT rates and fuel prices correlate
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Federal Fuel Taxes

• Currently $0.184 cents per gallon for non-diesel
• Current federal proposal could raise that tax by $0.25 to $0.434
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Executive Summary

The following summarizes the Commission’s findings regarding the Joint Committee’s 
request for information pertaining to the six-month suspension of the State’s 5% sales
tax on motor fuel.  While the Committee’s request was quite specific as to what issues 
should be examined, we have supplied additionally in the report a rather in depth 
analysis as to factors which led up to the motor fuel price emergency in late spring.

As the Committee will note, data limitations, both in terms of quantity and quality
restricted the Commission’s ability to draw substantial conclusions at this time.  Several 
more months of data would be required before any sustainable trends could be verified 
and, even then, data problems likely would still exist.  With these caveats, please find 
the following executive summary.  A more extensive discussion of the various elements 
may be found in the body of the report.

Was the reduction in the State sales tax passed on through to motorists?

While our findings are inconclusive as to whether the total savings in sales taxes were 
immediately passed on to motorists, data suggest that the suspension of the tax did
contribute to the lowering of pump prices at the time the sales tax suspension took
place.   However, the degree to which the reduction was passed on to motorists cannot 
be precisely measured.  A mitigating factor that severely limits this analysis is the fact 
that wholesale prices were falling at the same time the sales tax suspension went into 
effect.  It is not possible to accurately assign what amount of that price change was due 
to the tax suspension and what amount was due to lower wholesale prices.

In addition to the complications associated with a simultaneous drop in wholesale price, 
several other limiting factors include significant swings in wholesale as well as retailer 
margin (gross profits), and retailer fuel capacity.  These items will be discussed in
more detail within the report.

It should be noted that in a survey conducted by the Commission on Illinois motor fuel 
retailers, approximately 90% responded that they decreased their fuel price at least 6 
cents after July 1, 2000.  Due to the vested interest of these retailers, interpretation of 
the survey findings must be done cautiously.  However, the high percentage indicating 
a price reduction due to the sales tax suspension indicates that some reduction was
passed on to motorists.

Was the reduction in sales tax maintained throughout the period?

Many of the same limiting factors pointed out above, namely swings in wholesale and 
retailers margin, again limit the ability to reach definite findings.  However, based on 
the available wholesale and margin data, it would appear that whatever impacts the 
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suspension of the sales tax on motor fuel had on the price of fuel, it has been
maintained thus far.

Did the sales tax suspension on motor fuel result in an increase in total gallons of 
motor fuel sold?

Of the limited data that exist, no identifiable relationship is evident thus far.  Clearly 
several more months of data are needed before even preliminary conclusions can be
drawn as the availability of gallonage data lags by approximately two months.

While 35% of survey respondents indicated that their fuel volume increased between 5 
and 10% and another 25% indicated an increase in the amount of fuel sold by 0 to 5%, 
those claims cannot thus far be substantiated.  Indeed, if gallonage increases did take 
place, it would likely occur near border locations where competition between other 
states commonly occur.  The Commission’s survey was targeted at those types of
locations for the most part, and as a result, the respondents’ claims would not
necessarily be similarly reflected in aggregate gallonage reports.

Was there an increase in ancillary sales (food, beverages, lottery tickets, etc) at motor 
fuel establishments?

While only a couple of months of data exist, the largest drawback is that prior to the 
sales tax suspension on motor fuel, motor fuel sales were part of the sales figures
reported on the retailers sales tax return.  (After the tax suspension, motor fuel is now 
broken out separately from other sales.)   As a result, there is no way to accurately 
compare periods before and after the tax suspension.

According to the survey of motor fuel retailers, approximately 31% responded that
their ancillary sales increased between 0 and 5%, while another 27% said they
increased 5 to 10%.  Again, interpretation of the survey data is difficult given the
vested interest these station owners have.

However, it’s very possible that some establishments, particularly located on the
border, may have seen a noticeable increase in sales.  Unfortunately, at this time little 
data exist that would substantiate those claims.  In fact, based on the estimated impact 
of $175 million in lost sales tax over the six-month period, overall sales tax revenues 
have performed very close to projections.  As a result, it does not appear that a
measurable impact on ancillary sales has been felt.
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Can the 5% State sales tax reduction be reflected on any receipt provided to the
consumer?

It would be possible to indicate on a receipt what the savings were based on the
suspension of the tax.  However, in order to do so, retailer software would have to be 
modified to calculate the differential between what the total sale was versus what the 
sale would have been had the State’s 5% sales tax still been imposed.
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Introduction

On July 1st, 2000, the State of Illinois temporarily suspended the 5% State Sales Tax on 
Motor Fuel.  This reduction was enacted to help alleviate the record high costs of motor 
fuel seen in Illinois during the late spring and early summer.  The reasons for these 
high costs stemmed from a number of factors including: supply shortages, pipeline
problems, and the disruptions stemming from the process of transitioning to a new form 
of gasoline.

The 5% reduction in the State sales tax, estimated to cost approximately $175 million, 
was intended to lower the cost of motor fuel between 6 and 10 cents per gallon.
Though prices did decline as the tax break took effect, there were questions on whether 
this reduction was actually passed on to the consumer.  If passed on to the consumers, 
many questioned whether the reduction would be maintained throughout its existence.
Proponents felt that eliminating the State portion of the motor fuel sales tax would not 
only assist consumers, but would increase motor fuel sales, as well as ancillary sales at 
retail motor fuel establishments in the State of Illinois.

In response to these issues, the Illinois Economic and Fiscal Commission, as directed 
by the Joint Committee on Legislative Support Services, completed the following.  The 
report gives a brief description on the economic impact of rising oil prices, explains 
how crude oil becomes gasoline, and discusses what effects each stage of this process 
has on the price of gasoline.  Relevant information from the Federal Trade
Commission’s investigation on the causes of the sharp rises in gasoline prices in the 
Midwest also will be presented.

Finally, the report examines the specific issues outlined in the Joint Committee’s
directive.  It should be noted that the Department of Revenue, as well as the Illinois 
Lottery provided expert assistance to the Commission in several areas.  Their assistance 
was greatly appreciated.  In addition, the Commission conducted a survey of motor fuel 
retail establishments.  While some findings will be discussed throughout the report,
entire results of the survey are provided in a separate section.
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The Economic Impact of Rising Oil Prices

It is difficult to assess with any degree of accuracy the ultimate impact of the current 
disruption on the economy caused by widely fluctuating world oil prices.  Much of the 
final effect will depend not only on how high oil prices go, but how long they are 
sustained at high levels, as well as what responses or disruptions are forthcoming.

As shown in Chart 1, oil prices have been on an almost continuous rise since early 
1999, hitting a 10-year high of $37.20 per barrel on the day of September 20, 2000.  In 
response to high prices and concerns about sharply increasing home heating costs,
particularly in the Northeast this winter, the Administration announced plans to release 
oil from the U.S. strategic petroleum reserve.  This would be only the second time 
these reserves were tapped since being established by the Ford Administration, the first 
time occurring during the Gulf War.

Following the U.S. announcement of its intentions, world oil prices eased with the
benchmark West Texas Intermediate Crude falling from its high of $37.20 on
Wednesday, September 20tth to $30.83 on Friday, September 29th.  Oil prices firmed 
again in October as Europe announced it had no plans to follow the U.S. by cutting into 
its reserves and hostilities in the Middle East brought worries over possible disruptions 
to the flow of oil.  Thus, WTI oil prices averaged just below $34 a barrel during
October.

CRUDE OIL PRICES
West Texas/dollars per barrel

Jan Jun Jan Jun Jan Jun Dec
1998 1999 2000
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While Saudi Arabia has pledged to supply more oil if needed to stabilize prices, other 
OPEC members have been less enthusiastic.  Many blame high fuel taxes leveled by 
industrialized nations as the cause for high consumer prices and the need for a fair oil 
price for producers.  At the extreme, reports from Iran threaten to match any further 
U.S. oil release from its strategic reserves by reducing their production.

Oil and the Economy

Each of the last three recessions has been caused, in part, by oil-related developments.
Moreover, DRI/McGraw Hill, IEFC’s forecasting service, has increased its probability 
of a near-term recession to 25% from 15% last month and only 10% where it had been 
as a recently as July.  Thus, a jump in energy prices is certainly a concern.

Part of the oil price shock relates to its current price relative to its price in early 1999 
when the Asian crises slashed demand and brought oil prices down to about $11 to $12 
a barrel.  Thus, we have seen more than a tripling of that price, although since 1985 oil 
prices have averaged $23 per barrel, as measured by DRI who uses refiners’ acquisition 
cost measured in 2000 prices, deflated by the core CPI.

Also, it should be pointed out that while we are more and more dependent upon oil 
imports to meet U.S. demand, overall, oil is less important today as we shift from a 
manufacturing to service-based economy.  According to DRI, the nation’s crude oil bill 
was 6.5% of gross domestic product (GDP) in 1981 whereas today, even with currently 
higher prices, its share is expected to be 2% of GDP in 2000.

Data Resources recently has run a simulation using different oil price assumptions.  In 
its baseline, or most-likely scenario, oil prices fall back to the $25 range and the real 
economy grows 3.6% from the fourth quarter of 2000 to the fourth quarter of 2001.  In 
its second alternative, it assumes oil prices rise to $40 (WTI basis) per barrel and hold 
there.  Under this scenario, higher oil prices reduce real growth in 2001 from 3.6% to 
2.7% - a significant, but not catastrophic event.

Oil and the Consumer

Much attention is focused on the effect rising energy prices will have on the consumer.
After all, two thirds of total spending that makes up GDP consists of consumer
spending.  Again, consumer reaction to higher energy prices is dependent upon both the 
extent as well as sustainability of the energy price increase.  According to DRI,
consumers bought 1.5% less gasoline in the first half of 2000 compared to the same 
period a year earlier, but spent one-third, or $40 billion, more for it.  This represents 
only 0.6% of total consumer spending, although that’s $40 billion not spent at retail 
stores.

The first consumer reaction to oil above $25 a barrel was that, based upon recent
fluctuations, it would be temporary and, therefore, there was no need to adjust family 
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budgets.  Indeed, despite rising gasoline prices, a flat stock market, and slower income 
growth, consumer confidence remained strong and only slightly off its peak according 
to recent surveys.  More worrisome is the recent threat of soaring home heating oil 
prices which some project to rise by 40%, 50%, or even double this winter.
Moreover, even with the release of U.S. energy oil reserves there is no assurance that 
supplies of home heating oil will increase much given the declining number of U.S. 
refineries, which already are operating in excess of 95% capacity, and that only a small 
percentage of that is distilled for home heating oil.

Sharply rising oil prices have been a factor in reducing corporate profit projections as 
firms cannot pass on higher energy prices because of competitive markets which then 
eat into profit margins.  This, in turn, has had a negative effect on the stock market 
which has cut in consumer wealth positions and is likely to worsen confidence and
retard spending further.

The effect on the economy and consumer of higher energy prices depends on the degree 
of the increase in oil prices and how long the high prices remain.  Whether recent 
jawboning and government actions do more than ease prices in the short-term or are 
offset by a negative response from the oil-producing nations is unclear.

While oil prices have tripled since early 1999, in real terms they are still well below 
their peak price of the 1980s.  Also, oil as a portion of the economy has lessened and is 
somewhat less important than twenty years ago.  At the same time, U.S. refining
capacity is topped out and exploration and drilling dried up, so we as a country are 
relying more on imported oil than at any time in our history.  Furthermore, there have 
been no efforts to date to provide incentives to domestic supplies which will be needed 
in the long run to prevent recurrence of the current oil situation as well as supply the 
energy for continued growth in the economy.

Finally, the effect on the high oil price on the economy cannot be discussed in isolation.
The higher prices act like a tax increase on consumers at a time when the economy is 
already showing signs of slowing due to more restrictive fiscal and monetary policies.
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From the Well to the Pump

Understanding the fluctuation of gasoline prices requires a basic knowledge of the oil 
production cycle process.   Gasoline is made up of various hydrocarbons derived from 
petroleum.  Petroleum can be found all over the world, but is heavily produced in the 
Middle East.  It can be found either on land or off shore.  Though the exploration 
technology of petroleum has improved over the years, it still can be affected by natural 
occurrences, such as storms, hurricanes, or even difficult terrain.  These problems can 
cause difficulty in exploration, resulting in higher-than-normal exploration costs.

Once the petroleum has been located, the substance must be transported to the next 
stage of the gasoline process.  The movement of crude oil is accomplished through
various means of transportation.  Crude oil from overseas is transported through the 
shipping process.  After the Exxon Valdez disaster in 1989, the shipping of crude oil 
has seen many improvements such as double hulls, segregated ballast tanks, and
redundant steering systems.  These changes have made oil tankers safer and more 
reliable.  However, these improvements are costly, which can affect the price structure 
of gasoline.

When transporting petroleum over land, trucks can be utilized, but much of the
petroleum is moved by pipeline.  This is considered the most cost-effective means of 
transferring crude oil from port facilities to tankers.  Although cheaper, pipeline
operators still incur operating and labor costs, as well as various maintenance fees.  If a 
pipeline should break, the cost of gasoline can be significantly affected.  An example of 
this will be discussed later in the report.

Transportation costs can vary depending on the distance from place to place.
Obviously, it costs more to ship oil from the Middle East to the U.S. than it does from 
countries in South America.  There are also added costs if a tanker is too large to dock 
and must be unloaded at an offshore facility.

Another factor that can affect the cost of transporting fuel is war.  For example,
fighting in the Middle East or even the threat of war can cause insurance rates to
dramatically increase due to the higher likelihood that oil shipments could be
interrupted.  Higher insurance rates equate to higher oil prices.  War can also affect 
gasoline prices in situations where a large-scale military operation is underway, and 
there is a high demand for jet fuel.  A high demand for fuel relative to its availability 
causes prices to increase.

Once the petroleum has been transported, it is ready to be produced into gasoline.
There are many hydrocarbons in petroleum, but only the ones that can evaporate under 
engine conditions can be used in gasoline.  Because crude petroleum consists of
hydrocarbons that are both more and less volatile than gasoline, gasoline must be
separated from petroleum through a process called distillation.  Distillation, however, 
provides an amount and quality of gasoline that is considered insufficient.  Therefore, 
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gasoline production must be supplemented with more sophisticated refinery processes.
These processes take the less and more volatile petroleum hydrocarbons and turn them 
into hydrocarbons that have the correct volatility.  The refinery process also adds
specialty chemicals to the blend to enhance the performance of the hydrocarbons.
Through this, gasoline can be created to have the desirable characteristics necessary for 
good engine performance.

Basic refining costs can run anywhere from 50 cents to $3 a barrel.  However, when 
refining the gasoline, environmental laws add additional costs to this process.  In order 
to have cleaner exhaust emissions, hazards such as lead and benzene must be removed 
from the fuel.  Removing lead costs approximately 2 to 3 cents a gallon of gas.  There 
is also discussion on a new regulation that would require the removal of sulfur from 
gasoline.  The estimated cost of this process is anywhere from 1 to 5 cents per gallon.

Once the gasoline is produced, it is ready to be distributed to retailers.  Again,
transportation is needed for this to be accomplished.  Ironically, the cost of transporting 
gasoline through fuel trucks depends on the cost of gasoline.  If gasoline prices
increase, the cost of transporting the gasoline also increases, resulting in the costs being 
passed on to the consumer.  Again, the cheapest way to transport gasoline in the United 
States is through the dozens of pipelines that crisscross the country.  The 5,349-mile
Colonial pipeline system between New York and Houston carries approximately 80
million gallons of petroleum products a day.

Once at the retailers, even more costs are added to the price of gasoline.  There are 
several factors that contribute to these added costs.  The first is for the general upkeep
of running a gasoline station.  This would include costs for maintenance, employee
salaries, insurance, property taxes, as well as profit margins.   The amount of this 
added cost varies from retailer to retailer.

For example, according to a MSNBC.com report entitled “Gasoline Price Mysteries 
Revealed,” three gas stations within a mile of each other in the State of Washington 
were selling self-serve regular gasoline at different rates.  One independent owner-
operator was selling self-serve regular for $1.61 a gallon, while a dealer owned station 
was charging 4 cents a gallon more for the same octane.  The reason for the difference 
was that the independent pays a mortgage for the property, purchases his gas from a 
third-party supplier, offers auto repair, and has no staff on duty after 11 p.m.  The 
dealer owned station pays a maintenance fee for the brand name gas, buys the gas
directly from the company, runs a convenience store, and keeps on a late night staff.
Down the road another station was only charging $1.51 for the same octane.  He kept 
his prices down “…by not accepting credit cards – which companies pay a commission 
on – and by using an ethanol mixture, which is partially subsidized and thus less
expensive.”

The article points out that these gas stations, nevertheless, are dependent on the
decisions of foreign oil producers thousands of miles away.  Refining cost and profits 
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make up approximately 20% of the retail price of gasoline.  Distribution and marketing 
make up a little less than 10%, while the actual price of crude oil makes up a little over 
40% of the costs.  The rest of the retail cost that consumers pay stems from taxes.

According to a CNN.com report, “…U.S. consumers pay 18.4 cents per gallon in
Federal taxes and 23.1 cents per gallon, on average, in state taxes.  Add local sales 
taxes and a ‘severance tax’ assessed when oil is taken from the ground, and taxes
typically will account for 30% of the cost of a gallon of gasoline…”

The State of Illinois imposes several taxes on motor fuel that affect the retail price, 
aside from the 18.4 cents per gallon Federal tax.  The first of which is the Motor Fuel 
Tax.  The current rate and base of this tax is as follows:

Gasoline: 19 cents/gallon, plus (a) and (b)
Diesel (Special Fuel): 21.5 cents/gallon, plus (a) and (b)
Additional levies on gasoline, special fuel, aviation fuel (unless sold at Midway or O’Hare
Airports), kerosene, and home heating oil:
Underground Storage Tank Fund (USTF): (a)  0.3 cents/gallon tax (until 2013)
Environmental Impact Fee for USTF: (b)  0.8 cents/gallon (until 2002)

The temporary tax of 0.3 cents per gallon was added in 1990.  This tax is used to pay 
for leaking underground storage tanks.  The temporary tax of 0.8 cents per gallon was 
added in 1996.  This tax is used as an environmental impact fee.

The most highly publicized tax on gasoline in Illinois of late is the sales tax.  Before 
July 1st, a State sales tax of 6.25% was imposed on motor fuel.  Of that amount, 5.0% 
was the State portion, while 1.25% was the Local tax portion.  On July 1st, the 5.0% 
State portion was suspended for six months.

Finally, there also can be a local tax imposed on the same transaction. Home-rule units 
can collect taxes on motor fuel by the gallon.  Cook County collects 6 cents per gallon, 
and the city of Chicago 5 cents.  DuPage, Kane, and McHenry Counties can impose 
motor fuel taxes up to 4 cents per gallon without referendum approval.  DuPage County 
collects 4 cents; Kane and McHenry each collect 2 cents.  Any city of over 100,000 can 
also impose a tax of 1 cent per gallon by referendum.  Rockford imposes a tax under 
this provision.  In addition, 18 home-rule cities in Illinois impose taxes of various
amounts.

So how does Illinois compare to other states when taxing motor fuel?  Forty-two states 
tax motor fuel at fixed rates per gallon, ranging from 8 cents in Alaska and New York 
to 32 cents in Connecticut.  (Again, Illinois is at 19.0 cents for gasoline and 21.5 cents 
per diesel fuel).  Seven other states periodically reset rates per gallon based on the retail 
or wholesale price of motor fuel, or other factors.  These states are Florida, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, Nebraska, North Carolina, Ohio, and Wisconsin.  According to State 
Rankings 2000, Illinois ranks fifth, behind California, Texas, Florida, and Ohio, in the 
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amount of State revenue collected for the Motor Fuel Sales Tax with a 1998 amount of 
$1.3 billion.  (California was first at $2.9 billion.)  However, Illinois ranked 33rd in the 
nation when the motor fuel was on a per capita basis.  Besides Illinois, only eight other 
states also collect general sales taxes on motor fuel.  These states are California,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Michigan, New York, and West Virginia.

Another factor that contributes to the differences in the cost of gasoline is the grade of 
gasoline sold at the stations.  Higher graded gasoline costs more to make and,
therefore, is sold at a higher price.  But many times retailers will use the selling of 
premium gasoline as a way to gain some profit.  There is a common feeling among 
many motorists that premium gasoline is the best fuel for their car.  These motorists are 
willing to pay premium’s higher cost, rather than unleaded gasoline’s lower costs, in 
order to obtain maximum performance for their automobile.  However, an article in the 
Wall Street Journal entitled, “Disputing Oil Giants’ Claims, Car Maker Say Premium 
Is Often a Waste of Money” may change the opinion of some consumers.  The article 
states that even though premium gasoline prices increased to extremely high levels,
loyal premium consumers were unwilling to change to lower graded gasoline because 
“they believe oil-company advertising and family lore that premium gasoline yields
much better gas mileage and quicker acceleration…” and that “…it keeps their engines 
cleaner.”  But the article states that, “Today, however, what premium gasoline drives 
best is profit for refiners and gas stations, analysts say.  The performance advantages of 
the gasoline burned out a generation ago because U.S. auto makers now tailor the vast 
majority of their engines for regular-grade gasoline.”

The article goes on to discuss that Daimier Chrysler AG claims that only two-tenths of 
1% of its vehicles need premium gasoline, excluding Mercedes-Benz.  Ford Motor
Corp. reports that 5% of the vehicles it sold last year required premium gasoline,
including the luxury Lincoln Town Car.  Most of the new cars that still require
premium unleaded gasoline come from Europe, because these cars are generally built 
with higher compression engines to take advantage of a higher-octane gasoline pool. 
Though many refiners and oil companies believe that cars do run better on the extra 
“oomph” of premium unleaded gasoline, “…there has not been adequate research done 
to show what true impact the loss of octane has on performance.”  This was the 
response of the manager of product engineering at Chevron Corp.

Knowing that some motorists will pay the added costs of buying premium, gasoline
retailers will use a “historical marketing practice” to add a little profit for their
business.  According to the same Wall Street Journal article, “Premium gasoline costs 
about five cents to seven cents more per gallon to make than regular gasoline, refiners 
say.  But it is sold to dealers at 11 cents to 13 cents more than regular grade.  Gas 
stations typically sell premium at 15 cents to 20 cents more a gallon than regular.  After 
taxes, dealers get about a nickel more a gallon in extra profit, says Bruce Sirchio,
director of the Illinois Gasoline Retailers Association.”
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Why the Large Price Increase?

As previously shown, there are many factors that make up the retail cost of motor fuel.
In recent years the fluctuation of motor fuel prices was stable enough and low enough 
to avoid much attention from consumers and the media.  But as prices continued to 
increase in the spring of 2000, questions began to surface regarding the cause of these 
rising prices.

Retail gasoline prices in the Midwest hit their peek during the week of June 18-24.
According to AAA’s Motor Fuel Gauge Report, on June 21st Illinois’ downstate average 
self serve regular unleaded price was $2.01, while Cook County had an average price 
of $2.17.  Cook County’s price was up $0.54 from the previous month and up $0.90 
from the June 1999 price.  By comparing Cook County and downstate Illinois’ average 
prices on June 21st with the national average of $1.65, the dramatic situation Midwest 
gasoline consumers was clearly evident.

Because of this unique situation, many questions arose regarding the reason for these 
high prices and whether these prices were caused in whole or in part by antitrust
violations.  Since that time, several ideas have formed; some of which are to be
considered factual, while others are just speculation at this point.  There is likely no 
one reason for the sharp rises in price, but rather a combination of different factors.

Price increases during this time period are not uncommon.  Gasoline prices have a 
seasonal nature to them, whereupon prices tend to rise in the late spring and early
summer as the demand for gasoline increases with the onset of the summer driving 
season.  However, according to the Interim Report of the Federal Trade Commission 
Midwest Gasoline Price Investigation, “the increases this year in some local markets, 
particularly in the Midwest, eclipsed those experienced in past years, and were much 
greater than those experienced in other U.S. markets.”

So what were the reasons for such a dramatic difference?  One explanation is the
introduction of EPA Phase II regulations for summer-blend reformulated gasoline in 
high ozone urban areas.  The regulations for this new blend of gasoline, commonly 
referred to as RFG, went into effect in the Chicago and Milwaukee areas on May 1, 
2000.  St. Louis also entered the RFG program in 2000, placing Illinois in the middle 
of a transitional period.  The introduction of RFG created shortages throughout the
Midwest, causing prices to increase.

There were several reasons for these shortages.  One was due to the process of
replacing the winter-blend gas with the new summer-blend Phase II RFG.  The winter-
blend gasoline had to be drained from the storage tanks before the new gasoline could 
be added, which led to lower than usual inventory levels.  Also, the process of making
the RFG turned out to be more difficult than expected which led to lower than expected 
refinery yields.
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One article from the Energy Information Association entitled, “Supply of
Chicago/Milwaukee Gasoline Spring 2000,” states that the Midwest region produces
much of the RFG by using ethanol as the oxygenate, where most other RFG areas use 
the substance MTBE.  As a result, not many refineries outside the Chicago/Milwaukee 
area were prepared to produce the base RFG materials needed to blend with ethanol.
This caused marketers scrambling for limited supplies of both RFG and conventional 
gasoline.  As the demand for gasoline in the Midwest went up, so did prices.

Though the new reformulated gasoline explained some of the price differences, it did 
not “provide a complete explanation for recent Midwestern gas price increases, because 
in the Midwest as a whole, conventional gasoline prices rose more dramatically than 
RFG prices from May to the end of the June.”   This was the response of the Federal 
Trade Commission in their Midwest Gasoline Price Investigation report.

Aside from the RFG transition, another contributor to the price increases was due to 
pipeline problems in the Midwest.  As stated earlier, pipeline is the major means of 
transporting gasoline products all over the United States, but this distribution method 
can occasionally encounter significant maintenance problems.  This was the case for the 
1,400-mile Explorer pipeline, which supplies gasoline to St. Louis and Chicago.  In 
March, this pipeline sprang a leak, which led to a five-day shutdown causing pressured 
supplies.  An MSNBC.com article entitled, “Gasoline Price Mysteries Revealed,”
reports that “…pipeline shutdowns are particularly disruptive because companies have 
adopted policies of keeping only small inventories on hand as a means of saving on 
storage costs.  As a result, there is little in the way of a cushion if pipelines fail…” The 
shortage of gasoline due to the Explorer’s leak led to a higher demand for fuel,
resulting in increases in the price of gasoline.

As seen in the previous examples, shortages of motor fuel cause prices to rise.  Though 
the RFG gasoline transition and the pipeline leaks caused shortages in the Midwest, 
shortages already were occurring all over the United States due to the reduced global 
supply of crude oil.  In the second half of 1999, members of the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), along with several non-OPEC oil exporting 
countries decided to curtail the global supply of crude oil.  At the same time the
demand for petroleum products increased significantly worldwide.  This was due to the 
economic recoveries in Asia and Europe and continued strong economic growth in the 
United States.  As a result, the consumption of crude oil exceeded production, and 
inventories were drawn down in the U.S. and all over the world.  This high demand 
caused prices to rise.

In response to the price increases, refiners cut gasoline production and used inventories 
of gasoline to meet demand in the expectation that inventories could later be replenished 
when the price of crude oil dropped.  But, according to MSNBC.com, “refineries
appear to have been slow to rev up production in anticipation of lower world oil prices 
that have not materialized.”  These series of events contributed to exceptionally tight 
supply situations all over the world, especially in the United States.  The worldwide 
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production of crude oil was a significant cause of the high gasoline prices throughout 
the U.S., but only a portion of this can be contributed to the price increases seen in 
Illinois and throughout the Midwest.

Since that time, Saudi Arabia and other OPEC countries have agreed to increase
production in an effort to moderate the price of crude oil.  But as an article entitled, 
“Petro Politics – July, 2000 – a Comment” from energyindustry.about.com points out 
that a production increase that drops the price of crude from $30 to $25 per barrel is 
“really pretty small potatoes.”  The article uses an example where a person drives
15,000 miles per year with a vehicle whose gas mileage is 20 miles per gallon.  Under 
these conditions the person uses 750 gallons per year or 62.5 gallons per month (15,000 
miles per year / 20 miles per gallon / 12 months).  In July of 1999, crude oil at $17.60
per barrel equated to a price of gas of $1.12.  In July of 2000, crude oil at $34.00 per 
barrel equated to a price of gas of $1.60.  The result: a decrease of $1.00 per barrel in 
the price of crude equates to about a 3 cent decrease in the price of gasoline (($1.60-
$1.12) / ($34.00-$17.60)).  Therefore a $5 drop in the price of crude oil results in a 
monthly savings of only around $9.40 per month ($.03 per gallon x $5 change x 62.5 
gallons per month).

Another factor that compounded the shortage problem was the transfer of fuel out of the 
Midwest to other locations.  According to a report commissioned for The Foundation 
For Taxpayer and Consumer Rights entitled “The Causes and Effects of the Price Spike 
in the Midwest during 2000”, 375 million gallons of gasoline was transferred out of 
Midwest storage to other parts of the nation during the first quarter of 2000.

The reasons for the supply problems in the U.S. have been blamed on EPA Phase II 
regulations, pipeline problems, OPEC, as well as gasoline retailers.  But one CNN.com 
article entitled “On Fluctuating Gasoline Prices and American Independence” points out 
that vehicle popularity can contribute to the supply problems.  The article states that 
just before the mid-1970s oil crisis, Americans were in love with big, gas-guzzling
vehicles.  In the 1980s, economical cars tended to be in style.  Now entering the 21st

century, Americans popularity has shifted to sports utility vehicles, vans, and pickup 
trucks, all of which have lower fuel economy.  In 1980, these vehicles accounted for 
less than 20% of new vehicle sales; now they make up almost half of the sales,
according to the U.S. Department of Transportation.  As the popularity of these
vehicles continues to grow, as well as the love for travel, so does the demand for 
gasoline.  The article states, “According to the government’s Energy Information
Administration, demand hit a record 8.5 billion barrels of gasoline a day in April.”

Because of the aforementioned supply problems, there is ample evidence why gasoline
prices increased in the Midwest.  However, there are questions on the extent to which 
they increased.  U.S. Senators and Representatives strongly urged the Federal Trade 
Commission to take a closer look at the gasoline prices and to report to them of their 
findings.  In their interim report, the FTC writes, “The sheer magnitude of the price 
increases, their particular intensity in one section of the country, and their occurrence 
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in conventional gasoline as well as in RFG, prompted the Commission’s Bureau of
Competition to consider the reasons for the price increases and, specifically, whether 
price fixing or other illegal activity might have occurred.”

The objective of their investigation is to “consider the causes of the price increases, and 
determine whether there was any illegal contact, communication, signaling, or
understandings among competitors.  With regard to proving illegal conduct, the
Commission must show more than parallel behavior among market participants.
Standing alone, proof that all companies raise prices at the same time is not sufficient 
evidence of collusion.  The courts have held that some ‘plus factor’ must be present to 
demonstrate that an agreement was reached.  Behavior that would be unprofitable ‘but 
for’ collusion may be evidence that such an agreement exists.” At the time of this
report, no conclusions from the FTC have been released to the public.
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Illinois’ Response:  Suspending Motor Fuel Sales Tax

Regardless of why motor fuel prices increased, the fact remained that Illinois
consumers were getting hit hard at the pump.  There was a public outcry that something 
be done to lower these outrageous prices.  In response, a special session of the Illinois 
General Assembly was called in late June to address the issue.  From this, an
agreement came (P.A. 91-0872) to temporarily suspend the 5% State portion of the
sales tax applied to motor fuel for the period July 1, 2000, through December 31, 2000.
Therefore, the sales tax rate on motor fuel was reduced from 6.25% to 1.25%.  The 
1.25% represents the local government rate component.  Due to the dramatic
fluctuations of gas prices at that time, estimating the precise cost of eliminating the 5% 
portion proved difficult.  However, the Illinois and Economic and Fiscal Commission
(IEFC) estimated that the State cost for six months would be approximately $175
million, in line with most other projections ranging from $150 million to $180 million.

Shortly after P.A. 91-0872 was passed, the Joint Committee on Legislative Support
Services directed the IEFC to report to the General Assembly no later than November 
14, 2000 on the impact of the 5% Sales Tax reduction in Motor Fuel.  The following is 
the list of issues that the Joint Committee asked to be addressed:

A) if the reduction in the State Sales Tax was passed through to motorists;
B) if the reduction was maintained throughout the period;
C) if the Sales Tax reduction resulted in an increase in total gallons of motor 

fuel sold and whether or not there was an increase in ancillary sales (food,
beverages, lottery tickets, etc.) at motor fuel establishments; and

D) whether the 5% State Sales Tax reduction can be reflected on any receipt 
provided to the consumer.

While definitive conclusions were not possible for most of these items, the Commission
has gathered large amounts of information that provide significant insight to each of the 
requested subjects.
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Was the suspension of State sales tax passed through to motorists?

To find out if motorists actually benefited from removing the sales tax on motor fuel, 
the Commission searched for data that showed the price retailers were paying for
gasoline, as well as the amount they charged the consumer.  The AAA Motor Club 
website includes the “Daily Fuel Gauge Report”, which shows the pump price that
motorists are paying at different locations all over the United States.  This, however, 
does not show what the retailers purchased the gasoline for before they sold the product 
to the motorists.  Therefore, the Commission turned to the Oil Price Information
Service (OPIS), which is AAA’s source for data.

OPIS proclaims themselves as the leading provider of news and prices for the
downstream U.S. petroleum market.  After consulting with them, the Commission
obtained weekly data on nine Illinois cities located throughout the State for several
months before and after the elimination of the State sales tax on motor fuel.  The cities 
utilized in this data sample were Aurora, Carbondale, Chicago, Collinsville, Danville, 
Elmhurst, Quincy, Rockford, and Springfield.  Along with that information, the
Commission received the estimated “rack price” that retailers paid for that motor fuel 
as well as the taxes and freight charges applied to those prices.  From that, a “spread” 
could be calculated which takes the retail price and then subtracts the rack price, the 
various taxes, and the freight charges.  This “spread” should be what retail stations are 
collecting as gross profit, otherwise known as “margin”.

Chart 2, on the following page, shows the price margin history for unleaded gasoline in 
the State of Illinois.  The data accompanying this graph was created by taking OPIS’s 
average retail prices of the nine Illinois cities and then subtracting out the average rack 
prices and the various taxes and freight charges. As seen in the graph, the price margin 
for unleaded gasoline has a history of significant fluctuations.  But the period just
before and after the suspension of the sales tax on July 1, 2000 is where dramatic
fluctuations took place.  For the week of June 4, 2000, the average price margin 
actually dipped below zero at –0.88 cents per gallon.  This is the lowest level that the 
price margin reached in the 17 months of data that we received.  This is in contrast to 
the high-level average price margin of 34.04 cents per gallon that took place on July 2, 
2000.
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Potential reasons for these price margin fluctuations can be seen below in Chart 3.
This chart shows the components of the average retail price of regular unleaded
gasoline in Illinois for the weeks of April 1999 through September 2000.  From this 
graph several basic observations can be made.  First, the breakout of each component 
of the retail price of unleaded gasoline can be seen.  Obviously, as the rack prices of 

CHART 3

Components of the Retail Price of Regular Unleaded Gasoline
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CHART 2

Unleaded Gasoline Margin History
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gasoline increase, the percentage federal and state taxes make up of the total retail price 
decrease, and vice versa.    Secondly, the effect suspending the State sales tax had on 
the retail price of gasoline can be viewed by looking at the uppermost component.
After July 1st, 2000, the State sales tax portion becomes noticeably smaller, reflecting 
the remaining 1.25% local sales tax.  A third observation focuses in on the price
margin fluctuations.  Notice, as the rack price of gasoline increases, the price margins 
tend to decrease.  Conversely, as the average rack price of gasoline decreases, the
average price margins tend to increase.

An extreme example of this can be seen for the period shortly before and after the 
suspension of the sales tax on July 1, 2000.  As rack prices climbed to record high
levels in May and June, the price margins fell to lower than normal levels.  But after 
the rack prices abruptly fell, the price margins also changed directions and approached 
higher than normal levels. Chart 4 shows in greater detail the inverse relationship that 
the average price margin has with the average rack price.

The reason for this inverse relationship is likely due to competition.  As rack prices 
increase, so does the pressure to raise retail prices.  But, rising prices cause consumers 
to look elsewhere to purchase their motor fuel.  Therefore, to keep the business of the 
motorists, retailers will sacrifice some of their price margins in order to keep the retail 
cost down.  This is likely why margins tend to decrease as rack prices increase.  The 
larger the increase in rack price, the bigger the hit they must take on their profit
margins.  However, when rack prices decline, it is at this time that price margins tend 
to increase, likely because it gives retailers the opportunity to gain back some of the 
profit that they lost during the time of increasing rack prices.

CHART 4

Unleaded Rack Price History vs. Unleaded Gasoline Margin History
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As stated earlier, one factor that could influence the amount of the spread is the
economic force of competition. Profit margins seldom stay consistent because gas
stations are constantly fighting for the business of the consumer.  For example, retailers 
may target their profit margin to be 10 cents per gallon.  If a competitor down the road 
is selling fuel at a cheaper price, they may have to sacrifice their targeted profit margin, 
in order to get the business of the motorists.  This competition causes fluctuations in the 
spread that make the data very inconsistent.  In a survey conducted by the IEFC, 58% 
of the respondents indicated that competition with retailers affects the pump price the 
most, even more than wholesale prices.

An example of this was seen in the Springfield area shortly after the elimination of the 
motor fuel sales tax.  As supplies were replenished, prices that were near $2.00 per 
gallon, dropped to more normal levels near the middle of July throughout Illinois.  In 
Springfield, the prices dropped to as low as $1.11 a gallon for regular unleaded.  The 
reason: a new superstore opened up on the south side of town along with a related gas 
station.  To bring people to the superstore, fuel was sold well below the average selling 
price at that time.  This, in essence, caused a gasoline price war, sending prices that 
were once among the highest in the country to one of the lowest.  The superstore could 
afford to sell gasoline at prices that brought in little to no profit because they had other 
merchandise to sell to make up for their loss.  Other gasoline stations did not have this 
luxury.  Therefore, they took a hit to remain competitive.  This is how margins in the 
provided data can dip below zero.  As the superstore’s prices increased to “normal” 
levels, the competitors quickly followed suit, in order to regain the profit margin they 
needed.  It is at this point that many retailers may exceed their normal profit margin 
levels in order to gain back some of the profit that they lost during a price war.  This 
situation is a possible contributor to why margins tend to increase temporarily as rack 
prices decrease.

Another factor that may influence the price margin is the amount of fuel remaining in 
the retailer’s tank at the time of a price increase.  For example, let’s say that a retailer 
has to pay a high price to fill his storage tanks.  If the rack price of gasoline drops 
twenty cents the next day, the retailer is stuck with more expensive gasoline in his 
tanks.  In order to pay for this gas, he has to charge the consumer the price that he paid 
for the fuel that he has in his storage tanks, not the current price of gasoline.  This 
could be another reason for the appearance that profit margins tend to grow as the rack 
prices decrease.

Much of this price change is also dependent on the size of the storage tanks and how 
often they are filled.  If retailers have tanks that are relatively small and they have good 
business, they may have their tanks refilled frequently and be able to change prices 
relative to the market value.  But if stations have large tanks with little turnover, they 
may only be able to charge what the gasoline in their tank is worth.  The problem for 
these retailers is that they may have paid for gasoline at a high rate, but may have to 
lower prices to stay competitive.  The luxury they have is if they paid for gasoline at a 
lower rate, they would have the ability to charge the current higher price to make back 
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some profit, or charge the gasoline purchase price, which could cause the competitors 
to lower their prices.

As seen, there are many factors that contribute to the profit margin.  But, without
knowing the exact factors that influence the profit margins and spreads of each week’s 
data makes coming to any conclusions a very difficult task.  The main problem in
answering the question of whether the State sales tax was passed on to the consumer or 
not is that rack prices decreased at the same time the State sales tax was suspended.  If 
rack prices had stayed constant, it would have been much easier to tell if the tax
suspension was passed on.  However, this was not the case as the average rack price 
dropped 34.6% between the weeks of June 18th and July 23rd.  Though prices were 
expected to drop during this time period, it is unclear if the extent of the decline was 
where it should have been to account for the suspension of the sales tax.  At the time, 
most estimates were that the pump price should fall anywhere from 5 to 10 cents per 
gallon due to the sales tax suspension.

In an attempt to define the sharp pump price decline more clearly, the IEFC
extrapolated data that suggest that the sales tax reduction was, at least in part, passed on 
to the consumer.  Chart 5, on the following page, shows the weekly average price 
difference of the retail and rack prices of unleaded gasoline.  The graph indicates that 
the retail prices closely resemble the behavior of the rack prices, but in a slightly
lagged manner.  To further illustrate this, we compared the retail price to the rack price 
one week prior.  The results of this adjustment can be seen on Chart 6.  Here, a strong 
correlation exists between the two variables, which leads to the assumption that any 
change in the rack price of gasoline takes approximately one week before the change is 
seen in the pump price.  (It should be noted that the prices accompanying the dates on 
this graph and all previous graphs are the weekly averages for the week prior to the 
date shown.  Therefore, 7/09/00 data is the weekly average of the period July 3rd

through July 9th).
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Also from this graph, we are able to see a notable change shortly after the July 1st sales 
tax reduction took place.  Here, the graph indicates that for 7/9/00 data, retail prices 
dropped approximately six cents lower than the corresponding rack prices (an eight
versus a two-cent decline).  Because rack prices do not seem to provide reasoning for 
the dramatic drop that took place leads to the assumption that there was another reason 
for this drop, or more specifically, this increased drop was likely due to the reduction 

CHART 5

CHART 6

Weekly Price Difference Comparison of Retail vs Rack
(adjusted for assumed one-week rack to retail lag)
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in the sales tax.  For the period after this approximate 6-cent difference, the retail and 
rack price differences returned to a more consistent correlation, which suggests that a 
one-time phenomenon occurred, such as the sales tax reduction.  (On this graph, the 6-
cent difference does not continue to exist after the reduction took place because this 
graph only indicates the price changes from week to week.  For periods after the
reduction was enacted, the price shift has already been accounted for, thus, no new 
large differences between the rack and retail price changes relative to the tax suspension 
would exist).

A survey of 48 Illinois motor fuel retailers seems to confirm this analysis.  The survey, 
conducted by the IEFC, found that approximately 90% of the motor fuel retailer
respondents said that they decreased their fuel price at least 6 cents after July 1, 2000, 
while 60% indicated that they decreased their fuel price between 6 and 8 cents.  It 
should be noted that due to the vested interest of these retailers, interpretation of the 
survey findings must be done cautiously.  However, the high percentage indicating a 
price reduction due to the sales tax suspension does indicate that it is likely some 
reduction was passed on to motorists.

In summary, data suggests that the suspension of the tax did contribute to the
lowering of pump prices at the time the sales tax suspension took place.  However, 
the degree to which the reduction was passed on to motorists cannot be precisely
measured.  A mitigating factor that severely limits this analysis is the fact that
wholesale prices were falling at the same time the sales tax suspension went into
effect.  It is not possible to precisely assign what amount of that price change was due 
to the tax suspension and what amount was due to lower wholesale prices.
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Was the reduction maintained throughout the period?

The second topic that the Commission was asked to look at was whether the sales tax 
reduction was maintained throughout the period.  For many of the same reasons pointed 
out earlier, a cut and dry answer cannot be accomplished.  However, one of the graphs 
used previously can shed some light on this issue.

In Chart 2, on page 15, the profit margins are shown to be higher shortly after the sales 
tax reduction took place.  As noted before, many factors could have contributed to 
these high margins, including competition and the frequency that retailers refill their 
tanks.  But in the three months of data that are available following the July 1st

transition, price margins appear to have returned to a historically normal range.
Between the last week of July and the last week of September in 1999, the average 
price margin was 11.25 cents per gallon.  For this same period in 2000, the average 
price margin was slightly lower at 10.37 cents per gallon. Because the current profit 
margins are similar to the margins seen before the reduction took place, it would appear 
that the tax suspension has been maintained throughout the period.  Had retailers
pocketed the 5% tax suspension, margins after the change would have likely remained 
higher than prior to the change.

Based on the available rack and margin data, it would appear that whatever impacts 
the suspension of the sales tax had on the price of fuel has been maintained thus far.
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Has the sales tax reduction resulted in an increase in total gallons of 
motor fuel sold and whether or not there was an increase in ancillary 
sales at retail motor fuel establishments?

Motor Fuel

In an attempt to answer this question, the IEFC gathered gallonage and ancillary sales 
data through the assistance of the Department of Revenue.  In order to see if there was 
an increase in total gallons of motor fuel sold after the reduction took place, the
Department of Revenue sampled 13 gasoline distributors who represented 57% of the 
total gasoline distributed during the period January 1999-September 1999.  From this 
sampling, the Department gathered the following information:

The Monthly Year over Year Increases for Gasoline Distribution
January-August

January 0.84%  May -4.15%
February -5.07%  June -0.13%
March -2.46%  July -1.00%
April -0.14%  August 0.83%

The Month over Month Increases for Gasoline Distribution
1999  2000

February/January 1.90%  -4.1%
March/February 5.63%  8.52%

April/March -4.08%  -1.81%
May/April 6.69%  2.41%
June/May -4.82%  -0.82%
July/June 3.28%  2.38%

August/July 2.86%  4.77%

Three Month Moving Average for Gasoline Distribution
(in millions of gallons of gasoline)

1999 2000 % Change
January-March 235.8 230.5 -2.2%
February-April 238.3 232.2 -2.6%

March-May 244.6 238.9 -2.3%
April-June 242.4 238.7 -1.5%
May-July 246.3 241.9 -1.8%

June-August 274.2 247.0 0.0%

The first table shows that the total gallonage distributed in 2000 was less than the
amount that was distributed in 1999 for most of the period between January and
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August.  The second table shows the month over month increases for the same period 
of time.  In 1999, gallonage increased 3.28% from June to July, but in 2000, the
increase was only 2.38%.  However, from July to August, the gallonage percentage 
change in 1999 was 2.86%, while in 2000, it was 4.77%. (Due to timing issues, data 
after August was not available to be added to this report).

The third table takes a closer look at these numbers by looking at a three month moving
average to dampen the month to month variation.  This table reemphasizes that the 
amount of gallons distributed in Illinois during the first part of 2000 was consistently 
less than in 1999.  However, the most recent period (between June and August) shows
that gasoline sold in Illinois appears to be back at the levels of a year ago.  However, it 
is clear that not enough months of data are available yet to conclude that any change in 
motor fuel sales has occurred as a result of the tax suspension.

A similar sample was taken of 33 diesel distributors who represented 44% of the State’s 
total distribution during the period between January 1999 and September 1999.  The 
results of this sampling are as follows: 

The Monthly Year over Year Increases for Diesel Distribution
January-August

January 25.48%  May 22.70%
February 10.07%  June 6.36%
March -0.66%  July -6.89%
April 2.31%  August 4.87%

The Month over Month Increases for Diesel Distribution
1999  2000

February/January -7.78%  -19.11%
March/February 13.68%  2.60%

April/March -4.99%  -2.14%
May/April 6.12%  27.27%
June/May -1.17%  -14.34%
July/June 9.11%  -4.49%

August/July 1.32%  14.12%

Three Month Moving Average for Diesel Distribution
(in millions of gallons of gasoline)

1999 2000 % Change
January-March 40.267 41.745 3.7%

March-May 42.097 45.573 8.3%
April-June 42.046 46.518 10.6%
May-July 43.997 47.090 7.0%

June-August 45.324 45.923 1.3%
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These tables dealing with diesel distribution do not reveal any consistent trends.
Therefore, any analysis dealing with these tables would be purely speculation.  Diesel 
prices during the time of the high gasoline prices in Illinois did not see near the large 
increases that gasoline prices saw.  However, the reduction of the sales tax was enacted
for diesel prices as well to allow Illinois diesel retailers the chance to be more
competitive with other states.  The third table does show that more diesel fuel has been 
distributed in 2000 than in 1999, but it does not appear that the reduction in the sales
tax had much of an influence on the amount of diesel that was distributed in Illinois.
Again, more monthly data are needed before any conclusion can be reached.

Other information dealing with the effects of the sales tax reduction on motor fuel
gallonage come from the Commission’s motor fuel retailer survey.  From this, it was 
found that 35% of survey respondents indicated that their fuel volume increased
between 5 and 10% and another 25% indicated an increase in the amount of fuel sold 
by 0 to 5%.  Those claims, however, cannot be substantiated.  Indeed, if gallonage 
increases did take place, it would likely occur near border locations were competition 
between other states commonly occur.  The Commission’s survey was targeted at those 
types of locations for the most part, and as a result, the respondents’ claims would not 
necessarily be similarly reflected in aggregate gallonage reports.

In summary, of the limited data that does exist, no identifiable relationship is evident 
thus far between the tax suspension and fuel sales.  Clearly, several more months of 
data are needed before even preliminary conclusions can be drawn as gallonage data 
lags approximately two months. 

Ancillary Sales

Again, the Department provided the IEFC with data obtained from a sample of thirteen 
motor fuel retailers’ representing sixteen Illinois locations.  Calendar year 1999 and 
2000 June, July, and August taxable motor fuel sales, ancillary sales, and food and 
drug sales were provided for analysis.

Prior to the July 1, 2000 sales tax suspension, both motor fuel and ancillary sales were 
subject to the State’s sales tax and thus the two figures were combined and reported to 
the Department of Revenue. As is depicted in the table on the following page, prior to 
July 20, 2000 it is impossible to accurately distinguish between fuel and ancillary sales.

Since Illinois’ suspension of sales tax on motor fuel, returns collected by the
Department of Revenue delineate between ancillary sales and motor fuel sales.  This is 
because ancillary goods are still subject to the State’s sales tax, while motor fuel is not. 

While at the end of the six-month suspension, a trend analysis may be derived for fiscal 
year 2001, it is not possible to complete a comparable month-over-month analysis with 
the prior fiscal year.  This is because fiscal year 2000 contains combined figures for 
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motor fuel and ancillary sales (which cannot be accurately separated), while fiscal year 
2001 distinguishes between the two items. With that severe limitation mentioned, the 
following table shows several months of taxable sales for the Department of Revenue’s 
sampled retailers.

TABLE:   SAMPLING OF ANCILLARY SALES
 June
1999

June
2000

%
Chg.

July
1999

July
2000

%
Chg.

Aug.
1999

Aug.
2000

%
Chg.

    
Total Taxable 

Sales           8,906,750 9,385,019 5.37% 9,184,514 9,537,728 3.85% 9,561,940 9,975,810 4.33%

Total Motor Fuel
Sales                N/A N/A N/A N/A 6,608,234 N/A N/A 7,146,320 N/A

Total Ancillary
Sales        N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,895,858 N/A N/A 2,797,147 N/A

SOURCE:  Illinois Department of Revenue

Data in the above table shows that of the establishments sampled by the Department of 
Revenue, total taxable sales appear to be increasing when comparing like months of 
fiscal years 2000 and 2001. In fact, both July and August increased by 3.85% and 
4.33% respectively.  However, it is unclear whether the increase comes from a rise in 
motor fuel sales, an increase in ancillary sales, or a combination of the two.  In
addition, June sales increased by 5.37% between fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000.
In other words, the increase in June sales, due at least in part by an increase in fuel 
price, is greater than both July and August, and occurred prior to the sales tax
suspension.  While only a limited amount of data has been examined, it would appear 
that no identifiable increase in sales can be substantiated.

According to the survey of motor fuel retailers, approximately 31% responded that
their ancillary sales increased between 0 and 5%, while another 27% said they
increased 5 to 10%.  Although this is just a matter of opinion, it is very possible that 
some establishments, particularly on the border may have seen a noticeable increase in 
sales.  Unfortunately, little data exist that substantiates the claims. 

In summary, even preliminary findings are impossible given the lack of data, both in 
quantity and quality (comparable monthly data).  While only a couple of months of 
data exist, the largest drawback is that prior to the sales tax suspension on motor 
fuel, motor fuel sales were part of the total sales figures reported on the retailers sales 
tax return.  Even though now after the tax suspension motor fuel is broken out
separately from other sales, there is no way to accurately compare the periods before 
and after the tax suspension.
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Lottery Sales

To analyze whether lottery ticket sales were impacted by the sales tax suspension,
Commission staff met with Illinois Department of Lottery officials to discuss the
potential effects that the suspension of the sales tax would have on lottery sales.  During 
this discussion, it was determined that, should this decision affect lottery sales, it would 
be most noticeable with lottery agents located within close proximity to one of Illinois’ 
five bordering states—Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Missouri, and Wisconsin.  As a result, 
Commission staff requested that Lottery officials identify these agents and monitor their 
sales during the months of July through September (the three months following the
suspension of the motor fuel sales tax).  These figures were then compared to a four 
week average of June sales (the month preceding the suspension of the sales tax) so as 
to provide comparative data.  The data served as the basis for the findings and
conclusions discussed below.

TABLE:  Illinois Lottery Sales Along State Border Regions
(June – September, 2000*)

JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER
Total Total % Chg. Total % Chg. Total % Chg.

Indiana Border 253,700.50 264,741.50 4.35% 236,493.50 -6.78% 263,043.00 3.68%

Iowa Border 23,828.00 26,737.00 12.21% 23,067.00 -3.19% 23,227.50 -2.52%

Wisconsin
Border

210,492.50 222,347.00 5.63% 199,529.00 -5.21% 214,255.50 1.79%

Missouri Border 165,242.50 173,094.00 4.75% 152,177.00 -7.91% 173,331.00 4.89%

Kentucky Border 22,463.50 20,342.50 -9.44% 18,959.50 -15.60% 21,485.00 -4.36%

   TOTAL 675,727.00 707,262.00 4.67% 630,226.00 -6.73% 695,342.00 2.90%
*All percentage change figures refer to the change experienced between the given month and June.
SOURCE:  Illinois Department of Lottery

Upon the completion of the three-month examination, the Illinois Department of Lottery 
reported the following findings.

 In July, total lottery sales associated with all lottery agents increased by 5.57%
while the overall average for the border agents increased by only 4.67%. In
August, the overall sales increase for all lottery agents was 1.46% while the overall 
average for the border agents decreased by 6.73%.  In September, overall sales
decreased by 5.70% while the overall average for the border agents increased by 
2.90%.  (All percentage change figures refer to the change experienced between the 
given month and June.)

 There was no consistent change in sales between the five state borders from June to 
July, June to August, or June to September.  In addition, there was no consistent 
change in sales within the individual agents grouped within a border region.
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 The level of the Big Game jackpot distorts any comparison between June total sales 
and the total sales associated with July, August and September.

In the Commission’s survey of motor fuel retailers, we asked how lottery sales changed 
since the sales tax suspension.  One-third of the responders selling lottery tickets
answered that there was no change while nearly another one-third said they had
experienced a 0 to 5% increase.

In summary, it does not appear that the suspension of the motor fuel sales tax
impacted lottery sales in Illinois.  Although it may be too early to rule out a
connection, recent data indicate that any impact would be minimal.  This conclusion 
is based primarily on the fact that the total sales changes for border agents had no 
relation to the sales changes experienced by all lottery agents. In July, border agents 
experienced a smaller increase in sales than the increase for all lottery agents.  In 
August, the border agents experienced a decrease in sales while total lottery sales
experienced an increase. In September, the border agents had an increase in sales 
while there was a decrease in sales by all lottery agents.  In addition, inconsistencies 
emerged regarding the sales changes among border agents.  Furthermore, it is likely 
that the larger Big Game jackpots experienced in July and September were more
responsible for total sales increases than was the temporary suspension of the motor 
fuel sales tax.
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Can the 5% sales tax reduction be reflected on any receipt provided to the 
consumer?

It is possible to indicate on a sales receipt the savings that a consumer would receive as 
a result of the motor fuel sales tax suspension.  However, in order to do so, retailer 
software would have to be modified to calculate the differential between what the total 
sale was versus what the sale would have been had the State’s 5% sales tax still been 
imposed.

An estimate of a consumer’s annual savings due to the suspension of the motor fuel 
sales tax can be achieved by making the following assumptions: a vehicle travels
12,000 miles per year, it gets 20 miles per gallon of fuel, the average price per gallon 
of fuel includes $.07 a gallon of the State sales tax on the fuel.  Utilizing the
calculations provided below, a $42 annual cost savings would be realized from the
motor fuel sales tax suspension. 

Calculation:
12,000 average miles traveled per year / 20 miles per gallon = 600 gallons per year
600 gallons per year * $.07 State sales tax on fuel = $42 savings per year

Assuming the same criteria as above and that a motorist fills his/her vehicle with 15 
gallons of fuel, a sales receipt would indicate a $1.05 savings.  Accordingly, the
savings reported to the consumer would increase or decrease in direct relation with the 
number of gallons purchased.

In summary, with the implementation of new retailer software, it would be possible to 
indicate on a sales receipt a consumer’s savings due to the suspension of sales tax on 
motor fuel.  The amount saved would greatly vary, but an average consumer would 
expect to see a savings of $1.05 per fill-up or $42 annually.
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Survey Results of Illinois Gasoline Sales Tax Suspension

The IEFC conducted a survey of sixty retail motor fuel stations throughout the State, 
concentrating on border locations where interstate competition is most likely to occur. 
Of the sixty surveys sent, 48 responded, yielding an impressive 80% response rate.
The Survey, provided in Appendix I, asked retailers’ a wide variety of questions
regarding their views of the sales tax suspension as it related to changes in fuel sales 
volume and price, ancillary sales, and lottery ticket volume.    In addition, it questioned 
retailers about their opinions regarding what drives pump price, their main source of 
clientele, and how business was affected since the sales tax suspension on motor fuel. 

While a majority of the retailers provided positive feedback pertaining to the
motor fuel sales tax suspension, it is important to keep in mind that the
respondents were simply providing an opinion on their performance and actual
figures were not required or verified by the Commission.  Although, drawing any 
conclusions from the data alone would be considered inaccurate, the survey
information is helpful in obtaining the retailers’ perceptions of how the suspension 
influenced their business.

Many retailers provided comments on the survey (which are shown in their entirety in 
Appendix II on page 35).  Most of them encouraged the permanent suspension of the 
sales tax.  It appears from the comments that the respondents felt if the fuel tax was 
permanently suspended, they would be much more competitive with neighboring States 
and would be able to generate and retain more business within Illinois.

Was the reduction in the Sate sales tax passed on through to motorists?

The Commission asked respondents how the motor fuel sales tax suspension affected 
their fuel price after July 1, 2000.  Over 60% replied that the price per gallon
decreased between $.06 and $.08, almost 30% believed that the price per gallon
decreased over $.08, and no one indicated that the price did not change.

Did the sales tax suspension on motor fuel result in an increase in total gallons of 
motor fuel sold?

According to the survey, 25% believed that fuel sales volume increased between 0% 
and 5%, over 35% stated that sales increased between 5% and 10%, and almost 19% 
indicated that sales increased more than 10%.  Only 15% indicated that there was no 
change in sales volume.

Over 75% of those who replied believed that both in-state and out-of-state customer 
volume increased, while 19% indicated no change.  Also, the respondents believed that 
they were more competitive with neighboring states.  In fact, over 87% believed they 
were now somewhat to very competitive with neighboring states.
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Finally, when asked how the suspension of the motor fuel sales tax affected business 
overall, almost 21% stated that business slightly improved, 29% said that business
moderately improved, and 27% indicated that business significantly improved.

Was There An Increase In Ancillary Sales At Motor Fuel Establishments?  (food,
beverages, lottery tickets, etc)

Over 31% respondents believed merchandise sales increased between 0% and 5%, 27% 
indicated that sales increased between 5% and 10%, and over 16% said sales increased 
more than 10%.  It appears that lottery sales were not as greatly impacted.  Less than 
half (42%) of the respondents believed lottery sales increased. 
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APPENDIX I

ILLINOIS ECONOMIC and FISCAL COMMISSION
RESULTS OF SURVEY OF ILLINOIS GASOLINE SALES TAX SUSPENSION

1. How have fuel sales (volume) changed since the sales tax suspension became 
effective July 1, 2000?
14.58%  A. Sales have not changed.
25.00%  B. Sales increased between 0% and 5%.
35.42%  C. Sales increased between 5% and 10%.
18.75%  D. Sales increased more than 10%.
2.08%  Other
4.17%  N/A

2. On average, how did the motor fuel sales tax suspension affect your fuel price 
after July 1, 2000?
0.00%  A. The fuel price did not change.
8.33%  B. The price per gallon decreased by less than $0.05.
60.42%  C. The price per gallon decreased between $0.06 and 0.08.
29.17%  D. The price per gallon decreased over $0.08.
2.08%  N/A

3. In your opinion, what effects pump price the most?
18.75%  A. Wholesale fuel price
58.33%  B. Competition with retailers
4.17%  C. Profit Margin
2.08%  D. Other (please specify):_____________________________
10.42%  A/B
2.08%  B/D
4.17%  N/A

4. Do you feel you are more competitive with neighboring states due to the recent 
repeal of the gasoline sales tax?
8.33%  A. I am not competitive with neighboring states.
54.17%  B. I am somewhat competitive with neighboring states.
33.33%  C. I am very competitive with neighboring states.
4.17%  D. I have not noticed a change in business.
0.00%  N/A
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5. How much have sales (in dollars) for all other goods (i.e. food, drink,
merchandise, auto products, etc.) changed since July 1, 2000?
14.58%  A. Sales have not changed.
31.25%  B. Sales increased between 0% and 5%.
27.08%  C. Sales increased between 5% and 10%.
16.67%  D. Sales increased more than 10%.
4.17%  Other
6.25%  N/A

6. If you are a lottery vendor, how have your lottery sales (in dollars) changed since 
July 1, 2000?
33.33%  A. Sales have not changed.
31.25%  B. Sales increased between 0% and 5%.
10.42%  C. Sales increased between 5% and 10%.
0.00%  D. Sales increased over 10%.
25.00%  N/A

7. How do you perceive your clientele?
64.58%  A. Less than 15% are out-of state customers
18.75%  B. Between 16% and 30% are out-of-state customers
6.25%.  C. Between 31% and 50% are out-of-state customers
10.42%  D. Over 50% are out-of-state customers

8. How has your customer volume changed since July 1, 2000?
18.75%  A. The customer volume has not changed.
35.42%  B. In-State customer volume has increased.
10.42%  C. Out-of-State customer volume has increased.
29.17%  D. In-State and Out-of-State customer volume has increased.
4.17%  Other
2.08%  N/A

9. How has the State’s suspension of the motor fuel sales tax affected your business 
overall?
16.67%  A. There is no change.
20.83%  B. Business has slightly improved.
29.17%  C. Business has moderately improved.
27.08%  D. Business has significantly improved.
4.17%  Other
2.08%  N/A

10. How would you classify your business?
12.50% A. Large capacity truck stop (i.e. services mostly interstate 

truckers, autos, may have a restaurant and grocery goods)
14.58% B. Small capacity truck stop (i.e. services mostly interstate

truckers, autos, does not have the facilities of a large truck-stop)
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41.67% C. Large capacity auto stop (i.e. services mostly autos and 
some trucks, may contain an eatery and grocery goods)

20.83%  D. Small auto station  (i.e. services mostly autos)
2.08%  B/D
4.17%  Other
4.17%  N/A

11. What is your estimated average monthly gallonage sales for:
Gas/gasohol:    Various
Diesel:    Various

12. Please provide any additional comments as to how the suspension of the Illinois 
gasoline sales tax has affected your business.

SEE APPENDIX II

Optional:
Business Name: ___________________________________
Contact Person: ___________________________________
Mailing Address: ___________________________________

___________________________________
___________________________________

Telephone: ___________________________________
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APPENDIX II

COMMENTS FROM SURVEY OF ILLINOIS GASOLINE SALES 
TAX SUSPENSION

QUESTION:

1. How have fuel sales (volume) changed since the sales tax suspension became 
effective?

 Too early to tell.
 Reduced slightly form last year on lake for lake basis.
 Neighboring states also dropped sales tax.
 Sales are down 16.49%.

2. On average, how did the motor fuel sales tax suspension affect your fuel price 
after July 1, 2000?

 More than .08 cents per gallon.

3. In your opinion, what effects pump price the most?
 Equally A & B, seems to pay attention to margin unless it gets a cost or below.
 All blended into total.
 Here on border, the state of Iowa was hurting us greatly with Illinois residents 

going to Iowa.
 Including those in neighboring states with 10-cent advantages.
 Refining and pipeline outages.
 Including those who have tax advantages from one municipality or State tax body.
 Taxes.
 Taxes.

4. Do you feel you are more competitive with neighboring states due to the recent 
repeal of the gasoline sales tax?

 Still due to taxes
 We are close to Indiana.  When their sales tax comes back on, we will be very 

competitive.  I expect another 5% increase in sales.
 Illinois still 4 cents disadvantage with Missouri even after sales tax suspension.
 Iowa.
 Still not even with.
 Indiana also dropped the tax.
 Indiana huge advantage.
 Lower motor fuel tax to make us more competitive or take off remaining 1 1/4% 

sales tax.
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5. How much have sales (in dollars) for all other goods (i.e. food, drink,
merchandise, auto products, etc.) changed since July 1, 2000?

 Too early to tell.
 Talking to our customers and retailers.
 Down 16%.

6. If you are a lottery vendor, how have your lottery sales (in dollars) changed since 
July 1, 2000?

 Hard to tell with large jackpot in Big Game.

7. How do you perceive your clientele?
 Has helped us hold on to our Illinois customers.
 All truck stops.
 Interstate locations only.
 No lottery.

8. How has your customer volume changed since July 1, 2000?
 Too early to tell.
 Volume down 16.49%.

9. How has the state’s suspension of the motor fuel sales tax affected your business 
overall?

 Too early to tell.
 NOTE:  I interpret as 10-15% being moderately significant.
 Volume down 16.49%.

10. How would you classify your business?
 Distributor operating convenience stores/travel centers.
 Convenience store supplier.

11. What is your estimated averaged monthly gallonage sales for:
Gas/gasohol
Diesel

12. Please provide any additional comments as to how the suspension of the Illinois 
gasoline sales tax has affected your business.

 It is too soon to tell!
 We need to be tax competitive with ALL neighboring states.
 I believe it is a good start.  I still believe that Indiana has a significant advantage 

due to their lower SMFT.
 For the long-term health of motor fuel retailers, it is important that Illinois not 

reinstate the sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel.
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 I hope the suspension becomes permanent so we can compete with Indiana on a 
day to day basis.  If we can, I expect a 15% increase in gallonage.

 Has brought Illinois closer to other states.
 You must realize that as gasoline prices increase, people slow down with their 

driving.  With this in mind we have shown moderate increases in gasoline sales, 
and significant inside sales.

 We are only 24 miles from the Missouri border.  We have a tremendous amount 
of residence, community and transit trade who work in the St. Louis Metropolitan 
area.  Since we have been more competitive by the elimination of the 5% gasoline 
tax, we have seen our business grow.

 It has allowed a ripple effect of better volume in town and the center State
locations.  Especially southern tip of State (Paducah, KY and up).

 Please make the sales tax suspension Permanent!
 This data reflects only our truck stops.
 In general, the sales tax suspension is viewed as a political maneuver, probably 

more detrimental to the State than helpful to the consumer.
 I feel this is a good program and should be repeated indefinitely.
 The suspension has had a very positive impact but not all customers always come 

back.  Yet we have only seen a 2-month effect, habits are hard to break!
 In long-term sales tax elimination will net out increase in total sales as we get 

closer to bordering state tax scenarios.
 Positively.
 Since the Governor signed the sales tax suspension, oil companies and retailers 

have been tripping over themselves to drive the price down.  Extending the
suspension fee an additional six months, the state would be able to access the 
overall economic impact.

 It didn’t help because Indiana did the same thing.  Indiana has 4 cent per gallon 
less State motor fuel taxes which is tough on us.  Eliminating the 5% State sales 
tax permanently would help us tremendously when Indiana puts theirs back on.
Also, Illinois charges sales tax on top of the motor fuel taxes whereas Indiana 
doesn’t

 My marketing area borders Indiana, with both State’s suspension on tax has not 
helped that much.  Indiana State tax is 5 cents less when Indiana implements their 
sales tax then theirs will be a more level playing field.

 It makes us more competitive with border states.  It has lowered retail prices.  I’m 
in favor of a permanent reduction of the total sales tax on gas.

 It makes fuel cost more in line with neighboring states.
 Has had very little affect.  Price per gallon is still over $1.50 because of high 

crude costs and other taxes, i.e. State Motor Fuel, County, Home Rule taxes, etc.
 The local customers are more appreciative that the gas/diesel is more affordable.

Interstate truckers see Illinois as a better buy.
 We are able to sell to people who live here but work in Missouri.  Before, they

would buy all their gas in St. Louis, MO.
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 I really have not seen much affect.  In my opinion, the reason we have not seen 
much affect is the higher prices all around.  People slow down when prices get 
high like this.

 The political pressure exerted through the media and governmental bodies with 
the reduction caused a cascading, “who can drop the price the most”.  In addition, 
supplemental sales of cigarettes, lottery and snacks have increased.  Gasoline at a 
$1.50 vs. $2.00 has had the psychological effect, I believe, of more disposable 
income to those ancillary goods.  Also, in the automotive repairs business, I
noticed people fearing gasoline price hikes to translate into runaway inflation,
were reluctant to spending money and make repairs.  Unusual as we were heading 
into the “vacation months.”  After the drop, the sales immediately and
substantially have jumped; a spiral upward and net downward.

 Volume down 16.49%.
 Customers feel that the State has overcharged on all taxes.
 We operate mainly in 3 counties.  All boarding the Indiana State line.  We

estimate our gallonage would increase 40% if we had the same tax structure as 
Indiana.

 The State cannot expect business of any product to stay in business and be
competitive with a 6 ½ to 7% tax difference.  Especially gasoline.

 People are in a much better mood.  They feel that finally the government has 
given back to the taxpayer a percentage.  This will only help stir the economy and 
allow them a little more buying power.
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BACKGROUND

The Illinois Economic and Fiscal Commission, a bipartisan, joint legislative
commission, provides the General Assembly with information relevant to the Illinois 
economy, taxes and other sources of revenue and debt obligations of the State.  The 
Commission's specific responsibilities include:

1) Preparation of annual revenue estimates with periodic updates;

2) Analysis of the fiscal impact of revenue bills;

3) Preparation of "State Debt Impact Notes" on legislation which would 
appropriate bond funds or increase bond authorization;

4) Periodic assessment of capital facility plans; and

5) Annual estimates of the liabilities of the State's group health
insurance program and approval of contract renewals promulgated by 
the Department of Central Management Services.

The Commission also has a mandate to report to the General Assembly ". . . on 
economic trends in relation to long-range planning and budgeting; and to study and
make such recommendations as it deems appropriate on local and regional economic 
and fiscal policies and on federal fiscal policy as it may affect Illinois. . . ."  This 
results in several reports on various economic issues throughout the year.

The Commission publishes two primary reports.  The "Revenue Estimate and
Economic Outlook" describes and projects economic conditions and their impact on
State revenues.  "The Illinois Bond Watcher" examines the State's debt position as well 
as other issues directly related to conditions in the financial markets.  The Commission 
also periodically publishes special topic reports that have or could have an impact on 
the economic well being of Illinois.

These reports are available from:

Illinois Economic and Fiscal Commission
703 Stratton Office Building
Springfield, Illinois  62706
(217) 782-5320
(217) 782-3513 (FAX)

Reports can also be accessed from our Webpage:

http://www.legis.state.il.us/commission/ecfisc/ecfisc_home.html
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ADDITIONAL STREETS RESURFACED WITH 4 CENT GAS TAX INCREASE
TO ALLING APPROXIMAT LY $11, 00,000Public Works Department O DATE 2/14/2018
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