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Recommendation:

California Transportation Commission (Commission) staff recommends that the Commission
approve the final Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report to the Legislature, included as
Attachment B, and direct staff to submit the Report pursuant to California Government Code
Section 9795.

Issue:

Commission staff prepared the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report (Report) pursuant to
Assembly Bill 251 and with input from academic research conducted by the University of
California, Berkeley (UC Berkeley), the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Task Force (Task Force),
and feedback from members of the Interagency Equity Advisory Committee (EAC),
stakeholders, and members of the public.

A draft version of the Report was circulated for public comment from March 2, 2026, to April 1,
2026. Staff presented the draft Report to the EAC on March 4, 2026, and to the Commission at
its March 19-20, 2026, meeting. Additionally, staff held a public workshop on the draft Report
on March 11, 2026.

Public comments received are compiled in Attachment C.

Key themes in the feedback are summarized below:

e Commenters provided a variety of opinions on whether the Commission should
recommend the Legislature implement a weight-based fee for passenger vehicles,
including opposition, neutrality, and support. Additionally, commenters provided varied
opinions on how to structure a hypothetical fee. Some commenters supported a one-
time fee structure, which would be more likely to incentivize the purchase of smaller
vehicles, while others objected to the impact on vehicle affordability.

e Several commenters highlighted the revenue generation potential of a vehicle weight-
based fee, as well as the need for increased funding to support transportation safety
projects.
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e Several commenters requested greater emphasis on the potential safety impacts of
larger and heavier vehicles on other road users, including vulnerable road users.

The proposed Report incorporates edits in response to feedback received. Additions are
shown in bold text and yellow highlight in Attachment B.

Key changes to the Report include:

e Further emphasizing the significant need to increase funding for roadway safety
infrastructure — along with complementary education and encouragement efforts —
within the broader conversation about establishing a sustainable, long-term
transportation funding mechanism.

e Further emphasizing that road fatalities and serious injuries are increasing in California,
particularly for pedestrians, and that some other academic studies have found a
potential relationship between growing vehicle size and negative safety outcomes for
vulnerable road users.

e Articulating feedback from EAC members at the March 4, 2026, EAC Business Meeting.
While much of this feedback was determined to be beyond the statutory scope of the
Vehicle Weight Safety Study these important considerations have been included for the
Legislature’s awareness and to inform future related efforts.

e Stating the need for continued coordination between the State of California and the
federal government, particularly the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, to
improve safety outcomes for vulnerable road users.

The proposed Report outlines clear trends in growing weight and size of California’s passenger
vehicles and increasing fatalities and serious injuries of vulnerable road users. However,
available research does not show a clear causal relationship between growing vehicle weight
and size as the primary contributor to negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users. This
is due to the difficulty in isolating vehicle weight from other factors in a collision, such as
speeding, roadway conditions, weather conditions, distracted driving, and other road user
behaviors, as well as other data limitations. The report also finds that growing passenger
vehicle weight is unlikely to significantly impact the degradation of road infrastructure. A
passenger vehicle weight fee, if implemented, would generate substantial revenue that could
fund roadway safety investments. However, a fee would be unlikely to change consumer
purchase behavior unless it were roughly equivalent to doubling existing vehicle sales taxes
and fees ($3,871 on average).

For these reasons, the Report does not recommend implementation of a passenger vehicle
weight fee at this time. The Report does include considerations for the Legislature should it
choose to implement a fee. It also includes considerations for establishing a voluntary motor
vehicle nonoccupant safety rating for passenger vehicles, in the absence of federal action in
this area. A motor vehicle nonoccupant safety rating would provide consumers with more
information, therefore incentivizing the purchase of safer passenger vehicles. Additionally, a
rating program would supplement technological advancements made by manufacturers
intended to enhance occupant and nonoccupant safety.
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Background:

As added by Assembly Bill 251 (Ward, Chapter 320, Statutes of 2023), Government Code
Section 14527.3 requires the Commission to convene a task force to study the relationship
between vehicle weight and injuries to vulnerable road users (such as pedestrians and
bicyclists) and degradation to roads, and to study the costs and benefits of imposing a
passenger vehicle weight fee that considers vehicle weight. The Commission is required to
submit a report to the Legislature summarizing its findings and any legislative
recommendations.

The Task Force met five times between June and November 2025, pursuant to the
requirements of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. Summaries of the academic research by
UC Berkeley were presented to the Task Force at each meeting, along with questions to solicit
feedback intended to respond to the legislative requirements.

Additional information about Task Force membership and meeting materials are accessible via
the Commission’s website.

Attachments:
e Attachment A: Executive Summary
e Attachment B: Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report to the Legislature
e Attachment C: Public Comments on the Draft Report
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Vehicle Weight Safety Study

Report to the Legislature
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

Ensuring the safety of all users of the transportation system is a key priority of the State. In 2020,
California demonstrated national leadership by being among the first states to formally adopt the Safe
System Approach as the policy framework through which the State will aim to achieve zero fatalities and
serious injuries by 2050. These goals are reinforced in the 2025 Joint Secretary’s Policy on Road Safety
and through other statewide plans.

Despite this commitment to enhancing safety, serious injuries and fatalities amongst vulnerable road
users (i.e., those who walk, bike, and roll) continue to trend upwards over the past decade. In recent
years, more attention has been given to safety outcomes resulting from the growing size of passenger
vehicles. While manufacturers have deployed technological advancements intended to protect vehicle
occupants in a crash, growth in vehicle size and weight over time may increase the risk posed to persons
outside of the vehicle in a collision.

Assembly Bill 251 requires the California Transportation Commission (Commission) to convene a task
force to study the following topics:

gﬂ The relationship between vehicle weight and road user injuries and fatalities.
(00—
Sﬂ\’) The relationship between vehicle weight and degradation of road infrastructure.

Appropriate responses, including the potential costs and benefits of imposing a
:@: passenger vehicle weight fee to factor in passenger vehicle weight to offset
unreasonable impacts.

TASK FORCE & ACADEMIC RESEARCH

The Commission convened the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Task Force, composed of 15 organizations
including state agencies, local transportation agencies, safety advocates, and representatives from the
automobile industry and labor organizations.

To inform the study, the Commission contracted with the UC Berkeley research team to research trends
in California road user injuries and fatalities; trends in vehicle weight, size, and height; the landscape of
policy solutions; weight fees and consumer behavior; the relationship between passenger vehicle weight
and road degradation; and equity considerations. This research was presented to the Task Force at five
public meetings taking place from June — November 2025.


https://calsta.ca.gov/-/media/calsta-media/documents/secretarys_policy_on_road_safety-signed-a11y.pdf
https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/programs/ab-251-vehicle-weight-study/2026/appendix-a-assembly-bill-251.pdf
https://catc.ca.gov/programs/vehicle-weight-safety-study

LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

The Commission is required to submit a report to the Legislature detailing the findings of the study and
any legislative recommendations. The legislative considerations outlined below are built upon the Task
Force findings, academic research by the UC Berkeley Research Team, and feedback from the
Interagency Equity Advisory Committee, stakeholders, and the public.

The Commission acknowledges the significant need for increased funding for
roadway safety infrastructure investments and complementary education and
encouragement efforts. The Commission recommends funding to address safety for
vulnerable road users in the broader context of the State’s need for a sustainable
funding mechanism for transportation infrastructure, as described in the Commission’s
2025 State and Local Transportation System Needs Assessment.

The Commission does not recommend implementation of a passenger vehicle weight
fee. While some other academic studies have found a potential relationship between
growing passenger vehicle size and negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road
users, the statewide analysis conducted for this study does not show a clear causal
relationship between the two due to the difficulty in isolating vehicle weight from other
factors in a collision with a vulnerable road user (such as speeding, roadway/weather
conditions, distracted driving, etc.), as well as other data limitations. Research also
shows that a passenger vehicle fee is unlikely to change consumer purchase behavior
unless it were roughly equivalent to doubling existing vehicle sales taxes and fees
($3,871 on average) and that growing passenger vehicle weight is not expected to have
a significant impact on roadway degradation. However, the Commission has identified
considerations for a potential fee, should the Legislature choose to implement one, that
are detailed in the full report.

The Commission outlines options should the Legislature wish to consider establishing
a voluntary motor vehicle nonoccupant safety rating for passenger vehicles. In the
absence of federal action, the Legislature should consider establishing a voluntary
motor vehicle safety rating program specific to vehicles sold in California that
considers safety outcomes for occupants and nonoccupants, including vulnerable road
users. Such a program could provide additional information to potential consumers,
helping to incentivize the purchase of safer passenger vehicles and supplementing
technological advancements made by manufacturers intended to enhance safety.

For questions, email ctc@catc.ca.gov.

CLARISSA FALCON, Chair JAY BRADSHAW DARNELL GRISBY ASSEMBLYMEMBER LORI D. WILSON
JOSEPH CRUZ, Vice Chair PAULETTE BROWN-HINDS CARL GUARDINO  SENATOR DAVE CORTESE
LEE ANN EAGER ZAHIRAH MANN TANISHA TAYLOR, Executive Director
JASON ELLIOTT BOB TIFFANY
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VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

l. INTRODUCTION

1. Vehicle Weight Safety Study Background

California relies on a complex transportation system to support its residents,
businesses, and environment. Ensuring and enhancing the safety of all users of that
system is a key priority of the State. In 2020, California demonstrated national
leadership by being among the first states to formally adopt the Safe System Approach
as the policy framework through which the State will aim to achieve zero fatalities and
serious injuries by 2050. These goals are reinforced in the 2025 Joint Secretary’s Policy
on Road Safety issued by the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) and the
California Health and Human Services Agency, the California Transportation Plan 2050,
the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, the California Transportation Commission’s
(Commission) 2025-27 Strategic Plan, and the State Highway System Management
Plan. Implementing these goals are a primary responsibility of the Commission, the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the other state agencies housed
within CalSTA.

Despite this commitment to enhancing safety, serious injuries and fatalities amongst
vulnerable road users (i.e., those who walk and bike) continue to trend upwards over the
past decade. In 2021, 1,158 pedestrians were struck and killed on California roads,
accounting for 26% of all traffic deaths. In some communities, pedestrians account for
half or more than half of all traffic deaths. According to the California Office of Traffic
Safety (OTS), there were 177 bicyclist fatalities reported in the same year, representing a
32% increase from 134 in 2021.

To address these trends, the Joint Secretary’s Policy on Road Safety establishes a goal
to reduce the number of fatalities and serious injuries on California's public roads by
30% by 2035 and 0% by 2050 by emphasizing the Safe System Approach principles:
death and serious injuries are unacceptable, humans make mistakes, humans are
vulnerable, responsibility is shared, safety is proactive, and redundancy is essential.
Maintaining momentum towards meeting this goal requires further embedding the Safe
System Approach principles and practices into the work of California’s state agencies.

In recent years, more attention has been given to the growing size of passenger motor
vehicles. While manufacturers have consistently deployed technological advancements
intended to protect vehicle occupants in a crash, growth in vehicle size and weight over
time may increase the risk posed to vulnerable road users and persons outside of the
vehicle. For example, heavier vehicles impact with greater force than smaller vehicles
when all other factors are consistent, and design features that obscure the vision of the
driver can make it harder to avoid a crash.
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In response to these trends, the Commission in its 2022 Annual Report recommended
the California State Legislature authorize a study on the implementation of a weight-
based passenger vehicle fee to account for the disproportionate impacts of larger
vehicles on vulnerable road user injuries and fatalities. This recommendation was
intended to give the Legislature a basis to evaluate what risk growing vehicle size poses
to vulnerable road users, and to help identify potential policy responses to mitigate that
risk. The Legislature subsequently passed Assembly Bill (AB)_251 (Ward, Chapter 320,
Statutes of 2023), the Vehicle Weight Safety Study (Study), which added California
Government Code Section 14527.3 (Appendix A).

AB 251 requires the Commission to:

e Convene a task force, consisting of state agencies including the California Office of
Traffic Safety (OTS) and the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), local
transportation agencies, safety advocates, and representatives from the automobile
industry and prepare a report summarizing findings of the task force addressing the
following topics:

o An analysis of the relationship between passenger vehicle weight and vulnerable
road user injuries and fatalities.

o An analysis of the relationship between passenger vehicle weight and
degradation of road infrastructure.

o Adiscussion of how a passenger vehicle weight fee may change driver behavior.

o A discussion of how any revenues generated by the imposition of a passenger
vehicle weight fee could be directed to enhance road infrastructure that
increases safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other vulnerable road users.

o An analysis of the equity considerations relating to different population groups
in the state, including persons of various demographic groups, persons residing
in various regions of the state, persons with low incomes, and persons using a
vehicle for commercial use versus personal use, and any appropriate
adjustments for these considerations.

* Consider the differences between internal combustion engines and zero-emission
passenger vehicle weight, while considering existing incentives and environmental
goals to promote zero-emission vehicle adoption.

e Submit a report to the Legislature detailing the findings of the Study and any
legislative recommendations.

2. Approach to the Vehicle Weight Safety Study

In response to the legislative requirements, the Commission developed a workplan
(Figure 1) to guide the Study.
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Figure 1: Major components or “Workplan” to develop the Vehicle Weight Safety Study
Report to the Legislature

To inform the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Task Force (Task Force) process, the
Commission contracted with the University of California (UC) Berkeley research team to
study the topics identified by the legislative requirements. Results of the research were
shared with the Task Force and are described further in Chapter 2. Task Force meetings
took place from June 2025 through December 2025, consisting of five Bagley-Keene
compliant public meetings that were approximately 2-3 hours each. The Task Force
comprised 15 organizations including state agencies, local transportation agencies,
safety advocates, and representatives from the automobile industry and labor
industries. Feedback from Task Force members and the public during Task Force
meetings were used to develop the Summary of Vehicle Weight Safety Study Task Force
Findings (Summary of Task Force Findings). The Task Force process and key findings
resulting from the Task Force meetings are described in Chapter 3.

The Summary of Task Force Findings, feedback from the Interagency Equity Advisory
Committee (EAC), as well as stakeholder engagement (see Chapter 4) were used to
inform a draft version of this report, which was circulated for review and feedback
during the following activities:

e Public comment period from March 2 — April 1, 2026.

e EAC Business Meeting on March 4, 2026.

 Draft report workshop on March 11, 2026.

e Commission meeting on March 19-20, 2026.

This report has been updated to address feedback received during the public comment
period (further described in Chapter 4), including feedback from the EAC, Task Force
members, stakeholders, and members of the public.

3. Considerations for the California State Legislature

Government Code Section 14527.3 (e) requires that the Commission prepare and submit
a report to the Legislature detailing the findings of the Study and any legislative
recommendations. The legislative considerations outlined in this report in Chapter 5 are
built upon the Task Force findings, academic research by UC Berkeley and feedback
from the EAC, stakeholders, and the public. The following summarizes the Commission’s
legislative considerations.
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Additional information regarding these legislative considerations is provided in Chapter
5 of this report.

The Commission acknowledges the significant need for increased funding for roadway
safety infrastructure investments and complementary education and encouragement
efforts. Road fatalities and serious injuries are increasing in California, particularly for
pedestrians. The Commission recommends funding to address safety for vulnerable
road users in the broader context of the State’'s need for a sustainable funding
mechanism for transportation infrastructure. The Commission’s 2025 State and Local
Transportation System Needs Assessment (Needs Assessment) identifies a funding
shortfall of $215.7 billion over the next 10 years to adequately address California’s
transportation infrastructure needs. These needs include bicycle and pedestrian
facilities; local streets and roads; highways, bridges, and culverts; capital and
operational needs of transit, commuter rail, and intercity rail systems; and costs related
to system resiliency. Developing a sustainable funding mechanism to comprehensively
address this shortfall will allow for greater levels of investment in transportation
infrastructure that enhances safety for users of all modes, including vulnerable road
users, consistent with the Commission’s previous recommendations to increase funding
for active transportation infrastructure.

The Commission does not recommend implementation of a passenger vehicle weight
fee. While some other academic studies have found a potential relationship between
growing passenger vehicle size and negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users,
the statewide analysis conducted for this study does not show a clear causal
relationship between the two due to the difficulty in isolating vehicle weight from other
factors in a collision with a vulnerable road user (such as speeding, roadway/weather
conditions, distracted driving, and other road user behaviors), as well as other data
limitations. The research also shows that a passenger vehicle fee is also unlikely to
change consumer purchase behavior unless it were roughly equivalent to doubling
existing vehicle sales taxes and fees ($3,871 on average) and that growing passenger
vehicle weight is not expected to have a significant impact on roadway degradation.
However, the Commission has identified considerations for a potential fee, should the
Legislature choose to implement one.

The Commission outlines options should the Legislature wish to consider establishing
a voluntary motor vehicle nonoccupant safety rating for passenger vehicles. While
such a program would be most efficient if implemented as part of the National
Highway Traffic Administration’s New Car Assessment Program, in the absence of
federal action, the Legislature should consider establishing a voluntary motor vehicle
safety rating program specific to vehicles sold in California that considers safety
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VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

outcomes for occupants and nonoccupants, including vulnerable road users. Such a
program could provide additional information to potential consumers, helping to
incentivize the purchase of safer passenger vehicles and supplementing technological
advancements made by manufacturers intended to enhance safety.
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Il. ACADEMIC RESEARCH

1. Background
The Commission contracted with UC Berkeley to conduct academic research on the
topics identified for study in AB 251, including:

e An analysis of the relationship between passenger vehicle weight and vulnerable
road user injuries and fatalities.

e An analysis of the relationship between passenger vehicle weight and degradation of
road infrastructure.

e A discussion of how a passenger vehicle weight fee may change driver behavior.

e A discussion of how any revenues generated by the imposition of a passenger
vehicle weight fee could be directed to enhance road infrastructure that increases
safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other vulnerable road users.

e An analysis of the equity considerations relating to different population groups in the
state, including persons of various demographic groups, persons residing in various
regions of the state, persons with low incomes, and persons using a vehicle for
commercial use versus personal use, and any appropriate adjustments for these
considerations.

e An analysis of the differences between internal combustion engines and zero
emission passenger vehicle weight, while considering existing incentives and
environmental goals to promote zero-emission vehicle adoption.

Results of the academic research were presented at Task Force meetings as the basis
for the Task Force findings. The research process took place throughout calendar year
2024 and 2025, culminating in the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Academic Report
(Academic Report), Appendix B. The research conducted by the UC Berkeley research
team is separate from the legislative considerations provided in this report and does not
reflect the independent views of the UC Berkeley research team.

2. Summary of the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Academic Report

This section provides an overview of the key academic findings described in the
Academic Report (Appendix B), organized by topic.
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2.1. National and California Trends in Vehicle Size, Road Safety, and Passenger Vehicle
Fleet

The composition of the American passenger vehicle fleet has shifted towards larger
vehicles over the past 50 years. The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards
implemented in the late 1970s incentivized production of minivans, SUVs, and pickup
trucks by setting lower fuel economy standards for larger vehicles than smaller
passenger vehicles like sedans. The CAFE standards coincided with the beginning of
rapid decline in the share of passenger cars (i.e., sedans and wagons) produced for sale
in the United States. As a result, from 1980 to 2022, the share of vehicles produced for
sale in the United States that were sedans or wagons declined from 83.5% to 26.5%.
Figure 2 shows the passenger vehicle classes referenced in this Study and provides the
average height, ground clearance, and curb weight for modern passenger vehicles in
California (as of 2023).

Figure 2. Average Height, Ground Clearance, and Curb Weight by Vehicle Type in 2023
for the California Vehicle Fleet

From 2010-2023, the SUV share of registered vehicles in California rose from around
20% to nearly 35% (Figure 3). SUVs are the fastest growing vehicle type registered in
California across urban and rural geographies, although sedans are still the most
registered vehicle type in California. Concurrently, all passenger vehicle classes have
continued to increase in size, weight and hood height (Figure 4, see page 10). This is due
to various factors such as changes in safety features for vehicle occupants, a consumer
preference for larger vehicles, and existing federal CAFE standards that incentivize
vehicle manufacturers to produce larger and heavier passenger vehicles.

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION | PAGE 9



VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

Figure 3. Passenger Vehicle Registrations for the California Vehicle Fleet Comparing
Urban and Rural Geographies from 2010 and 2023

Larger vehicles are more dangerous in a collision to other road users, including smaller
vehicles and vulnerable road users, as they transfer more kinetic energy in a crash, have
larger blind spots, and have higher front ends. Prior research indicates that a 1,000-
pound increase in vehicle weight increases the probability of fatality for the occupants
of a struck vehicle by 40-60%. Higher front-end profiles and hood heights of modern
trucks and SUVs strike pedestrians higher on the body, causing more severe injuries to
the torso and head rather than the legs. Furthermore, these designs create larger blind
zones, reducing driver visibility of pedestrians and children immediately in front of the
vehicle.

Additionally, Americans hold on to their vehicles for around 12 years on average,
possibly due to affordability issues and other factors. A delay in purchase of newer
vehicles could also delay the adoption of improved safety features that could potentially
reduce fatalities and serious injuries amongst vulnerable road users such as Advanced
Driver Assistance Systems (ADAS). While ADAS can potentially mitigate increased
safety risks, initial studies on their efficacy reveal mixed results.
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Figure 4. Mean Height, Ground Clearance, and Curb Weight Change in the California
Vehicle Fleet from 2010 - 2023

2.2. Trends in California Road User Injuries and Fatalities

Traffic fatalities are the top cause of death for Californians aged 5 to 24. From 2010 -
2022, approximately 17%, or 1,637 out of 9,594 traffic fatalities were vulnerable road
users.

Pedestrian fatalities doubled between 2010 and 2022, and bicyclist fatalities reached a
25-year high (199 deaths and 1,257 serious injuries) although generally bicyclist
fatalities remained relatively constant for the same period (2010-2022). Sedans, which
are also the most registered vehicle type, are more commonly involved in pedestrian
and bicyclist fatal or serious injury crashes in urban, suburban, and rural areas and in
both disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged communities. Urban areas experience the
highest proportion of pedestrian and bicyclist fatal and serious injury crashes. However,
the share of pedestrian crashes involving an SUV is growing faster than all other vehicle
types, suggesting that SUVs may surpass passenger vehicles as the most common
vehicle to strike and seriously injure a pedestrian in the near future. Figures 5 and 6
show pedestrian and bicyclist fatality and serious injury crashes by passenger vehicle
type from 2010 - 2022. Vulnerable road user crashes occurring in disadvantaged areas
on a per capita basis are nearly two-times as frequent compared to non-disadvantaged
areas across all vehicle types. When a young (under 15 years old) pedestrian or bicyclist
is struck and seriously injured, the striking vehicle is more often an SUV than other
vehicle types. This same trend is not seen for adults aged 65 or older. Furthermore, child
pedestrians are 82% more likely to be killed if struck by an SUV versus a sedan.
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Speed was the primary crash factor in 32% of fatalities in California in 2022, slightly
higher than for the nation (29%), but evidence did not suggest that speed and vehicle
type were correlated. Additionally, the higher the hood height, the higher the fatality risk
for vulnerable road users. Compared to a low and sloped front-end vehicle (i.e. less than
or equal to 30 inches), a blunt front-end hood height between 30-40 inches increased
vulnerable road user fatality risk by 26%. Even taller vehicles (sloped or blunt front-end)
greater than 40 inches high increases vulnerable road user fatality risk by approximately
44%.

Figure 5. Disaggregated change in number of pedestrian fatality or serious injury
crashes by vehicle type compared to an index year of 2010, 2010 - 2022

Figure 6. Disaggregated change in number of bicyclist fatalities or serious injuries by
vehicle type, 2010 - 2022
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2.3. Landscape of Policy Solutions

The Safe System Approach (Figure 7) identifies several factors for roadway safety. Due
to federal preemption of regulations regarding vehicle design, the policies available at
the state level to improve road user safety through shifts in the vehicle fleet are limited.
As such, federal action would be needed to mandate changes in vehicle design. States
have the authority to regulate and enforce how vehicles are purchased, maintained, and
operated by individuals (e.g., wearing seatbelts, smog checks, speed limits). State
transportation authorities can also collect taxes, tolls, and fees for revenue generation
and fund state roadway and transportation infrastructure.

Figure 7. Safe System Approach model from the California Strategic Highway Safety
Plan
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Historically, the focus of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) has been on
improving the safety of vehicle occupants as opposed to persons outside the vehicle. In
contrast, countries similar to the United States require vehicle testing for pedestrian
collision outcomes such as the European New Car Assessment Programme. However,
the automotive industry has taken steps to advance safety, prior to being mandated to
do so by federal regulation. For example, automakers have advanced integration of
optional vehicle safety features such as automatic emergency braking (AEB) preceding
the introduction of National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) regulations
requiring that AEB be standard in all new passenger vehicles and light trucks (10,000
pounds or less) by September 1, 2029. More recently, NHTSA’'s New Car Assessment
Program (NCAP) was expected to be updated to consider motor vehicle
crashworthiness for pedestrians starting in 2026, but the program implementation has
been delayed.

Vehicle design regulations may increase or decrease the equity of vehicle safety. On the
one hand, regulations are arguably more equitable than fee-based mechanisms because
they can apply to all vehicles, improving safety for the entire fleet with no ability to pay
to opt out (e.g., paying a vehicle weight fee to own a larger vehicle). On the other hand,
regulations typically only target new vehicle sales and may result in disparities in who is
able to benefit from them. Regulations that improve safety would only be experienced
by those who own newer vehicles or, in the case of pedestrian safety improvements,
those who live in areas where new vehicles are purchased. Likewise, blanket regulations
(e.g., a requirement that all vehicles be under 6,000 pounds) could generate potential
disparities across professions and urban-rural divides, where vehicle ownership
patterns differ with regard to vehicle size.

2.4. Types of Weight Fee Mechanisms

Fee-based policy mechanisms to address passenger vehicle weight include registration
fees and sales taxes. These mechanisms are used to generate revenue for funding
public goods and services, such as infrastructure improvements or active mobility
programs, and they can also influence consumer behavior. Other potential fee-based
policy mechanisms exist and could be used to impose a cost on heavier vehicles,
including weight-based road user charges, parking fees, tolls, and cordon pricing, but
there are no similar programs in the U.S. that have been implemented on the basis of
vehicle weight.
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Weight-Based Annual Registration Fees

The California DMV collects annual fees at the time of registration of a passenger
vehicle. The specific registration fee amount is dependent on the vehicle’s classification,
age, value, and location. California does not collect weight-based fees for most
passenger vehicles, such as sedans, minivans, and SUVs. Pickup trucks are classified
as commercial vehicles and are subject to the weight-based fee schedule for
commercial vehicles. California also collects weight-based fees for commercially
registered electric vehicles, including smaller passenger vehicles like sedans. Revenue
collected from California’s fees paid at registration are distributed to various
government entities and this distribution can change from year to year.

As every vehicle owned and operated in the state needs to be registered annually, it may
be possible to incorporate a weight-based registration fee in California using the
existing registration system.

Across the US, there is significant variability in how vehicle registration fees are
assessed for passenger vehicles (see Figure 8). As of 2024, 25 states and the District of
Columbia have vehicle registration fees tied to the vehicle’s weight or size. These

policies vary greatly in how weight is classified and the relative costs of fees.

Figure 8. States with Weight-based Fees for Passenger Vehicles, 2024
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Weight-Based Sales Taxes

When a vehicle is purchased from a dealership in California, the buyer pays a one-time
point-of-sale tax on the car. When vehicles are purchased from out of state or from
private parties, individuals pay a use tax when they register the vehicle to their name. In
California, the base vehicle sales tax (and use tax) is 7.5% of the value of the vehicle.
Local governments have the option to charge up to 2.5% additional tax on the sale.
California had the highest statewide sales tax rate in 2025, at 7.25%. California’s sales
tax is a uniform tax on the total purchase price of the vehicle, but other states determine
tax rates based on vehicle characteristics. California could consider differentially taxing
vehicles based on their weight at the point of purchase for sales in California and upon
import for vehicles purchased outside of California and imported into the state.

2.5. Weight Fees and Consumer Behavior Response

Due to implementation constraints for some of the vehicle weight fee mechanisms
discussed above, UC Berkeley research team academic report (Appendix B) analyzed
potential consumer behavior response for two weight-based fee responses: for heavier
new vehicles at point of purchase and annual registration fees based on weight (and/or
body type). Results and models used to conduct this analysis are purely hypothetical.

Conceptually, a sufficiently high fee may cause consumers to change their purchase
behavior. A weight-based fee on the purchase of heavier vehicles could reduce
consumer demand for heavier weight vehicles across all fuel types (see Table 1). Fees
could generate substantial revenue, but that revenue could be significantly less if there
is a strong consumer response (i.e., reduction in purchase of heavier vehicles) to a fee
and if there are any exemptions or discounts (i.e. based on income, profession,
disability, for electric vehicles, etc.). A weight-based registration fee similar to other
states (e.g., Texas, Maryland, others) would be unlikely to shift consumer demand for
heavier passenger vehicles since the fee amount is too low to elicit a strong consumer
response.

Consumer Response — New Vehicle Purchase Fees

Under a theoretical scenario using a rate of $5 per pound on the portion of vehicle
weight exceeding 3,800 pounds (the approximate mean weight of all vehicles registered
in 2024), about 60% of new car buyers in 2024 would have a weight fee." The mean fee
for those paying it in 2024 would be 7% of the purchase price ($3,871 corresponding to

' The vehicle purchase fee and annual registration fee scenarios were developed to
measure hypothetical consumer response but are not intended to reflect specific
policy proposals.
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Table 1. Change (in Percentage) of Vehicle Classes and Electric Vehicle (EV) Fuel Types
Purchased in Response to Passenger Vehicle Weight Fees for All Vehicles at Point-of-
Sale (Purchase Fee) compared to Annual Vehicle Registration (Annual Fee)

Change by Class Purchase Fee Annual Fee
Compact +3 +0.5
Heavy -7.7 -7
Large -13.1 2.2
Midsize +2.7 +0.4
Minivan -7.9 -1
Sport +8.3 +0.9
Std -10.7 -2.8
Subcompact -8.6 +1.1

Change for EV Fuel Types Purchase Fee Annual Fee
electric -2.3 -0.4
plug-in hybrid -4.3 -1

an average Manufacturer's Suggested Retail Price (MSRP) of $55,600), and the
maximum fee would be 20% of the purchase price (§19,500). The highest fee ($19,500)
would be for premium electric heavy pickups with an average 2024 MSRP of $100,000.

Under this theoretical fee scenario, the purchase fee would lead to a small shift in the
distribution of weights of all vehicles on the road. By 2040 the number of large SUVs
would drop 17%, and the number of heavy and standard pickup trucks would decline
10.5%.

The purchase fee would generate substantial fee revenue. Annual fee revenues could
reach $3.17 billion in 2024, and $4.59 billion in 2040. For reference, California’s total
state revenues were about $240 billion in 2024. This purchase fee example also
predicts 2.3% fewer electric vehicles and 4.3% fewer plug-in hybrid vehicles in 2040.
However, exempting both electric vehicles and plug-in hybrids could lead to a 2.7%
increase in electric vehicles and a 2.5% increase in plug-in hybrid vehicles. Predicted
2040 revenues could drop from $4.6 billion a year to $1.8 billion a year if electric
vehicles were exempted and to $1.3 billion a year if both electric vehicles and plug-in
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hybrids were exempted. Either exemption would result in no change in the overall weight
distribution in this scenario.

Consumer Response — New Annual Registration Fees

Under a theoretical scenario using a rate of $0.10 per pound on the portion of vehicle
weight exceeding 3,800 pounds, about 40% of all registered vehicles in 2024 would have
no weight fee. The mean annual fee for those paying it would be $77, and the maximum
fee would be $390. These fees would be higher than Florida’s but lower than
Washington DC. California’s current annual car registration fees range from around $200
to over $800 for a new car and depend on factors like vehicle value, type, age, and
city/county of residence.

Under this theoretical fee scenario, these annual fees would lead to almost no change in
the distribution of vehicle weights. In 2040 mean weight would decline 0.26%, the
number of large SUV would drop 4%, and the number of heavy and standard pickup
trucks would decline 3%. However, these fees would generate substantial fee revenue,
potentially reaching $850 million in 2024 ($78 million if only applied to vehicles with a
model year 2024 and newer) and $1.45 billion in 2040 ($1.2 billion if only applied to
vehicles with a model year 2024 and newer).

2.6. Passenger Vehicle Weight and Road Degradation

Research since the 1950s and 1960s has consistently shown that axle loads and
configurations, not gross vehicle weights, are what cause road degradation. Therefore,
road degradation today is overwhelmingly caused by heavy commercial vehicles, not
passenger vehicles. The relative impact of a vehicle on a roadway compared to the
impact of a different vehicle is modeled using the “4th Power Law” shown below:

Load )4

Damaging ef fect of an axle load = (Reference Load

Even the heaviest electric passenger vehicles or large personal pickups cause a
negligible fraction (approximately 0.1%) of the damage caused by a fully loaded
commercial freight truck. All passenger vehicles, including all fuel types (internal
combustion engine, electric, other) are excluded from consideration in Caltrans’
pavement damage calculations due to their negligible roadway damage compared with
heavy commercial vehicles. It is anticipated that marginal increases in passenger
vehicle weight would not significantly increase roadway damage.
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lll. TASK FORCE

1. Background

AB 251 requires the Task Force convened by the Commission to “consist of state
agencies, including the California OTS and the California DMV, local transportation
agencies, safety advocates, and representatives from the automobile industry.” The
Commission approved the Task Force membership in December 2024 (Table 2, below),
which included 15 members representing experts in the field of transportation and
industries and people impacted by the scope of AB 251 across California.

Table 2. Task Force Membership Organization  Type

California Department of Motor Vehicles State Agency

California Highway Patrol State Agency

California Office of Traffic Safety State Agency

California City Transportation Initiative Local Agency Consortium
California State Association of Counties Local Agency Consortium
Alliance for Automotive Innovation Automotive Industry
American Automobile Association (AAA) Automotive Industry
California New Car Dealers Association Automotive Industry

Active San Gabriel Valley Road User Safety Organization

American Association of Retired Persons (AARP) |Road User Safety Organization

National Federation of the Blind of California Road User Safety Organization
Streets for All Road User Safety Organization
Safe Streets Research, Inc. Research Organization
California Farm Bureau Business/Labor Organization
United Contractors Business/Labor Organization

In total, five Task Force meetings were held between June and November 2025.
compliant with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act.
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Generally, Task Force meetings followed a similar format, consisting of the following
agenda items:

e Summary of feedback from Task Force members from the previous meeting for
additional feedback and comment. Feedback from previous meetings was also
taken into consideration to expand upon the topics of discussion during future Task
Force meetings.

e Presentation from the UC Berkeley research team on findings from the academic
research.

e Presentation of key takeaways from the research presentation and questions
regarding the legislative requirements to solicit feedback from Task Force members
and the public

The meeting schedule, topics discussed, and legislative requirements covered at each
Task Force meeting are included in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Topics and Legislative Requirements Covered during Task Force Meetings

Task Force Meeting Agenda Topic(s) Legislative Requirement(s)

Government Code Section

Jun 13,2025 Task Force Kick-Off 14527.3, subsections (a) and (b)

Trends in Vehicle Fleet and Government Code Section

Jul 16,2025 Road User Injuries and Fatalities 14527.3, subsections (c)(1), (c)
(5) and (d)

. . . Government Code Section
Introduction to Potential Policy

Sep 9, 2025 Solutions and Road Degradation 14527.3, subsections (c)(2), (c)
(5) and (d)
Potential Policy Solutions: Government Code Section
Oct 29, 2025 Vehicle Weight Fee and 14527.3, subsections (c)(3), (c)
Consumer Behavior Response | (4), (c)(5) and (d)
Nov 13, 2025 Task Force Wrap-Up Government Code Section

14527.3, subsections (c) and (d)

2. Task Force Findings

The Task Force findings were derived from the academic research presented during
Task Force meetings, with feedback and additional perspectives offered by Task Force
members and the public. Feedback received from Task Force members and the public
included a range of perspectives and additional questions for further consideration. Any
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feedback received by Task Force members outside of the scope of the legislation was
also captured and provided in Chapter 3 of Appendix C, Summary of Vehicle Weight
Safety Study Task Force Findings.

The Task Force findings intended to capture the breadth of the Task Force's discussion
on the various topics presented; they do not imply consensus or agreement on all topics

and are intended to demonstrate where Task Force members’ perspectives differ.

A summary of the key Task Force findings for each topic area is described below, with
further detail provided in Appendix C.

1. Key Findings: California Vehicle Fleet Trends

1.1 The weight of new passenger vehicles manufactured since the 1980s has continued
to increase.

1.2 Over the next decade, SUVs are expected to overtake sedans as the most registered
type of vehicle in California. SUVs are the fastest growing vehicle type registered in both
rural and urban counties.

1.3 While SUVs are smaller than they were in the past, the average SUVs are 27%
heavier, 19% taller and have 42% higher ground clearance than the average sedan.

1.4 Half of U.S. States have a weight-based fee for passenger vehicles for various
purposes. California charges a weight fee for all commercial vehicles, which includes all
pickup trucks (regardless of whether a pickup truck is registered for personal or
commercial use).

1.5 The average size (curb weight, height, ground clearance) of registered pickup trucks
is growing faster than any other vehicle type. The average pickup truck registered in
California is 47% heavier, 26% taller, and has 59% higher ground clearance than the
average sedan.

1.6 Pickup trucks are 50% more prevalent in rural counties than urban counties.
1.7 Vehicle owners in the United States are holding on to their vehicles longer (12.6

years in 2024 v. 10.4 years in 2008) lengthening the time of the adoption of new
vehicles with more safety features.
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1.8 Hybrid and electric vehicles are heavier than standard internal combustion engine
vehicles, with electric vehicles being the heaviest of the three. Their share of
registrations is small but increasing, with hybrids making up 6.5% of registrations and
electric vehicles making up 5% of registrations.

2. Key Findings: California Injury and Fatality Trends

2.1 (a) Vehicle collisions resulting in fatalities and serious injuries of vulnerable road
users have increased.

2.1 (b). Vehicle registrations in California show that vehicles purchased are increasingly
heavier, taller, and higher.

2.1 (c) Sedans, SUVs, and pickups are all more frequently involved in crashes resulting
in fatalities and serious injuries to pedestrians and bicyclists in both urban and rural
areas. SUVs are the fastest growing vehicle type involved in crashes (197% ped, 171%
bike) followed by sedans (183% ped, 171% bike) and pickup trucks (166% ped, 152%
bike) (2010 - 2022).

2.1 (d) However, UC Berkeley’s research only shows correlation between these factors,
not causation. Vehicle weight could not be isolated amongst other factors that may
have influenced a collision with a vulnerable road user.
» This is due to the challenge of isolating vehicle weight from other factors (i.e.,
speed, vehicle features such as curb height, other factors redacted or not captured
from crash reports, and more) involved in crashes, as well as other data limitations.

2.2 In both urban and rural areas, the majority of pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and
serious injuries are caused by sedans, which are the most registered vehicle type in

California.

2.3 When controlling for population, pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries are more
common in urban than rural areas.

2.4 When controlling for population, bicyclist fatalities and serious injuries are more
common in urban than rural areas.

2.5 Fatalities for pedestrians have increased 71% since 2010.

2.6 Fatalities for bicyclists have remained steady since 2010.
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2.7 Serious injuries for pedestrians have increased 44% since 2010.
2.8 Serious injuries for bicyclists have increased 20% since 2010.

2.9 Children pedestrians are 82% more likely to be killed if struck by a SUV versus a
sedan.

2.10 When adjusting for population, pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries in
disadvantaged areas are approximately 50% higher for all vehicle types.

2.11 Vehicle collisions involving pedestrians are more likely to occur at night and
outside of intersections.

3. Key Findings: Potential Regulatory Responses

3.1 The federal government regulates how vehicles are designed (e.g., the inclusion of
turn signals, airbags, and automatic emergency braking) and leads the testing and
rating of the safety of new passenger vehicles on the market.

3.2 States can regulate how vehicles are maintained and operated by individuals (e.g.,
wearing a seatbelt, Smog Checks, and speed limits) where not preempted by federal law
or regulation.

3.3 In the United States, motor vehicle safety is regulated by Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standards. Historically, the focus of these standards have been on improving
safety advancements have tended to focus on the safety of vehicle occupants as
opposed to those outside the vehicle. This regulatory context has evolved recently, with
the Biden Administration identifying the safety of those outside the vehicle as a priority
for testing.

3.4 Other similar countries require vehicle testing for pedestrian collision outcomes.
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4. Key Findings: Potential Built Environment Responses

4.1 The Safe System Approach aims to eliminate fatal and serious injuries for all road
users by accommodating for human mistakes, taking a proactive approach to
identifying and addressing risks and promoting shared responsibility for road safety.
The Safe System Approach creates redundant layers of protection by strengthening all
elements of the system, including: all road users act in a safe manner, vehicles are
designed and regulated to minimize crashes and harm for all road users, speeds are
managed so impact forces experienced by road users are not beyond their physical
tolerances, infrastructure and roadway design prioritizes safety for all road users, and
expediency of post-crash care.

4.2 As part of the Safe System Approach, effective roadway design and infrastructure
that prioritizes safety for all (e.g., roadway lighting, crosswalk enhancements, traffic
calming measures, and separated bicyclist and pedestrian infrastructure) are
associated with significant reductions in the risk and severity of crashes involving
vulnerable road users.

4.3 The primary barriers to implementing infrastructure improvements that improve
safety for vulnerable road users include: limited funding availability, implementing
projects at scale, and jurisdictional challenges.

4.4 Improvements to the built environment may result in and reveal inequities such as:

e Funding for local improvements is dependent largely upon the local tax base and
regional formulaic funds, therefore improvements are more likely to occur in more
affluent areas. However, improvements are also needed in low-income, rural, or
areas where deaths, injuries, and worse health outcomes are more common due to
the poor condition of the built environment.

e Investment in the built environment in less affluent areas could potentially
accelerate gentrification and displacement.

5. Key Findings: Vehicle Weight and Road Degradation

5.1 Passenger vehicles and smaller pickup trucks, including battery electric and fuel cell
vehicles, have a very minor effect on pavement damage and rehabilitation costs - so
much so that they are excluded from consideration from pavement damage
calculations.
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5.2 Road degradation changes exponentially (to the 4th power) with axle load.
Compared to the 20,000 pound maximum legal single axle load (California), a 2,000
pound axle causes 0.01% of the damage, which is the approximate axle load distribution
of both typical internal combustion engine and zero emission vehicles, a 5,000 pound
axle causes 0.39% of the damage, which is the approximate axel load distribution of a
heavier pickup truck and zero emission vehicle, a 10,000 pound load causes 6.25% of
the damage, and a 25,000 pound load (not legal in California) causes 244% of the
damage.

5.3 Incremental increases in passenger vehicle weight are not anticipated to have a
significant impact on road degradation.

6. Key Findings: Potential Weight-Based Fee Responses

6.1 Local and regional government bodies are responsible for managing local roads and
the built environment in which their road users interact and can contribute to local
infrastructure improvements through local taxes and other funding sources.

6.2 According to UC Berkeley, weight-based passenger vehicle fees could be
conceptualized through the following policy mechanisms:

e Passenger vehicle registration fees

* Passenger vehicle sales taxes

e Tolls

e Road usage charges

e Parking fees

6.3 If it were implemented, a weight-based passenger vehicle fee could be imposed as
part of annual vehicle registration or to vehicle sales at the point-of-purchase.

6.4 Depending on the design of the fee, it could apply uniformly across all vehicles or
assign differential fee amounts based on a variety of factors (e.g. class, weight, fuel

type).

6.5 Fee exemptions could include professional occupation, income, fuel type, and other
factors for the purposes of ensuring that a fee (if implemented) would be equitable and
be in alignment with state priorities. However, further research could clarify how a
weight-based passenger vehicle fee could adversely impact other user groups and other
statewide goals not considered here.
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6.6 Weight-based toll fees may be challenging to implement when compared to vehicle
registration fee or a point-of-sale fee. This is due to federal limitations restricting the
development and operation of toll facilities and the allowable expenditures of toll
revenues. Currently no states impose weight-based toll fees.

6.7 A road usage charge developed to replace the state fuel excise tax could include
considerations such as passenger vehicle weight, if such a program were implemented.

6.8 To address the decrease in available parking due to the increase in average vehicle
size and safety risks to vulnerable road users on local roads, local governments could
enact weight-based parking fees (at the discretion of the local agency). Several U.S.
cities either restrict parking permits to smaller vehicles or have implemented weight-
based vehicle sticker fees.

6.9 There are potential equity impacts and positive and negative trade-offs associated
with imposing a weight-based fee on heavier passenger vehicles. Positive outcomes
could include incentivizing lighter weight vehicles and generating funding for
improvements to infrastructure for vulnerable road users. Negative outcomes could
include an increase in price for motor vehicles, particularly those that are heavier and
may be required for larger families, for certain professions, or those with disabilities that
cannot purchase a smaller, lighter weight vehicle.

6.10 Other states impose vehicle weight fees using various fee structures, weight
classifications, and other variables (such as fuel type) to determine the fee amount.

6.11 In California, revenues from passenger vehicle registration fees are currently
distributed to state agencies and local governments for the administration and
operation of California’s transportation system and to fund transportation infrastructure
improvements.

7. Key Findings: Consumer Behavior Response

7.1 Modeling potential passenger vehicle weight fees suggests that the change in
passenger vehicle purchase behavior would be dependent on the amount of the fee.

7.2 Revenue generated by the fee would also depend on the amount of the fee.
7.3 Depending on which vehicles are subject to a fee, there may be trade-offs between

state priorities. Exemptions for certain vehicles could result in less revenue than
uniform fees.
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7.4 If heavier vehicles become more expensive to purchase and/or operate, people may
be encouraged to switch to lighter ones.

7.5 If fees only apply to new vehicles, then people may switch to used vehicles and/or
keep their existing vehicles longer. This may change used car prices.

7.6 Vehicles are expensive and last a long time, so consumers may take many years to
respond to new fees.

7.7 If a weight-based passenger vehicle fee were imposed, consumer choice may be
impacted by the higher fees and consumers may be less willing to purchase heavier
vehicles. This could result in less revenue than predicted, but a larger reduction in the
weight of vehicles on the road.

7.8 A lower fee would likely have a less significant impact on purchase behavior and
generate less revenue.

7.9 With a one-time vehicle weight fee for all new passenger vehicles above 3,800
pounds set between 0% and 20% of the purchase price of a new vehicle, on a sliding
scale by weight, modeling suggests the following outcomes by 2040:

e Heaviest 10% of vehicle weights would decline 2.5%

e Mean weight of all vehicles on the road would decline 1.2%

e Number of large SUVs would decline by 17%

e Number of heavy and standard pickup trucks would decline by 10.5%

 Annual revenues of $4.6 billion

e Number of electric vehicles would decline by 2.3%

e Number of plug-in hybrid vehicles would decline by 4.3%

e Exempting electric vehicles and plug-in hybrid vehicles in this scenario would result
in increased numbers of those vehicle types, offsetting the projected decline in
average passenger vehicle weight and also substantially reducing projected annual
revenues

» The expected one-time cost to the consumer would be $3,871 on average (based on
the average MSRP of $55,600 for a passenger vehicle in 2024), with the maximum
fee of $19,500 for the heaviest and most expensive passenger vehicle

Note: the DynaSim model uses current 2024 model year data only and results do not

reflect actual outcomes. The information presented here is for illustrative purposes only
and is not a specific policy proposal for consideration.
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7.10 With an annual vehicle weight fee for all registered passenger vehicles above 3,800
pounds set at $.10/pound. (the approximate mean weight of all vehicles registered in
2024), modeling suggests the following outcomes by 2040:

e Mean weight of all vehicles on the road would decline 0.26%

e Number of large SUVs would decline by 4%

e Number of heavy and standard pickup trucks would decline by 3%

» Annual revenues of $1.45 billion

e Number of electric vehicles would decline by 0.4%

e Number of plug-in hybrid vehicles would decline by 1%

e On an annual basis, the expected mean cost to the consumer would be $77, with a

maximum fee of $390 for the heaviest and most expensive passenger vehicle

Note: the DynaSim model uses current 2024 model year data only and results do not
reflect actual outcomes. The information presented here is for illustrative purposes only
and is not a specific policy proposal for consideration.

7.11 While the two models cannot be directly compared, they suggest that consumers
would have a stronger reaction to one-time point-of-sale fees for new vehicle purchases
when compared to annual fees due to the perception that future costs (such as annual
fees) may change and therefore are perceived as uncertain (hyperbolic discounting
theory).
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IV. ENGAGEMENT AND FEEDBACK

1.0verview

In addition to the Task Force, the Commission engaged the Interagency Equity Advisory
Committee (EAC), various stakeholder groups, and the public throughout the course of
the study. Feedback received shaped the Task Force findings and the legislative
considerations in this report. Table 4 on the next page provides a summary of public
engagement that occurred at meetings of the Commission, the EAC, and at workshops.

2. Public Engagement and Feedback

Stakeholders and members of the public were invited to participate and provide input
during Task Force meetings, Commission and EAC meetings, and during the draft report
public comment period and draft report workshop.

2.1. Feedback on the Summary of Task Force Findings

Commission staff sought feedback on the Summary of Task Force Findings from the
Commission, the EAC'’s Transportation Planning and Program Guidance Subcommittee,
and the public during a presentation on December 12, 2025.

Feedback from EAC members included:

e Ensure a potential weight fee consider those with lower incomes, disabilities, or
those otherwise unable to afford the fee.

e Consider the design of larger vehicles and how that design influences roadway
safety.

e Further discuss the nuances in the fatality and serious injury trends of vulnerable
road users.

e Further explore the feasibility of establishing a passenger vehicle pedestrian safety
rating, which has already been established in other similar countries.

» Further identify how other states are assessing passenger vehicle weight fees.

* |dentify whether the causes of collisions may differ geographically (i.e., urban and
rural areas) and whether there may be different solutions depending on location.

* Further consider roadway design and traffic enforcement.

e Further consider schools and safe routes to schools efforts.

e Consider how to prevent consumers attempting to circumvent California state fees
by purchasing heavier passenger vehicles (i.e., pickup trucks and SUVs) out of state.
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Table 4. Commission and EAC Meetings and Public Workshops

Study

Milestone

Task Force
Process

December 5-6,
2024

Commission meeting

Task Force membership
approved

June 26-27, 2025

Commission meeting

Task Force meeting update

Task Force meeting

Sep 5, 2025 EAC business meeting .
interagency updates

Oct 15,2025 EAC business meeting TaSk Force meeting
interagency update
Update on the Task Force

Dec 3, 2025 EAC business meeting Findings and upcoming

Commission presentation

December 4-5,
2025

Commission meeting

Presentation on the Task
Force Findings

Transportation Planning

Presentation on the Task

Dec 12,2025 and Program Guidance Force Findings
Subcommittee of the EAC 9
Publi i
March 2 — April ' . ublic comment period on
Public comment period |the draft report to the
1,2026 .
Legislature
: . Presentation of the draft
Draft Report Mar 4, 2026 EAC business meeting report o the Legislature
Development
Mar 11, 2026 Draft report public Presentation of the draft
workshop report to the Legislature
March 19-20, Commission meetin Presentation of the draft
2026 g report to the Legislature

Final Report
Approval for
Submission to
Legislature

May 14-15, 2026

Commission meeting

Presentation of the final
report to the Legislature for
Commission adoption and
submittal to the Legislature
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2.2. Feedback on the Draft Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report to the Legislature
Feedback provided on the Summary of Task Force Findings helped inform the draft
report, which was circulated for review and feedback during the following activities:

e Public comment period from March 2 — April 1, 2026.

* EAC Business Meeting on March 4, 2026.

 Draft report workshop on March 11, 2026.

e Commission meeting on March 19-20, 2026.

Feedback from EAC members at the March 4, 2026, EAC Business Meeting included:

» Consider whether it is appropriate to recommend a discounted fee for individuals
with disabilities.

e Compare the impact of a potential vehicle weight fee on safety outcomes for
vulnerable road users under the one-time fee versus annual fee models.

» Consider case studies from other states and countries of policies to improve
roadway safety more broadly.

» Highlight equity considerations in presentations on this topic to Legislative staff.

Staff received nine letters and emails during the public comment period from Task
Force members, an EAC member, and other stakeholders, including regional agencies
and non-profit advocacy organizations. These letters were made available to the public
on May 1, 2026, as part of the meeting materials for the May 14-15, 2026, Commission
Meeting.

Key themes in the feedback are summarized below:

e Commenters provided a variety of opinions on whether the Commission should
recommend the Legislature implement a weight-based fee for passenger vehicles,
including opposition, neutrality, and support.

o Additionally, commenters provided varied opinions on how to structure a
hypothetical fee. Some commenters supported a one-time fee structure, which
would be more likely to incentivize the purchase of smaller vehicles, while
others objected to the impact on vehicle affordability.

» Several commenters highlighted the revenue generation potential of a vehicle
weight-based fee, as well as the need for increased funding to support
transportation safety projects.

» Several commenters requested greater emphasis on the potential safety impacts
of larger and heavier vehicles on other road users, including vulnerable road users.

Staff has made edits throughout the report, where feasible, to address feedback
received. Some recommendations were beyond the legislative scope of the Vehicle
Weight Safety Study, and staff has worked to provide follow-up information individually
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to commenters.

2.3. Connection to Safe Routes to School

In recognition of the importance of ensuring safe access to schools, and the
vulnerability of small children to the risks of growing size of passenger vehicles,
Commission staff outreach included staff from K-12 school districts, regional agencies,
and consultants, who work on safe routes to schools efforts. This outreach was
intended to identify challenges students and their families face while getting to and from
school alongside heavier and larger passenger vehicles, as well as barriers to
addressing those issues. Those interviewed are representative of the geographic, racial,
ethnic, and socio-economic diversity across the state, including rural, suburban, and
urban areas, coastal, northern inland, and valley geographies, and marginalized and
farming communities.

Ultimately, those interviewed indicated that improvements to infrastructure would
address their priority concerns, including:

* Need for safer, more adequate infrastructure for students to walk and bike safely to
and from school, and challenges securing funding and implementing consistent
infrastructure across multiple jurisdictions

e Speeding vehicles

* Distracted driving

 Electric bike safety

When asked whether heavier (or larger) passenger vehicles were an issue for children
getting to/from school, they indicated that very large commercial vehicles were of
concern, citing incidents resulting in fatalities and serious injuries of students.
Additionally, passenger vehicle size was of concern, to the extent that drivers might have
difficulty seeing children walking and biking, particularly at congested drop-off and pick-
up locations where multiple vehicles might be double-parked.
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V. LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

1. Overview

Ensuring and enhancing the safety of California’s transportation system through the
Safe System Approach is a key goal of the Commission and other state agencies.
Trends in the safety outcomes of vulnerable road users indicate a growing problem that
necessitates a comprehensive policy response to address. The Vehicle Weight Safety
Study Task Force reviewed a range of potential policy responses to enhance safety for
vulnerable road users, including fee mechanisms, regulations, and improvements to the
built environment. The Task Force also identified trade-offs for these potential
responses. The following legislative considerations are built upon the Task Force
Findings, academic research by the UC Berkeley research team, and feedback from
Commission meetings, EAC members, stakeholders, and the public. These legislative
considerations offered by the Commission do not necessarily imply concurrence of any
individual Task Force member.

2.Vehicle Weight Safety Study Legislative Considerations

Weight-Based Fee for Passenger Vehicles

As noted in Chapter 2, UC Berkeley’s research shows clear parallel trends in both 1)
growing vehicle weight and size and 2) increasing numbers of fatalities and serious
injuries of vulnerable road users. Larger and heavier vehicles also transfer more kinetic
energy in collisions and impact vulnerable road users with greater force. Although the
research shows some correlation between these two trends, it does not show a clear
causal relationship between growing vehicle size and weight as the primary contributor
to negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users. This is due to the difficulty in
isolating vehicle weight from other factors in a collision with a vulnerable road user
(such as speeding, roadway/weather conditions, distracted driving, and other road user
behaviors), as well as other data limitations. The research also shows that growing
passenger vehicle weight is not expected to have a significant impact on roadway
degradation. A passenger vehicle fee, if implemented, could generate substantial
revenue that could fund roadway infrastructure safety investments and complementary
education and encouragement efforts, but it could be unlikely to change consumer
purchase behavior unless it were roughly equivalent to doubling existing vehicle sales
taxes and fees ($3,871 on average).
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While the Commission does not recommend that the Legislature implement a passenger
vehicle weight fee due to the results of the research described above, should the
Legislature still wish to take action to address these trends by imposing a passenger
vehicle weight fee, it should consider:

e Calibrating the fee amount to differences in vehicle weight, while balancing against
undue cost burdens for vehicle owners and administrative feasibility and cost.

o While providing discounts or exemptions based on Legislative priorities may be
challenging from an administrative perspective, the Legislature could consider
leveraging existing Department of Motor Vehicles programs and processes to
provide equity-based relief to vehicle owners (for example, if the Legislature
wanted to provide a discount based on income, the program could use vehicle
value as a factor in determining the fee amount).

e Reinvesting revenues from the fee in existing programs that enhance roadway safety
to provide benefits to all users, and vulnerable road users in particular, using the Safe
System approach.

o For example, revenues could be used to augment the Active Transportation
Program, which provides benefits to all roadway users by reducing conflict
points between cars and bicyclists/pedestrians, and funds infrastructure and
non-infrastructure projects and Safe Routes to Schools improvements. Revenues
could also augment existing programs focused on behavioral factors, such as
awareness campaigns, advertising, and education around the relative risk of
larger vehicles.

» Applying the fee annually at vehicle registration to minimize administrative costs.

e Setting a fee amount that accounts for engine type, to avoid disincentivizing
adoption of zero-emission vehicles (e.g. battery electric and fuel cell vehicles), which
tend to be heavier than internal combustion equivalents.

e Considering a fee in the broader context of the State’'s need for a sustainable funding
mechanism for transportation infrastructure, as described in the Commission’s 2025
State and Local Transportation System Needs Assessment (Needs Assessment).

o The Needs Assessment identifies a funding shortfall of $215.7 billion over the
next 10 years to adequately address California’s transportation infrastructure
needs, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities; local streets and roads;
highways, bridges, and culverts; capital and operational needs of transit,
commuter rail, and intercity rail systems; and costs related to system resiliency.
Developing a sustainable funding mechanism to comprehensively address this
shortfall will allow for greater levels of investment in transportation
infrastructure that enhances safety for users of all modes, including vulnerable
road users.

e Tracking post-fee implementation outcomes, such as fatalities and serious injuries
for vulnerable road users.
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Motor Vehicle Nonoccupant Safety

Enhancing roadway safety requires coordination from all levels of government. As
noted in Chapter 3, motor vehicle safety is regulated by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration through Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS). The
federal government leads the testing and rating of the safety of new passenger vehicles
on the market through NHTSA. These federal standards preempt regulation of the same
areas by states.

Historically, the focus of federal standards has been on improving safety of vehicle
occupants as opposed to persons outside the vehicle. In contrast, countries similar to
the United States require vehicle testing for pedestrian collision outcomes, such as the
European New Car Assessment Programme. In addition to safety features mandated by
FMVSS, the automotive industry has advanced integration of optional vehicle safety
features such as automatic emergency braking ahead of federal standards. Continued
innovations by the automotive industry may influence future federal standards by
establishing an industry standard for motor vehicle nonoccupant safety. A nonoccupant
safety rating could further promote consumer awareness and adoption of newer
vehicles with these safety features. While such a program would be most efficient if
implmented as part of NHTSA's New Car Assessment Program, in the absence of
federal action, the Legislature should consider establishing a voluntary motor vehicle
safety rating program specific to vehicles sold in California that considers safety
outcomes for occupants and nonoccupants, including vulnerable road users. This
program could provide more complete information to consumers about safety impacts
to persons outside of a motor vehicle and could be administered through partnerships
with private industry and the non-profit sector to ensure a vested interest in the success
of the program. Such a program would only apply to passenger vehicles with the intent
of providing better information regarding safety features in passenger vehicles to
potential buyers. Although administrative costs to implement such a program are
unknown at this time, such a program should include appropriate incentives for
manufacturers to choose to participate on a voluntary basis.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A — ASSEMBLY BILL 251 (WARD, CHAPTER 320, STATUTES OF 2023)
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 14527.3

APPENDIX B — ACADEMIC RESEARCH

APPENDIX C - SUMMARY OF VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY TASK FORCE
FINDINGS

Appendices are provided separately on the Commission’s Vehicle Weight Safety Study
webpage.
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From:
To:

Reference No.: 4.3

May 14-15, 2026
Colin Fiske Attachment C
McDonell, Cayla@CATC

Subject: Feedback on Draft Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report

Date:

Thursday, March 12, 2026 11:59:29 AM

Ms. McDonell,

Please accept the following feedback on the draft VVehicle Weight Safety Study Report
("report™) from the Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities (CRTP):

CRTP supports the implementation of a vehicle weight fee in order to reduce the sale of
large, dangerous vehicles and/or provide funding to mitigate their safety impacts.

The draft report "does not recommend" that the legislature implement a vehicle weight
fee. We believe this recommendation is based on a flawed and selective interpretation of
the data and a lack of consideration of key issues. We also believe the report and the
Commission should not weigh in on whether or not the legislature should implement a
fee. Rather, the report should present all of the information and policy options and let
the legislature decide a course of action.

The draft report claims that the research "does not show a clear causal relationship
between vehicle weight and negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users. We
strongly disagree. While the researchers may not have been able to disentangle all of the
factors that led to increases in pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and serious injuries in
recent years, it is indisputable - as the report itself acknowledges - that in a collision, a
heavier vehicle is more dangerous due to increased kinetic energy. This study's purpose
is to report on vehicle weight, not on all of the other factors that can influence safety
outcomes. Independent of other factors, heavier vehicles are more dangerous to
vulnerable road users. The report should clearly reflect that.

The draft report inappropriately characterizes the size of a weight-based fee that would
result in changes to consumer behavior as "extremely large." As the report itself
describes, the fee would be about 7% of the purchase price of a new vehicle; whether or
not this is a "large” amount is a subjective judgement. The report should leave this
judgement to the legislature.

While the draft report acknowledges that vehicle weight fees could be an important
source of revenue for programs that increase safety for vulnerable road users, it fails to
take this important policy implication into account when concluding that the legislature
should not adopt such a fee. Even a fee which is too low to substantially impact
consumer behavior could generate enough revenue to partially mitigate the safety
impacts of larger vehicles, and this option should be made clear to legislators.

The report notes that vehicles with higher, blunter front ends pose a well-documented
danger to vulnerable road users. The report should clearly present to the legislature the
option of adopting fees based not only on weight, but also on front-end design.

The report claims that there is a "consumer preference for larger vehicles." This is an
automotive industry talking point that does not stand up to careful scrutiny. Vehicle
manufacturers have a huge incentive to make and sell larger vehicles, partly because (as
the report notes) of federal CAFE standards, and partly because they make much bigger


https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/LWi6xHDyrA!0cAtnN6f8Gyh4uA6gQsrECxbkoNFTljNYUZFo43r4tGOOiu2JshwYPH9hHynx0BzBljy2m5LTCPMt0Y9N_WOGxFWlocEDDx8xj3Oijo4m0HNZt-OIPI0BCgLNaXuwHsVsXEi$
mailto:colin.fiske@gmail.com
mailto:Cayla.McDonell@catc.ca.gov

profits from larger vehicles. Therefore, manufacturers have spent the last several
decades both (a) making bigger and bigger vehicles and (b) heavily marketing bigger
and bigger vehicles to consumers. The heavy marketing of large vehicles, which has
saturated every advertising channel for decades, combined with many manufacturers'
decisions to stop even offering smaller and lighter vehicles, makes it impossible to
determine what "consumer preferences™ actually are.

Thank you for your consideration of our feedback.

Colin Fiske (he/him)
Executive Director
CRTP - Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities

www.transportationpriorities.org
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From: Howard

To: TransportationEAC@DOT; McDonell, Cayla@CATC

Subject: COMMENTS ----VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY (AB 251) Draft Report to the Legislature — Now accepting
comments through April 1, 2026

Date: Saturday, March 14, 2026 4:06:42 AM

COMMENTS: VEHICLE WEIGHT SAFETY STUDY DRAFT REPORT

The State of California and government agencies (state and local) need a more
comprehensive plan---based on global best practices. Below are some major focus
areas (in caps) and examples of their successes around the world.

DESIGN OF STREETS, VEHICULAR SPEEDS AND TECHNOLOGY

Hoboken (New Jersey) has had no traffic deaths for eight consecutive years—via
crosswalk/ street design, reduced speed limits, and low-cost paint/ posts for safety
upgrades.

Helsinki (Finland) has had zero pedestrian, cyclist, or passenger fatalities for a year—
with a Vision-Zero policy, safe street design, lower road speeds, automated cameras,
and pedestrian-oriented urban design.

DRUNK-DRIVING LAWS AND IMPLEMENTATION

Sweden has one of the world’s lowest rates of drunk driving, due to strict laws (a
0.02% blood alcohol limit), wide random testing, harsh penalties, ignition interlocks,
and high social stigma.

VEHICLE DESIGN AND TECHNOLOGY

China’s new generation of Electric Vehicles has Al safety technology that scans roads
with lasers, sees obstacles in the dark, avoids obstacles/ pedestrians, automatically
brakes for emergencies, and refuses to let you crash.

LAWS AND REGULATIONS

California is making strides with AB 413 (“Daylighting Law”), which prohibits parking
within 20 feet of crosswalks to improve visibility—a key to Hoboken’s success.

Further statewide laws and enforcement tools should be considered: speed limits,
DUI regulations, no right turns on red, bans on retractable car door handles and
more.

Best Regards, Howard Wong, AIA, Member State EAC
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From: Driller, Brigitte@CATC

To: Driller, Brigitte@CATC
Subject: RE: Comments on the AB 251 Draft Report
Date: Sunday, April 5, 2026 8:03:57 PM

From: Marc Vukcevich <marc@streetsforall.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2026 11:49 PM

To: McDonell, Cayla@CATC <Cayla.McDonell@catc.ca.gov>
Cc: Behrens, Justin@CATC <Justin.Behrens@catc.ca.gov>
Subject: Comments on the AB 251 Draft Report

Hey folks,

Wanted to share my feedback on the draft task force report.

My understanding is that the report is not making a recommendation for or against a
weight based fee. Thats what i would expect from the task force process we had.

So i have deep concerns with regards to this paragraph on page 6 and 31, "The
Commission does not recommend implementation of a passenger vehicle weight fee at
this time. The Commission does not recommend a passenger vehicle weight fee
because, while the research shows some correlation between growing passenger
vehicle size and negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users, it does not show a
clear causal relationship between the two due to the difficulty in isolating vehicle weight
from other factors in a collision with a vulnerable road user (such as speeding,
roadway/weather conditions, distracted driving, and other road user behaviors), as well
as other data limitations. The research also shows that a passenger vehicle fee is also
unlikely to change consumer purchase behavior unless it were extremely large and that
growing passenger vehicle weight is not expected to have a significant impact on
roadway degradation.”

Specifically, the statement in red goes from beyond being passively read to sound like
the report is actively persuading against a vehicle weight fee which is a conclusion i both
dont agree with and not my understandin of the position of the report.
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| also have concerns about the line on the previous page (pg 30), "A passenger vehicle
fee is also unlikely to change consumer purchase behavior unless it were extremely
large.”

This is not an accurate reflection of the research that the task force was presented. The
research presented to the task force was detailed, showing that the structure of a weight
fee (at point of sale for example) was a significant factor as to how the a weight-based
fee would either change consumer behavior or raise revenue. | do not believe that line is
accurate as written.

Overall, here is how i would recommend rewriting that paragraph | listed above:

"The Commission does not recommend for or against an implementation of a passenger
vehicle weight fee at this time. While the research shows substantial correlation
between growing passenger vehicle size and negative safety outcomes for vulnerable
road users, it does not show a clear causal relationship between the two due to the
difficulty in isolating vehicle weight from confounded or correlative factors in a collision
with a vulnerable road user (such as speeding, roadway/weather conditions, distracted
driving, and other road user behaviors), as well as other data limitations. The research
also shows that a passenger vehicle fee would need to be structures carefully -- in such
a way that at point of sale it is structured to ensure the consumer understands the
potential high cost of a fee associated with weight. This is what would maximize
behaviorr change over potential revenue generation. Vehicle weight of single axle
vehicles are not expected to have a significant impact on roadway degradation."

Thank you so much, i look forward to these notes being incorporated into the final
document.

Marc T. Vukcevich (he/him)
Director of State Policy
Streets For All

(949) 259 3674

[
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March 31, 2026

Ms. Cayla McDonell

Associate Deputy Director

California Transportation Commission (CTC)
1120 N Street, MS 52

Sacramento, California 95814

RE: SCAG’s Support for the Draft Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report
to the Legislature

Dear Associate Director Deputy Director McDonell:

On behalf of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG),
| am writing to express our support for the Vehicle Weight Safety Study
and to acknowledge the Commission’s recommendation not to pursue a
weight-based fee at this time. Moving forward, any consideration of a
vehicle weight-based fee should occur within a broader, more
comprehensive assessment of long-term transportation funding needs,
including the evolving impacts of electric vehicles.

SCAG appreciates the Task Force’s efforts to examine the relationship
between vehicle weight, roadway safety, and infrastructure impacts. We
commend the Task Force for highlighting the growing safety implications
associated with heavier passenger vehicles, particularly for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and other vulnerable users. These findings align with trends we
are observing across the SCAG region, where vulnerable road users are
disproportionately impacted in fatal and serious injury collisions.

As the nation’s largest Metropolitan Planning Organization, representing
nearly 19 million residents across six counties, SCAG is committed to
advancing a Safe System approach that prioritizes the elimination of
traffic fatalities and serious injuries. It is important to recognize that
safety impacts are not experienced uniformly. Any policy approach
should be mindful of how different communities are affected,
particularly those facing higher safety risks and more limited
transportation options. Policies should be carefully considered to avoid
creating additional burdens where challenges already exist.

To the extent that safety-related revenue mechanisms are considered in
the future, SCAG emphasizes the importance of directing those resources
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toward proven, evidence-based safety programs. This includes investments in infrastructure
programs such as the Active Transportation Program and Safe Routes to School, as well as
complementary education, outreach, and awareness efforts that support long-term behavior
change. SCAG supports continued research and coordination at the state and federal levels to
better understand and address safety risks for vulnerable road users. Given that vehicle design,
manufacturing standards, and regulatory authority largely reside at the federal level, we
encourage continued alignment with national partners to advance meaningful safety
improvements.

SCAG remains committed to working collaboratively with state, regional, and local partners to
advance data-driven strategies that improve roadway safety and save lives.

Thank you for your leadership on this important issue. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Courtney Aguirre, Manager of Mobility Planning & Goods Movement, at (213)
236-1990 or via email at aguirre@scag.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Kome Ajise
Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments
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Date: April 1,2026

To: California Transportation Commission c/o Cayla McDonell email

From: Oona Smith, Senior Regional Planner

Re: Public Comment on Draft Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report to the Legislature

Thank you for making progress on research of this important safety topic. Addressing these
safety risks is overdue and now is the time to make haste for improving the design of motor
vehicles and streets.

PDF pg. 14, Figure 8
COMMENT: The text in the legend is fuzzy, not that legible.

PDF pg. 17 (2™ paragraph)

DRAFT: ... However, these fees would generate substantial fee revenue,
potentially reaching $850 million in 2024 ($78 million if only applied to vehicles with a
model year 2024 and newer) and $1.45 billion in 2040 ($1.2 billion if only applied to
vehicles with a model year 2024 and newer).

COMMENT: Is $78M correct? The order of magnitude does not seem parallel with the 2040
estimate, i.e. 850:78 compared to 1.45:1.2.

PDF pg. 25
6. Key Findings: Potential Weight-Based Fee Responses

DRAFT: 6.8 To address the decrease in available parking due to the increase in average vehicle
size and safety risks to vulnerable road users on local roads, local governments could
enact weight-based parking fees (at the discretion of the local agency). Several U.S.
cities either restrict parking permits to smaller vehicles or have implemented weight-
based vehicle sticker fees.

COMMENT: | appreciate this suggestion. It sounds like a good option for local governments to
consider enacting. | don't know how an agency could enact/enforce weight-based parking at
meters, unless the vehicle’s size could be the basis. | would like to see added a suggestion for
limiting the size of vehicles that are allowed to park in high-use, walkable areas with a lot of curb
activity, where big vehicles pose an extra safety risk to nearby pedestrians and bicyclists
because of the vehicles’ poor sight-distances.

PDF pg. 33
Motor Vehicle Nonoccupant Safety

DRAFT: ..Continued innovations by the automotive industry may influence future
federal standards by establishing an industry standard for motor vehicle nonoccupant
safety. A nonoccupant safety rating could further promote consumer awareness and
adoption of newer vehicles with these safety features.

COMMENT: In addition to leaving it up to the automotive industry to influence future
federal standards, the Legislature should lobby the applicable federal officials and
departments to enact better standards for protecting nonoccupants from oversized
monster vehicles, as well reeling in the industry’s trend in dangerous sizes and
hazardous designs. Safe standards should influence the automotive industry.



From: Benjamin Feldman

To: McDonell, Cayla@CATC
Subject: Re: Introduction & AB 251 Question
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 11:46:44 AM

Hi! I hope it's not too late.

A vehicle's weight is a critical variable for pedestrian and cyclist safety. The heavier the
vehicle, the more unsafe it is to be hit by that vehicle. A weight tax could be used to
internalize those externalities. Taxing weight could be a means of internalizing the risk and
incentivizing drivers to buy less heavy cars. |, personally, would advocate for a tax system
that better internalizes externalities. But, as it comes to vehicles, weight is not the only factor
that should be considered. Speed, height, and other measurable variables should be considered
as well. In effect, an effectively designed tax on cars should incentivize drivers to buy
vehicles that pose less risk to the public.
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April 1, 2026

Ms. Cayla McDonell

Associate Deputy Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS-52

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. McDonell,

The Alliance for Automotive Innovation (Auto Innovators) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments in response to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) request for public input on the
Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report that was developed pursuant to Assembly Bill 251.%2 Auto Innovators
would also like to thank the Commission staff for their work in developing the report and for the
opportunity to participate in the Task Force.

Auto Innovators shares California’s goal of improving safety for all road users, including pedestrians. This
requires a comprehensive Safe System approach that focuses on safer roads, safer vehicles, safer speeds,
safer road users, and improved post-crash care.? For more than a decade, our members have been
making significant investments to improve safety for vulnerable road users (VRU). This includes systems
such as Automatic Emergency Braking (AEB) and Pedestrian Automatic Emergency Braking (PAEB) that
help avoid or reduce the severity of crashes, as well as front-end designs that better protect road users in
the event of a crash. Advanced lighting systems can also enhance roadway visibility in low light or
nighttime conditions where pedestrian crashes are most prevalent.*

The Federal government has also been proactive in its efforts to address pedestrian safety. In 2024, the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) issued a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM)
to establish a new Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) that sets performance requirements
for occupant head protection.” The agency also updated the New Car Assessment Program (NCAP) to
assign a safety checkmark as part of its consumer information program rating if the vehicle demonstrates
acceptable levels of pedestrian head and leg impact protection.® While rulemaking efforts are still
underway, NCAP is expected to begin evaluating vehicles for such levels of protection as part of its
MY2027 testing.”®

1 Auto Innovators represents the full auto industry, including the manufacturers producing most vehicles sold in the U.S., equipment suppliers,
battery producers, semiconductor makers, technology companies, and autonomous vehicle developers. Our mission is to work with policymakers
to realize a cleaner, safer, and smarter transportation future and to ensure a healthy and competitive auto industry that supports U.S. economic
and national security. Representing over 5 percent of the country’s GDP, responsible for supporting nearly 11 million jobs, and driving $1.5 trillion
in annual economic activity, the auto industry is the nation’s largest manufacturing sector.

2 California Legislature. (2023). Assembly Bill No. 251: California Transportation Commission: vehicle weight safety study.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.qov/faces/billNavClient.xhtm|?bill id=202320240AB251

3 “What Is a Safe System Approach?” See: https://www.transportation.gov/safe-system-approach (Accessed: March 2026)

4 National Center for Statistics and Analysis. (2025, June). Pedestrians: 2023 data (Traffic Safety Facts. Report No. DOT HS 813 727). National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration

>89 FR 91670

689 FR 93000

7 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, “Pedestrian Safety Global Technical Regulation,” RIN 2127-AK98, Spring 2025 Unified Agenda
of Federal Regulatory and Deregulatory Actions, https://www.reginfo.qov/public/do/eAgendaViewRule ?publd=202504&RIN=2127-AK98

890 FR 45463




Summary

The following provides a high-level summary of Auto Innovators comments in response to the
Commission’s draft vehicle weight study report to the legislature.

1. We support the commission’s recommendation not to implement a passenger vehicle weight fee
at this time. There are many factors that contribute to pedestrian crashes in the state.

2. We oppose the proposed fee-structures suggested by the commission in the event the
legislature were to adopt a weigh-based fee, especially the purchase fee of $5 per pound for
new vehicles in excess of 3,800lbs. By increasing costs, consumers will be less likely to invest in
newer, safer vehicles. This unintended consequence could adversely affect the state’s long-term
safety goals.

3. We oppose the establishment of a non-occupant safety rating for passenger vehicles. This is
duplicative of existing efforts and will impose additional administrative costs for the state, when
these resources could be more effectively directed toward other safety programs.

4. We support the Commission’s recommendation that funding is needed to address safety for
vulnerable road users. We encourage further study of alternative mechanisms for generating
revenue to support these programs.

Main comment

1. Support for not implementing a vehicle weight-based fee at this time
Auto Innovators supports the Commission’s conclusion not to recommend the implementation of a
weight-based a fee at this time. While vehicle weight can play a role in crash injury outcomes, there are
many other factors that can impact the likelihood and severity of crashes involving vulnerable road users.

As noted in the Commission’s report, more than half of fatal crashes involving vulnerable road users in
California involve sedans. The fact that sedans also continue to be the most registered vehicles, despite
growing SUV registrations, further highlights the potential limitations of a light-truck fee-based
approach. Furthermore, the effectiveness of implementing a weight-based fee is unproven, and it is
unclear if it would address underlying challenges associated with vulnerable road user crashes such as
speeding, alcohol impairment, driver inattention, and pedestrian visibility in low-light and night-time
conditions.®

In the near-term, consumer education and enforcement efforts can help address challenges in improving
VRU safety by promoting safe driving behaviors regardless of vehicle size. To the extent that there are
funding shortfalls in addressing California’s transportation infrastructure needs, we encourage the
legislature to consider more balanced and sustainable funding mechanisms that do not disproportionally
target one specific vehicle weight segment over another.

2. Concerns with the proposed weight-based fee structure
In the event that the legislature were to consider adopting a weight-based fee, the commission offers
alternatives, such as a weight-based annual registration fee and a one-time S5 per pound fee (or tax) for
new vehicles in excess of 3,800lbs at the time of purchase. As discussed above, Auto Innovators doubts
that any such fee would have any impact on VRU safety, but of the alternatives, Auto Innovators is

9 NHTSA Countermeasures that work — High Visibility Enforcement (see: https://www.nhtsa.qov/book/countermeasures-that-work/speeding-
and-speed-management/countermeasures/enforcement/high)




strongly opposed to the proposal for a S5 per pound fee at the time of purchase given the practical
impact and utility of this proposal. Although the UC Berkeley study suggests that there will be a modest
increase in annual revenues, there is insufficient information to suggest that such an excessive fee would
have any direct impact on roadway safety.’® We also have significant concerns about the impact that the
proposed fee will have on vehicle affordability and the extent to which it could limit consumer choice or
discourage the adoption of new vehicles with more advanced safety features — particularly among
vehicle owners that rely on SUVs and pickups to meet their transportation and mobility needs. If the $5
per pound fee proposal is intended to illustrate an edge case or outlier, it should be clearly noted as such
in the report or excluded from consideration.

The proposal to introduce a new annual registration fee for vehicles above 3,800Ibs also raises questions
about the real-world impact that such a fee would have on VRU safety. The UC Berkeley study found this
would lead to almost no change in the distribution of vehicle weights, and there was no subsequent
analysis to suggest how this would lead to a change in driver behavior. We recommend further study to
evaluate consumer attitudes on the effectiveness of annual fee-based approaches for improving safety.

3. Efforts to evaluate non-occupant safety are already underway
We strongly disagree with the recommendation that California develop a consumer information ratings
program for nonoccupant protection. As previously noted, NHTSA has already developed evaluation
criteria for assessing pedestrian crash avoidance and crash protection as part of NCAP, and these new
criteria are expected to be applied as part of the program updates for rating MY2027 vehicles.

As a result, this proposal is unnecessary and may result in conflicting information being provided to
consumers — particularly if there are inconsistencies in how vehicles are rated by different programs. The
proposal will also likely add substantial costs for the state in establishing and administering the new
program, when these resources could be more effectively applied to other initiatives that could have a
more immediate impact on pedestrian safety.

4. The need for sustainable funding mechanisms to improve pedestrian safety
Auto Innovators agree with the Commission’s recommendations that funding is needed to address safety
for vulnerable road users. We also appreciate the emphasis on potential areas where revenues from a
potential fee could be reinvested in existing programs that enhance roadway safety — such as driver
education, high visibility enforcement, and other non-infrastructure-based projects.

Improving safety for vulnerable road users cannot be achieved solely by reducing the average weight of
vehicles in the fleet. We encourage the state to instead focus on identifying equitable and sustainable
funding strategies that support safety, affordability, and mobility needs of all road users. California
should continue to prioritize and expand its current efforts to ensure that VRU safety is a key
consideration in the planning, development, and implementation of new transportation projects.

Auto Innovators would welcome the opportunity to continue to work with policymakers on this
important issue and to work toward achieving our shared safety goals. Please contact me if you have any
questions.

10 Raifman, M., Griswold, J., Brownstone, D., Harvey, J., Stahl, A., Atkins, J., Johnson, C., Anderson, M., & Vaco, F. (2026). Vehicle weight safety
study: Academic report. University of California Institute of Transportation Studies. https://catc.ca.qov/-/media/ctc-
media/documents/programs/ab-251-vehicle-weight-study/2026/ucits-vwss-final-report.pdf
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Sincerely,

Sarah Puro
Vice President, Safety and Technology Policy
Alliance for Automotive Innovation
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April 1, 2026

Deputy Director Justin Behrens
Associate Deputy Director Brigitte Driller
California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS 52

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Vehicle Weight Safety Study (Assembly Bill 251)
Dear Deputy Director Behrens and Associate Deputy Director Driller,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California Transportation Commission’s Draft
Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report to the Legislature (“Draft Study Report”). We appreciate
the Commission's engagement on this issue. We are writing to request several revisions that
will clarify the Study Report’s findings and strengthen its ability to ground future decision-
making in those findings. We ask that the Commission emphasize the robust body of research
linking growing passenger vehicle size to negative safety outcomes and more neutrally describe
the tradeoffs between point-of-sale and annual vehicle weight fees.

First, we ask the Commission to clarify in the Draft Study Report that the evidence
overwhelmingly indicates that increasing vehicle weight is dangerous to road users. The draft
study report’s recommendations do not align with the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Academic
Report (“Academic Report”) that helped inform the Draft Study Report. Rather than writing
“...while the research shows some correlation between growing passenger vehicle size and
negative safety outcomes for vulnerable road users, it does not show a clear causal relationship
between the two...,” a more appropriate framing would be “...while this research does not
show a definitive causal relationship between growing passenger vehicle size and negative
safety outcomes for vulnerable road users in California, a robust body of existing research
shows a strong and concerning correlation between the two.”

While the Academic Report did not find (and, according to the researchers, could not have
found) causation, this non-finding does not undermine previous research—cited in the
Academic and Draft Study Reports—indicating that larger vehicles are more dangerous.
According to the Draft Study Report, "the Commission does not recommend implementation of
a passenger vehicle weight fee” because the Academic Report did not find a causal link
between increased vehicle size and negative safety outcomes. However, as the researchers
made clear in the Draft Study Report, the design of the study made finding causation
impossible. The researchers do, however, state that “the relationship between vehicle weight
and severity of injury in a crash is particularly well established” and that “empirical evidence

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
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supports the association between increasing vehicle weight and increasing risk of severe
injury." They later state: “All things equal, in the event of a crash between two vehicles, the
party with greater vehicle mass transfers more kinetic energy than the party with less mass,

increasing the risk of fatality or injury for occupants of the lighter vehicle (Anderson, 2008b;
Tyndall, 2021b).”

Second, we ask the Commission to more clearly and neutrally articulate the trade-offs
between the point-of-sale and annual registration fee approaches. The Academic Report is
clear that a point-of-sale weight fee has the potential to meaningfully reduce the size of
passenger vehicles. The Draft Study Report writes this option off as being infeasible but does
not cite evidence of this infeasibility. Indeed, there is no meaningful technical barrier to
feasibility—any barriers are political and best left to the Legislature to evaluate in due course.
The Draft Study Report currently recommends that if a fee is implemented, it should be an
annual registration fee, which would not change consumer behavior but would raise revenue
that could be used for safety improvements. We support investing more heavily in safety but
believe the Commission has prematurely dismissed the idea of implementing a fee that could
change behavior (in addition to raising revenue) rather than merely raising revenue. The
Commission should instead summarize the research thusly: “If state leaders’ goal were reducing
consumer demand for heavy passenger vehicles, evidence to date suggests that a point-of-sale
fee would be the most effective policy approach—while also generating meaningful revenue
that could be reinvested in safety programs. By contrast, annual registration fees have minimal
impacts on consumer behavior but still can generate meaningful revenue.”

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report and look forward to working with
your team on our shared goal of improving safety for all road users.

Sincerely,
Rabi Abonour

Transportation Analyst
NRDC (Natural Resources Defense Council)

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
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April 1, 2026

Associate Deputy Director Cayla McDonnell
California Transportation Commission

1120 N Street, MS 52

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on the Vehicle Weight Safety Study Report

Dear Associate Deputy Director McDonnell,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the AB 251 Draft Vehicle Weight Safety Study
Report. We support the in-depth technical review and the public process the CTC went through
in reviewing this complicated topic. While we appreciate CTC’s role in providing a robust
summary of academic research on vehicles weight and size, pedestrian and bicyclist safety, and
analysis of potential policy solutions, we are concerned with the report’s conclusion that vehicle
weight is not the cause of the higher rates of fatalities and injuries in car collisions. We
understand CTC'’s caution in looking at all factors objectively. However, the draft study report
already provides countless reasons why larger vehicle weight is indeed the cause of increased
injury risk to pedestrians and other road users. For example, the report states that “the share of
pedestrian crashes involving an SUV is growing faster than all other vehicle types” and that
“Sedans, SUVs, and pickups are all more frequently involved in crashes resulting in fatalities and
serious injuries to pedestrians and bicyclists in both urban and rural areas.” The report also cites
that “child pedestrians are 82% more likely to be killed if struck by an SUV versus a sedan” and
that “the majority of pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and serious injuries are caused by
sedans.” The report also confirms that it’s not just the vehicle weight that is a problem by
stating “the higher the hood height, the higher the fatality risk for vulnerable road users.”

It’s not just the draft report that confirms this correlation, but other studies have noticed that
larger vehicles have a negative impact on safety. For example, a study by the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety found that higher vehicle front ends increase the likelihood of serious
pedestrian injuries.’ Other studies have noted that pedestrians are 50% more likely to die when
struck by an SUV or pickup truck,? that children struck by an SUV are eight times more likely to

! Vehicle helght compounds dangers of speed for pedestrians (2024) Insurance lnstltutefor nghway Safety

? Desapriya et aI (2010) Do Light Truck Vehicles (LTV) Impose Greater Risk of Pedestrian Injury Than Passenger Cars? A
Meta-analysis and Systematic Review. Traffic Injury Prevention
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die than children struck by passenger vehicle,® and that data from as early as 1994 still showed
that light trucks are three times as likely to cause serious injuries and twice as likely to kill
pedestrians in car crashes.”

We urge the CTC to recommend that the Legislature adopt a vehicle weight-based fee. As
stated above, both the draft study report and other research studies overwhelmingly show that
larger vehicles pose a larger significant safety risk to vulnerable road users. Continuing to ignore
this plethora of evidence is akin to denying climate change in the middle of an unprecedented
heatwave. As one of the transportation agencies, the CTC is bound to help improve safety on
our roadways, and continuing to deny the impact of large vehicles will result in more needless
pedestrian and bicyclist deaths. Thus, we ask the CTC to encourage the implementation of a
weight-based fee and to recommend that this fee be used to fund active transportation
projects, which have been proven to help prevent car crashes and fatalities.” This suggestion
was further supported by Commissioners during the presentation of the Draft Vehicle Weight
Safety Study Report at the March CTC Hearing. The report already shows that even a small
weight fee can be used to generate a substantial fee revenue, which can offset the safety risks
of large vehicles by investing into constructing safety projects.

Thank you in advance for your consideration. We look forward to working with your team to
ensure that our roadways remain safe for all road users.

Sincerely,

Sofia Rafikova
Policy Advocate
Coalition for Clean Air

3 Edwards, M. & Leonard, D. (2022) Effects of large vehicles on pedestrian and pedalcyclist injury severity. Journal of Safety
Research https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0022437522000810?via%3Dihub

* Roudsari et al. (2004) Pedestrian crashes: higher injury severity and mortality rate for light truck vehicles compared with
passenger vehicles. Injury Prevention https://injuryprevention.bmj.com/content/10/3/154
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