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Introduction
With the advent of unconventional production techniques, the U.S. now has ready access to long-term domestic
supplies of low-cost natural gas. This development has the potential to significantly transform passenger and
commercial vehicle usage by decreasing reliance on imported fuels. In order to capitalize on this opportunity,
conversion of refueling stations and vehicles to use natural gas should be addressed simultaneously in order to
avoid the chicken-and-egg dilemma. As implementation of this strategy moves forward, the potential economic
impact will be far-reaching.

Map 1 - Texas Clean Energy Triangle vs. State of Texas with current and future CNG and LNG Fueling Stations. Source:
Alternative Fuel Center, Department of Energy, CCBR GIS, H. Eid
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Public investment in natural gas fueling stations and the vehicles they support will have impacts on the economy of
Texas and develop industries that create jobs and improve air quality for citizens of the state. This study provides a
background and impacts of several Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP) grants that are administered by the
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). The three grants included in this study are Clean
Transportation Triangle (CTT), Alternative Fueling Facilities Program (AFFP), and Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Program
(TNGVP). These grants support demand on a wide range of Texas industries and their workforce.
According to UT Austin Center for Sustainable Development, the Texas Triangle area comprises 60,000 square
miles, less than 25 percent of the state total. The highway boundaries of the ‘mega-region’ include IH-10: 198
miles, IH-35: 271 miles, and IH-45: 241 miles. This mega-region, one of 11 in the U.S and Canada, classified as such
due to estimates of up to 63 million per region by 2025.
The population of TERP eligible counties in the Texas Clean Transportation Triangle (not including El Paso),
according to the 2010 Census and Texas State Demographer population forecasts are:




2010 population is 11,132,634
2013 estimated population is 11,823,188
2022 estimated population is 20,068,854

The total 2010 population in Texas was 25,145,561 with the triangle counties accounting for 44.3 percent of the
state’s population in that year. The Texas Clean Transportation Triangle is comprised of 64 total counties and
multiple grants overlap in this area.
The TCEQ, through their CTT and AFFP grants awarded almost $20.9 million to 54 natural gas stations applicants
between 2012 and 2014, these grants are awarded on an annual basis. In addition to the grant awarded funds the
54 current grantees are committed to invest almost $85.9 million of their own money to build these facilities. In
2012, 15 grantees were awarded $4.25 million. In 2013, 7 grantees were awarded $1.45 million. For the last round
of grants in 2014, 32 grantees were awarded $15.16 million, this significant jump in grantees can be attributed to
increased awareness of the grants and their benefits by the public and TCEQ adapting and constantly improving
the grant process for each cycle. For the AFFP grants these figures count only natural gas related grants and no
other alternative fuel grants.
The TCEQ, through their TNGVP grant supported 618 vehicle purchases and 4 vehicle conversions for 50 applicants
from 2012 to August 2014, these grants run on 2 year cycles. During the 2012-2013 cycle the TNGVP grants
provided 31 grantees with funding to replace and repower 477 natural gas vehicles in their fleets, totaling $25.8
million. For the current 2014-2015 cycle 145 vehicles for 19 grantees have been approved for replacement and
repowering of their fleets, totaling $6.2 million in grant money, for a total state investment of $32 million as of
August 2014. The 2014-2015 cycle data is based on data obtained from TCEQ in early August, 2014 these numbers
have significantly increased since then.
The three grant funding totals, which add up to almost $52.9 million, were distributed 60 percent spent on vehicles
and 40 percent on stations for all three years.
To estimate their economic impacts, the following activities were included in the analyses:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Construction expenditures from grantees (2013, 2014, and 2015)
Equipment expenditures from grantees (2013, 2014, and 2015)
Vehicle related impacts: production, maintenance, and service of trucks (2014, 2015, and 2018)
Operations from Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) and Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) stations (2014, 2015, and
2018)
Production from natural gas demanded by trucks (2014, 2015, and 2018)
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The original amount of grantees for the years 2012 and 2013 was 22, but two of these have cancelled their
projects. Of the 20 remaining grantees, several have delayed their plans and have not finished the construction of
the stations, yet. For the analysis, it was assumed that 11 of the grantees finished their construction plans in 2013
while the remaining nine finished their projects in 2014. In 2014, 32 new grantees were added to the list of
stations and are assumed to finish the construction phase in early 2015. Based on information provided by the
grantees, the numbers of trucks served by the new facilities were estimated for 2014, 2015, and 2018. The
following table summarizes the total impacts from the programs under study. 1 Total impacts include direct,
indirect, and induced effects. 2
For 2013, the economic impacts are as follows:
 $30 million in total economic output
 132 full time equivalent jobs
 $7.6 million dollars payroll
 $14.7 million gross state product
However, according to the analysis, the economic indicators experience a sharp ramp-up period between 2013 and
2014:
 $128 million in total economic output
 927 full time equivalent jobs
 $38 million dollars payroll
 $79 million gross state product
Also, according to the analysis, the economic indicators experience a significant jump period between 2014 and
2015:
 $474 million in total economic output
 3,333 full time equivalent jobs
 $141.4 million dollars payroll
 $288 million gross state product
Summary of Benefits from the Programs
2013 *
2014 **
Output Millions $
$30.2
$127.6
Employment Full-Time
132
927
Payroll Millions $
$7.6
$37.8
Gross State Product Millions $
$14.7
$79.1
State Government Revenues Millions ⁰
$0.4
$3.5
Local Government Revenues Millions ⁰
$0.4
$3.7
Value of Natural gas, Millions $
N/A
$7.8
Number of new stations from programs (2012-2014)
11
20
Estimate number of heavy-trucks served at stations
762
1,187
Severance tax, Millions $
N/A
$0.6

2015 ***
$473.9
3,333
$141.4
$288.2
$12.4
$12.9
$18.0
52
2,636
$1.4

2018 ****
$483.8
3,076
$133.7
$301.9
$14.6
$15.1
$67.1
52
6,985
$5.0

Table 1 - Economic impacts summary
* Includes construction of stations and equipment expenditures
** Includes construction of stations and equipment expenditures, operations of stations, natural gas production, and new NGV (new trucks) related jobs
*** Includes construction of stations and equipment expenditures, operations of stations, natural gas production, and new NGV (new trucks) related jobs
**** Includes operations of stations, natural gas production, and new NGV (new trucks) related jobs
⁰ Does not include severance taxes

1

At the end of this chapter, more detailed impacts by type and year are pre
sented.
2
The impacts were estimated using IMPLAN version 3, database 2012, for the State of Texas.
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A forecast for 2018, using information from the grantees in terms of future operations of the gas stations and the
number of trucks served at the stations, shows the following effects:
 $484 million in total economic output
 3,076 full time equivalent jobs
 $134 million dollars payroll
 $302 million gross state product
Taking advantage of these grants, both Texas and national companies are benefiting from lower fuel prices to
create opportunities for private and public fleets statewide.

Figure 1 - Natural Gas Filling Station & Heavy Duty Truck powered by Natural Gas
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Background
Natural gas vehicles (NGVs) are the most popular alternative fuel vehicles in the state of Texas, according to newly
released data from the Texas Railroad Commission. 3 Over 7,000 natural gas vehicles currently operate in the state.
The popularity of natural gas as a fuel source is also reflected with the sale of CNG (compressed natural gas) and
LNG (liquefied natural gas), which sold over 11.4 million gallon equivalents within the first nine months of fiscal
year 2014. The Texas Comptroller reports that these sales figures surpass previous estimations by 72 percent and
represent $1.7 million in natural gas motor-fuel tax collections thus far in fiscal year 2014.4 According to the
Department of energy, Natural gas burns cleaner than gasoline or diesel fuels because of its lower carbon content.
Converting conventional vehicles as well as light-heavy duty commercial vehicles is a good option for incorporating
alternative fuels into fleets and other engine applications. 5

Figure 2 - Alternative Fuel Average Prices in the United States, April 2014

Figure 2 illustrates the financial incentive provided by natural gas. The price of a gasoline gallon equivalent of CNG
fuel is $1.50, which is 41 percent less than traditional gasoline and 50 percent less than diesel fuel. 6 Natural gas
prices have remained stable relative to the high degree of fluctuation in the gasoline and diesel markets.7 These
characteristics provides CNG and LNG an advantage in the alternative fuels market.

3

Heather Ball, Texas Railroad Commission, July 31, 2014.
Ibid.
5 Natural Gas Vehicle Emiisions, Alternative fuels data center, Department of Energy, June 18, 2014, from
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/vehicles/natural_gas_emissions.html
8 Clean Cities Alternative Fuel Price Report. January 2014. Retrieved from
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/publication/alternative_fuel_price_report_april_2014.pdf
7 Economics of Natural Gas. (n.d.).Westport » Natural Gas for Transportation ». Retrieved June 18, 2014, from
http://www.westport.com/is/natural-gas/economics
4
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State Grant Information
As of September 2014, 54 facilities were awarded both CTT and AFFP grant funding, with an investment by the
applicants of $85.9 million, and a grant investment from the State of $20.85 million, as shown in Table 2.
Facility Grant Types, Budgets, and Awards
Category (2012, 2013,
2014)
All Grants/Fuels
Grant Type

Fuel Type

Number of
Grantees

Average Project
Budget

Average
Grant Award

Total Project
Budget

Total Grant
Awards

All

54

$1,304,733.68

$397,624.47

$85,892,964.96

$20,850,433.00

AFFP

17

$2,009,527.71

$540,636.29

$34,161,971.11

$9,190,817.00

CTT

37

$1,398,134.97

$315,124.76

$51,730,993.85

$11,659,616.00

CNG

45

$1,580,283.02

$383,342.96

$71,112,735.96

$17,250,433.00

LNG

2

$623,814.50

$250,000.00

$1,247,629.00

$500,000.00

LCNG

7

$1,933,228.57

$442,857.14

$13,532,600.00

$3,100,000.00

Table 2 - CTT & AFFP Grant Totals and Averages

According to the Alternative Fuel Data Center at the Department of Energy, there is a total of 66 public and 37
private stations currently operating in Texas, for a total of 103 active natural gas fueling stations while 26 are
planned to become active in the near future.
From 2012-2014, four vehicles were repowered or converted, and 618 were replaced through the TNGVP grant.
Average grant investment for each of the 622 trucks is around $51,500, with grant awards ranging from $18,000 to
$90,000. Over 75 percent of the trucks being replaced are operating or scheduled to operate in the Dallas/Fort
Worth area (250) and the Houston/Galveston/Brazoria area (215), while 100 percent of all of the repowered
vehicles that have applied for grant funding are also operating or scheduled to be operating in the same areas.

Primary Area/ County
Dallas/Fort Worth
Houston/Galveston/Brazoria

TNGVP Grant Awards
Number of Vehicles
Number of Vehicles
Repowered
Replaced
3
250
1
215

Total Grant
Amount
$12,207,300
$12,570,750

San Antonio

0

44

$1,462,500

IH 35

0

39

$1,758,000

El Paso

0

15

$1,350,000

Inside Clean Texas Triangle

0

42

$2,220,000

Beaumont/Port Arthur

0

3

$162,000

Tyler/Longview

0

10

$300,000

Total

4

618

$32,030,550

Table 3 - TNGVP Vehicle Grant Areas and Awards
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Overview of Texas Adoption Opportunities
The Texas Emission Reduction Plan (TERP) provides financial grants and opportunities to individuals, businesses,
and local governments. These grants are designed to help reduce emissions by expanding and supporting the use
of natural gas in vehicles and equipment that operate inside Texas Clean Energy Triangle, while increasing access
natural gas fueling options for the public. Grants include, but are not limited to, the Clean Transportation Triangle
(CTT), the Alternative Fueling Facilities Program (AFFP), and the Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Grant Program
(TNGVGP). For the purpose of this report, only natural gas facilities numbers are used from the AFFP numbers and
results available from TERP.

Map 2 - Texas Clean Energy Triangle grant regions. Source: TCEQ, CCBR GIS, H. Eid
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The grants are awarded to carriers using heavy-duty/medium-duty trucks and potential facilities in areas classified
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as nonattainment zones for nitrous oxide, or NOx. Grant related
modifications to fleet vehicles must produce a cumulative net reduction in NOx. This coupled with grant funding
available to assist with facilities that support the fueling infrastructure of these fleet vehicles and the public are
aimed encourage more widespread adoption of natural gas in vehicles and assist with the overall cumulative net
reduction in NOx emissions in these nonattainment areas.

Clean Transportation Triangle and Alternative Fueling Facilities Program
The Clean Transportation Triangle and the Alternative Fueling Facilities Program were established by Senate Bill
385 in the 82nd Legislature in 2011. The legislature overwhelmingly approved the bill with a 29-2 Senate vote, and
a 132-6 House vote. The CTT and AFFP are strategic initiatives designed to encourage the building of natural gas
fueling infrastructure to connect Dallas/Fort Worth, San Antonio, Austin, and Houston, and to support fleets and
other drivers of alternative fuel vehicles with strategically planned high-volume public access stations. The project
was developed in collaboration with over 300 companies, non-profit corporations, and academic institutions in
Texas. It has expanded throughout the state and is leading connectivity through Texas to both coasts and to
Mexico and Canada via IH-35. The CTT and AFFP were later modified by the Senate Bill 1727 in the 83rd Legislature
in 2013. Although these programs were established at the same time, they have their differences.
The CTT enables grants for the creation of natural gas fueling stations in the 63 eligible CTT counties. 8 The 2013
amended changes for the CTT include: removing the requirement that stations had to be no more than three miles
from an interstate highway; removing the limit on the number of grants an entity may receive; requiring a
certification of compliance with fuel tax laws; and increasing the maximum grant amounts to these various
amounts per type: CNG, from $100,000 to $400,000; LNG, from $250,000 to $400,000; and CNG+LNG, from
$400,000 to $600,000.
The AFFP enables grants for the construction, reconstruction, or acquisition of facilities to store, compress, or
dispense alternative fuels within the 18 nonattainment counties, as well as El Paso County. 1 As for the 2013
amendment change for the AFFP, it increased the maximum grant amount from $400,000 to $600,000, or 50
percent of eligible costs, whichever is the lesser amount of the two.

Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Program
The TNGVP grant provides funding to encourage an entity that owns and operates a heavy-duty or medium-duty
motor vehicle to repower the vehicle with a natural gas engine or replace the vehicle with a natural gas vehicle.
The project must show to reduce NOx by at least 25 percent.9 This grant was established by the Senate Bill 385,
82nd Texas Legislature in 2011, under the Texas Health and Safety Code (THSC), Chapter 394. The grant’s award
will pay up to 90 percent of incremental cost to purchase, lease, commercially finance, or repower with qualifying
natural gas vehicles or engines. The predetermined grant amounts are based on the size of the natural gas fueling
system and the usage of the funded vehicles. When receiving the grant, the applicant will be reimbursed after the
purchase or installment of the new vehicle or engine. However, after the reimbursement, the applicant must
commit to several guidelines. The usage commitments include applicants committing to operate the grant-funded
vehicles in the eligible Texas counties for at least 75 percent of the annual mileage for the activity life; grant
recipients must monitor and report on annual mileage and location of use at least annually over the activity life
(earlier of four years or 400,000 miles of operation after the date of) and reimbursement determined by the TCEQ;
and proper permanent disposal and destruction of the vehicles within 90 days of receiving reimbursement from
the state. The standard destruction methods include crushing the vehicle and engine; drilling hole in the engine

8

"Clean Transportation Triangle (CTT) Program and Alternative Fueling Facilities Program (AFFP)." Clean Transportation Triangle (CTT) Program
and Alternative Fueling Facilities Program (AFFP). http://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp/ctt.html (accessed June 2014).
9 "Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Grant Program." Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Grant Program. http://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp/tngvgp.html
(accessed June 2014).
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block and cutting frame rails in half; or sending the engine to an authorized remanufacturing facility, unless it was
approved by the TCEQ that the applicants are allowed to keep their vehicle.

Figure 3: Natural Gas Fuel Tank and Regulator; Source: CCBR

Conversion of Engines into Natural Gas Engines
As mentioned in the previous section, fleet investors have the option to either purchase new vehicles or convert
the engines of conventional-fuel to alternative-fuel. Conversion costs for natural gas vehicles range between
$12,000 and $18,000, which covers the replacement and installation of fuel tanks, tubes, brackets, and other
retrofits.10 Conversion pricing varies by make, model, year, and tank size11.
Based on the TNGVP grant applicants the average incremental cost for each medium-heavy duty CNG/LNG vehicle
is $57,218 with the grant covering up to 90 percent of the incremental cost. The operation of a natural gas truck
results in a savings of $0.15 per mile in operational costs in comparison to diesel trucks. Natural gas vehicles under
heavy usage (over 150,000 miles per year) have a payback period of 18 months (1.5 years), and NGVs with an
operational usage of 100,000 annual miles possess a payback period of 28 months (2.3 years).
The 622 TNGVP grant vehicles are estimated to replace over 9.65 million gallons of diesel fuel per year, this is
based on the average diesel gallon equivalent (DGE) consumption of CNG/LNG trucks is 15,540 gallons per year.
The 476 trucks from the 2012-2013 cycle are estimated to displace almost 7.4 million DGE and the current 20142015 cycle displacing over 2.25 million DGE.
Diesel Gallon Equivalent of CNG/LNG Vehicles Displaced by TNGVP Vehicles
Grant Cycle Years

2012-2013

2014-2015

Total Trucks

Number of Trucks Replaced

476

145

622

Average DGE per truck per year

15,540

15,540

15,540

Amount of DGE displaced

7,397,040

2,253,300

9,665,880

Table 4 - DGE Displacement

10

CNG Frequently Asked Questions - OEM Systems. (n.d.). CNG Frequently Asked Questions - OEM Systems. Retrieved June 18, 2014, from

http://www.oemsystems.net/faqs
11

One of the participating dealerships for Texas Natural Gas Vehicle Grant Program in 2012 stated that the CNG conversion cost approximately
$15,000.
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The average comparative fuel costs for vehicles are estimated at $3.75/gal for diesel, $2.50/gal for natural gas,
with an estimated average vehicle cost per mile of $0.58 for diesel, and $.43 for natural gas.
For the total number of trucks served at the grant funded stations, some assumptions were made for the 2013 and
2018 values of number of trucks on the road. In the case of the year 2013, there were some stations without an
estimated number of trucks served, in one of these cases it was assumed that close to seven (7) trucks were served
the initial year. On the other hand, one company, using other stations information as a reference, was assumed to
serve 387 trucks the first year. The majority of stations reported serving between 25 and 40 trucks the first year of
operations. For this year the estimated number of trucks served is 762.
For the year 2018, there were several stations without information for the number of trucks served. When
possible, the amounts available for 2015 were used again for 2018, making them relatively small when compared
to other stations values. The estimated amount of trucks served is 6,985.
For both years, when the values of DGE expected to be supplied at the stations were provided, the study assumed
that each truck used 15,540 DGE per year. The value of 15,540 per year was obtained as an average from the
stations that provided information for both values: the number of trucks served and the supply of DGE per year.
Some stations reported the number of light vehicles to be served at the stations, close to 460 light vehicles for
2018. These light vehicles were converted to heavy duty vehicles by using a factor of 4.5 according to gas usage
comparisons between light- and heavy-vehicles.
For the economic impacts, the estimated value for 2013 was used as a reference for projections of trucks served
for the years 2014, 2015, and 2018, as explained in the economic impacts assumptions. Only the trucks served in
2014, 2015, and 2018 were used to estimate operations impacts.
Displaced Amount of Diesel Gallons Equivalents by New Trucks served at Stations
Number of trucks (Estimates)
Average DGE per truck per year
Amount of DGE displaced

2014
1,187
15,540
18,443,710

2015
2,636
15,540
40,963,440

2018
6,985
15,540
108,544,630

Table 5- DGE Displacement Assumptions from Economic Impacts

Station Capital Costs
Several important studies detail the potential cost of building a natural gas fueling station. CNG and LNG stations
have been estimated to cost between $1 and $4 million, while another study lowered the range to between
$400,000 and $2 million. 12 13 A third study estimates a station cost of $2 million including all equipment,
engineering, site work, project management, and installation and start-up costs. 14 All of these studies operate
under the assumption that building a natural gas station is more expensive than a conventional gasoline facility,
with one study calculating that natural gas stations cost three times as much. 15 These studies differ in how they
interpret the dispensing rate of the station and the tank size needed. 16 17

12

U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Annual Energy Outlook” (2010)
California Energy Commission, “2010/2011 Investment Plan for the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program” (2010)
14 Gladstein, Neandross and Associates (GNA), “NGV Roadmap for Pennsylvania Jobs, Energy Security and Clean Air” (2011)
15
Fuels Institute, “Tomorrow’s Vehicles: What will we drive in 2023?” (2013)
16 In the California Energy Commission’s study, fast-fill station size is charted according to the station’s dispensing rate. In another study, the
U.S. Department of Energy further adds to the chart by converting the dispensing rate from standard cubic feet per minute (scfm) to a gasoline
gallon equivalent (GGE) using 126.7 scfm per 1 GGE for comparison.
17
U.S. Department of Energy, “Issues Affecting Adoption of Natural Fuel in Light- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles” (2010)
13
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Station Operating and Maintenance Costs
The operating costs of vehicle fueling stations include the costs of fuels, utilities, operations, and taxes. While
natural gas fueling stations share this basic cost structure, there are differences between the costs to stations that
dispense CNG, LCNG, LNG, gasoline, and diesel. The cost of crude oil and refining for gasoline and diesel stations is
the most costly operating expense, accounting for 75 to 81 percent of the retail price of operating the station. The
price of natural gas is also the largest expense for CNG stations, but at 59 percent of the operating costs, it
represents a much smaller share than all other stations. The price of natural gas for LNG and LCNG stations is the
greatest operating expense by a large amount, representing 82 percent of the total operating costs.
The cost of electric utilities, maintenance, and transportation are more important operating costs for CNG and LNG
than gas and diesel stations. Electricity used in the compression of natural gas accounts for 21 percent of the
operating cost for CNG stations. LCNG stations require more electricity than traditional LNG stations to convert
LNG into LCNG, but spend 16-18 percent less of the total operating cost on electricity than CNG stations.
Federal and state taxes are operating expenses for all vehicle fueling stations. Taxes levied on natural gas stations
account for a higher percentage of the total operating expenses than traditional gas stations. While gas and diesel
stations spend 12 percent of their total operating expenses on taxes, natural gas stations spend between 13 and
20 percent of their operating expenses on taxes.

Retail Price
Estimated Operating Percentage
Estimated Operating Cost Per GGE

CNG
($GGE)
$2.1918
75%
$1.64

LCNG
($GGE)
$2.6019
98%
$2.56

LNG ($GGE)

Gas

$1.6620
99%
$1.64

$3.43
97%
$3.33

Diesel
($GGE)
$3.4621
97%
$3.36

Table 6 - Estimated Operating Costs; Source: AFDC

Figure 4- LCNG Station and Fleet Customer filling up with LNG

18

ibid
ibid
20
Retail price reflects national average. http://www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/publication/alternative_fuel_price_report_april_2014.pdf (April
2014) Converted $2.610 per gallon of LNG to GGE using 0.636 GGE conversion rate http://www.energyalmanac.ca.gov/transportation/gge.html
(retrieved July 11, 2014)
21 Retail price reflects national average. Converted $3.830 per gallon of Diesel to GGE using 0.877 GGE conversion rate
http://www.energyalmanac.ca.gov/transportation/gge.html (retrieved July 11, 2014)
19
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GIS mapping of Facilities in Texas

Map 3- TCTT Grantee Facility by Grant Type. Source: TCEQ, CCBR GIS, H. Eid
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Map 4 - CTT & AFFP Grantee facilities by fuel type Source: TCEQ, CCBR GIS, H. Eid
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Map 5 - CTT & AFFP Grantee by grant award size. Source: TCEQ, CCBR GIS, H. Eid
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Conclusion
The program supporting natural gas vehicle conversions or replacement, as well as facility construction, has made
an impact on the availability of the natural gas options for transportation. According to David Porter, Texas
Railroad Commissioner, availability of facilities has supported purchase and use of vehicles that use this fuel, which
in turn spurs additional facility construction. State monies provided by these incentive grants contributed
approximately 25 percent of the total of private sector investment in facilities spending, and provided a highly
beneficial and positive economic impact for Texas related to jobs, environmental sustainability, energy
independence, and the strength of Texas industry and its citizens.
In the past, the adoption of NG vehicles has been delayed because of a “chicken or egg” problem: fleet owners did
not want to invest in new NG trucks because of the absence of natural gas stations; and station owners did not
want to invest in NG facilities because of the absence of trucks using these facilities. The grants help in reducing
the costs to build the stations and, at the same time, allow station and fleet owners to develop partnerships that
are mutually beneficial. Several station grantees show the commitments from fleets as the basis for their future
success.
The program supporting natural gas vehicle conversions or replacement, as well as facility construction, has made
an impact on the availability of the natural gas options for transportation. According to David Porter, Texas
Railroad Commissioner, availability of facilities has supported purchase and use of vehicles that use this fuel, which
in turn spurs additional facility construction. State monies provided by these incentive grants contributed
approximately 25 percent of the total of private sector investment in facilities spending, and provided a highly
beneficial and positive economic impact for Texas related to jobs, environmental sustainability, energy
independence, and the strength of Texas industry and its citizens.
In the past, the adoption of NG vehicles has been delayed because of a “chicken or egg” problem: fleet owners did
not want to invest in new NG trucks because of the absence of natural gas stations; and station owners did not
want to invest in NG facilities because of the absence of trucks using these facilities. The grants help in reducing
the costs to build the stations and, at the same time, allow station and fleet owners to develop partnerships that
are mutually beneficial. Several station grantees show the commitments from fleets as the basis for their future
success.

Figure 5- TERP Grant Funded Vehicle
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About the Center for Community &
Business Research
The Center for Community and Business Research (CCBR) is one of ten centers within the University of Texas at San
Antonio’s Institute for Economic Development. Each center is specifically designed to address different economic,
community, and small to medium sized business development needs. CCBR conducts regional evaluation,
assessment, and long-term applied research on issues related to community and business development. CCBR
serves the needs of economic development agencies, workforce development boards, businesses, associations,
city, state and federal governments and other community stakeholders in search of information to make better
informed decisions.
CCBR develops, conducts, and reports on research projects that shed light on how organizations, communities, or
the economy work. This is done through the use of various techniques including, but not limited to:












Economic Impact Analyses
Feasibility Studies and Market Analyses
Surveys of Business and Community Organizations
Community Development Studies
Interdependent Critical Infrastructure Analysis
Transportation studies
Economic Development Corporation/Department Analysis and Evaluation
Monitoring and Evaluation
EB-5 Regional Center studies
Analysis of Secondary Data
Report Writing and Presentation

For more information about CCBR or the Institute for Economic Development, please contact (210) 458-2020.
The mission of the Institute for Economic Development is to provide ongoing consulting, training, technical,
research and information services in tandem with University-based assets and resources and other state, federal
and local agencies, to facilitate economic, community and business development throughout South Texas and the
Border Region.
Working together to build the economy one business at a time!
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