


From: Uresti, Albert [mailto:Albert.Uresti@bexar.org]  
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 3:42 PM 
To: Brewster, Whitney <Whitney.Brewster@txdmv.gov>; Kuntz, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Kuntz@txdmv.gov> 
Cc: Palacios, Stephen <spalacios@bexar.org>; Anderson, Lisa <lisaanderson@bexar.org>; Uresti, Albert 
<Albert.Uresti@bexar.org> 
Subject: Bexar County Process and Handling Fees Alternate Proposal 
 
4-1-16 
Ms. Whitney Brewster and Mr. Jeremiah Kuntz, 
Please forward this email to all the TxDMV Board Members by today if possible.  Thanks. 
au 
 
March 31, 2016 
 
Dear TxDMV Board Members, 
 
Attached is the proposal I sent Representative Joe Pickett and Senator Robert Nicholls.  The proposal 
was put together by Bexar County.  Although I am not representing other Tax Offices, many do share our 
concerns.  Both Travis County Tax Assessor Bruce Elfant and I have run the numbers using my attached 
proposal, and the numbers work for both of our counties.  I think our plan is a good one for the Citizens 
of Texas, the TxDMV, and the Tax Assessor Offices statewide.  Additionally, our plan will prevent the Tax 
Offices statewide from losing over $7.5 million under the TxDMV proposal, and instead will allow the 
Tax Offices to see an estimated increase in compensation of over $1.7 million statewide.   
 
The attached proposal shows the losses and compensations for Bexar County under the TxDMV proposal 
and under the Bexar County plan, as well as the Counties combined together statewide.  The numbers 
and percentages used in the attachment are those given to us by TxDMV.  The numbers and percentages 
used for Bexar County are our own actual numbers. 
 
My plan did not make any changes to the portion that TxDMV is wanting to retain from the 
registrations.  My plan keeps internet registrations under the County Tax Assessors and not Xerox, as is 
being proposed by TxDMV.  Placing internet registrations with Xerox is a disservice to the Citizens of 
Texas.  The Citizens will still call and come to the County Tax Offices when problems arise, not the Xerox 
Office.  Online registration will also be less expensive as TxDMV wanted.  The only requirement for my 
plan to work is for the Limited (HEBs, etc.) and Full Service Deputies to continue to receive their fee as a 
convenience fee apart from the P&H fees; the same way it’s been for over 30 years.   
  
The Counties had been assured by TxDMV that they would not lose money under the new process and 
handling fee proposal; however, we estimate the Counties statewide will lose over $7.5 million per 
year.  Bexar County alone is losing $930,000 per year.  Travis County, and Harris County, along with the 
other counties statewide, will also see a net loss in compensation.   
 
TxDMV paid for a study to insure the Counties would be compensated correctly; however, the fees 
being proposed by TxDMV are lower than the study recommended.  Finally, TxDMV’s plan to save 
money on the issuance of license plates is something they can do now and should have done a long time 
ago and does not require any plan changes. 
 



We ask that you please consider our proposal carefully.  All of us share the same goal, which is to 
continue to provide the Citizens of Texas the best customer service possible.  Thanks. 
 
Albert Uresti  
 
Albert Uresti, MPA, PCC 
Bexar County Tax Assessor-Collector 
210.335.6585 
albert.uresti@bexar.org  

 
 



















From: billie davison
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: rule proposal on 217
Date: Monday, April 25, 2016 1:29:07 PM

Terry Davison Auto Imports
11320 Ranch Rd 2222
Austin, Texas 78730

Mr. Duncan,

This is in reference to the possibly limiting prices on the independent tax offices.  As a
 small
independent dealer myself this will possibly put us out of business also.  As a small
 business owner we do employee 4 persons.  We provide a valuable service to our
 community.  We also support the local schools with all the extra they have to raise for
 the student activities.
It is very important that we are able to get funding on vehicles quickly.  As you know
 this requires the 130-U white slip to be provided to the lender.  We can't wait days for
 the county tax office turn around time.  I am also a big supporter of local family
 business.
Universal Auto Title is just that.
  I am more than happy to pay the extra fee to get a very quick turn around.  The staff
 is friendly and professional.  It is very helpful if I have a question or problem to be
 able to pick up the phone and have a person answer the call and help me quickly
 with my problem or concern. 
I know Universal employees 7 ladies and it would be a shame to put all the
 employees of all the offices out of work.  Jobs are very important to our survival.  I
 just don't see the justification of all this.  If I don't want to pay the fee I will not go.  It
 is that simple.  If you do have a hand in forcing the closing due to the regulation of
 fees the other offices will just be overwhelmed and cause even longer delays.

Thank you,
Billie Davison



From: Brandon
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Fry Title
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:55:54 AM

Please keep the independent title offices in business!

Sent from my iPhone



From: Peggy Ellithorpe
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Cc: Frytitle
Subject: I don"t support your proposed changes to private auto title service
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 10:55:52 AM

To: 
David D. Duncan
General Counsel
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles
4000 Jackson Avenue, Building 1
Austin, TX. 78731

Mr Duncan 
I use a privately owned auto title service for all my title service needs. Because they are
 BETTER than going the governmental routes. 

Do not do anything to change The Texas Administrative Code that would result in
 permanently closing my preferred title service effective January 1, 2017.  

The proposed changes include placing a limit on the convenience charge you pay. - I don't
 support this. 

 The proposed rates will immediately force the title services to close which is against public
 interest and ultimately increase costs to the taxpayer. That's me, I don't support this either. 

These private title businesses have been a part of the community for the last 56 years and each
 employee and the owners wish to continue to serve the residents of Travis County. You don't
 have a right to close someone's legally operating business, so just knock it off.

I support them in their fight to keep their doors open to serve ME and all of their other loyal
 customers!

I live here.  This is what I want. You are my public servant in these matters, and you must do
 what the public requests. 

Thank you. 
P L Ellithorpe 
12318 Shropshire Blvd
Austin TX 78753 
 



From: Pat Fox
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Fry Auto Title Services
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:27:56 AM

 
To whom it may Concern,
 
I have used Fry Auto Title Service for many years and I would hate to see them go out of business. 
All the Best  …   Pat Fox



From: Ken Gray
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Private title companies
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:38:33 AM

Please allow private title companies, like Fry Title, to continue their services.  They provide a
 valuable service for my truck fleet that otherwise would be overly burdensome at a DMV
 office.   
  I'm happy paying their convenience fee.  It truly is a convenience worth paying for.  Please
 allow us to continue our freedom to choose.

Thank you 

Ken F. Gray
Tejas Water Haulers 
POB 40448 Austin, TX 78704
512.200.3255 
TejasWaterHaulers.com



From: James Hill
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Rule Proposal on Ch. 217
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 11:42:30 AM

What am I not understanding about allowing private people to do registration so I have to wait
 and look online for 10 years and deal with your s***** f****** mediocrity.

Is there something I'm missing? Please advise because if you're trying to shut down private
 people there helping people save time and get their f****** car  registered and not deal with
 your red tape and your f****** asshole, smarmy, rude, aloof, chip-on-their-shouder f******
 employees then yeah you can go f*** yourself because you're just another hole trying to
 make our government bigger and sit here while I'm having to pay for it and sit in the f******
 nasty chair for an hour just to get my f****** car registered. This should be done by
 technology or at least by private parties because you can't do it all obviously. You got 100
 motherfuckers sitting in chairs like its a fucking AA meeting. No one signed up for this and
 theres a private solution and you want to f*** with it? Are you f****** serious?

Getting your registration is abouy two steps down from going to county now.

In America when youre not good at your job someone else helps or takes over.

That whats happened. Act like a real Texan and raise your standards, not lower Texas you
 dumb fucks.

I pay your your salary.

Pardon mobile brevity and monkey hands.

James Hill - CEO/Creative Dir.

urban squared realty

james@urban2realty.com

Dir// 5129473135

leasing // sales // commercial



From: Michael McCormack
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Fry"s Title
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:53:45 AM

I have been a customer for 20+ years.  They are quick, convenient, and professional and would
 be a great loss to the community.  Please keep these services open.

Thanks

Mike McCormack



From: pickenssellsaustin@gmail.com on behalf of John Pickens
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 11:55:39 AM

Let the license and title company s charge a fee to stay in Business

John Pickens
Sky Realty
512 750 3668



From: catlin whitington
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Private Auto Titling Services
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 10:50:12 AM

Dear Sirs,
I am writing to voice my concern that administrative rules are threatening private title and registration services in the State of
 Texas.  I have used private registration and titling service in every vehicle purchase that I have made.  The service has
 allowed me more options as well as faster, more personal, service.

I urge you to consider that privately owned and operated title service exist due to a public need and operate as a low-cost
 extension to the current state-managed services of the DMV.

Thanks for your consideration,
Timothy Catlin Whitington



From: Billy Young
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Fries Title Service & All other s in Travis County!---Need to Leave them Alone Please!!!
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:26:04 AM

I Have Used Fryes For the past 30 years---Their efficient , Quick And most of all Personable--
--Can't Say The Same for the tax offices in Travis---Chery , & Chris And the Girls Are Super
 People and Have Given nothin but the Best Service on Time , on the Spot and are more
 knowledgable than any tax office employee!-----Lets keep the Doors Open To Some Of
 Austins Best Lil Local Business!!   Sincerely William Young !! A Concerned Patron





From: Shelby Sumerlin
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Keep title services open
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 10:05:48 AM
Attachments: image001.png

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing on behalf of Dollar/Thrifty Car Rental to let you know how important the independent
 title companies are and hope you will consider keeping them open.

I order temp plates and registration renewals about twice a week from Fry Title for our rental cars
 and they provide such a valuable service to our company. I can call ahead or send an email with 75
 registration renewals and show up with a check when they are ready. They are fast and convenient
 and save us time by allowing me to email a list of temp plates needed to get new vehicles on the
 road.  If the title companies are forced to close in January that would mean one of our employees
 would have to wait at the tax office all day and we are all too busy to do that. The tax office won’t
 provide the friendly customer service that the staff at Fry Title does.
Fry Title is close to my office and will even deliver our plates or registration stickers. We have a fleet
 of about 600 vehicles that I am always ordering replacement plates, temp plates, or renewals for.
 Please consider the impact that closing the title companies will have on all of the businesses that
 rely on them.
We don’t have the time or the manpower to sit in line at the tax office for a few hours a day to order
 temporary tags for vehicles that were just delivered. Therefore we would not be able to get those
 cars on the road and they will sit which means we would lose revenue and customers might not be
 able to get the rental car they reserved.

Please do not force the title companies to close in January.

Thank you,

Shelby Sumerlin
Clearwater Transportation LTD.
DBA,Hertz/ Dollar/ Thrifty Car Rental
(512)-530-2281 Office
(512)-530-2286 Fax
ssumer@Clearwatertransportation.net
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From: Erika Wesson
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: FRY AUTO TITLE
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 12:23:01 PM

Please do not close Fry Auto Title.  I've been going to them for years.  It's very nice to
 not have to go down town &  convienent for a lot of people. The staff is great & very
 knowledgeable.   

Please do not force them to close. It makes no sense at all.

Sincerely, Erika 



From: Annette Rose
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Vote NO on proposed rule change for auto title transactions
Date: Saturday, May 07, 2016 7:26:08 PM

I understand that the state is trying to change the rules for privately owned auto title 
companies buy limiting the fee they can charge people who choose to use a private vendor. 
Reducing the fees will put these private companies out of business. The state then will have to 
hire more people to handle the additional business. That increase in state employees will put 
the burden on ALL tax payers. This change will raise taxes for EVERYONE instead of those 
people who make the CHOICE to pay a convenience fee. This rule change takes the choice to 
pay additional money for convenience out of the hands of the people and forces a tax for all of
 us. I vote NO for this rule change. Give people the right to make their own choice on how 
they spend their hard earned money. 

Annette Rose
Temple, TX



From: Jane
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Title services for autos
Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 2:52:28 PM

To whom it may concern.

I would like to be able to use my neighborhood privately owned title services . It is convenient and so easy use. 
 Please keep it open. I am a senior citizen and do not want to drive all over town and wait in long lines. Thank you,
 Jane Zuniga

Sent from my iPad





NOTE: Department received 552 
individual signed preprinted 
forms.



From: Dana Combs
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Rule Proposal on Ch. 217 Affecting Full-Service Deputies
Date: Friday, May 13, 2016 4:28:04 PM

To whom it may concern,

I would like to just say our company is completely aware of the pricing schedule for Universal Title
 Company and find paying these fees to be well worth the time and effort it saves us.  Personally I
 find the company to be approachable and extremely knowledgeable and would feel at a
 disadvantage if we were unable to continue using their services.  Thank you-Dana

Dana Combs
Receptionist / Admin Assist.
Apple Sport Imports
11129 RR. 620 N.
Austin, Tx 78726
(p)512-335-4000
(F)512-219-6695
www.Applesi.com



From: Kathy
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Fwd: Letter from Auto Title Service customer
Date: Saturday, May 14, 2016 8:56:01 PM
Attachments: sherry.docx

ATT00001.htm

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sheri 
Subject: Fwd: Letter
Date: May 14, 2016 at 12:17:28 PM CDT
To: 

Sheri

-----Original Message-----
From: Robin Griffin >
To: 
Sent: Fri, May 13, 2016 10:01 pm
Subject: Letter

Sherry,
Here is my letter.  I hope this helps and I want to thank you sooooooooo much for always 
being there and helping me.  
















Mr. Duncan,



This is my personal letter of recommendation to the Oak Hill Title Services, who is owned by Sherry and Mary Pillard.   I started at a dealer ship in January 2015, at that time they were doing all of the title work for Clay Cooley Nissan of Austin, they have helped me so much, they did the title work on a timely manner.



Since November 2015, Clay Cooley Nissan of Austin started WebDealer, although it is a good thing because we can process the plates in house, however, we sell a lot of vehicles and I cannot process all of the plates on a timely manner.    The process of WebDealer, I feel, is slower than sending out the title work.   Actually, this week we have sent out some of our title work to Oak Hill Title Services to help me get caught up.  



I feel that it would be a mistake to make these title companies raise their prices, it could potentially run them out of business.    With their knowledge and professionalism they are an asset not just to car dealerships, but to the community.   Please reconsider this and as well consider my letter.





Thank you for taking your time to read this.







Robin Griffin

[bookmark: _GoBack]Title Clerk









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Duncan, 
 
This is my personal letter of recommendation to the Oak Hill Title Services, who is 
owned by Sherry and Mary Pillard.   I started at a dealer ship in January 2015, at that 
time they were doing all of the title work for Clay Cooley Nissan of Austin, they have 
helped me so much, they did the title work on a timely manner. 
 
Since November 2015, Clay Cooley Nissan of Austin started WebDealer, although it is a 
good thing because we can process the plates in house, however, we sell a lot of 
vehicles and I cannot process all of the plates on a timely manner.    The process of 
WebDealer, I feel, is slower than sending out the title work.   Actually, this week we 
have sent out some of our title work to Oak Hill Title Services to help me get caught up.   
 
I feel that it would be a mistake to make these title companies raise their prices, it could 
potentially run them out of business.    With their knowledge and professionalism they 
are an asset not just to car dealerships, but to the community.   Please reconsider this 
and as well consider my letter. 
 
 
Thank you for taking your time to read this. 
 
 
 
Robin Griffin 
Title Clerk 



From: store2416@theupsstore.com
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Date: Monday, May 16, 2016 9:31:12 AM

     Dear Sirs,   I have used Fry Auto Title(my neighbor) for many years and
do not mind the convenience charge- my time is very valuable!  What is your
agenda?  As a taxpayer I ask why you are breaking a working system.  Harry
Lipp, mgr. ups store 2416









From: Tammy Green
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Rule Proposal Chapter 217
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 2:29:23 PM
Attachments: image003.png
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Please do not close down Universal Title.  I have been going there for many years and they
 provide an excellent service.  Their people are amazing and their prices are very fair. 
There are employees who have worked there for 30 years that are at risk of losing their jobs. 
 We should have a right to choose where we purchase state mandated registrations. 
I am aware of the price schedule and think it is reasonable. 

Respectfully,

Tammy Green
512.663.7034

Tammy Green

Kristynik Hardwood Flooring, Inc.
PO Box 82736
Austin, Texas 78708
512.238.8035 Office
512.238.8078 Fax
tammy@kristynik.com
www.kristynik.com



















From: C.A. Shierlow
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Rule Proposal on Ch.217 affecting full-service deputies
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 3:15:36 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
 
 
   I am aware of the price schedule as provided by many of the independent small businesses which
 provide Excellent service to the general public. As a matter of fact, it is my opinion that they should
 "Raise" their pricing in order to continue to provide their excellent level of service and provide for
 their employees. LET THE FREE MARKET WORK !!! If you have a better mouse trap people will come!
 Obviously, people choose out of convenience and professional courtesy of the independent small
 business to have their automobile title and licensing needs performed  by them.  We the people
 have to right to choose without government intervention medaling in private industry as to where
 and who we do business with. Leave Small Business alone and let the free market determine where
 people choose to spend their money!
 
 
Regards,
 
 
CAS
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COUNTY 0& HIDALGO 
P~ "Pad" 1!~, {k, 1l?7A 

May 17,2016 

David D. Duncan Auto License P.O. Box 178 

General Counsel 2804 S. Bus. Hwy 28 1 Edinburg, Texas 78540-01 78 
Ph. (956) 318-2158· Fax (956) 318-21 9 1 Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 

4000 Jackson Avenue, Building 1 
Austin, TX 78731 
rules@txdmv.gov 

Subj: Public Comment on Proposed DMV Rule change 

Dear Mr. Duncan, 

This is in response to the new rules being proposed by TxDMV currently posted in the Texas Register 
with the Secretary of State. Because these rules concern the commissions paid to the Tax Collector's 
office, we feel it is vital for us to comment on these proposals . The Tax Assessor Collector Association 
will send a formal response, but we feel we should send our own comments on the rules as well. 

Public Comment on proposed DMV rule changes Section 217 .163 

New Contract agreements with Full Service Deputies will need to be re-negotiated to enter in to a three­
party agreement adding the department . We do not feel there is a need for DMV to exist in the 
agreement because there is not a personal liability for the department. If the department is included, 
you must make the regional offices available to answer questions from full service deputies about 
registration and t itl ing issues instead of forwarding those questions to the main office of each county. 

Public Comment on proposed DMV rule changes Section 217.165 

We feel this section is redundant and is not needed being that there are already rules in place for 

Limited Service Deputies. The same rules would apply whether the business is an inspection station or 

general business. 

Public Comment on proposed DMV rule changes Section 217.167 

New Contract agreements will need to be negotiated with all dealers to increase their bonds to 
$100,000. Our office only goes into agreements with franchise dealerships . The current bond amount 
required is $5,000. Add itional costs for higher bond amounts will discourage participation in the 
WebDealer program . Some franchise owners have multiple general distinguishing numbers (GDN) . 

.' .......... 

•.•• f II ". 
~ ~, 

../... ,'. 
Tax Office Sub-Stations 

1429 S. Tower Rd. 509 E Earling Rd. 1902 Joe Stephen Ste. 20 I 722 N. Breyfogle Rd. Ste. 104 300 W. Hall Acres Rd. Ste. C 

Alamo, TX 7851 6 San Juan , TX 78589 Weslaco, TX 78596 Mission, TX 78574 Pharr, TX 78577 

(956) 784-8688 (956) 283- 1645 (956) 973-7825 (956) 58 1-8898 (956) 784-355 5 

Fax (956) 784-3539 Fax (956) 283- 1855 Fax (956) 973-7829 Fax (956) 580-7425 Fax (956) 784-3556 



Public Comment on proposed DMV rule changes Section 217.168 

There has to be clarification on what will be the cost of the processing and handling fee. The P & H fee 
should not lower the current $1.90 revenue commission retained by the County. This not only affects 
the Tax office budget but the entire County Budget. Adding the P&H Fee will increase the amount our 
citizens would have to pay for each renewal. Explaining this to our constituents may be a challenge. 
The printing of new amounts on the renewal forms with the new amounts due depending on what office 
you visit may cause confusion. Will liabilities be created in order to reimburse any contractors for their 
share of the P&H fee? There will need to be Re-training of the accounting and bookkeeping staffs. 

Public Comment on proposed DMV rule changes Section 217.29 

There is no statutory authority to make changes to the current internet renewal process from the 
County Tax Office. Our county deputies must check an internal Scofflaw Database of individuals that 
have citations due to our Municipalities, Justice of the Peace, County and District Courts. This needs to 
be done before the renewal is approved. Even with the state scofflaw program in place, there is not 
enough information on the citations with matching Vehicle Identification Numbers or License Plate 
numbers for the program to be effective. Is the proposed system still going to allow the county to 
decide if renewal will be allowed? 

Please take these comments with the great consideration as it will affect future procedures and policies 

that must be put in place. 

Pablo (Paul) Villarreal Jr. PCC 
Hidalgo County Tax Collector 

PV:SC:EM:JE 

Cc: Carlos Cascos, Texas Secretary of State 
Cc: Ramon Garcia, Hidalgo County Judge 
Cc: A.C. Cuellar, Hidalgo County Commissioner Precinct 1 
Cc: Eduardo "Eddie" Cantu, Hidalgo County Commissioner Precinct 2 

Cc: Joe M. Flores, Hidalgo County Commissioner Precinct 3 

Cc: Joseph Palacios, Hidalgo County Commissioner Precinct 4 













El Paso County Tax Office

Revenue Source FY 2014-15
Registrations Services 1,920,608.75$             
Titling Services 921,480.00$                
Total Reg/Title Revenue 2,842,088.75$            

Expense Source FY 2015-16
Labor Cost for Reg/Title Services 2,494,273.16$             
Operating Cost (Budget) 161,664.30$                
Back Office 330,123.72$                
19.17% Overhead Rate for Building Etc 478,152.16$                
Total Reg/Title Expense 3,464,213.34$            

Net Income/(Loss) for the Reg/Title Service (622,124.59)$              

Titles Reg.
El Paso TAC Qty for FY 2014/15 184,304                        646,081          

TAC Office
Expense 3,464,213.34$             

Transaction Quantity 830,385                        
Cost per Transaction 4.17$                            

TAC Office
Revenue 2,842,088.75$             

Transaction Quantity 830,385.00                  
Revenue per Transaction 3.42$                            

Diff of Revenue minus Expense p/Trans (0.7492)$                      

Titles
Missing amount 0.75$                            
Fee Charged 5.00$                            
New Fee for Titles 5.75$                            
Titles Qty 184,304.00                  
Total Revenue for Titles 1,059,560.59$            

Registration
Missing amount 0.75$                            
Fee Charged 2.97$                            
New Fee for Registration 3.72$                            
Registration Qty 646,081                        
Total Revenue for Registrations 2,404,652.75$            



New Revenue that matches expense 3,464,213.34$            



Tot Trans
830,385            













From: Peter Steinhardt
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Title and Registration Needs
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 8:50:49 PM

5.18.2016
Mr. Duncan,
 
The privately owned title and registration services in Travis County serve a most valuable function.
I have lived here for more than 40 years, 7 children and many automobiles later, I can tell you that
 the county of Travis will not be able to serve the public need without the private companies.  The
 expertise that is available in these private service companies is very hard to come by in the county
 offices.  The number of county employees with the same expertise is very limited and extremely
 hard to get to.
The personal environments at private companies is a plus for our community.  The patience and
 flexibility of the private workers is much appreciated. 
Please, DO NOT close the private title companies.  There is no community need to close them and
 certainly no financial need to close them.  Leave them alone, let them set their own rates.  Let Travis
 county have its comfortable and friendly services provided by the companies that do this work so
 well.
 
Thank you
 

Peter Steinhardt
Entertainment Network Marketing, inc.
Dba: Steinhardt & Company
4518 Apache Pass
Austin, Texas 78745
Office 512-443-2410
512-762-2646 cell
peter@steinhardt.us
 









From: John Hanschen
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Texas Administrative Code-proposed changes
Date: Friday, May 20, 2016 10:11:58 AM

Good morning:    This message is a public comment on the proposed rule changes governing
 privately owned title services in Texas.   The Thomas Carnival has been a customer of Fry
 Title Company in Austin for three decades.    We patronize them because:     1:  superior
 customer service      2:   accurate information and advise      3.   convenience  4.  courtesy.      
 Their fees have always been reasonable for us, certainly the value of their service outweighs
 the cost by a large margin.  

We understand the proposed rules limit fees, threatening the financial viability of the private
 title companies.      In your deliberations, we ask that you protect taxpayers by allowing
 operations like Fry Title to continue unhindered with their excellent service operation.       
 Further, the existence of the private title services keep our state government tag services on
 their toes.     With no alternative for the customer, service is apt to suffer, and costs are apt to
 rise.   

I thank you for your consideration.   Please contact me at any time if I can supply further
 information.

      

John Hanschen, President
Thomas Carnival, Inc.
(512) 282-4442
(512) 914-0395 cell
(877) 356-4704 fax



 
 

 
 
 
 
May 20, 2016 
 
 
The Honorable Laura Ryan, Chair, and Board Members  
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles  
4000 Jackson Avenue  
Austin, Texas 78731
 
Re: Proposed DMV Rules as published in the April 22, 2016 Texas Register 
 
Dear Chair Ryan and Texas Department of Motor Vehicles Board Members: 
 
As lawmakers representing Travis County, we are deeply concerned about how rules recently 
proposed by the Department of Motor Vehicles will negatively impact taxpayers, small 
businesses, and our local government's ability to effectively manage operations.   
 
While several aspects of the rules raise issues for Travis County, our primary concern is the 
proposed artificial caps for independent title companies providing vehicle registration and 
titling services. For more than 50 years, private sector auto title companies have been 
invaluable partners with Travis County, helping process about one-third of vehicle titles for 
the Tax Office. Competitive local market conditions have served as a check on the fees such 
companies can charge. The independent title companies argue the proposed rules capping 
charges to $5 per auto registration and $15 per title transfer will put these companies out of 
business. We agree with their argument. The result, per the Assessor-Collector, will force 
Travis County to hire 17 new positions at a cost of nearly $1 million dollars a year. For 
counties working to do more with less, this is a devastating blow. 
 
Additionally, the current proposal to restructure titling and registration fees—as well as 
reimbursement rates for Tax Office processing of such transactions—increases costs for  
vehicle owners while providing urban counties less funding to perform them. Travis County 
alone stands to lose an estimated $584,300 in fee revenues every year, even as county 
taxpayers are paying more than ever to title and register their vehicles.  
 
Although we appreciate that the Department needs to find ways to mitigate its budget deficit 
by adjusting fee schedules, Travis County cannot absorb the double whammy of reduced fee 
revenues and increased customer volumes. Taxpayers will ultimately bear the burden of 
these rule changes. We encourage you to reach out to Tax-Assessor Collectors across the 
state to receive updated financial information detailing processing and handling costs and re-
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consider the impacts of the caps on independent businesses before adopting any rule 
changes.   
 
 
Thank you for your service to Texas, 
 

 
Sen. Donna Campbell, District 25 
 

 
Sen. Kirk Watson, District 14 
 

 
Sen. Judith Zaffirini, District 21 
 

 
 
  

Rep. Donna Howard, District 48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

       
Rep. Celia Israel, District 50  

            

                                                   
Rep. Elliott Naishtat, District 49 
          
 

 
Rep. Eddie Rodriguez, District 51 
 

 
Rep. Paul Workman, District 47 
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May 20, 2016 
 
Whitney Brewster, TXDMV Executive Director 
Texas Departn1ent of Motor Vehicles 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, Texas 78731 
 
Re: Proposed Rule Changes to Vehicle Title and Registration Fees 
 
Under TXDM’s proposal, TXDMV is planning on reducing fees paid to the county for daily 
operations as well as taking over the online registration renewals from the county, and placing this 
function with a 3rd party vendor.   The proposed reduction in income to the county to $0.25 per 
transaction for online transactions does not appear to come close to covering the cost for our work 
put into this function.  In review of a 5 year trend, we have seen fluctuations in our income from 
motor vehicle transactions; at a glance, our income has reduced by $600,000.00+ just in the last 3 
years, while our registration numbers have increased. We largely attribute this fluctuation to a 
reduction in sales tax due to economic factors related to the Eagle-Ford Shale.  Further, our county 
has operated in the black using only TXDV funds up through this year to operate our motor vehicle 
department.  Should the proposed rule go into effect, our county will have to dip into ad valorem 
tax base to fund and pay for a state agency function.   I do not believe the taxpayer’s of any county 
should have to be subsidizing a state agency function from property tax revenue.   
 
With all of that being said, I appreciate the time that the TXDMV Executive Director and her staff 
have taken on this issue to help find common ground.  The meetings have been genuine, the 
communications have been two way – meaning there appears to be a genuine effort being placed to 
come to solutions for the issues and concerns being placed on this issue and an effort to find 
common ground is quite apparent.  With that in mind I have the following specific 
recommendations for the TXDMV Board and the Executive Director to consider: 
 

1. Eliminate any rule dictating fees full service deputies are allowed to charge.  This is 
something the open market has and should continue to determine.  People are often willing 
to pay for convenience, and that convenience is something each respective market and 
company should determine; not the TXDMV or its board of directors.   

2. Allow the TAC from each county the option to opt in or opt out of the TXDMV online 
motor vehicle processing by 3rd party Vender.  Those who choose to opt out need to be 
paid the current fee for processing those transactions.  For those opting in, a detailed 
description of the steps the County Tax Offices will have to take on their side for 
completing the transaction needs to be clearly stated so a better cost analysis can be done to 
ensure proper compensation to those participating counties.  Nueces County specifically 

For information contact:  Motor Vehicle  Property Tax  Voter Registration  
voice  (361) 888-0459  (361) 888-0230  (361) 888-0404  

fax  (361) 888-0482  (361) 888-0218  (361) 888-0218  
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Kevin Kieschnick 
Assessor and Collector of Taxes 

Administration 
(361) 888-0307 
(361) 888-0308 

 
would choose to opt out.  I also highly encourage the department to review or possibly seek 
an Attorney General’s opinion on whether the department has the statutory authority to 
subcontract out this function to a 3rd party or not.  There has been much debate on that 
subject and I believe it would be beneficial to all concerned to get that issue ironed out 
prior to implementation of this rule. 

3. Increase the walk in traffic fees paid to the Counties:  There are numerous variable 
factors in the funding of formula for motor vehicle operations as my data above mentioned 
shows.  Removing the online function from larger counties does not have a significant 
impact on our cost of providing services in relation to the income it produces.  If the online 
registration is pulled from the county, the approximate amount needed to offset that loss for 
Nueces County specifically is about $2.87.  We would need to conduct more extensive 
analysis to see if this amount would carry forward, however based off our near zero based 
budget projections I do feel this number is very close to where it needs to be, at least for the 
2014 year.   

 
Thank you for your consideration.  Specific budget numbers have been supplied to the department 
in advance.  If explanation, further discussion, or more information is needed, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kevin Kieschnick, PCC 
Nueces County Tax Assessor-Collector 
 
Submitted via email to rules@txdmv.gov 
 
 
 
 

For information contact:  Motor Vehicle  Property Tax  Voter Registration  
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Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 
David D. Duncan, General Counsel 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, TX 78731 
         May 20, 2016 

Comments and opposition to Proposed Amendments published in the Texas Register April 22, 2016
 Volume 41 Number 17 

 

Re:       Proposed TAC, Chapter 217 Amendment to Subsection 217.2-217.5, 217.7, 217.26, 
217.33, 217.40, 217.43, 217.45, 217.46, 217.54, 217.55, 217.88, and 217.123 
Proposed TAC, Chapter 217, Subchapter H, Deputies, Sub Section 

217.161,     Amendment and new Subsection 217.162-217.168 
Proposed TAC,Ch. 217, New Subchapter I, Fees,Subsection 217.181-217.185; 
Amendments to Subsection 217.23, 217.24,217.29, 217.32, 217.52, 217.53, and 217.72; 
and Repeal of Subsection 217.31 

Chairwoman Ryan and Board Members, 
 
In 2013 HB 2202 authorized the new Texas Department of Motor Vehicles to establish a processing and 
handling fee to cover the expenses of collecting registration fees.  I feel the department has taken great 
liberty with that simple phrase. Tax Assessor Collectors have been in discussion with the department on 
that same problem.  The current commission of $1.90 per registration has been unchanged since the 90’s, 
and collection of $1.00 for mail fell short of the nearly $4.00 required frequently to mail license plates.  The 
short version has a new fee of $5, with $3.50 going to the Department of Motor Vehicles.  While the County 
commission is increased to $2.30, the mail fee is eliminated.  A study was ordered by the Department to 
discover how much the registration process costs the counties.  That amount was shown to be $2.59 for 
walk-ins and $1.97 for mail plus postage.  The most cost efficient method of internet renewal, the 
Department proposes to take over from our offices and pay counties .25.  To save mailing fees, the 
replacement of aging license plates has been removed.  This will leave deteriorated and unreadable plates 
on the road longer.   
The Department uses about 40 pages to develop an elaborate system of new procedures and new rules 
for deputies, dealer deputies, and “has plans to research possible implementation strategies” to take over 
internet renewals.   
Dealer deputies, already allowed under Finance Code to collect $50 for documentary fees, will also be 
allowed to collect an additional $19 in title and related fees.  Counties receive $5 of the current $28 to $33 
title fees.  Where else do you expect to pay the same price as you did 25 years ago? 
The summary predicts the ADDITIONAL loss to counties across the state to be approximately $72,349,000 
over 5 years as a result of these proposals.  Our counties are struggling.  We cannot accept this. 
The changes will add $224,772,638 to State Highway Fund 6.  

  

Section 217, Subchapter H  Deputies.  The Tax Assessor Collector with their County 
Commissioners court have authority to approve Full Service or Limited Service deputies, and the Tax 
Assessor Collector is responsible for accounting for all fees and inventory.  The TxDMV should not have 
any authority in approval or termination of these duties or collections of fees.  The Tax Assessor Collector 
is required by law to account for all fees.   
 



Mary Ann Lovelady 
Jones County Tax-Assessor-Collector  
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Section 217.165   Inspection Deputies This term is unclear and unnecessary. 
 
Section 217.168 and 217.184 Deputy Fee Amounts   A Dealer Deputy is being allowed to 
charge customers twice for the same activity. 
 
Section 217, Subchapter I   Fees The intended purpose of establishing a fee to cover the 
expenses of collecting registrations has not been met for counties.  TxDMV has set enough in place to 
fund itself, but is failing to support the offices that work daily to serve Texas drivers and keep their 
vehicles documented properly. 
 
Section 217.40, New Section 6(e) relating to an Even Trade transaction.  The wording of this section must 
be an example of government over reach.  I cannot see by any reason or authority why anyone should 
have to present to their Tax Assessor Collector “documentation from a treating physician attesting that 
the applicant is unable to be physically present” in my office to transfer a title.  I would consider it a 
violation of privacy, HIPPA, and just simply over the top.  The “even trade” transaction type is a part of the 
Sales Tax affidavit on title applications, and this language should not be part of the Title or Registration 
rules. 
 
Section 217.185   and   Allocation of Processing and Handling Fee should be deleted and reconsidered.  
The Department should not place itself in competition with County offices in creating a new source of 
internet renewal processing.  This section creates an unlawful discount not available to all customers, 
only those choosing to renew online.  The Department also proposes for ITSELF to pay a $2. fee for 
these same customers. 
 
Amendments to Section 217.29 This amendment removes fulfilment responsibilities from county tax 
assessor collectors and transfers them to the TxDMV for internet renewals.  TxDMV is placing itself in a 
grab of duties that are the responsibility of Tax Assessor Collectors and a major source of income.  This 
once again has not been a topic fully discussed with the counties and will cost both the counties and 
TxDMV. 
 
We believe the proposals in these sections will negatively impact our citizens, and all counties.  The types 
of changes proposed should not be entirely handled by an agency that has no direct responsibility to 
public interaction.  As elected officials, the counties and State Legislature should be working together with 
TXDMV to establish or prevent such changes.  By depriving counties of this income, you are sending 
downstream to the counties a new tax burden to local citizens.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
_____________________ ________________________  ____________________ 
Dale Spurgin   James Clawson    Steve Lefevre 

County Judge   Commissioner Precinct 1   Commissioner Precinct 2 

 

 

_____________________ ________________________  ____________________ 
Mary Ann Lovelady   Ross Davis     Joe Whitehorn 

Tax Assessor-Collector   Commissioner Precinct 3   Commissioner Precinct 4 
 
 





From: rosemary monsivais
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Independent Title Fees
Date: Friday, May 20, 2016 4:51:58 PM

Dear Mr. Duncan:

I have used Auto Title Services for many years, they are well known in the community and provide a valuable
 service. I understand there is proposed legislation seeking to change how they operate.
While visiting with other customers I have realized that many are there because of long lines at the county and lack
 of knowledge on certain transactions along with the lack of knowledge by county employees on
some transactions.

Please reconsider limiting their fees so they may continue providing the services to the people of Travis County,

Sincerely,
Rosemary Monsivais
512-294-2099



Claudia Lobell 
Chief Executive 
claud i a .10 bell@co .nueces. tx . us 

Danielle Hale, E.M.C. 
(361) 888-0513 
daniel Ie. hale@co.nueces.tx.us 

Regina Brooks 
Executive Secretary 
Regina .B rooks@nuecesco.com 

SAMUEL L. NEAL, JR. 
County Judge 

May 23,2016 

Whitney Brewster 
Executi ve Director 
Texas Departn1ent of Motor Vehicles 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, Texas 78731 

Re: Proposed Rule Changes to Vehicle Title and Registration Fees 

Dear Ms. Brewster: 

I understand the Board of the Department of Motor Vehicles is 
proposing rule changes to Chapter 217 of the Texas Administrative 
Code related to vehicle title and registration fees, and related matters. 

Legislative discussions on the legislation authorizing the change from 
a statutory fee schedule to a fee schedule set by the agency included 
assurances that the change would not result in a revenue loss to 
counties. In the case ofNueces County, the proposed fee schedule 
appears to violate that understanding. 

Regarding Nueces County, taking online transactions away from the 
Tax-Assessor-Collectors Office would result in Nueces County 
subsidizing Department of Motor Vehicle operations with local ad 
valorem taxes. An alternative may be to allow counties to voluntarily 
"opt-out" of turning over online registrations to the state. 

Further, an arbitrary cap on the amount that title service providers may 
charge also threatens the successful public-private partnership. Such a 
change will increase county costs to perform this function due to title 
service providers ceasing operations, as they have indicated they will. 

For these reasons, I ask that you DO NOT adopt the proposed rules 
changes in the current form. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Samuel L. Neal, Jr. 
Nueces County Judge 

Nueces County Courthouse. 901 Leopard Street, Room 303 • Corpus Christi, Texas 78401-3697. (361) 888-0444. FAX (361) 888-0445 











From: Jinee Rizzo
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: comment on DMV price fixing of car title services
Date: Friday, May 20, 2016 10:17:16 AM

Dear Mr. Duncan:
 
I am opposed to the new rules that would affect auto title services in Austin. My understanding is
 that these new rules would reduce the prices that title services are allowed to charge for their
 ​services to the point of destroying their ​small ​business. This seems paradoxical to the support of
 private business ownership the State supposedly ​encourages​.
 
​It seems over t​he last 5 years my registration fees have increased despite the fact that my vehicles
 ​continue to​ age. In the past, this was not the case.
 
When purchasing a used car from a dealer, no longer does the current registration transfer to me as
 the new owner.  Therefore, this basically amounts to double registration on every ​used ​car dealers
 sell across Texas, I assume.
 
​It appears that when the DMV has revenue shortfalls, they make price increases​ that are invisible to
 the public. Yet they are trying to fix prices that small businesses can charge.
 
​It seems unfair to punish business owners who are doing a service for the public.​  I have used title
 services for years and appreciate the convenience.
 
Jinee Rizzo, Ph.D
Deputy Chief Forensic Toxicologist
Travis County Medical Examiner
1213 Sabine Street
Austin, TX 78701
512-854-6880 (ph)
512-854-6888 (fx)
 











From: Kathy
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: against proposed title service fee limit
Date: Friday, May 20, 2016 2:59:27 PM

Mr. Duncan,
I have been doing business with Auto Title Services of Oak Hill since 1991.  They provide an invaluable service to
 the community.  They are extremely knowledgeable and helpful. I have lived in counties without this type of title
 service and I always dreaded going to the county to do business.  There are long wait lines and inexperienced
 employees. 

I understand there are new rules being proposed to limit title service fees. It seems that this would be very taxing on
 small businesses especially when the economy is starting to recover.  It also seems that if a consumer does not want
 to pay for these fees, they could go to the county for free.  I’m not sure who the new rules will benefit.  Travis
 county could not possibly absorb the customers these title services serve if they are forced out of business.  Have
 you been around Austin?  Nearly every business - retail, the service industry, etc has a “now hiring” sign posted. 
 Most customer service in Austin is minimal at best and the county certainly could not handle the influx of new
 residents without these title services.

These title services have existed for years, without the involvement of Txdmv.  At a time when politics across
 America are a joke and people are screaming for less involvement by big government, why would you choose now
 to shake up Travis County and harm small businesses in the process? 

Thanks for listening.

Kathy Wagner
Travis County resident
512-964-8807



From: Gary L. Kersch
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: rule proposal on Ch. 217 affecting full-service deputies
Date: Sunday, May 22, 2016 6:10:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png

rule proposal on Ch. 217 affecting full-service deputies
 
I have used the Privately owned auto title office in Austin for over 15 years. It would be a great
 disservice to change any facet of their arrangement that might affect their ability to serve the
 public. Please do not institute the proposed rule change.
 
I am supportive of any opportunity for the public to be served by private enterprise. The market
 forces will dictate if they need to make pricing adjustments, it is not imperative that government
 dictate pricing as there will always be the government office alternative if pricing gets out of line.
 
 
 

 


Gary L. Kersch, the Analyst
Bed Bug Analyst, LLC
7217 McNeil Dr.
Austin, X 78729
& (512)331-5172x3
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ALESHIRELAW 
A  P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  

  
70 0  LAVACA ST R EE T,  SUITE 14 00  

AUSTIN,  TE XAS 78 701  
 

Bill Aleshire 
Bill@AleshireLAW.com 

512 320-9155 (call)     512 320-9156 (fax) 

_______________________________________________________ 
 

 

May 23, 2016 

 

 

 

VIA HAND DELIVERY (and email to rules@txdmv.gov)  

David D. Duncan 

General Counsel 

Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 

4000 Jackson Avenue, Building 1 

Austin, Texas 78731 

 

RE: Comments from CUSTOMERS of Full-Service Deputy Companies Regarding the 

TxDMV Chapter 217 (Vehicle Titles and Registration) Proposed Rules 1 

   

Dear Mr. Duncan: 

 

Attached are comments from customers of full-service deputies (FSD) in Bexar County 

and Travis County.  These comments were collected by the FSDs from their customers in response 

to TxDMV’s rule proposal to limit the price FSDs can charge their customers to $5 per registration 

and $15 per title transactions. 

 

In the attached cards and petitions, there are 12,409 (twelve thousand four hundred 

nine) signatures from the FSD customers who pay the FSDs for services indicating that the 

prices charged to these customers are fair and that the customers do not object to the current prices 

being charged.  I am also aware that an additional 447 support cards from FSD customers were 

directly submitted to TxDMV during this rule-comment period.  Therefore, at least 12,856 FSD 

customers have indicated their opposition to the price limits proposed by TxDMV. 

 

In adopting its rules related to FSDs, TxDMV should take into consideration the fact that 

TxDMV has not received any complaints from FSD customers about the prices charged, but has 

now received a huge outpouring of support from FSD customers who oppose the proposed 

TxDMV rules.  In light of this evidence from customers who pay the price for the convenience of 

having FSD services available, it makes one wonder who TxDMV thinks they are helping by fixing 

                                                 
1  41 TexReg 2920 –937 (April 22, 2016) 
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prices that FSDs may charge and retain from those customers.  In addition, TxDMV has received 

resolutions from Commissioners Courts in El Paso, Bexar, and Travis counties opposing the rules 

proposal to reduce county revenue and adversely impact the full-service deputies.  Full-service 

deputies have been pleading with TxDMV staff over the course of the last year to seek ways of 

mitigating the damage the proposed rules and fees would cause.  The question now is:  Will 

TxDMV listen? 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
_____________________________ 

Bill Aleshire 

Bar No. 24031810 

AleshireLAW, P.C.  

700 Lavaca, Suite 1400 

Austin, Texas  78701 

Telephone: (512) 320-9155 

Facsimile: (512) 320-9156 

Bill@AleshireLaw.com 
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VIA HAND DELIVERY 

David D. Duncan 

General Counsel 

Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 

4000 Jackson Avenue, Building 1 

Austin, Texas 78731 

 

RE: Comments Regarding Adverse Financial Impact on Small Businesses of the 

TxDMV Chapter 217 (Vehicle Titles and Registration) Proposed Rules 1 

  With CONFIDENTIAL PROPRIETARY INFORMATION ATTACHED 

 

Dear Mr. Duncan: 

 

 The following comments and factual information are submitted on behalf of my clients, 

full-service deputies (FSD) in Bexar County and Travis County.  These comments and 

documentation relate to the financial impact on these FSDs if the proposed rules fixing the prices 

the FSDs can charge go into effect.  Additional comments on behalf of the FSDs about other 

aspects of the proposed rules are being submitted separately.  The full-service deputies on whose 

behalf these comments are submitted are: 

 

(Bexar County): (1) Auto Title Express, (2) GM&N Auto Title Service, (3) San 

Antonio Auto Title, Inc., (4) Tisdale LLC, (5) Texas Auto Title, (6) Texas Tag and 

Title, (7) River City Auto Title,  

(Travis County): (8) Auto Title Service, (9) Auto Title Service of Oakhill, (10) Fry 

Auto Title Service, and (11) Universal Auto Title Service. 

 

 

FSD General Comment: Before adopting its price-fixing rule on FSDs, TxDMV should 

consider the attached factual information and the implications on these small businesses.  TxDMV 

has, so far, ignored the experienced business judgment of the owners of the FSDs whose prices 

reflect—unlike the proposed price-fixing TxDMV rule—realities in the local private-sector market 

                                                 
1  41 TexReg 2920 –937 (April 22, 2016) 
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in which these businesses have provided popular services for decades—without complaint from 

those customers.  Overall, TxDMV should show more respect to the local judgments on pricing of 

the FSDs and the Tax Collectors who deputize and supervise them.  The public has benefited 

greatly in the counties where FSDs provide services, and the taxpayers will be severely harmed if 

FSDs cannot continue to operate because of the TxDMV rule.  This public-private partnership is 

not broken, and there is no benefit having TxDMV try to “fix it” with an attitude of “Hi, we’re 

from the government, and we’re here to help you, whether you need it or not.” 

 

Confidential Financial Records Prove Rule-Price Limits Are Too Low 
 

Confidential financial records and information about these client companies are attached 

that, if disclosed, would give advantage to the FSDs’ competitors.  Each page is marked 

CONFIDENTIAL with a FSD bates page number from FSD 1 thru FSD 35. 

 

These records are provided to TxDMV under duress because TxDMV has proposed rules 

that would destroy these companies, and apparently TxDMV will not reconsider the erroneous 

price-fixing rules unless the FSDs provide this information.  See 41 TexReg 2933, “If any 

commenter submits written comments disagreeing with the department’s position regarding 

economic impact, the department strongly recommends including documentation to support any 

stated negative finance, revenue, or cost implications.  Such documentation will aid in the board’s 

decision-making process and could include detailed financial statements, business plans, budgets, 

or other items necessary to demonstrate the stated impact.”  The TxDMV indicates it will not 

release such information to anyone requesting it, but will request a ruling from the Attorney 

General pursuant to the Texas Public Information Act.  The FSD financial information is provided 

to TxDMV only under these circumstances and solely for the purpose of providing TxDMV 

information about the economic effect on these FSDs with its proposed rules. 

 

Historical Background and Explanation of the Full-Service Deputy Businesses 
 

 In its rulemaking, the TxDMV should take into consideration the following facts and 

perspective about the FSDs.   

 

Almost all of the FSDs have been in business for decades; Fry Auto Title went in business 

doing registrations and titles for its customers over 50 years ago.  No person needing to obtain 

vehicle registration or titling services has been required to use their services.  So the FSDs have 

competed for customers among themselves, as well as competing with the option their customers 

have always had to register/title their vehicle directly through the Tax Office or online. 

 

Because they are private businesses, FSDs take financial risks locating their businesses, 

hiring staff, and operating these for-profit businesses.  Over time they set their prices for their 

services, just like any other private business:  based on the competitive market for their services 

and their necessary expenses to operate profitably.  There are basically two markets for the FSDs 

with differing dynamics affecting prices and costs: (1) car dealers and other high-volume 

customers who use FSD services (usually with a discounted price) and (2) walk-in customers who 

often require a lot of time and attention.  The way the TxDMV price-fixing proposal would affect 
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each FSD can differ depending on the customer mix (dealers/walk-ins) as well as the degree to 

which walk-in registration transactions are more prevalent than title transactions or vice versa, as 

well as local cost-of-doing-business and other factors. 

 

During all of the decades the FSDs have been in business, no state rule or law has set the 

price they could charge for their services.  By law, each of these companies have been deputized 

by the Tax Collector and operate in accordance with the Tax Collector’s standards and supervision.  

The FSDs are not, by law, agents or deputies of the TxDMV; they are deputies of, and report solely 

to, the Tax Collector.  It is the Tax Collector, not TxDMV, who is, by law, the authority through 

which vehicle registration and titles are decided.  The charges the FSDs have made for their 

services have been openly advertised and have always been known to, and approved by, the Tax 

Collector. 

 

The FSDs represented here, perform about 1/3 of the registration/title transactions in Travis 

County and about 40% of the transactions in Bexar County.  According to a report provided 

recently by TxDMV in response to my request, in 2015, the FSDs represented here performed 

446,378 registrations and 250,143 title transactions.  However, it should also be noted that the 

TxDMV count is a misleading as to the total number of individual registration transactions 

performed because almost every title transaction also includes a registration. 

 

FSD customer service charges have not been considered “fees” (which are mandatory 

payments for the registration and titles).  One-hundred percent (100%) of the “fees” collected by 

these FSDs have been turned over, daily, to the Tax Collector (including, for example, all of the 

$5 registration fee, none of which has been retained by the FSD).  FSDs have stayed in business 

with the voluntary customer service charge their customers choose to pay.  The FSD customers 

are fully aware that, by choosing to use the private FSD, they are voluntarily paying an additional 

customer service charge they could avoid by using the direct services of the Tax Collector’s office.  

Despite this extra customer service charge, the FSDs have kept their customers, gotten new ones, 

and stayed in business by charging prices that permit them to select locations for their stores that 

are popular, and provide quick and convenient services that go beyond what the tax offices (or 

TxDMV) provide.  FSDs provide customer service over the phone and (for several of them) 

expanded store hours on Saturdays; all for a price that customers are quite willing to voluntarily 

pay.  In providing greater customer service and expanded service hours, FSDs have been 

innovative, but nothing in the TxDMV rules proposal recognizes that these services come with a 

cost. 

 

The TxDMV rule fails to recognize important dynamics faced by private-sector companies.  

FSDs are paying money for staff and operations, while not collecting customer payments, when 

the RTS system goes down, like it has recently.  FSDs are paying money for staff, while not 

collecting customer payments, when they spend the time on the phone or across the counter with 

customers who do not have all of the paperwork necessary to the transaction the first time.  The 

FSDs report that they are constantly answering customer-service phone calls and that around 15% 

of the registrations and 25% of titles cannot be processed the first time the walk-in customers 

present the transaction.  In the private sector, time is money, and this customer-service time does 

not produce money although the FSDs are providing a public service. 
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In 2013, the Legislature adopted HB 2202 and HB 2741 authorizing TxDMV, for the first 

time, to adopt rules that would, apparently, fix the prices the FSDs can charge their customers.  

That authority came out of the blue from the perspective of the FSDs and many of the Tax 

Collectors, who were not consulted nor provided any information about why such price-fixing was 

necessary instead of the continuing the local-controlled Tax Collector-supervised system that had 

been in place, successfully, for decades.  The advantage of that localized system is that the prices 

the FSDs charge have taken into account local costs of doing such business, the market 

competition, and the ability to set prices to keep pace with inflation. 

 

Nothing in the legislative history explains what problem the Legislature sought to solve, 

and the Legislature made no findings to justify or explain its decision to regulate FSD prices for 

the first time.  Nor does this delegation of authority to TxDMV to set FSD prices in Tex. Trans. 

Code section 520.0071 contain any standard for TxDMV to follow in doing so.  The statute itself 

is an unjustified exercise of government control over private business transactions with a 

standardless delegation of authority to TxDMV for price-fixing by private businesses.  It is true 

that FSDs assist the public regarding government functions (registration/titling), but so do other 

companies whose prices are not set by the government, such as those who (a) provide court 

reporting services, (b) serve citations of service on lawsuits, (c) prepare IRS tax returns, or (d) 

prepare paperwork for customers needing passports.  The government does not fix the prices for 

the services of such companies offering these other “governmental” services. 

 

The TxDMV rule, to set one price, statewide, for FSD services is unrealistic, destructive, 

and ignores the advantages of, instead, having local control by locally elected officials (the Tax 

Collectors), to supervise the maximum “fee” the FSDs should be able to charge based on local 

circumstances.  On its face, the rule proposal cuts deep into the revenue the FSDs have been 

receiving by the $5 registration limit and the $15 title limit and elimination altogether of revenue 

from other transactions (such a temporary permits and replacements).  The Bexar County FSDs 

charge between $10 and $15 for a registration; and Travis County FSDs charge between $6 and 

$10.25.  None of the FSDs charge only $5 for a registration.  One Bexar County FSD and three 

FSDs in Travis County charge about $20 for a title transaction, but the rest of the Bexar County 

FSDs charge $30 for a title and the remaining FSD in Travis County charges $40.  All of the FSDs 

charge extra for transactions (such a salvage titles, permits, duplicates, bonded titles, etc.) that the 

proposed rule would, apparently, eliminate. 

 

When viewed from a transactions count, more walk-in registrations by FSDs are charged 

$10 or more and more walk-in title transactions by FSDs are charged $30 or more.  Unlike the 

“standardized” fee TxDMV proposes, the current (and past) prices are set based on the product 

mix and customer market that affects each business, with oversight of the pricing by the Tax 

Collector.  The collective business judgment of the FSD owners, over decades of operation—as to 

what price is necessary or sufficient to cover expenses—has been ignored by the TxDMV rule 

justification. 

 

TxDMV should also take into account the TxDMV response to a recent public information 

request from the undersigned FSD attorney for: “Since January 2014, a copy of any complaint 
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received by TxDMV from anyone identifying themselves as a customer of a full-service deputy.”  

TxDMV indicated it had no documentation of any complaint from customers of FSDs in the last 

2 years.  Yet, over 1,000 FSD customers have signed supporting petitions and comments indicating 

they do not object to the current FSD customer service charges they pay to the FSDs.  Those 

supportive comments and opposition to the TxDMV rule proposal are being separately provided 

to TxDMV. 

 

 

 

Additional FSD Comments on TxDMV’s Price-Fixing Rules Proposal 
 

FSD Comment 1: As is demonstrated by the attached confidential financial information, the 

proposed rules fixing the price FSDs can charge for their services will cause each of these small 

businesses—whose customer service prices have been set in the private-sector competitive market 

(some for over 50 years)—to become unprofitable.  Based on the financial records and estimates 

of the rule’s effect, the proposed rule would decrease grand total revenue of the FSDs by 42%, a 

multi-million dollar loss of revenue to these companies.  The FSDs would not survive the rule if 

adopted. 

 

FSD Comment 2: Contrary to the assertion in Section 217.181, the proposed fees are not 

sufficient for these FSD businesses to cover the expenses associated with titling and registration, 

and the rule violates Tex. Trans. Code section 502.1911(2)(D).  This is obvious by a comparison 

to the current prices the FSDs are charging and the fact that their revenue would be drastically 

reduced to the point of being unprofitable.  

 

FSD Comment 3: Collectively, these 11 businesses employ at least 70 people, and each of 

them qualifies as a “small business” pursuant to Tex. Gov’t Code section 2006.001.  The proposed 

rules will have an adverse economic effect on each of these FSD businesses by fixing their prices 

charged for their services issuing registrations and titles much lower than their prices have been, 

while also prohibiting any charges at all on certain transactions, such as for temporary permits, 

(Section 217.184 and 217.18(b)) that the FSDs have been charging for years.  The proposed rules 

erroneously claim that TxDMV is not required, itself, by Chapter 2006 to reduce the adverse effect 

of its rule on these small businesses using the mitigating actions listed in Chapter 2006, e.g., 

separate compliance or exemption from all or part of the rule.  Because the authorized “fee” is so 

much lower than the prices FSDs have been charging, even if the County gave the FSDs 100% of 

the “county share” of the restricted fee, the FSDs would still experience an adverse and destruction 

economic effect.  Most of these businesses have been charging competitive prices to walk-in 

customers of $10 for registration services and $30 (or more) for titles, as well as $10 for temporary 

permits, for example.  In addition, no explanation is given in the rule proposal as to why it would 

be better public policy to require payment of public tax funds from the Tax Collector to keep FSDs 

from going out of business than to continue to the let the customers of the FSD pay out of their 

pockets the extra cost of using the convenient services of the FSDs. 

 

FSD Comment 4: For the following reasons, the TTI Study, on which the proposed fee rules 

are based, cannot be said to be an independent study worthy of TxDMV’s reliance on it for price 
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fixing of FSDs’ customer service charges, and the study contains unsubstantiated, false, and 

incomplete data as to what is costs FSDs to be available for, and to provide, the registration and 

titling services they provide: 

a. The staff of TxDMV amended the TTI report and refused to disclose publicly the 

changes the TxDMV staff made.  (See Tex. Att’y Gen. OR2015-20728). 

 

b. The 2014 data upon which the TTI Study was based is out of date or was false to begin 

with.  The statement on Page 33 of the report that “To determine estimated costs per 

transaction, the research team examined financial statements provided by the full-

service deputies” is misleading and exceeds the truth. 

 

The Travis County FSDs did not provide “financial statements” but a one-page 

cumulative estimate of expenses for 2013, not for 2014 as alleged in the TTI Study.  

The Travis County FSDs also were not asked about the misleading transactions 

numbers, particularly the double-counting of registrations when a registration is 

included in a title transaction (which usually occurs). 

 

Contrary to the claim on Page 34 (Table 14), the Bexar County FSDs did not provide 

expense information to TTI.  Only 3 of the Bexar County FSDs represented here were 

even interviewed by the TTI researchers and none of them provided any expense 

information from their financial records to TTI.  The expense amount shown for Bexar 

FSDs in Table 14 ($1,976,656) was apparently made up by TTI or by TxDMV staff 

amendments and that concocted number is suspiciously exactly $300,000 more than 

the $1,676,656 cumulative estimate provided by Travis FSDs. 

 

No observation of customer transactions occurred by the TTI researchers at either 

Bexar or Travis FSDs although there were customers present when the researchers were 

there. 

 

c. As to avoiding an adverse impact prohibited by Tex. Gov’t Code ch. 2006 and setting 

prices sufficient for FSDs under Tex. Trans. Code section 502.1911, the TTI study 

provides no factual basis for the proposed rules.  The TTI Study, at most, studied the 

transaction costs on average for types of transactions.  Averages mask the real impact 

the rule will have on the FSDs.  The TTI Study did not seek to establish the varying 

costs by locale or costs necessary by the unique situation of each FSD’s market, cost 

of doing business, or product mix.  The TTI Study (at page 7) admitted the “Limitations 

of the Study”: 

 

As such, the actual transaction cost for any one county may be different 

from the statewide average reported here.  There can be many reasons 

for this possible variation including county size, economies of scale, 

varying degrees of automation across counties, wage rate differentials, 

and sample error, among others. 
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d. The significance of how location can affect actual expenses is demonstrated on the face 

of Table 14 at Page 34 of the TTI Study.  The “Cost Per Transaction” cited 

(erroneously) for Bexar FSDs is 18.6% higher than the figure provided for Travis FSDs.  

Government-oriented regulators trying to set prices for private companies may not 

realize it, but an 18.6% cost reimbursement difference is huge, and it’s plenty to 

eliminate the profitability of a private company.  This is particularly disturbing when 

the price the TxDMV wants to fix is also so far below the prices the FSDs have been 

charging for many, many years. 

 

e. Even if it had used reliable, fresh information, the formula in Table 14 is not a realistic 

way for TxDMV to set prices that will be “sufficient” and avoid “adverse economic 

effect” on these small businesses, because it fails to take relevant factors into 

consideration.  The Table 14 formula may be an interesting tool to arrive at a theoretical 

“transaction-type cost,” but it bears no resemblance to the economic reality the FSD 

businesses face.  TTI did not claim otherwise and admitted the “limitations of the 

study.”  Traditional prices charged by these businesses with decades of real-life 

experience in customer satisfaction would be a better indication of the price needed by 

the private sector to compete effectively and stay in business. 

 

f. That 18.6% difference in “cost per transaction” between Bexar and Travis was based 

on erroneous and out-of-date data.  But the variance by location may be even worse.  

Using that formula, but using 2015 transaction information (adjusted to recognize that 

each title transaction also includes a registration) and actual financial information on 

expenses from the FSDs, the formula would produce a $4.69 registration result and a 

$14.88 title result in Travis County versus a $6.16 registration result and a $19.53 title 

result in Bexar County—a 31% variance.   Those prices are not realistic on which to 

bet the survival of the FSDs, but the variance by location—a factor ignored in the TTI 

Study and the TxDMV rules proposal—is clear.  The variance between counties also 

demonstrates how economies of scale and market conditions affect prices.  There are 

many more FSDs in Bexar County than in Travis County, and the more FSD companies 

there are, the less economies of scale can be achieved to control overall expenses and 

its effect on prices. Ironically, at the last TxDMV Board hearing on this issue, the Travis 

County Tax Collector was grilled as to why there were not more FSDs in Travis 

County.  Expansion of more FSDs would cause less efficiency and economies of scale. 

 

g. The TTI Study provides no factual basis whatsoever for the rule proposal to permit 

Dealer Deputies to charge the same amount for a title ($15) as an FSD.  TTI did not 

even study that issue.  The economic reality is very different for a company whose 

profits is affected by selling and servicing vehicles (and providing title paperwork 

already with a $150 documentary fee) versus a company whose sole, or at least primary, 

source of revenue comes solely from providing registration and titling services.  The 

rule proposing to fix the price an FSD can charge for a title transaction at $15 is also to 

be compared to TxDMV’s own fee for issuing a bonded title Letter of Rejection, a one-

page letter.  TxDMV charges $15 just for that letter without having to take into 

consideration the private-sector economic costs (like rent, taxes, utilities, profit etc.) 
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that the private FSDs face in preforming title transactions for walk-in customers. 

 

If $15 is a fair price to allow a Dealer Deputy to charge in that business model and is a 

fair price for TxDMV’s one-page title rejection letter, then, certainly, a substantially 

higher price is justified for an FSD to provide the services necessary to process a title 

transfer in the FSD business model. 

 

h. The TTI Study provides no factual support to the TxDMV rule proposing to unlawfully 

take profitable transactions (like online registrations) away from the Tax Collector’s 

office and transfer revenue from those transactions to TxDMV.  Of course, using a fee-

authorizing statute to change the statutorily assigned duties of Tax Collectors exceeds 

TxDMV’s authority to begin with, but moving county revenue to the state and 

destroying the public-private FSD system is not justified by the TTI Study or otherwise.  

The TTI Study also did not address other significant features of the proposed rule, such 

as complete elimination of revenue for FSDs for transactions—for which they currently 

receive significant revenue—listed in rule Sections 217.184 and 217.185(b).  It is 

cynical and not a truly reasoned justification for TxDMV to take away county revenue, 

set below-market prices for FSDs and then claim the economic harm to FSDs can be 

made up by the county providing more county revenue to the FSDs. 

 

FSD Comment No. 5: The rule proposal provides no mechanism at all adjusting the fixed 

price in the future.  Government cannot expect businesses, such as these FSDs, to remain available 

in a market where there is no flexibility to timely deal with changing market conditions and costs.  

While the FSDs have not been raising their prices a lot or often, they have been able to protect 

themselves against uncontrollable costs, such as utility and property tax increase and necessary 

pay raises and benefits to retain skilled employees, by adjusting their prices for the variety of 

transactions they have been performing.  If the government is going to fix their prices, there must 

be a regular and relatively quick way to keep those prices updated, or they will not be able to stay 

in business. 

 

FSD Comment No. 6: The published justification at 41 TexReg 2932 on Small Business 

Impact fails to comply with Chapter 2006.  Alleging that FSDs’ customer service prices have 

previously been regulated at $5 for registrations is false.  But the justification admits that FSDs 

almost universally have been charging $10 to $15 per registration.  The rule setting a registration 

fee at a rate that is decades old does not mean these small businesses will not experience “an 

adverse economic effect” as a result of the rule.  Saying that there was “no specific authorized 

amount” for FSDs to charge for title transactions is true, but that fact does not mean there will be 

no adverse economic effect at setting the price at $15 when FSDs have been charging more than 

that.  Overall, the Chapter 2006 comments on 41 TexReg 2932-33 duck the truth about the 

destructive impact the rule will have on the FSDs if implemented as proposed. 

 

FSD Comment No. 7: There are several alternatives TxDMV should consider individually 

or in combination: 
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1. The easiest way for TxDMV to comply with the rulemaking requirement of HB 

2202 without destroying the FSD small businesses is to use Chapter 2006 to grandfather the rates 

FSD currently charge. 

 

2. TxDMV should not eliminate the ability of FSDs to charge, as they currently do, 

for transactions they will be required to provide, such as temporary permits (section 217.185(b)) 

for which most of the FSDs charge $10, a significant source of revenue for them.  The rule should 

also permit charging more for Salvage Titles as almost all of the FSDs do. 

 

2. TxDMV could delay the effective date of the rules fixing prices for FSDs until 

September 1, 2016 and give the Legislature an opportunity to amend its statutes and avoid the 

adverse impact on the FSDs that is unanimously condemned by the Tax Collectors and County 

Commissioners Courts in the counties that use FSDs. 

 

3. An alternative is to follow the same approach the department followed regarding 

setting the FSD bonds (section 217.67) and for regulating the charges for “related transactions” 

(section 271.168(f):  Rely on local control of the prices via the elected Tax Collector.  Permitting 

the Tax Collector to determine the maximum price an FSD can charge and retain from a customer 

lets TxDMV off the hook of an impossible job setting a standardized fee statewide that would 

avoid adverse economic impact on a small business.  It would also continue the successful practice 

of letting those who chose to use the convenient service of the FSDs to pay what it costs to keep 

the FSDs available, instead of placing that burden on other taxpayers who do not use the FSD 

services. 

 

The TxDMV could authorize the Tax Collector (perhaps with agreement by the County 

Commissioners Court), based on local market conditions, to establish the maximum amount the 

FSDs could charge their FSD customers instead of trying to set a standardized statewide amount 

by the TxDMV rule based on averages and ignoring local market conditions.  TxDMV should 

consider permitting a local supplemental “convenience fee” to be charged to FSD customers and 

retained by FSDs upon approval by the Tax Collector (with agreement by the County 

Commissioners Court). For example, Section 217.168(h)) might be amended to read:  

 

“(h)  Additional compensation.  The fee amounts set forth in this section do not preclude 

or limit the ability of a county, upon approval by the Tax Collector and the County Commissioners 

Court, to authorize a deputy to charge the deputy’s customers reasonable amounts in excess of the 

fees authorized by this rule to provide additional compensation to a deputy out of county funds.” 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
_____________________________ 

Bill Aleshire 

Bar No. 24031810 
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Austin, Texas  78701 
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ALESHIRELAW 
A  P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  

  
70 0  LAVACA ST R EE T,  SUITE 14 00  

AUSTIN,  TE XAS 78 701  
 

Bill Aleshire 
Bill@AleshireLAW.com 

512 320-9155 (call)     512 320-9156 (fax) 

_______________________________________________________ 
 

May 23, 2016 

 

VIA HAND DELIVERY & email to rules@txdmv.gov 

David D. Duncan 

General Counsel 

Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 

4000 Jackson Avenue, Building 1 

Austin, Texas 78731 

 

RE: Comments From Full-Service Deputy Companies Regarding TxDMV Chapter 217 

(Vehicle Titles and Registration) Proposed Rules 1 

 

Dear Mr. Duncan: 

 

 The following comments are submitted on behalf of my clients, full-service deputies 

(FSDs) in Bexar County and Travis County.  These comments are in addition to the comments and 

documentation submitted separately related to the financial impact on these FSDs of the proposed 

rules (FSD Comments Nos. 1 thru 7) and comments from FSD customers.  The full-service 

deputies on whose behalf these comments are submitted are: 

 

(Bexar County): (1) Auto Title Express, (2) GM&N Auto Title Service, (3) San 

Antonio Auto Title, Inc., (4) Tisdale LLC, (5) Texas Auto Title, (6) Texas Tag and 

Title, (7) River City Auto Title,  

(Travis County): (8) Auto Title Service, (9) Auto Title Service of Oakhill, (10) Fry 

Auto Title Service, and (11) Universal Auto Title Service. 

 

The Proposed Rules Exceed TxDMV’s Statutory Authority 
 

Overall, the TxDMV rule proposal looks like a power and money grab by TxDMV in violation of 

statutes giving local control to Tax Collectors and Commissioners Courts and the fee revenue 

associated with such local responsibilities.  Of particular importance to FSDs, the rule proposal 

purports to give TxDMV authority to directly interfere in the relationship between Tax Collectors 

and the deputies appointed by the Tax Collector. 

                                                 
1  41 TexReg 2920 –937 (April 22, 2016) 
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FSD Comment No. 8: The statutory scheme for vehicle registration and titling does not 

give TxDMV the authority to directly supervise FSD work nor to decide who can function as an 

FSD.  Appointment and supervision of FSD work is, statutorily, the sole prerogative of the Tax 

Collector who deputies the FSD.  The statutes give Tax Collectors the duty and authority to process 

vehicle registration and titling, and defines the TxDMV role as merely supportive. 

 

The TxDMV rule proposal seeks to misuse it statutory authority limited to merely setting 

and allocating fees and authorizing a lease of RTS terminals, to take duties (and associated 

revenue) away from Tax Collectors and to interfere in the Tax Collector’s duty and authority over 

the deputies appointed by the Tax Collector.  See e.g., rule proposal Section 217.29 conflicting 

with Tex. Trans. Code section 520.005 regarding the Tax Collector’s online registration processing 

duties; rule proposal Section 217.163(j) requiring an agreement with provisions going far beyond 

a mere equipment lease contemplated in Tex. Trans. Code section 520.0093. 

 

FSD Comment No. 9: Since the RTS terminal is the sole means by which an FSD can 

perform its deputy duties, if TxDMV refuses to provide the terminal or cuts off the RTS service, 

TxDMV is, de facto, deciding who can serve as a deputy of the Tax Collector.  That usurps the 

exclusive authority of the Tax Collector pursuant Tex. Trans. Code section 520.0071(b) to decide 

whom to deputize.   

 

The rule proposal should be changed to eliminate or amend all provisions of Section 

217.163(j)(1) thru (9) to provide, instead, that TxDMV may provide information to the Tax 

Collector to support a request that the Tax Collector suspend or cancel the deputy status of any 

person TxDMV believes should not be operating as the Tax Collector’s deputy.  It would then be 

the decision of the Tax Collector to decide whether to suspend the deputy and to provide due 

process in such a decision.  Under no circumstances should TxDMV or anyone else summarily cut 

off the ability of a deputized person from performing their duties, particularly without the deputy 

being given specific notice of the reason for such action and a prompt hearing in conformance with 

due process.  The rule proposal exceeds TxDMV’s statutory authority because TxDMV has no 

direct enforcement authority over a Tax Collector’s deputies merely because TxDMV provides 

equipment or adopts forms and processes for registration and titling.   

 

FSD Comment No. 10: What is the statutory authority for TxDMV to require, as a condition 

for a Tax Collector’s deputy to operate, for each of the specific requirements in Section 217.163(j)?  

For example, Section 217.163(j)(1) requires full service deputies to identify to TxDMV everyone 

with ownership interest in the company; (2) requires up-to-date lists of all deputy employees to be 

provided to TxDMV, (4) purports to give TxDMV the unilateral authority to suspend operation by 

the Tax Collector’s deputy, (8) requires a full service deputy to “understand and agree that the 

department may conduct an audit of the full service deputy’s operations”; and (9) requires a deputy 

to make “its audited financial statement” available to TxDMV. 

 

 TxDMV has general rulemaking authority but only those rules that are “necessary and 

appropriate.”  (Tex. Trans. Code section 1002.001).  Rules that interfere with the Tax Collector’s 

administration of his office and of his deputies are not “appropriate.”  For whatever public good 
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the TxDMV believes such contract provisions may involve, the department cannot use rulemaking 

as a way of usurping the Tax Collector’s authority to fund, control and administer his office.  

TxDMV should, at most, require the Tax Collector to collect the information and perform the 

audits instead of doing so itself.  In addition, none of the FSDs represented here have “audited 

financial statements.”  All of the provisions of Section 217.163(j) increase the costs of doing 

business as an FSD and none of those conditions was taken into consideration in the TTI cost 

study, nor is there mention of this cost in the fiscal note. 

 

The Rule Proposal does not comply with Tex. Gov’t Code ch. 2006 
 

FSD Comment No. 11: The rule proposal purports to assess the impact on small businesses, 

such as the FSD represented here, on Pages 41 TexReg 2923 and 41 TexReg 2932-33.  The 

TxDMV impact “assessment” is best described as a “punt” to avoid altogether the fact that the rule 

will have an adverse economic effect on these small businesses.  As it stands, the rule proposal 

violates Tex. Gov’t Code ch. 2006 by failing to provide the assessment required and by failing to 

provide means by which to mitigate the harm the rules will have on small businesses. 

 

TxDMV claims at 41 TexReg 2923 that there is no impact because counties might be able 

to pay FSDs more for their services from county revenue than the proposed TxDMV price limits 

would permit FSDs to directly charge their customers.  There is nothing in Chapter 2006 that says 

a state agency can adopt rules with adverse economic impact on small businesses while forcing an 

unfunded mandate on local government to pay for the damage the state agency’s rule will cause.  

This is particularly cynical on TxDMV’s part when its proposed rules reduce the overall revenue 

in counties like Bexar and Travis were the FSDs are located.  (See 41 TexReg 2921 where TxDMV 

admits that the proposed county compensation for a walk-in registration (of $2.30) is “slightly 

lower that the TTI conclusion,” thus demonstrating TxDMV’s lack of a factual basis for reducing 

county revenue).   And the “logic” of the rule comment on small business impact practically admits 

that the fee structure may not be sufficient for FSDs to survive. 

 

At 41 TexReg 2932, TxDMV attempts to excuse its lack of compliance with Chapter 2006 

to prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis by erroneously claiming that the price the rule fixes for 

title transactions is “similar to what full service deputies currently charge, according to the data 

provided.”  First of all, that statement is false, because the $15 price limit is below the price charged 

by the great majority of FSDs represented here.  Second, restricting the price for titling to an 

amount that is below the current price of any small business is still an adverse economic effect on 

that business.  Chapter 2006 cannot be ignored as to its adverse economic effect on some small 

businesses, just because there may be some other small businesses who could survive the effect.  

Unfortunately, none of the FSDs represented here believe they could stay in business under the 

rules as currently proposed. 

 

Also at 41 TexReg 2932, TxDMV purports to explain its lack of a regulatory flexibility 

analysis by claiming “the impact will be neutral to positive, in that deputies across the state will 

operate on a level playing field and with a clear understanding of their duties and obligations and 

the rates they may charge.”  This statement demonstrates that the rule creators are not in touch 

with the economic realities that affect the pricing and expenses of private FSDs.  The FSDs do not 



 

Full-Service Deputy Comments on TxDMV Rule ch. 217 

Page 4 of 5 

 

compete statewide, but are limited to the county in which they are deputized.  So having statewide 

continuity in price is of no benefit to them at all.  In fact, because the cost of doing business does 

differ between counties, and even within areas of a county, a “standardized” or fixed price is, on 

its face, insufficient at least in some cases. 

 

TxDMV is incorrect that its rules proposal will not have any adverse economic effect on 

any small businesses.  To comply with Chapter 2006, TxDMV must conduct a regulatory 

flexibility analysis and provide a means to those small businesses to avoid the adverse impact of 

the proposed rules. 

 

There is no “Public Benefit” or Taxpayer Savings from the Proposed Rules 
 

FSD Comment No. 12: At 41 TexReg 2922-23, TxDMV purports to explain the public 

benefit of the rules proposal: “Implementation of the rules will also standardize the costs for 

delivering registration services to the public regardless of where or in what manner the transaction 

is processed.” (emphasis added).  There is no factual basis for this statement, particularly as it 

would apply to FSDs.  The rules do nothing to reduce the “costs for delivering” FSD services; the 

rules merely drastically reduce the revenue FSDs would have available to pay the “costs of 

delivering” its services. 

 

 The statement is also made:  “To the extent there are minor overall increases in cost to the 

public as a result of implementation of the process and handling fee, this cost is required by statute, 

which states that the fee must be set in an amount sufficient to cover the costs of the department, 

county tax assessor-collectors, deputies, and other specified elements of providing the registration 

services.”  This statement ignores the fact that taxpayers in general have been insulated from the 

cost of supporting FSDs, who have been self-supporting from the convenience service charges 

they charge, and their customers voluntarily pay.  None of the FSDs represented here have retained 

any amount of the “fees” they have been collecting.   

 

No county taxpayer who chooses not to use the services of the FSD has had to pay more in 

order to support the existence of the FSDs.  Only FSD customers who choose to use services from 

the FSD have paid for such services.  Ironically, that notion of having non-FSD customers 

contribute fee or tax revenue to keep FSDs available comes from TxDMV (see 41 TexReg 2923 

discussion of supplementing FSDs from county tax revenue).  This statement also ignores the well-

documented and dire warning issued by Bexar and Travis officials as to the impact on taxpayers 

if this rules proposals caused FSDs to close their doors. 

 

 The public-private FSD system has worked well with no economic burden on anyone not 

willingly taking advantage of the convenience of using the FSDs.  No FSD customers have 

complained about the FSD service charges and thousands of FSD customers have taken the time 

to comment against the TxDMV rule proposal. 

 

 Grandfathering the current prices charged by FSDs or permitting the local control through 

elected Tax Collectors to continue while affording the flexibility needed to avoid adversely 

impacting these small businesses is a much better approach than the TxDMV rule proposes.  And 
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the public benefit of not messing up the FSD system is clear. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
_____________________________ 

Bill Aleshire 

Bar No. 24031810 

AleshireLAW, P.C.  

700 Lavaca, Suite 1400 

Austin, Texas  78701 

Telephone: (512) 320-9155 

Facsimile: (512) 320-9156 

Bill@AleshireLaw.com 
 

 

  



From: Bob Ballard
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: "Rule Proposal on CH. 217 affecting full-service deputies"
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 7:47:22 AM

To TxDMV                                                                                                                    May 23nd, 2016

David D. Duncan,

In regards to “Rule Proposal on CH. 217 affecting full-service deputies”. I have been using
 Universal Title Company for over 30 years, and their pricing schedule is completely satisfying
 to me. I want to continue to exercise my right to choose where to complete my auto title and
 licensing needs. I want to continue to use Universal Tile Company to service my auto title and
 licensing needs.

 

Bob Ballard

512-940-7093

 

 

See attached document.

Bob Ballard
General Manager & Lead Estimator
Ballards Asphalt & Concrete
Email: ballards-asphalt@sbcglobal.net
Office:  (512) 278-8777
Mobile: (512) 940-7093
 

















16.A. 
THE ORDER: 

DENTON COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS COURT 

05117/2016 

Month 

Court Order Number 

Approval of Denton County Resolution opposing final adoption of the Texas Department of Motor 

Vehicles proposed rule changes to Chapter 217, Texas Administrative Code, regarding County Subsidy 

of Vehicle Registration and Title Services, and any appropriate action. County Judge 

Motionhy ~tfi 

CommissionerPctNo I Yes ~ 
Hugh Coleman Abs1ain 

No 
Absent 

Commissioner Pct No 3 Yes 
BobbieJ. Mitdldl Abs1ain 

No 
Absent ~ 

County Judi, 
MaiyHom 

Other Action: Pulled from Consent 

Denton County 

Seconded by~~ .......... -~ ..................... ~ ..... ~ 
Yes 
Abs min 
No 
Absent 

x 
Comnissioner Pct No 2 Yes ..P. 
Ron Mardlant Abs1ain _ 

No 
Absent 

Comnis sion er Pct No 4 Yes 
Andy Eads Abs1ain 

No 
Absent~ 

Motion Carried~ 
No Action Postponed 

ATIFST: 

Page3of3 Printed on 511612016 



Resolution 
Opposing Proposed Rule Changes regarding Vehicle Registration and Title Services 

WHEREAS, the Board of the Department of Motor Vehicles is proposing rule changes to Chapter 
217, Texas Administrative Code, regarding vehicle title anRd registration fees; and 

WHEREAS, legislative discussions on the legislation authorizing the change from a statutory fee 
schedule to a fee schedule set by the agency included assurances that the change would not result in a 
revenue loss to counties; and 

WHEREAS, in the case of Denton County, the proposed fee schedule appears to violate that 
understanding; and 

WHEREAS, the study acknowledges concerns raised in high growth counties that the 
compensation fees already do not match the increases in transaction volume over time; and 

WHEREAS, the TTI study also indicates that the proposal will cost counties more than the 
revenue provided, requiring counties to subsidize the vehicle registration and title process; and 

WHEREAS, despite assurances that the proposed rules would offset the revenue loss to 
counties, the department's own data indicates that the proposed changes will cost Denton County 
approximately $330,000.00; and 

WHEREAS, an arbitrary cap on the amount that title service providers may charge also threatens 
that successful public-private partnership, which will increase county costs to perform this function if the 
title service providers cease to operate. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Denton County Commissioners Court 
opposes final adoption of the proposed rules changes to Chapter 217 unless fees to be retained by 
counties are adequate to cover the costs and prevent an unfunded mandate; and be it further resolved 
that fees retained by title service providers not be arbitrarily capped preventing those service providers 
from saving counties money. 

ANDYEAD~ER 
PRECINCT 4 























NOTE: Department received 256 
individual signed preprinted postcards.

















Tammy J. McRae 
Tax Assessor-Collector 
 Montgomery County 

 
 
 

 
 
May 19, 2016 
 
 
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 
David D. Duncan, General Counsel 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, Texas 78731 
 
RE:  Chapter 217, Proposed Amendments, Repeal, and New Subchapter I relating to Fees 
 
Chairwoman Ryan and DMV Board Members;  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide input regarding Proposed Rules in Chapter 217 proposed by the 
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles at the board meeting held on April 7, 2016.  
 
Section 217.40, New Section 6(3): This amendment requires all parties involved with an Even Trade to 
be present at the time of the transaction. This rule should be addressed by the Texas State Comptroller as 
it pertains to sales tax. An alternative is to require the same procedure as a Gift Affidavit.  
 
Section 217, Subchapter H- Deputies: This proposed change allows TxDMV authority to approve and 
terminate agreements between the Tax Assessor-Collector and the Full Service Deputy. TxDMV should 
be required to immediately notify the Tax Assessor-Collector for a resolution as the Tax Assessor-
Collector has personal liability.  
 
Section 217.165- Inspection Deputies: This proposed change isn’t necessary and should be removed.  
 
Section 217, Subchapter I- Fees: The purpose of this proposal is to encourage online registration, reduce 
the walk-in or mail-in service and to reduce the fees received by the counties for online registration 
renewal. Montgomery County is pro-active in their efforts to promote online registration however, 60% 
of our customers prefer to process in person. Furthermore, the counties should continue to receive the 
same fees that are currently received. There should not be a different fee structure for online registration 
renewals. The effect of this change would be detrimental to the counties. I also feel that our customers 
would suffer from centralized processing for online registration renewals. Dividing the duties between 
the Tax Assessor-Collector and a third-party vendor will confuse citizens and lead to additional work at 
the County level.  
 
Section 217.204, Subchapter J- Performance Review/Recognition Program: I served as a member of the 
working group to develop this program. The committee and TxDMV agreed to all criteria however, the 
proposed rules did not reflect one item that was agreed upon. Section 217.204(d) should be deleted and 
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Section 217.201(c)(2) amended to read: The Tax Assessor-Collector that has had a recognition status 
revoked due to accusation or other circumstances and is exonerated should not have to be re-elected to 
be eligible for reinstatement of their previously awarded recognition. It should follow the same 
procedure as the demotion to a lower level.  
 
 
We believe that the current proposed changes by TxDMV will negatively impact the citizens of 
Montgomery County. It is my desire to continue to work with TxDMV to provide motor vehicle services 
to our citizens in the most effective and efficient manner possible while recognizing the statutory 
authority constitutionally assigned to the local Tax Assessor-Collectors. I am committed to work with 
TxDMV and State Legislature to arrive at a solution that is in the best interest of counties, the State, and 
the citizens.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Tammy McRae, PCC  
Tax Assessor-Collector  
Montgomery County  



From: Kim Morton
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Proposed Amendments
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 3:51:47 PM

Chairwoman Ryan and Board Members,

 

 

 

The proposed changes from Texas Department of Motor Vehicles(TxDMV) gives growing
 concerns

on all aspects of Vehicle Registration and Title process. The Nacogdoches Tax Assessor
 Collector is opposing  these rule changes.

 

Section 217, Subchapter H      Deputies.  The Tax Assessor Collector with their County
 Commissioners court have authority to approve Full Service or Limited Service deputies, and
 Tax Assessor is responsible for accounting for all fees and inventory. The TxDMV should not
 have any authority in approval or termination of these duties or collections of fees.

 

Section 217.165 – Inspection Deputies. This new section is unclear and unnecessary.

 

Section 217, Subchapter I- Fees. The counties should not receive any less commission than
 currently

Received for walk in, on line, mail in or deputy processed registrations. TxDMV should have
 to formulate a P&H fee that does not lower the current revenue received by counties.

 

Section 520.005 of the Transportation Code clearly states TxDMV does not have statutory
 authority to relieve County Tax Assessor Collectors from any of the duties required to process
 registration renewal through the internet. Subsection 217.29 should be deleted.

 

We feel the proposed rules will have a negative impact on our County and Citizens.

 

Sincerley,



Kim Morton

Tax Assessor-Collector

Nacogdoches County





 

 

 
May 23, 2016   
 
 
 
The Honorable Laura Ryan, Chair, and Board Members 
Texas Department of Motor Vehicles 
4000 Jackson Avenue 
Austin, TX  78731 
 
 
Re: Proposed DMV Rules as published in the April 22, 2016 Texas Register 
 
Dear Chair Ryan and Texas Department of Motor Vehicle Board Members:  
 
This letter stands as a formal record of my opposition to the proposed rule changes 
regarding allowable fees for services provided by auto title companies, and for 
restructuring reimbursement rates to county tax offices for processing title transfer and 
vehicle registration. These rule changes, as proposed, will shift administrative duties to 
counties without providing the necessary resources needed to fulfill their basic 
obligations to our county tax payers. If these proposed rule changes take effect, our 
constituents will be facing greater wait times, less flexibility, and a greater financial 
burden. I am opposed to any proposed rule changes that do not affirmatively address the 
resource capacity necessary for our county offices to appropriately perform their duties.  
 
According to the fiscal analysis run by the Travis County Tax Office, the impact of 
proposed reimbursement rate changes will cost Travis County vehicle owners an 
additional $2,215,165 annually. Further, the proposed changes to auto title services will 
require the Travis County Tax Office to sever partnerships that presently save tax payers 
an estimated $1 million a year. I concur with this assessment and urge you to withdraw 
these proposed changes until these concerns have been addressed and funds have been 
identified and designated in order to meet the true cost of serving our constituents.  
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Dawnna Dukes 
State Representative, District 46 























From: Kathy Sweidel-Caton
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Cc: Mike Lewis; Gloria Bray; Joe Williams
Subject: Vehicle Registration Fees - request for increase
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 1:47:12 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
 
We understand that the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles is implementing rules to increase
 the fees collected on behalf of the state and county for vehicle registrations. However, the
 agency is not increasing the administrative fee that the retailer retains which is currently set at
 $1 and has been for many years. 
 
Food Town currently has thirty-two stores, has been in business for over twenty-two years
 and most locations offer auto tag renewal services to our customers at our service desk. Some
 years ago when Texas changed from books of auto tag "stickers" to the printable documents,
 we were provided with a laptop and printer at no cost to the retailer, as well as a "corporate
 contact" who visited our stores regularly to monitor inventory and deliver "auto registration
 forms" as needed.  We mailed company checks to the tax assessor accompanied with our
 reporting to list each renewal which must be reconciled. 
 
Over the last three years, the "free" laptop and printer have been removed and we no longer
 have a contact who monitors inventory. Rather than mailing a check with our reporting, we
 are required to provide an ACH to the bank account of the Tax assessor.
 
In order to offer this service to our customer, each Food Town location must provide:

Our own PC with internet connection
A PC maintenance agreement
Our own "DMV approved" printer
A printer maintenance agreement
Customer convenient hours as well as labor to cover those 7 days a week
A  bond per location ($25,000 bond per store in Harris and Montgomery counties,
 $15,000 in Fort Bend county/annual company cost for bonds is $3,000 for Harris
 county, $180 for Montgomery and $180 for Fort Bend)
Insurance to cover each "deputized employee" at $15 per person (annual cost over
 $2,600)
66 ACH's per week from our bank account into the tax assessor's account
Office personnel to train store employees
Office personnel to coordinate and reconcile bank and store reporting

 
The DMV has reduced their expenses but many of those have been passed on to the
 retailer. Offering auto tag renewal service is a benefit to our mutual consumer as generally
 our service lines are shorter than those at the local court house. Having retailers offer this
 public service not only reduces the cost to the DMV since providing PC's & printers is no
 longer necessary, but helps reduce their labor cost and consumer wait time as individuals visit
 our stores rather than the court house. For these reasons, we would appreciate approval to
 increase our customer fee from $1 to $2 in order to cover some of our increased expenses. 
Regards,
Kathy Sweidel-Caton



Vice President of Communications

Food Town
3131 Pawnee / Houston, Texas 77054-3302
Phone: 832-476-4649 / Fax: 832-476-4650
Website: www.foodtownshopper.com

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
 privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are
 not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original
 message.   It is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that this e-mail is virus free. While we employ
 virus checking, no liability is accepted for any losses caused by viruses.



 
May 23, 2016 

To:        Mr. David Duncan, General Counsel, TxDMV 
From:    Donald Lee, Executive Director 
Re: Comments on proposed changes to Chapter 217, Vehicle 

Titles and Registration 
Transportation Code Section 502.1911(b)(2) requires the TxDMV to set 
vehicle registration fees at an amount that is sufficient for cover the cost 
of providing vehicle registration services by the county tax assessor-
collector or by a deputy with whom a county tax assessor-collector 
contracts. 
The current proposal for registration fees would sharply reduce the fees 
for online vehicle registration under the assumption that people will 
increasingly choose the online option. However, the substantial loss of 
revenue from online transactions will reduce overall funding available for 
the full range of in-person vehicle registration services that must still be 
performed in each county.  Quite simply, in depriving counties of the 
revenue from online registrations, TxDMV is requiring counties to 
perform high-cost in-person transactions without the benefit of revenue 
from online registrations.  Further, the county fee proposed for in-person 
transactions is below the actual average cost to counties for each in-
person transaction as determined by TxDMV’s researcher, TTI. 
Based on the Department’s own data, here are the projected annual 
losses for some of our member counties under the proposed rules: 

Bell  $              (46,526) 
Bexar  $            (900,000) 
Brazoria  $              (14,236) 
Brazos  $              (16,959) 
Collin  $            (417,903) 
Comal  $              (12,242) 
Dallas  $            (786,893) 
Denton  $            (313,322) 
Ector  $                (9,477) 
El Paso  $            (164,102) 
Fort Bend  $            (239,687) 
Galveston  $              (48,119) 
Harris  $        (1,686,509) 
Hays  $              (37,089) 
Hidalgo  $              (31,701) 
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 Lubbock  $              (19,344) 

McLennan  $              (16,761) 
Midland  $                (2,518) 
Montgomery  $            (147,140) 
Nueces  $            (103,892) 
Rockwall  $              (11,956) 
San Patricio  $                11,789  
Smith  $                (7,190) 
Tarrant  $            (579,646) 
Travis  $            (584,303) 
Williamson  $            (173,661) 

 
These projected losses clearly demonstrate the proposed rules violate Section 
502.1911(b)(2), Transportation Code. 
We understand TxDMV takes the position that “efficiencies” in processes will keep 
counties whole.  However, the tax assessor-collectors in our member counties believe 
TxDMV is greatly overstating any “efficiencies” found in the rules as proposed. Further, 
the DMV has produced no analysis or evidence to support their conclusion. 
In addition to the direct loss of revenue, the proposed lower fees permitted to be charged 
by full-service deputies is expected to result in many (if not most, or all) of those private 
entities closing their operations.  It is not realistic to assume a substantial number of the 
customers of those private entities will begin using the online registration option.  The 
transfer of the workload to county tax assessor-collectors is expected to be substantial.  
For example, El Paso County anticipates it will incur additional personnel costs $1.26 
million dollars annually, and will need to construct an additional facility to house the 
additional staff at a cost of approximately $1.4 million dollars. Travis County estimates 
that it will incur additional personnel costs of $1.3 million to handle the increased 
workload. 
Based on this, the Texas Conference of Urban Counties requests that the TxDMV 
withdraw the proposed rules so that a new proposal may be developed that will meet the 
statutory requirement that fees be sufficient to cover the costs of providing the services. 
The department has no evidence that the current proposal meets whose requirements – 
and its own analysis, the TTI study, and universal comment from the Tax A/Cs indicate 
conclusively that the proposal fails to meet the requirement. 
 The Texas Conference of Urban Counties appreciates your consideration of these 
concerns and offers any assistance it can provide in helping the TxDMV meet its 
obligation to set fees in compliance with Section 502.1911(b)(2). 
 



Response By Bexar County Against the TxDMV Proposed Rules on Vehicle Titles and 
Registration Under Texas Administrative Code, Title 43, Chapter 217 (5-23-16) 

BACKGROUND AND "INTENDED" PURPOSE: 
House Bill 2741 and House Bill 2202 implemented Section 520.0071 of the Transportation Code, which was 
intended to allow the Texas Department of Motor Vehicle Board, by rule, to set fees to provide funding for 
TxDMV operations and "fair" compensation for Counties and to also prescribe classification types of local 
deputies performing titling and registration duties. Prior to the 83rd Legislature, motor vehicle title services 
were regulated under Transportation Code §§520.008, 520.009, 520.0091 and §520.0092, governing deputies 
performing titling and registration duties. 

REASONS FOR OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RULES: 
The Bexar County Commissioner' s Court adopted a resolution opposing TxDMV's proposed rules. The 
Office of Albert Uresti, Bexar County Tax Assessor-Collector, is also opposed to these rule changes as 
currently proposed by the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles (TxDMV) and is requesting that the fees and 
fee structure, along with the Limited and Full Service Title Company business models, remain as they 
currently are or be modified to mitigate any negative impact for the following reasons: 

• Tax Assessor-Collectors Association of Texas (TACA) has determined that TxDMV does not have 
authority to remove the responsibility for online vehicle renewal functions from Tax Assessors. 

• Proposed rules violate and remove Tax Assessors ' statutory duty to "process a registration renewal" 
(See V.T.C.A. Transportation Code§ 520.005). 

• Proposed rules violate and remove Tax Assessors ' responsibility to "promptly mail renewal 
registration validation stickers and license plates to applicants" (43 Tex. Admin. Code§ 217.29). 

• Statute requires County Assessor-Collectors to pay the entire expense of issuing receipts and therefore 
prohibits the delegation to a private vendor for online transactions (See V.T.C.A. Transportation Code 
§ 520.006). 

• TxDMV has deviated from the compensation study they paid for to determine compensation for Tax 
Assessor-Collector Offices, as well as Limited and Full Service Deputies. 

• Would cause a rate increase of $5 per registration to the Citizens of Bexar County and Texas. 
• The proposed processing and handling fees are acting as a HIDDEN TAX to supplement the State 

Highway Fund of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and to replace revenues for 
TxDMV previously received from the State ' s general fund. 

• Would cause an annual decrease in compensation of over $7 million dollars for counties state-wide, 
including over $900,000 annually for Bexar County. 

• Providing the best customer service possible to our Citizens is extremely important to the Bexar 
County Tax Assessor' s Office, and it is believed that customer service will suffer when 221,000 online 
registration transactions are moved to a private vendor away from the Bexar County Tax Assessor' s 
Office, which will still require substantial involvement and processing duties by the Tax Office. 

• The compensation received by Bexar County for online registrations is being reduced by over 91 % 
from $2.90 to $.25, despite the requirement by statute that the Tax Assessor-Collector is responsible 
for the processing of online transactions. 

• Removal of any portion of online transactions from the Tax Assessor-Collectors and placing them 
with a vendor, along with the proposed requirement for TxDMV to sign as a third party on contracts 
between County Tax Offices and Full Service Title Companies, violates statute and would take away 
local government control. 

• For 2014 and 2015, TxDMV has no record of any complaints against any Full Service Title Company 
in Texas. 

Vista Verde Plaza, 233 N. Pecos Ia Trinidad 
San Antonio Texas 78207-3175 

albert. uresti@bexar .org 
210.335.6585 



• The proposed rules setting Full Service Deputy convenience fees at $5 for registrations and $15 for 
title transfers will cause the Full Service Title Companies to close, as stated by the owners of these 
businesses, and will increase costs to Bexar County Taxpayers. (Market rate convenience fees with 
maximum caps are suggested for Full Service Deputies.) 

• The closing of the Full Service Title Companies would require a minimum of three additional tax 
offices in Bexar County plus personnel staffing. (The startup costs for these three additional offices in 
Bexar County would be between three and six million dollars and the annual operational costs would 
be between two and three million dollars.) 

• Would reduce options for Citizens of Bexar County on titling and registration transactions, by 
eliminating the availability of 21 additional locations for Citizens to choose from, while impacting 
established small businesses and causing the layoff of their employees. 

• Bonding requirements for Limited and Full Service Deputies should be set by the Tax Assessor­
Collector according to value and length of time that inventory is held. 

ADVERSE IMPACT OF PROPOSED RULES TO CITIZENS, COUNTIES, & BUSINESSES: 
The Bexar County Commissioner's Court and the Office of the Bexar County Tax Assessor-Collector oppose 
many of TxDMV's proposed rule changes, including the $5 rate increase to replace funding for TxDMV from 
the State' s general fund, and also reject TxDMV's assessment that there would be no significant fiscal impact 
for state and local governments or small businesses. We also oppose the erosion of local control at the County 
level by TxDMV's proposed rules. The immediate and long-term impacts show the proposed TxDMV rules 
would decrease compensation for County Tax Offices, while increasing workload and budget costs to County 
Tax Assessor-Collector Offices. The owners of the 21 Full Service Title Companies in Bexar County have 
stated they would be forced to close their businesses and lay off employees, thereby requiring the Tax 
Assessor-Collector to open additional offices at a cost in the millions of dollars. Although opposed to the 
proposed rule changes by TxDMV; in the alternative, we have offered and asked for modifications to the 
proposed rule changes to mitigate negative impacts and believe a good compromise can still be reached for the 
Citizens of Texas, between the Texas Legislature, the Tax Assessor-Collectors, and TxDMV. We are also 
submitting a compensation worksheet by the Bexar County Tax Office mirroring TxDMV's worksheet, which 
allows the same exact compensation that TxDMV is requiring, while eliminating Bexar County ' s and most of 
the State' s reduction in revenues created by TxDMV's proposed rules. 

Office of Albert Uresti, MPA, PCC 

Bexar County Tax Assessor-Collector 

Vista Verde Plaza, 233 N. Pecos la Trinidad 
San Antonio Texas 78207-3175 

albert. uresti@bexar .org 
210.335.6585 



Albert Uresti ,MPA,Pcc 

Bexar County 

Registration Fees 

Analysis 

Compensation 

M ethod of Reta ined by County 

Registration Current Proposed 

Transactions Fees TxDMV Fees 

Walk-In 1.90 2.30 

Online 2.90 0.25 

Mail-In 2.90 2.30 

Limited (i .e., HEB) 1.90 1.30 

Full Service 1.90 1.30 

I Bexar County Alternate Plan if TxDMV Adopts Fee Increase I 

Proposed 

Fees by 

Bexar Cnty 

2.30 

1.25 

2.30 

2.30 

2.30 

*** 

**** 

***** 

TxDMV Proposed Deputy Proposed Texas.Gov Proposed Fee Bexar Cnty 

Automation Convenience Vendor Fee Internet Compensation Proposed 

Fee Fees by TxDMV byTxDMV Fee Retained by TxDMV P&H Fee 

0.50 2.20 

0.50 ***0.50 2.00 0.50 

0.50 2.20 

0.50 **** 1.00 2.20 

0.50 * ****5.00 2.20 

0.50 Vendor Fee for Xerox would not be needed since counties will retain transactions 

and is not included in total proposed P&H Fee calculation for online 

A convenience fee would be charged seperately by limited deputies 

and is not included in total proposed P&H Fee calculation 

A convenience fee would be charged seperately by full service deputies 

and is not included in total proposed P&H Fee calculation (Market Rate Convenience 

Fees with maximum caps are suggested for Full Service Deputies) 

Page 1 

5.00 

4.25 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 

TxDMV 

Proposed 

P&H Fee 

5.00 

3.75 

5.00 

5.00 

5.00 



Albert Uresti, MPA,Pcc 

Bexar County 

Registration Fees 

Analysis 

Method of 

Registration 

Transactions 

Walk-In 

Online 

Mail-In 

Limited (i.e., HEB) 

Full Service 

Percentage of All 

Registrations by 

Transaction Type 

Bexar State Wide 

30% 65% 

15% 18% 

9% 8% 

28% 5% 

18% 4% 

100% 100% 

Proposed TxDMV Fee 

TxDMV Vehicle TxDMV Fee Increase or 

Registration Fees Increase or (Decrease) 

Current Proposed (Decrease) Using Bexar 

Fees Fees County Plan 

51.75 55.75 4.00 4.00 

54.75 54.50 (0.25) 0.25 

52.75 55.75 3.00 3.00 

* 52 .75 * 55.75 ***3.00 ** * 3.00 

** 56.75 ** 59.75 ***3.00 ** *3.00 --

* Includes $1.00 Convenience Fee 

** Includes $5.00 Convenience Fee per TxDMV 

*** Convenience Fee would be paid 

seperately to Lim ited or Full Service 

Deputy (Market Rate Convenience Fees with 

maximum caps are suggested for Full Service 

Deputies) 

Page 2 



Albert Uresti, M PA, Pee 

Bexar County 

Registration Fees 

Analysis 

Total County Compensation with Proposed TxDMV P&H Fees 

Method of Total County Compensation with Bexar County State of Texas - All 254 Counties 

Registration Proposed Bexar P&H Fees Auto Current Proposed Auto Current Proposed 

Transactions Bexar County All Counties Regs Revenue Revenue Regs Revenue Revenue 

Walk-In ' ' $ 1,055,793 $ 35,508,497 459,041 $ 872,177 $ 1,055,793 15,438,477 $ 29,333,106 $ 35,508,497 

Online 286,900 5,344,088 229,520 665,609 57,380.06 4,275,271 12,398,285 1,068,818 

Mail-In 316,738 4,370,277 137,712 399,365 316,737.95 1,900,120 5,510,349 4,370,277 

Limited (i.e ., HEB) 985,407 2,731,423 428,438 814,032 556,969.14 1,187,575 2,256,393 1,543,848 

Full Service 633,476 2,185,138 275,424 523,306 358,051.59 950,060 1,805,114 1,235,078 

$ 3,278,314 $ 50,139,423 1,530,135 $ 3,274,489 $ 2,344,932 23,751,503 $ 51,303,246 $ 43,726,517 

$ 3,825 $ (1,163,824)] $ (929,557) $ (7,576,729) 

(Loss)/Gain to County(s) (Loss)/Gain to County (Loss)/Gain to Counties 
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RESOLUTION OPPOSING RULES PROPOSED BY THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF 
MOTOR VEIDCLES THAT DECREASE COUNTY REVENUES, INCREASE COUNTY 
COSTS, AND REDUCE LOCAL CONTROL 

WHEREAS, the Bexar County Tax Ac;sessor Collector is charged with collecting vehicle 
registration fees, which provide for certain legislative authorized revenues to offset costs associated with 
collecting and dispersing these fees for the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles; and 

WHEREAS, the 83rd State Legislature passed HB 2202 which created the Texas Department of 
Motor Vehicles Fund, authorized the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles to establish certain fees by board 
rule, authorized the board to direct certain fees to the Fund, and allows county revenues to be set by board 
rule; and 

WHEREAS, the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles has proposed rules setting title transfer and 
registration processing and handling fees for its own funding; and has further proposed fees and changes for 
the County Tax Assessor-Collectors, and the various deputy classification types; and 

WHEREAS, the Bexar County Tax Assessor Collector may deputize full service title companies to 
provide titling and registration services and limited service companies to provide registration services, which 
increase access and locations for these service by citizens; and 

WHEREAS, the rules proposed by the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles will decrease county 
revenues, increase county costs, and reduce local control. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bexar County Commissioners Court opposes 
the rules as proposed by the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles amending Title 43 of the Texas 
Administrative Code Chapter 217. 

PASSED AND APPROVED this 171
h da 
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From: Nikki McDonald
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Emailing: Letter and Resolution from Moore County re proposed rule chang
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 2:46:57 PM
Attachments: Letter and Resolution from Moore County re proposed rule chang.pdf

Mr. Duncan,

I have attached a letter highlighting reasons not to accept the proposed
changes to the rules.  I have also attached a resolution from Moore County
Commissioner's Court also urging you to not accept the rules as presented.

Please give this serious attention as I feel you have probably received
numerous letters and resolutions from Tax Assessor-Collectors and
Commissioner's Court throughout the state.

Sincerely,

Nikki McDonald
Moore County TAC
P O Box 616
500 S Dumas Ave
Dumas TX  79029-0616
Trueautomation.com






















NOTE: Department received a petition with 
341signatures in response to the 4/7/16 
proposed rules.





From: ggt
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: No to Rule Proposal on Ch. 217
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 9:40:46 AM

         No to rule proposal Ch.217

I am aware of the prices the private licence plate companies have, and I
want to pay them.

Because they have a deep knowledge base, expertice and experience in
licensing, titleing, ownership, tax, forms  and can always provide you
with a solution, or a path to the solution.

Also they are walk in, ready, and local.  They provide a valuable
service that I gladly pay extra for.

Thanks

I know this is a few days late

G Thompson



From: Bob Strobo
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Subject: Rule Proposal-Ch. 217-SUPPORT OF PRIVATE SECTOR AUTO LICENSING AND TITLE AGENTS
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2016 6:05:34 PM

Dear Mr. Duncan,
 
The purpose of this letter is to express my support of private automobile titling and licensing agents.
 I have 8 automobiles and trailers I currently register in Texas.
 
As businessman, having an alternative to the Tax Office is very important to me both as a customer
 and as a tax payer.
 

1.       As a customer, the additional locations, ease of service and efficiency is very convenient.
2.       The sometimes long lines at the Tax Office, would be substantially longer if it were not for

 the additional service provided by private sector agents.
3.       As a tax payer, I see the cost savings provided by allowing private sector entities provide.

 
It seems like a win/win to support the independents. I cannot find a downside.
 
I have been a patron of the independent title agents since 1980 and feel the small service fee they
 charge for their service, to be a very small price to pay to speed up my title and registration needs
 and to ease the annual tasks of registration.  As a businessman, I wonder how they can operate on
 such small margins.
 
My needs have always been met with professionalism and efficiency and I have never had a single
 complaint regarding my dealings over the past 37 years.
 
It is my sincere hope that you will consider my comments in your decisions and allow and encourage
 the independent automobile title services.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
Bob Strobo
Austin, Texas 78730
 



From: Reed, Crystal
To: Zz - Resource - GCO_Rules
Cc: Hamilton, Rob; Scott, Leslie D
Subject: Fee Change
Date: Friday, May 27, 2016 2:19:33 PM

Kroger would ask that the state consider increasing the fee that the retailer
 retains for processing license renewals.  We would like to request to move from
 a $1 fee to a $2 fee per license renewal.  The $1 fee has been in place for many
 years while our cost associated with processing license renewals has increased.
 
Ø  The state required Kroger to move to processing payments through our own

 equipment.   This resulted in the expense of adding computers to some
 Service Centers and adding printers.  We also had to add electrical and
 network connections to some locations.

Ø  After we moved to our own equipment, we now incur printer expenses such
 as toner and paper.

Ø  The state stopped providing pre-addressed postage paid envelopes to send
 our required paperwork each week.  This resulted in an expense to our
 company for the envelopes and postage.

Ø  The state combined state inspections and license renewals.  This added
 extra labor time to process some license renewals when we must verify
 the inspections.

Ø  Some counties require the store to visit the county location for supplies
 and submit weekly paperwork.  This requirement is causing labor and
 travel expenses as well as exposing our associates to potential accidents
 while on the road.

Ø  Kroger incurs the Debit and Credit processing fees.
Ø  Kroger incurs any losses associates with Debit and Credit Chargebacks and

 return check losses.
 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our request to increase the license
 renewal fee to $2.  
 
Thank you,
Crystal Reed
Houston FE Manager
713-249-0237
 

This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
 contain information that is confidential and protected by law from unauthorized disclosure. Any
 unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
 please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.
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