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- _‘Qnal transportation financing

.'.=..- ,,_Jp.u"Bﬁc transportatlon system is fractured
= mfo*.m{ades

_ = The public sector must develop a new
paradigm for financing transportation

e Freight Transportation is particularly
vulnerable to the financing crisis
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_$2t =Iéi(5'n shortfall in highway and transit
mm Il the next 25 years

=EWer gas tax revenues as fuel economy and
-_jj;‘-r-.-- ternative fuels increase

Increased freight demands and congestion on
-~ an aging and not well maintained
“transportation infrastructure

— Donor/donee returns
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= eIncreased inefficiencies and
= - higher transport costs
“-f;;" resulting from urban
e Intermodal connection gaps

e Other demands on the
federal budget
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*6' Prlmarlly finance your own

rf- ‘mode

o Provide debt instruments
®* |ncrease the types of fees
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Table 1: Revenue Sources by Mode
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FE..— R:'fl'lﬁact fees

,_.Elﬁes:on fees

~ = Parking fees
~ »_Value added taxes on autos

and trucks,
e Ad valorem fees
Dedicated “local option
transportation taxes”[1]
Sales taxes
Property taxes
Value capture taxes on the
transportation investments
Emission fees
Benefit based fees

cellent summary of local transportation taxes th
d Trends), Institute of Transportation Studies,”

iy :--

- Cargo Wayblll tax
-« Jet fuel and avgas taxes
e Passenger Ticket tax
e Passenger Flight
Segmentation tax
Passenger Security
surcharge

International Departure
tax

International Arrival tax
INS user fee

Custom user fee

APHIS Passenger fee
Frequent Flyer tax
APHIS Aircraft fee
LUST Fuel tax

Airport Carrier Security
fee

roughout the country is found in T. Goldman,
University of California Berkeley, March 2001.

(Taxes and fe

put into the general
fund)

S. Corbett and M. Wachs, Local Option Tl

S

Fare boxes

General Fund

appropriations at both the

state and local levels

Tolls

Airport parking

e Airport rent/lease of
gates and retailers

e Charter bus earnings

e Congestion/Value Pricing

e Rural public

transportation

(fees/contributions from

federal funds for social

services, e.g. Medicare.)

Advertisement

Concessions

Sale/lease back

transactions

Rentals and/or leases

Regional sales taxes

Food and beverages

Value captures

agreements

Stock issues

Bond Proceeds

ansportation Taxes in the United States (Pari

t One:
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ISSENUEMIIICKEL Tax

ISEENGYET 1ght Segment Tax
BSENWEIRSECURASUICHETE

SENOEY r;l" Ilty Charge

INS UsaE :Ee

_J,uar 1S L ser Fee
assenger Fee
| Cargo Wayhbill Tax
-Fréqu_ent Flyer Tax
[APHIS Aircraft Fee

Jet Fuel Tax

LUST Fuel Tax

Air Carrier Security Fee

iaanonal eparture Tfax
Iriterney FJJrJrlf:" Trax

1902
- 3-%_.81)%

- $3.00
$3.00 $6.00

- $5.00

- $5.00

= $2.00
5.0% 6.25%

- $76.75

- 0.1¢/gal

7.5%
$3.00

39 I
DL . O

$4.50
$13.40
$13.40
$7.00
$5.00
$3.10
6.25%
7.5%
$65.25
4.3¢/gal
0.1¢/gal
TBD
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_ modal approach and develop a
oL undlng source for freight; or

"4-."

== -e_fri"- g e the current approach and create a
= Jznatlonal transportation system with a
- ‘modal neutral funding source.
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SisiChoice: Modal Fundings
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SNVZIlE Added Tax on Freight, or
BNCaT00) Surcharge, or
SNeONntainer Surcharge




VATRPros and,Cons
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e shares In the value of goods transported

Hpreve e nC|es as the barriers to intermodalism and connectivity are
Ediced s J\ e new transportation investments.

Emrwnc* 2 =could produce savings greater than the VAT.
: ia Véﬂue that applies to all freight carriers.

=2l EVER
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s VAT |sron ‘domestic and imports and should not impact trade treaties.
T
__JG|V|ng goods movement their own funding source frees up funds from

_':“"'the highway trust fund that is going to goods movement purposes.
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ti -"-'(')f'the VAT could be expensive and difficult. It adds to the
]JJHL usmess In the United States, even though the tax is small.

A VAR _r ports only could impact trade treaties.

Uruuaji Jce the wealthy consume more then others and the tax is spread
out

— "

;_: — e~ Giving goods movement their own funding source continues the financial

,..; _ractljrmg of transportation.
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Celfe J( Surchange Pro

PIeE: e surcharge would be fair to the carriers, since it would
?looJ 10/ co é',lners/tralIers/boxes/ralIcars/packages originating from
el ges :modes and dees not penalize any particular mode. It
S rru I ha 'goods movement often requires more investments in
Caflf _g, | _Iy that are often very capital intensive.
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';6; s “The collection of the surcharge could be difficult and
_1_;: ,expenswe It would unfairly target foreign goods and raise the
’: - _price of these goods. A trade challenge is possible. It would
dispreportionately tax raw materials and grain and other agrlcultural

products at a higher rate then value added cargo. v 1 o

_______




BoNtainer Fees Pros and C [Toa—
P ——— __!ﬁﬁ

= .= -

ANVEIELION Ol ther Cargor surcharge Is a contarner
(EES rl" € the fees are not charged on tonnage
Pl enR containers. The price of the surcharge
sOlIERany depending on size, or whether it is
fullfer empty. The container charge would be on
e Sall imported and exported containers. The fee
= couldbe collected at customs for water, air, rail

5“: ~and truck; making it much easier then the cargo
— surcharge to collect. It could also result in

- heavier containers as shippers try to minimize

charges. .
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I 2l 'o-s}% efit means that all should pay
if] el L e only equitable way: is the “
- Federal Income Tax.”
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- T ransj'@:“. share would be based on
-'rrrnngo“r contribution to the
szIEJOE 5 GDP

- rl_,L; ds would be deposited in a national
s fransportation Trust Func

Jransportation Trust Fund would have
S|m|Iar protection as the Highway Trust
Fund would.
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- All gip fr ederall transportatlon taxes for
ll] rme 10des will'be eliminated

- Al m are supported by the Trust

i
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FFe federal income tax would apply to
'i 1dividuals” and corporations’ gross income
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) ;'_-_i-j"_i.l'l_'ions Inf collection and administrative costs compared to the
System. Savings that could gos directly into the transportation
(e single tax would eliminate all the other federal taxes.)

R Sy

Celp rec_le»"-"' federal role as strategic with a national and regional focus,

golicy e _;él"oper, researcher, and performance driver for a transportation
System.

_—

g:'fgé't_he friction between modes, by removing the funding competition
petween; the modes in Congress.

_‘l\_'-- ——

“*. Diminishes the donor/donee argument that is based on the mistaken notion
=~ that the benefits of the nation’s transportation system are solely derived
. frem the states giving more than they get.

e Allows for intermodal investments.
e Removes the distinction between operating and capital dollars.




PEOIE Tax Bros and

Pros (Cogiltie)s 2
s Ties fLmrImJ ,-the ‘econemic perfermance of the country and market forces.

- EEE] ates local govermments, airports, transit providers and ports ability to
' ’uon as long as the investments meet the new performance goals and

- .‘ 5 he system- the seamless and safe movement from point to point.

_J_._ 2 e Wlth higher incomes are achieving greater benefits and should pay more.
_; eryene would be paying for transportation, not just fliers and drivers, because
#'-;_..-'-eveﬁ]éne uses it, whether they use bike lanes and paths, highways, or trains.

==

~ ® . Structured so it could be part of more sizeable national infrastructure investment
— strategy, I.e. rebuilding the electric grid.

s Parenthetlcally, raising the income tax to respond to increasing needs or
unanticipated changes in priority, such as transportation security after 9-11, would
probably be easier than raising the gas tax, which has only been raised four times
since 1932 and did not get raised to meet the new security needs.
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SENIENENSE politicall sUpport for any new: taxes, particularly the income tax.
> Woule it rmr /end the modal fights, or simply shift them to the state/local levels?

> Tnere vvoulr]' st ilfberdonoer/donee fights between states like Connecticut that pay
rrore gl rede- allincome taxes then they receive back in federal funds and states like
J\/lJyabyJI)O thay t are the antithesis.

Creeitiglef 1 ransportatlon Trust Fund out of the income tax would be politically
rhmw 10 budget policies and rules, and the competltlon between the social
-~ SEer\ S|de and transportation- “kids versus roads.”

- _____‘_'j' @In t the amount paid by each reflect, to some extent, the level of benefits
..-__a_ _ece1ved? For example, the transportation benefits in New York City are more

= = —extensive then in rural America; and the same income level doesn’'t purchase the
__same benefits.

e This is not a user fee it is a general tax, like the “sales tax” that is financing
- considerable parts of our local transportation investments throughout the country.
User fees are explicit to the beneficiary.

e \Won't states raise their gas taxes to replace the forsaken federal level? Thereby
increasing the cost of transportation.

e The Senate is unlikely to give up their modal committees and power.
e This approach could end up subsidizing imports.




Create a National
d@liransportation Trust Fund”
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el IS t,__me contract authorlty as the
currenr: st funds

> 1S orce' scted from being raided

= st S fll dlng as a percentage of
== o Jransportatlon contribution to the
~  economic vitality of our country

e Is multi-modal
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JERVE seek a S|mpler solution
_,nance all the modes?
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‘Choice is Ours!
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