Comments to Financing Commission
- 2 -
May 26th, 2008

GABRIEL ROTH M.A., B.Sc.(Eng.), M.I.C.E., M.C.I.T.

CIVIL ENGINEER AND TRANSPORT ECONOMIST 

4815 Falstone Avenue, Chevy Chase, Maryland, 20815

           Phone: (301) 656-6094        email: roths@earthlink.net         Fax: (202) 318-2431 
May 26th, 2008

Comments on “Evaluation Criteria” in Chapter Five of “The Path Forward”

Revenue Potential

Wording that avoids the vague phrases “politically acceptable” and “investment needs” might be “the mechanism should be able to raise the funding that transportation users are prepared to pay for”. This wording also has the advantage of not excluding operating and maintenance costs. 

Sustainability

As “needs” are unquantifiable, this criterion, as worded, is not helpful. Better wording could be “Can the mechanism be commercially or politically sustainable?” 

Level of government

The point of this as a criterion is not clear. Should not the best method be selected irrespective of “level of government”? Some might feel that “least government” is often the best option.

Promotes efficient use

What is meant by “efficient”? The term does not seem to be defined in this Interim Report. In a market economy, the mechanism that “incentivizes efficient use of the system” is the one that enables charges to vary in relation to the time, distance and place so as to be responsive to actual costs imposed.

Promotes efficient investment

In market economies efficient investment is promoted by profitability, which generally attracts capital to the most urgently required projects. In non-market economies “efficient” can mean anything promoting the priorities of decision-makers. The report is weakened by not defining this critical term.

Addresses Externalities 

The commission might consider dropping this criterion, which is rarely applied to the provision of other goods and services. There is little agreement about the externalities — positive and negative — arising out of transportation, and allowing, say, “economic development” as a criterion governing the provision of infrastructure would open the door to endless “bridges to nowhere”. Undesirable effects such as noise and pollution can be covered by local regulation.

Minimizes distortions 

Another criterion the Commission might consider dropping. One person’s “distortion” can be another’s “high priority”.

Promotes spatial equity 

Drop this one also. Requiring a facility to be built southward if another is built northward is likely to lead to gross inefficiencies. 

Promote social equity

Drop this one also. In a market economy, it should not be the job of infrastructure providers to promote “Social Equity”, whatever that may mean. Those who have difficulty in paying for transportation services could more easily be helped by the provision of “travel vouchers”, akin to food stamps.

