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Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission
Comments on some points raised at June 5 Meeting

13 cents a gallon tax to meet the GHG “externality”.

I searched the web for the basis of this figure and could not find it. The World Resources Institute calculated that 13 a cents a gallon tax would be consistent with doubling the present price of carbon, an objective it considers desirable. But it provides no evidence linking these 13 cents with any GHG costs imposed by burning fossil fuel. This difficulty illustrates the point I made in my note of May 26 that the Commission might be well advised to avoid the specifics of “externalities”. Could it not just recommend that, where proven, externalities could be dealt with on a case-by-case basis?

Subsidies for transit

Those who have studied transit (e.g. Prof. Robert Cervero, who wrote  “Paratransit in America”) know that shared taxis, and associations of minibus owners, provide hundreds of high-frequency, high-quality, safe, seated, transit service without subsidy. Unfortunately such services are illegal in most of the US. But they are provided in Atlantic City (legally) and in New York City (illegally). Why should road users be forced to pay for subsidies that go mainly to benefit the nice people who run unionized transit services and use their influence to outlaw competition? 
“Revenue neutrality”

That phrase was mentioned in connection with the transition to VMT methods of charging for road use. Certainly road users should not be required to pay twice for the same service, and the ODOT pilot program refunds Oregon’s state fuel taxes. But this is not the same as “revenue neutrality” which, if applied in connection with congestion charges, would result in massive revenue shifts from congested (urban) areas to uncongested (rural) ones. I suggest that the phrase not be used without careful study of its implications and possible consequences.

Dealing with prior federal grants for infrastructure

I am not sure I followed the discussion on this topic, but I hope the Commission is aware of Executive Order 12803, dated April 30, 1992, which deals with the repayment to the Federal Government of prior federal grants for improving infrastructure. It may be relevant and can be seen on http://www.waterindustry.org/12803.htm 
