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Texas Transportation Funding Sources

M Three major revenue sources —
e State motor fuel taxes
e State venhicle registration fees
e Federal aid (based on federal fuel taxes)

B Other sources
e Tolls, concessions, fees, fines
e General revenue
e Local participation
B Financing options (not revenue)
e Bonds and loans; private investment 3




Diversions of Revenues before 7 ===
reaching the State Highway Fund

Counties get
portion of
registration $

Education Federal
gets 25% gastax $
of state gas go to other

tax $ states
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Total State Highway Fund Revenue

B Stacked graph
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Source: Texas Comptroller, Annual Cash Report
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B Increasing Vehicle Fuel Efficiency

Fuel Tax Revenue Why it Is flat
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Fuel Efficiency Projection

Vehicle Fuel Efficiency

By 2035, could be as high as 120 mpg
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Effect of Fuel Efficiency on Tax 7™ ===
Revenues— Under some scenarios

SMFT and Fuel Efficiency
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Texas Fuel Tax Rates- low

B Texas is well below the national average
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Federal Reimbursements

FMFT ($)

B Historically, Texas gets ~80 cents per $ paid
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Motor Vehicle Registrations
over time

TEXASVEHICLE REGISTRATION
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Motor Vehicle Registration Revenue

® Consistent with number of registered
vehicles

Texas Registration Revenue
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Comparing Tx Registration Fees to Other—————
States: Revenue per Vehicle Registered

Registration Revenue Divided by Number of Vehicles Registered - 2006
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Texas Registration Revenue per VMT

Registration Revenue Divided by Vehicle Mile Traveled - 2006
élhj] .
Texas Is lower than peer states
(CA, IL, MI, PA, OH)
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500

If Texas had rates similar to peer

+135%

states (CA, IL, MI, OH, PA)

+849%,+t86%
+739

California Illinois Michigan Ohio Pennsylvania Texas
= RFR/ Vehicle Registered 2,362 1,917 1,824 R 1,117 1,056
= RFR/VMT 3,253 2,476 1,940 1,387 1,318 1,056
® RFR/ Population 2,886 2,034 1,966 1,256 1,189 1,056
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State Highway Fund - Expenditures



State Highway Fund - Expenditures

B Texas Legislative Budget Board estimate for
the biennium 2008-2009

Emploves Benefils

Other™ $219.4 [1.6%)
$723.7 (5.1%)

Department of
Public Safety
510053
(7.1%)

Department of Transportation®*™*
$12,133.7 (B6.2%)
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Source: Legislative Budget Board, 2008
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State Highway Fund - Expenditures

® DPS portion of Fund 6 has grown

Funding from Fund 6 to DPS
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Source: Bill No. 1, General Appropriations Act



® Highway Construction has increased
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Costs have doubled since
1997, up 60% since 2003
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ITXDOT Construction ExpenditureBillions

Reasons for Construction Inflation
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Buying power halved by 2035

........ but those prices have moderated, and we will probably have

lower construction inflation in future
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State Highway Fund — Revenue 7
and Expenditure

Billions

2.0 —— Total Revenue

— Expenditures
0.0 ‘

> \) A\ ) & S \) QA
&) &) ) ) Q Q Q Q

24

Sources: Texas Comptroller Annual Cash Report, Texas DPS, Dallas Indicators, FHWA



State Highway Fund — Revenue
and Expenditure per VMT

Compare to toll road rates of 10-20 cents per mile
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Revenue Options- Local: d
benefits translate into funding

Local
o 7] Transportation [\ _“%,,
D %
Ny ?
Sales Taxes, Economic
Property Development
Increment Taxes
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Economic Activity (Sales),
Increased Property Value
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Revenue Options- State: d
benefits translate into funding

State
Transportation

Road user fee Mobility,

(mileage fee, Access
road access fee)
Wy, %
© ,o////79/7 ““\(\@@\e
GJ/ @SS @)

Time savings, Economic
opportunity, Higher income
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Conclusion

B Revenue sources have stayed at 1993 levels
e Not growing with demand and inflation
e Texas rates are below peer states

M Diversions to non-transportation uses
o 25% of state gas tax to education
e Public safety (DPS), other agencies

@ Need to consider other funding options
e E.g., road user fees; local funding
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