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PRESENTATION

This Summary Memo, has the objective of collecting the most relevant aspects of the COMAPRATIVE STUDY OF THE FINANCING SYSTEMS OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT IN DIFFERENT METROPOLITAN AREAS OF EUROPE, therefore, the information contained in it is the consequence of the analyses and evaluations carried out in it.
1. INTRODUCTION

The fundamental aim of the study is to obtain information and analyse it with regard to the FINANCE CHARTS existing in the urban transport systems of the main metropolitan areas in Europe, with the aim of making a comparative analysis and extract conclusions about the current trends and immediate perspectives.

To carry out the study, in accordance with the direction of the study and with the aim of obtaining the widest possible vision of the situation in Europe, the following Metropolitan areas have been selected:

· Amsterdam

· Copenhagen
· Stockholm

· Lyon
· Manchester

· Milan
· Munich

· Zurich
· Madrid

· Barcelona

This document is structured in three sections; the first of which includes, as an introduction, the methodology used in the study and some prior considerations which have served as a basis for posing the collection of information.

The second section presents the results of the compared analysis in order to finish in the third section, as a general conclusion of the study, with the main conclusions. 
1.1.
Methodology

The methodology used in the study has been developed in the following stages:

Stage I. Study of the documental sources:

· Analysis of the documentation available for each one of the Metropolitan areas selected.

· Drawing up and sending out specific questionnaires in order to collect specific information for each one of the cases analysed from the administrations responsible and the operators.

· Personal interviews with those responsible for the management of the metropolitan transport of Amsterdam, Munich, Milan and Stockholm.

As a product of this stage of the study the descriptive monographs of each one of the Metropolitan areas were drawn up.

Stage II. Compared Analysis of the finance systems:

Analysis of the Current Financing of the Transport System in Europe. Which describes:

· The Institutional context and Legislative Framework in each Metropolitan Area.

· Organisation of the Transport System, with the express inclusion of the existing authorities, their functions and responsibilities, the operators with their main offer and demand indicators, and the relationships between Authority and Operators.

· Economic Analysis of the Systems, with their main indicators and financing sources.

By analysing, both for the exploitation Results section, as well as the Investments chapter, the economic magnitudes in each Metropolitan Area and the public and private agents who take part in the financing of the System.

The data used corresponds to the 1998 financial year, despite that fact that in some cases more up-to-date information was available.

· Comparative Analysis, including, in the form of summary tables, the most significant elements of the transport system of each Metropolitan Area, and in particular the financing system, with the aim of offering a global vision within the European framework. From these tables we comment and analyse both the common and singular elements of the same.

Stage III. Conclusions:

Once the above critical analysis has been carried out we are able to obtain the main conclusions of the study made.

1.2.
Prior considerations

The urban public transport operating companies have two large groups of financial sources:

· Commercial income:
Coming from the application of prices to the users, and from other commercial activities deriving from the company activity (advertising on vehicles or company installations, sale of products or services in the same premises, income from financial interest, sale of assets, real estate hire and other kinds of commercial operations).

The calculation of the operational coverage coefficients includes all the concepts of income and expenses with the exception of: Subsidies to the exploitation not compensating the price, financial income, attribution to results of the capital subsidies and extraordinary results of the operating companies, as web as depreciations and financial expenses.

· Public contributions:
Subsidies: The public administration, with the aim of promoting the use of collective transport provides resources to the operators so that the prices for the citizen are more attractive.

The determination of the subsidy can be made either on an annual basis or within a longer lasting contract programme and, on the other hand, be defined a priori, according to certain variables of offer and conditioned to the fulfilment of certain objectives imposed on the operators, or be established a posteriori, with the Public administration taking charge of the residual deficit.

Compensations: contributions associated to the application of reduced prices for certain socially disfavoured collectives (students, OAP’s, disabled) as well as for lesser income deriving from the use of multi-mode tickets in integrated price systems.

Indirect contributions: In some countries the urban transport companies have a series of tax exemptions like indirect financial aid. One example of this kind would be the exemption from tax on fuel in England and Germany.

Also, the origin of the funds which make up the contributions from the public administrations, in the form of subsidies or compensations, to the financing of public transport are basically of two types:

· General taxation: Subsidies or compensations which originate in general entries in the budgets of the administrations which provide them. These contributions would be justified by the benefits that public transport provides to the community.

· Specific taxation: In some countries, breaking with the tax principle of tax disaffection, there are taxes directed specifically towards providing these subsidies or compensations. The justification of these measures is in the acceptance of the existence of collectives of none-users especially benefited by the public transport network, or the improvement that a more favourable modal share to collective transport means for society.

Examples of the latter would be:

Employers contributions: “Versement Transport” Tax of a local character applied onto the salary mass of companies with more than nine workers in almost all French cities with a population over 20.000 inhabitants.

Although it could have marginal effects on the redistribution of the income and the assignment of resources, the justification of its use is based on the decisive contribution of the public transport system on the construction of an effective work market in an agglomeration.

Taxes levied on transport activity: these taxes are specific as far as they are levied on this activity, but the resources of these sources of income are not directly affected, in the majority of European Treasuries, to the financing of the transport system. These taxes are:

· Taxes on carbons

· Traffic offences fines

· Taxes on vehicles: registration, transfer, etc.

The taxation on the use of a private vehicle also cause the indirect beneficial effect on the use of the same and on the modal share between public and private transport.

2.
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION COLLECTED

2.1
Organisational framework and Public Transport System Authority

The analysis carried out makes manifest that there is a wide range of situations, consequence in turn of the diversity of the territorial frameworks and their political and administrative organisation. There are, however, common characteristics and trends which can be highlighted with regard to the institutional responsibility in decision making and planning public transport.

Despite the fact that it cannot be claimed that a metropolitan public transport organisation system exists that is representative of a European model; the cities analysed have an independent Coordination Authority and their transport systems benefit from public funds from the different levels of administration.

In all the areas studied, there is a Transport Authority which is decentralised to a greater or lesser extent with regard to the National State and with greater or lesser dependencies on the departmental or local administrations; which is responsible for the responsibilities relating to the planning, organisation, coordination and, in the majority of cases, the pricing and management of the financing of the metropolitan public transport under their care.

The responsibilities which can be attributed to the transport authorities and their degree of dependence on each level of the public administrations is explained by the process followed in their creation and their later development and consolidation. So, while in some cities, the local administrations have granted these responsibilities to those which were municipal transport companies, in other cases, it is the transport departments of the administrations responsible which have constituted independent bodies with this objective.

· The transport authorities of all the areas analysed are directly responsible for the management of the classic modes of urban transport (bus, tram and metros) and, albeit with fewer attributions, of the management relating to the coordination and integration of the interurban transport modes (local trains and peripheral buses).

· In the majority of the cases analysed, local train services have a specific treatment. The transport authority is, generally in charge of the coordination of the local train services with the rest of the complementary modes, and there is even price integration, but the administration and management, and in many cases the financing of the infrastructures, depends on the national rail administration.

TRANSPORT AUTHORITIES, RESPONSIBILITY FRAMEWORK


Metropolitan Transport Authority
Consortium Administrations
Responsibilities
MODES




Planning the services
Exploitation of the network
PRICES
Financing the exploitation
Planning the infrastructures
Investments in infrastructures
Investments in rolling stock


AMSTERDAM
GVBA

(Gemeentevervoerbedrijf Amsterdam)


· City Council of Amsterdam
X
X

X
X
X
X
URBAN BUS



· 
X
X

X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X
X

X
X
X
X
TRAM



· 
X
X
X
X



FERRY


ROA

(Regional Organ)
· Regional council
X


X
X
X
X
INTER. BUS



· 
X






LOCAL TRAIN

COPENHAGEN
HT

(Copenhagen Transport)
· Counties of Frederisksborg Roskilde and Copenhagen

· City councils of Frederisksborg Copenhagen
X

X
X
X
X

BUS



· 
X

X




LOCAL TRAIN

STOCKHOLM
SL

(AB Storstockholms Lokaltrafik)
· County of Stockholm (regional administration)
X

X
X
X
X
X
BUS



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
TRAM



· 
X

X
X



LOCAL TRAIN



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
FERRY

LYON
SYTRAL

(Syndicat Mixte des Transports pour le Rhône et L’Aglomeration Lyonnaise)
· Regional council of Rhône

· City council of Lyon
X

X
X
X
X
X
BUS-TROLEYB.



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
FUNICULAR



· 
X

X
X



LOCAL TRAIN

MANCHESTER
GMPTA/GMPTE

(G. Manchester Passenger Transport Authority/Executive)
· Municipal Authorities of the municipalities of “Greater Manchester”



X
X
X
X
BUS



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
METROLINK



· 



X


X
LOCAL TRAIN

MILÁN
ATM

(Azienda di Transporti Milanesi)
· City council of Milan
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
BUS-TROLEYB.



· 
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
TRAM



· 







LOCAL TRAIN

MUNICH
MVV

(Münchener Verkehrs-und Tarifverbund GmbH)
· State of Bavaria

· Local administrations of Munich and the 8 districts around the city
X

X

X
X
X
URBAN BUS



· 
X

X

X
X
X
METRO



· 
X

X

X
X
X
TRAM



· 
X

X
X



INTER. BUS



· 
X

X
X

X
X
LOCAL TRAIN

ZURICH
ZVV

(Zurcher Verkhrsverbund)
· Canton of Zurich

· Municipalities of the Canton
X

X
X
X
X
X
URBAN MODES 



· 
X

X
X


X
INTER. BUS



· 
X

X
X

X
X
LOCAL TRAIN

MADRID
CRTM

(Consorcio Regional de Transportes de Madrid)
· Community of Madrid 

· City council of Madrid and adhered municipalities
X

X
X
X
X
X
URBAN BUS



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
INTER. BUS



· 
X

X
X



LOCAL TRAIN

BARCELONA
ATM

(Autoritat del Transport Metropolitá)
· Generalitat de Catalunya

· City council of Barcelona y Metropolitan Transport Body (18 municipalities) 


X

X
X
X
X
X
URBAN BUS



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
METRO



· 
X

X
X
X

X
INTER. BUS



· 
X

X
X
X
X
X
LOCAL TRAIN

PUBLIC TRANSPORT NETWORK: CHARACTERISATION OF THE OPERATORS (I)

CITY
Metropolitan Transport Authority
MODES
Nº OF OPERATING COMPANIES
PRIVATE
PUBLIC

AMSTERDAM
GVBA

(Gemeentevervoerbedrijf Amsterdam)


URBAN BUS
1

1



METRO
1

1



TRAM
1

1



FERRY
1

1


ROA

(Regional Organ)
INTER. BUS INTER.
1

1



LOCAL TRAIN
1

1

COPENHAGEN
HT

(Copenhagen Transport)
BUS 
7
6
1



LOCAL TRAIN
6
5
1



FERRY
1
1


STOCKHOLM
SL

(AB Storstockholms Lokaltrafik)
BUS 
3
3




METRO
1
1




TRAM
1
1




LOCAL TRAIN
2
2




FERRY
1
1


LYON
SYTRAL

(Syndicat Mixte des Transport pour le Rhône et L’Aglomeration Lyonnaise)
TROLLEY BUS
1
1




METRO
1
1




FUNICULAR
1
1




LOCAL TRAIN
1

1

MANCHESTER
GMPTA/GMPTE

(G. Manchester Passenger Transport Authority/Executive)
BUS 
Over 50 operators
X




METROLINK
1
1




LOCAL TRAIN
5
5


MILÁN
ATM

(Azienda di Transporti Milanesi)
TROLLEY BUS
1

1



METRO
1

1



TRAM
1

1



LOCAL TRAIN
2

2

MUNICH
MVV

(Münchener Verkehrs-und Tarifverbund GmbH)
URBAN BUS
1

1



METRO
1

1



TRAM
1

1



INTER. BUS
51
50
1



LOCAL TRAIN
2
1
1

ZURICH
ZVV

(Zurcher Verkhrsverbund)
URBAN MODES
6
1
5



INTER. BUS
6
1
5



LOCAL TRAIN
2
1
1



26 operators: 3 Rail, 1 Boat, 19 Bus, 1 ratchet rail, 1 Aerial Tramway, 1 Cable car
Over 50% are private

MADRID
CRTM

(Consorcio Regional de Transportes de Madrid)
URBAN BUS
1

1



METRO
2
1
1



INTER. BUS  
33
33




LOCAL TRAIN
1

1

BARCELONA
ATM

(Autoritat del Transport Metropolitá)
BUS 
1

1



METRO
1

1



TRAIN
2

2



INTER. BUS  
40
40


pPUB

CITY
OPERATING COMPANIES


OWNERSHIP
MODES



Public
Private
Bus  
 Metro
Tram
LOCAL TRAIN 
Ferry/Boat
Inter-urban Bus 
Funicular

AMSTERDAM
GVBA Gemeentevervoerbedrijf
X

X
X
X

X




Connexxion
X






X



NS, Netherland Spoorwegwn
X




X




COPENHAGEN
Combus A/S
X

X








Arriva Danmark A/S

X
X








City-Trafik A/S

X
X








De Hvide Busser AS

X
X








Fjord-bus A/S

X
X








Linjebus A/S

X
X








Partner Bus AS

X
X








DSB (Dansish State Railways),
X




X





Arriva Danmark

X




X




5 Railways





X




STOCKHOLM
Busslink AB

X
X








Swebus AB

X
X








Linjebuss AB (CGEA Trabsport S.A)

X
X


X





Connex Tunnelbana AB (CGEA Transport S.A)

X

X
X






Waxholms Angfartygs

X




X




City pendeln

X



X




LYON
SLTC: “Société Lyonnaise de Transport In Commun” (VIA GTI)

X
X
X




X


SNCF
X




X




MANCHESTER
First Manchester

X
X








Stagecoach Manchester

X
X








Arriva Manchester Limited

X
X








Over 47 bus operators 

x
x








Serco Metrolink

X

X







FirstNorth Wester (the most important)

X



X





Nortern Spirit

X



X





Central Trains

X



X





Virgin Trains

X



X





Wales & West Trains

X



X




MILÁN
ATM
X

X
X
X






Ferrovie Nord Milano Esercizio Spa
X




X





FS, state railways
X




X




MUNICH
Stadtwerke München GmbH (SWM)
X

X
X
X






Regionalverkehr Oberbayern GmbH (RVO)
X






X



50 Operators

X





X



Bayerische Oberlandbahn GmbH

X



X





DB Regio AG
X




X




ZURICH
Postauto Zurich
X

X




X



Sihltal Zürich Uetliberg Bahn (SZU)

X
X


X

X



Verkehrsbetriebe Glatttal (VBG)
X

X




X



Verkehrsbetriebe Zürich (VBZ)
X

X

X


X



Verkehrsbetriebe Zürichsee und Oberland (VZO)
X

X




X



Winterthurer Verkehrsbetriebe (WV)
X

X




X



S-Bahn-Zürich
X




X





Zürichsee Schifffahrtsgesellschaft (ZSG)

X




X




32 Operators
Over 50% are private
23


5
2

2

MADRID
EMT
X

X








Metro de Madrid, S.A
X


X







RENFE
X




X





Transportes Ferroviarios de Madrid

X

X







33 Companies 

X





X


BARCELONA
Private bus operators : EMT and autobuses de la Generalitat

X
X




X



TMB: FMB and TB
X

X
X




X


RENFE local trains (state railway) Barcelona
X




X





Ferrocarrils de la Generalitat de Catalunya (FGC)
X




X


X

In Amsterdam, all the urban transport services are offered by a single operating company with municipal character (GVBA) which takes on some of the attributions as urban transport authority, while the suburban rail services are operated by NS (Dutch Railways). The regional council (ROA) is the transport authority on a regional level, responsible for the regional bus services and the coordination of the local train services.

Since 1970, the Ministry of Transport has been responsible for covering the exploitation déficits, at the same time as taking responsibility for the establishment of prices, defining quality and service levels, and drawing up the development programes and plans.

In the opposite case we find Manchester, where as a consequence of a de-regulation process carried out as of 1980, the granting of general subsidies for financing the exploitation costs of transport systems was made illegal. In place of this, the local authorities are only authorised to subsidise specific services which cannot be commercially exploited

For the rest of the unsubsidised services, the operators can freely define their rutes, stops, timetables, operating periods, prices and type of vehicles, with the only obligation of informing the Department of Transport of any modification sufficiently in advance. These operators must assume the losses they incur as they cannot receive public subsidies.

In Milán, like in Amsterdam, it is also a municipal transport company who received the responsibility for the planning, coordination and management of all the services.

The regionalisation process of metropolitan transports, by which the responsibilities on public transport in the are are transferred to the region and local bodies (including regional railways), attributes to these levels of administration responsibilities like the planning o services, trasfer of responsibilities for the coverage of cost to the regional balance following the forecast of a minimum cost programmed to the responsibility of the local body. As compensation, the State also transfers to the region, a percentage of the state tax on fuels.
In Copenhagen and Stockholm the participation of the central goverment in the financing of the urban transport systems is completely marginal or non-existent, being the local administrations who are responsible for their exploitation deficits and their needs for investment, except those referring to state railway companies.

In Copenhagen the mode of adjudicating the rending of the services by public contest was adopted in 1990 (transport law of Copenhagen), and during the following 4 years 45 % of the services were offered by private operators. Since 1995 HT, which was the most important operating company, independent from the administration since 1990, is the public transport authority. As of the year 2002 it is envisaged that the whole network will operate through franchise contracts adjudicated by public offer.

A similar case is Stockholm where the company Storstockholms Lokaltrafik (SL), owned by the County of Stockholm, as transport Authority, is responsible for the collective transport in the area, including financing the exploitation deficits and investment needs. In the case of investnments, SL also has the financial participation of the State. The relationship between SL and the operators is established by means of gross cost contracts, resulting from public contests.

In the case of Lyon, the law on the Orientation of Internal Transport of 1982 establiches that the financing of the scheduled public transport services must be carried out based on the contributions of the users, the Local Public Authorities and by other public or private beneficiaries who benefit either directly or indirectly from the transport system. The same law also specifies that these beneficiaries can contribute, if necessary, to the financing of the costs of infrastructure.

In this way, the local administrations are authorised to establish a tax dedicated to financing public transport (Versement Transport) which finds its justification in the acceptance that there are differentiated benefits for non-users. Although the State is responsible for camping this tax, the percentages are defined by decree by the local administrations.

The Law on regional development of the 4th February 1995 supposes the de-centralisation of transport, being the regional council responsible for budgets, establishing contracts and other tasks in its area.

As regards the organisation of the system, the transport authority (SYTRAL) which has the participation of the regional council and the local authorities, is responsible for the planning of the services, financing the exploitation, pricing policy used, planning and financing investments and administration of the contracts with the operators. The responsibility for the operation falls on the operating companies (whether they be public or private) through the delegation contracts.

UIT regard to the railways, in December de 1996 the regional council of Rhône-Alpes signed the contractual agreement with the SNCF and with the state. The regional council defines and controls the quality of the services and the regional prices.

In Munich, as of the 1st January 1996 came into force the law on the regionalisation of the public transport system (RegG). In it, the public responsibility for the metropolitan transport systems is recognised, transferring it to the Länder (Federal States), including urban and regional railway services.

The majority of the Länder have delegated this responsibility to the comunes and Kreise (cities on an intermediate level, inforior to the Länder). Some Länder, like Baveria, have reserved, thanks to their legislative freedom, the responsibilty over railways.

In the German model, the de-centralisation of the responsibilities on regional public transport has also meant the de-centralisation of the funds assigned to the network at the same time as it itself.

The cantonal public transport authority of Zurich (ZVV) is influenced by the three levels of the Swiss political system (federal, cantonal and communal). Nevertheless, the federal goverment has little importance in this list. The influence of the regional government is limited to its seats in the council and the need to approve its decisions. With regard to the list of services, ZVV depends directly on local goverments. They plan the routes in their geographical area.

There are eight main operators of the network (MVU) which work as sub-authorities in the sense that they are authorised to subcontract, in turn, part of the lines to small operators. The relationship between them MVU and ZVV is established by means of gross cost contracts with incentives.

The federal administration does not make contributions to sustaining the urban services (it only subsidises interurban bus and railway). The regional and local administration shares 50% of the costs not covered by the commercial income (and if it were the case, the contribution of the State administration). In turn, the cantonal bylaw for sharing the costs regulates the exact magnitude of the contributions of the municipalities to ZVV.

In Madrid and Barcelona there is an Authority organised as an “Administrative Consortium”, with its own juridical personality. Made up of the autonomous and municipal administration.

Public financing of urban transport is regulated to a large extent by the Law on Local Treasuries of 1988, this law also envisages the inclusion in the general State budget of credits in favour of the local bodies in charge of the collective urban transport, this credit is distributed in two ways:

· Contract - Programmes for financing the transport services.

· Subsidies for financing transport infrastructures, granted according to the demand for the services and the specific characteristics of the territorial area.

Currently, the State participation in financing urban and metropolitan transport cobres a wide series of agreements and contract – programmes with certain autonomous regions and local bodies, as well as subsidies and compensations to public companies (RENFE).

2.2
Financing the exploitation

For financing the exploitation of metropolitan transport services operating with a deficit, the administrations responsible have one two ways:

· Financing with public funds: which originate in the general budgets of each administration or specific taxes affected to financing the system. The financing charts can be instrumented by means of:

· Financing agreements or Pluri-annual Contract Programmes of guranteed expenses. In which the guarantee by the administration of the total coverage of deficits is accompanied by a contractual description of the commitments and obligations by the operator and the contracting body.

· Operation franchise contracts:  gross cost and net cost, which can also include incentive charts with the aim that the operators participate in the commercial risk.

· Granting the exploitation to private companies by means of “risk and venture” contracts. This is only possible in the case of lines for which it is possible to define zone franchises so that their exploitation is comercially profitable.

The charts of financing the exploitation in the European areas analysied have common characteristics and peculiarities worthy of mention. This section shows in a summarised form, the characteristic notes of each system and the percentages of coverage and contribution by each level of administration.

Described for each country:

· The distribution of the contributions from the central, regional and local administrations

· The type of contractual relationship through which they are articulated

· The origins of the funds of these contributions

Holland

In the case of Amsterdam, central governement fixes the prices for the whole nation and the collection is distributed from the estimate of passengers transported as happens with the State contributions.

The regional transport authority ROA receives approximately 140% of the income from central government which corresponds to the price collection as a compensation and contribution for the coverage of the exploitation déficits. This organism distributes it in turn between GVBA (transport authority and urban service operator) and Connexion (inter-urban bus operator). The State directly takes on the exploitation deficits of the Dutch national railway company, which is the only local train operator.

In this way, both the urban services (tram, bus  and metro) and Inter.-urban bus as web as the local train services, cover thier operation deficits with the general budgets of the central administration (only the deficits of the Ferries are covered by the budgets of the city council of Amsterdam).

All the operators are public companies and their relationship with the administration is established by means of pluri-annuals contracts which specify the offer of services and necessary contributions.

Denmark

In the area of Copenhagen, the contribution of the administrations does not come from the affection of any sopecific source either. It is articulated by means of gross cost contracts with incentives between the transport authority (HT) and the bus and local train operators.

HT receives contributions from the five local administrations which participate in it. Only the local trains of DSB (Denmark State Railways) received subsidies form the central administration until 1999, after this time its relationship with the central administration is establisjhed by means of gross cost contracts similar to those used by HT with the private operators.

Sweden

In a similar way, in the Stockholm area, the relationship between the transport authority (SL) and the operators is established by means of pluti-annual gorss cost contracts for rending the service, resulting from a public contest. The contracts include penalisations for non-fulfilment of the services agreed on.

The subsidies, articulated in this way, originate in the general budgets of the regional administration (Stockholm County Council).

France

The “delegation” contracts between the transport authority of Lyon (SYTRAL) and the urban operators are also pluri-annual “gross cost with incentives”. They stipulate the authority’s annual contribution, considering an incentive according to the achievement of the income objective.
The peculiarity of the French system lies in the affectation of the specific tax: “Versement transport” which constitutes the greatest source of resources for SYTRAL, supposing over one third of this authority’s exploitation budget.

Its income account must however, be complemented with contributions from the local and regional administration (the contribution from these administrations is approximately 14% of the exploitation costs of the urban modes).

The local and regional train services are operated by the national railway company (SNCF) within the framework of a contract with the regional administration. The operating costs of these services, according to which the administration contribution is calculated, are estimated independently from the company’s operating cost ratios and the risks on income are shared with the region. (The income target is negotiated each year and the deviation from the target agreed on in common is shared). Also, the contract includes an incentive system for the punctuality and quality of the services. The regional and state administration contributions for the operation of this mode suppose a joint figure of around 57% of the costs.

United Kingdom

The case of Manchester has very different characteristics. The liberalisation of the commercially profitable bus services, also supposes the use of net cost contracts with the operators for the operation of lines considered as “socially necessary” and not profitable commercially.

These contracts stipulate an estimated amount by the operators as the difference between costs and commercial income, demanded by the operators in the public offer of the franchise, the franchise company runs the commercial risks (real demand / forecast demand) on receiving either directly or indirectly the income from ticket sales. The commercial bus lines do not, therefore, receive any kind of contribution, while the non-commercial lines receive the sum fixed in the franchise contract which originates in the general budgets of the local administrations.

For the rail and Metrolink services, the companies sign similar franchise contracts; although the funds for their subsidy include contributions from central government in order to sustain the metropolitan system of rail services.

Italy

In Milan, the whole transport network except for rail services (and some lines of Inter.-urban bus) is operated by the authority (ATM) through a contract with the region and city council. Among the subsidies received from the region of Lombardy, is the percentage which corresponds to this region from the state tax on hydrocarbons. The subsidies from the region are according to the vehicles-km operated, prefixed by the region administration and certified by it. It also receives contributions from the city council which contribute mainly to financing the operation of the transport authority.

ATM also obtains income from the management of the payment parking areas in the city streets and deterrent parking.

The local train services operated by FS are governed by the Contract programme between the company and the Italian State, which define its mechanisms of financial participation in the company’s exploitation costs. The second train operator, FNM (owned by the Region of Lombardy) operates the local trains in the northern area of Milan in a franchise regime  receiving the necessary contributions from the region.

Germany

In the case of Munich, the urban services have a coverage rate of approximately 60%. The only contributions from the administration are compensations for reduced price tickets (students, OAP’s and disabled) and they come from the general budgets of the Bavarian State. The operating company compensates its exploitation with the positive results from other branches of activity (distribution o electricity and gas).

The regional buses are the only mode which receives direct contributions in order to cover the exploitation deficit. By the law on regionalisation (RegG) and the law on public transport in Bavaria (BayÖPNVG), the local administrations are responsible for financing regional buses. Their relationship with the operators is established by means of gross cost contracts which specify the quality levels of the offer.

The main peculiarity in the German system is, however, the formula used for financing the local train services. The transfer of responsibilities for regional transport to this level of the administration took place simultaneously as the transfer of the funds that the Federal Administration assigned to their financing.

In this way, The State of Bavaria, according to the law on the regionalisation of the public transport system (RegG) provides the funds it receives from the Federal Administration which come from the federal taxes on fuels in order to subsidise public transport, especially rail transport. These contributions suppose 40% of the operating costs of the local rail services in the State of Bavaria.

Switzerland

In the case of Zurich, although it has organisational peculiarities, this does not mean large differences with regard to its financing chart. There are two types of operator: the main network franchises, whose relationship is established directly with the authority (ZVV) and the rest of private operators sub-contracted by them.

The franchise contracts used by ZVV, are gross cost contracts with incentives, based on the quality perceived by the users and according to the fulfilment of the authority’s overall targets.

Also, the contributions from the different levels of the administration do not originate in the affectation of any specific source of income.

· The Federation does not make any contribution for urban services, contributing  to the Inter-urban services with contributions which cover 57% of its deficits.

· The city councils of the Canton of Zurich and the regional administration of the conton contribute 50% to financing the deficits not covered by the contribution from the central administration. The distribution of this charge for the communes is calculated according to the “Canton by-law on cost sharing” according to the transport offer received and its legal contribution strength.

Spain

In Barcelona and Madrid, both the ATM as well as the CRTM define the financing needs of the public companies under the ownership of the consortium administrations, as web as the compensations to the private companies and local trains of RENFE.

The relationship between the transport authorities of both cities and the State is defined through Contract Programmes, while the relationship with the administration consortium is instrumented by means of agreements.

The relationships with the public operators are also instrumented by means of Contract Programmes, while the contracts with private companies are mostly risk and venture contracts and in some cases interested management contracts.

En the case of the urban modes (urban bus and metro), the financing of the exploitation deficits is carried out by the contribution from the State of 45% and sharing, practically in equal parts the regional and local administration, the coverage of the deficits once the state contribution has been discounted.

Outside the municipal area of Madrid and Barcelona, the regional governments provide all the funds necessary to subsidise public transport, discounting the 45% state contribution; both for public companies (like FGC in Barcelona), as well as for private operators of inter-urban buses with interested management contracts in Madrid.

En the case of Barcelona, the ownership of the EMT and Generalitat Inter.-urban bus lines, means that the regional contribution is only 20%, once the State contribution has been discounted on the EMT lines.

As regards the local rail services offered by RENFE, there are agreements between the CRTM and Local trains in Madrid for compensating the use of multi-mode tickets and the services of some lines. In the case of Barcelona, agreements are in process which will allow a similar situation to be reached.

The following table shows the percentages of coverage of the networks analysed and the percentage distribution of the contributions from the different levels of the administration.

Figures in Millions of Euros

(referring to the 1998 financial year)
Exploitation income
Other income
Exploitation costs
Coverage coefficient
Distribution of the contributions


Income from ticket sales
Compensation payment



State
Regional
Local
TOTAL

AMSTERDAM
METRO, TRAM, BUS , TROLEBÚS
91,7
37,7
306,5
30%
100%
-
-
100%

COPENHAGEN
MODOS OPERADOS POR HT: BUS ES URBANOS
143,5
3,9
2,8
265
54%
-
-
100%
100%

STOCKHOLM
MODOS OPERADOS POR SL: CERCANÍAS, METRO, METRO LIGERO, TRAM Y BUS 
310,7
76,2
746,3
42%
-
100%
-
100%

LYON
METRO, FUNICULAR, BUS  Y TROLEBÚS
97,8
13,1
227
43%
6%
47%
47%
100%


FERROC. DE CERCANÍAS
103
ND
238,3
43%
100%
-
100%

MANCHESTER
BUS , METROLINK Y CERCANÍAS
ND
68,7
ND
ND
ND
86%
-
14%
100%

MILAN
METRO, TRAM, BUS , TROLEBÚS
210,1
48,9
537,2
39%
-
99,4%
0,6%
100%

MUNICH
METRO, TRAM, URBAN BUS
234,4
40%
ND
60%
-
-
-
-


FERROCARRIL DE CERCANÍAS
153,7
ND
ND
60%
100%
-
100%


BUS  REGIONAL
15,6
ND
44,5
35%
-
-
100%
100%

ZURICH
AUTOBUSES URBANOS
153,9
39,3
405,2
38%
12%
44%
44%
100%

MADRID
METRO
133,8
10,7
229,4
58%
45%
27,5%
27,5%
100%


AUTOBUSES URBANOS (EMT)
165
9,7
205,3
80%
45%
27,5%
27,5%
100%


CERCANÍAS

RENFE
108,1
12
115,9
66%
100%
-
-
100%

BARCELONA
TMB: METRO Y AUTOBUSES URBANOS
186
15,5
253,2
73%
45%
28%
27%
100%


FGC
35,1
2,6
56,7
62%
45%
55%
-
100%


CERCANÍAS

RENFE
70,7
6,8
115,9
61%
100%
-
-
100%

From looking at the data presented in the table we can extract the following conclusions:

· The coverage of the operating costs of the transport services, by the income from ticket sales (including the social prices compensations) is between 30 and 70% in the areas analysed. So, the operator of all the urban modes in Amsterdam and Milan, the urban buses in Zurich and the inter-urban buses in Munich have coverage coefficients below 40%.

The majority of the networks, however, have coverage coefficients between 40 and 60%. This is the case of the whole public transport network in the Stockholm area, the urban modes in Copenhagen and Lyon, as well as the local train services in this city. It is around 60% both for the urban modes as web as for the local rail services in Munich.

In the case of Madrid and Barcelona the local train services also have coverages of around 60%. The urban modes (metro and urban bus) have greater coverages, placed at about 70% if we consider the exploitation accounts of the operators of both networks jointly.

· The contributions from the different levels of the administration for the coverage of exploitation deficits also have diverse percentage distributions. The participation of the central administrations is more important for the local train services than for the urban modes, with the exception of the Dutch case, where practically all the contributions for the transport system come from the State, and in the case of Manchester, where the State contributions for subsidising rail transport include the subsidy for the tram services (Metrolink).

The contributions for the Inter-urban bus services, however, mainly come from the regional administrations except Copenhagen and Munich, where the local contributions are the majority.

The urban modes are subsidised by the local and regional administrations in the majority of cases, the distribution between both being different in each area. So, the local corporations make the majority of the contributions in Copenhagen, while in Stockholm and Milan, it is the regional administration. In the case of Zurich and Lyon, the regional and local administration each provide 50% of the necessary funds, once the central administration contribution has been discounted.

· The same thing happens in Madrid and Barcelona. The contributions from the local and regional administrations are 50% of the funds for each one, deducting the State contribution. In our country, the State contribution is, however greater; while in Lyon it is approximately 6% and in Zurich 12%, in Madrid and Barcelona the State contributes 45% for the coverage of the exploitation deficits of urban modes.

2.3
Financing the investments

The ways of financing, according to the origin of the funds, can be classified in a first approach as budgeted and extra-budget.

Budget financing

The budgeted models of financing would be the group of charts of participation of state, regional and local administrations through the consignment of expense entries in the account of capital or investment in their general budgets. Within the budgeted financing charts it is possible to differentiate:

· Funds with tax origin under the principle of tax disaffection: Contributions which originate in the general budgets of the public administrations. This is the case for the majority of the infrastructures in Spain and the countries analysed.

· Public debt, government loans and issue of obligations to cover the budget deficits: Limited by single currency convergence criteria. Participation model of private capital with profitability guarantee. Limited by single currency convergence criteria.

· Taxes affected and special contributions: specific taxation affected for financing the transport system.

The same as happens with the contributions for financing the operation, the contributions from the different levels of the administration in the metropolitan areas analysed follow different patterns in each country. As a comparative summary of the information available, we must underline some aspects.

The financing of the investment through public contributions is a common rule, although we have to distinguish between those modes which require a large investment in infrastructures, that is to say, rail and metro, and the rest of the modes:

· Investments in rail infrastructures are financed mainly by means of contributions from the State and regional administrations.

In the majority of the systems analysed, the State participation in financing investments in public transport in metropolitan areas is more important than the participation of the regional and local administrations as regards local rail services.

· Something similar happens with the metro infrastructures, for which the state plays a fundamental part in their financing. In Amsterdam and Milan the State contributions, in the form of subsidies, are practically 100% of the investments. In the extreme opposite, the case of Lyon, where the regional and local authorities contribute the majority of the subsidies (in this city, the financing of investments made by the transport authority come to a large extent from own resources and loans from financial bodies).

Between both of these situations we find the German city of Munich, where the metro network is financed in 60% by means of State contributions and the rest in equal parts between the local and regional administrations. In Spain, the financing of the metro networks of Madrid and Barcelona is made with state contributions for one third of the total investment, and the regional administration taking on the remaining two thirds.

· On the other hand, the investments in metro and railway rolling stock are financed in the majority of cases by the operating companies through loans or own resources.

This is the case in the countries in which reforms in the rail system have advanced towards the opening of the networks to private operators in a regime of competition and the state companies must be governed by the same criteria. So, in Copenhagen, Manchester, Munich, Stockholm and Zurich, investments in rolling stock are the responsibility of the rail operators, and the public contributions consist of granting interest free loans or with interest below the market, or the subsidy of financial costs for loans on the financial market.

· As regards investments in rolling stock for the rest of the modes (fundamentally buses and trams), it is difficult to establish a classification, as in each case the combination of funds used varies. In this way in the cities of Manchester, Zurich, Copenhagen and Milan, they are financed to a large extent  by own resources and loans, while in Munich they are financed in 60% by State subsidies. In Lyon, the regional and local administration makes complementary contributions to the own resources and loans from banks which suppose around 10% of the investments.

In the case of Barcelona and Madrid the State contributions are limited to 45% of the investment in maintenance and 33% of the investments in extension while the regional and local administrations share 50% of the responsibility for the needs not covered by the central administration, both for metro as well as for urban buses. The contributions for rolling stock to the Inter-urban bus operators only cover the financial costs in the case of Madrid while in Barcelona the granting of subsidies is envisaged for the renewal plan of the fleet with the participation of the State at 45%. 

The chart on the following page shows in the form of a table the participation of the administrations in each area for the financing of investments.

FINANCING THE INVESTMENTS: CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE DIFFERENT LEVELS OF THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION (I)


ÁMSTERDAM
COPENHAGEN
STOCKHOLM
LYON
MANCHESTER

STATE
· Finances new projects of important infrastructure, following the Transport Infrastructures Programme

· Subsidises the acquisition of buses for the regional operators, through the ROA

· Is responsible for financing infrastructures in the rail network as well as the acquisition or improvement of rolling stock.
· Responsible for the maintenance and new investments in rail infrastructures.

· Until 1999 investments in the state railway company material have been financed by the State (credits and subsidies). Since this date they have to be covered by DSB through income and external loans the same as the private operators.
· The state company, manages the rail infrastructures (BV Banverket) makes the investments in infrastructures charged to the state budgets, while the private operator City Pendeln is responsible for the maintenance of the stations of the network it operates.
As the owner of the rail network, it finances the majority of the investments in it through its managing company “Réseau Ferré de France” (RFF)
Railtrack is responsible for all the investments in rail infrastructure, signposting and stations, receiving the necessary contributions from central government.



REGIONS
The regional authority ROA, administrates the state subsidies for financing investments in rolling stock to the inter-urban bus operators.
-
· The investments made by SL in stations, metro units, and installations as well as tram lines are financed by the authority (SL), which in turn receives contributions from the State and the region and through loans.
Investments in the network managed by SYTRAL are the responsibility of this organisation, which has participation of the regional and local administration with the following origin of funds:

· 30% self financing

· 60% loans from financial entities

· 10% subsidies from the administration

· The region makes contributions for the rolling stock used in the regional services.

· The city councils make contributions to RFF  for investments in the rail network.
-

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION
· Finances small investments, less than 250.000 florins in infrastructure, measure directed fundamentally to improving operation speed

· Finances investments in rolling stock in all the modes operated by GVBA
· Investments in stations, bus stops , information systems and actions on the tracks are financed by the city councils through HT.

· The rolling stock belongs to the operators, responsible for the investments and provision of garages.
-

· The bus operators are responsible for the investments in vehicles, GMPTE is for stops and stations and investments for circulation.

· Metrolink is the owner of the lines. They were built by a franchise contract for the building and operation to a consortium with private participation.

FINANCING THE INVESTMENTS: CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE DIFFERENT LEVELS OF THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION (II)


MILAN
MUNICH
ZURICH
MADRID
BARCELONA

STATE
Makes the necessary contributions to the state company for financing the rail infrastructures and in rolling stock.

The Contract programme between Ferrovie dello Stato and the State defines the mechanisms for its financial participation in the exploitation costs and investment of the company
· Finances 60% of the investments in urban transport infrastructure.

· Subsidises with a maximum of del 60% of cost the investments in vehicles (urban buses, trams and metro).
· Does not make direct contributions for material, although it finances it directly (depreciations in exploitation accounts).

· Makes contributions for the rail infrastructures. In part financed with the canon and costs not covered are taken on by the Federation and by ZVV.
Rolling stock

Metro and EMT: 45% of investments in maintenance and 33% in extension.

Infrastructure

Metro: Investments in infrastructure are financed at 33% by the State.

Local Railways: renovation of the lines is financed with budget contributions, European funds and loans.
Rolling stock

TMB and FGC: 45% of the investments in maintenance and 33% in extension.

RENFE 100% of investments.

Interurban buses: In the period 1999-2001, participates in 45% of investments in rolling stock and exploitation systems.

Infrastructure

One third of the total investments

REGIONS
In 1998 ATM has made investments for a sum of 171,3 million lira, (not including investments in metro infrastructures financed through “Societá Metropolitana Milanesi p. A.”).

These investments have been financed by: 

· The city council (58.686 M. L.),

· The region of Lombardy (29.900mil  lira) 

· The state (1.104 Mill. L.)

· ATM balance resources (81,6 Mill. Liras).
Administrates  the funds for rail investment:

· The Federal Fund for the Regionalisation of the tax on fuels.

· General Budgets of the Federation:

1. By the law on the extension and improvement of the rail network: subsidies and interest free loans.

2. By the law on financing local transport: the city councils apply for subsidies to the Federation for a maximum of 60%.

It also has two own sources:

· By the law on financial compensation: can affect 65% of car tax.
· The fund for investments contemplated by the Bavarian law for the development of public transport, (general budgets).
Provides 20% for infrastructures of metro bus  and trams.
For investments in rolling stock there are agreements between the bank of the Canton of Zurich and the operators. As ZVV is a cantonal institution the operators in the ZVV area, obtain better conditions in loans than those they could obtain in the market.
Rolling stock

Metro and EMT: provides 27% of the investments in maintenance plus 33% for extension.

Infrastructure

Metro: Provides 66% of funds for investment in infrastructures.

Interurban Bus  : Te Community finances the investments in stops and shelters and subsidises the financial costs of the acquisition of rolling stock through CRTM.
Rolling stock

TMB: 28% of the investments in maintenance plus 34% of those in extension.

FGC: 55% of investments in maintenance plus 67% in those of extension.

Inter-urban buses: 55% in the lines under its care.

Infrastructure

Two thirds of the total investments

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

Its contributions suppose 20% for financing infrastructures of metro, bus  and trams, as a complement to the contributions of the Federation (60%) and the State of Bavaria (20%).
The local administrations occasionally subsidise investments in vehicles in the form of credits to the operator.
Rolling stock

Metro and EMT: 27% of the investment in maintenance plus 33% for extension.

Infrastructure

EMT: 100% of investment in shelters and stops.
Rolling stock

TMB: 27% of the investments in maintenance plus 33% of those in extension.

Inter-urban buses: 55% of the lines under its care.

Extra-budget financing

The growing difficulties for the public administrations to finance investments in transport infrastructures, in a context in which the construction of the Monetary union has meant important budget restrictions for the member states,  has led the majority of transport authorities to look for new sources of extra-budgeted financing.

In this sense the financing models, which in turn imply different management charts of the projects, can be classified in the following large groups:

· Private financing and management, granting the infrastructure in a franchise regime. Financing is structured with own resources of the franchise operator and outside resources without public guarantees. This kind of chart makes it necessary for the existence of a high probability that the project is financially profitable. For this reason it is difficult to apply to the metropolitan transport infrastructures, whose financial profitability is only possible in the very long term, which represents a very important factor of uncertainty.

· Private financing and public management, by means of a public agent capable of going into debt in the stock market or issuing medium or long term bonds or obligations, guaranteed by budget consignments from the administrations responsible or specific taxation. The case of the agency of the Generalitat, GISA, the public company ARPEGIO and the agency MINTRA in Madrid, for the financing and management of extension to the metro. This is the chart envisaged for financing line 9 of the Barcelona metro.

En the case of the franchise of the Copenhagen metro apart from the price collection, the surpluses generated by the transfer of public land benefited with the endowment of this infrastructure is taken into account to face the repayment of the loans.

· Public-private association model. Private financing and management, granting the infrastructure as a franchise. The financing is structured with own and other resources, certain specific guarantees from the public sector such as possible subsidies and re-integratable advances.

In this model e find the BOT type contracts for building the railway line to the airport of Arlanda in Stockholm, the Metrolink lines in Manchester, the building of the extension of line 9 of the metro in Madrid to the town of Arganda and the Diagonal-Baix Llobregat tram.

The detailed description of the public and private participation in each one of these projects appears in the sections corresponding to each metropolitan area.

3.-
CONCLUSIONS 
As follows as a general conclusion of the studies carried out, we present some reflections about the management and financing problems of the metropolitan public transport systems and the general lines adopted in the cities analysed to face their solution.

Seeing that these conclusions are the consequence of the analysis of the existing situations in Metropolitan Areas in which, without doubt, there are notable peculiarities; the decision making based on these conclusions must be accompanied with making evaluations, which analyse the repercussions of specific actions, considering all the aspects implied and the conditioning factors of the environment.

3.1
Responsibility framework and organisational system

As a general conclusion of the information analysed we conclude that it is not possible to define one European model for the organisation and management of the metropolitan transport systems. It is, however, possible to find common points in some trends:

Regionalisation of urban and metropolitan transport

The trend detected in the majority of European countries, with regard to the distribution of the responsibilities over urban and metropolitan public transport, consists of the decentralisation of the responsibilities of management and financing of these services and their transfer to local and regional authorities.

In most of the European countries with an institutional framework and a degree of decentralisation similar to out own, the railway services in the metropolitan areas have passed into the hands of the respective communities, being incorporated into the transport authorities which make up the same.

The federalist countries of Germany and Switzerland were the first to develop the principle of regionalisation of responsibilities with regard to urban transport, while the Nordic and Mediterranean countries have adopted this model more recently, finding greater difficulty in the railway administration, as this is of greater scope than just the region.

Even such a centralist country as France is having an experience of regionalisation of these services in a series of Regions, among which we find that corresponding to the city of Lyon. In the same way, in Holland, although the size of this country make it difficult to compare with the rest of the countries studied, the urban and metropolitan transport services of Amsterdam are the responsibility of the regional authorities, who in the name of greater operativeness, delegate their responsibilities in the local administrations.

It is to be expected that Spain will end up incorporating this trend which, on the other hand, is backed up in our constitution, placing the criteria of Territoriality before that of Ownership of the Infrastructure when assigning the responsibilities of the different transport services, so that the local rail services will pass into the hands of the regional administrations.

Constitution of metropolitan transport systems organising authorities

In the same way, in a practically generalised way, the local and regional administrations have constituted Metropolitan Transport Organisation Authorities (specific organisms which agglutinate the responsibilities in passenger transport affairs) to whom the responsibilities have been transferred on the planning, management and financing of the transport system.

Despite the fact that this is the trend, the solutions adopted in each case are different. So, we have Organising Authorities which have a high degree of independence from the Administrations, being fully professionalised organisms. In other cases, the most usual, these organising authorities depend on the Public Administrations, with all levels of administration: State, Regional and local, participating in them.

The responsibilities of these Authorities are in some cases wide, including both the collective as well as private transport and therefore they extend to traffic regulation, parking and management of fines. This is the case of the French Transport Syndicates, in which the different levels of administration participate and which have wide responsibilities in regulating both collective as well as private transport.

An increase in the responsibilities of these authorities would be advisable in Spain in private traffic regulation affairs, with the aim of agglutinating all the responsibilities in transport matters in one single organism, which would lead to greater efficiency in the policies of planning and coordinating public transport.

Price and perception system

Owing to the essential character of the transport activity, all the efforts leading towards coordination in the planning of the offer of the different modes and price integration contribute towards easing access to collective transport modes and minimising monetary costs and the travel time for users changing from one mode to another.

The final objective of the management of a transport authority has to be conceived as the development of an efficient public transport network, capable of responding to the strong increase in the demand for mobility, in a strategy which favours complementariness and connections between modes.

In carrying out this objective, the implantation of an integrated zoned price system, the use of multimode tickets and their progressive extension to all the modes of transport which make up the metropolitan network is an instrument of proven efficiency.

The use of tickets which allow the use of electronic devices in the sale or validation allow, as well as obtaining precise information about the journeys, the increase in speed of the operation for bus services.

Organisational system and contractual framework with the operators

As regards the organisation of the systems, in the majority of cases analysed, all the modes of transport in metropolitan areas are found to be under a fully regulated system, with the exception of the bus services in Great Britain where the trend towards the full deregulation of services is highly advanced.

The bus services in Manchester are operated by private companies: those which are commercially profitable in conditions of free access and those which are not profitable and socially necessary are adjudicated by means of a licence process to the operator which offers rending the service at a lower cost for the administration.

In the majority of the cities, the operating companies are, however, participated in a high percentage by the local authorities.

The administrative franchise system of services to operating companies adopted by the majority, under a wide range of formulas.

The management and financing model implanted in the majority of cases studied, uses instruments similar to Contract-Programmes. Pluri-annual contracts which establish the framework of the relationship and essential conditions of the service rendered to the users. By means of these contracts the transport authority keeps control of the services rendered, adjusting its contributions to the offer established in the contract and the demand for service by its users.

One example of this situation is the case of France, where there are a great variety of formulas for the agreements or contracts between the organising authorities of metropolitan transport and the operating companies.

3.2
Financing the system

The financing of the public transports follows divers patterns in the countries analysed, conceived in all our cities as an essential element for the development of the economic activity.

The benefits provided by an efficient public transport system are received directly by the users of the system but indirectly other economic and social agents benefit from its existence.

The benefits received by the non-users can be divided into two large groups:

· Benefits associated to the greater efficiency of public transport in the use of scarce resources: energy saving, reduction in congestions problems, environmental impact and accidents.

· Improvements in economic efficiency (greater efficiency in the work market and less expense on road building and maintenance, etc.) improvements in public services which need high levels of access in order to carry out their function efficiently (health services, schools and leisure centres).

Following this reasoning, the direct beneficiaries, users as well as companies, large centres of travel attraction (shopping centres, leisure centres and public services), real estate promoters and private car users  should participate in financing the system as indirect users.

Therefore it must be an objective in the financing policy that all those benefited by the existence of the collective transport network provide resources for its provision and not just the direct users of these modes of transport.

The identification of the beneficiaries is not however immediate, like the quantification of the benefits they receive. With regard to the benefits generated by metropolitan transport infrastructure, for example, they are in many cases dispersed between a large number of individuals who participate with small benefits. Sometimes, also, they need long periods of time to be significant, which makes it difficult to identify them.

In applying the different sources of financing the system there is a distinction between financing the operation and investments.
Financing the operation costs

There are several financial sources which support public transport in our cities. The prices charged to the users constitute the main source of financing the exploitation costs. They represent different percentages of coverage for the operators of the cities analysed, the operators of the metropolitan areas of Madrid and Barcelona reaching the highest coverage rates.

Price integration is the solution which is bringing the greatest success to the general system of collective transport in the majority of cities and it is also this instrument which has proved itself to be the most efficient in attracting passengers from the private car.

The generalised trend with regard to the attention to financial insufficiencies consists, as we have already mentioned, of the development of agreements or contract programmes between the public administrations and the operating companies.

The public treasuries of the majority of the administrations analysed are also governed by the principle of tax disaffection, as occurs in Spain.

As exceptions to this general rule, the French Versement Transport and the Federal Fund for Financing Transport in Germany, with its origin in federal taxes on fuels and the affectation of income for the concept of payment parking or traffic offences.

Versement Transport

This is a particularly important source of finance in the case of French cities, based on the principles of the participation of the indirect beneficiaries that we have already mentioned. This rate applied to the salary mass of the companies located in the area of influence of the collective transport, supposes an important percentage of the financial resources used by the transport system.

As arguments in favour of the implantation of a similar tax, we must mention the efficiency and simplicity of its application as well as the significance of its contribution for financing public transport in French cities.

Its detractors argue, however, that it is not possible to justify its application as an instrument for collecting from the indirect benefactors of the companies for the improvement in the labour market conditions (better access to the work centres). This is due fundamentally to the fact that the transfer of the charge of the tax by the companies in the sales price of its production, depends on the degree of monopoly they have, which would not recommend its application from the point of view of efficiency in the system or from considerations of equality as it is not possible to guarantee that the tax is being supported by the benefactors of the transport system.

A similar tax to the French Versement Transport could not be implanted, apart from because of its inefficiency for being justified as a means of collection and affection from the business benefactors for the access the public transport system affords them, because it would mean an important impact on the Spanish taxation system.

Taxation on fuels

The affectation of the collection of certain taxes on the use of the private vehicle is a finance instrument used by the German and Italian administrations.

The chart of decentralisation of the responsibilities with regard to urban and metropolitan public transport in the German State have led to redistributing among the regional authorities the collection of the state tax on hydrocarbons, so that it is the latter who administrate their assignment to the operation of the different public transport services or financing infrastructures or rolling stock.

In Italy, after the abolition of the National fund of Transport in 1995, a tax was established on the consumption of fuel on a state level for financing the transport systems, which the State distributes to the regions.

The main pitfall for its application in Spain is the general acceptance and especially for the state Public Treasury from the principle of non-affectation of income to expenses.

Income from parking and traffic sanctions

In the case of France, it is important to underline that the transport authorities in this country also have responsibilities over the management of traffic. A consequence of this assignment of responsibilities both in collective transport materials as well as private transport is the capacity of the transport authorities to manage the collection for traffic offences in its territorial area, and destine these sums to financing the public transport system.

In a similar way, in the Italian city of Milan, the transport authority also manages the controlled payment parking areas in the streets, deterrent parking in the metropolitan transport system; earmarking the income from these concepts to financing the transport system.

In some English cities they have analysed the possibility of collecting the benefits received by the users of private car through the extension of street payment parking and the establishment of urban tolls. As a conclusion of these studies, independently from the degree of technical difficulty for their implantation, it is considered that the acceptability of any of these measures would depend on the perception by the citizens of substantial improvements in the public transport offer.

Financing the investments

The planning, financing and execution of the investment projects in new infrastructures or improvements to the existing ones reaches an important degree of decentralisation in the majority of European countries, being in almost every case a greater participation of the central organisms in the decision making in this respect and in the financing of the projects.

The main source of financing of the public transport infrastructures are the budget consignments of the public administrations. The formulas of participation in private savings through the issue public debt, also imply financing by taxpayers, differing part of the charge to future generations who would also be benefactors of the investments.

As a particular case we should mention the principles for the financing of infrastructures in the United Kingdom. In this country the general principle is that of contribution by all the indirect benefactors, like owners or real estate promoters, for whom the benefits received can be identified and quantified. When it is not possible to collect and use these benefits for the financing of the system, the administration considers making contributions which will have a limit related to the benefits received by non-users.

The contributions of the public administrations for all or a large part of the investments are the general rule in the areas analysed. These contributions have their origin in general in general taxation, and consequently, they are the contributions both of users as well as non-users.

Although it is admissible to dedicate the resources supplied by the adoption of the recommended taxation measure to the above section, for the financing of investments, it would be particularly recommended to levy liens on the increases in value of the properties affected by the improvements in accessibility of network extension projects.

In this sense, the mechanisms applied in France and United States are particularly effective with regard to the owners of lands, promoters and companies benefited by the network.

3.3
CONCLUSIONS

As a summary of what has been explained, the main conclusions with regard to responsibility framework, organisational system and financing of the transport system could be drawn up in the following points:

Responsibility and organisational system framework

· Configured as the Single Transport Authority through the necessary legislation which gives it the sufficient level of responsibilities for planning, organising and managing the system. In this sense, the ownership of the local rail services in its geographical area would have a greater degree of efficiency in the planning and coordination of the system.

· A Unified Price framework must be established for all the transport modes and services in the Metropolitan Area, with a zone or crown structure and the creation of the corresponding multi-mode tickets.

· There should be a study of the modification of the system of relations between the different Operators, incorporating contractual relationships with the operators with incentives for the achievement of objectives set by the corresponding Authority in providing public transport services in an efficient way. The generalisation of the use of the figure of the Contract programme or other similar system, which include the obligations and commitments of the operators and the public administration, in a pluri-annual context, in order to achieve the participation of the operators in the commercial risks (net cost contracts or gross cost contracts with incentives). It is also fundamental to establish clauses in the contract programmes so that the contributions by the administrations are according to, not just achieving the objectives of the service in a quantitive way (production of cars x Kilometre) but also by qualitative factors indicating the quality of these services.

· On the other hand the introduction of the open competitions system should be studied for granting the operation of all the services. For the case of local train services, the European Union has envisaged the preparation of granting subsidies for public service obligations to this prior requisite.

Financing the transport system

As the basic principles of financing the system, the following should be adopted.

1. Each group affected, both users as well as non-users, must contribute in proportion to their participation in the profits obtained.

2. When possible, identify the direct beneficiaries and quantify their profits, these must contribute directly to financing the system, instead of participating through the contribution of the Public Administration. This may require modifications in the legislation, which will allow the transport authority to have the right to impose charges on these beneficiaries.

The Spanish legislation allows the possibility of imposing special contributions on the indirect beneficiaries, as a consequence of improvements in the road network. The Law on roads and paths 25/1988, identifies as indirect beneficiaries of the investments in roads as the owners of adjacent properties, establishments and housing estates, whose communications have been improved.

In the case of Barcelona, the EMT already obtains resources by direct affection of a tax income associated to the collection of benefits from the increase in the value of property as a consequence of access to the public transport system. The instrument is in this case the charge to the tax on Real Estate in the EMT municipalities and which forms part of the resources contributed to the system by the local administrations.

The range of options posed as a consequence of the application of these principles would therefore be made up of the following:

· The affectation of a percentage of the collection of the state taxation on fuels. One of the possible mechanisms for the affection of the state tax is the regionalisation of responsibilities on the management of tax collection, in a similar way as occurs in Germany and Italy. In this way the authority would receive this contribution from the regional administration. The claim for the adoption of the necessary reforms must come from the autonomous administration, in consensus with other regions.

· Application of a surcharge on a local or regional level on the sale of fuels: The fundamental problem with a measure of this kind is the arbitrary nature a priori in defining the area of application.

· Affectation of a part of the income generated by charging parking in the street and the deterrent network, urban parking off the street and the deterrent network. 

· The affectation of a percentage of the local road fund taxes could be another way for collecting the benefits from the users of private cars and assigning them to financing the public transport system.

In a similar way, with regard to financing investments, for the development of these principles, the public transport authorities must receive the necessary responsibilities in order to pass on the costs to the indirect beneficiaries, non-users of the transport system.

Some possibilities for collecting part of these indirect benefits are the following mechanisms:

· Liens on carrying out certain activities benefited by the improvements to the network. These are rates on certain uses of land, applied at the time of carrying out improvements to the public transport network.

· Taxes to collect the surpluses generated by actions on the public transport network in nearby land and properties.

(These liens could constitute a single sum, or a deferred charge for various periods by means of a monthly or annual rate.)

· Sale of urban promotion rights. This consists of the sale of permits for increasing the density of buildings in an area affected by improvements to the public transport system. One way of selling these rights consists of auctioning the rights for the development of an area with a certain density. This formula has been used in some metro or train connections with large airports, financing their construction by means of granting the rights for building hotels or shopping and leisure centres.

· Payment by the owner or owners of all or part of the investments necessary for carrying out an extension project to their properties.

· Sale of annex lands, which sometimes have been purchased in excess and with this objective by the transport authority.

·  Taxes for direct connection to the new infrastructure installations. Sometimes, the owners of land or certain centres of activity have paid for the creation of direct access (shopping and leisure centres).

However, the most original solutions in the search by the majority of the transport authorities for new sources of extra-budget financing, are in the financing and management models of the projects with private initiative participation.

Of the three groups of charts already mentioned, two of them could be used for financing infrastructures in metropolitan areas:

· Private financing and public management, by means of a public agent with the capacity of taking out debt on the market or issuing long or medium term bonds or obligations, guaranteed by budget consignments from the administration responsible, specific taxes, tariffs applied to users and surpluses generated by transfer of benefited public lands.

· Public-private association model. Private financing and management, granting the infrastructure as a franchise regime. The financing is structured with own , external resources, certain guarantees from the public sector, as well as possible subsidies and returnable advances.

The fundamental characteristic of these charts is the participation of the private sector in the risks associated with the execution of the projects and the operation of the services by means of its integration into a joint contract. The distribution of these risks compensates for the greater cost of the use of private resources.

The particularisation of these models to each specific project needs as a fundamental requirement, the definition and evaluation of all the associated risks and specific negotiation about the risks to be taken on by the public administration and the private initiative.
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