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SUBJECT:  A briefing and discussion on proposed ordinance 2004-0366.1, which would establish November 2, 2004 as the date for an advisory election on the question of whether a publicly funded plan of transportation investments should be developed and placed on the ballot in 2005. 

BACKGROUND:  In 2002, the Legislature adopted the Regional Transportation Investment District (RTID) enabling legislation to address critical unfunded transportation needs in the central Puget Sound region.  Proposed Ordinance 2004-0366 (Attachment 1) would establish an advisory ballot in King County to measure voter support for a 2005 vote on the RTID package of revenues and projects.  This briefing will discuss the proposed ordinance and developments since the Committee of the Whole was last briefed on RTID-related work at its March 22, 2004 meeting.
I.  RTID Enabling Legislation and History

In 2002, the State Legislature approved E2SSB 6140, legislation to authorize the creation of a Regional Transportation Investment District (RTID).  The legislation allows King, Pierce, and Snohomish Counties to develop a ballot measure that would create the RTID to fund specific projects with specified revenues.  The legislation identifies revenue sources and criteria for project eligibility.

All members of the three county councils serve as the Planning Committee for the RTID, and the State Secretary of Transportation is a non-voting member.  The Planning Committee is responsible for choosing projects, establishing project costs and project lead agencies, and identifying revenue sources.  Planning Committee approval of the RTID package requires a 60% favorable vote weighted by population.  Then, each County Council must vote to put the package on the ballot in its county.  At least two contiguous counties must put the measure on the ballot; this requirement would allow Pierce or Snohomish County to opt out, but King would have to participate for the measure to go forward.
Since early 2002, the RTID Planning Committee’s seven-member Executive Board has met regularly.  Extensive technical support has been provided by staff of the Executive Board, the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), the King County Department of Transportation (KCDOT), and Pierce and Snohomish Counties.  Stakeholders, including business, labor, and environmental representatives, have also followed the Executive Board’s work.

Earlier this year, the Executive Board identified a revenue package and a draft project list, which are summarized in Attachment 2.  Both were approved on 6-1 votes.  Plans to work for a November 2004 ballot measure stalled, chiefly due to some stakeholders’ concern that voters would not approve the RTID package.
II.  Summary of the Proposed Ordinance
Proposed Ordinance 2004-0366 includes findings on regional transportation needs, establishes November 2, 2004 as the date for this advisory ballot election, sets forth the text of an advisory ballot title, and provides for the appointment of committees to write voters’ pamphlet statements for and against the measure.

Findings 

Section 1 of the proposed ordinance includes findings concerning the need for transportation investments in the central Puget Sound area, the benefits of reducing congestion and improving mobility, RTID background information, prior advisory ballot measures on transportation issues, and procedural steps related to putting the advisory measure on the ballot and discussing it in the voters’ pamphlet.  Attachment 3 to this staff report provides additional information on the region’s three previous transportation advisory ballot measures. 

Advisory Ballot Title
An advisory ballot title must consist of three elements:

1. An identification of the enacting legislative body and a statement of the subject matter that does not exceed 10 words;

2. A concise description of the measure that does not exceed 75 words (numbers are not included in this limit); and

3. A question.

Section 3 of Proposed Ordinance 2004-0366 includes the title as proposed to appear on the ballot.  It reads as follows:

Proposition 1:  The King County Council passed Ordinance 

 concerning an advisory measure on a publicly funded transportation plan.  This advisory measure asks whether the voters in King County support development and placement on the ballot in 2005 of a publicly funded transportation plan designed to relieve traffic congestion and increase safety through a mix of road and transit projects in King County in the Interstate 405 and State Route 509, 522, 167 and 99 corridors, replace the Evergreen Point Floating Bridge, begin replacing the Alaskan Way Viaduct, and extend light rail to SeaTac Airport and the University District.  Do you want a publicly funded transportation plan to relieve congestion and increase safety to be developed and placed on the ballot in 2005?


 Yes


 No

According to the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, this title has been reviewed and meets the requirements for an advisory ballot title.

Voter Pamphlet Statements 

Section 5 of Proposed Ordinance 2004-0366 provides for the appointment of individuals to serve on voters’ pamphlet committees to write statements for and against the advisory ballot.  As introduced, the proposed ordinance does not include the names, which would have to be added by amendment prior to adoption.  Otherwise, separate legislation would be needed to designate these individuals.  Absent Council action, the manager of the Elections Division is authorized to name voter pamphlet statement committees.

III.  ISSUES

Election Costs

The November 2004 general election ballot already has one countywide ballot measure.  Consequently, there are no additional costs to the County from adding another countywide ballot measure.
Section 4 of the proposed ordinance authorizes the manager of the records, elections and licensing services division to prepare and distribute a local voters’ pamphlet, and for the cost of this pamphlet to be included as part of the special election.  The state covers the initial cost of the voters’ pamphlet and then bills the participating counties.  The cost of the voters’ pamphlet statement for this item cannot be specifically determined until it has been put together; however, any additional cost associated with this item is expected to be minimal.

Evaluating an Advisory Ballot Measure’s Value
This section of the staff report summarizes the risks and benefits of an advisory ballot measure as outlined in a paper prepared for the Executive Board, titled RTID Advisory Ballot Issue Paper, Draft for Discussion and Comment, dated June 30, 2004.  Copies of this paper can be provided and additional information is available from the Executive Board staff.
Arguments in favor of an advisory ballot:
· Momentum – a favorable vote can help to move an issue forward to resolution, increase awareness among the public and policymakers, and provide guidance on voters’ preferences.

· Minimal Costs – an advisory ballot campaign appears to have minimal costs.
· Perception – a favorable vote may create the perception among policymakers and the media that an issue is “moving forward.”

Arguments against an advisory ballot:

· Risk Analysis – a successful advisory ballot provides limited guidance on what voters really support, and failure would set back transportation investment efforts.  Since the adverse impacts of failure are greater than the benefits of success, the risks outweigh the benefits.
· Costs – costs could be greater than anticipated, especially if there is an active opposition campaign or proponents want a strong yes vote.

· Negative Vote – an unsuccessful advisory ballot measure could weaken support for the RTID and strengthen any opposition.  The June 30 paper notes that the November 2002 failure of Referendum 51, the statewide 9 cents/gallon gas tax measure, had a somewhat different consequence:  In 2003, the Legislature passed, and the Governor signed, a 5 cents/gallon gas tax increase. 
Ballot Title
A policy question for Councilmembers is whether this concise description provides enough information for a voter to make an informed decision.  For example, should information about funding sources or project costs be added?  Given the 75-word limit for the concise description, it is clearly difficult to summarize a proposal as complex as an RTID package.  Any additions to the description could require words to be deleted.
IV.  NEXT STEPS

Ballot Measure Deadlines
The following information is provided by the Clerk of the Council.  For the November 2, 2004 general election, the deadlines for adoption of a ballot measure are as follows:

	Last regular council meeting with maximum processing time (25 days)
	August 23, 2004 (Monday)

	Last regular council meeting with minimum processing time (10 days)
	September 7, 2004 (Tuesday)

	Last regular council meeting to pass as an emergency (requires 9 votes)
	September 13, 2004 (Monday)

	Last special council meeting to pass as an emergency
	September 17, 2004 (Friday)

	Election Division deadline for receiving effective ordinance
	September 17, 2004 (Friday)


As indicated in the table above, the county must file the advisory ballot measure with the elections office no later than September 17 if it is to be on the November 2 general election.  The ordinance must be enacted ten days prior to the deadline, unless passed as an emergency ordinance.  Please note that special council meetings can be scheduled with a minimum of 28 hours advance notice.  

As noted earlier, the Proposed Ordinance would need to be amended to designate individuals to serve on voters’ pamphlet committees to write statements for and against the advisory ballot measure.
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ATTACHMENT 2.

Executive Board-Approved Revenue Package and Project List
RTID Revenues
The Executive Board approved the revenue package described in the following table.  The revenue that would be generated over 15 years is shown for the entire RTID district along with a county-by-county breakdown.  These revenue figures assume bonding, including state-backed bonding that must be approved by a supermajority of the Legislature.  The taxes would remain in effect for more than 15 years, until the bonds are paid off.  The RTID can also use toll revenue as a funding source.

The “.1% RTA tax transfer” refers to the use of a portion of Sound Transit’s unused tax capacity, as permitted by E2SSB 6140.  Subject to approval by the Sound Transit Board, this revenue source would be included in the RTID package and used for High Capacity Transit purposes such as light rail extension.

 

	
	Revenue (in billions) over 15 years

	Tax 
	Total 
	King 
	Pierce
	Snohomish

	0.2% roads sales tax 
	4.0
	2.4
	0.9
	0.7

	$75 vehicle license fee
	3.8
	1.9
	1.1
	0.8

	Local option gas tax at 2.8 cents
	1.2
	0.6
	0.3
	0.2

	0.3% MVET
	1.8
	1.0
	0.4
	0.3

	0.1% RTA tax transfer
	2.0
	1.2
	0.5
	0.3

	Total Available Funds (with state bonding)
	12.8
	7.1
	3.2
	2.4


 
Other revenue sources authorized by E2SSB 6140, but not adopted by the Executive Board, include:  an additional .3% RTID sales tax, an HOV employer tax, a parking tax, and another $25 of Vehicle License Fee.
RTID Project List
E2SSB 6140 authorizes the RTID to provide capital funds for projects that:

· Add lane capacity to Highways of Statewide Significance (HSS),

· Repair or replace a seismically damaged structure,

· Invest in buses, approaches to HSS highways, HOV lanes, and park-and-ride lots, and

· Improve local arterials (with a one-third local match).

In King County, many projects have been included in various draft RTID project lists.  On April 29, the Executive Board approved the following project list for King County, which emphasizes HSS corridors and extension of Sound Transit’s Link Light Rail.

	King County Projects
	RTID Share of Costs

	Alaskan Way Viaduct
	$1,000M

	SR 520 Corridor (Evergreen Point Bridge replacement)
	$1,000M

	I-405 Corridor
	$1,900M

	I-405/167 Interchange
	$820M

	SR 509/I-5 Investments
	$900M

	SR 167 Corridor
	$500M

	I-5/SR 18 Interchange
	$100M

	SR 518
	$35M

	Non-HSS Projects
	$20M

	Light Rail
	$875M

	SR 99 North Corridor
	$80M

	SR 522 Transit Investments
	$60 M

	TOTAL
	Up to $7,290M


Toll revenue in addition to the $1 billion contribution listed above is assumed for the SR 520 Corridor Evergreen Point Bridge replacement project.  This is one of several projects that will require additional state, federal, or other funding for completion.

 ATTACHMENT 3.
PREVIOUS TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BALLOTS IN THE REGION

In the past 16 years, three advisory ballots have had an impact on transportation policy in the central Puget Sound region.  

November 1988 – Rail Transit in King County
King County Proposition No. 2 - Advisory Ballot, placed on the ballot by the County Council, asked voters:

”Should public funding and development of a rail transit system to serve the residents of King County be accelerated so that service in King County can begin before the year 2000?”
The 68% yes vote was seen as lending credibility to efforts to pass state legislation to support regional high capacity transit.  In November 1996, voters in the urban parts of King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties approved the Sound Move plan, including Seattle light rail as well as commuter rail and express bus services throughout the Sound Transit district.  The initial light rail plans were shelved due to cost overruns, and Sound Transit is now building a 14-mile starter Link Light Rail line.  This initial line is expected to begin revenue service in 2009.
November 1997 – Monorail in the City of Seattle
Initiative 41 put this Monorail question on the ballot in Seattle:

”Shall the City form a public development authority to build, maintain, and operate an elevated mass transit system throughout the City of Seattle to be funded by private money, federal, state, and local grants, and an increase in the Business and Occupation Tax imposed by the City and/or Councilmanic revenue bonds?”
The 55% yes vote gave momentum to the pro-Monorail campaign, which resulted in a successful November 2002 ballot measure for a financing plan to build an initial Monorail route.  The current financing plan relies on a Motor Vehicle Excise Tax, and is significantly different than the revenue package envisioned in the November 1997 ballot measure.  Current work is proceeding on the Green Line from Ballard through the downtown are to West Seattle.  The Seattle Monorail Project is also evaluating second phase Monorail routes as a next step in creating a citywide Monorail network.  Seattle voters would have to approve any additional Monorail lines.
November 1998 – Second Tacoma Narrows Bridge

State legislation allowed voters in the south Puget Sound area to weigh in on construction of a second, toll-financed Tacoma Narrows Bridge.  The question was:

“Should the Tacoma Narrows Bridge be modified and a parallel bridge constructed, financed by tolls on bridge traffic and operated as a public private partnership?”

The 53% yes vote was followed by legislative action to allow the second bridge to be built.  Construction is now under way.

