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Memorandum

TO: Commission DATE: December 8, 2016
FR: Executive Director
RE: Regional Measure 3

Background

Included in the Commission’s Draft Advocacy Program for 2017 is a recommendation that the
Commission sponsor legislation authorizing MTC to place on the ballot a measure asking Bay
Area voters to approve a bridge toll increase to fund congestion relief projects for improved
mobility in the bridge corridors. This memo and the attachments include information for your
discussion and policy direction as we seek to pass legislation in 2017 to achieve this goal.

Attached to this memo are the following documents.

- A map showing the major investments included in Regional Measures 1 and 2 — RM1 and
RM2 (Attachment A)

- Key Policy Considerations (Attachment B)

- Charts that include data on the county of origin of the toll payers, the relative size of the
toll collections at each of the toll bridges and registered voter information (Attachment C)

Process

Unlike local sales tax measures where the Legislature has provided a general grant of authority
to a county to create an expenditure plan to be placed on the ballot, RM1 and RM2 included an
expenditure plan written and adopted by the Legislature as part of its normal bill passage process.
The toll program is also unique in that it is regional in nature and the tolls are pooled together to
fund projects throughout the bridge system. The toll revenue provides a benefit to those paying
the fees (i.e. toll bndge users) or mitigates for the activity associated with the fees. As fees, toll
increases are subject to a simple majority vote, rather than two-thirds. In the case of RM1 and
RM2, and MTC’s regional gas tax authorization statute, the vote is tallied region-wide, rather
than county-by-county.

In 2003, when RM 2 was under consideration by the Legislature, then Senate Pro Tem Don
Perata created a special Select Committee that held a number of public hearings to solicit public
input on the expenditure plan. Concurrently, MTC hosted a Techrical Advisory Committee that
met monthly to provide interested parties — transit operators, CMA’s and other stakeholders —
an opportunity to propose projects and discuss the attributes of proposals as they emerged in an
open public forum.
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We expect a similar process to begin in carnest when the Legislature convenes in January 2017,
with a goal of passing a bill in 2017 so that a measure can be placed on the ballot in 2018.

Workshop Focus

At your December workshop, staff hopes to solicit your guidance on the key policy
considerations and draft principles outlined in Attachment B as well as any other related issues
of concern to the Commission. We would expect to return to the Legislation Committee at
regular intervals in 2017 to review further details about the Regional Measure 3 bill as it
develops, including specific projects proposed for potential funding,
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Attachment A

Voter Approved Toll Bridge Measures
Deliver Big Returns

Year after year, in good economic times and bad, s New Benicia Bridge Cordelia Truck Scales Amount
Bay Area residents rank transportation as one of Long backups on northbound The 2014 relocation of the REGIONAL MEASURE 1 (6 millions)
their highest priorities. Voters have proved this Interstate 680 in Contra Cordelia Truck Scales is a New Benicia-Martinez Bridge $1,200
: ’ i ; Costa County vanished after key piece in the $100 milli ; ;
time and again at the ballot box, including through the 2007 Opznmg of the new pzzggzeo;nﬁegifnal Mn;'aslﬂrr]e Carquinez Bridge Replacement $518
the passage of Regional Measure 1 in 1988 and Benicia-Martinez Bridge. 2hpmjer$t§ tlo sp%ed up traffic Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Rehabilitation $117
i - through Solano County. . L

R§g|onal Measure 2 in 2004. These measures 9 San Mateo-Hayward Bridge Widening $210
ia:fitholls ad thedEijaﬁlAreadsdseven stfaﬁ—ovvne? I-880/SR 92 Interchange Replacement $235
oll bridges — and delivered dozens of the mos o
| 9 “E Leg end Bayfront Expressway Widening $36
important transportation investments of the past Regional M 1 _

| @ Regional Measure Richmond Parkway $6
generation. Capital Project i

@ Regional Measure 2 g Caldecott Fourth Bore US 101/University Avenue Interchange Improvements $4
Wlth these projeCtS now Completed or under Caplta| PI’Oject “E:M . m: Reg]ona] Measure 2 Amount
construction, it’s time for voters to consider a third @ Regional Measure 2 ' delivered $45 million for REGIONAL MEASURE 2 ($ millions)
. , : Operational Proi the long-needed Caldecott ,

reglonal measure for the Bay Area’s next generation perational Project TunneIgFourth Bore project. Transbay Transit Center’ $353
o Improvements. RM1 & RM 2 projects.ai | 2.3.15 e-BART/Hwy 4 Widening2 $269

Thousands of people turned BART Oakland Airport Connector $146

f[)#; g‘pfg?ﬂ:%?‘:’ht:;f?;ﬁg BART-0AK Connector Solano Co. I-80 HOV Lanes & Cordelia Truck Scales'  $123

Bridge linking Solano and The 2014 completion of the SMART Rail $82

i BART tion to Oakland . . .

Contra Costa counties. 7 e mtem;?:r?zcxﬁnog sz an AC Transit Bus Rapid Transit? $78
made possible by more than Transit Center Upgrades and New Buses (Regionwide)  $65
$140 million of Regional 1-580 HOV L $53

Third Street Light Rail Measure 2 funding. - anes
2
San Francisco’s T-Third light- | Ferry Vessels $46
rai:jproject plro;i[ded faster Caldecott Tunnel Fourth Bore $45
and more reliable connec-
tions between downtown N 1-880/SR 92 Transit Technology (Clipper®, 511©, Signals) $42
and the city’s southeastern e o
neighborhoyo o Interchange Contra Costa I. 80.HOV Lar.1es $37
San Mateo Bridge E\S’f OfmeSt confgﬁsteq Bay San Francisco Third Street Light Rail $30
e - rea freeways following
Widening BART Warm Springs & completion of a Regional BART Central Contra Costa Crossover $25
The late Congressman Tom Extension ?{Lﬁig:ﬁ;ﬁﬁg‘gﬁ’;? replace Safe Routes to Transit Projects $23
Lantos was on hand in BART’s Warm Springs : , .
2003 to cut the ribbon for extension project, the first Sy Interstate 880. Other Regional Projects $356
the newly widened San Ma- part of the ongoing extension Transit Operations Support (Annual) $41
teo-Hayward Bridge. to San Jose, will be com- r ey
I in the fall of 2015.
pleted in the fal of 2015 ! Amount shown includes other toll revenue in addition to RM2
2 Under construction
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Draft Principles for
Regional Measure 3

Bridge Nexus
Ensure all projects benefit toll payers
in the vicinity of the San Francisco
Bay Area’s seven state-owned toll
bridges

Regional Prosperity
Invest in projects that will sustain the
region’s strong economy by enhanc-
ing travel options and improving
mobility in bridge corridors

Sustainability
Ensure all projects are consistent
with Plan Bay Area 2040’s focused
growth and greenhouse gas reduction
strategy

State of Good Repair
Invest in projects that help restore
bridges and transportation
infrastructure in the bridge corridors

Demand Management
Utilize technology and pricing to
optimize roadway capacity

Freight
Improve the mobility, safety and
environmental impact of freight

Resiliency
Invest in resilient bridges and
approaches, including addressing
sea level rise

Attachment B

Regional Measure 3 —
Key Policy Considerations
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When should the vote take place?

We recommend either the primary or general election
in 2018. This will require the Legislature to pass the en-
abling legislation no later than the end of August 2017.

How large of a toll hike should we seek?

A comparison of the revenue yield from a $1-$3 toll
surcharge as well as a comparison of toll rates on other
bridges are shown in the tables below. A multi-dollar toll
surcharge could be phased in over a period of years.

Toll Capital Funding
Surcharge Annual Available
Amount Revenue (25-year bond)
$1 $127 million | $1.7 billion
$2 $254 million | $3.3 billion
$3 $381 million | $5.0 billion
Toll Rate Comparisons
Standard Carpool
Facility Auto Toll Toll
BATA Bridges $5.00 $2.50
. $7.50/$6.50
Golden Gate Bridge Plate/FasTrak $4.50
MTA Verrazano $11.08'/$16.00 $3.08'2
Narrows Bridge EZ-Pass/Cash '
e i bl $10.50/$12.50/$15.00
York/New Jersey $6.50
. 0Off-Peak/Peak/Cash
(Bridges and Tunnels)

Results from EZ-Pass discount rate

2 Average rate, based on 24 trips
Continued on back page
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Which counties should vote on the toll
increase?

Regional Measure 1 (1988) and Regional Measure 2
(2004) were placed on the ballot in only seven of the
nine Bay Area counties; Napa and Sonoma were ex-
cluded. We propose that all nine counties be included
in Regional Measure 3.

Should toll revenue be used for operating
purposes?

If a portion of toll revenue is reserved for operating
funding (such as to subsidize transit service), the
capital funding shown in the table on the prior page
would be reduced. For example, for every 10% of total
revenue reserved for operating purposes under a $2
toll scenario, the capital yield from toll revenue bonds
would be reduced by approximately $300 million. Ac-
cordingly, we recommend restricting operating funding
to the smallest possible amount. If an operating pro-
gram is created, we recommend establishing perfor-
mance standards similar to those in Regional Measure
2 as a condition of funding eligibility.

Should congestion pricing be expanded?
The $6 peak/$4 off-peak weekday toll on the San
Francisco-Bay Bridge has successfully reduced
congestion on that span by encouraging some
commuters to change their time or mode of travel.
The $6/$4 differential toll also raises about the same
amount of revenue as would a flat $5 toll on that span.
To further reduce congestion, we suggest consider-
ation of a greater discount between the peak and off-
peak rate for the Bay Bridge in Regional Measure 3.

Should a FasTrak® discount be authorized?
The Golden Gate Bridge district offers FasTrak
Discounts to incentivize more drivers to sign up for
FasTrak, since electronic toll collection significantly
speeds up traffic throughput on the bridge. RM 3 is

an opportunity to remove a statutory restriction that
currently prohibits BATA from offering similar FasTrak
discounts. We recommend pursuing this change to
help reduce delays and associated emissions.

Should trucks pay an additional toll?

The last toll hike approved by the Bay Area Toll
Authority (BATA) in 2010 included a substantial
increase in the axle-based rate paid by commercial
vehicles and trucks. As a result, we recommend that
Regional Measure 3 be a flat surcharge added to all
vehicles crossing the seven state-owned bridges.

What kind of projects should be
considered for funding?

Since bridge tolls are fees and not taxes, the use

of toll revenue should benefit the payers of the fee. In
other words, the projects funded by Regional Mea-
sure 3 should provide safety, mobility, access, or other
related benefits in the toll bridge corridors. Regional
Measure 1 funded primarily a small set of bridge re-
placement and expansion projects. By contrast, Re-
gional Measure 2 funded a much larger set of both
bridge, highway, and transit projects in the bridge
corridors. Given the region’s significant needs on all
modes, we expect that Regional Measure 3 will re-
semble its immediate predecessor in the breadth and
modal mix of projects.
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Attachment C

Share of Bridge Toll Revenue by Bridge

2%

= SF - Oakland Bay Bridge, 32%

® Benicia-Martinez, 16%

= Carquinez, 17%

= Dumbarton, 8%

m Richmond-San Rafael, 11%

= San Mateo - Hayward, 14%

® Antioch, 2%

Source: FY16 Toll Revenues Collected by Bridge, MTC Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, June 30, 2016

Share of Toll Revenue by County of Residence

County
® Alameda, 31%

= Contra Costa, 18%
= Marin, 4%

= Napa, 2%

m San Francisco, 10%
= San Mateo, 8%

m Santa Clara, 2%

m Solano, 14%

= Sonoma, 2%

= Out of Region, 9%

2%

Source: 2015 MTC FasTrak Data - Average Typical Weekday Transactions by County of Billing Address
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Share of Voters by County

County
= Alameda, 22%

= Contra Costa, 15%
= Marin, 4%

= Napa, 2%

m San Francisco, 12%
= San Mateo, 10%

m Santa Clara, 22%

® Solano, 6%

m Sonoma, 7%

O\ 4% }

2%

Source: 2016 California Secretary of State Report of Registration (registered voters by county as of 10/24/2016)



