Candidate: Richard Mitchell
Position: King County Council, District 6

STB Endorsement Questionnaire

Seattle Vehicle License Fee

1. Do you support Proposition 1, the additional $60 vehicle license fee for transportation?

2. The breakdown of the $200m in VLF revenue is 29% for road maintenance and safety, 49% for transit speed, reliability, and access improvements, and 22% for freight, bicycles, and pedestrians. The Council will have a lot of influence on how this evolves. Does this strike you as about right? If not, why?

3. Of the $100m transit budget, about 40% will go to bus speed and reliability improvements in some of the 15 priority corridors; 18% to engineering and matching funds for streetcar projects; 20% for more trolleybus wire; and 22% to improve access to transit lines. Does this strike you as about right? If not, why?

4. Under what conditions would you vote to send the remaining $20 of authority to the ballot?

5. Do you support the city’s recent efforts to adjust public parking rates to demand?


Statewide Transportation

1. Is there anything about the SR520 bridge project that has to change for you to vote to approve it?

Over the past 14 years, WSDOT and local officials have spent a lot of time studying how to replace the SR520 bridge – and working with neighborhood groups.  Meanwhile, the bridge presents a significant safety issue as it is vulnerable to windstorms and earthquakes.  The SR520 bridge project is making progress, including the construction of the Eastside Transit and HOV improvements from Medina to SR202.  I believe we need to move forward with this project while continuing to engage communities on both sides of Lake Washington.

The project has many benefits to transit, such as a continuous HOV lane system and improved transit stations with plans for direct access ramps and HOV lanes at the Montlake Interchange.  Moving forward on this project is crucial to preserving our infrastructure, ensuring safety, and maintaining economic vitality in the region.

2. What new revenue sources would you like to see the state allocate to transit above and beyond the current authority? Check all that apply.

My general philosophy is that efforts to raise revenue should not be through general taxes that are regressive, short term fixes, or fail to incentivize greater utilization of mass transit.  In addition, transit revenue cannot be largely dependent on one source.  There must be several sources of revenue to ensure the system is financially stable.

First, we need the system to be efficient, accessible, integrated with light rail and frequent.  All road users should contribute to the system.  Second, certain high traffic transportation corridors should be zoned as “Transportation Benefit Districts” with portions of revenues raised on high density developments earmarked for transit.  Other options include converting free Park & Ride facilities to ones raising revenue for transit services.  If the MVET tax were revisited, it needs to be in a modified form, perhaps based on weight, luxury or number of axels.  Tolls would be an essential part of any diverse transit revenue package.  And certainly consideration of repealing unnecessary gas tax exemptions remains an option.

No matter the source of revenue, we need more sustainable, stable and progressive revenue sources for transit.

____ I don’t think we need new taxes for transit.
____ I don’t care what the state picks; we just need the revenue.
____ Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
____ Income Tax
____ Tolls
____ Repeal the sales tax exemption on gasoline
____ Repeal other sales tax exemptions
____ Higher Sales Tax Rates
____ Property Tax
____ Vehicle License Fee

3. Cities have begun to launch “road diets”, in which four-lane arterials are converted into two lane roads with a center turn lane and bike lanes.  Supporters claim this improves bicycle safety, pedestrian safety, and traffic flow by taking left turns out of traffic. Opponents claim this increases congestion.  Broadly speaking, do you support or oppose these projects?

Yes, I support these projects. Cities like Redmond, Bellevue and Seattle have implemented “road diets” successfully.  Studies have show that rechannelizing city streets results in reduced speeds for motorists, increased bike volumes, fewer motor vehicle and pedestrian collisions.  It also makes our residential communities more livable.

Rechannelization efforts balance the needs of multiple transportation modes and encourage more people to walk, bike or use transit for their trips.  These projects also improve safety, reducing the risk for collisions between bicyclists, pedestrians and motorists. I would like to see continued study of corridors that are potential candidates for rechannelization due to the safety risks they pose for all users.

4. Should the state toll I-90 to balance demand and raise additional revenue?

Yes, the state should consider a toll for I-90.  The state has considered tolling I-90 as part of their plans for funding construction of a new SR520.  Tolling both bridges would minimize diversion and help fund improvements in both cross-lake corridors, but with a focus on SR 520 in the initial years of implementation. 

5. Do you support Tim Eyman’s I-1125?

No.


Land Use

1. What principles are most important in determining what density limits should apply to a neighborhood?

The first principle is that cities possess original land use jurisdiction.  The County has jurisdiction over the unincorporated areas.  With that in mind, some of the most important principles in determining density limits in a neighborhood are: existing/desired land uses, housing availability, and transportation infrastructure and neighborhood character.  Adopting higher density limits in areas zoned mixed-use can encourage additional housing in areas where there may be a bigger focus on retail.  Considering transportation infrastructure is essential since as more people are attracted to a neighborhood, they need to have access to options whether its transit, biking, light rail or walking to nearby destinations.  Neighborhood character should also be a consideration. Working closely with neighborhoods to determine density limits is essential since residents and businesses there would be most impacted by changes and likely have a vision for their neighborhoods. 

2. Are zoning decisions best made at the city level, as they are currently made?

Yes.  But county wide regional planning, especially along transportation corridors, requires that cities consider the broad planning policy objectives of the County.  Ultimately, local zoning decisions are best made at the city level.  Local government knows best what type of zoning works for local neighborhoods.  However, for urban and suburban regional planning to work, the regional view must be capable of influencing local decisions meaningfully.

3. Are transit priority treatments for buses (signal priority, queue jumps, bus lanes) a worthwhile expenditure of tax dollars?

Yes. This is one way cities can support transit service is by making it faster and easier for buses to travel into and throughout their jurisdictions.  A combination of improvements can help reduce travel times, improve service for customers and may result in a cost-savings for transit agencies.

King County Metro

1. Do you support the $20 Congestion Reduction Charge?

Yes.  I supported the $20 CRC from the beginning.  This emergency, temporary measure is necessary for our economic and environmental well-being as well as to provide a crucial service to those that depend on buses to get where they need to go.

2. Do you support the new Metro service allocation guidelines, which place less emphasis on geographic equity and more on route productivity?

Yes.  Metro’s new service allocation guidelines will allow Metro to focus service improvements on routes that are overloaded, unreliable, have high demand or high productivity rather than on geography.  It also allows Metro to cut service based on productivity and provides opportunities for service to be restructured in order to make it more efficient.  The new service guidelines will make the decision-making process more transparent and objective.

3. If the legislature doesn’t grant more authority, would you rather raise fares or cut service?

Evaluating both of these options would be crucial to the decision-making process.  Riders have seen significant fare increases over the past few years, so increasing fares across the board may not be the most acceptable option.  Re-considering how fares are structured should be part of the discussion.  Other transit agencies in the nation charge higher fares for express or premium services, and perhaps Metro should consider looking into higher fares for those services while maintaining lower fares for local bus services.

Cutting transit service hurts everyone, our economy, quality of life and environment - the response seen when Metro was facing service cuts earlier this year was unprecedented.  Any service cut made impacts someone, but I think the new Metro transit service guidelines will ensure that service being cut would have minimal impact and allow the agency to maintain those services that carry the most riders and provide access to key destinations throughout King County. 

Without new authority, I would consider a combination of fare increases, service cuts/revisions and other potential cost-cutting measures to keep Metro afloat.

4. What other administrative reforms would you like to see Metro undertake?

Metro has gone through extensive reform in the past several years - a 2009 Performance Audit and several cost-cutting measures.  Metro has taken many actions to become more efficient, from finding efficiencies in bus schedules to evaluating how it performs maintenance.  The service guidelines are also a step in the right direction for Metro to invest in its most productive routes.  I would like to see the agency remain cost-effective and accountable in its operations; whether it is thinking about alternative ways to deliver service or opportunities to restructure service in a way that works better for everyone. The temporary $20 CRC will help the agency maintain service in the near-term, but for the long-term, a combination of consistent reform and new revenues is necessary to keep Metro sustainable.

Sound Transit

1. Which statement do you agree with more:

Both are applicable.  Sound Transit is a regional transportation planning agency.  This necessarily means it must work with local governments.  As it does so, Sound Transit has to adjust relative to local community needs that necessitate modifications to any particular scope of work.  Both are equally applicable in my mind, and rest in equilibrium.

____ Sound Transit must prioritize satisfying local governments and neighborhoods.
____ Sound Transit must be extremely conservative about approving increases in scope.




2. Which should be a higher priority for Sound Transit in an era of austerity:

As a regional transportation planning entity, the high priority is ensuring that the regional plan is not degraded, and that in times of austerity the ability to achieve the long-term goal is not prohibitively crippled.  Projects – or certain scope aspects of light rail – can be put on hold until funding is available, but the overall light rail plan must remain viable and adaptable even if the build-out takes longer than planned.  In this regard, ensuring that smaller capital and bus projects that are integral to achieving the overall integrated rail/bus plan is also a key area of focus.  It isn’t a one or the other choice.

____ Maintaining the scope of signature light rail projects
____ Preserving smaller capital projects and bus services that spread Sound Transit’s benefits over a wider area

3. What administrative reforms would you like to see Sound Transit undertake?

Sound Transit has a history of accountability, with ten years of clean financial audits.  Sound Transit’s Citizen’s Oversight Panel also monitors the implementation of the voter-approved packages. If anything, I think Sound Transit needs to be clear and more straight forward with the public with their ongoing struggles with tax revenues and publicizes their implementation of the regional transit plans.  Finally, we need to revisit the discussion of developing one transportation agency that is responsible for both regional planning and operations.  Right now, our systems are bifurcated, which leads to greater inefficiency.

4. Under what circumstances would you support additional funding authority from the legislature for Sound Transit with size and scope of Sound Transit 2?

Prior to supporting additional funding authority for Sound Transit, major investments included in the prior voter packages must be delivered.  Delivering light rail to the University of Washington, the Eastside and South King County is crucial to our regional transportation network.  Before requesting addition funding authority, these projects need to make significant progress.
