STB Endorsement Questionnaire – Brad Meacham

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

Yes. Improved transit, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would give more Seattleites the choice to get out of their cars and make the city more affordable. However, an additional $80 total per year ($60 plus King County’s temporary $20 fee) represents a burden for many people in Seattle so I am committed to finding ways to mitigate the impact on low-income residents and to ensuring that the money is well spent.

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?

I would prefer to dedicate a larger share to transit in order to provide alternatives to more people and make Seattle more equitable. Since owning a car adds $8,000-$10,000 in annual expenses to the average family, making it possible to live without a car would make the city more affordable. Investments in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would complement transit and help alleviate congestion by moving some cars off the road. While some road improvements would help alleviate congestion, I would defer most new road funding to the renewal of the Bridging the Gap measure. (In discussions with the citizens advisory committee this summer, my opponent, incumbent Councilman Bruce Harrell, privately favored a much smaller transportation package for the fall ballot and suggested weighting it mostly toward roads with no funding for pedestrian or bike infrastructure.)

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?

Yes, this seems about right for those funds, recognizing that there is some overlap in the definitions above. My goal is realistic car alternatives for more people especially between core neighborhoods.

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

I publicly testified in favor of using the full authority for an $80 vehicle license fee recommended by the citizens advisory committee because we need decisive action to start improving transportation. The larger amount would require some form of mitigation to relieve the burden on the most vulnerable residents in our city. It also should include a longer term so that we can bond against the revenue stream for major projects. Using the full $80 authority would make it easier to make the case in Olympia for additional (less regressive) funding mechanisms.

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

Yes, my goal is to maximize utilization of a scarce resource (on-street parking spaces). I believe that some form of congestion pricing is the best way to do this. The actual price should be based on data. The price should be clearly visible and meter machines must function correctly. Impacts on nearby businesses should be closely monitored and a consideration for determining pricing.


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

We need to ensure that 520 is rebuilt in a way that improves mobility, rather than simply moving the existing westbound traffic bottleneck to Seattle. We should insist on improving 520 with systematic solutions including transit connections to light rail at Husky Stadium, two-way express lanes on I-5 and removing the weaves on I-5 between the U-District and Mercer Street. The Seattle portion must be designed to move more people, not just vehicles. Projects such as 520 present an opportunity to begin implementing congestion pricing as a way to optimize use of scarce roadway space and fund transportation alternatives that will benefit everyone.

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

We should implement congestion pricing and attach a price to carbon use in order to fund transportation alternatives.

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 believe that the goal of moving people and goods (not vehicles) should drive our transportation policy. Determining how to improve the allocation of space, funding and access among various transportation modes is the sort of challenge that I am running for office in order to embrace. We need to focus on outcomes that we want (fewer vehicle miles traveled while the overall number of trips grows) and serve our shared interests rather than being divided by simplistic car vs. bike arguments. We should continue to implement “complete streets” policies and, in order to better use road capacity, road diets should be pursued and monitored for effectiveness for all users.

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

Yes. Congestion pricing is an effective way to maximize utilization of a scarce resource. The revenue should be used to provide transit alternatives so that tolling doesn’t adversely impact the most vulnerable users.

5. Do you support Tim Eyman’s I-1125?

No. Eyman’s proposals feed off the sense that our government is unable to deal with problems such as congestion. One way to neutralize Eyman is to decisively implement smart policy to improve transportation and provide cost-effective alternatives to driving.

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

Land-use policy should encourage a critical mass of residential and business users so that transit works better. I propose focusing on the outcomes we want (e.g., affordable housing, more space for small businesses, energy efficient buildings, quality design, etc.) rather than obsessing over building height. We must accommodate current and future residents who don’t have a voice in today’s discussion. Most Seattleites would much rather see growth concentrated in the city rather than continuing to sprawl to the Cascade foothills.

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

I would like a more regional approach to match investment in infrastructure with zoning to comfortably accommodate more people and ensure that the transit investment pays off. Meanwhile Seattle has an opportunity to lead the region on how density can be done right.

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

Yes, these improvements will make transit function more efficiently and improve mobility for everyone.


King County Metro
1. Do you support the $20 Congestion Reduction Charge?
Yes, I support the charge (and have publicly urged the King County Council to approve it) in order to maintain existing service. Metro already has achieved significant operational efficiencies and raised fares repeatedly.

2. Do you support the new Metro service allocation guidelines, which place less emphasis on geographic equity and more on route productivity?
Yes. I applaud the work of the citizens committee that led to the new policy. My passion for more efficient service allocation guidelines goes back to my time as chairman of the Municipal League when we studied Metro’s performance and urged an end to the old sub-area equity format. The new guidelines are a big step in the right direction.

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

[bookmark: _GoBack]I would rather cut service than increase fares across the board. Transit must be equitable and fares already have risen to the point that it’s often more cost effective to drive than take transit. That said, there are opportunities for higher fares on some premium long-distance commuter routes and we should consider other providers for some service.

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

The current funding crisis is an opportunity to prioritize the most-travelled routes and improve efficiencies. I would like to see routes rationalized to more frequent service between core neighborhoods rather than circuitous milk runs. Fares and signage should be simplified so that it’s easier to use the bus and see where a route goes.


Sound Transit
1. Which statement do you agree with more:
____ Sound Transit must prioritize satisfying local governments and neighborhoods.
__X__ 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::
__X__ 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?

As a regular user of light rail, I have a long list of desired improvements. These include real-time arrival information, transparent explanations for service delays and better signage at stations for pick-up and drop-off. Administratively the agency could improve customer service for phone inquiries about service delays and public comment about service. I’d like to see more effort to make the ORCA card more uniform and intuitive. In addition to streamlining fares, Sound Transit should strive to make the passes more useful, perhaps by adding e-commerce functionality as in Japan and elsewhere.

4. Under what circumstances would you support additional funding authority from the legislature for Sound Transit with size and scope of Sound Transit 2?
I’d like to see a proposal for additional integrated rail corridors in Seattle (consistent with the transit master plan), development of the Eastside rail line (continuing south to connect with Sounder and light rail) and additional Sounder service. The proposal should be structured to begin construction soon rather than waiting on a pay-as-you-go financing structure (see the 30/10 Initiative in Los Angeles). Our patchwork governance system for transit needs reform with fewer agencies and more alignment. As a frequent user of Link light rail, the Seattle Streetcar and Metro buses, I believe the first step is electing more people who actually use transit.
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