
   HRTPO Board Meeting │ November 19, 2015 │ Agenda 

ITEM #10: HRTPO LEGISLATIVE AD-HOC COMMITTEE REPORT: Robert Crum, HRTPO 
 
SUMMARY: 

The HRTPO Legislative Ad-hoc Committee met on September 25, 2015 and reconvened on 
October 27, 2015 to discuss legislative priorities of the HRTPO and to develop a draft 2016 
Legislative Agenda (Attachment 10-A) for HRTPO Board consideration and submission to the 
Hampton Roads Caucus of the General Assembly and the Hampton Roads Congressional 
Delegation. HRTPO Board comments and suggestions from the October 2015 meeting were 
considered during the October Legislative Ad-Hoc Committee meeting. 
 
Mr. Robert Crum, Executive Director, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

After considerable discussion, the members of the HRTPO Legislative Ad-Hoc Committee 
suggested that the previously included item on the Draft 2016 Legislative Agenda concerning 
transit funding be removed in lieu of discussing the topic at the upcoming Rail and Public 
Transportation Task Force (R&PTTF) meeting. It was deemed that the issue of transit funding 
was worthy of additional research and study to best determine an actionable item for the 2017 
General Assembly session. The HRTPO Legislative Ad-Hoc Committee recommendations 
(background information is attached) are as follows: 

State: 
• Pursuit of federal/state funding for Tier II EIS for higher–speed passenger rail between 

Hampton Roads and Richmond. 
• Pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I-64 between Hampton Roads and 

Richmond. 
• Pursuit of funding for Trains 2 and 3 to Norfolk. 
• Support HRTAC efforts to revise its enabling legislation to improve both operational and 

governance efficiencies (Attachment 10-C). 
• Amendment of HB1402 (Highway maintenance: payments to City of Richmond for 

moving-lanes converted to bicycle lanes) to include any local government. 

Federal: 
• Support Congressional approval for a long-term surface transportation funding 

authorization act. 
• Support Congressional approval for the Marketplace Fairness Act (MFA). 
• Support Congressional recognition of regions that increase local taxes to bridge the gap 

between federal transportation funding and regional transportation infrastructure needs 
by providing bonus funding to these metropolitan regions. 
 

Attachment 10-A:  2016 HRTPO Legislative Agenda Resolution 2015-11  
Attachment 10-B:   2016 HRTPO Legislative Agenda – Background Information    
Attachment 10-C:   HRTAC 2015-2016 Draft Legislative Agenda 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION (Action to be taken under Meeting Agenda Item 17-E): 

Approve the resolution. 

 



 
 

 
 

HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BOARD RESOLUTION 2015-11 

 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
ENDORSING THE HRTPO 2016 LEGISLATIVE AGENDA. 
 

WHEREAS, the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO), designated by the 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia in accordance with Section 134, Title 23, United States 
Code (23 USC 134) and applicable federal and state regulations, is the policy body responsible for 
the urban transportation planning and programming process of the Hampton Roads metropolitan 
planning area; 

WHEREAS, the Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area includes the cities of Chesapeake, 
Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk, Virginia Beach, and 
Williamsburg; the counties of Isle of Wight, James City, and York; and a portion of Gloucester 
County; 

WHEREAS, the HRTPO Board is comprised primarily of local elected officials and General 
Assembly members, representatives from the regional transit authorities as well as from state 
agencies such as the Virginia Department of Transportation, Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation, Virginia Port Authority, and Virginia Department of Aviation, and federal agencies 
such as the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and Federal Aviation 
Administration; 

WHEREAS, upon approval, this resolution will be transmitted to local governments, the Hampton 
Roads Caucus of the General Assembly, and the Hampton Roads Congressional Delegation.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning 
Organization hereby endorses the following HRTPO 2016 Legislative Agenda: 
State: 

• Pursuit of federal/state funding for Tier II EIS for higher–speed passenger rail between 
Hampton Roads and Richmond. 

• Pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I-64 between Hampton Roads and 
Richmond. 

• Supports HRTAC efforts to revise its enabling legislation to improve both operational and 
governance efficiencies. 

• Pursuit of funding for Trains 2 & 3 to Norfolk. 
• Amendment of HB 1402 (Highway maintenance: payments to City of Richmond for moving-

lanes converted to bicycle lanes) to include any local government. 
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Federal: 

• Support Congressional approval for a long-term surface transportation funding 
authorization act. 

• Support Congressional approval for the Marketplace Fairness Act (MFA). 
• Support Congressional recognition of regions that increase local taxes to bridge the gap 

between federal transportation funding and regional transportation infrastructure needs 
by providing bonus funding to these metropolitan regions. 

 
APPROVED and ADOPTED by the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization Board at 
its meeting on the 19th day of November, 2015. 
 
 
 
 

   
Linda T. Johnson 

Chair 
Hampton Roads 
Transportation  

Planning Organization 

 Robert A. Crum Jr. 
 Executive Director/Secretary 

Hampton Roads 
Transportation  

Planning Organization 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 
 
Below is background information on the legislative priorities of the HRTPO 2016 
Legislative Agenda: 
 

• The HRTPO supports pursuit of federal/state funding by the Commonwealth of 
Virginia for preparation of a Tier II Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
continuation and expansion of intercity and higher-speed passenger rail service 
from Richmond to Hampton Roads.  The estimated cost for the Tier II EIS is $25 
million. 

o Background: This project provides a higher-speed passenger rail link from 
Hampton Roads to the proposed Southeast High-speed Rail Corridor and 
existing Amtrak Northeast Corridor via Richmond Main Street Station. A 
TIER I EIS Record of Decision (ROD) was issued and became effective on 
December 7, 2012. A TIER II analysis would include site specific planning and 
detailed evaluations of the selected alternative; determine capital 
improvements for tracks, structures, station locations, routing within 
existing right-of-way, and bypasses. Upon completion of the study and 
permitting process, construction could proceed. The TIER II EIS for the 
Richmond to D.C. project is funded through a $55 million cooperative 
agreement between the Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation (DRPT) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The 
Raleigh to Richmond Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor project TIER II EIS 
is funded with $3,845,250 DRPT, $3,129,750 NCDOT, and $4,000,000 FRA 
monies for a total of $10,975,000.   
 

• The HRTPO supports pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I-64 
between the Hampton Roads Region and the Richmond Region. 

o According to the Governor, the I-64 Corridor between the Peninsula and 
Richmond is one of the two high priority corridors in the State.  This is a critical 
transportation corridor between Hampton Roads and Richmond for the 
movement of people and goods.  Segment I of this corridor from Jefferson to Lee 
Hall/Yorktown is currently under construction.  The I-64 Peninsula Segments 1-
3 from Jefferson to Route 199 West of Williamsburg (21 miles) is one of the 
three HB2 applications (#1 ranking) submitted by HRTPO. The Richmond 
Regional TPO has submitted, as an HB2 project, the segment between I-295 and 
Bottoms Bridge, about 5 miles (#6 ranking). The middle section from Bottoms 
Bridge to Route 199 West in Williamsburg (more than 30 miles) is not funded 
and no HB2 application has been submitted thus far.  The Richmond Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (RRTPO) and the Hampton Roads 
Transportation Planning Organization are collaborating to address the gap in the 
I-64 corridor.   
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• The HRTPO supports the pursuit of funding for trains 2 and 3 from Norfolk to 

Washington D.C. 

o Background: DRPT's Rail Division supports both freight and passenger rail 
initiatives in Virginia through funding and advocacy for railroad network 
improvements.  Improvements are implemented through four grant 
programs, with funds from other sources, such as the federal government, 
leveraged when possible. Passenger Rail funding includes operation of 
intercity passenger rail services.  Currently, there is one daily round trip from 
Norfolk to Washington D.C. and the Northeast Corridor (Route 50).  The 
addition of Train 2 from Norfolk to Washington D.C. is in the DRPT’s FY 
2016-2021 Six-Year Improvement Program (SYIP). State funding has been 
allocated for operating costs ($2 million FY-20, $2.06 million FY-21) for train 
two; capital equipment contribution for the second train of ($4 million FY-16, 
$8 million FY-17, and $7 million FY-18); and capacity and speed 
improvement for a two train extension to Norfolk of ($12 million FY-16, 
$32.8 million FY-17, $42.1 million FY-18, and $20.1 million FY-19). 
 

• The HRTPO supports amending the enabling legislation for HB 1402 (Highway 
maintenance: payments to City of Richmond for moving-lanes converted to bicycle 
lanes) to include any local government. 

o Background: The current enabling legislation for HB 1402 provides that 
cities and towns that receive highway maintenance payments from the 
Commonwealth based on moving-lane-miles of highway will not have such 
payments reduced if moving-lane-miles of highway are converted to transit-
only lanes and allows the City of Richmond to convert 20 moving-lanes to 
bicycle lanes and not lose its maintenance payment. The bill also directed the 
Secretary of Transportation to report by December 1, 2015, on an 
appropriate maintenance formula for bicycle lanes.  The appropriate formula 
recommendations or allocation for the maintenance of bicycle-only lanes has 
not been released. 

                            
• Supports HRTAC efforts to revise its enabling legislation to improve both operational 

and governance efficiencies. 
 

o Background: The HRTPO supports the Hampton Roads Transportation 
Accountability Commission (HRTAC) 2016 Legislative Agenda.  The items in 
the HRTAC 2016 Legislative Agenda include revisions to the current enabling 
legislation. The items listed in the draft agenda (attached) are as follows: 

 Transfer of HRTF Monies to HRTAC -  
 Expanded Use of HRTF Monies for Administrative Expenses 
 Commission Member “Designees” 
 Continuity in Representation of Counties 
 System-Wide Financing Approach 
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• The HRTPO supports Congressional approval for a long-term surface 

transportation funding authorization act. 

o Background: Federal transportation funding is being maintained through the 
use of short term extensions to the Moving ahead for progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP 21).  The Highway Trust Fund is becoming insolvent and is 
no longer a viable option as the major source of funding for maintaining and 
building our national transportation infrastructure.  Short-term 
authorization extensions do not provide the dependable funding stream 
necessary for making significant improvements to a regional transportation 
system. Hampton Roads is a region of national importance and a significant 
economic engine for Virginia that relies on a robust and reliable 
transportation system. Building and operating an intermodal transportation 
system that provides reliable and safe mobility for individuals, as well as the 
efficient movement of goods and delivery of services, requires a dependable, 
stable, and long-term source of funding. 

 
• The HRTPO supports Congressional approval of the Marketplace Fairness Act (MFA) 

and that the revenues from the passage of the act are allocated in accordance with 
HB 2313.  

o Background: To date, Congress has not passed the Marketplace Fairness Act 
which triggered an increase from 3.5 percent to 5.1 percent in Virginia’s 
wholesale gas tax on January 1, 2015. Revenues from the passage of the MFA 
would accrue to the Transportation Trust Fund and be allocated by existing 
formula, in addition to providing funding to support local transportation. 
This is not a new tax since consumers are required under existing state law 
to pay sales and use taxes on the goods they purchase.  Online sellers are not 
required to collect taxes the same as local businesses which puts the local 
businesses at a disadvantage.  Consumers can be audited and penalized for 
failing to pay sales and use tax, but states are often not able to enforce the 
requirement. The MFA allows states to collect sales and use taxes through the 
Streamlined Sales and Use Tax Agreement (SSUTA) or with the adoption of 
minimum simplification requirements. 
 

• The HRTPO requests that the U.S. Congress reward regions that increase local taxes 
to begin bridging the gap between federal transportation funding and 
transportation infrastructure needs by providing bonus funding to these 
metropolitan regions. 

o Background: The Hampton Roads Planning District (PD23) has generated 
additional revenues, primarily through HB 2313 legislation (HRTF), which 
were approved by the General Assembly in 2013.  The revenues raised are 
solely for new construction projects on new or existing highways, bridges, 
and tunnels in the localities comprising Planning District 23. Priority is given 
to projects that provide the greatest reduction in congestion for the greatest 
number of citizens.  The additional revenues raised at the regional level are 
substantial and worthy of recognition and consideration during the Federal 
transportation funding allocation process. 
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REVISIONS TO ENABLING LEGISLATION: 
A. TRANSFER OF HRTF MONIES TO HRTAC 

OVERVIEW: 

Section 33.2-2600 of the enabling legislation of the Hampton Roads Transportation 
Accountability Commission (the “Commission” or “HRTAC”) currently contemplates that 
revenues dedicated to the Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (the “HRTF”) will be paid 
to the state treasury and credited to the HRTF, which is established on the books of the 
Comptroller.  The statute is silent regarding how monies deposited in the HRTF 
subsequently will be transferred to the Commission for use in accordance with the enabling 
legislation.  

In contrast, the enabling legislation of the Commission’s counterpart, the Northern Virginia 
Transportation Authority (the “NVTA”), clarifies that monies deposited in the 
corresponding Northern Virginia Transportation Authority Fund will be distributed by the 
state directly to the NVTA.  The Commission desires similar clarity in its enabling 
legislation which, among other things, will benefit the Commission in its bond validation 
and bond issuance activities. 

EXISTING STATUTORY LANGUAGE: 

§ 33.2-2600 - “The amounts dedicated to the Fund shall be deposited monthly by the 
Comptroller into the Fund.” 

SAMPLE REVISIONS: 

§ 33.2-2600 - “The amounts dedicated to the Fund shall be deposited monthly by the 
Comptroller into the Fund and thereafter distributed to the Commission as soon as 
practicable for use in accordance with this Chapter.  If the Commission determines that such 
moneys distributed to it exceed the amount required to meet the current needs and demands 
to fund transportation projects pursuant to this chapter, the Commission may invest such 
excess moneys in accordance with applicable law.” 
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REVISIONS TO ENABLING LEGISLATION: 
B. EXPANDED USE OF HRTF MONIES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

OVERVIEW: 

The Commission’s enabling legislation is ambiguous regarding the use of HRTF monies for 
administrative expenses. There is language that places the burden of administrative 
expenses on the member jurisdictions unless funds are provided from other sources.  The 
architects of the Commission’s enabling legislation indicated that they intended the HRTF 
to constitute an “other source”, and made a provisional clarification through the current 
biennial budget.  The Commission desires a more long-term solution through amendments 
to the applicable statutes.   

EXISTING STATUTORY LANGUAGE: 

§ 33.2-2600  –“The moneys deposited in the Fund shall be used solely for new construction 
projects on new or existing highways, bridges, and tunnels in the localities comprising 
Planning District 23 as approved by the Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability 
Commission.” 

§ 33.2-2605(B) -  “The administrative expenses of the Commission, as provided in an annual 
budget adopted by the Commission, to the extent funds for such expenses are not provided 
from other sources, shall be allocated among the component counties and cities on the basis of 
the relative population, as determined pursuant to § 33.2-2604. Such budget shall be limited 
solely to the administrative expenses of the Commission and shall not include any funds for 
construction or acquisition of transportation facilities or the performance of any 
transportation service.” 

SAMPLE REVISIONS: 

§ 33.2-2600  –“The moneys deposited in the Fund shall be used solely for new construction 
projects on new or existing highways, bridges, and tunnels in the localities comprising 
Planning District 23 as approved by the Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability 
Commission and for such other purposes as are specified in subsection B of § 33.2-2605.” 

§ 33.2-2605(B) -  “The administrative and operating expenses of the Commission, as provided 
in an annual budget adopted by the Commission, to the extent funds for such expenses are not 
provided from other sources, shall be allocated among the component counties and cities on 
the basis of the relative population, as determined pursuant to §33.2-2604  paid from the 
Fund. Such budget shall be limited solely to the administrative and operating expenses of the 
Commission and shall not include any funds for construction or acquisition of transportation 
facilities or the performance of any transportation service.” 
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REVISIONS TO ENABLING LEGISLATION: 
C. COMMISSION MEMBER “DESIGNEES”1 

OVERVIEW: 

The Commission’s enabling legislation currently prohibits voting members from appointing 
designees to represent them at Commission meetings.  Due to the Commission’s complex 
voting structure (including population requirements), the inability of members who are 
chief elected officers of counties and cities to attend meetings due to emergencies or other 
personal matters often leaves the Commission unable to take timely action,  and/or leaves 
the counties and cities of those members unrepresented, on important matters. 

Below are two options that would allow members representing cities and counties to 
appoint “designees” to attend Commission meetings on their behalf.  Option 1 requires the 
designee to be an elected official of the applicable city or county, only allows the 
Commission member to appoint a designee in an emergency or personal matter, and limits 
the frequency of appointment.  Under Option 2, the designee still must be another elected 
official, but there is no limit on the reason for appointing, or the number of times a member 
may appoint, a designee.  Option 2 is similar to the approach used in the NVTA enabling 
legislation. 

EXISTING STATUTORY LANGUAGE: 

§ 33.2-2602(1) - “The Commission shall consist of 23 members as follows: 

1. The chief elected officer of the governing body of each of the 14 counties and cities 
embraced by the Commission;”  

SAMPLE REVISIONS: 

Option 1: Permitting “designees” in case of an emergency or personal matter 

§ 33.2-2602(1) - “The Commission shall consist of 23 members as follows: 

1. The chief elected officer of the governing body of each of the 14 counties and cities 
embraced by the Commission; 

Members who are also chief elected officers and who are unable to attend a Commission 
meeting due to an emergency or personal matter may appoint a designee to attend the 
meeting and act on his or her behalf, provided (i) on or before the day of the meeting, the 
member notifies the chairman of the Commission that he or she is unable to attend the 
meeting and of the identity of his or her designee, (ii) the appointment of a designee by such 
member shall be limited each calendar year to two Commission meetings or 25 percent of the 

1 Additional amendments may be necessary if there are changes related to county representation under 
Section 33.2-2602. 
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Commission’s meetings, whichever is fewer, and (iii) the designee is also a current elected 
official serving on the same governing body as the appointing member.” 

Option 2 – Permitting “designees” generally 

§ 33.2-2602(1) - “The Commission shall consist of 23 members as follows: 

1. The chief elected officer of the governing body of each of the 14 counties and cities 
embraced by the Commission or, in the discretion of that chief elected officer, his or her duly 
appointed designee, who shall be another current elected official serving that governing body 
(a person shall constitute a duly appointed designee only if the chief elected officer of the 
governing body gives, and does not revoke, written notice of the appointment to the chairman 
of the Commission);” 
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REVISIONS TO ENABLING LEGISLATION: 
D. CONTINUITY IN REPRESENTATION OF COUNTIES2 

OVERVIEW: 

Section 33.2-2602 of the Commission’s enabling legislation outlines the membership of the 
Commission, which includes, among others, representatives from the 14 counties and cities 
embraced by the Commission.  The statute currently contemplates that the “chief elected 
officer of the governing body” will represent each jurisdiction, which means the respective 
Mayors represent each city and the respective Chairs of the Boards of Supervisors 
represent each county.  While Mayors serve multi-year terms, Chairs of the Boards of 
Supervisors generally serve much shorter (often 1-year) terms.  This disparity makes it 
difficult for counties to have continuity in representation that is similar to that of the cities. 

The Commission proposes that while Mayors continue to represent their member cities, 
member counties may appoint any elected member of its Board of Supervisors to serve as 
its representative to the Commission. 

EXISTING STATUTORY LANGUAGE: 

§ 33.2-2602 – “The Commission shall consist of 23 members as follows: 

1. The chief elected officer of the governing body of each of the 14 counties and cities 
embraced by the Commission;” 

§ 33.2-2604 - “A majority of the Commission, which majority shall include at least a majority 
of the chief elected officers of the counties and cities embraced by the Commission, shall 
constitute a quorum. Decisions of the Commission shall require a quorum and shall be in 
accordance with voting procedures established by the Commission. In all cases, decisions of 
the Commission shall require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of the members of the 
Commission present and voting, and two-thirds of the chief elected officers of the counties and 
cities embraced by Planning District 23 who are present and voting and whose counties and 
cities include at least two-thirds of the population embraced by the Commission; however, no 
motion to fund a specific facility or service shall fail because of this population criterion if 
such facility or service is not located or to be located or provided or to be provided within the 
county or city whose chief elected officer's sole negative vote caused the facility or service to 
fail to meet the population criterion. . . .” 

SAMPLE REVISIONS: 

§ 33.2-2602 – “The Commission shall consist of 23 members as follows: 

2 Additional amendments may be necessary if there are changes related to use of designees under § 33.2-
2602(1). 
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1. The chief elected officer of the governing body of each of the 14 counties and 10 cities 
embraced by the Commission; 

2. A current elected official of each of the 4 counties embraced by the Commission, provided 
that such official (a) serves on the governing body of the county, and (b) has been appointed 
by resolution of that governing body to serve as the county’s member on the Commission;” 

§ 33.2-2604 - “A majority of the Commission, which majority shall include at least a majority 
of the chief elected officers of and elected officials who, pursuant to § 33.2-2602, represent the 
counties and cities embraced by the Commission shall constitute a quorum. Decisions of the 
Commission shall require a quorum and shall be in accordance with voting procedures 
established by the Commission. In all cases, decisions of the Commission shall require the 
affirmative vote of two-thirds of the members of the Commission present and voting, and two-
thirds of the chief elected officers of and elected officials who, pursuant to § 33.2-2602, 
represent the counties and cities embraced by Planning District 23 who are present and 
voting and whose counties and cities include at least two-thirds of the population embraced 
by the Commission; however, no motion to fund a specific facility or service shall fail because 
of this population criterion if such facility or service is not located or to be located or provided 
or to be provided within the county or city whose appointed elected official’s or chief elected 
officer's sole negative vote caused the facility or service to fail to meet the population 
criterion. . . .” 
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REVISIONS TO ENABLING LEGISLATION: 
E. SYSTEM-WIDE FINANCING APPROACH 

OVERVIEW: 

Section 33.2-2607 of the enabling legislation of HRTAC should be revised to clarify that 
HRTAC may utilize a system-wide financing approach whereby HRTAC could fix and adjust 
the amount of tolls on any facilities within the network of highways, bridges and tunnels in 
Planning District 23 so that, together with other HRTAC-controlled revenues, they yield an 
amount that will cover costs of financing a variety of projects that improve overall traffic 
flow through the network.  HRTAC’s consultants have advised that such a system-wide 
approach may be vital to financing all contemplated projects within a reasonable 
timeframe. 

EXISTING STATUTORY LANGUAGE: 

§ 33.2-2607 – “Notwithstanding any contrary provision of this title and in accordance with all 
applicable federal statutes and requirements, the Commission shall control and operate and 
may impose and collect tolls in amounts established by the Commission for the use of any new 
or improved highway, bridge, or tunnel, to increase capacity on such facility or to address 
congestion within Planning District 23, constructed by the Commission (i) with federal, state, 
or local funds, (ii) solely with revenues of the Commission, or (iii) with revenues under the 
control of the Commission. The amount of any such toll may be varied from facility to facility, 
by lane, by congestion levels, by day of the week, by time of day, by type or size of vehicle, by 
number of axles, or by any similar combination thereof or any other factor the Commission 
may deem proper, and a reduced rate may be established for commuters as defined by the 
Commission. All such tolls shall be used for programs and projects that are reasonably related 
to or benefit the users of the new or improved highway, bridge, or tunnel, including, but not 
limited to, for the debt service and other costs of bonds whose proceeds are used for 
construction or improvement of such highway, bridge, or tunnel. 

Any tolls imposed by the Commission shall be collected by an electronic toll system that, to the 
extent possible, shall not impede the traffic flow of the facility or prohibit a toll facility from 
retaining means of nonautomated toll collection in some lanes of the facility. For all facilities 
tolled by the Commission, there shall be signs erected prior to the point of toll collection that 
clearly state how the majority of the toll revenue is being spent by the Commission to benefit 
the users of the facility.” 

SAMPLE REVISIONS: 

§ 33.2-2607 – “Notwithstanding any contrary provision of this title and in accordance with all 
applicable federal statutes and requirements, the Commission shall control and operate and 
may impose and collect tolls in amounts established by the Commission for the use of any new 
or improved highway, bridge, or tunnel, to preserve, manage or increase capacity on such 
facility or to address congestion within Planning District 23, constructed or improved by the 
Commission (i) with federal, state, or local funds, (ii) solely with revenues of the Commission, 
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or (iii) with revenues under the control of the Commission. The amount of any such toll may 
be varied from facility to facility, by lane, by congestion levels, by day of the week, by time of 
day, by type or size of vehicle, by number of axles, or by any similar combination thereof or 
any other factor the Commission may deem proper, and a reduced rate may be established for 
commuters as defined by the Commission. All such tolls shall be used for programs and 
projects that are reasonably related to or benefit the users of the new or improved highway, 
bridge, or and tunnel, facilities, or network of facilities, within Planning District 23, including, 
but not limited to, for the debt service and other costs of bonds whose proceeds are used for 
construction or improvement of such highway, bridge or and tunnel facilities. 

Any tolls imposed by the Commission shall be collected by an electronic toll system that, to the 
extent possible, shall not impede the traffic flow of the facility or prohibit a toll facility from 
retaining means of nonautomated toll collection in some lanes of the facility. For all facilities 
tolled by the Commission, there shall be signs erected prior to the point of toll collection that 
clearly state how the majority of the toll revenue is being spent by the Commission to benefit 
the users of the facility facilities constructed or improved by the Commission.” 
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