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SUBJECT: A briefing on the Proposed Relocation of the Transit Communications Center and Related Transit Division Functions. 
SUMMARY: This briefing is in response to two provisos identified in the 2003 King County budget that required the Executive to submit a report to the Council on alternatives to constructing a new facility in which to locate the Transit Communication Center, Transit Police, and Service Quality groups at the Atlantic/Central Bus Base complex.  

BACKGROUND:  The Transit Division has been planning a renovation/expansion of the Atlantic/Central Bus Base facility that would add capacity for another 185 coaches, construct a parking garage for 1,000 vehicles and address current deficiencies on the base.  Improvements to the base would enable Transit the necessary capacity to dispatch and maintain buses needed to operate projected levels of Metro Transit and Sound Transit Express bus service.  This project is currently in the design phase.  As part of this expansion, Transit plans to build a new Communications Center building and move other existing functions on the base into this new building.   

2002 King County Budget

As part of the 2002 budget request, the Transit Division proposed a new CIP project
(# A00532) that would build a new permanent Transit Communications Center located at the Atlantic/Central Bus Base complex.  The original cost estimate for this project was roughly $13.5 million.  The 2002 proposed budget included a request for $2.5 million for planning, pre-design and design.  

The Council attached a proviso to this request, requiring expenditures to be spent on planning and pre-design work necessary to evaluate the need to replace the existing facility and to identify alternative sites. The proviso required that the Executive submit a report to Council on the results of this work prior to requesting further appropriations for this project.  

Another new CIP project request (#A00531) titled Transit Move Support Functions came over in the 2002 proposed budget that proposed a move of certain transit support functions (Revenue Processing Center and Information Distribution Warehouse) on the Atlantic/ Central Bus Base complex as part of the renovation/expansion project.  These functions would share a new building being constructed for the Communication Center.   The original cost estimate for this project totaled roughly $6 million.  Combined with the Control Center, the total project cost estimate for the new building was $19.5 million.  This proposal was revised as part of the 2003 proposed budget. 

2003 King County Budget

The Transit Communications Center proviso response was transmitted to the Council mid-way through the 2003 Council budget process.  The response consisted of a large report from consultant CH2MHill titled “King County Metro Communications Center Relocation Study Final Report”.  While the report contained a wealth of information, it was not submitted to the Council in a timely manner to allow for adequate review pertinent to a revised Communication Center project budget request.  

The revised budget request for the Communications Center included a proposal to spend $932,000 on pre-design and design for the construction of a new building called the “Auxiliary Functions Building” that would be shared with the Transit Police and Service Quality groups.  These groups replaced the Revenue Processing Center and the Information Distribution Warehouse in the Transit Move Support Functions CIP (#A00531).  The revised total project cost estimate for the Communications Center was $9.6 million while the revised estimate for the Transit Move Support Functions project was $12.7 million for a total cost estimate of $22.3 million for the new building.  
Not satisfied with the 2002 Budget proviso response and the revised budget request, the Council added two provisos in an attempt to address some unanswered questions related to the budget request.  The language of the two provisos is as follows:

The Transit Division shall submit a report by March 1, 2003, on alternatives to constructing a new facility in which to locate the control center, the transit police and the service quality group.  The report should describe the location and operational requirements of each of these activities and examine the suitability for this purpose of existing county buildings including, but not limited to the King Street Center, the Yesler Building, and the former FAA building at the King County International Airport.  

PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:

Of the appropriation for CIP project A00531, Move Support Functions, $50,000, which is the full appropriation, shall be expended only for a detailed suitability analysis of existing county buildings to accommodate the transit police, the service quality group and the control center.  The suitability analysis should be conducted with the assistance of the department of construction and facilities management and address any extraordinary facility requirements associated with these activities. 
Transit Communications Center – 2003 Budget Proviso Response 

A copy of the report was transmitted to the Council on March 3, 2003 and is attached to the staff report (see Attachment 1).  The proviso report describes current locations and operational requirements of each of these functions and examines the suitability of other existing King County buildings, including the King Street Center, Yesler Building, and the former FAA building at the King County International Airport.  For comparison purposes, the report also examines the suitability of the present Communications Center location (Exchange Building) and a new facility that would be constructed at the Atlantic/Central Bus Base. 

The screening process considered costs, risk, and effectiveness of existing County-owned sites to meet both the engineering and business needs.  The Executive’s report noted that the existing county facilities that were examined cannot be cost-effectively remodeled to meet the essential facility standards for government communications centers and police facilities that would enable them to continue functioning after a disaster.  The report concludes with the same recommendation that accompanied the 2003 budget request; that the Communications Center, Transit Police, and Service Quality groups should be co-located in a new facility to be constructed at the Atlantic/Central Bus Base.  

This report was not accompanied by any legislation.  Council staff is assuming that a stand-alone CIP budget request will be transmitted to the Council and reviewed by the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee following Transportation Committee review.  

RELOCATED FUNCTIONS
The Communications Center is currently in the Exchange Building. Communications Center staff communicate with buses via voice and data radio, maintain the radio and computer equipment and monitor transit tunnel operations and the off-hours power supply for the electric trolley system.  The primary reasons cited for relocation are:

· Limitations imposed by the Exchange Building on the ability to upgrade the Communications Center to make it more secure and more able to withstand a major earthquake

· A decision driven by related developments:

· The update of the bus radio system in 2005 will require replacement of the Control Center’s radio equipment. This provides an opportunity to consider long-term alternatives to installing costly, sophisticated equipment in a leased space not built to current seismic standards.

· The Transit Division will have responsibility for both light rail and bus operations in the bus tunnel. Negotiations underway may expand that to include communication/control responsibility for the entire light rail system with Sound Transit having the option of constructing a stand-alone facility or co-locating with the Communications Center.

The Service Quality Group consists largely of service supervisors working out of vans throughout the system monitoring bus operations and responding to problems as they arise. Administration and supervisor training is currently located in the Operations Building at Atlantic/Central Base, as are staff assigned to planning temporary route adjustments around construction sites, special events and other service interruptions. The primary reasons cited for relocation are:

· The need to make room for core operational functions, such as bus parking and maintenance and facilities for the operators, on the expanded Atlantic/Central Base by relocating other activities elsewhere 

· The need for space to accommodate the increase in service supervisors, some of whom report daily to the administrative offices 

The Transit Police, a Sheriff’s precinct, with administration offices and facilities for on-duty officers including lockers, bike and gun storage and areas for meetings and filling-out paperwork is also located at the Atlantic/Central Base. The primary reasons cited for relocation are:

· The need to make room for core operational functions on the expanded Atlantic/Central Base by relocating other activities elsewhere 

· Inadequate space for current needs and a second floor location with primary stair access.
CO-LOCATION IN A NEW BUILDING
The proposal for a new 40,000 square feet building is based on the proposition that there are benefits to co-locating these three functions that outweigh the added cost of doing so. Currently, the Transit Police and the Service Quality Group are in separate buildings at Atlantic/Central Base and the Communications Center is downtown in a space that it once shared with the Service Quality Group.

The benefits cited in support of co-location include:

· It would result in easier and more effective exchange of information and keep the support functions updated on the status of transit service disruptions as they are being resolved in the Communications Center.
· The Transit Police would benefit by moving to a seismically-strengthened building that would ensure their ability to continue operations during emergency situations.

Council staff has surveyed other similarly-sized transit agencies around the nation to determine how they have dealt with upgrading, protecting and/or co-locating their transit communication, police and service quality (supervisor) facilities and functions.   

In general, most of the agencies surveyed have not chosen to co-locate their transit communication center, police and service quality facilities and functions.  All of the agencies surveyed locate their control centers in secure facilities, and have an uninterrupted power supply (UPS).  Interestingly, the type of buildings that house the communication centers range from a stand-alone structure in the middle of a secure rail maintenance yard, to older office buildings that are shared with other transit or agency administrative functions.  For comparative purposes, the table below outlines the various agencies surveyed and highlights their respective decisions on co-location.  
Peer Agency Review – Co-location
	AGENCY
	SYSTEM MODE(S)
	   CO- LOCATION of  FUNCTIONS (Control Center, Police & Service Quality)
	CONTROL CENTER – Description of Special Needs 
	JOINT BUS/RAIL CONTROL CENTER

	Bay Area Rapid Transit 
	Rail
	NO 
	Office Building, Secure Facility, UPS
	NO

	Cleveland Transit Authority


	Bus and Rail
	YES
	New Building, Upgraded radio System, Secure Facility, Back-up power supply
	YES

	Dallas Area Rapid Transit


	Bus and Rail
	Partial –Transit Police Dispatch and  Control Center are co-located
	Secure Facility,

Upgraded Radio System, Back-up power supply


	YES

	Denver Regional Transit Authority


	Bus and Rail
	NO
	Office Building, Secure Facility, UPS
	NO

	Milwaukee County Transit

 
	Bus
	NO
	Secure Facility, UPS
	NA

	Minneapolis Metro Transit


	Bus and Future Rail
	NO
	New Building, Secure Facility, Adjacent to base, Back-up power supply
	NA

	Portland – Trimet


	Bus and Rail
	Partial –Control Center and Service Supervisor functions are co-located
	3-story building on base,

Secure Facility,

UPS
	YES


COSTS

This proposal appears in the Transit CIP as two projects: Transit Communications Center and Transit Support Facilities. Since it was first proposed in the 2002 Budget, estimates of the total project cost have ranged from $22.4 million to the current figure of $15.1 million.  This reduction is explained in part by design changes and removal of a large contingency amount. It is unusual for project cost estimates to decrease so substantially in the planning and pre-design phases. This project has yet to move to the design phase where costs for large projects often grow.  Given the uncertainty at this early stage of the project, it would be prudent to use a range of $15.1 to $22.4 million as the project cost when comparing the proposed new building to other alternatives.
Since it is proposed to finance this project through the sale of long-term bonds, an estimate of the total cost would include debt payments set aside in the Transit Financial Plan. Five percent interest on bonds paid off over 2O years would add approximately $9 million to a $15 million project and approximately $13 million to a $22 million project.
Essential Facility Construction

The new building is proposed to be constructed to essential facility standards which means that, compared to a standard office building, structural elements will be strengthened and building systems designed to survive a major earthquake with no interruption of use.  This objective is largely responsible for the focus on a new building as it would not be cost-effective to retrofit an existing building to this degree. It is estimated that building to essential facility standards accounts for15% of construction costs.
Staff is unable to assess the benefits of this additional expenditure. A new building is assumed to have a fifty-year life. An office building constructed to current seismic standards, such as the King Street Center, could be immediately reoccupied following an earthquake as large as any experienced by Seattle in the past 100 years and presumably would withstand an even larger one. It is not possible to characterize the magnitude or the likelihood of an event that would prevent immediate reoccupation. 

ALTERNATIVES TO CO-LOCATION IN A NEW BUILDING
A potential cost of the co-location proposal results from the obstacle it presents to finding a suitable space in an existing County building.  The alternatives report submitted in response to the budget provisos takes co-location as a given and proceeds to analyze the cost of finding 40,000 square feet of space in one building, upgrading it as much as possible to essential facility standards.  The following alternatives assume that the cost savings of separating these functions would outweigh the benefits of co-location.
Communications Center Alternatives
1. Remaining in its current Exchange Building space where the lease is paid through 2015 would offer substantial cost savings, although there are some expenditures that might be made to upgrade security and improve the chances for uninterrupted operation following a major earthquake.  There are significant drawbacks to this approach

· The Exchange Building could not cost-effectively be brought up to the essential facility standards of the proposed new building

· While there would be some ability to communicate with buses from the new EOC if the Communication Center were put out of commission, it may require additional expenditures and would be much less effective than a full radio system

· It would be difficult to replace the radio equipment while continuing to operate the Communication Center and, after completed would represent a major investment in installing in a leased facility equipment expected to have a long useful life 

· If the Transit Division assumes communication and control responsibility for the entire light rail system and Sound Transit chooses to co-locate that function, additional space would be required in the Exchange Building.

2. Construct a new building for Control Center operations only

· The added expense of constructing to essential facility standards could be minimized and focused upon to the function that would be most affected by a major earthquake. If the current interaction between the Communications Center and other transit support functions is inadequate, steps could be taken to improve that short of incurring the added costs of co-location.

Transit Police
Relocate the Transit Police to underutilized ground-floor space on the Jackson Street side of the King Street Center. Under this scenario, bike storage and a workout center for KCDOT and DNRP employees would be eliminated, a small Transit Human Resources office would be relocated and some portion of the excess space occupied by Transit Sales and Customer Services offices would be converted.  Any relocated office functions could be accommodated elsewhere in the King Street Center or in pre-paid Exchange Building lease space to be vacated by the Communications Center. 

In addition to the benefit of co-locating the Transit Police with Division management, it is likely that this alternative would offer substantial cost savings over a new building. Staff is working with the Transit Division to estimate those potential savings and resolve questions regarding police vehicle access and secured parking; building owner receptivity to a police facility; Pioneer Square Historic District regulations and City of Seattle zoning requirements.

Service Quality Group
Relocate to some portion of the space that the Transit Division currently occupies in the King Street Center. This would involve leasing nearby parking for 12 – 20 overheight Service Quality vans that could not use the building’s garage. Any transit function displaced by relocation of the Service Quality Group could move to the pre-paid Exchange Building lease space currently occupied by the Communications Center.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Transit Communications Center – 2003 Budget Proviso Response
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