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On July 15, the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee passed out Proposed Ordinance 2014-0142, as amended, with a “do pass” recommendation.  

SUBJECT

Proposed Motion 2014-0142 would approve the 2014 Update of the Strategic Plan for Road Services.

SUMMARY

Proposed Motion 2014-0142 would approve the 2014 Update of the Strategic Plan for Road Services, revising policy guidance summarized below (identified for the purposes of this staff report as “A” through “I”) and establishing a target performance scenario.  The Strategic Plan for Road Services Executive Committee, including Councilmembers Reagan Dunn, Kathy Lambert and Joe McDermott, provided oversight to the staff Steering Committee, including Council staff, with staff support and analysis from the Road Services Division Work Group.

(A)  New Policy: Composition of the County road network: reduce County responsibility for isolated road segments 
(B)  Revised Policy: Prioritization of responsibilities: New sequence: safety #1 and regulatory compliance #2 
(C)  Revised Policy: Safety and legal mandates:  safety hazards defined as having “direct potential to result imminently in injuries or death”
(D)  Revised Policy: Operational model:  minimize lifecycle costs to the extent feasible with available funding
(E)  Revised Policy: City contracts: contract services to cities only to the extent that the division’s capacity to serve the County’s network is not reduced
(F)  Revised Policy: Risk management approach:  assess and mitigate regulatory, compliance, reputational, and other business risks
(G)  New Policy: Road system failures and potential long term closures:  work with agencies or private property owners to recover repair/replacement costs
(H)  New Policy: Use of the road network by other public private entities:  assess service providers for their use and appropriate share of repairs
(I)  New Policy: Management of work facilities and properties:  provide for, maintain and replace facilities as needed at appropriate locations

Proposed Motion 2014-0142 revises the 2010 service level scenarios shown below and recommends the performance targets defined in Scenario 1. 

	Scenario
	Elements
	Annualized Cost 
(2014 dollars)

	
	
	2010 Plan
	2014 Update

	1. Maximize asset lifecycle
	· Improve condition of roads and bridges
· Initiate cost-effective planned maintenance approach
· Improve emergency response capability
	$180 million
	$330  million

	2. Moderate the decline of asset condition
	· Maintain current condition of roads and bridges
· Delay major deterioration
· Sustain current emergency response capability
	$130 million
	$200 million

	3. Manage risk in a declining system
	· Selective maintenance and preservation
· Weight restrictions on/closures of some roads and bridges
· Diminished emergency response capability
	$102 million
	$110 million




The 2014 planning level cost estimates are significantly higher than those from 2010 for Scenarios 2 and 3, and all Scenarios exceed the Division’s revised annualized revenue of $89 million per year over 10 years.


BACKGROUND

The Road Services Division manages the unincorporated area roadway network that supports more than one million trips per day serving urban and rural trip purposes and is funded by 13% of the County’s residents.  For several of King County's rural arterials, more than half of the commute trips originate in urban areas.  The system consists of about 1,500 miles of county roads and 180 bridges, plus numerous sidewalks and pathways, traffic signs and signals, drainage pipes and culverts and other critical transportation infrastructure.  The Strategic Plan for Road Services (SPRS) defines the vision and mission for the King County Department of Transportation’s Road Services Division (RSD), consistent with the King County Strategic Plan and Comprehensive Plan.

Previous Council Actions
Urban area annexations, declining property values, less state and federal support, and lower gas tax revenues have significantly reduced funding for maintenance of roads and bridges in unincorporated areas over the past decade.  Council has since required a strategic approach to managing the Division’s transition to managing a rural transportation network, including the following organizational and management reforms:

The Council required development of a Phase I Roads Operational Master Plan (ROMP) in 2008 followed by the Strategic Plan for Road Services (SPRS) in 2010, as a means of identifying funding needs in a comprehensive way and setting priorities for constrained resources
The Council directed the Division by Motion 13393 to refine the analysis in the 2010 Staffing Plan Proviso report to develop a framework for projecting and aligning future staffing needs with future service levels.
The Council approved the Strategic Plan for Road Services by Motion 13395.
In the 2012-2013 budget, the Council directly engaged with the Executive to revise the Division’s organizational structure to reflect downsized staff levels.
In the 2013 budget, Council Proviso P1 to Section 65 of the 2013 King County Budget Ordinance 17476 required the Executive to evaluate contract agreements and services provided to city customers

Current Conditions
Proposed Motion 2014-0142 would replace the adopted 2010 plan earlier than intended because key revenue and annexation assumptions have not come to pass.  In addition, the Division reports that the road system is deteriorating at a faster rate than originally thought, with conditions noted as follows:

70 percent of the approximately 450-mile arterial roadway system needs reconstruction or rehabilitation
30 percent of the County’s 180 bridges are structurally deficient or functionally obsolete
The current backlog of drainage project needs is $90 million and growing

Since 2010, the Division has downsized staff by more than 40%, deferred capital projects, sold surplus properties, consolidated offices and reduced its fleet size.  In transitioning to a local service provider for the rural unincorporated area, the Division has cut or reduced programs that serve primarily urban populations—such as the neighborhood, pedestrian, and school traffic safety programs; signal design and engineering; development review of traffic impacts; traffic data modeling; transportation concurrency management; mitigation payment system planning; and non-motorized planning. The Division expects to see some workload reductions in civil design, roads project management, bridge project management, and environmental studies and design.

The Division has been developing a new Asset Management operational model to guide the most cost effective operating and capital investments in the system at any given funding level.  The model is not yet complete and the Division still has uneven data about some of its assets, with the most complete data pertaining to pavement and bridges.  Data on drainage and roadside conditions is based on random sampling and is less robust.  

At current funding levels (estimated to be $89 million per year on average over the next 10 years), the Division projects the following outcomes over the next 25 years:

35 bridges may have to be closed, 
72 miles of roadway will deteriorate to the point of significant restrictions or closures (speed reductions or closures of lanes or full roads), and 
65 percent of the stormwater system will be at risk of failure, causing road closures due to sinkholes, local flooding, and washouts.


ANALYSIS

Analysis was presented in the July 1, 2014 staff report.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee approved the following amendments:

Amendment 1 added a figure showing the maintenance cost over time of deferred pavement resurfacing and restored language from the original Strategic Plan for Road Services identifying the section in which the funding gap between current revenue and the identified service delivery scenario is explained.

Amendment 2 selected Scenario 1:  Maximize asset lifecycles as the service delivery scenario that best identifies the goals, priorities and funding needs for King County’s unincorporated area roadway facilities.

Amendment 3 removed a parenthetical phrase referencing the Growth Management Act in relation to the composition of the county road network without a substantive affect; added support for the mobility needs of unincorporated King County residents as a function of the unincorporated road network; included new plats as roads that may be added to the network if the County has the financial ability to maintain and preserve additional infrastructure, and directed the Executive to identify options for the management of roadway segments (rather than only “less used” roadway segments) in the absence of adequate resources until more funding is available.  

Amendment 4 removed the operational elements of the facilities master planning chapter and appendices.
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