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SUBJECT

An ordinance adopting public transportation service reductions in September 2014, February 2015, June 2015 and September 2015 scheduled service changes.

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0169, when combined with administrative changes, approves 584,000 hours of transit service reductions over four service changes:
· September 2014	166,000 hours of service
· February 2015	188,000 hours of service
· June 2015	92,000 hours of service
· September 2015	138,000 hours of service

The service is proposed to be reduced based on the following prioritization:
Priority 1:	Stand-alone reductions of service that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period – 166,000 hours in Fall 2014.

Priority 2:  	Restructures of service to achieve a more efficient transit network while achieving a net reduction of 339,000 service hours in February, June and September 2015 - service changes as follows:

· Northeast King County	53,000 hours of service
· Queen Anne, Capitol Hill, Central
and Southeast Seattle	106,000 hours of service
· I-5 South and Kent	29,000 hours of service
· Northeast Seattle	58,000 hours of service
· North-Central Seattle and Magnolia	34,000 hours of service
· West Seattle	59,000 hours of service

Priority 3:	Stand-alone reductions of service that are predominantly between the 25% - 50% productivity threshold for a given time period - 79,000 hours in September 2015.

While a total of 584,000 service hours are proposed to be reduced, this will result in a net reduction of 550,000 hours.  34,000 hours (six percent) are being held in reserve to address the most severe crowding and reliability problems that, based on past experience, are expected to materialize.  As well, the reserve hours will be used to address any differences between planning estimates (of hours) and actual hours once scheduled and operated.  


BACKGROUND

Beginning in 2008 with the spike in fuel prices that was the leading edge of the Great Recession, the Council worked very closely with the Executive to address a loss of more than $1 billion of planned sales tax transit revenues over 2008-2015.  In addition to Council and Executive initiated changes to business, operational and policy conditions, a Council-initiated performance audit looked comprehensively at Metro operations and finances.


These resulting changes included the following, as summarized by Metro:

	Actions
	Cumulative Total through 2013
	Ongoing Annual Savings

	I.  Ongoing productivity actions
	 
	 

	Transit program efficiencies scheduling efficiencies
	$34 million
	$13 million

	Non-service and staff reductions
	$55 million
	$14 million

	Other program efficiencies
	$15 million
	$5 million

	Bus service reductions
	$23 million
	$8 million

	Labor cost savings
	$36 million
	$17 million

	Service deferrals
	$41 million
	$36 million

	II.  Revenue-related actions
	 
	 

	Fare increases
	$145 million
	$35 million

	Property tax
	$66 million
	$18 million

	Congestion Reduction Charge (temporary)
	$39 million
	 

	Ride Free Area elimination
	 
	$2 million

	III.  One-time actions (cash savings)
	 
	 

	Capital program cuts
	$180 million
	 

	Fleet replacement reserves
	$93 million
	 

	Operating reserves
	$41 million
	 

	2009 savings (i.e. hiring freeze)
	$20 million
	 

	Healthy Incentives program
	$10 million
	 

	Total
	$798 million
	$148 million



Following recommendations of a broad group of countywide stakeholders, known as the Regional Transit Task Force, the Regional Transit Committee[footnoteRef:1] unanimously recommended a new policy framework and service allocation methodology.  These new concepts were unanimously adopted in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 (Strategic Plan) and the King County Metro Service Guidelines (Guidelines) through Ordinance 17143.  [1:  The Regional Transit Committee (RTC) is a King County Charter required committee established to oversee and provide policy guidance for Metro Transit to the King County Council.  The RTC consists of elected leaders throughout King County appointed independently by the Sound Cities Association, City of Seattle and King County Council.] 


The primary principles of the strategic plan and guidelines revolve around the statement within Strategy 6.1.1, which directs the Transit Division to “manage the transit system through service guidelines and performance measures”: 

"Guidelines will clearly state the balanced prioritization of emphasizing productivity, ensuring social equity and providing geographic value used for identifying the All-Day and Peak Network and changes to the network."

The Guidelines implement this policy direction through a complex, data-driven evaluation process, some elements of which are summarized here.

First, the Service Guidelines identify an All Day and Peak Network of bus service needs on 112 corridors connecting transit activity centers throughout the county.  Corridors receive points based on:

1. productivity - points are awarded based on the numbers of households, jobs, and students along each corridor, and the actual number of transit users in corridor;
2. social equity - points are awarded to corridors based on the percentage of people who board buses in  census tracts with greater than average low-income and minority populations compared to the county average; and
3. geographic value - points are awarded if a corridor is the primary connection between the regional growth centers or manufacturing/industrial centers, or if the corridor is the primary connection between transit activity centers.

Based on points scored, the Guidelines suggest how frequent the service on each transit corridor should be, which in turn identifies a need-based level of transit service for the county.  All-Day Corridors are defined as “Very Frequent,” “Frequent,” “Local,” and “Hourly” depending on the frequency of service identified through the scoring process.  The most recent analysis of the current bus service system suggests that it is 467,500 service hours short of meeting the identified need (there are also 43,200 hours needed to address crowding and schedule reliability bringing the total to 510,700 annual hours).  With the proposed service cuts in effect, the 467,500 hour shortfall increases by at least 50 percent.  The future needs associated with crowding and reliability are difficult to estimate at this time given the magnitude of the proposed servie reductions.

The Guidelines not only calculate the need for transit service, they also provide the framework to measure the performance of current bus routes.  Bus route productivity is measured by rides per platform hour and passenger miles per platform mile.  Routes are evaluated for three periods, peak (5-9 am and 3-7 pm weekdays), off peak (9 am-3 pm weekdays and 5am-7 pm weekend days), and night (7 pm-5 am).  Routes serving the “Seattle Core” (the central business district and nearby areas, or the University District) are required to be more productive than other routes because the Seattle Core areas are more popular destinations.  For purposes of this evaluation, the peak period includes all-day routes operating during that time period and peak-only routes, which typically operate only in one direction (inbound toward employment centers in the morning peak, outbound toward residential areas and park-and-ride facilities in the afternoon peak).

This performance data is used to determine a route's ranking for reduction in priority order.  Then other factors of specific location and time of service utilization data, geographic value, social equity and the effectiveness of the overall system are used to identify level of reduction or restructure of service within general corridor areas.


ANALYSIS

Financial Basis
The Transit Division operates multiple transit services including Bus, Access, Vanpool, Streetcar, and Bus and Rail for Sound Transit, as well as the supporting facilities, operations and services to deliver public transportation service.  In 2013, these services represented 23% of the Transit Division operating expense.  The Division receives a variety of revenues including fares, grants, service contracts, and taxes, the largest of which is sales tax, which represents 50%-60% of its total revenues over the financial planning period.  The Transit Division's Enterprise Financial Plan (their aggregated plan for all funds) is summarized below and derived from their financial model.  A complete Transit Division Enterprise Financial Plan is provided as Attachment 1 to this staff report.

Summary of Transit (Enterprise) Financial Plan Reflective of Service Reductions
	(in millions)
	2013-A
	2014-E
	2015-P
	2016-P
	2017-P
	2018-P
	2019-P
	2020-P

	Beginning Fund Balance
	410.59
	512.47
	450.79
	401.31
	333.10
	327.01
	409.79
	519.89

	Total Revenues
	849.44
	833.94
	904.83
	885.76
	907.47
	942.83 
	978.47
	1,012.92

	Expenses net of Under Expenditures and Other Transactions
	(747.57)
	(895.62)
	(954.31)
	(953.97)
	(913.56)
	(860.06)
	(868.37)
	(867.96)

	Ending Fund Balance
	512.47
	450.79
	401.31
	333.10
	327.01
	409.79
	519.89
	664.85

	Total Required Reserves per Policy
	259.13
	368.04
	251.43
	296.40
	271.60
	349.61
	318.61
	346.47

	Revenue Stabilization Reserve
	253.34
	82.75
	148.41
	35.13
	53.63
	58.03
	199.64
	316.46

	Net Undesignated Fund Balance
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00



Key findings from a review of the Transit Division's financial model (and reflected in the above summary):

In the Financial plan, fares are increased approximately every three to four years to sustain a 25% or greater farebox recovery.  Each $0.25 adult fare increase nets approximately $6.5 million.  Increases to other categories such as Low Income, Senior/Disabled and Youth would increase the amount generated.    

The Office of Economic and Financial Analysis (OEFA) forecast of revenues results in the following sales tax year over year growth rates:

	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020**

	7.26%
	6.21%*
	5.54%
	5.14%
	5.03%
	4.54%
	4.03%
	4.09%



*2014 actual sales tax realization is not yet achieving this forecasted 2014 realization.
**OEFA does not forecast periods of economic recession.

Even with service reductions, forecasted expenses outpace forecasted revenue through 2017, while the system stabilizes following the reductions.

Adopted Fund Management Policies are achieved and a limited amount of Revenue Stabilization Reserve is provided through 2018.  (Discussion of Fund Management Policies are provided in a below section.)

If forecasts of revenue are realized and major expenditures do not exceed estimated values, the County could consider adding service starting in 2019.

Distribution of Transit Expenses
Transit fund expenses can be generally categorized as shown in the below Distribution of Metro Expenses chart.



The largest category of expense is the Direct Bus expenses which represent 53% of Metro's expenses (and 68% of the total cost of bus service).  The items in this category make up the estimated $100 per hour used to calculate the direct costs of bus service.  The cost drivers change directly as the level of bus service changes.

The areas circled on the above chart are the areas that can be most subjected to policy choices with the following notes for consideration:

Direct Bus-Driver Wages and Benefits: While the amount of service dictates the quantity of operators needed, the wages represent a variable that can be affected through bargaining.  The Executive and ATU Local 587 are currently in negotiations for a labor agreement that is subject to binding arbitration should an impasse be reached.  While these negotiations could be concluded this summer, there are scenarios where a final settlement (including arbitration) is not achieved until between November 2014 and March 2015.

Service Quality:  These services were adjusted downward by Council action in 2010, the results of which included decision not to go forward with increased security, minimal landscape maintenance at stops and park and rides, reduced bus cleaning and more.

King County Overhead and Services:  These are adjusted through the adoption of the King County Biennial Budget.  These costs are mostly outside of the Transit Division's control and are based on the County's cost allocation formula.

(Transit) Finance, Administration and Planning:  Even when combined with KC Overhead and Services, this amount (2% + 5%) is well below national best practices for administrative expenses (which would typically be below 10% of total expenses).

Analysis generally finds that the Executive, the Division and Council's previous actions have resulted in an organization with minimal "fat to be trimmed".

Distribution of Metro Transit Expenses by Categories (for Chart)

	Finance, Administration and Planning
	Service and Support
	

	Budget & Finance
	$1,144,195
	Control Center Operations
	$3,777,585

	DOT Director
	$3,201,501
	Customer Information and Assistance
	$13,016,084

	General Manager
	$1,914,357
	DART
	$8,838,682

	Human Resources & Drug Testing
	$1,900,905
	Operations Base Personnel
	$14,656,843

	Regional ORCA Support (net)
	$312,813
	Revenue Processing
	$1,313,525

	Service Planning & Analysis
	$4,204,852
	Safety
	$1,595,431

	
	$12,678,623
	Scheduling
	$1,541,827

	Facilities
	
	Systems Operation and Development
	$3,696,676

	DSTT
	$8,902,282
	Trolley System Direct Support
	$3,908,864

	Facilities O&M and Utilities
	$21,795,384
	
	$52,345,517

	
	$30,697,666
	Revenue and Required
	

	King County
	
	Access
	$63,123,405

	King County Overhead 
	$11,329,050
	Vanpool
	$10,696,784

	King County Services
	$21,174,421
	Seattle Streetcar
	$3,016,152

	
	$32,503,471
	First Hill Streetcar
	$499,222

	Other
	
	DOT Non-Transit Support
	$1,623,014

	Market Development
	$1,344,684
	ST DSTT
	$7,138,585

	
	$1,344,684
	ST Link
	$24,099,272

	Service Quality
	
	ST Rex
	$39,291,053

	King County Radio System
	$1,875,041
	Grant and Revenue-Backed Bus
	$4,029,146

	Operations Service Quality
	$6,340,478
	
	$153,516,634

	Passenger Facilities O&M 
	$8,415,689
	Direct Bus
	

	Security
	$10,047,801
	Operators Wages & Benefits
	$207,851,473

	
	$26,679,009
	Vehicle Maintenance
	$91,902,902

	
	
	Fuel and Power
	$32,788,233

	
	
	Insurance
	$11,754,072

	Total Transit Expense
	$654,062,284
	
	$344,296,680




Fund Management Policies
In 2011, Council imposed new Fund Management Policies on the Transit Division consistent with the policy direction of the Strategic Plan via Ordinance 17225.  Council and the Executive worked closely to negotiate and craft fund management policies that support a sustainable transit agency and protect the County's financial ratings.  These adopted policies (Attachment 2 to this staff report) include:

· Focusing all non-special use funds to the operating fund and provide for distribution only after meeting operating obligations;
· Returning to a 30-day operating reserve by 2014;
· Maintaining a value of 30% of the replacement value of the fleet in the Revenue Fleet Replacement Fund.  This provides sufficient funding to meet average annual cash outlays for fleet replacement.  In years when there are large purchases such as the electric trolley replacements, additional funds may need to be provided to fully fund the local amount of the purchase and/or replenish the fund balance to the 30% level;  
· Establishing constraints around capital reserve as a holding for funded projects; and
· Establishing a Revenue Stabilization Reserve to provide a fund to hold revenue to address changing economic conditions.  This reserve fund has no minimum balance requirement.

In reviewing the Transit Enterprise Financial Plan, which was updated to reflect both the 550,000 service reductions and the March OEFA sales tax forecast, staff reviewed the proposed funds allocated to the Revenue Stabilization Reserve.  Since no formal guidance is provided for appropriate levels, staff used historic sales tax revenues and the changing conditions over the past 30 years to identify potential reasonable thresholds for this reserve.  This 30-year analysis of Washington State Department of Revenue data is shown in the King County Transit Sales Tax Year over Year Growth Rate chart.



These data suggest that economic downturns will occur (even though not forecasted), and that they tend to last four or more years.  In order to maintain sufficient funds to ride through these downturns, the revenue stabilization reserve should strive to maintain the equivalent of four years of approximately three to five percent of operating fund expenses.

The current Transit Financial Pan Model provides for Revenue Stabilization Reserve (RSR) funds as follows:

	Year
	Planned RSR Funds
	# of Years
3% of Ops
	# of Years
5% of Ops

	2014
	$82.75m
	4.01
	2.41

	2015
	$148.41m
	7.42
	4.45

	2016
	$35.13m
	1.75
	1.05

	2017
	$53.63m
	2.61
	1.56

	2018
	$58.03m
	2.68
	1.61

	2019
	$199.64m
	8.91
	5.34

	2020
	$316.46m
	13.63
	8.18



Provided historical trends continue, the proposed RSR is potentially underfunded through 2018. These data then suggest that if out year forecasts are realized, transit service could be added in a sustainable manner beginning in 2019.

Productivity
The route performance analysis, contained in the annual Service Guidelines Report, evaluates each route by the two productivity measures rides per hour and passenger miles per platform mile. Each route is then marked if it is in the top 25 percent and bottom 25 percent for routes in each market and time period.  Note that the 25 percent applies to routes, not service hours.   

Routes in the bottom 25 percent of productivity on one or both measures are the most likely targets for revision or reduction.  In 2012-2013, the Council approved changes that eliminated 100,000 hours of lower-performing service and reinvested the hours in higher-performing service.  Analysis confirmed that the eliminated routes were, in fact, lower performing routes.  (Restructures also resulted in significant route changes.)

Now, the Council is asked to make much larger cuts in lower-performing service and the service hours vanish – they are not available for reinvestment.  For a reduction scenario, the Guidelines discussion of Reducing Service (pages SG-19 and SG-20) outlines four ranked priorities for service reduction:

1. Reduce service on routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period that are duplicative of other routes or routes that are above their target service levels.  Reduce service on peak-only routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold and do not meet one or both of the peak criteria.
2. Restructure service to improve system design and efficiency.
3. Reduce service on routes that are predominantly between the 25-50% productivity threshold for a given time period, reducing services that duplicate or overlap with routes on the All-Day and Peak network or routes on corridors that are at or above their target service levels.  Reduce service on peak-only routes that are predominantly between 0–50% productivity threshold and meet both peak criteria.
4. Reduce services on routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period on corridors identified as below their targeted thresholds.

Performance data determines if a route is ranked for reduction in priority 1, 3, or 4.  However, Priority 2 - restructure service, may involve changes to all kinds of routes, including highly productive routes, as well as routes in priorities 1, 3, and 4.  When service is reduced, the goal of a restructure is to end up with a final network of bus routes that is more efficient than would be the case if reductions strictly followed priorities 1, 3, and 4.

In September 2014, a net 166,000[footnoteRef:2] hours would be taken out of the system.  According to the Transit Division, these are Priority 1 low-performing routes that are not part of any restructure.  Based on a review of the performance data, Council staff concurs that these proposed reductions are in Priority 1 and are spread around the County.  With a couple of minor exceptions, they are the only Priority 1 reductions that are not part of a restructure.  In most cases, the entire route is deleted.  There are a few cases in which service is eliminated for a specific time period.  For example, on Mercer Island, some materials characterize the Route 204 schedule revision as a result of its combination with the Route 202, but it makes more sense to think of the 202 as a deletion since the single seat connection to Seattle is eliminated.  Two routes, the 212 and 312X, receive added trips to make up for the loss of service on other routes.  [2: The service hour figures cited on this page and the next page for the September 2014 reduction, February 2015, June 2015, and September 2015 service changes are target reduction amounts taken from a Transit Division PowerPoint presentation and are subject to change based on detailed route-by-route analysis.] 


The 2015 service changes include six restructures with a total of 339,000 service hour reductions:

February 2015 (three restructures)

· Northeast King County (53,000 hours) – 13 routes are changed (3 deleted, 10 modified)
· Queen Anne-Capitol Hill-Central Seattle-Southeast Seattle (106,000 hours) – 15 routes are changed (2 deleted, 13 modified)
· I-5 South and Kent (29,000 hours) – 17 routes are changed (8 deleted, 9 modified)

June 2015 (two restructures) 

· Northeast Seattle (58,000 hours) – 14 routes are changed (7 deleted, 7 modified)
· North-Central Seattle and Magnolia (34,000 hours) – 11 routes are changed (3 deleted, 8 modified)

September 2015 (one restructure)

· West Seattle (59,000 hours) – 17 routes are changes (4 deleted, 13 modified)

Council staff analysis of the restructures is ongoing.  For each restructure, it is important to understand how the changes affect the transit network in the affected area, and also why other routes are not proposed for change.

The September 2015 service change includes 79,000 hours of Priority 3 changes not associated with the restructures (including one Priority 1 change, deletion of the Route 99).  This is also the point at which Priority 4 reductions would be implemented, but stand-alone Priority 4 reductions are proposed that are not part of a restructure.

Analysis of these revisions indicates that they are Priority 3 changes.  In contrast to the September 2014 Priority 1 changes, which were mostly deletions, the September 2015 Priority 3 changes include about twice as many revisions as deletions.  The service hour reductions are achieved by focusing on problem time periods for the revised routes, which may perform adequately in other time periods. 

Routes with Other Issues – once staff review of the proposed reductions and restructures has been completed, there may be routes that require additional explanation given their performance.  Examples of some routes that have been reviewed include the following Priority 1 routes that are not proposed for deletion:

Route 224 – Restructured in September 2013 to improve productivity, so the Spring 2013 data does not reflect the impacts of the restructure.

Route 246 – Reduced during the peak period in September 2013 based on the Spring 2013 performance data.

Route 309X – The performance data is based on a timeframe when the route was on a long-term construction reroute for the Mercer East Project, which disrupted normal ridership patterns.

Route 910 DART is being proposed for deletion in September 2015 rather than September 2014 in order to align it with the end of its partnership agreement. 

The Route 601X is a Priority 3 route that connects the Seattle CBD with the Group Health campus near the South Bus Base.  The 601X uses available buses that are deadheading, so there would be no service hour savings resulting from deletion of this route.

Next steps – for productivity evaluation, the next step is to understand the six restructures, following which it will be possible to consider any individual routes that do not seem to follow the performance analysis.


Social Equity
The Council’s interest in requiring an equity analysis of plans for phased reductions in transit service driven by the downturn in transit revenues is consistent with adopted policies.  These Equity and Social Justice policies are found in the King County Strategic Plan and the Council Strategic Plan, both of which include elements emphasizing the importance of equity and social justice.  With specific regard to transit service, the Council has also approved the Strategic Plan, which includes Strategy 2.1.2: 

“Provide travel opportunities and supporting amenities for historically disadvantaged populations, such as low-income people, students, youth, seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, and others with limited transportation options.”

Strategy 2.1.2 notes that Metro regularly reports on its services in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  

This emphasis establishes a context by which the proposed reductions can be assessed, using an equity and social justice lens.  In specific, it raises the question, “do the proposed reductions in transit service impact minority and low income communities in a way that is proportionately greater than for non-minority and low income communities?”  

In response, Metro utilizes materials prepared in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which characterize “disparate impacts” by census tract, and identify minority census tracts, and low income census tracts[footnoteRef:3].  Those tracts which are more than 35.2% minority population—which is the countywide average of minority population--are considered minority census tracts.  Similarly, 10.5% of the population is classified as low income within the county as a whole; census tracts that are more than 10.5% low-income are considered low income census tracts.   [3:  The methodology described herein has been approved by both the Council via Motion 13964 and the Federal Transit Administration the report attached to Motion 13964.] 


Attachments 4 and 5 are maps depicting the percentage of trips reduced for minority and low income tracts.

To distinguish whether a census tract would be significantly impacted by proposed reductions, Metro’s analysis assumes that a reduction of 10% or more of a tract’s transit trips, or 10% or more of a tract’s service hours, constitutes an “adverse effect”.  

Using those definitions, the analysis indicates that, for the cumulative reductions through Fall 2015, 26% of the minority tracts are adversely affected by the service reductions, as compared to the 44% share of census tracts system-wide that are defined as minority tracts.  Based on that, the analysis determines that there is no disparate impact.  

Also, for the cumulative reductions through Fall 2015, 26% of the low income tracts are adversely affected by the service reductions, as compared to the 38% share of census tracts system-wide that are defined as low income tracts.  Based on that, the analysis determines that there is no disproportionate burden.   

The analysis also includes tabular information and maps that address each of the proposed four phases of service changes.  Those materials demonstrate, using the same methodology describe above, that, for each of the four phases, the reductions result in adverse impacts to minority and low income tracts that are less than the reductions for non-minority and non-low income tracts— and that there is, consequently, no disparate impact for minorities or disproportionate burden for low-income census tracks at any of the four phases.   

Title VI analysis, described above, compares the proportion of minority tracts adversely affected to the proportion of total minority tracts.  That analysis answers the question—“is the proportion of minority tracts impacted greater than the minority share of tracts as a whole?”  It only indirectly gets to the question—“is the impact on minority tracts significantly greater than the impact on non-minority tracts?”—which question provides a direct comparison of impacts to minority tracts and non-minority tracts.  

In order to answer that question directly, staff worked with the Executive to calculate the proportion of minority tracts adversely affected—19.6%--compared with the proportion of non-minority tracts adversely effected—43.4%.  This indicates that the proportion of adversely affected minority tracts is less than the proportion of adversely affected non-minority tracts, confirming that minority census tracts are not disproportionately adversely affected by the proposed service changes.  

Continuing staff review will look more closely at several parameters embedded in the above analysis.  Specifically, the analysis identifies some census tracts as minority, however a number of those tracts are not also identified as low-income tracts.  This pattern appears to be particularly evident in some areas east of Lake Washington; several of these, according to American Community Survey information, appear to be in the highest income category in the county.  

Additionally, the analysis defines any tract that is above 35.2% minority (or 64.8% non-minority) as a minority tract.  Beyond the context of this proposed reduction (and that of the Title VI requirements), these data provide for a broader review of the logic supporting that definition and the implications of County considering higher proportional thresholds given its equity and social justice priorities.

Geographic Value
The King County Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011- 2012 calls for service reduction decisions to incorporate countywide geographic value considerations by maintaining service on priority corridors connecting Regional Growth Centers, Manufacturing and Industrial Centers and Transit Activity Centers.  

Metro’s proposed 550,000 service hour reduction demonstrates geographic value by maintaining an All Day Network of service to all transit activity centers currently served. It is important to understand, however, that many centers will receive service at different levels and in different ways.  

Analysis of geographic value for this staff report focuses on the impacts of the September 2014 Priority 1 (lowest productivity service) reductions on the All Day Network corridors, Peak routes, late-night OWL routes and off-corridor routes and reviews service options for riders affected by those reductions.  Analysis of the Priority 2-4 reductions slated for 2015 is ongoing.

Methodology
King County Metro’s Service Guidelines factor geographic value into service additions and reductions by assigning points if a corridor is the primary connection between the large regional growth centers or manufacturing/industrial centers, or if the corridor is the primary connection between transit activity centers.  Geographic value is also reinforced when evaluating a corridor’s performance by classifying target service levels according to the primary market served.  For purposes of establishing performance thresholds, two markets were established in the Guidelines:

Seattle Core	Routes serve downtown Seattle, First Hill, Capitol Hill, South Lake Union, the University District, or Uptown.

Non-Seattle Core	Routes serve other areas of Seattle and King County.

Routes that serve the Seattle Core market have higher performance standards than Non-Seattle Core routes, which generally serve lower density areas.  In this way, transit service is maintained across the county with a focus on supporting the highest performing routes within the appropriate transit markets.  

Attached to this staff report as Attachment 6 are a series of tables that review different aspects service reduction impacts.

Table 1 (Attachment 6) lists the 31 corridors that serve as primary connections to the Regional Growth Centers and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers.  As might be expected given the size of these centers, all but one of the corridors is in the Very Frequent or Frequent service family. 

Table 2 (Attachment 6) lists 49 corridors that are the primary connections to Transit Activity Centers.  Because many of these centers have fewer households, jobs, and students, some of these corridors are in the Hourly and Local service families, along with those in the Frequent and Very Frequent service families.  The Council staff’s Geographic Value analysis will look at the impact of reductions on these corridors.

Table 3 (Attachment 6) illustrates how geographic value played a role in preserving service to Transit Activity Centers.  These are examples of routes that were Priority 1 reductions for which the geographic value policies guided Metro to a) maintain low-performing service in areas that would otherwise have no service, b) look at alternative ways of connecting centers with restructures, and/or c) preserve connections in areas adjacent to or surrounded by rural land.

Geographic Value - September 2014 Priority 1 Reductions  
The September 2014 service change implements the majority of the Priority 1 service reductions.  These routes are the least used in the system, ranking in the bottom 25% of performance for a given time period (peak, non-peak or evening) in terms of riders per platform hour and/or passenger miles per platform mile.  The 2013 Service Guidelines establish a priority order for making these cuts but provide the following caveat:

“Metro also considers other factors such as system efficiencies, simplification, and potential changes to other service in an area”, such that some routes may not be reduced in the given priority order.

The September 2014 Priority 1 service reductions affect 38 fixed routes, 29 of which are discontinued, and six DART services, four of which are discontinued (see Table 4-Attachment 6).  The reductions affect routes in the primary corridors connecting Transit Activity Centers, the Peak Hour Network, late-night OWL service, and other routes that may not be on corridors.



ATTACHMENTS

1. Transit Enterprise Financial Plan
2. Fund Management Policies
3. Map of Proposed Future Transit Network
4. Map of Trips by Tract – Minority Tracts
5. Map of Trips by Tract – Low Income Tracts
6. Analysis Tables - Geographic Value

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0169 and its attachments, fiscal note and transmittal letter are available by request or via legisearch at:

http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1737963&GUID=17F53501-C0B1-4ECD-9AA8-21D2C8E84FD1&Options=ID|Text|&Search=2014-0169 
Distribution of Metro Transit Expenses
Finance, Administration and Planning 
$12.7m / 2%
Facilities      
$30.7m / 5%
King County
Overhead and Services 
$32.5m / 5%
Other (Market Development) 
$1.3m / 0%
Service Quality 
$26.7m / 4%
Service and Support $52.3m / 8%
Revenue-backed and Required 
$153.5m / 23%
Operators Wages & Benefits 
$207.9m / 32%
Vehicle Maintenance $91.9m / 14%
Fuel and Power $32.8m / 5%
Insurance 
$11.8m / 2%
Direct Bus $344.3m / 53%
Finance, Administration and Planning	Facilities	King County	Other (Market Development)	Service Quality	Service and Support	Revenue-backed and Required	Operators Wages 	&	 Benefits	Vehicle Maintenance	Fuel and Power	Insurance	12.6786228222521	30.697666110119101	32.503470898075697	1.3446839957069998	26.679008761553202	52.345517032984894	153.516633978475	207.85147323509801	91.902901930273799	32.788233056456001	11.754071969862999	King County Transit Sales Tax
Year over Year Growth Rate 1985-2014
1985	1986	1987	1988	1989	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	8.3439373778132486E-2	7.4986564412891754E-2	7.9466197778893299E-2	7.756902713424263E-2	0.12702555147740102	0.11506739292801149	5.6448776280297874E-3	2.9867486754337591E-2	5.1197688007192932E-2	2.941733145455494E-2	6.4845492780691405E-2	6.0074771650650671E-2	8.0203437290181201E-2	8.4278174115119731E-2	8.6391866961761821E-2	9.8441452005063823E-2	-2.3041099610201954E-2	-4.5436258824425368E-2	6.5715560197414646E-3	3.6894140091682681E-2	8.2621684510560067E-2	8.437457948163174E-2	9.5694486822447189E-2	-1.2193273944331451E-2	-0.15234563866202466	-2.2429928097990492E-2	6.7900195396795704E-2	2.7862396727803551E-2	7.3944471221211616E-2	3.1881563534654545E-2	
Metro Transit - Sales Tax Revenue 
(1999-2013)
Sales Tax .6% Base	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	217.71054844000003	239.23438706000005	233.79632246999995	222.85222690500001	224.06437605750003	232.22316117750003	251.64106074750003	273.26843458500002	299.5121985799999	296.95200582666666	254.90277994000007	248.70554248666667	265.05070607333334	272.1125573933333	291.76573437333332	Sales Tax Revenue (Actuals)	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	0	0	44	74.284075635000008	74.688125352500009	77.407720392500011	83.880353582500007	91.089478194999998	129.75	148.47600291333336	127.45138997000004	124.35277124333334	132.52535303666667	136.05627869666665	145.88286718666666	TransitNow Forecast of Sales Tax Revenue	420	468	495	522	550	581	613	
Revenue ($$ Millions)
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