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Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee


STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
	[bookmark: _GoBack]6
	Name:
	John Resha

	Proposed No.:
	2013-0230
	Date:
	July 30, 2013

	Invited:
	Chris O’Claire, Supervisor, Strategic Planning Analysis, Service Development, Metro Transit Division



SUBJECT	

Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230 would update the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and the King County Metro Service.

BACKGROUND

Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230 contains a number of updates to the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 (“TSP”) and Metro Service Guidelines ("Guidelines").  In order to more easily align the proposed updates contained in Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230, staff grouped the individual changes in both Attachments A (TSP amendments) and B (Metro Service Guidelines amendments) into five categories of updates:

I. Title IV, Civil Rights Act - Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”) requirements;
II. Alternative Services, as identified in Motion 13736; 
III. Clarity and validating policy intent; and
IV. Linking Transit and Development, as identified in Ordinance 17143, Section 8.
V. Additional Issues, as identified by the Regional Transit Committee

For easier reference, the individual TSP and Service Guidelines updates have been summarized in the Proposed Updates table (Attachment 2), which also includes the page number location for the proposed Guidelines updates in: (1) the current, adopted Guidelines (Ordinance 17143); (2) Attachment B to Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230.2 (as recommended by the Regional Transit Committee (“RTC”)[footnoteRef:1]); and (3) a track changes version showing the changes made by the RTC to the current, adopted Guidelines), which is Attachment 7 to this staff report.   [1:  At its July 17, 2013 meeting, the RTC amended the ordinance, the TSP, and the Guidelines] 


Below is a synopsis of the five categories of updates.  

I.  Title VI of the Civil Rights Act: New FTA Requirements - The Federal Transit Administration, in compliance with the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, requires that transit agencies “establish certain system-wide service standards and policies and evaluate service changes that exceed its major service change threshold, as well as fare adjustments, to determine whether those changes will have a discriminatory impact based on race, color, or national origin or will result in a disproportionate burden on low-income populations."

In October 2011, the FTA, via FTA Circular 4702.1B, updated its Title VI compliance requirements to include approval (by the agency's policy board) and implementation of “System-Wide Service Standards and Policies.”  While the adopted TSP meets the majority of the FTA requirements, the Transit Division has identified a few areas of the TSP and Guidelines that need updating for compliance with the FTA requirements.

II.  Alternative Services: Motion 13736 - In September 2012, the Council adopted Motion 13736.  This Motion accepted the King County Metro Transit Five-Year Implementation Plan for Alternatives to Traditional Transit Service Delivery.  Additionally, this Motion requested the Executive further integrate Alternative Services into the TSP and Guidelines as follows:

  "1.  Develop and propose Strategic Plan for Public Transportation amendments and amendments to the King County Code that would include implementation of alternatives to traditional transit service in all funding environments, not just when Metro Transit dedicated revenues are increasing, and utilize it as an option:
    a.  to provide the last public transit connection in a community;
    b.  to support restructuring the transit network;
    c.  to complement existing fixed route service; and
    d.  to meet unmet travel needs, including "first-mile" and neighborhood connections to transit activity centers and regional growth centers; and
  2.  Develop and propose as part of the April 2013 update to the King County Metro Service Guidelines amendments that would:
    a.  establish a clear role for alternatives to traditional transit service as an integral part of a comprehensive transit system;
    b.  implement alternatives to traditional transit service consistent with the funding environments at the time of initiation of the alternative service planning and evaluation processes, not just when Metro Transit dedicated revenues are increasing or decreasing, and utilize it as an option:
      (1) to provide the last public transit connection in a community;
      (2) to support restructuring the transit network;
      (3) to complement existing fixed route service; and
      (4) to meet unmet travel needs, including "first-mile" and neighborhood connections to transit activity centers and regional growth centers; and
    c.  Consistent with the productivity, social equity and geographic value policies of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, establish a set of performance measures for alternatives to traditional transit service, monitor alternative service performance, and establish how alternative transit service and levels of service should be adjusted in the future;
  3.  Fares for alternative services, if they are to be charged at all, should be transmitted to the council as an update to fare policy, and should be consistent with and compatible with fares for traditional fixed route service;
  4.  Develop and propose Strategic Plan for Public Transportation amendments to incorporate annual reporting on and updates to implementation of alternatives to traditional transit service;
  5. Continue to explore future policy changes identified in the Five-Year Implementation Plan ("Policy Changes for Further Consideration"), which include potentially expanding Community Access Transportation eligibility requirements, raising the percentage cap on dial-a-ride transit service hours, broadening the applicability of the taxi scrip program and lifting restrictions on Metro funding for new alternatives; and
  6.  Work in collaboration with local jurisdictions who have secured funding for an alternative-service program to develop and implement that program."

III.  Clarification and Validation of Policy Intent - When adopted, the TSP and Guidelines were intended to be living documents that should be regularly reviewed for accomplishment of policy goals.  To effectuate this intent, the Council and RTC required annual and biennial reporting, as well as provided a commitment to regular review of the TSP and Guidelines. 

IV.  Linking Transit and Development: Ordinance 17143 - Ordinance 17143, enacted in July 2011, adopted the TSP and Guidelines to provide a new policy framework for guiding the implementation of the Metro transit service network (“Network”).  The TSP calls for emphasizing productivity, while ensuring social equity and providing geographic value in the planning of the Network; and for King County to manage the transit system through service guidelines and performance measures.  

Ordinance 17143 contained a number of specific update concepts to be considered. One such concept is linking transit and development as detailed in Section 8 of Ordinance 17143, quoting in relevant part: 

Additionally, by October 31, 2012 the executive shall transmit a preliminary results report produced through the collaborative process identified in Section 8.A. of this ordinance to the regional transit committee.  At a minimum, the legislation and update should include refinements to the guidelines' methodology to:
	A. Incorporate input from local jurisdictions as generated through a collaborative process defined by the executive;
	B.  Address the factors, methodology and prioritization of service additions in existing and new corridors consistent with Strategy 6.1.1;
	C.  More closely align factors used to serve and connect centers in the development of the All-Day and Peak Network and resulting service level designations, including consideration of existing public transit services, with jurisdictions' growth decisions, such as zoning and transit-supportive design requirements, and actions associated with but not limited to permitting, transit operating enhancements, parking controls and pedestrian facilities; and
	D.  Create a category of additional service priority, complementary to existing priorities for adding service contained within the King County Metro Service Guidelines, so that priorities include service enhancements to and from, between and within Vision 2040 regionally designated centers, and other centers where plans call for transit-supportive densities and jurisdictions have invested in capital facilities, made operational changes that improve the transit operating environment and access to transit, and implemented programs that incentivize transit use."

In compliance with the October 31, 2012 requirement, the Executive transmitted 2012-RPT0192, "Linking Transit and Development, Preliminary Concept Report." This Report detailed the process, comments and concepts developed through the Transit Division's convening of a collaborative working group representing local jurisdictions and others involved in transportation planning.  

ANALYSIS:

The following analysis details the changes included in Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230.2 (see Attachment 1 to this staff report), as recommended by the RTC, following a three-month review of the Executive's proposals.  While the RTC agreed with the substance of the Executive's proposals, the RTC made a substantial number of modifications to the language to better communicate the changes envisioned.  

Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230.2 contains updates to the TSP and Guidelines intended to provided more clarity, and be consistent with the updated FTA requirements and  Ordinance 17143 and Motion 13736.

Using the categories as outlined above for grouping purposes, below is a synopsis of the changes contained in Proposed Substitute Ordnance 2013-0230.2.  

NOTE:  Unless otherwise stated, all page references to specific language contained in the below sections refer to the documents included in Attachment 1 of this staff report.

I.  TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT: NEW FTA REQUIREMENTS

Revise TSP strategy 2.1.2 to include services, facilities and amenities - Revisions to TSP strategy 2.1.2 would formally recognizes the existing Title VI requirement for services and facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  It is in response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 3 § b. regarding the deployment of amenities.  

Specifically, this proposed language recognizes the Transit Division's existing practice of deploying all services and facilities as accessible to people using mobility devices.  As noted in the FTA Circular, by memorializing this in the TSP, it will not impose Title VI requirements on any incorporated area in which transit facilities are sited.    

It is important to note that the Transit Division has a history of re-siting, upgrading or only adding new facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  As the deployment of accessible services and facilities is neither a new requirement nor practice for the Transit Division, staff has identified no issues with this language.  

The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  

Revise "Operating Paths and Appropriate Vehicles” language - The Guidelines are proposed to be revised in response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 3 § b. regarding equity in the deployment of buses.  The proposed language found on page SG-18 of Attachment B would formalize the Transit Division's existing fleet deployment practice.  It also recognizes the Transit Division's retrofit of existing fleet and commitment for future fleet's inclusion of automated stop announcement systems.

As the equitable deployment of vehicles and associated technologies are not new practices for the Transit Division, staff has identified no issues with this language.  The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.

Revise "Bus Shelters" language - Consistent with the TSP amendment to strategy 2.1.2 above, the proposed language, found on page SG-18 of Attachment B, would recognize the Transit Division's existing practice of deploying all services and facilities as accessible to people using mobility devices.  As noted in the FTA Circular, by memorializing this in the TSP, it will not impose Title VI requirements on any incorporated area in which transit facilities are sited.    

As noted above the Transit Division has a history of re-siting, upgrading or only adding new facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  

As the deployment of accessible services and facilities is neither a new requirement nor practice for the Transit Division, staff has identified no substantive issues with this language.  The RTC modification to the original proposed language provided further clarity related to the application of special consideration in the deployment of transit facilities and amenities. 

Add new “Disparate and Disproportionate Analysis" language - In response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 6 regarding the requirement to evaluate service and fare changes, new guidelines are proposed that would require Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses.

For purposes of Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses, the proposed Guidelines would establish the threshold of adverse effects to minority or low-income populations of ten percentage points or greater.  These Guidelines would formalize the Transit Division's existing practice of conducting these analyses for reductions greater than twenty-five percent of a route’s service hours and does not grant any additional authorities to the Transit Division.  Examples of Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses are shown in a Title VI memorandum from the Transit Division, which is Attachment 3 to this staff report.

The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  The Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses are not new practices for the Transit Division, and staff has identified no substantive issues with this language.  

II.  ALTERNATIVE SERVICES:  MOTION 13736 

Add Alternative Services to the "service levels by family” table - This update is intended to add Alternative services to the Metro Service Families table.  As originally proposed by the Executive, this language likened Alternative service to the Hourly service family that includes regularly scheduled service every 60 minute or longer during the peak or off-peak times.  Alternative services, however, is not intended to meet any specific minimum frequency thresholds.  As such, this raised the concern that the Executive’s proposed language would imply a predetermined outcome for Alternative services and the community collaboration required to develop them.  Additionally, it was noted that the footnotes associated with this table appeared to have been inadvertently left out of the Executive's proposed amendment and needed to be included for technical accuracy.  The RTC approved a revised version of this table that addressed these issues.

Add a brief Alternative services description below the "service levels by family” table - The proposed language found on page SG-10 of Attachment B is intended to provide a summary definition of Alternative services, and is associated with the Service Family table (noted above).  

While Alternative services, also referred to as "right-sized services", is defined through objectives in the Human Potential and Financial Stewardship goals of the TSP, the RTC amended the Executive proposed language to clarify implementation of Alternative services and how the type of service and frequency are determined.

Add Alternative services to the guidelines for Adding service - The proposed language, found on page SG-20 of Attachment B, is intended to provide further clarity on the purpose of Alternative services; under what conditions Alternative services would be considered for fixed-route service; and the evaluation of Alternative services.  Staff identified no substantive issues with the proposed language.

Add Alternative services to the guidelines for Reducing service - The proposed language, found on page SG-21 of Attachment B, is intended to add clarity to the prioritization order and "how" reductions (including restructures) are determined by the Transit Division.  This amendment provides a common understanding of the Transit Division's actions in using the Guidelines to determine if, and the order in which, services might be reduced or restructured.  

Analysis found that the Transit Division process for implementing reductions is not a linear process, meaning the Transit Division does not implement 100% of all reductions in a category before reviewing the next category of reductions.  As a result, RTC included with the Executive proposed changes, language to further clarify the process and intent in regards to service reductions.  Staff did not identify concerns with the approach.  

III. CLARITY AND POLICY INTENT 

Fix technical issue in “Thresholds used to adjust service levels” table - Regional staff and the Transit Division identified a mathematical anomaly that due to the "adjust one-level" service frequency threshold of 0.8, a few routes were not receiving the service family boost appropriate to the corridor's jobs and housing base.  RTC amended the language, found on page SG-8 of Attachment B, which would move from 0.8 to 0.75 (which is 50% of the "Adjust two levels" threshold).  This is a technical amendment; and while it does shift service frequencies for a few corridors, the change appears consistent with the original policy intent.

Add additional clarity to the description of how target service levels are used in analysis, and change "service adequacy", "low productivity" and "under/over served" language to non-value laden statements - In an effort to clarify the meaning of "under served" and "over served" corridors, language is proposed to clarify the terminology to "below", "at" or "above" target service levels.  This proposed language appears to advance the original intent but removes these terms, which have been identified as inferring qualitative values to a quantitative analysis.  As such, staff identified no substantive issues with the proposed amendment, however, in the spirit of moving away from terms that infer qualitative values, staff identified that "Service Adequacy" can be interpreted as inferring that the service is adequate to the community, when in fact the community is requesting more and/or different service to meet a variety of travel needs.  The RTC revised the term "Service Adequacy" to "Target Service Comparison," thereby removing this potential for an unintended value inference.

For reasons similar to the above, the qualitative value term of "poor performance" is proposed to be phased out and replaced with "in the bottom 25 percent." Staff identified no issues with this proposed amendment.

Reflect RapidRide in passenger load factor thresholds - The passenger load factor, which helps determine when additional service is needed on a route, is calculated as the average ridership divided by the number of seats.  The new RapidRide buses, however, have been designed as larger vehicles with fewer seats to allow for more rapid loading and unloading providing services only on the RapidRide routes.  This means that while the buses are designed for more people, the passenger load threshold was determining that RapidRide routes needed more service even when there was not an issue with the quality of service. 

As such, language is proposed (Attachment B, SG-12) to achieve the original policy intent of the passenger load factors by increasing the passenger load threshold only for RapidRide services. Staff has identified no concerns with the proposed amendment to RapidRide service passenger load thresholds.

Passenger Load Metrics - During review of the load factor threshold issue, the Transit Division, the RTC and County Council staff also discussed the factor of Metro's transitioning to low floor buses.  Specifically, Metro is shifting their entire fleet to low floor buses, which makes it easier for people with mobility impairments and mobility devices to board and de-board.  In exchange for the enhanced access, however, there are 7 fewer seats in 40-foot coaches and 8 fewer seats in 60-foot coaches.  Unlike the RapidRide buses, these low floor buses are not designed to hold more standees, so the Transit Division did not believe that a change to the passenger load threshold was warranted.   

However, Metro's transition to low floor buses, resulting the ability to carry fewer passengers, has raised the question of the appropriateness of the passenger load threshold as a service quality measure for overcrowding.  And while a variety of measures have been reviewed, the Transit Division concurs that this measurement and threshold could warrant an ongoing focus and review to ensure that they are achieving the intent, which is to identify when additional service is warranted on an existing route and corridor due high ridership volumes on the deployed vehicles.

The RTC added a new Ordinance Section (section 4) to establish this topic as a new work plan item to address the need for ongoing and timely review.

IV.  LINKING TRANSIT AND DEVELOPMENT: ORDINANCE 17143

Add new long-range plan policy as TSP strategy 6.1.2 - Section 8 of Ordinance 17143 required the Executive to transmit an update to the TSP and Guidelines that was based on the concept of better linking growth of the transit system with growth of the jurisdictions of King County.  Early in its engagement with the cities, the Transit Division identified that some of their key challenges to better create this linkage, including the Transit Division does not understand in what ways cities intend to grow; and the Transit Division does not conduct any implementation planning beyond the next fiscal cycle.

At its February 2013 meeting, the RTC identified a number of key concepts to help ensure collaboration is integrated into the development of a long-range plan, including the intent of the proposed strategy is to require the Transit Division to develop a long-range implementation plan that is:

· Grounded in the policies of the adopted TSP and using today's transit system as achieved through the Guidelines as a starting point;
· Based on the growth plans of other jurisdictions, so that transit service is responding to growth in partnership with the jurisdictions of King County rather than guiding where growth should occur; and 
· A resource for other jurisdictions to plan capital investments and partnerships based on where transit service (as an infrastructure component) would likely be located and at what level given reasonable funding.

Revise “Thresholds and points used to set service levels” table to include University and College students, and to use fixed thresholds - In the Step One of the Guidelines methodology (as described in Attachment B SG1-7), the thresholds and points used to set service levels table is used by the Transit Division to determine the base service family for each transit corridor through the use of regionally available data and balance productivity (through housing and jobs) with social equity and geographic value measures.

The proposed revision is intended to accomplish two things:

1. Include enrollment at colleges and universities with jobs due to the similar travel characteristics; and
2. Shift from 3 relative thresholds (for both the households and jobs measures) to 5 fixed thresholds in order to provide a level of planning surety to jurisdictions, which would address the cities identified need for surety in planning (i.e., if a City plans for a level of housing/jobs, then the Guidelines can inform the level of identified service need that the City should anticipate).

The proposed change is accomplished within the existing policy framework that established fifty percent of initial scoring apportioned to productivity, twenty-five percent to social equity and twenty-five percent to geographic value.  As a result, this proposed revision maintains ten points maximum for households and ten points maximum for jobs (and students) as the surrogates for productivity (with no changes proposed to either social equity or geographic value elements).

The Transit Division has conducted a corridor evaluation using these changes in methodology and identified (as shown on pages 3-4 of Attachment 4) that 126,200 annual hours of additional service would be needed to achieve target service levels over the existing 309,800 identified in the recently accepted Service Guidelines Report.  This analysis was further updated to include changes in college and university enrollment, reflective of current conditions.



V.  ADDITIONAL ISSUES

Performance Measures - In the most recent Biennial Strategic Plan Progress Report, the Transit Division Reported on 46 of the 65 measures identified in the TSP, as well as a few measures not identified in the TSP.  This reporting was consistent with the stated anticipation in the TSP that Performance Measures will evolve over time.

In an effort to better enhance transparency, staff identified a need to update the performance measures in the TSP.  Following a review of existing performance measures, available data and the first cycle of reporting, RTC included an amendment to update the TSP performance measures, which can be found in Attachment A to Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2013-0230.2.

Park-and-Rides and Access to Transit - As part of its June 10, 2013 workshop, the Sound Cities Association identified questions regarding the role of park-and-rides relative to current and future transit service planning.  Specifically, how is park-and-ride occupancy incorporated into current and potentially future Guidelines methodology?

Park-and-rides are transit oriented parking facilities that are designed to aggregate people so that transit can more effectively and efficiently serve more travel needs in less dense areas.  In most cases, park-and-rides function as a surrogate for actual density when it comes to transit ridership.  

Park-and-rides in King County have a variety of ownership circumstances:

· State owned
· Sound Transit owned
· County/Transit Division owned
· Partnership owned including local jurisdictions
· Leased facilities (local private properties used for multiple uses)

With the establishment of the Regional Transit Authority (“Sound Transit”), the Transit Division has relied on this transit capital funding agency to take the lead on new investments in bus-related park-and-ride development.  This has enabled the Transit Division to focus on its primary mission of delivering transit service.  It is also important to note that the Transit Division continues its commitment to existing park-and-rides for bus purposes and also to pursue local partnerships and leased lot opportunities to support vanpooling and carpooling.  Additionally the Transit Division has a history of partnering with local, regional and state agencies to meet multiple community-driven mobility, housing and growth management goals through County/Transit Division-owned park-and-ride facilities.  

The existing park-and-ride facilities are steadily reaching their maximum capacity as transit ridership continues to grow.  Questions have been raised about how the TSP and Guidelines account for these aggregators (park-and-rides), especially based on the belief that when park-and-rides reach capacity, there is still likely demand for even more transit service if there was only more parking available (latent demand theory).

Currently, "credit" for park-and-rides is provided for in the identification of transit corridors (as transit activity centers). For the Step One analysis, Housing and Jobs account for the primary "origin" and "destination" productivity drivers and then the Step Two analysis incorporates the higher levels of transit ridership associated with park-and-rides. 

While it does not appear to be within the current policy framework to imply that the Metro Transit System should take up a primary role in the identification and funding of new and expanded park-and-ride facilities, it would not be unreasonable or out of context for the Transit Division to remain a committed partner in meeting locally and regionally established growth management goals through its park-and-ride facilities.

One approach to better understanding the issues, roles, and opportunities related to park-and-rides would be to participate (as a partner agency) in a broad review of the issue including:

· What is the status of any actions associated with TSP Strategy 3.2.3: Work with transit partners, WSDOT and others to manage park-and-ride capacity needs?
· How are park-and-rides utilized and what is their ongoing role in the regional transit system?
· How should park-and-ride utilization be measured and reported?
· What mechanisms can be implemented to better match utilization with transit access?

Following guidance from RTC members at the June 19, 2013 meeting, a new ordinance section (section 3) was drafted to focuses on park and rides and other infrastructure that contributes to and enhances access to transit.

The proposed new section would require that a work plan be transmitted this year to define:

· The role of park and rides and other infrastructure;
· Best practices for options other than additional parking spaces
· Regional coordination for planning and funding of needs;
· Model policy language for regional consistency; and
· Any proposed updates to the TSP and/or Guidelines.



ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2013-0230.2 with Attachments A and B
2. Proposed Updates Table
3. Title VI Memorandum from King County Transit Division dated June 10, 2013
4. Combined Memorandum from King County Transit Division dated June 10, 2013
5. Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021
6. "Track Changes" draft of Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2013-0230.2 Attachment A – Proposed 2013-0230 v. Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2013-0230.2
7. "Track Changes" draft of the Guidelines – Adopted v. Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2013-0230.2 Attachment B
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