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REVISED STAFF REPORT

Proposed Substitute Ordinance 2003-0272.2 was reported out of committee with a do-pass recommendation on July 23, 2003

SUBJECT:
AN ORDINANCE appropriating $573,441 to complete the design phase of a project to relocate the King County Metro Transit Communication Center at a total project cost of $8,204,000.   

SUMMARY: The Transit Division proposes to construct a new building at its Atlantic/Central Bus Base to accommodate communication functions currently located in the Exchange Building.  Approval of Proposed Ordinance 2003-0272 would enable the Transit Division to spend $573,441 to complete the design phase in early 2004 and determine the actual space needs of the Communication Center.  This amount is in addition to a carry-over over of $195,309 for a total of $768,750 for the pre-design, design and construction support budget, and includes both consultant and county staff costs.  A subsequent appropriation would be required for the project to move to the construction phase.  Construction is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2004 with the Communication Center becoming operational by August 1, 2005.

BACKGROUND: The Communication Center currently occupies 9,200 square feet of space on several floors of the Exchange Building where staff maintain contact with in-service buses via voice and data radio channels.  They also monitor transit tunnel operations and, in the off-hours, the power supply for the electric trolley system and they maintain the Communication Center’s radio and computer equipment.  

Exchange Building Issues

There are a number of factors cited in support of the proposed Communication Center relocation:

· Stand-Alone Capability The King County Emergency Management Plan calls for communication facilities to be capable of stand-alone operation for up to three days in the event of a disaster that includes power outages or disruption of basic services.  For example, while the existing Communications Center has a back-up generator, the upgrade needed to ensure a three-day power supply would likely conflict with City of Seattle regulations limiting the volume of fuel storage tanks in downtown buildings.
· Continuous Operation Government buildings such as communication centers (but not including administrative offices) are classified in the Uniform Building Code (UBC) as essential facilities. This designation carries with it requirements for stronger structural elements to enable the building to better withstand a major earthquake and allow operations within to continue without interruption.  While these building code requirements would not apply to continued use of an existing facility such as the Exchange Building, the UBC provisions and Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) recommendations for government communications facilities reflect the heightened importance assigned to such facilities. The Transit Division has concluded that a seismic upgrade of the existing Communication Center is infeasible as it would involve the entire Exchange Building.
· Radio System Replacement  The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is in the midst of a major reassignment of radio bandwidths which has resulted in a narrowing of the bandwidths used by Metro Transit for voice and data communication with its fleet.  Radio equipment on the buses and in the Communication Center will be replaced by mid-year 2005 both to accommodate the narrower bandwidths and because much of it is at the end of its useful life.  The life expectancy of the new equipment extends well beyond 2013, the term of the current Exchange Building lease.  Installing the equipment in a new building at this time would avoid the possibility of having to move it in eight years as well as the difficulty in 2005 of installing new equipment in the same space in which the old equipment would continue in use until the switchover. 
· Expansion  If the Communication Center remains in the Exchange Building, it will likely need to be expanded from its current 9,200 square feet to accommodate growth in the Metro fleet.  The proposed new building would provide Metro with approximately 12,000 square feet plus an additional 4,000 square feet for the Sound Transit’s Link Light Rail communications functions that will be performed by Metro staff.  While Sound Transit has selected King County Metro Transit as its light rail operator, it has not yet settled on a location for the light rail communications function. If Sound Transit chooses to co-locate with the Metro Communications Center, the joint operation could not be accommodated on one floor of the Exchange Building.
Proposed New Building

The current proposal is to construct a single-story 16,000 square-foot building on property purchased for that purpose adjacent to the Atlantic/Central Bus Base a few blocks to the east of Safeco Field. The Transit Division is in the midst of a major expansion of the Atlantic/Central Base (CIP Project A00216) including construction of an employee parking structure, a small portion of which would be used by staff of the Communication Center.  The $8.2 million Communication Center cost estimate (Attachment #5) includes standard office furniture, facilities and equipment but not the specialized radio and vehicle locator equipment to be installed there.  This equipment, funded in CIP projects A00097 and A00453, would be required regardless of the Communication Center location and is estimated to cost and additional $5-7 million. 

Debt Financing

The Transit Six-Year Financial Plan includes an assumption of bonding for the proposed new Communication Center Building with estimated debt service of $839,000. If, instead, the Communication Center remains in its present location and is upgraded to avoid service interruptions to the extent possible, the debt service is estimated at $438,000. Debt financing of this project would be consistent with adopted Transit Program Financial Policies which state that, “For major capital projects with long-term useful lives (normally 25 years or more) and whose costs exceed short-term cash flows, debt may be used providing there is sufficient dedicated revenue within the cash flow plan to service the debt.”
Prior Council Review

2002 King County Budget  The 2002 budget request included a proposed new CIP project to relocate the Transit Communication Center to a building to be constructed at its Atlantic/Central Bus Base complex.  The Council attached a proviso to this request, requiring expenditures be limited to planning and pre-design work necessary to demonstrate the need to move the Communication Center out of the Exchange Building and to evaluate 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.  

2003 King County Budget  The Transportation Department’s response to the 2002 proviso, The King County Metro Communication Center Relocation Study Final Report, was transmitted mid-way through the Council’s review of the proposed 2003 budget.  The Council ultimately concluded that the relocation study arrived too late to allow action on this proposal as part of the 2003 budget.   Additional provisos were added to the 2003 budget ordinance that required a report analyzing the suitability of existing county owned facilities.  A copy of this report Attachment #3 concluded with the same recommendation that accompanied the 2003 budget request: that the Communication Center be co-located in a new facility at the Atlantic/Central Base along with the Transit Police and the Service Quality groups.

Transportation Committee Review  The Council’s Transportation Committee considered the report submitted in response to the budget provisos at two meetings in April 2003.  No legislation accompanied the Transportation Committee’s discussions which were understood to be preliminary to the expected transmittal of appropriation legislation for consideration by the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee.  

The Transportation Committee discussion centered on the suitability of existing county buildings for the Communication Center and on the costs and benefits of co-locating the Communication Center, the Transit Police and the Service Quality Group.  Staff analysis of existing county office space failed to find a suitable alternative:

· A building with substantial vacant space at the King County Airport was considered until it became clear that the Federal Aviation Administration was unlikely to waive its requirement that long-term use of that space must be airport related.

· A number of difficulties were identified with a move to the Yesler Building or King Street Center including the lack of vacant space, lease and upgrade costs and limited ability to upgrade seismic and building systems.

Following the Transportation Committee’s review of the proviso response and the benefits and costs of co-location, the Executive transmitted Proposed Ordinance 2003-0272 to fund design work for a new stand-alone Communication Center at the Atlantic/Central Base.  

Sound Transit Involvement

Proposed Ordinance 2003-0272 would appropriate funds sufficient for the Transit Division to complete the pre-design phase of this project assuming approximately 4,000 square-feet for Sound Transit’s light rail communications function. The Sound Transit Board is expected to make a location decision by the time the pre-design is completed later this year. The design phase, which is also funded by this appropriation for completion in the first quarter of 2004, will proceed after the Sound Transit Board decision with the Communication Center total space needs identified.   If Sound Transit chooses to co-locate with Metro, it would be responsible for a share of the Communication Center costs. 

Site Relocation Study
The King County Metro Communications Center Relocation Study Final Report dated October 2002 is an extensive report that includes facility programming, site selection and description of alternatives.  The Council’s Transportation Committee staff previously reviewed the study.  Site selection criteria developed for the study included application of current “Essential Facility” seismic standards and the need to achieve continuous operations during a major seismic event.  Premium costs to upgrade existing buildings to achieve these higher seismic standards were pivotal to the decision to relocate to a new facility.

Essential Facility
Programmatic elements of the Site Relocation Study clearly identify the need for continuous operations of the Communications Center as one of the key drivers for the need to relocate the Communications Center from its current location in the Exchange Building.  The Exchange Building is a 1920’s vintage building and while it met the design standards of its day, contemporary seismic design standards have become increasingly more stringent over time and as a result the Exchange Building is no longer on a par with new construction.  Added to this deficiency, current building codes require even higher standards for critical public health, life safety and service facilities such as hospital operating rooms, police precincts and transportation control centers.  These requirements are defined in the Uniform Building Code as “Essential Facilities”.  In a discussion with the Seattle Department of Construction & Land Use representative (DCLU – the Building Department) committee staff confirmed that if the proposed Communications Center were relocated to a new facility, DCLU would interpret the Communications Center as an “Essential Facility”.

Other than the need to achieve an “Essential Facilities” design standard as part of the Site Selection criterion, the study is strangely silent on the application of seismic hazards to the site selection criterion.  This is especially inexplicable since a key criterion of the 1997 site selection process for Regional Communications and Command Center (RCECC) was to avoid close proximity to seismic hazards.  Both of these facilities are King County communications centers, both are “Essential Facilities” yet different site selection criteria were applied to the two projects.  The preferred site for the proposed METRO transit communications center is located on compromised subsurface soil conditions and it is located in close proximity to a seismic fault.  If the same criteria used to select the RCECC site had been applied to the proposed Transit communications center, the Atlantic/Central base site would almost certainly not have been selected as the preferred site.  Policy clarification is needed on the application of such inconsistent site selection criteria.
Subsurface Soil Conditions

The proposed site for the Metro Transit Communications Center is the Atlantic/Central Base.  The site is located in south Seattle at 6th Avenue between Royal Brougham Way and South Massachusetts Street.  Subsurface explorations and engineering studies are relatively numerous and soils conditions in the region appear well documented.  The Atlantic/Central Base site consists of several layers of compressible soft soil and clay ranging from 30 – 50 feet in thickness.  The entire region is part of an active tidal flat and is subject to liquefaction under a seismic event.  Of the two seismic hazards noted above, concern with liquefaction probably ranks as the first concern while proximity to the Seattle Fault is secondary.  Two primary concerns with liquefaction are:  First, liquefaction amplifies ground motions and creates a higher level of uncertainty. As a result there is a lower level of engineering confidence when mitigating against liquefaction compared to soils with higher degree of predictability.  Secondly, is that liquefaction is subject to all earthquakes in the area and is not limited to the recurrence of a single fault.  Deep earthquakes in the northwest such as the Nisqually Earthquake seem to be reoccurring approximately every 25 years.  Structures on poor soils such as in the south downtown area experienced significantly higher ground motions and suffered greater damage as a result of the Nisqually Earthquake compared to structures on better soils just a few blocks to the north.  Structures located in the south downtown area are typically constructed using deep piling systems with structured slabs-on-grade to offset settlement caused by liquefaction.  Construction costs in this area are at a premium due to the poor quality of the subsurface soils.  The programmatic question is:  Why risk building an “Essential Facility” on soils subject to liquefaction?  The current estimated premium cost to mitigate for liquefaction is $573,445.

Seattle Fault Zone
The Atlantic / Central base site is located in the immediate vicinity of the Seattle fault zone.  The Seattle fault consists of a series of east - west fault traces that extend through the southern end of Bainbridge Island, Alki Point, Harbor Island and continue east through Mercer Island.  The proposed Atlantic / Central base appears to be just slightly north of one of the best documented fault traces of the Seattle fault. A copy of United States Geographical Survey (USGS) site map illustrating the fault lines of the Seattle Fault is included in Attachment #4.  

Prior to the Nisqually Earthquake the Executive conducted a press conference at the site of the Seattle fault in order to increase public awareness of the hazards of the Seattle fault and to promote funding support for the Courthouse Seismic Project.  The press conference site was located under the I-5 overpass directly east of Safeco Field where University of Washington scientists demonstrated evidence of recent seismic activity.

Transit communications project geotechnical and structural engineering statements dated July 16, 2003 were provided to committee staff and indicate that adequate foundations can be designed to mitigate liquefaction per the Uniform Building Code (UBC) for a design base earthquake.  The project structural engineer recommended that the communications center be designed to follow the more stringent International Building Code (IBC) to account for the Seattle fault design parameters and that further the facility be designed under a “performance based” design process.  According to USGS, Rates of displacement and earthquake recurrence intervals for the Seattle fault are essentially unknown.  Since 1970 the largest earthquakes associated with the Seattle fault include:  In 1995 a Magnitude M 5.0, earthquake occurred located 17 km below Point Robinson.  And in 1997 a Magnitude M 4.9, earthquake located 7 km below Point White on Bainbridge Island.  Historically, an estimated magnitude M 7.3 earthquake occurred on the Seattle fault around 950 AD.  Seattle fault reoccurrence is unknown but earthquakes in the range of magnitude M 7 are thought reoccur approximately every 2,000 years.  

Engineers estimate that Seattle fault earthquakes of magnitude M 7.0 or 7.5 are possible and engineering discussions continue on the degree to which the Building Code should be revised resulting from the growing data from the Seattle fault.  One of the concerns engineers have with the Seattle Fault is that earthquakes on this fault tend to be near the surface, which increases their destructiveness.  A performance based design for a magnitude M 7.0 earthquake on the Seattle fault similar to the analysis done for the Courthouse Seismic Project would reduce the risks of a failure but no amount of engineering can prevent structural failure for buildings directly over a fault.  The programmatic question for the communications center is:  Why risk building an “Essential Facility” on a seismic fault?

Proposed Project Cost Estimate
A copy of the one page summary level project estimate provided by Transit staff is included in Attachment #5.  Several anomalies were noted in the summary estimate which were clarified in discussions with project staff and the Office of Management and Budget.   Engineering and Construction Management fee percentages appeared high relative to industry standards for work of this type.  It was confirmed that the fee percentages shown for these items combined both outside consultant fees as well as in-house staff costs.  Subtracting in-house staff costs from the total resulted in engineering fees consistent with industry standards and the state fee schedule for work of similar size and complexity.  Separation of consultant fees from in-house staff costs is important in the analysis of project budgets.  1% for Art also appeared missing from the summary estimate however project staff confirmed that 1% for Art was included in the construction totals.  1% for Art follows a specific formula calculation and should be separately identified.  Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment (FF&E) are not separately identified in the summary estimate and should be articulated to accurately convey the component costs of the project.  Application of a 20% contingency on the overall project appeared excessive.  On July 16, 2003 the project structural engineer-of-record recommended application of the International Building Code and to utilize a performance based seismic design for the project.  Committee staff did not have time to analyze the basis for the Essential Services Construction budget of $573,445 (11.4 % of construction cost) to confirm if will be adequate under these higher standards.  It is acknowledged that the summary budget is a planning budget and it is anticipated that this budget will be refined at each phase of work.  Committee staff suggested that a consistent summary cost estimate format be used for all county CIP projects.  The Facilities Management Division Cost Summary template was noted as a reasonably clear example and a copy of the FMD summary estimate format is included in Attachment #6.

Construction Delivery Methodology
According to project staff representative a specific project delivery methodology has not been determined at this time (i.e. design-bid-build, GC/CM, etc.).  It is anticipated that an evaluation will be made and a recommendation rendered during project design.

King County Code Ambiguity

King County code section 2.16 appears to include ambiguous definitions of authority between the Transit Division and Facilities Management Division over which agency is responsible to manage projects such as the proposed transit communications center.  Based on the Facilities Management Reorganization Report transmitted in February of this year, Facilities Management Division assumed FMD would be managing this project.   Had the transit project been included in the FMD process the project would have benefited from an overall comprehensive policy level review via FMD’s Major Projects Executive’s Oversight Committee which has been active for some time.  Additionally, cost impacts of this project should have been included as part of a comprehensive analysis of the Exchange Building relative to the proposed New County Office Building.  When projects such as the proposed Transit Communications Center project are not considered as part of a larger whole it promotes disconnects between projects and fails to achieve the benefits of a comprehensive whole. The Executive ultimately rendered a decision in June of this year that Transit will manage the communications center project.  However, at some point the code should be revised to clarify the areas of ambiguity.

PROJECT MONITORING
The committee may wish to include one or more of the following project monitoring mechanisms utilized in other county Capital Improvement Projects (CIP).  These monitoring tools may be implemented individually or in any combination.  Project monitoring requirements have been implemented whenever scope schedule or budget concerns were present.  The scheduled conversion to the new radio system by January 2005 might be an issue the committee may wish to monitor.

Project Oversight Monitoring
Independent Project Monitoring Consultants have been utilized by the county on two recent projects and may be reasonable for the proposed Transit Communications Center Project.  Project monitoring consultants provide independent monthly reporting to the implementing agency, Executive and the Council.  The process has worked successfully and in the case of the Harborview Bond Project the monitoring consultant has been asked to provide a number of specific additional services and analysis on behalf of the implementing agency.

Project Thresholds
Council imposed scope, schedule and budget thresholds on the Courthouse Seismic Project, the RCECC and all Nisqually Earthquake Repair Projects as part of Ordinance 14088.  These thresholds required the executive to inform the council whenever the project phase estimates materially exceeded project budgets, scope or schedule.  Primary concerns with the proposed Transit Communications Center are the impacts associated with the site seismic hazards and the radio system replacement schedule.

Monthly Project Reports
Council has implemented a monthly reporting format for many of the county’s capital improvement projects.  The content for these monthly reports includes status reports on scope, schedule budget, critical issues, and current project activities.  The range of reported elements typically increases as a project enters into construction and includes tracking of construction related activities such as change orders, contingency reserves etc, which are typical for any construction reporting document.  Authorship of these reports vary from project to project but are typically generated by project management staff, Construction Management firms or other consultants in responsible positions.  A similar reporting requirement is suggested for the proposed Transit Communications Project.  Two sample project monthly reports are provided as examples.  The first example is for the Harborview Bond Project which illustrates design activities content and is included in Attachment #7.   And a second example for the Courthouse Seismic Project illustrating Construction activities is included in Attachment #8.

Reasonableness:





Ready for Action

The committee may wish to consider amending Proposed Ordinance 2003-0272 to incorporate the following:

· Whether or not to require Transit to submit to the committee a report on the following:

· Seismic design efforts to mitigate the seismic hazards of liquefaction and proximity of the proposed site to the Seattle Fault.  

· Define the seismic design criteria proposed for application of the International Building Code (IBC) and the basis for the recommendation to apply a performance-based seismic design.

· Seismic mitigation to ensure site access and utilities will be maintained in a seismic event.

· Whether or not to include monthly reporting for the Communications Center similar to reporting required on other county CIP projects.

· Whether or not to include a requirement for an Independent Monitoring Consultant similar to other county CIP projects.  And whether or not to include a structural engineering review of the seismic report required above.
Proposed Striking Amendment
A striking amendment S1 has been prepared that incorporates the project monitoring requirements noted above.  A copy of proposed striking amendment S1 is included in Attachment #1.

INVITED:

Harold Taniguchi, Director, King County Department of Transportation 

Rick Walsh, Transit Division General Manager

Judy Riley, Manager, Design and Construction Section, Transit Division

Don Campbell, Project Manager, Communication Center Replacement Project
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