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SUBJECT

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


SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0155 would approve the 2014 Update of the Strategic Plan for Road Services, revising policy guidance summarized below (identified for the purposes of this memo as “A” through “I”) and establishing a target performance scenario.  The SPRS Executive Committee, including Councilmembers Reagan Dunn, Kathy Lambert and Joe McDermott, provided oversight to the staff Steering Committee, including Council staff, with staff support and analysis from the Road Services Division Work Group.

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

Proposed Motion 2014-0142 revises and further quantifies the 2010 service level scenarios shown below and continues to recommend the performance targets defined in Scenario 2. 




	Scenario
	Elements
	Annualized Cost 
(2014 dollars)

	
	
	2010 Plan
	2014 Update

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

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

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



Attachment 3 summarizes the characteristics and impacts of the three scenarios in track changes format to show differences between the 2010 Plan and Proposed Motion 2014-0142.

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


BACKGROUND

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




ANALYSIS

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0155 would approve the 2014 Update of the Strategic Plan for Road Services, including new and revised policy guidance as discussed below, and a target performance scenario.   

(A)  Composition of the County Road Network:  Isolated County Road Segments
New Policy:	The unincorporated area road network should… Form an integrated system free of isolated services areas…. The County will work to reduce responsibility for “orphan” road segments in the urban areas that are difficult to serve, and will identify options for the management of less-used roadways in the absence of adequate resources to address critical road operational and safety concerns.

New Goal:	Consistent with the Growth Management Act and King County and regional policies, work actively with cities and the state to transfer responsibility for isolated urban roads to the adjacent city. These include half-streets (i.e., one side owned by a city and the other by the County), roads completely surrounded by city territory, and roads located on the urban growth boundary where consistent urban services are most appropriate

This policy directs the Executive to reduce the County’s responsibility for “orphan” road segments in the urban areas and to look for options for managing less used segments throughout the County that are less cost-effective to serve. Analysis addresses these as two distinct policy issues.

“Orphan” roads are an artifact of annexations and/or urban growth boundary issues and involve the county sharing responsibility for roadways that may be entirely or partially within city boundaries.  These road segments are often within the Urban Growth Area and are not in close proximity to county maintenance facilities. Attachment 4 lists orphan road segments by city. 

Less-used/less cost effective roadway segments are roadway segments in the unincorporated area that carry few cars relative to the cost to serve and maintain the facilities, as determined by the Department.  A policy decision to stop maintaining those roadways on the basis of expense, rather than on a case-by-case basis, may also set precedent for other county services.

Policy Question:  
Does Council concur with this approach to managing the County Road Network?

(B)  Prioritization of Responsibilities
Revised Policy:	Road Services will strive for tThe following outcomes shall be prioritized for the Road Services program areas and deliverables:, in the listed order of priority:  

1.  Addressing safety needs and complying with legal mandates.  
1. 2.  Preservation of the existing roadway facilities network
2. 3.  Managing and enhancing mobility through system efficiencies.
3. 4.  Addressing concurrency-driven roadway capacity needs.


Revised Goals:	Goal 1: Meet regulatory requirements and standards Prevent and respond to immediate operational life safety and property damage hazards 
Goal 2: Meet core safety needs Meet regulatory requirements and standards in cooperation with regulatory agencies 
Goal 3: Preserve the existing roadway facilities network 
Goal 4: Enhance mobility (movement of people and goods) by facilitating more efficient use of the existing road system 
Goal 5: Address roadway capacity when necessary to support growth targets in the urban area.

The revised policy and goals place safety and compliance with legal mandates above preservation, mobility and capacity needs.  The policy priorities remain consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy T-305 (see below), although wording in Chapter 7 should be updated during the 2016 amendment cycle to reflect the revised priority order.

T-305	To ensure that the most vital components of the county’s road system are kept operational, essential regulatory compliance, safety, and maintenance and preservation needs of the road system should be funded prior to mobility and capacity improvements

(C)  Safety and Legal Mandates
Revised Policy:  	Enhancing the safety of the users of King County’s roadway network while meeting local, state, and federal standards is inherent in all of the Road Services Division’s program areas and deliverables. We strive to enhance safety as we design, build and manage roadways.  as a function of how roadway facilities are designed, built, maintained, and managed.  Although funding and resources are limited, constrained, the division will consider safety, standards, and legal requirements as the highest priorities for  will be considered in the prioritization of all program areas and deliverables.  Currently this means mobility and capacity improvements will be unfunded.  In addition, Road Services will continue to develop a plan for systematically addressing the prioritized road related safety issues that exceed its current budget and six year planned financial capacity.

Revised Goal:	Safety:  Prevent and respond to immediate operational life safety and property damage hazards Meet core safety needs.

Revised Goal	Regulatory Requirements:  Meet regulatory requirements and standards in cooperation with regulatory agencies  

The revised safety goal replaces “Meet core safety needs” and narrows the safety hazard definition to those that can lead to imminent death or injury. 

The revised legal mandates goal reflects the Division’s intent to identify potential opportunities for cost savings such as phasing in compliance, or alternative methodologies.



(D)  Operational Model
Revised Policy:  	Road Services will prioritize asset management in rural areas to optimize infrastructure lifecycle give high priority to asset management in the Rural Area to make data-driven decisions about service delivery and to minimize infrastructure lifecycle cost to the extent feasible with available funding. This approach recognizes that the rural area roads will be the County’s long-term assets, and places a priority on maintenance and preservation of the rural roadway system.  Critical safety and regulatory needs, as defined in this plan, will be addressed independent of urban/rural location. The ROMP Phase 1 acknowledged that Road Fund revenues are insufficient to maximize asset lifecycle management and recommended that Road Services identify the gap between current revenues and what would be required to maximize asset lifecycles.  That analysis is reflected in the “Future Service Level Analysis” section.  

These modifications better define what it means to “optimize” infrastructure lifecycle” and clarify that the response to critical safety and regulatory needs will not prioritize urban over rural (or vice versa).


(E)  Contract Services Provided to Other Jurisdictions/Agencies
Revised Policy:	Road Services will pursue contracting opportunities when those services provide mutual benefit to King County and the contracting jurisdiction, and do not materially reduce the capacity of the division to provide services to the County’s network.

Revised Strategy:	Goal 1. Exercise responsible financial stewardship. Strategy 4. Utilize partnerships and provision of contract services to cities and other agencies to achieve efficiencies and economies of scale, where such affiliations do not materially reduce the capacity of the division to provide services to the county’s network. 

Appendix B to Attachment A of Proposed Motion 2014-0142 responds to Proviso P1 to Section 65 of the 2013 King County Budget Ordinance 17476, which required the Division to review its “regional road services delivery models”.  The proviso required a work plan be developed which was transmitted to the council in March 2013 and included the following work tasks:

Report on historical Road Services Division contract services and identify trends;
Work with jurisdictions in a regional engagement process to shape potential changes to contracting processes and services; and,
Use historical trends in service and input from outreach to develop a comprehensive regional road services contracting approach to inform the 2015-2016 budget and update the Strategic Plan for Road Services.

Under the above revised policies, the Division will limit its city contracts for general road maintenance.  The Division’s review found that the County is least able to provide general road maintenance work to cities in a way that does not conflict with its mission to serve unincorporated areas.  The seasonal nature of this work (such as street sweeping) would require additional maintenance crews to serve both clients, and unanticipated calls (such as road failures) could prevent the crews from meeting pre-set city schedules. In addition, demand for these services has diminished since 2008.
The Division does not find capacity conflicts associated with city contracts for traffic maintenance, bridge inspection, and materials lab services.  This is less seasonal work, for which smaller cities do not need full time staff.  The Division states that the County benefits from retention of a “more stable team of experts to serve both county roads and cities.”  Demand for traffic maintenance services and engineering services has generally increased since 2008.

(F)  Risk Management Approach
Revised Policy:  	Road Services will allocate resources using a risk management approach that balances the likelihood, consequences, and costs of infrastructure failure and potential solutions to achieve the following desired outcomes (in priority order):

1. Protecting life safety
2. Preventing private property damage
3. Preventing asset damage
4. Preventing environmental damage
5. Preserving mobility. 

In addition to these operational risks, Road Services should also assess and mitigate regulatory, compliance, reputational, and other business risks.

This policy adds additional factors to be considered in balancing the risks associated with maintenance and engineering activities. 

(G)  Road System Failures and Potential Long Term Closures
New Policy:	Given the increasing gap between infrastructure needs and available funding, Road Services will be facing road system failure scenarios beyond the division’s financial capacity to address. Road Services shall develop a process for long-term closures that includes the following:

First, evaluate the failure to determine whether it is caused by County-owned road infrastructure, utilities in the right-of-way, or a natural or man-made incident.
Second, evaluate the options for repair, restriction, or full/partial closure of the road in accordance with the roads hierarchy and risk management policies established in this plan, the impacts on the community, and the available funding resources.
Communicate with affected stakeholders (residents, businesses, utility companies, other government agencies, etc.) to keep them informed and seek input on potential response alternatives.
Work with agencies or private property owners to recover costs associated with repairs or replacement when their infrastructure, within or adjacent to the road right-of-way, has caused or contributed to the failure or they would benefit from the repair.

Road system failures may be natural or human caused and will impact public as well as private entities in the right of way, including water, sewer, stormwater control, energy and communication utilities.  The County currently has agreements with water, energy and communications utilities to make repairs to damaged rights of way. The new policy directs the Division to develop a process for long-term roadway closures that will provide a basis for the County to recover repair or replacement costs from agencies or private property owners if a) their infrastructure has contributed to a roadway failure, or b) they would benefit from the repair.

(H)  Use of the Road Network by Other Public/Private Entities
New Policy: 	The road right-of-way serves a vital function, not just for transportation, but also as a pathway for delivery of other important community services such as water, sewer, stormwater control, energy, and communications. Other service providers should continue to be required to accommodate modifications to the right-of-way, and should pay for their use and their appropriate share of repairs related to their use, in order to help preserve these vital corridors.

The new policy calls for service providers within the right of way to pay for their use of and repairs to those rights of way.  Water, energy and communication utilities currently have agreements with the County to make repairs; sewer and stormwater control facilities also use roadway rights of way.


(I)  Management of Work Facilities and Properties
New Policy: 	The Road Services Divisions work complexes, facilities and properties are essential to support the delivery of services to the public.  They should:

· Be located so that services can be delivered in a timely and cost-effective way.
· Contain the appropriate facilities to meet work requirements and regulatory mandates and provide safe, healthy work space for employees.
· Be maintained, preserved, and replaced according to asset management principles.

The County currently has a maintenance headquarters campus in Renton, 8 regional maintenance shops, and 11 additional storage sites.  The new Facilities Master Planning chapter provides guiding principles and key service delivery considerations associated with operations and maintenance of these properties.  The proposed motion also includes a number of attachments associated with property inventory and condition assessment which will direct operational decisions.  As such, these elements should not be adopted as part of the Update, and staff will develop a technical amendment to that effect.


Target Performance Scenario
Proposed Motion 2014-0142 revises and in some instances quantifies performance levels associated with the three service level scenarios shown below from the 2010 Plan.


	Scenario
	Elements
	Annualized Cost 
(2014 dollars)

	
	
	2010 Plan
	2014 Update

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

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

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



Attachment 3 illustrates the changes summarized below in the Scenario performance levels between the 2010 Plan and the Update Scenario.  

· Changes in performance level:
· Under Scenario 3, no arterial roadways would be reconstructed (previously shown as “limited” road replacement or reconstruction)
· New performance categories
· Drainage:  quantified performance targets for fish culverts and impact on drainage backlog
· Maintenance Facilities: linked to implementation levels of the Facilities Master Plan
· Mobility Improvements:  performance levels and impact on backlog for ITS and non-motorized improvements
· Quantified performance levels:
· Bridges:  numbers of short span and long span replacements by scenario
· Arterial Reconstruction:  impact on backlog
· Roadway Surface:  adds pavement condition scores by scenario

The Division recommends the target performance levels in Scenario 2, which would maintain the current condition of the existing system and prevent rapidly escalating repair costs and infrastructure failures. Scenario 2 would require an annualized revenue increase of approximately $111 million over the next 10 years. 

Projected outcomes associated with Scenario 2 include the following:

2 short span and 2 long span bridges replaced per year through 2024
Reconstruction backlog reduced by 1/20th by 2014; pavement maintained at higher standards
Drainage backlog reduced by 1/3 by 2024



Revised Cost Estimates
As shown above, the 2014 planning level cost estimates are significantly higher than those from 2010 for Scenarios 2 and 3.  All scenarios exceed the Division’s revised annualized revenue of $89 million per year over 10 years, such that the default performance levels will be worse than those described in Scenario 3.

The following factors led to the increased cost estimates: 

Voters approved only three of five urban growth area annexations, contrary to the planning assumption in the 2010 Strategic Plan, leaving Road Services responsible for transportation facilities not assumed in the earlier cost estimates. 
Revenue has declined by nearly 13% to a projected $85 million for 2017, much less than the previous assumption of a decline to $102 million after annexations.  Table 1 shows that reduced estimates for property taxes (-11%) and gas taxes (-21%) account for most of this change
A new asset management program approach has developed a more thorough needs inventory with revised cost estimates based on lifecycle costs and the service levels described above, rather than historical expenditures
Asset lifecycle costs are increasing due to deferred maintenance 

Table 1. Annual Road Services Revenue (in 2002 Dollars)
	Revenue Source
	2010 Forecast
	2014 Forecast
	Percent Change

	Property Taxes
	$80 million
	$71 million
	-11.3%

	Gas Taxes
	$14 million
	$11 million
	-21.4%

	Other*
	$4 million
	$3 million
	-25.0%

	CIP Grants and Misc Revenues
	$4 million
	$4 million
	0.0%

	Total
	$102 million
	$89 million
	-12.7%




Current Funding
Current funding levels (estimated to be $89 million per year on average over the next 10 years) will produce the following outcomes over the next 25 years, according to Division staff:

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

Figure 1 below illustrates how the funding allocation compares between current revenue and projected Scenario 2.  Please note that these are only planning level cost estimates and actual budget figures will differ.  Highlights are noted below:

· Maintenance and Preservation will increase from approximately $47 million to approximately $138 million
· Safety will increase from approximately $18 million to approximately $19 million
· Mobility will increase from approximately $3 million to approximately $11 million
· Regulatory expenses will increase from approximately $8 million to approximately $11 million.

Figure 1.  Current Expenditures vs. Scenario 2 Projected Needs


Policy Question:
Should Scenario 2 define the Division’s performance target?


ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2014-0142 with attachments.
2. Transmittal letter dated March 27, 2014
3. Alternative Scenarios for Service Delivery
4. Orphaned Roads Summary by City

INVITED

Brenda Bauer, Road Services Division Manager
Debt Service	Current Funding	Moderate the Decline	8910000	8910000	Safety	Current Funding	Moderate the Decline	17701249.879021443	19296901.909960419	Regulations	Current Funding	Moderate the Decline	8330393.6660775263	11062541.778471494	Maintenance 	&	 Preservation	Current Funding	Moderate the Decline	50448437.454901032	149206672.31156808	Contingency	Current Funding	Moderate the Decline	2142000	10710000	
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