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Agenda

• Recap & What We Heard

• Policy Update Process 

• Partnerships – framework, 
objectives, high-level funding 
estimates, inventory results

• Next Steps
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Recap – Fall 2017

• Metro provided RTC:

– Policy report, Matrix & 
Timeline

– Regional Project 
Schedule (with added 
detail)
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What We’ve Heard

• Need for more clarity around process 
for and prioritization of:
– partnerships

– service and capital projects

• More detail on bienniums beyond 
2019-20

• More information on funding
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What We Can Provide Today
• More clarity on:

– Overview of policy update 
process

– Results of a partnerships 
inventory

• High-level funding estimates, 
as outlined in METRO 
CONNECTS

• More detail on 2021-2026 
projects
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Policy report overview
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Main Questions Policy Report Response 

How do we 
implement METRO 
CONNECTS? 

Distills current policy into five service principles 
and 2 capital priorities that guide the Regional 
Project Schedule to implement METRO CONNECTS

Do we have the 
policy we need to 
effectively 
implement METRO 
CONNECTS?

Discusses 14 work areas in METRO CONNECTS and 
aligns with existing policy

Identifies 2 main policy needs to
effectively implement METRO CONNECTS:
-Partnerships, Service Network

How do we 
address those 
policy needs?

Identifies partnerships and service network as 
areas for policy updates and proposed schedule
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Next Steps 
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Partnerships

Agencies Jurisdictions HS Agencies Employers Operators

Many Types of Partnerships
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Jurisdictional Partnerships - Framework

Jurisdictional partnerships are needed to:

1) Achieve Metro priorities and 
implement METRO CONNECTS 

2) Leverage and integrate regional 
resources
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Jurisdictional Partnerships - Definition

Metro will partner with jurisdictions to build transit capital 
projects, make transit easier to use, improve our system’s 
capacity, and address mobility needs of jurisdictions.

Jurisdictional partnerships require*:

1) Commitment of resources (financial, in-kind, staff, right-of-
way, or otherwise)

2) Mutual accountability for achieving goal of partnership

*evolving definition
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Jurisdictional Partnerships - Objectives

• Jurisdictions:
– understand what partnerships are needed and when
– know how to work with Metro

• Metro: 
– works proactively with jurisdictions to leverage resources and 

timing of projects and service
– retains regional approach to mobility, service planning and service 

provision
– understands needs of local jurisdictions

• METRO CONNECTS is implemented efficiently to 
communities to contain costs and stretch benefits
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Funding Estimates – Partnerships
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METRO CONNECTS assumed $3.14B (value, not cash) from 
partners for capital by 2040 (28% of $11B need projections) 
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Jurisdictional Partnerships – Inventory
• Approximately 236 partnerships are in place between 

50 cities/unincorporated areas of King County and 
Metro (#, not $ value)

• Grouped the 50 jurisdictions using PSRC designations
– Metropolitan (2 jurisdictions) 
– Core (9 jurisdictions) 
– Large (9 jurisdictions) 
– Small (19 jurisdictions) 
– Tribe (2 jurisdictions)
– Unincorporated (9 jurisdictions)
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Types of Jurisdictional Partnerships
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Type Example

Boardings & Fares 3rd Ave Improvements (Seattle)

Connecting to Transit Park-and-ride access improvements (Shoreline)

Critical Service Supports Eastgate battery charging stations (Bellevue)

Managing Demand In Motion marketing campaign (Kent)

Passenger Facilities East Link station integration (Mercer Island)

Service Network Snoqualmie Valley Shuttle (Snoqualmie Tribe)

Speed & Reliability Route 120 corridor improvements – H Line (Burien)



REVISED 1/17/18

Metro partners throughout King County…
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On a wide variety of projects
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Not only with the most populated cities
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Or areas with the highest percentage of jobs.

18

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Metropolitan Core Large Small Unincorporated Tribe*

Jurisdictional Partnerships vs Jobs

% of Jobs in KC % of Partnerships

*Jobs data unavailable



REVISED 1/17/18

We could do more to serve people of color
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And low-income communities.
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Jurisdictional Partnerships – Next Steps
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Now that we better understand current 
partnerships and processes, we can act!

Metro is developing:
• Our needs
• Partnership process (implementation)
• Strategy for smaller cities, unincorporated 

areas, people of color, and low-income 
communities

• Prioritization process

In the meantime, Metro will continue working 
with cities as we do today.
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Other Next Steps 

1. Planning & Funding Estimates:
– Continue determining and prioritizing capital, speed and reliability 

projects

– Discuss at staff-level with Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

– Determine Metro’s portion of funded projects and make progress on 
estimates of funding needs through biennial budget process 

2. Service Network Policy Update: 
– Discuss process with RTC

– Develop policy alternatives
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