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Detailed Summary June 17 RTC Workshop
Transit Long Range Plan
00:49 Chair Dunn welcome
01:28 Councilmember Prince welcome
02:20 Chair Dunn introductory remarks
03:10 
Victor Obeso – Today – overview of a lot of technical information, seeking RTC input on broad outlines.  Purpose is not to dive deeply or study lines on map.  We’re looking for the RTC to advise on next steps in the dialogue with your staff on the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the members of the Community Advisory Group (CAG).  Look at this workshop as a report and discussion about the process, help us provide a framework to familiarize yourself with the broad questions that we’re asking technical staff at this phase of outreach.  Finer level of detail to come.
Provide input on what works best for different communities.  Identify best elements of each network as they apply to different areas of the county.
As we move to finer level of detail, more modeling results will address investments in park-and-rides, freeway access ramps, other transit priority investments.
A lot of work to go but, we’re at an important stage we are sharing with your staff, want you to understand where we’re at with the plan.
Jeannie Acutanza – discusses timeline, overall process, just finished discovery phase, coordinated timeline with Sound Transit (ST) such as last night’s workshop. 
Obeso – written materials have been handed out.
Acutanza – discussion of detailed graphic on process.  Summer activities – TAC and CAG meetings, networks developed, working closely with ST.  Then Fall, long evaluation process resulting in a countywide solution. 
Councilmember Asher – ST information not available till end of timeline, city comprehensive plans available in next six months, available for modeling after they have been approved.  So Metro plan will be based on data that is not available until after it is done.  How do these key pieces of information get incorporated?
10:00
Chris O’Claire – Metro is working closely with ST including the question of what Regional Express bus service will be continued.  Desmond/Mike Harbour meet regularly – In December  ST expects to have a draft priority project list which we will integrate. 
Our modeling includes everything in ST 2.
City comp plans – we are very interested in what you’re doing.  Staff-to-staff discussion of where development expected (Asher - how captured) outside the model
Network planning – you tell us where you expect more development than is currently assumed.
Asher – How implemented/outside the model?
O’Claire – it can be as simple as bumping up corridor frequency or it can be more complex because it is a connection between two centers 
The model is only a beginning tool.  Finer tuning of the network will result from feedback by RTC, TAC, others. 
Councilmember Huckabay - Followup on schedule and regional meetings
O’Claire summarizes regional meetings, Metro may continue them
Stephen Hunt June 23 next meeting, July scheduling outlook
O’Claire – all cities invited, good participation
Councilmember Hougardy – this is a moving target timeline – the concern is, if you are going out and getting input from cities and the target changes, their input may be obsolete.
16:00
Desmond – moving target not the best phrase.   It’s iterative.  The more information we gain, the better collective understanding everyone has.
O’Claire – start at the end of this timeline.  ST Board approval ST 3 expected Summer of 2016.  At that point, it will be important for us to articulate Metro role in regional mobility.  PSRC moving aggressively to update Destination 2040 and we will need to show that we are responding to your needs, not just updating the existing network.  We are now in the alternatives development phase.  In the Fall, draft preferred alternative will have one network, easier to talk about, we will work with cities and ST to move pieces around.  At that point we will also be implementing ST 3, freeing up some resources.  Discuss the lines on the map.
Through the springtime, we are developing what we call our final draft alternative – transmitted next Summer to the County Council.  Extensive public involvement throughout.
Asher – so adjustments will happen outside the model – will adjustments made in response to changes in comprehensive plans be visible?
O’Claire – depends, if there is already density, not so much, big changes will be where additional density shows up that was not previously forecast.  Will have to work with your technical staff.
 20:00
Councilmember Rasmussen – ST 3 connection developed through the TAC [?]
O’Claire – yes we will show how our plan and ST 3 are connected, extensive work with your staff.
Hougardy – transit long range plan, how often will it be updated?
O’Claire – right now we are focusing on the full long range plan, no decision on how often updated. 
Desmond – first one in a long, long time and coordinating with ST 3 is a big deal.  Will be grossly underfunded so we will have to consider how we roll it out.
Obeso – the plan will address 2025 and 2040.
O’Claire –the purpose of the 2025 date is that ST 2 will be complete.
23:00
Acutanza – more on outreach process / joint open house, good questions including some of the same ones you have asked.
We have completed a visioning process, some cities involved, communication is ongoing – any questions, something we should be doing that we’re not?  If we are missing specific outreach ideas.
We have heard a lot about frequent bus services that go where people want, more service in more hours of the day, shorter wait times for transfers, more direct communication and fewer transfers, capital investments including park-and-rides, grade separation or dedicated right-of-way, integration of bus with rail, technology.
Rasmussen – Question about outreach to transit-dependent
Acutanza – How are we identifying transit-dependent? …  lots of GIS information, where transit-dependent communities are.  This is a beginning of understanding what the tradeoffs are. 
28:00
Hunt – information sent out to stakeholders, engaging them, CAG is 25 representative public citizens  – looking at the three networks’ impacts on current low-income/minority population.
Acutanza – even early on, talked to a variety of transit-dependent groups.
O’Claire – can provide summary of public comments and summary of discovery phase.
Mayor Larson – Question about the geographic spread of responses. Does it represent a  scientific survey?
Acutanza – through the web, 2600 respondents with data on where they live, reached out to specific stakeholders.
O’Claire/Acutanza – welcome your ideas on outreach and our next-phase plans.
30:00
Mayor Larson – given large future investments, maybe it is worth a scientific survey
O’Claire – Metro does an annual survey of riders, non-riders every other year.  Statistically significant throughout the county.  Extensive.   October each year.  Can send.
Acutanza – any more on outreach?
Councilmember Wright – general question  - appreciate gravity of the undertaking.  Huge effort.  Limiting the scope of what we’re talking about to 2015-2025 (ST build out) – we know lots of change in service types as more routes serve the rail spine and cease to be Seattle core routes.  How to do get from 2015 to 2025 with all those changes.
Hunt – the purpose of the long range plan is to show us how that happens.  2025 is part of bigger picture. 
Acutanza –region has 2040 picture, makes sense to move in that direction.  Does that respond?
Wright – Yes, have to plan for what we know, not spend too much time on what we don’t know with ST 3 undecided.
O’Claire – The 2025 focus is what we know and what is paid for.  Lot of unknowns, those are for the 2040 update.  
Obeso – The plan itself is a roadmap.
O’Claire  – We will run 3 funding scenarios – amibitious/2040, what we have funding authority for right now, and a midpoint so we can begin to understand the tradeoffs
Rasmussen – Will there be reference to or coordination with the Seattle Transit Master Plan (TMP)?
O’Claire – yes, that is part of TAC.
Obeso – Michael James participates for City of Seattle.
Larson – do your maps show Seattle Proposition 1 fund services?

O’Claire – no, this map is PSRC 2040, we do not have the funding authority for this level of service.  This requires additional VLF, MVET or other new revenue.  Some of the Seattle TMP 15-minute corridors are in the PSRC 2040 network but the Proposition Funding is not assumed.
Desmond – the long range plan will help policymakers understand our budget – there will be lots of capital needs … what portion of the budget is for capital, what for operating, where we get the funding.  The outcome is not that we will implement the lines on the map.
… all the comp plans, master plans, powerful policy document but many more steps along the way.
Mayor Hill – when are the updates, because 25 years ago you wouldn’t have done this.
Desmond – once we’re done we can have a conversation about how often we should update this.  It’s expensive but if it’s a good process and it’s helpful, let’s update it.  
40:00
Acutanza – The three networks lay the groundwork, they are bookends.  Last night learned that pie charts give an idea of the framework, how we emphasize distribution of service types – frequent, express, local. 
Asher – these are all based on a redistribution of a fixed set of resources?
Desmond – Yes.  We’ll get into that.
Alicia McIntire – I’m going to go over some of details of these networks.  Start with what is the same about all of them.  Three different emphases, same # of hours.   The same budget of hours.  Vision 2040 job and population growth targets.  The amount of growth is already reflected in the model.
Detailed discussion with your staff about what PRSC has in model.
Capital investments complementary to each.  There is a different capital assumption for each one.  Analysis of how networks functioned with and without capital investments in park-and-rides, direct access ramps, speed and reliability investments. 
Same operating budgets for each – the PSRC need is about 2.5 million more service hours.
For yourselves and staff, are we asking the right kind of questions?
What kind of service should there be - where, and why?  What kind of connections are desired in the future.  This is a highly iterative process.  Lots of back and forth with ST.  Service integration – what should the priorities be?
None of these networks is an alternative.  They are trying to tell a story – if you emphasize one type of service, how does the network perform?  Lots of input on different needs.  Given limited resources, tradeoffs are necessary.
1. Frequent service – think about RapidRide, some other non-BRT routes, Route 245 or 150

2. Express service – ST Route 550 or 577

3. Local service – Examples are Routes 128, 169, 238.
The preferred concept will blend these, a hybrid knowing that different types of service meet needs in different areas. 
Asher – these are portrayals of supply.  How does the demand for transit service vary?  Not the ridership, the demand.
Hunt – same development in each, travel demand doesn’t change – what changes is how the demand is met.
Asher – demand would vary according to the way you are providing service.  So how does measure demand according to each service pattern?
McIntire – will evaluate ridership output from each model.  We have some initial results.
Huckabay – 3 models, the final will be an amalgam.  When you move one area, affects everything else.  The bubble shifts.  How will you integrate these concepts and tailor the model moving down the road.  Where are you going with this?
51:00
McIntire – We are working with the TAC, going out around the county.  Drilling down with the staff.  In July we will look at segments of the county.  Not necessarily city level but smaller than the whole  county. 
Huckabay – if this map doesn’t create policy what does it do?
Obeso – it is a framework for what we have to change about what we do today to get to 2025.  That informs our service policies, Service Guidelines,  investments, Strategic Plan for Public Transportation that has broad policy goals.
Desmond – informs public policy decisions.
55:00
Vice Chair Allen – How do you apply this?  In any given city, need amalgam of at least 2 and possibly 3 of the models.  Varies by time of day and day of the week.  Redmond – ST for express, Metro frequent service and local service – Metro, but different at different times of day.  On weekends yet a different model.  How does the model address these complexities?
McIntire – Right now these families are put together based on frequency and span of service, in some cases travel time.  As we look at the draft preferred alternative and start to put together the roadmap we will start to get into the finer details of how it gets implemented in real time. 
O’Claire – You can model all day or a specific time period.  We don’t have a model for Sunday night for example.  So a lot of this discussion is about the finer details.  As we implement we want to be flexible.
Desmond – This is the outside of the onion, what you just asked for is the next several layers.  Depending on financial capacity at a given time, implementation details.  Take a city like Redmond.  They might want abundant feeder service, but also good express access, and good service on arterials.  A mix of all three.  Where you end up, you create a framework, those are the things that Redmond has aspirations, you need to establish financial and planning policies that get you there. 
Allen – Wanted to be sure there is enough elasticity to cover these details downstream.
Desmond – this isn’t THE MAP, this is not setting where exactly routes will go and how much in 2040.  Those level of decisions are still to come.  If abundant service 7 days a week is adopted, that becomes a policy framework, but doesn’t state specifically what you get.
1:00
Hunt – How are these applied in different parts of the county?  These different ways of deploying service are ways we can orient service.  The purpose of these models at TAC meetings is to go down to smaller levels.  We won’t come to Bellevue and say guess what, 70% of your service has to be frequent.  This is the sum for entire county, this describes relative emphasis.  In any given city, that pie may vary a lot.  If there are things you like in one of them, there is no reason we can’t try to accommodate them, but we have to keep an eye on the total pie, it can’t get any bigger so if you give to one place you take from somewhere else.  That’s the kind of discussion we want to have. 
Huckabay – In our community the Miscorsoft Connector is our major service provider.  If Metro service improves, its likely the Connector goes away – either because it doesn’t have a place to stop or because the need is met [by Metro].  Also Google. How do we factor in those private sector services.
START AT 1:03
McIntire - not in the model - this is what Metro can provide.  But in the local service budget, there is room for alternative service within what Metro provides.
Huckabay – I know.  But, if Metro service is better demand increases so how do you factor that into your model.
McIntire – no assumption that Connector is taken away from existing service.  Alternative service like Connector is more of an implementation issue.
Asher – you say the pie doesn’t vary.  It should, we should look at different levels.  One of major products is determining level of resources necessary for outcomes.  When PSRC need is not met, or exceeded, or when other providers like ST or MSFT, how does that vary what the service response is.  You can’t fix everything.  You need to run sensitivity analysis to varying investments.  Coming up with one model, with one approach, seems a bit myopic.
McIntire - This is very high level of funding, not currently authorized.  There will be other funding levels in the draft preferred analysis.  In that case the pie will get bigger or smaller.
1:07
Mayor Hill – Instead of looking at what ridership you expect and what you need to meet it, you are figuring out what you have available and the resulting outputs? 
McIntire – expectation of growth in jobs and population in the 2040 Plan.  Different kinds of service generate different ridership.  What is the best system of mobility for those people.
Rasmussen - sounds like you are developing a system and estimating the ridership
Desmond – demand comes from land use, population and employment.  the demand responds differently to different networks.
McIntire – back to tradeoff conversation
Huckabay – Park and rides substitute for land use.  In many of the suburbs, added park-and-rides increase ridership without changing density.
Obeso – that will be tested in these models.
McIntire – maps show employment density  
Hougardy – Just to confirm more detailed information about the maps 
Allen – maps use traffic analysis zones which vary in size.  The key refers to densities per square mile.  How do we make sense of them, confusing around measuring unit (employment density per square mile).  Understand it is PSRC data.  MSFT is a huge employment center but doesn’t show up as darker in the map.  Trying to get our arms around the data.  Offline okay.
Obeso – the technical team will have access to the underlying data.
Desmond – Probably should have spent some time describing how the model works.  Staff could send out a short paper so you will have it.
Huckabay – schedule discussion for next TAC meeting.  I don’t know how to talk to my technical people without understanding the model
O’Claire – let’s have TAC meeting next week and follow up as needed.
1:15
Acutanza – very helpful comments.
McIntire – I am going to walk through how we put the concepts together, the layering of each one.  All three networks have express, frequent, local – but in different proportions.  Those are the pies you see.  Far left, in packet , 2 versions but got too messy.  Conceptual network layered over maps that have the combined population and job density.  Service follows bands of development with appropriate levels of service.  Hard to see … not on slides, but you have the data.
Service Emphasis 1 – buses every 15 minutes or sooner, all day long, you really don’t need a schedule.  Overall, this has the highest ridership, connects the most people to the most jobs, provides greatest access to frequent service.  Lowest access to express service.  Captures impact of combined ST-Metro service.  Very preliminary, does not represent all the data we are going to use.
This is what we know thus far, does not include all the data that we will use in working with your staff.
1:18…
Next network is Express emphasis – similar to ST, longer stop intervals.  Every 15 minutes during the peak, 30 minutes other ways.  Fastest peak period travel, peak travel mode share is highest.  Greatest access to express network, lowest access overall to all service.
Results in the lowest use of the combined integrated ST-Metro network.  About 50% is express service, 25% is frequent, 25% local.
Third network is Local service.  Everything 30 minutes, denser grid, more corridors served but lower headways.  We found this results in the greatest access to service.  Easier to get to the bus, within ¼ mile.  Because of longer, 30 minute headways, lowest ridership of the three networks, and connected the fewest people to jobs.  In the middle on combined ST-Metro use.
Rasmussen – the ridership is lower but does it change who is riding?  More transit dependent riders?
McIntire – we will be looking at that as part of demographic analysis, haven’t done yet.  Will look at proximity to low-income.  Lowest mode share during peak from now.
1:24
Desmond – The question identified by CM Rasmussen is how does this affect different population groups?  Good actionable question, don’t have the answer yet, important to RTC, need to make sure we incorporate.
Acutanza – something for you to talk about and discuss with your technical team.
Allen – access to jobs impacts.
Hunt – The Local network has the lowest percentage of people with 30-minute access to 30,000 jobs.  It is 35% of the people, compared to 40% in the Express network and 45% in the Frequent network.
1:26
McIntire – that’s the emphasis of the three networks.  There are tradeoffs, here is a chart we put together to show how four different criteria fare.  Again, impacts are different in different areas.
What about the rider experience?  Just a few examples of many.  We looked at Lake City to Westlake and the Issaquah Transit Center to Bellevue Transit Center.
Discussion of travel time examples in handout
McIntire - designed to help understand rider experience.
1:31
Rasmussen , Obeso, McIntire Hunt – Discussion about how Light Rail will integrate with bus service
Rasmussen – will you evaluate how these trip times affect freeway congestion 
Asher – or, the other way around
McIntire – that is one of the things we will evaluate.
Desmond – relationship of transit system to highway system is part of what we will be exploring
Larson – congestion comment 1:34
Rasmussen – question about automated vehicle impacts. Desmond – We nor PSRC do not have a model predicting the impacts of a fully automated automotive system.
McIntire –No one criteria that says this model is the best network for the region.  That’s why all the different criteria.  Also affects capital inputs.
Huckabay – Looking at the Issaquah TC to Bellevue TC route – assuming congestion - are you looking at the same road network or a new one?
McIntire – assume funded projects in the PSRC constrained portion of the 2040 Plan.
Asher – for the models we have here, is a frequent model frequent during the entire span of the day or is it frequent during peak with midday 
McIntire – frequent – every 15 minutes or better for 20 hours/day, express service is every 15 minutes peak, 30 minutes off-peak, 16 hours, local is 30 minutes 18 hours
Asher – resource level / if ST3 is enacted, has larger investment than ST 2, but 2040 transit resources are fixed.  So does more ST3 funding increase their resource does that reduce our funding requirement, and is the 2040 funding level fixed?
Hunt – Our 2040 # is local transit, different from ST pot.   For Metro it’s another 2.5 million hours.  We’re basing our pie on that local funding capacity.
Asher – can we get a trail of those investment levels – ST 3 will affect what local transit has to make up for.  ST 3 is politically driven not PSRC modeled.
O’Claire – 2 asks, … we’ll do both
1:41
Acutanza –really good questions, enlightening, back to what kind of service and why, are you ready to think about that?  We may not be
Recommendations?
Allen – Need to know the measuring unit.  Can talk about right mix of service in an area, but countywide, don’t know we could do that.  This is to drill down more to smaller geographic areas.
Obeso – on the basis of the information provided we expect answers to that question.  These are questions we will be running through the public, questions for TAC, CAG.
Acutanza – go back to set of evaluation criteria
Hougardy – city staff will identify needs of specific service types
McIntire – good, that is what we want
Hill – are there routes that are part one type and part another depending on time of day (express buses in NYC skip stops that local buses make) – is that being considered at all?
McIntire – look at maps, 3 different kinds of service on one corridor in some areas – could be one route.
Larson – ready to jump in … somewhere in this mix is the sweet spot where you get the results that lead to more funding.  The middle one is overkill on express routes.  Cool to have express service from Snoqualmie North Bend to Eastgate and Seattle, but I accept that it makes more sense to have altenative service linking to robust express service from Issaquah.
Maple Valley Black Diamond – lots of growth, trips to Bellevue area and Snoqualmie North Bend.  Need better connections including Hobart Road area.  Maple Valley-Covington to Issaquah makes a lot of sense, with alternative service out to Snoqualmie.  The alternative is driving people into structured parking at $40,000 per stall.
Hougardy – I want to go back to these maps, is there anything else that might be good to inform your decisions, or what your bookends are?  I can’t think of anything else but might be other data.
McIntire – we are also looking at origins/destinations with the TAC, and other data.
Allen – interested in finding out, for communities that need local service, it doesn’t score well in the Service Guidelines for productivity.  How will the Guidelines sync up with this?  We have choices but choices have consequences.  Throwing it out there for the radar, so it’s part of the thinking.
O’Brien -different consequences have different levels of importance.  Travel time less of a problem than frequency.  If you have hourly service mean you have fallen off the map.  15 minutes great, 30 minutes okay, 1 hour – no thanks.  Having the connection at all.  Lean toward frequent service – getting people to jobs.  Big win for small costs.  Very general 
Asher – these questions are incompatible with why we’re here.  Long term decisions such as park-and-ride investments, how we array resources becomes much more tactical.  Not sure the Long Range Plan should focus on that detail.  Stay at strategic level – maybe it’s the size of the pie, what other providers are providing service.   Once we have sizes of resources we can get into deployment of resources.
1:55
Desmond – let me argue the opposite.  Park and Rides are a tool for us.  If you are moving to higher express level, you have to size resources to give people access through park-and-rides.  Frequent service could drive Speed and Reliability investments. 
Asher – But that would drive off-budget decisions – speed & reliability improvements will be other jurisdictions’ expenditures.  Your decisions may drive other budgets.
Obeso / Desmond – if there is a S&R need, it has to come from everywhere.  Federal funds, partnerships.
Asher – Service Guidelines Task Force – we need carve outs for geographic value, social equity.  Then we look to the highest ridership combination to reconcile the remaining emphasis on productivity.  That would be my approach.
Rasmussen – sounds like people are saying there should be a mix of service, Seattle would probably have frequent service more than Mercer Island.   There also seems to be a consensus for connections to high capacity transit whether rail or express bus.  How those connections work in the rural areas is an important question.
Councilmember McDermott – recognize environment we start in where we are behind in every category, we are not where we want to be in current service, we need to catch up, keep pace, and if we put all our eggs in any one basket we do a disservice.  We don’t want to get further behind in any one of the three categories.   I realize there will be a combination.  Express service to get people to work, to get people out of their cars, not solve congestion but not let it get worse.  So express service for jobs but not at the expense of people in the rural area.
Allen – Good, the pieces have to balance the productivity.  If you invest in express, can’t leave holes in other areas.
Huckabay – I would lean toward a combination of express and local.  From a capital perspective, not sure we have the capacity for frequent.  More people accessing work from local bus that takes you to an express bus best option, even if not everyone likes it.  Troubled by the long commutes, but more service is better.  Bellevue – not confident we will improve the congestion in that area.  Need to capture people far enough out.  The freeway improvements you would need are much more expensive than the cost of buses to move the people.  How do we serve the areas that are far out, where people are moving and need to have jobs access.
Acutanza – great comments, very helpful.  Monthly TAC, CAG meetings this summer.
O’Claire, Larson – Comment on  alternative services.
