What Will We Do To Update the Six-Year Plan?

The adopted Six-Year Transit Development Plan 2002-2007 (“Six-Year Plan”) calls for that plan to be updated every two years.  In February the RTC received a briefing outlining a work program to update the plan in 2004.  An assessment of progress towards achieving plan targets and implementing plan strategies was also presented, along with the staff conclusion that there is not a compelling need to update or amend the existing strategies.  However, Metro proposes to respond to interest in waterborne transportation and activity center circulation by introducing two new strategies.

· Waterborne Transit: Consistent with a 2004 County Budget proviso, this strategy will identify a proposed 2004-2005 work program to recommend conditions and circumstances under which the County should participate in provision of waterborne transportation service.  Four representative passenger ferry options will be modeled and costed under varying financing, operating and fare collection assumptions.  Stakeholder input will be solicited.  Recommendations will include recommended policies, criteria and potential next steps.

· Activity Center Mobility: Six-Year Plan strategy F-3 calls for analysis of expanding or creating new ride-free areas.  Since ride-free areas are one of several means to improve access to bus service for mobility within a downtown area, this strategy will consider the broader question of how to enhance activity center mobility and when a given option may be appropriate.  A variety of options will be examined such as ride-free areas, circulators and shuttle routes, shoppers’ token programs, employer incentive programs, and VanShare.  Metro’s current and past experience with these options will be examined.

Deliverables and Schedule

	May:
	Presentation / outline describing 

· What the update will include 

· When products will be available

· Preliminary recommendations

	June:
	Background Papers for each proposed strategy. RTC presentation will include background information relevant to the proposed strategy, how this information was used to develop the strategy, and a draft of the proposed strategy language. 

	
	Waterborne Transportation background paper will include a summary of previous studies, operating and financing models, policy issues, and questions needing further study.  A proposed work program will be proposed to address identified issues.
	Activity Center Mobility background paper will discuss different options, addressing benefits, operations/safety issues, cost factors and conditions where each is successful.  A proposed strategy will include criteria for use of each approach.

	Sept:
	Proposed Ordinance and revised Six Year Plan document including new strategies

	June ‘05
	Completion of Waterborne Transportation work program and proposed recommendations


Strategy on Waterborne Transportation

A study is proposed to help King County decision-makers determine under what conditions and circumstances King County could choose to participate in the provision of passenger ferry services.  The study will analyze potential markets, operating and funding strategies, and possible public and private roles.  Based on findings, staff will propose recommended policies, criteria and potential next steps.  A budget proviso directs that this effort will be coordinated with the work of the Discovery Institute.  Additional stakeholder and industry input and comment will be solicited on the options to be considered, evaluation methods and proposed study recommendations.  

Proposed Work Program – January-June 2005

(Scoping and consultant selection – November-December 2004)

Task 1 – Inventory and synthesis of previous studies.  Catalog work done to date on Puget Sound passenger ferry options to take maximum advantage of previous work.  Include the history of passenger ferry service in King County, Puget Sound and nationally, a summary of previous studies, and a summary of analyses and findings related to passenger demand, operating models, financing options, fares, service levels, landside facilities, land access, etc.

Task 2 – Explore and review possible operating, financing and partnership options.  Identify approaches to operating and financing passenger ferry services in King County.  Operating options will include direct county operation, contracted or franchised private operation, or purely private operation.  Financing options will include use of transit funds (including implications of subarea service allocation policies), ferry district revenues, and use of different fare structures.  Public-private partnership options will address possible terms of County participation, including provision of capital facilities, direct service or fare subsidies.  

Task 3 – Develop sample routes and implementation strategies.  Work with the stakeholder committee to develop four representative passenger ferry routes to serve Vashon, West Seattle, Lake Union and Lake Washington travel markets and reasonable implementation scenarios.

Task 4 – Assess relative costs and effectiveness of each option.  For each combination of service and implementation strategies, identify service hours, vessel and terminal needs, projected usage, fare revenue, subsidy requirements, and other relevant evaluation data.  Summarize strengths, weaknesses and issues related to each option.

Task 5 – Conduct stakeholder outreach.  Conduct two workshops and other outreach to stakeholders including potential service providers, cities, major institutions, labor, regulatory agencies, the King County Council and other interested parties.  Stakeholders will assist in the development and analysis of options, and comment on proposed project recommendations. 
Task 6 – Develop recommendations

· Conditions when County participation in water transportation should be considered

· Institutional and operating options and recommendations

· Financing and fare options and recommendations

· Source and nature of County subsidy, and expectations of other partners

· Next steps

Strategy on Activity Center Mobility:
Outline of Potential Recommendations

Providing for circulation within activity centers is a fundamental transit role, extending the range of pedestrians and enhancing livability of downtown areas.  Fixed route transit service, ridesharing, vanpool and Access services are the primary transit contribution to mobility within activity centers.  King County Metro always looks for opportunities to improve circulation in activity centers when bus route changes are considered.   

Other enhancements to circulation should be considered on a case-by-case basis.  Potential usage, cost, operational benefits or impacts and effects on through-riders should be considered and compared against other circulation enhancement options.  

Loss in fare revenue, or increases in operation and administrative costs due to fare free operation on a route of group of routes must be funded at least in part by local jurisdictions, private partners or both.  

Expansion or Creation of New Ride Free Areas

Expansion or creation of new ride-free areas has been proposed as a means to make access to existing bus service in activity centers easier.  The issues and impacts associated with this were evaluated during 2003.  Fare collection in new ride free areas would be accomplished by collecting outbound fares on exiting (as is done for routes serving the Seattle CBD).  The 2003 analysis concluded that new ride free areas in Seattle would not be viable without significant or costly changes to current fare collection methods.  Others may be feasible, but should be assessed in comparison with other options that would accomplish the same objectives.  

The following guidelines are proposed.

Expanded or new ride free areas may be considered when:

· The likely mobility benefits outweigh impacts on existing riders and transit operators

· Routes do not serve more than one ride free area

· Ability to understand the fare payment system will not be significantly reduced

· Consideration of all options shows that a ride free area will be the most effective

· Full incremental cost is borne by local jurisdiction or public-private partnership

Expanded or new ride free areas are more favorable when:

· Using all door for loading will speed operation or reduce costs

· All transit agencies serving the area agree to participate 

· Significant increase in transit use will result within the activity center

Shuttles and Circulators

Metro has had mixed experience with shuttles and circulators. In many cases shuttles and circulators operated by Metro or in partnership with others have experienced low ridership and have failed to sustain partner financial participation. 

Special routes that serve only a circulation function have been successful only in cases where they have been designed to do at least one thing well – they serve at least one demonstrable market need effectively.  Like any transit service, ridership will be greater if the route serves multiple purposes, as long as simplicity is not sacrificed and the primary purpose is not compromised.

The following guidelines are proposed.

Shuttles and circulators may be considered when:

· Services meet minimum productivity guidelines for transit

· Separating circulation of service internal to an activity center improves speed or design of regular transit service

· More expensive fixed-route service can be replaced or deferred

Other Options

Several other options are available to local jurisdictions interested in enhancing activity center circulation.  Options to be considered as alternatives to ride free areas and circulators include:

· A single route operated fare-free (with local funding providing incremental cost)

· Broad application of employer transit pass incentives, making fares less of a barrier

· Residential pass program

· Token programs providing transit fares to shoppers

· Shared-use parking programs that reduce auto trips between parking lots within a center

· Pedestrian and bicycle improvements and incentive programs

· Privately-operated and funded shuttles and circulators using vans or taxis

· Parking for Vanshare vans at transportation terminals to shuttle commuters to worksites
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