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Introduction
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B, Chapter V, Section 7 requires transit agencies serving large urbanized areas to evaluate major service changes and to determine whether proposed changes would have a discriminatory impact as defined in the United States Department of Transportation’s Title VI regulations.

In accordance with these FTA regulations, this report summarizes Metro’s service equity analysis of service changes proposed for the September 2017 service change submitted to the King County Council for approval. Metro is proposing to delete night-owl Routes 82, 83, and 84, within Seattle and funded entirely by the City of Seattle. Metro is also proposing to add service to Routes 169 and 269 as prescribed by the 2016 System Evaluation Report.

Equity and social justice are key priorities for the King County Executive and the King County Council. In addition to assuring compliance with federal Title VI regulations, the service equity analysis also helps to ensure consistency with King County’s goals related to equity and social justice. Identifying the relative impacts of proposed changes to low-income and minority communities is an important step in applying the “fair and just” principle as stated in the King County Strategic Plan 2010-2014. This analysis is part of an integrated effort throughout King County to achieve equitable opportunities for all people and communities.

This report details the impacts of two projects proposed to be implemented in September 2017, including changes to night-owl service and Service Guidelines Priority 3 service investments. The areas affected include Seattle, Renton, Kent, Redmond, Sammamish, and Issaquah.

Metro worked closely with the City of Seattle during the last nine months to develop a proposal for night owl service that would improve access, respond to market demand, and use resources more efficiently to provide more service during the night-owl time period. In addition to working directly with the City of Seattle, Metro conducted outreach in two phases. Both phases included an online survey that was sent to community stakeholders including groups/organizations representing: homeless and low-income advocacy groups, employer groups representing healthcare, airport, bar/restaurant, technology/business, service industry employees, and the general public. Paper surveys were available upon request. Face-to-face outreach was also performed overnight with riders on night-owl routes. Metro staff also met with numerous stakeholder groups. These outreach activities and the feedback generated will be summarized in a public engagement report, which will be submitted to the King County Council along with the service change ordinance.

Metro’s 2016 System Evaluation Report identifies corridors that are currently below their target transit service levels and identifies and prioritizes the additional hours needed on routes in these corridors to meet the service level targets based on Metro Service Guidelines. Metro’s adopted 2017-18 budget includes funding for twenty-one of these routes, to be implemented in phases over three service changes in September 2017, March 2018, and September 2018. Service additions on Routes 169 and 269 are part of the first phase of implementing these target level of service improvements, in September 2017. 

Service Guidelines Overview
The 2015 update to King County Metro’s Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 2011-2021 and related service guidelines outline the methodology Metro uses to evaluate service changes, consistent with FTA Title VI requirements (FTA Circular 4702.1B). The most relevant excerpts from the service guidelines are included below. 
Implementation
Metro revises service twice a year—in spring and fall. Major and minor service revisions occur during the spring and fall service changes.  In rare cases of emergency or time-critical construction projects, Metro may make changes at times other than the two regularly scheduled service changes. However, such situations are kept to a minimum because of the high level of disruption and difficulty they create. Many alternative service projects can be implemented at any time and do not need to follow the same schedule as fixed-route service. 
Proposed route changes are subject to approval by the Metropolitan King County Council except as follows (per King County code 28.94.020):
· Any single change or cumulative changes in a service schedule which affect the established weekly service hours for a route by 25 percent or less.
· Any change in route location which does not move the location of any route stop by more than one-half mile.
· Any changes in route numbers.
Each year, Metro publishes a Service Guidelines report that outlines the analysis of target service levels and route performance management. The annual report will include a comprehensive list of the prior years’ service changes and will identify and discuss service changes that address performance-related issues. Metro works to provide transparency in Metro’s process and help jurisdictions plan for the future by conducting regular outreach throughout the county about the results of the Service Guidelines Report.
Adverse Effect of a Major Service Change
An adverse effect of a major service change is defined as a reduction of 25 percent or more of the transit trips serving a census tract, or 25 percent or more of the service hours on a route.  Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires all transit agencies to evaluate major service change impacts on minority and low-income populations; the King County Strategic Plan and the County’s Equity and Social Justice ordinance reflect similar commitments to addressing these impacts.
Disparate Impact Threshold
A disparate impact occurs when a major service change results in adverse effects that are significantly greater for minority populations than for non-minority populations. Metro’s threshold for determining adverse effects is when the percentage of routes or tracts adversely affected by a major service change and classified as minority is 10 or more percentage points higher than the percentage of routes or tracts classified as minority in the system as a whole. Should Metro find a disparate impact, consideration will be given to modifying the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize or mitigate the disparate impacts of the proposed changes.
Metro will measure disparate impacts by comparing changes in the number of trips serving minority or non-minority census tracts, or by comparing changes in the number of service hours on minority or non-minority routes. Metro defines a minority census tract as one in which the minority population percentage is greater than that of the county as a whole. For regular fixed-route service, Metro defines a minority route as one for which the percentage of inbound weekday boardings in minority census tracts is greater than the average percentage of inbound weekday boardings in minority census tracts for all Metro routes.
Disproportionate Burden Threshold
A disproportionate burden occurs when a major service change results in adverse effects that are significantly greater for low-income populations than for non-low-income populations. Metro’s threshold for determining adverse effects is when the percentage of routes or tracts adversely affected by a major service change and classified as low-income is 10 or more percentage points higher than the percentage of routes or tracts classified as low-income in the system as a whole. Should Metro find a disproportionate burden, consideration will be given to modifying the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize or mitigate the disproportionate burden of the proposed changes.
Metro will measure disproportionate burden by comparing changes in the number of trips serving low-income or non-low-income census tracts, or by comparing changes in the number of service hours on low-income or non-low-income routes. Metro defines a low-income census tract as one in which the percentage of low-income population is greater than that of the county as a whole. For regular fixed-route service, Metro defines a low-income route as one for which the percentage of inbound weekday boardings in low-income census tracts is greater than the average percentage of inbound weekday boardings in low-income census tracts for all Metro routes.



I. Service Change Area and Routes

Affected Areas
The proposed changes will affect 45 census tracts with a total population of about 213,000 residents. 

Affected Routes
Metro is proposing changes that would eliminate three routes in Seattle, Routes 82, 83, and 84, which operate during the night-owl time period only.  Routes 82, 83, and 84 are completely funded by the City of Seattle. With this change, these routes would be deleted.  However, the City of Seattle would also fund new night-owl trips on existing all-day routes that serve most of the same destinations as Routes 82, 83, and 84. These new alternative trips would be added through an administrative change. 

Metro is also proposing significant service investments in Routes 169 and 269. Metro’s 2016 System Evaluation Report identifies corridors that are currently below their target transit service levels based on Metro Service Guidelines. Route 169 will receive a service increase of 14,300 hours to operate service every 15 minutes in the a.m. and p.m. peak and mid-day on weekdays, when this route currently operates every 30 minutes.  Routes 269 will receive an investment of 7,750 hours to introduce service every 30 minutes mid-day, on a route that is currently peak-only.

II. Threshold 1: Is this a Major Service Change?  YES
For the purposes of complying with FTA Circular 4702.1B, Chapter IV, Metro defines any change in service as “major” if King County Council approval of the change is required pursuant to KCC 28.94.020.

The proposed changes meet all criteria for a major service change by Metro and FTA definitions. Appendix A lists the specific routes being changed in March 2017. 

III. Threshold 2: Are Minority or Low-Income Census Tracts Affected?  YES

Classifying minority and low income census tracts
Metro classifies census tracts as minority tracts if the percentage of the population that is minority within a tract is greater than the percentage for King County as a whole. Based on the American Community Survey five-year average for 2010-2014 data, 36.5 percent of the population is classified as minority within the county as a whole. Similarly, Metro classifies census tracts as low-income tracts if the percentage of the population classified as low-income (based on the population below 200% of federal poverty line) within a tract is greater than the percentage for King County as a whole.  

In line with recommendations made by the Service Guidelines Task Force, Metro recently changed the definition of “low-income” that is used to determine census tract designations from 100% to 200% of the federal poverty line.  In addition to aligning the threshold with other programs, including ORCA LIFT, this has the effect of giving more representation to youth, elderly, and people with disabilities.  Based on the American Community Survey five-year average for 2010-2014, 24.4 percent of the population is classified as low-income within the county as a whole. 

The proposed service changes addressed in this report will affect the level of service provided to 20 King County census tracts currently served by Metro. The low-income and minority characteristics of affected census tracts are provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. Low-Income and Minority Characteristics of Affected Census Tracts
	 
	Census Tract Classification

	Total Census Tracts Affected
	Minority & Low-income
	Minority ONLY
	Low-income ONLY
	Neither Minority nor Low-income

	71
	8
	8
	14
	33



IV. Threshold 3: Is there a Disproportionate Burden on Low-Income Populations or a Disparate Impact on Minority Populations?  NO

The determination as to whether the proposed changes resulting in a reduction in service would have a disparate impact on minority populations was made by comparing changes in the number of Metro bus trips serving minority or non-minority census tracts. Similarly, the determination as to whether the proposed changes resulting in a reduction in service would have a disproportionate burden on low-income populations was made by comparing changes in the number of Metro bus trips serving low-income and non-low-income census tracts. The September 2016 service change was used as the baseline for calculating the change in trips. 

The proposed changes together affect 71 census tracts, with no tracts having a reduction in trips greater than the 25 percent reduction in trips or service hours threshold used to determine whether there is a disparate impact on minority populations or disproportionate burden on low-income populations. Reductions resulting from the elimination of Routes 82, 83, and 84 will have a slight impact on 45 of the 71 total tracts affected.  The remaining 26 affected tracts will experience a positive impact due to the service additions on Routes 169 and 269 described in Section 1 of this report.

While the elimination of Routes 82, 83, and 84 were found to have neither a disparate impact, nor a disproportionate burden, these changes do have the effect of reducing the span of service late at night. However, the City of Seattle is proposing to fund additional night-owl service on adjacent all-day routes.  A detailed description of the impacts is provided in Section 5, along with the alternatives available to riders in these areas.  Figures 1- shows the changes being proposed. 

Notes for Tables 2 and 3

1. An adverse effect is defined as a reduction of 25 percent or more in trips per week. 
2. Tracts are classified as low-income or minority when the percentage of low-income or minority persons in the tract is greater than the percentage of low-income or minority persons in the county as a whole. 
3. A disproportionate burden occurs when the percentage of low-income tracts with adverse effects is more than 10 percentage points greater than the county-wide percentage of low-income tracts. 
4. A disparate impact occurs when the percentage of minority tracts with adverse effects is more than 10 percentage points greater than the county-wide percentage of minority tracts. 

Impacts of Proposed Changes for September 2017

Table 2. Impacts of the September 2017 Service Change on Low-Income Populations
	Category2
	Tracts with Adverse Effects1
	% of tracts adversely affected
	% of tracts system-wide
	Difference
	Disproportionate Burden3?

	Low-Income
	0
	0%
	41%
	N/A
	NO

	Non-Low-Income
	0
	0%
	59%
	
	

	Total
	0
	0%
	100%
	 
	 



Table 3. Impacts of the March 2017 Service Change on Minority Populations
	Category2
	Tracts with Adverse Effects1
	% of tracts adversely affected
	% of tracts system-wide
	Difference
	Disparate Impact4?

	Minority 
	0
	0%
	43%
	N/A
	NO

	Non-Minority
	0
	0%
	57%
	
	

	Total
	0
	0%
	100%
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Figure 1. Impact of proposed changes on minority census tracts.
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Figure 2. Impact of proposed changes on low-income census tracts.
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V. Threshold 4: Alternatives and Mitigation

As stated in Section IV, there are no adverse effects for the proposed changes to night-owl service in September 2017. As shown in Figures 1 and 2, some low-income and minority census tracts are impacted, but not to the degree of creating an adverse impact. Nonetheless, the elimination of Routes 82, 83, and 84 would result in a decreased span of service during the overnight hours.  The City of Seattle currently funds Routes 82, 83, and 84 through a financial agreement with Metro.  The City plans to reallocate that funding to increase the span of service late at night on routes with similar pathways to Routes 82, 83, and 84 that would provide service to many of the same destinations as those routes late at night (see Figures 3-5).

Figure 3. Proposed change – Delete Route 82	        Figure 4. Proposed change – Delete Route 83. 
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Figure 5. Proposed change – Delete Route 84.
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APPENDIX A: Affected Routes and Alternatives

	Route
	Action
	Alternatives

	82
	Delete Route 82.  
	Alternative service will be provided by added trips between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. on Route 3 between Queen Anne and downtown Seattle, Route 5 between downtown Seattle and Greenwood via Westlake and Fremont, and Route 44 providing service in Wallingford.

	83
	Delete Route 83.
	Alternative service will be provided by added trips between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. on Route 70 between University District and downtown Seattle via Eastlake, Route 67 between University District and Maple Leaf via Roosevelt, and Route 65 providing service in Ravenna.

	84
	Delete Route 84.
	Alternative service will be provided by added trips between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. on Route 3 between Central District and downtown Seattle, Route 11 between downtown Seattle and Madison Park, and Route 44 providing service in Wallingford.

	169
	Add 14,300 hours to operate service every 15 minutes in the a.m. and p.m. peak and mid-day on weekdays, when this route currently operates every 30 minutes.
	N/A

	269
	Add 7,750 hours to introduce service every 30 minutes mid-day, on a route that is currently peak-only. 
	N/A



A-1

image1.wmf

image2.jpg
LEGEND
Affected Census Tracts
[ Winority Census Tract
[1 Non-Minoriy Census Tract
Percent Change in Trips

-

[ Other Affected Tracts

SERVICE EQUITY ANALYSIS

September 2017 Public Transportation Service Changes
Impact on Minority Census Tracts

o eyt arayes_ s
e

County





image3.jpg
LEGEND

Affected Census Tracts

[ towdincome Census Tract
[1 Non-Low-Income Census Tract

Percent Change in Trips.

-

[ Other Affected Tracts

SERVICE EQUITY ANALYSIS

September 2017 Public Transportation Service Changes
Impact on Low-Income Census Tracts

o eyt arayes_ s
e





image4.jpg
Deleted “
= Negin s
Route 82 E
Night OWL E N ] ™
s AN [
h Rk
5
b T
\ e Tj
H ey
Ny 1
- B
B S neons
g,
st
)
B
= j Legend
E = @ @ Deleted routing
I - Kk Routes with added
Night Owl Trips.
W ‘ m King County
0 05 1
——liies
o Rowte 52 ovoszot
]
d |
=m





image5.jpeg
Deleted

Route 83
Night OWL

A

&

&

NE

NE 75th St

35th Ave NE

sevel

E 65th St
R

15th Ave NE

ve NE

Legend
® e @ Deleted routing

Routes with added
Night Owl Trips

J m King County

0 0.5

Fairview

L.
Miles
- BK: Route_83 01/05/2017

s S ol

L2l
2% S Dearborn St
2

e st nchces o i e M ool Ko Couny S Fo s vrey f s 143 bt o change it e King Comy ek 1o
SDrELEniabons or NaTATLES. SHDTEESor G 34 15 SEEra. comDRINGES, i, o Tghts 120 use o such o aton. T doeument 1ot niended o e 55 3
ey rodoc Kin Couny Shal 1t 1l o 31 ST, Speca, Ao e o corsecuenta amages MEOGg, ot nl 1o . o evense oot s
esuiing fom e Useor misussofhe nfomatin conianed on s Map Ay S3e of s map o omaton on 1 ap s PoNIRad excepi by rten permissen o king Couny.





image6.jpeg
520

Deleted

Route 84
Night OWL

w
E
=
I
34
o iy S
? K>
E 2
e °
9 S
&
E Jol
)
2 =
e 5
b o 2
- E Pine St S f
| EPike St o & £
o e Union st s
G
g
2
<
£
) ] E Cherry St
A
C) % .
®. 5
E Yesler Way
4
>
S Jach t g
o =
o 5
2 = 2
2 = o
< & o
E H

TheWomatn nuied o s g s b cople by Ky Couny sl o vty f e
express ormpled. 3 1 sccarcy, completaness, meimess, o hts o B

St suen afomason. e
Incuding,but ot mited .ot revenues or ot profts

o o waranses.
- King Couny st ot ot o ry g e nerect incnl. o consequental eamages
o Gonanas on 5 M35 Ay S8 of 1 a5 o SLEn o 1 M < FrOMSLAG Xeastoy il permssn of g County.

e o change wihout ote. King County makes ro
Gocument ot nlnaed o use 323

Legend
® e o Deleted routing

Routes with added
Night Owl Trips

ng King County

0 0.3 0.6
Miles
BK: Route_84 01/05/2017

ey
aing rm 0 o o ks 1




