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SUBJECT

A motion accepting the Five-Year Implementation Plan for Alternatives to Traditional Transit Service Delivery, as required by Ordinance 17143, Section 7.

SUMMARY:
Proposed Motion 2012-0233 accepts the Metro Transit Five-Year Implementation Plan for Alternatives to Traditional Transit Service Delivery, dated June 15, 2012.  Transmittal of this Plan fulfills a requirement established in Ordinance 17143, approving the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 (“Transit Strategic Plan”) and the King County Metro Service Guidelines (“Service Guidelines”).
This staff report and deliberation is a continuation of July 25, 2012 committee proceedings.  No new material is presented in this staff report.

BACKGROUND:
In 2011, the Council provided direction to the Transit Division regarding alternative transit service.  In Section 7 to Ordinance 17143, the Transit Division was required to develop a five-year implementation plan for alternatives to traditional transit service.  Section 7 is reprinted as Attachment 1 to this staff report.
The Regional Transit Task Force and subsequently the Regional Transit Committee (“RTC”) explored the concept of alternative services both as a cost-saving measure and as a way to serve communities where fixed-route service may not be cost-effective.  Transit Strategic Plan Strategies 2.1.1, 2.1.3, and 6.2.3 encourage Metro Transit to develop alternative services.  Section 7 was included in Ordinance 17143 to ensure that this effort would receive attention.

Again in 2011, with the adoption of Ordinance 17169, approving the temporary Congestion Reduction Charge, the Council directed the Transit Division to implement alternative or “right-sized” transit service, consistent with Ordinance 17143 and the Strategic Plan.
  Ordinance 17169 called for implementation of at least 5,000 hours and up to 20,000 hours of alternatives to traditional transit service by June 2012. 
Following enactment of Ordinance 17169, the Executive announced that three lower-ridership routes would be converted to Dial-A-Ride Transit (“DART”) service in February 2012 to achieve the required early implementation of alternative service, with an estimated annual savings of more than $400,000 per year.  This action affects approximately 18-20,000 service hours.  In each case
, a portion of the route will have DART
, or demand responsive, service available.

ANALYSIS
The RTC encouraged the Transit Division to consider a broad mix of alternative services.  Appendix A to the Five-Year Plan reviews transit industry best practices including Metro Transit’s existing alternative services (community shuttles, commuter vans, custom bus, Access Transportation, Dial-a-Ride Transit (“DART”) and taxi scrip).  Three tables summarize alternative services elsewhere in the United States:  (1) examples of communities with successful alternative transportation delivery models; (2) examples of successful flexible transportation services; and (3) examples of successful approaches to providing rural mobility.  Appendix F, Case Studies, describes 39 specific programs in four categories: ridesharing, flexible transit, community vans and shuttles, and personal transport.

Because this is an implementation plan, not a countywide policy, it falls within the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee’s jurisdiction.  The RTC has followed development of the Five-Year Implementation Plan and was briefed on it at RTC's June 27 meeting.  RTC members were supportive of the transmitted Plan, encouraged Metro Transit to move quickly once it is approved, and expressed their desire to be updated regularly on its progress.  A letter from Chair Dunn and Vice Chair Sternoff is Attachment 6 to this staff report, and a letter from the Suburban Cities Association Regional Transit Committee Caucus is Attachment 7.

The implementation plan is required to be consistent with Regional Transit Task Force recommendations and the Service Guidelines.  It is to include:
· A review of transit industry best practices for alternative service delivery; 
· Consideration of local service needs;
· Stakeholder involvement;
· Cost-benefit analysis;
· A summary of constraints to implementation and methods to reduce barriers for change;
· Strategies to build ridership;
· Recommendations; and
· A timeline for implementation.

Five-Year Implementation Plan – The Implementation Plan consists of:
Background and Context (pages 2-3) – this describes the Regional Transit Task Force work, the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation and King County Metro Service Guidelines, and the legislative direction to develop the Five-Year Implementation Plan;

Description of Alternative Services (pages 4-5) – a table showing current Metro services, which was previously presented to the RTC; and

Opportunities for Alternative Service Delivery (pages 6-9) – this section discusses how Metro’s financial situation effects alternative services and describes the first three areas within the County where alternative services will be explored.  Metro will plan for alternative service in three funding environments:

(1) Diminishing or unstable
 funding (the current situation, because the Congestion Reduction Charge is a partial, temporary source of replacement funding) – in this case, Metro will implement alternative services when a fixed route proposed for elimination is the last transit link for a community;

(2) Stable funding (enough resources to prevent budget cuts for more than two years) – in this case Metro will consider providing alternative services even if the eliminated fixed route is not the last transit link, and Metro will also consider providing alternative services where restructuring frees up resources; and 
(3) Growing resources; in which Metro would consider complementing fixed route services with alternative services.  Metro proposes to further define when and how this might happen, with stakeholder participation in the discussion.

Three Candidate Areas (pages 7-9) – Given the current “diminishing or unstable” funding environment, Metro proposes to begin with three candidate areas (Southeast, Northeast, Vashon Island), shown on the map on page 8.  These areas are characterized as being “surrounded by or adjacent to rural areas where fixed route service is not productive or cost-effective.”  The criteria for choosing these three areas are listed on page 7 and potential options for the three areas are described on page 9.
Process for Community Collaboration (pages 10-11) – this section describes a seven-step process for identifying potential service reductions and alternative service options.
In Step 1, Metro will identify current services that may be candidates for replacement with alternative service.  This will be part of the process, defined by the Service Guidelines, which calls for review of lower-performing bus routes.  This review of lower-performing bus routes has already been used to develop the June 2012 and September 2012 transit service changes.
In Step 2, Metro reaches out to a community served by a fixed route that might be replaced with some form of alternative service.

In Step 3, Metro will propose two or three alternatives, based on four criteria including (1) the ability to expand travel options; (2) maintaining access to important trips such as ongoing medical services; (3) social equity and geographic value impacts; and (4) cost-effectiveness.

Step 4 is the community response, which may include alternative proposals and a commitment to participate by implementation partners.

In Step 5, Metro will choose one or more forms of alternative service.

Step 6 is the formal approval, through Council adoption of a service change ordinance, of elimination of the fixed-route service to fund the alternative service demonstration project.

Step 7 commits Metro to providing regular reports on the alternative services provided, including evaluation based on measures of “access” and “cost-effectiveness,” both of which are discussed further in Appendix E., Measuring Success. 

Timeline and Planning (pages 12-13) – a five-year timeline is shown; starting with engagement of the public in the candidate communities targeted for late 2012.
For 2013-2014, the timeline calls for multiple actions:

· Start demonstration programs in one, two, or all three of the candidate areas.
· Integrate the “community collaboration model” into fixed-route restructure planning and outreach.

· Continue stakeholder discussions, coordinated with the process of updating the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation.

· Updates to the RTC and County Council.

· Evaluate initial demonstrations.
In 2015-2017, the Plan calls for continued route evaluation, reconvening stakeholder groups, and providing additional alternative services “appropriate to the revenue environment, or when an opportunity arises to partner with local jurisdictions and organizations.”

Policy Changes for Further Consideration/Conclusion (pages 14-15) – this section discusses policy changes to consider, focusing on King County Code language that limits Metro’s flexibility in implementing some concepts.  Appendix C, Constraints to Implementation, contains more information on this issue.

Appendices (pages A-1 to A-59) - Also included in the Plan are nine appendices, containing a variety of background information.  Appendix A: Review of Best Practices; Appendix F: Case Studies; and Appendix I: Product Matrix, provide information about Metro alternative services and other forms of alternative service, chiefly in the U.S. but also in Canada and the United Kingdom.

The Five-Year Implementation Plan addresses the requirements of Ordinance 17143, Section 7 and outlines a process for engaging with stakeholders in three parts of the county.  This process would allow affected communities to engage with the Transit Division to identify the benefits and drawbacks of potential alternative service options.
The Five-Year Plan also states clearly that implementation must be consistent with Council direction on the use of transit budget resources and Council approval of bus route changes necessary to implement any specific alternative service options.

Accordingly, the Five-Year Implementation Plan appears to establish a process for establishing alternative services that is workable and sensitive to community input and needs, while preserving the Council’s role in setting budget priorities and defining bus routes.
REASONABLENESS

Approval of Proposed Motion 2012-0233 and the attached Five-Year Implementation Plan constitutes a reasonable business decision.
ATTACHMENTS (NEW for September 5, 2012):
1. Metro presentation (to be handed out at committee)
� See Section 10 Ordinance 17169, Attachment 2 to this staff report. 


� In East King County, Route 251 has been redesignated as the Route 931 DART service.  The route connects the University of Washington-Bothell and Cascadia Community College campuses with the Redmond Transit Center via downtown Woodinville, N.E. Woodinville-Duvall Road and Avondale Road N.E.  The demand responsive service area is between North Creek and downtown Bothell.


In South King County, Route 149 has been redesignated as the Route 907 DART service.  This route connects the Renton Transit Center and Enumclaw via State Route 169. Demand responsive service areas include parts of Renton, Black Diamond, and Enumclaw.


Route 186 connects the Auburn Sounder Station and Enumclaw via State Route 164.  The peak period service continues as the Route 186, providing a connection to the Sounder commuter rail service.  Midday offpeak and Saturday service has been redesignated as the Route 915 DART service.  Demand responsive service areas include parts of Auburn and Enumclaw. 





�DART routes operate on a fixed schedule but offer variable routing by using vans that can go off regular routes to pick up and drop off passengers within a defined service area.  DART does not go door-to-door, but a rider can make reservations for transit service closer to a desired location, subject to availability.


� Council staff notes that in 2013-2014 time period of the of the five-year plan, Metro may also be engaged in a process of reducing fixed route bus service because with the Congestion Reduction Charge expiring and assuming no additional stable funding is forthcoming, economics will require significant service reductions. 
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