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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Purpose and Objectives

This report presents information related to the Transit Now Service Partnership Program, as defined below.  The purpose of the report is to 1) summarize and evaluate partnership proposals received, and 2) present a potential phasing plan for the implementation of these proposals.  

Outline

This Summary and Recommendations section is organized as follows:

· Program Description.  Description of the Transit Now Service Partnership Program, including program intent, requirements, priority criteria and budget parameters.  

· Process.  Description of the process used to develop, solicit and refine proposals.

· Proposals.  A summary of the proposals received, including descriptions of the proposed service, partners and annual hours.  

· Evaluation and Phasing.  Results of Metro staff evaluations of proposals received and a suggested implementation schedule.  

· Implementation.  Description of the process for implementing proposals selected for inclusion in the program.  

Metro staff evaluations of individual proposals follow the Implementation section.  

Program Description  

The Transit Now initiative to expand Metro Transit service was approved by King County voters in the general election on November 7, 2006. The measure was intended to help Metro keep pace with regional growth by expanding service by 15 to 20 percent over the next 10 years.

The Service Partnership program is one component of the Transit Now package.  The Partnership component sets aside 90,000 County-funded annual service hours
 to pursue partnerships with major employers and cities to add new service in rapidly expanding employment centers.  The intent of the Service Partnership strategy, as stated in Ordinance 15582 (Transit Now Ordinance), adopted September 6, 2006, is as follows:

… to act as a tool to help local jurisdictions, developers, and employers become partners in offering new transit service to meet growth targets and improve transit market share to support employee commuting.  

The Service Partnership Program includes two types of partnerships:  Direct Financial partnerships and Speed and Reliability partnerships.  The Transit Now ordinance states that Direct Financial partnerships are to be given priority for implementation over transit speed and reliability partnerships.  Requirements applicable to each specific type of partnership are described below.  The following requirements are applicable to all Service Partnerships:

1. Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

2. Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways where traffic operations are not managed by the local jurisdiction.

3. Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

Service Partnerships will be established though agreements with single partner entities or groups of public or private partners.  Agreements will be subject to review by the Transportation Committee and approval by the Council.  

The Transit Now Ordinance required Metro to establish criteria, for approval by the Council, for awarding Direct Financial and Speed and Reliability partnerships.  Metro engaged in a collaborative process to develop these criteria, consisting of written correspondence to approximately 20 private stakeholders and all members of the three sub-area transportation groups (ETP, SCATBd and SeaShore), as well as in meetings with those groups.  Final criteria were adopted by Council in Ordinance 15756 (Criteria Ordinance), adopted May 7, 2007.  

Descriptions of both types of partnerships – including requirements and criteria – are provided below.  

Direct Financial Partnerships

Direct Financial Partnerships provide a means for partners to increase service on an existing route or establish new routes by agreeing to pay toward the fully-allocated cost of providing the service.  Metro’s contribution to funding services implemented though Direct Financial partnerships will be – at maximum - double that of the partner, for as long as the partner’s financial contribution continues.  

Requirements 

Direct Financial Service partnerships must meet the following requirements specified in the Transit Now Ordinance to be eligible for inclusion in the program, in addition to the requirements identified above:

4. If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

5. If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).

Criteria

The Criteria Ordinance requires that Direct Financial Partnerships be evaluated for implementation according to the following criteria, listed in order of priority:  

6. The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

7. The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3.

8. The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

9. The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

10. The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years.

11. The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

12. The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

· Conducting promotional activities;

· Providing incentives to employees and riders;

· Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

· Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

· Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

13. Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement. 

Speed and Reliability Partnerships

Speed and Reliability partnerships provide additional transit service hours to jurisdictions that make capital investments or traffic operations changes to create transit speed and reliability improvements along continuous RapidRide
 corridors, or “core service connection” corridors as designated in Metro’s Six-Year Transit Development Plan and subsequently adopted in the 2007-2016 Strategic Plan for Public Transportation.  Metro will provide a match of 5,000 annual service hours for each core route along a designated corridor when changes are projected by Metro to result in transit speed improvements of 10 percent or more on each affected core route for 12 core hours
 of weekday operation in both directions.  The reward hours may be placed on a different route, as agreed between Metro and the partner.  These hours are over and above Transit Now-funded RapidRide services.    

Requirements 

Speed and Reliability partnerships must meet the following requirements specified in the Transit Now Ordinance to be eligible for inclusion in the program, in addition to the requirements identified above:

14. Capital improvements of traffic operations changes will be made along a RapidRide or core serve connection corridor.  

15. The traffic operations changes are projected by Metro to result in transit speed improvements of 10 percent or more on each affected core route for 12 core hour of weekday operation.  The speed improvements are projected to be met in both directions and during six-hour weekday AM and PM peak as well as six-hour midday.  

Criteria

The Criteria Ordinance stipulates that Speed and Reliability Partnerships are to be evaluated for implementation according to the following criteria, listed in order of priority:  

16. The capital investment or traffic operations change by the partner or partners will create a transit speed and reliability benefit along a continuous RapidRide corridor.

17. The partner(s) will commit to additional traffic operations management actions that achieve transit priority in excess of the required projected 10% travel-time savings.

18. The improvements can be completed within five years.

19. The partner(s) will commit to provision of complementary actions that improve operations or ridership, such as:

a) Implementing innovative transit signal phases and timing;

b) Providing the infrastructure, preferably fiber, required to support communication between transit signal priority equipment in the field and from the field back to the applicable agency and to Metro;

c) Adding curb space for transit terminal or layover;

d) Establishing parking management to increase the attractiveness of ridesharing;

e) Implementing pass subsidy and promotional programs that achieve higher ridership;

f) Taking other actions that improve the pedestrian environment.

Budget

The 2007-2016 Strategic Plan identifies 90,000 County-funded annual platform hours for implementation of Service Partnerships to be phased over a six year period, as follows:

	
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	Total

	Platform Hours
	5,000
	23,000
	12,000
	35,000
	6,000
	5,000
	5,000
	90,000


The proposed phasing plan outlined in this report is generally consistent with these funding and phasing parameters (refer to Phasing section below).  

Proposal Development Process

An initial financial partnership with Children’s Hospital was approved in May 2007 together with the Criteria Ordinance
.  For service partnerships expected to be implemented after 2007, Metro Transit issued a “Call for Service Partnership Proposals” from potential public and private partners, as directed by the Criteria Ordinance.  Actions associated with the development of these Service Partnerships are described below.

	All Service Partnerships – June through August 2007

	· Call for Proposals.  A letter from Metro Transit General Manager Kevin Desmond invited potential partners to find out more about the program and to attend a pre-proposal meeting.  The call for proposals was sent to cities, employers and Transportation Management Associations throughout King County.  A complete list of these organizations is provided in Appendix A.  The Call for Proposals was also posted on the Service Partnerships Website
.    
	
	June 11th 

	· Pre-Proposal Meeting.  Interested parties received information about the Service Partnership program during this question and answer session.  A list of questions and answers from the meeting, along with a list of attendees, is provided on the Partnerships website. 
	
	June 21st

	· Letters of Interest.  Metro Transit received letters of interest and/or support from 17 cities, employers and other organizations throughout King County related to the Partnership program.  These letters are provided in Appendix B.  
	
	July 3rd  

	· Meetings with Potential Partners.  Metro Transit staff met with partners to discuss and further clarify service concepts and/or the options for speed and reliability improvements described in letters of interest. The process for moving proposals forward was generally outlined. 
	
	August 7 – 9th 


	Direct Financial Partnerships – August through January 2008

	· Ridership and Cost Estimates.  Metro Transit staff prepared initial cost and ridership estimates to be included in proposals and subsequently refined estimates for the purposes of evaluation and budgeting.     
	
	August – November

	· Final Proposals Received.  Metro received a total of fifteen proposals for Direct Financial Service Partnerships involving 32 routes, as described under ‘Proposed Partnerships’ below.    
	
	October 1st  

	· Proposal Review and Follow-up.  Metro staff first reviewed proposals to determine if they met the intent of the program then reviewed for completeness and issues pertaining to implementation.  Potential partners were contacted to confirm receipt of proposals and to request additional information and clarification, as needed.   Where significant issues were identified, Metro staff met with potential partners to discuss further.  Potential partners were also provided an opportunity to review and comment on the preliminary scheduled start date of their respective proposals.   
	
	October-November

	· Preliminary Contract Negotiation.  Metro staff developed and provided partners with draft Partnership Agreements for review and comment.  
	
	December  2007 – January 2008


	Speed and Reliability Partnerships – July 2007 through March 2008

	· Training session held for city staff and their consultants on travel time evaluation methodology. Metro staff hosted a training session for interested parties to review the evaluation tools and methodologies that would be used to project travel time savings for different types of improvement projects.
	
	July 30

	· Deadline for Final Proposals extended from October 1 to December 21, 2007; Preliminary Proposals due October 1. Metro staff extended the deadline to give all parties more time to analyze, develop and evaluate proposals. The revised schedule also enabled Metro to make available the speed and reliability analysis it was already preparing as part of the RapidRide implementation effort. 
	
	August 24

	· Preliminary Proposals Received.  Metro received a total of three preliminary proposals for Speed and Reliability partnerships, involving 11 core connections. Proposals were received for all 5 RapidRide corridors.       
	
	October 1

	· Preliminary Proposal Review and Follow-up.  Metro staff reviewed and provided comments on the adequacy of all traffic models.  In addition, Metro provided partners with preliminary results from Metro corridor studies for West Seattle, Bellevue-Redmond and State-Route 99 South RapidRide. 
	
	October

	· Proposal Refinement.  Metro assisted applicants with the development of final proposals.  During the first week of November, Metro hosted optional check-in meetings with each applicant to discuss the status of the applicant’s proposal.  
	
	November – December

	· Final Proposals Received.  Metro received eight proposals. The proposals included the following: a consortium of the cities of Federal Way, Kent, DesMoines and Sea Tac for the Highway 99 South RapidRide corridor; the cities of Bellevue and Redmond for the Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide; the cities of Shoreline and Seattle for the Aurora RapidRide corridors; and the city of Seattle for the Ballard and West Seattle RapidRide corridors and for the  Non-RapidRide core connections served by Routes 5, 7, and 44. 
	
	December 21st 

	· Review and Follow-up on RapidRide Proposals.  Metro staff reviewed the five RapidRide proposals; questions of clarification were submitted to the proposers, as needed. 
	
	January –February, 2008

	· Review and Follow-up on Non-RapidRide Proposals. Metro staff is in the process of reviewing the three non-RapidRide proposals for Routes 5, 7 and 44. Staff expect to complete these reviews in March; but based on the hours available for partnership awards at this time and the criteria for ranking all of the proposals, none of the non-RapidRide proposals are expected to rank high enough to earn a partnership award. However the evaluation will be completed by March and these proposals can be on a contingency list in the event that any of the higher ranked Proposals can not be advanced for any reason.
	
	February – March 


	All Service Partnerships – January through December, 2008

	· Finalize recommendations for Financial Partnerships. After reviewing the proposed phasing plan for financial partnership service investments with prospective partners and confirming their intent to execute a contract, a final recommendation for financial partnerships and the associated phasing plan was prepared.
	
	February

	· Finalize Ranking of RapidRide Speed and Reliability Partnership Proposals. Metro staff completed a ranking of all five RapidRide proposals using the criteria described above. This was done in consideration of the number of total service partnership proposals under consideration and the fact that the criteria dictate that any awards for Speed and Reliability partnerships would be first made to qualified RapidRide corridors before awards to any non-RapidRide corridors would be possible.
	
	February

	· 2008 Service Partnership Contracts Finalized.  Metro staff finalizes contracts for all of the recommended Direct Financial Partnerships to be awarded in 2008.  
	
	March

	· Review and action by the King County Council. The King County Council will review staff recommendations and make final decisions on all Service Partnership awards.
	
	March

	· 2009-2012 Service Partnership Contracts Finalized Following approval by the King County Council of all Service Partnership awards and an associated phasing plan, Metro staff will finalize contracts for all the other Service Partnerships that will be implemented from 2009 to 2012
	
	December


Throughout the partnership development process, detailed information about all aspects of the Service Partnership program was provided on the King County Department of Transportation Website.  The website received regular updates as the development process progressed.

Proposed Partnerships

King County Metro received Service Partnership proposals from municipalities and firms throughout King County in response the Call for Proposals issued in June 2007.  The process for developing and refining proposals is described above.  Proposed partnerships are identified below, and results of the Metro staff evaluations are provided in the following section and in the individual proposal evaluations.  

Partnership proposals were initially screened to determine if they met the minimum requirements and intent of the Service Partnership Program.  All partnerships listed below meet the minimum requirements and intent of the Service Partnership program
.       

Direct Financial Partnerships Meeting Program Intent and Minimum Requirements

	Route/Service
	Partners
	Proposal

	Multiple Core Routes
	· City of Seattle
	Improve frequency on routes 3, 4, 11, 14S, 10, 12, 26, 28, and 44.

	Route 269
	· City of Sammamish

· City of Redmond

· City of Issaquah

· Microsoft Corporation
	Provide increased weekday peak service frequency.

	Route 153
	· City of Renton

· City of Kent
	Add midday service.

	Route 644
	· City of Redmond

· Microsoft Corporation
	Continue WSDOT-Funded route past September 2008.

	Multiple Core Routes
	· City of Seattle
	Improve frequency on routes 2, 13, and 48 and extend some Route 48 trips.

	New Lakeland Hills Shuttle
	· City of Auburn

· Pierce Transit
	Provide peak-hour service between Lakeland Hills and Auburn Transit Station.

	Route 187
	· City of Federal Way
	Improve frequency and span of service.

	Multiple Core Routes
	· City of Seattle

· South Lake Union Partnership
	Increase frequency on routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, and 75, improve span on route 74, and extend some Route 60 trips.

	New Route 913
	· City of Kent
	Establish new route connecting residential areas in the west and northwest sections of the city to downtown Kent.

	Community Shuttle (Modified Route 910)
	· City of Auburn
	Provide community shuttle between specified residential neighborhoods and major trip generators.

	Route 110
	· City of Renton
	Expand midday service extend to serve Coulon Park in the north and SW 27th Street in the south.  

	Downtown Circulator
	· City of Bellevue
	Provide a two-way circulator service within Downtown Bellevue.  

	Route 200
	· City of Issaquah

· Port Blakely Communities

· Timber Ridge at Talus

· Talus Residential Association
	Provide additional service on Route 200 with extensions to serve the Issaquah Highlands neighborhood, Issaquah Highlands Park-and-Ride lot, the Timber Ridge at Talus development, and the Talus Urban Village as far as the transit turnaround at Shangri-La Way.

	New First Hill Route
	· Harborview Medical Center

· Swedish Medical Center

· Virginia Mason Medical Center
	Create a new route providing service between First Hill and Colman Dock, King Street Station, and International District Station.


Speed and Reliability Partnerships Meeting Program Intent and Minimum Requirements

	Route/Service
	Partners
	Proposal

	West Seattle RapidRide Corridor
	· City of Seattle
	West Seattle RapidRide corridor traffic operations improvements. (Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2011)



	Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide Corridor
	· City of Bellevue – lead

· City of Redmond
	Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide corridor traffic operations improvements. (Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2011)

	Highway 99 South RapidRide Corridor 
	· City of Federal Way – lead

· City of Kent

· City of Des Moines

· City of SeaTac
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase transit speed (current Rt 174). (Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2010.)

	Ballard-Uptown RapidRide Corridor 
	· City of Seattle 
	Ballard-Uptown RapidRide routing via 15th Ave NW and/or 24th Ave NW (current routes 15 and 18) to be determined in 2009.  Proposal was evaluated for each route separately and both together.  (Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2012.)

	Aurora RapidRide Corridor
	· City of Seattle – lead 

· City of Shoreline 
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase transit speed (current Rt 358). Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2013.

	Route 5 Core Service Corridor
	· City of Seattle 
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 5.

	Route 7 Core Service Corridor
	· City of Seattle 
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 7.

	Route 44 Core Service Corridor
	· City of Seattle 
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 44.


Evaluation 

All eligible Financial and Speed and Reliability Partnerships were evaluated according to the priority criteria identified in the Criteria Ordinance (see Program Description, above).  Evaluation results for Financial and Speed and Reliability proposals are discussed separately below.  Phasing of partnership investments in discussed in the following section.  

Financial Partnerships

Each applicant submitted a form entitled Checklist for Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership – Requirements and Priority Criteria (“Checklist”) along with their partnership applications.  The individual proposal evaluations included in Appendix A of this report contain both the applicants’ and Metro staff assessments in relation to the priority criteria.  Differences between Metro staff and applicant assessments are discussed in the individual evaluation forms.  Metro staff answers to the priority criteria are summarized in Table 1 below.

Proposals were ranked according to the criteria using the following two-step process:
1. Proposals were grouped according to the number of top criteria met.  (For example, the Route 269 proposal, which met the top four criteria (and one additional criterion) ranked higher than Route 913, which met three of the top four criteria plus two additional criteria).  
2. Where groups created in step 1 included more than one proposal, individual proposals within the group were ranked according to total ridership gain.  
Table 1.  Financial Proposal Evaluation Summary   

	
	
	Priority Criteria (In priority order, left to right)
	

	Partners
	Route/Service
	Total 

County-Funded

Annual Platform Hours (Est.)
	To/From/

Between Urban Center
	Core Service Connect-ion
	Urban/
 Manufacturing Center Circulation/ SYP Strategy S-13
	SYP Goals/

Objectives
	More than 5 Year 
Commitment
	>1/3 Cost 
Commitment
	Additional Actions to Increase
Ridership
	Ridership Gain 
	Rank

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Annual+
	Per Hour+
	

	City of Seattle
	2008 Group:  Routes 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 14, 26, 28, 44
	14,367
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	7,621,994
	928,460
	43
	1

	City of Seattle, South Lake Union Partnership
	2010 Group:  Routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, 74, 75
	9,921
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	6,426,109
	770,240
	52
	2

	City of Seattle
	2009 Group:  Routes 2, 13, 48
	5,893
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	5,142,027
	626,370
	71
	3

	Cites of Sammamish, Redmond, Issaquah; Microsoft Corporation
	Route 269
	2,773
	√
	√
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	264,350
	62,800
	15
	4

	City of Kent
	New Route 913
	5,205
	√
	
	√
	√
	√
	
	√
	520,733
	99,960
	13
	5

	City of Auburn, Pierce Transit
	New Lakeland Hills Shuttle 
	1,539
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	√
	√
	233,360
	57,340
	15
	6

	City of Auburn
	Route 910
	1,520
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	√
	√
	139,400
	33,120
	12
	7

	City of Federal Way
	Route 187
	2,973
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	461,270
	109,580
	25
	8

	Cities of Renton and Kent
	Route 153
	2,600
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	402,270
	95,570
	25
	9

	City of Redmond, Microsoft Corporation
	Route 644
	3,167
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	287,180
	62,870
	14
	10

	City of Renton
	Route 110
	3,900
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	264,350
	62,800
	11
	11

	Harborview, Swedish and Virginia Mason Medical Centers
	New First Hill Route
	4,519
	√
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	??
	??
	??
	12

	City of Bellevue
	New Circulator
	10,205
	
	
	√
	√
	
	
	√
	690,000 – 1,070,000
	137,000 – 214,000 
	12 - 18
	13

	City of Issaquah, Port Blakely Communities, Timber Ridge at Talus, Talus Residential Association
	Route 200
	7,364
	
	
	
	√
	√
	√
	√
	287,180
	62,870
	17
	14

	
	TOTAL
	75,946*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


  √  Satisfies criterion  
+ Year 5 Ridership Estimate
 *  Does not include Children’s Hospital Partnership (4,320 annual hours).  Total with Children’s Partnership Included:  80,267 annual Hours.   

   Evaluation summaries for each proposed Financial Partnership are provided in Appendix A. 

Speed and Reliability Partnerships 

All eight of the Speed and Reliability proposals that were received met the minimum requirements for further consideration, based on the information submitted.  Based on the Transit Now Ordinance, the five proposals for RapidRide corridors automatically had priority over the three proposals associated with non-RapidRide proposals, so the eight proposals divided into two distinct groups.

RapidRide Speed and Reliability proposals were ranked according to the priority criteria using the process described below.  

1. Transit Priority.  The proposals were stratified based on the level of transit priority provided, as measured by a travel time index.  See Appendix C for a detailed description of the methodology used estimate travel time indices.  

2. Project Completion.  Each proposal within both of these groups was then assessed for the potential for the list of proposed improvement projects to be completed within five years.  Factors considered during this assessment included the completion schedule submitted by the applicant, a review of known funding to complete the improvements and an assessment of the time required to design and construct the improvements based the scope and complexity of the work. 

3. Additional Actions.  Each applicant was given an opportunity to identify any additional complementary actions they might take to improve transit operations or ridership. All of the applicants submitted one or more actions

Table 2 summarizes the results of the evaluation and a proposed ranking for the five RapidRide Speed and Reliability proposals that were received.  Non-RapidRide proposals are not ranked because estimates of travel time savings for these proposals have not yet been prepared.  

Table 2: Speed and Reliability Proposal Evaluation Summary

	Ranking
	Speed and Reliability Proposals
	Core Routes
	Potential Partnership Hours6
	Speed and Reliability Partnership Priority Criteria - in priority order from left to right

	
	
	
	
	The capital investment or traffic operation change by the partner or partners will create a transit speed and reliability benefit along a continuous RapidRide corridor
	The partner(s) will commit to additional traffic operations management actions that achieve transit priority in excess of the required 10% travel-time savings
	The improvements can be completed within five years1
	The partner(s) will commit to the provision of complementary actions that improve operations or ridership.

	1
	West Seattle RapidRide
	54
	5,000
	Yes
	Yes - 16.4%
	Yes - 2011
	Yes

	2
	Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide
	230 and 253
	10,000
	Yes
	Yes - 15.2%
	Yes - 2011
	Yes

	3
	Highway 99 South RapidRide
	174
	5,000
	Yes
	Yes - 13.4%
	Yes - 2010
	Yes

	4
	Ballard-Uptown RapidRide
	15 and/or 18
	5,000 or 10,0002
	Yes
	Provisional4- 11.7% to 11.9%
	Yes - 2012
	Yes

	5
	Aurora RapidRide
	358
	5,000
	Yes
	Provisional4 - 11.3%
	Yes – 20135
	Yes

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	tbd
	Route 53
	5
	5,000
	No
	Travel Time Review not completed
	No - 2014
	Yes

	tbd
	Route 73
	7
	5,000
	No
	Travel Time Review not completed
	Yes - 2011
	Yes

	tbd
	Route 443
	44
	5,000
	No
	Travel Time Review not completed
	No - 2015
	Yes

	
	TOTAL
	
	45,000 or 50,000
	
	
	
	


1 Assumes five year completion schedule is dated from the execution of Speed and Reliability agreements in 2008
2 If the final Ballard-Uptown RapidRide routing is either 15th Avenue or 24th Avenue but not both, the maximum possible award for Ballard-Uptown RapidRide will be 5,000 hours. However, if the final RapidRide routing utilizes both 15th and 24th, then maximum possible award will be 10,000 hours.

3 City of Seattle has submitted the required information for these three proposals but the detailed review of the travel time analysis by Metro staff has not been completed in order to assign ranks 6, 7, or 8.

4 The Transit Travel Time Savings Index calculations for Aurora and Ballard-Uptown are provisional, pending further confirmation of some of the elements that make up the projected travel time savings forecast for each proposal. However, there is no adjustment anticipated as a result of this review that would in any way impact the ranking of the top three RapidRide proposals for this criteria.

5 A significant portion of the funding required to complete the Aurora improvement has not yet been secured.

6 Upon completion of traffic operations improvements, speed and reliability partners are rewarded with 5,000 annual transit service hours for each designated core route that benefits from the improvements.  The reward hours may be placed on a different route, as agreed between Metro and the partner.  These hours are over and above Transit Now-funded RapidRide services.        

Phasing

Adopted Annual and Total Service Hours

As described in the Program Description section above, the 2007-2016 Strategic Plan identifies 90,000 County-funded annual platform hours for implementation of Service Partnerships to be phased over a six year period, as follows:

	
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	Total

	Platform Hours
	5,000
	23,000
	12,000
	35,000
	6,000
	5,000
	5,000
	90,000


The Transit Now Ordinance requires that Direct Financial partnerships be given priority for implementation over Speed and Reliability partnerships.  This requirement was interpreted to mean that 1) Speed and Reliability partnerships will receive only funds remaining after the allocation for Financial Partnerships is established, and 2) Speed and Reliability partnerships will be implemented later in the program than Financial Partnerships.  

The 14 financial proposals being recommended for approval, plus the Children’s Hospital proposal will require a commitment of 77,506 County-funded annual platform hours.  Based on these program parameters, there are approximately 12,500 hours remaining from the 90,000 hours currently available to support awards for Speed and Reliability partnerships.  

Based on the evaluation results discussed above and the amount of available funding, Metro proposes to fully fund the top ranked Speed and Reliability proposal, West Seattle RapidRide, and fund the second ranked Speed and Reliability proposal, Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide, with the funds remaining, as follows:

· West Seattle RapidRide:  5,000 annual hours (100% of potential hours)

· Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide:  7,494 annual hours (75% of potential hours)

Timing

As part of the Financial Partnership proposal submittals, applicants were required to provide a proposed implementation date for their respective partnerships.  However, as shown in Figure 1, the number of hours proposed for implementation in 2008 far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  Investments must be phased to be consistent with the adopted Transit Now phasing plan, and the implementation of some partnerships proposed for 2008 must be delayed until later in the program.  

Figure 1.  Direct Financial Partnership Hours by Year – Budget vs. Proposed
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Metro’s proposed implementation dates are presented in Table 3 below.  As required by the Transit Now Ordinance, all Financial Partnerships are proposed for implementation prior to Speed and Reliability Partnerships.  While the proposed phasing schedule generally conforms to the budget identified above, proposed hours do not exactly match budgeted amounts in most years, although the identified improvements do conform to the overall 90,000 hour budget.  It is assumed that some planned hours from one year would be carried over into the following year.  

Table 3.  Proposed Phasing Schedule

	Partners
	Proposal
	Partnership Type
	Total Hours
	County-funded Hours
	Partner-Funded Hours
	Proposed Year

	Children’s Hospital
	Routes 25, 75
	Financial
	6,480
	4,320
	2,160
	2007

	City of Seattle
	Routes 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 14, 26, 28, 44
	Financial
	21,551
	14,367
	7,184
	2008

	Cities of Sammamish, Redmond, Issaquah; Microsoft Corp.
	Route 269
	Financial
	4,160
	2,773
	1,387
	

	Cities of Renton and Kent
	Route 153
	Financial
	3,900
	2,600
	1,300
	

	City of Redmond, Microsoft Corp.
	Route 644
	Financial
	4,750
	3,167
	1,583
	

	City of Seattle 
	Routes 2, 13, 48
	Financial
	8,840
	5,893
	2,947
	2009

	City of Kent
	New Route 913
	Financial
	7,807
	5,205
	2,602
	

	City of Seattle, South Lake Union Partnership
	Routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, 74, 75
	Financial
	14,882
	9,921
	4,961
	2010

	City of Auburn, Pierce Transit
	New Lakeland Hills Shuttle
	Financial
	3,848
	1,539
	2,309
	

	City of Auburn
	Route 910
	Financial
	2,763
	1,520
	1,243
	

	City of Federal Way
	Route 187
	Financial
	4,460
	2,973
	1,487
	

	City of Renton
	Route 110
	Financial
	5,850
	3,900
	1,950
	

	City of Bellevue
	New Bellevue Circulator
	Financial
	15,308
	10,205
	5,103
	

	City of Issaquah, Port Blakely Communities, Timber Ridge at Talus, Talus Residential Association
	Route 200
	Financial
	11,412
	7,364
	4,048
	

	Harborview, Swedish and Virginia Mason Medical Centers
	New First Hill Route
	Financial
	6,778
	4,519
	2,259
	2011

	City of Seattle
	West Seattle RapidRide
	Speed & Reliability
	5,000
	5,000
	0
	2012

	Bellevue, Redmond
	Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide
	Speed & Reliability
	4,773
	4,773
	0
	2013

	
	TOTAL
	
	132,522
	90,000
	42,522
	


All eligible financial proposals have been proposed for implementation during the identified implementation schedule.  In establishing the proposed phasing plan, Metro staff first considered the results of the evaluation and scheduled higher-ranked proposals earlier in the program, where possible.  

Other factors considered in establishing the proposed phasing plan include the following:

· Extent of routing change.  Whereas some proposals include only frequency or span improvements to existing routes, others include routing revisions.  Because the potential for negatively impacting existing riders increases with the magnitude of routing revisions, public processes may need to occur prior to implementing some proposals, consistent with community-based planning principals outlined in Metro’s Ten-Year Strategic Plan Strategy IM-4.  Proposals unlikely to involve an extensive public process can be more easily implemented.  
· Operational feasibility.  Various operational issues were identified during the evaluation process that will affect the feasibility of implementing certain proposals, including the New Bellevue Circulator, New First Hill Route and Route 110.  Proposals lacking significant operational issues can be implemented sooner in the program.  
· Adopted Phasing Plan, Annual Hours Restrictions and Requested Implementation Dates.  Partnership improvements are to be implemented over a six-year timeframe and Service Partnership hours cannot exceed one-half of new Transit Now hours in any given year.  In 2008, the total amount of applicant-proposed annual service hours far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year (see Program Description, above).  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program, as resources permit.    
· Relation to other planned system changes.  Certain proposals were designed to be implemented in concert with other planned changes to the transit system, such as the beginning of light rail service or the planned termination of a route currently funded by another entity.  In the proposed phasing plan, such proposals are scheduled to occur in conjunction with related system changes.
A detailed discussion of the factors used to establish the proposed phasing plan is provided below.  

2008 

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposals were selected for implementation in 2008:

· City of Seattle 2008 Group (Routes 3, 4, 11, 14S, 10, 12, 26, 28, and 44).  Of all the proposed partnerships, the City of Seattle’s met the most criteria and were the only proposals to meet all the top five criteria.  The City’s proposed package for 2008 includes no routing changes and is operationally feasible.  

· Cities of Issaquah, Redmond, Sammamish; Microsoft Corporation (Route 269).  The Route 269 partnership is the only non-Seattle partnership that serves a Core Service Connection, and otherwise rated well in the evaluation.  In addition, this proposal includes no immediate routing changes, is operationally feasible and requires no additional public process. 

· City of Redmond, Microsoft Corporation (Route 644).  This partnership is designed to provide funding to continue Route 644 after September 2008.  The route will otherwise be eliminated for lack of funding
.  This proposal is operationally feasible but does involve a routing change.   The route would continue to provide service to all areas currently served by the route and would also provide service to an additional employment area in Redmond.   
· Cities of Kent and Renton (Route 153).  This proposal included no routing changes, is operationally feasible, fits within the identified budget for 2008 and requires no additional public process.    

Metro staff is the process of negotiating contracts for the above partnerships.  Partnership agreements for proposals to be implemented in 2008 must be finalized by May 15, 2008 for services to be implemented in September 2008.    

2009 

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposals were selected for implementation in 2009:

· City of Seattle 2009 Group (Routes 2, 13 and 48).  Of all the proposed partnerships, the City of Seattle’s met the most criteria and were the only proposals to meet all the top five criteria.  The City’s proposed package for 2009 includes no routing changes and is operationally feasible.  In addition, improvements to Route 14 are associated with the integration of Metro service with Sound Transit LINK service, scheduled to begin operation in June 2009.  

· City of Kent (New Route 913).  This proposal is operationally feasible and would serve an area that currently lacks service.  The regular routing identified for this route was determined to be operationally feasible, but a specific DART area has not yet been determined for this proposed DART route.  

2010

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposals were selected for implementation in 2010:

· City of Seattle 2010 Group (Routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, 74, and 75).  Of all the proposed partnerships, the City of Seattle’s met the most criteria and were the only proposals to meet all the top five criteria.  The City’s proposed package for 2010 includes no routing changes, and is operationally feasible.  This partnership would extend demonstration service on Routes 8 and 70 past 2010
.  

· City of Auburn, Pierce Transit (New Lakeland Hills Shuttle).  This proposal is operationally feasible and would connect Lakeland Hills to Downtown Auburn, a designated Urban Center.    

· City of Auburn (New Route 910 and Route 919).  This proposal is operationally feasible but involves changes to an existing route (Route 919) and may therefore require a public process.  

· City of Federal Way (Route 187).  This proposal includes no routing changes and is operationally feasible.  

· City of Renton (Route 110).  This proposal includes changes to the existing routing and may therefore require a public process.  Input received during the public process would help to determine the final routing.  During such a process, Metro staff would work with stakeholders to establish operationally feasible routing.  

· City of Bellevue (New Circulator).  Metro staff identified a number of operational issues related to this proposal, as discussed in the individual proposal evaluation.  Most significantly, it was determined that the proposed route cannot be operated at the specified frequency during all hours with the resources identified in the proposal.  

· City of Issaquah, Port Blakely Communities, Timber Ridge at Talus, Talus Residential Association (Route 200).  The proposed routing was determined to be operationally feasible with the proposed coach type (transit van).  The proposal involves changes to the existing routing and may therefore require a public process.  This is the only proposal that does not serve a designated Urban Center.    

2011

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposal was selected for implementation in 2011:

· Harborview, Swedish and Virginia Mason Medical Centers (New First Hill Route).  The proposed routing for this new route was found to be operationally infeasible.  In addition, Metro has not yet received commitment from the proposed partners to contribute the required $200,000 per year for a new route.  Because a final routing pattern has not been established, ridership estimates could not be prepared for this proposal.  Based on these considerations, this proposal is proposed to be implemented after all other financial partnerships, should the partners agree to provide required funding.        

2012

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposal was selected for implementation in 2012:

· City of Seattle (West Seattle RapidRide Speed and Reliability Hours).  This proposal was the highest ranked Speed and Reliability partnership and is therefore recommended to be implemented before the other Speed and Reliability partnership proposed for implementation (Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide).  

2013

Based on the considerations described above, the following proposal was selected for implementation in 2013:

· Cities of Bellevue and Redmond (Bellevue-Redmond RapidRide Speed and Reliability Hours).  This proposal is proposed to be implemented last because 1) Speed and Reliability partnerships are to be implemented after financial partnerships, and 2) it ranked lower than the West Seattle RapidRide Speed and Reliability proposal.  

In addition to the proposed adoption of two RapidRide corridor service partnerships agreements, the following contingency award list for three other RapidRide corridors and three core corridors is proposed, as shown in Table 4.  These proposals listed in this table would be implemented in the order shown, in the event that a higher-ranked proposal not be executed or be terminated prior to its full term, or should additional hours be allocated to this program as provided in Transit Now ordinance 15582.

Table 4.  Partnerships Contingency List

(
	Evaluation ranking 
	Route/Service
	Partners
	Proposal

	1

(Remainder of service reward for speed & reliability improvements)
	Route location t.b.d. 
	· City of Bellevue – lead

· City of Redmond
	Bellevue/Redmond RapidRide corridor traffic operations improvements by cities to increase transit speed (current Rts 230 & 253).  Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2011.

	2
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Federal Way – lead

· City of Kent

· City of Des Moines

· City of SeaTac
	Highway 99 South RapidRide corridor traffic operations improvements by cities to increase transit speed (current Rt 174). Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2010.

	3
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Seattle
	Ballard/Uptown RapidRide corridor traffic improvements to increase transit speed.  Routing via 15th Ave NW and/or 24th Ave NW (current routes 15 and 18) to be determined in 2009.  Proposal was evaluated for each route separately and both together.  Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2012.

	4
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Seattle – lead

· City of Shoreline
	Aurora RapidRide corridor traffic improvements by cities to increase transit speed (current Rt 358).  Metro RapidRide improvements to be implemented 2013.

	5*
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Seattle
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 5.

	6*
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Seattle
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 7.

	7*
	Route location t.b.d.
	· City of Seattle
	City improvements to traffic operations on corridor to increase speed of Rt 44.

	* Preliminary evaluation as of 2/14/08. 

Upon completion of traffic operations improvements, speed and reliability partners are rewarded with 5000 annual transit service hours for each designated core route that benefits from the improvements.  The reward hours may be placed on a different route, as agreed between Metro and the partner.  These hours are over and above Transit Now-funded RapidRide services and would remain in place so long as the partners improvemens do.  


Appendix A

Individual Financial Proposal Evaluations

Route/Service:  Route 153
	Organization:
	City of Kent and City of Renton

	Contact Person:
	Kent:  Cathy Mooney, Senior Transportation Planner

Renton:  Nathan Jones, Transportation Planner

	Address:
	Kent:  220 4th Ave. S., Kent, WA 98032

Renton:  1055 S. Grady Way, Renton, WA 98057

	Phone:
	Kent:  253-856-5564

Renton:  425-430-7217

	Email:
	cmooney@ci.kent.wa.us
njones@ci.renton.wa.us 

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Kent:  Larry Blanchard,  Public Works Director

Renton:  Gregg Zimmerman, Planning/Building/Public Works Administrator

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	Add midday service to Route 153.  

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Serve CTR employers, major transit centers, retail and commercial destinations, and high density residential pockets.  

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	2008 or later.

	Proposed Service Additions:
	30-minute service between 8:30 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.

	Ridership Gain:
	Total: 402,270   Annually by year 5:  95,570

	Total New Annual Service Hours:
	3,900 annual hours 

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$433,865 (first year)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Kent:  $72,310.89  (first year)

City of Renton:  $72,310.89 (first year)

King County Metro:  $289,243.56 (first year)


Requirements for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  Partner share is $144,622 (first year).  

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 153 is an existing route, so this criterion is not applicable.    

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 153 is managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 153 does not operate primarily on highways.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide improved access to, from, and between the Kent and Renton Urban Centers.  

	No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 153 is not a core service connection.  The core service connection between Renton and Kent is defined as Smith St., Benson Rd., and Carr Rd.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide improved circulation within the Kent and Renton urban centers.        

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Neither the City of Kent or the City of Renton has committed funding for more than five years.  

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  None.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

_ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

_ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion: The City of Kent has committed to promoting the new service to businesses through the Chamber of Commerce, promoting  the new service through articles in the IN BOX utility bill insert, the Kent Reporter, and the monthly CTR newsletter, and advertising the new service on the City’s website and TV stations, Kent TV21.  The City of Kent will also continue to encourage greater use of enhanced transit service, through encouraging use of programs such as FlexPass.  The City of Kent has a current street improvement project on this corridor that will improve traffic flow, upgrade traffic signal systems, and construct new sidewalks, improving transit efficiency and pedestrian connections for transit.  The City of Renton plans to promote the service through TV, website, and print information.  The city will promote the service to employers (CTR and non-CTR sites), business leagues (i.e. Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Association, Renton Connection), and community service groups and neighborhood associations (i.e. Kiwanis).  The city will also promote services through the City’s pilot program for transit center security and Downtown Visitor’s Assistance program. 

	
	 
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 402,270   Annually by year 5:  95,570

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  3,900

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2008 or later

Coach requirement:  No additional p.m. peak coaches required.

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.  The Route 153 proposal is identified in the Kent proposal as “2008 or later”.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches would be available to implement this route in 2008, 2009, or 2010.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Kent states that they are proposing to pay half of the partner portion.  The City of Renton states that they will include funding for the program beginning with their 2008 budget.  

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· None identified.  
Route/Service:  Route 269
	Organization:
	City of Sammamish

	Contact Person:
	Jeff Brauns, P.E., Senior Transportation Program Engineer

	Address:
	801 228th Avenue SE, Sammamish, WA 98075

	Phone:
	425-295-0561   FAX 425-295-0600

	Email:
	jbrauns@ci.sammamish.wa.us

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Ben Yazici, City Manager

	Other Partners:
	City of Redmond

Microsoft Corporation

City of Issaquah (listed as potential partner)

	Description of Partnership:
	The partnership proposal would provide increased weekday peak service frequency on Route 269.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed improvement would provide additional commuting options, particularly for residents of the Sammamish Plateau by improving peak period, peak-direction service frequency between the Overlake Urban Center and the cities of Sammamish and Issaquah.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	As soon as practical, in coordination with King County Metro.

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Route 269 would be improved to operate every 20 minutes in the peak direction (northbound in the a.m., southbound in the p.m.) on weekdays.  An express option to reduce travel time would be investigated in coordination with Metro staff.  

	Ridership Gain:
	Total: 264,350   Annually by year 5: 62,800

	New Annual Service Hours:
	+4,160 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	TOTAL COST: $565,190 (annual) 



	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Sammamish: $56,520 (annual)

City of Redmond: $56,520 (annual)

Microsoft Corporation: $56,520 (annual)

Issaquah: $18,840 (annual)


Requirements for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal involves improving the service frequency on an existing route, Metro Route 269.  If the cities of Redmond and Sammamish fully fund Issaquah’s share if the City of Issaquah does not participate, the proposal will meet the minimum.

	Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal involves improvements to an existing service, Metro Route 269.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposed improvement to Route 269 will be managed by Metro and available to the general public.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion: Although a portion of the route operates on SR-520 between Bear Creek P&R and Overlake, Route 269 operates primarily on local streets and arterials.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.

	
	
	Discussion: See ‘Implementation’ section below.


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed partnership service would serve two designated Urban Centers, Overlake and Redmond.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined by the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3.

	
	
	Discussion: Route 269 serves a designated core connection under Strategy S-3 (Issaquah-Redmond).

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with 6-Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal is consistent with Strategy S-13, “Enhance circulation within activity centers through changes in transit service design and other programs to encourage transit use including, but not limited to, proposals for consideration of ride free areas.”  Route 269 operates through the Overlake and Bear Creek Urban Centers of the City of Redmond.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the 6-Year Plan.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.
Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service.

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use): The proposal supports the City of Sammamish’s promotion of alternatives to single-occupancy travel for trips to the Redmond/Overlake area.

· S-7 (Community Mobility): The proposal would enhance circulation within Sammamish, where transit options are currently limited, and would provide more convenient connections to other Metro and Sound Transit services at Overlake, Redmond, and Issaquah transit centers.

S-9 (Commute Partnerships): The proposal would increase transit access to Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) employment sites in Overlake.

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership more than five years.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal offers a commitment for five years.

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.

	
	
	Discussion: Local partners would fund exactly one-third of the service cost.  The proposal identifies $18,840 annually as a share that could potentially be contributed by the City of Issaquah.  If Issaquah chooses not to participate, the proposal states that the cities of Redmond and Sammamish will fund this share equally.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:

___ Conducting promotional activities;

___ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

___ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within 

        the area served by the new service;

___ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

___ Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal lists several actions by proposal partners:

· The City of Redmond has earmarked a portion of its Business Tax/Transportation Improvement Fund for transit partnerships.

· The City of Redmond will support the proposal through the R-TRIP program between King County Metro, the Greater Redmond Transportation Management Association, and the City of Redmond through employer and commuter outreach, incentives, and employer marketing of Route 269 and other commute alternatives.

· The City of Redmond has committed to implementing an Overlake Growth and Efficiency Center as part of its CTR program.

· The City of Redmond is updating its Overlake Neighborhood Plan to reinforce transit-oriented development in the Overlake Urban Center.

Microsoft Corporation has pledged to actively market the expanded Route 269 service to employees living in Sammamish and Issaquah.

	
	
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement:

Total: 264,350   Annually by year 5: 62,800
Discussion: The projected ridership gain represents almost a 100% increase in the annual ridership of Route 269, which reached 65,000 in Spring 2007.  However, ridership on this route has grown 30% since 2005.   


Implementation 

Proposal: Route 269

Proposed Service Hours:  +4,160

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  No date given, but the proposal requests as soon as practical  

Coach requirement:  + 2 AM and 4 PM 40’ coaches

Implementation Issues

The following issues should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement this route as early as 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The proposal lists the City of Issaquah as a potential partner, but commits the cities of Redmond and Sammamish to fund equally the $18,840 Issaquah share so that the proposal meets the one-third requirement. 

Route/Service:  Route 644

	Organizations:
	Microsoft Corporation, City of Redmond

	Contact Person:
	Jim Stanton, Senior Community Affairs Manager

	Address:
	One Microsoft Way, Redmond, WA 98052-6399

	Phone:
	425-707-5076

	Email:
	jstanton@microsoft.com

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Chris Owens, General Manager, Real Estate & Facilities

Redmond City Council

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	Continue Route 644 past September 2008

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	This peak-period service primarily serves commuters travelling to and from the Overlake Urban Center and North King County neighborhoods, including Kingsgate, Finn Hill and Kenmore.  

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	September 2008

	Proposed Service Additions:
	This partnership would fund five peak-period trips in each direction.  Between Kingsgate Park & Ride and Overlake, the route would be revised to serve additional employment sites along Willows Road in Redmond.  

	Ridership Gain:
	Total: 287,180   Annually by year 5:  62,865

	New Annual Service Hours:
	4,750 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$599,380

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	Microsoft Corporation:
$99,897


City of Redmond:
$99,897


King County Metro:  
$399,587



Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes  
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The partner proposes to contribute $198,420 annually.      

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal modifies an existing route.

	Yes
	 Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 644 would continue to be managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	 Yes 
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  When the proposed routing changes are implemented, Route 644 will no longer operate on state or interstate highways.  

	  Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  This route will provide access to and from the Overlake Urban Center.  

	No
	No 
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 644 does not provide service on a core service connection.    

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within the Overlake Urban Center.        

	Yes
	 Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objective identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility)

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal contains no commitment to fund the service for more than five years.

	  No
	No 
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal contains no commitment to provide funding in excess of the minimum one-third share.

	  Yes
	Yes 
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

X Providing incentives to employees and riders;

_​  Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

_ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  Microsoft will continue to support this service through the provision of subsidized fare media to our employees, hosting transportation-related promotional events on-site and other elements of our Commute Trip Reduction program.    

	
	 
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 287,180   Annually by year 5:  62,865

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  4, 750

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  June 2008

Coach requirement:  2 additional 40-foot coaches in AM; 1 in PM

General Issues

The following issue, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.     

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches would be available to implement this route in 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  Chris Owens, General Manager of Microsoft Real Estate & Facilities, authorized Microsoft funding for this proposal.  The 

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Timing.  Route 644, originally implemented with funding from WSDOT as part of the I-405 construction mitigation program, is currently scheduled for cancellation in September 2008.  Therefore, this partnership is viable only if implemented in September 2008, as the route will otherwise be eliminated.  

Route/Service:  City of Seattle 2008 Improvement Group

	Organization:
	City of Seattle

	Contact Person:
	Cristina Van Valkenburgh, Acting Policy and Plan Implementation Manager

	Address:
	Seattle DOT, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800, Seattle, WA 98124

	Phone:
	206-684-0814

	Email:
	cristina.vanvalkenburgh@seattle.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Greg Nickels, Mayor of Seattle

	Other Partners:
	None for 2008

	Description of Partnership:
	The proposed partnership would add service on 9 routes within the City of Seattle, focusing on providing improvements in frequency on routes 3, 4, 11, 14S, 10, 12, 26, 28, and 44.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed improvements would provide improved service on City of Seattle Urban Village Transit Network (UVTN) corridors.  The improvements are aimed at advancing the City’s transit service goal of transit service at least every 15 minutes, 18 hours a day, 7 days per week along the UVTN.  The areas affected by proposed service improvements are areas within the City of Seattle that have had a substantial amount of residential growth and where transit can be a real mobility option for people so that they can reduce their reliance on the single occupant vehicle (SOV).

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	2008  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Routes 3/4 – 6-7.5 min midday service (south half); 15-min midday and evening service (north half)

Routes 10/12 – Approx. 12-min am peak hour and 7.5 min pm peak hour service on route 10; 7.5 min westbound pm peak hour frequency on route 12

Route 11 – 15-min “edge-of-peak” service

Route 14S – 15-min peak hour service

Routes 26/28 – 15-min evening service weekdays and Saturdays; 15-min service all-day Sundays; consistent 10-12 min peak headways between downtown and Fremont

Route 44 – 15-min evening and night service weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays

	Ridership Forecast:
	Total: 7,621,994   Annually by year 5:  928,460

	New Annual Service Hours:
	20,678 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$2,407,877 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Seattle:  $1,605,251 (annual)

King County Metro:  $802,626 (annual)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The 2008 Improvement Group from the City of Seattle includes improvements to 9 existing routes.  

	N/A
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed 2008 Improvement Group does not contain any new routes, so this criterion is not applicable.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  All proposed service improvements would be managed by King County Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The routes proposed for improvement all operate primarily on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed services will provide service to, from, or between five Urban Centers (U) and one Manufacturing and Industrial Center (MI):

· Routes 3/4 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 10 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 11 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 12 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 14 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 26/28 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle South Lake Union (U)

· Route 44 – Seattle University Community (U), Ballard-Interbay (MI)

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Eight of the nine routes proposed for improvement are designated core routes:

· Routes 3/4 – Central Area to Seattle CBD via Jefferson - James

· Route 10 – Capitol Hill to Seattle CBD via 15th Ave E., Pine St.

· Routes 11, 12 – Capitol Hill to Seattle CBD via Madison St.

· Route 26/28 – Fremont to Seattle CBD via Dexter Ave. N.

· Route 44 – Ballard to U District via NW Market St. N. and NE 45th St. 

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within five Urban Centers (U) and one Manufacturing and Industrial Center (MI):

· Routes 3/4 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 10 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 11 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 12 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill (U)

· Route 14 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle South Lake Union (U)

· Route 26/28 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle South Lake Union (U)

· Route 44 – Seattle University Community (U), Ballard-Interbay (MI)

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use)

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility).  

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle has funding and has committed to the partnership for 8 years between 2008 and 2013.    

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal states that “the overall service cost within the City of Seattle is likely to be less when compared to other areas within King County if one considers the high existing ridership along these routes and the related fare box recovery.”  The King County Metro Direct Financial Partnership website defines fully-allocated cost as follows:

Fully-allocated costs include the cost of fuel, maintenance, driver wages, service supervision, infrastructure maintenance, revenue collection, scheduling, rider information, data analysis, and administrative and management costs.

Fully-allocated costs are not dependent on fare revenue or ridership.  Therefore, the City of Seattle’s contention that they are paying more than the minimum share of the cost is not valid.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

X Providing incentives to employees and riders;

X Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   



	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal lists numerous actions that are currently being taken to support transit, including all five specific actions listed in the criteria.  The City lists actions including reduced parking requirements for new developments, conversion of free parking to paid parking, a city-wide parking tax, TDM programs, Commute Trip Reduction for City employees and contracting for employers within the City of Seattle, development of a Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC) in downtown Seattle, participation in the Downtown Transportation Alliance and the South Lake Union Mobility Partnership, and roadway improvements to make transit more efficient including modified signalization, signal timing, transit lanes, and modified channelization.

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 7,621,994   Annually by year 5:  928,460

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  20,678 hours

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2008

Coach requirements:  PM peak: 
2 – 40’ trolley coaches (Routes 10/12, 14S)
2 – 40’ or 60’ diesel coaches (Routes 26/28)

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the 34,500 hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.  

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement the proposed improvements in this proposal in September 2008.  Metro will be receiving 22 – 60’ hybrid articulated coaches in 2008, which would ensure sufficient coaches for this proposal should 60’ coaches be desired for Routes 26/28.

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Seattle’s Bridging the Gap transportation levy provides $1.5 million annually, providing a commitment of 8 years for their partnerships.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Link/RapidRide Integration.  Route 14S serves an area that will be considered as part of a service change in 2009 when Link light rail service begins from downtown Seattle to SeaTac.  

· Coach Type for Route 26/28.  The coach type to be used on peak period improvements to routes 26 and 28 has not been decided.  This would affect the cost of service due to higher hourly rates for 60’ coaches, but not the service hours.  

· Description of Specific Improvements.  “Appendix 1” clarifications:  The Route 3/4 evening improvement is intended to last until 10 PM rather than 11 pm, consistent with the “16 hour” description in the “Notes” column in the attachment, and consistent with 9/17/07 correspondence between Metro and the City.  Upgrades on Routes 10/12 and 14 would generally provide increased service during the peak AM one-hour and peak PM one-hour periods, as opposed to the full peak periods that Metro typically considers to be between approximately 5-9 AM and 3-7 pm. Upgrades on Route 44 would include service after 10 pm, which Metro typically considers to be night service.  

Route/Service:  Route 187
	Organization:
	City of Federal Way

	Contact Person:
	Rick Perez, P.E., City Traffic Engineer

	Address:
	33325 8th Ave South, Federal Way, WA 98063

	Phone:
	253-835-2740

	Email:
	rick.perez@cityoffederalway.com

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Neal Beets, City Manager

	Other Partners:
	None.

	Description of Partnership:
	Improve weekday frequency, weekend frequency, and weekend span of service on Route 187.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Provide better connections to Federal Way’s city center and local, core, and regional transit routes during off-peak times.  Respond to numerous requests for additional service from residents of a well-established and stable market area.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	June 2009  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Weekday – 30-minute service

Saturday – Some 30-minute service, extended span of service

Sunday – Extended span of service

	Ridership Growth:
	Total: 461,265   Annually by year 5:  109,580

	New Annual Service Hours:
	Weekdays:
      2,000

Saturdays:
      1,075

Sundays:
      1,385

Total:
      4,460

	Estimated Service Cost:
	Weekdays:
      $218,066

Saturdays:
      $109,497

Sundays:
      $127,905

Total:
       $455,468

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Federal Way*:  $151,823

King County Metro:   $303,645


*
Federal Way City Council authorized proposal submittal


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes  
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The partner proposes to contribute $151,823 annually.      

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal modifies an existing route.

	Yes
	 Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 187 would continue to be managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	 Yes 
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The route would not operate primarily on highways.  

	  Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  This route would provide improved access to the Federal Way Urban Center

	No
	No 
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  This would be a local service route that would not improve the core network.    

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide improved circulation within the   Federal Way urban center.        

	Yes
	 Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objective identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility)

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal contains no commitment to fund the service for more than five years.

	  No
	No 
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal contains no commitment to provide funding in excess of the minimum one-third share.

	  Yes
	Yes 
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

_ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

_ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

_ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

_ Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   



	
	
	Discussion:  Federal Way commits to providing a press release and promotion on the city website, and through the CTR network.    

	
	 
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 461,265   Annually by year 5:  109,580

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  4,460

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  June 2009

Coach requirement:  No additional p.m. peak coaches are required

General Issues
The following issue, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  The potential phasing plan for partnership hours includes 18,000 hours for 2009.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches would be available to implement this route in 2009.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The Federal Way City Council authorized submission of the proposal.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· None identified.
Route/Service:  Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle
	Organization:
	City of Auburn

	Contact Person:
	Joe Welsh, Transportation Planner

	Address:
	25 West Main Street, Auburn, WA 98001

	Phone:
	253-804-5050

	Email:
	jwelsh@auburnwa.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	The Honorable Pete Lewis, Mayor, City of Auburn

Lynne Griffith, Chief Executive Officer, Pierce Transit

	Other Partners:
	Pierce Transit

	Description of Partnership:
	Provide peak-hour service between Lakeland Hills and Auburn Transit Station

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Provide commuter transit service for Lakeland Hills and relieve parking demand at Auburn Station.  Parking demand at Auburn Station exceeds the capacity available at the garage and surface parking lot, with all transit designated spots and many city-owned spots being occupied by commuters on a daily basis.  The Lakeland community has over 8,000 residents living in a compact area served by a virtually complete sidewalk system.  The demographics of this community also point to a strong existing and future demand for Sounder and regional bus service, with many residents working in Seattle and Bellevue.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	Spring 2008  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	8 morning peak trips and 6 evening peak trips connecting the Lakeland Hills neighborhood and Auburn Station 

	Ridership Forecast:
	Total: 233,363   Annually by year 5:  57,341

	New Annual Service Hours:
	3,848 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$292,179 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	King County Metro
$116,871

City of Auburn*
$116,871

Pierce Transit**
$58,436


*  Included in TIP, scheduled for adoption by December 2007

**  Subject to approval by Board of Commissioners 


Requirements

Partner:  City of Auburn

Proposed location and routes:  Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle

Proposed Implementation Date:  Spring 2008

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle is a new route, so this criterion is not applicable.  

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle is a new route.  The partners have committed more than $200,000 per year.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Though operated by Pierce Transit, the Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle would be managed by King County Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle would operate only on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The Lakeland Hills Commuter Shuttle will provide service to and from Downtown Auburn, a designated Urban Center.

	No
	No
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will not serve a core service connection.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within Downtown Auburn, a designated Urban Center.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-10 (Regional System Coordination)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility)

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn and Pierce Transit have committed funding for five years.    

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn and Pierce Transit have agreed to fund sixty percent of the fully-allocated service cost.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

 X  Conducting promotional activities;

__ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

__ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

 X  Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

 X  Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn has committed to providing promotional materials about shuttles to the Lakeland community.  This would be accomplished through quarterly neighborhood direct mailings, press releases in local newspapers, advertising on local TV 21, providing bus maps, timetables, and bike maps, and providing assistance in commute planning via the City of Auburn website.  The City of Auburn offers incentives to city employees, including a $50/month subsidy transit pas for city employees for use of bus, vanpool, and rail, covered bicycle lockers, showers and lockers for employees who bicycle, walk, or motorcycle, a Guaranteed Ride Home, and five HOV designated parking stalls.  The City of Auburn is willing to assist King County Metro and Pierce Transit in securing additional park and ride stalls/locations to support the Lakeland Hills feeder service if needed.

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 233,363    Annually by year 5:  57,341

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours: 3,848 hours 

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  Spring 2008

Coach requirements:  AM and PM peak:  2 – Bus PLUS (Pierce Transit) Vehicles 

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.

· Coach Availability.  Pierce Transit has sufficient fleet capacity to provide 3 Bus PLUS vehicles (2 in service, 1 spare) for this service in 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Auburn has programmed funding for this project in its 2008-2013 Transportation Improvement Plan, which will be incorporated into the 2008-2013 Capital Facilities Plan, scheduled for adoption by December 2007.  Pierce Transit has committed funding, subject to an interlocal agreement by Pierce Transit’s Board of Commissioners.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Service Management Arrangement.  This service is proposed to be operated by Pierce Transit.  Metro would manage the service through actions such as writing or approving schedules.  Details pertaining to management of this service should be clarified during negotiation of a contract.

· Area of Operation.  The proposed route would operate partially outside of King County.  The area where the route would operate in Pierce County is within the City of Auburn.  Service would be oriented towards people who commute to King County.

Route/Service:  City of Seattle, 2009 Improvement Group

	Organization:
	City of Seattle

	Contact Person:
	Cristina Van Valkenburgh, Acting Policy and Plan Implementation Manager

	Address:
	Seattle DOT, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800, Seattle, WA 98124

	Phone:
	206-684-0814

	Email:
	Cristina.Vanvalkenburgh@Seattle.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Greg Nickels, Mayor of Seattle

	Other Partners:
	None for 2009

	Description of Partnership:
	The proposed partnership would add service on 3 routes within the City of Seattle and improve frequency on routes 2, 13, and 48 and extension of some Route 48 trips.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed improvements would provide improved service on City of Seattle Urban Village Transit Network (UVTN) corridors.  The improvements are aimed at advancing the City’s transit service goal of transit service at least every 15 minutes, 18 hours a day, 7 days per week along the UVTN.  The areas affected by proposed service improvements are areas within the City of Seattle that have had a substantial amount of residential growth and where transit can be a real mobility option for people so that they can reduce their reliance on the single occupant vehicle (SOV).

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	2009

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Route 2S – Improve peak hour frequency and extend span of peak service

Routes 2N/13 – 15-minute peak hour service, extend span of peak and night service

Route 48 – Extend all existing trips to Rainier Beach, including 10-15 min am peak service, 15-min service during midday and Saturday, and evenings until 9:30 pm, and 30-minute Sunday service 

	Ridership Growth:
	Total: 5,142,027   Annually by year 5:  626,370

	New Annual Service Hours:
	8,833 hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$1,019,111 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Seattle: $339,704 (annual)

King County Metro:  $679,407 (annual)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The 2009 Improvement Group from the City of Seattle includes improvements to 3 existing routes.  

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed 2009 Improvement Group does not contain any new routes, so this criterion is not applicable.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  All proposed service improvements would be managed by King County Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The routes proposed for improvement all operate primarily on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The partnership service proposed for 2009 on routes 2, 13, and 48 will provide service to, from, or between four Urban Centers:

· Route 2 – Seattle Downtown, Seattle Uptown Queen Anne, Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill

· Route 13 – Seattle Downtown, Seattle Uptown Queen Anne

· Route 48 – Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill, Seattle University Community

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  All three routes proposed for improvement serve core service connections:

· Routes 2/13 – Queen Anne to Seattle CBD via 5th Ave. N., Taylor Ave. N.

· Route 48 – Loyal Heights to U District via NW 85th St., 15th Ave. NE

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within four Urban Centers:

· Route 2 – Seattle Downtown, Seattle Uptown Queen Anne, Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill

· Route 13 – Seattle Downtown, Seattle Uptown Queen Anne

· Route 48 – Seattle First Hill/Capitol Hill, Seattle University Community

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use)

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility).  

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle has funding from the Bridging the Gap initiative and has committed to the partnership for 8 years between 2008 and 2013.    

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal states that “the overall service cost within the City of Seattle is likely to be less when compared to other areas within King County if one considers the high existing ridership along these routes and the related fare box recovery.”  The King County Metro Direct Financial Partnership website defines fully-allocated cost as follows:

Fully-allocated costs include the cost of fuel, maintenance, driver wages, service supervision, infrastructure maintenance, revenue collection, scheduling, rider information, data analysis, and administrative and management costs.

Fully-allocated costs are not dependent on fare revenue or ridership.  Therefore, the City of Seattle’s contention that they are paying more than the minimum share of the cost is not valid.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

X Providing incentives to employees and riders;

X Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   



	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal lists numerous actions that are currently being taken to support transit, including all five specific actions listed in the criteria.  The City lists actions including reduced parking requirements for new developments, conversion of free parking to paid parking, a city-wide parking tax, TDM programs, Commute Trip Reduction for City employees and contracting for employers within the City of Seattle, development of a Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC) in downtown Seattle, participation in the Downtown Transportation Alliance and the South Lake Union Mobility Partnership, and roadway improvements to make transit more efficient including modified signalization, signal timing, transit lanes, and modified channelization.

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 5,142,027   Annually by year 5:  626,370

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours: 8,833 hours 

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2009

Coach requirements:  PM Peak:   
2 – 40’ trolley coaches (Routes 2/13)
1 – 60’ diesel coach (Route 48)

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  The potential phasing of partnership hours includes 18,000 hours for 2009.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement the proposed improvements in 2009.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Seattle’s Bridging the Gap transportation levy provides $1.5 million annually, providing a commitment of 8 years for their partnerships.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Link/RapidRide Integration.  Route 48 serves an area that will be considered as part of a service change in 2009 when Link light rail service begins from downtown Seattle to SeaTac.  Improvements to this route should occur during the same service change as other changes related to the beginning of light rail service.

· Description of Specific Improvements.  “Appendix 1” clarifications:  Upgrades on Routes 2/13 would provide increased service during a focused portion of the AM and PM peak periods, as opposed to the full peak periods that Metro typically considers to be between approximately 5-9 AM and 3-7 pm.  Route 48 operates every 30 minutes on Sundays; all trips would be extended to Rainier Beach.  

Route/Service:  Route 110

	Organization:
	City of Renton

	Contact Person:
	Nathan Jones, Transportation Planner

	Address:
	1055 S. Grady Way, Renton, 98057

	Phone:
	425-430-7217

	Email:
	njones@ci.renton.wa.us 

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Gregg Zimmerman, Planning/Building/Public Works Administrator

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	Add midday service and extend route to serve Gene Coulon Park in the north and SW 27th St. in the south.  

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Serve Gene Coulon Park, the Landing, and nearby developments in the north and multiple large worksites in the south including Boeing, King County Elections, Worksource Renton, Providence Health Services, the Federal Aviation Administration regional headquarters, and Wizards of the Coast.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	2008

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Add 30-minute service between 8:30 a.m. and 2:30 p.m.  Extend all trips to Gene Coulon Park and to SW 27th St.  

	Ridership Growth:
	Total: 264,350   Annually by year 5:  62,800

	New Annual Service Hours:
	5,850 annual hours 

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$599,231 (first year)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Renton:  $199,744 (first year)

King County Metro:  $399,487 (first year)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	 Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  Partner share is $199,743.57 (first year).  

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  Not applicable.    

	 Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 110 is managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes 
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 110 does not operate primarily on highways.  

	 Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	 Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  Renton is a designated Urban Center.  This route provides access to and from the Renton Urban Center.  

	 No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 110 is a local service route that does not serve core service connections.    

	 Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide improved circulation within the Renton Urban Center.        

	 Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objective identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

	No 
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal commits funding for “at least five years,” but contains no specific commitment to fund beyond the five year time period.

	No 
	Possibly
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal contains no commitment to fund in excess of the minimum one-third share.

	Yes 
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

_ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

_ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

_ Taking other policy actions that support the new service

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Renton plans to promote the service through TV, website, and print information.  The city will promote the service to employers (CTR and non-CTR sites), business leagues (i.e. Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Association, Renton Connection), and community service groups and neighborhood associations (i.e. Kiwanis).  The city will also promote services through the City’s pilot program for transit center security and Downtown Visitor’s Assistance program.

	
	 
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 264,350   Annually by year 5:  62,800

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  5,850

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2008  

Coach requirement:  One additional 30-foot p.m. peak coach required.

General Issues
The following issue, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.   

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches would be available to implement this route in 2008, 2009, or 2010.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Renton states that they will include funding for the program beginning with their 2008 budget.  

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Service to Kenworth/Paccar.  The current proposal will result in longer trips for riders to the Kenworth/Paccar plants, which is a key ridership generator for the route.  Increasing trip length for these customers could further weaken the already small customer base of this route.  

· An alternative service plan could include eliminating off-peak service to Paccar and/or eliminating peak service to Coulon Park.  This would require establishing a layover zone at Coulon Park.

· Southwest routing.  The current proposal includes a one-way loop through southwest Renton.  The one-way loop is not an effective service design because it results in long walking distances for riders to access the route.  A one-way loop service would not meet the objective of improving service to employers in southwest Renton and would reduce the ability of current riders in southwest Renton to connect to Sounder trains.  

· Alternative routing should be considered to the extent that alternatives are possible with no added cost.   One possible service plan could include providing two-way service along SW 27th St in lieu of serving SW 7th St. 

Route/Service:  Auburn Community Shuttle (Routes 910/919)

	Organization:
	City of Auburn

	Contact Person:
	Joe Welsh, Transportation Planner

	Address:
	25 West Main Street, Auburn, WA 98001

	Phone:
	253-804-5050

	Email:
	jwelsh@auburnwa.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	The Honorable Pete Lewis, Mayor, City of Auburn

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	Provide community shuttle between residential neighborhoods and major trip generators.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Provide a predictable, direct transit service linking Auburn’s residential neighborhoods more closely with high desire destinations.  Though service would be available to anyone, it would be geared towards transit dependent travelers such as seniors and school age children.  It would also benefit employees in Auburn working in or near the downtown and other commercial corridors.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	June 2008  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Revise routing of the existing 919 route and implement a separate 910 route, both providing hourly service from approximately 8:00 am to 4:30 pm on weekdays and Saturdays.  The routes would be timed to meet at Auburn Station.

	Ridership Forecast:
	Total: 139,404   Annually by year 5:  33,118

	New Annual Service Hours:
	2,763 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$218,056 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	King County Metro
$118,056

City of Auburn*
$100,000


*
  Included in TIP, scheduled for adoption by December 2007


Requirements

Partner:  City of Auburn

Proposed location and routes:  Auburn Community Shuttle

Proposed Implementation Date:  Spring 2008

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The Auburn Community Shuttle proposal would split Route 919 into two routes.  Route 919 would be altered to a north-south route serving I St NE, Auburn YMCA, and the Supermall via Auburn Station.  Route 910 would take over the Auburn Way S portion of the existing 919, and serve Auburn Station, Auburn Way S, Auburn Senior Center, and the Dogwood neighborhood.  Auburn has committed $100,000 per year.

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The Auburn Community Shuttle is a modification of the existing Route 919, so this criterion is not applicable. 

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  All proposed service improvements would be managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The routes proposed for improvement all operate primarily on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


 Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed route will provide service to and from Downtown Auburn, a designated urban center.

	No
	No
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will not serve a core service connection.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within Downtown Auburn, a designated Urban Center.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility)

	No
	No
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn has committed funding for five years.    

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn has agreed to fund $100,000, or forty-five percent of the estimated fully-allocated service cost in 2007 dollars.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

 X  Conducting promotional activities;

__ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

__ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

 X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

 X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   



	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Auburn has committed to providing promotional materials about shuttles to the Senior community.  This would be accomplished through quarterly neighborhood direct mailings, direct advertising to seniors via the Auburn Senior Center, press releases in local newspapers, advertising on local TV 21, providing bus maps, timetables, and bike maps, and providing assistance in commute planning via the City of Auburn website.  The City of Auburn offers incentives to city employees, including a $50/month subsidy transit pas for city employees for use of bus, vanpool, and rail, covered bicycle lockers, showers and lockers for employees who bicycle, walk, or motorcycle, a Guaranteed Ride Home, and five HOV designated parking stalls.  

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 139,404   Annually by year 5:  33,118

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours: 2,489 hours 

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  June 2008

Coach requirements:  1 – DART vehicle 

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity estimates, sufficient DART vehicles would be available to implement this service in 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Auburn has programmed funding for this project in its 2008-2013 Transportation Improvement Plan, which will be incorporated into the 2008-2013 Capital Facilities Plan, scheduled for adoption by December 2007.  

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Timing.  The City of Auburn has proposed that this service be implemented in 2008.  This proposal involves two routes that would essentially take over for separate parts of the existing Route 919.  They are envisioned to be timed to meet at Auburn Station to allow transfers.  These improvements must be implemented simultaneously to avoid duplication of service in northern Auburn and to allow for coordinated scheduling.

· Additional improvements are planned in the Auburn Way S corridor on Route 915, though timing is not defined at present.  When Route 915 is improved to 60-minute service, the route serving the Auburn Way S corridor should be timed to provide combined 30-minute service in this corridor between Auburn Station and the Dogwood neighborhood.

· Public Feedback.  Since this proposal would involve changes to an existing route, Metro needs to conduct a public process to solicit input from riders of Route 919.  This public process would inform riders of changes to the existing Route 919 and changes to the DART area in northern Auburn.

Route/Service:  Bellevue Circulator

	Organization:
	City of Bellevue

	Contact Person:
	Maria Koengeter, Senior Planner, Department of Transportation

	Address:
	450 110th Ave NE, Bellevue, WA 98004

	Phone:
	425-452-4345

	Email:
	mkoengeter@bellevuewa.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	The Honorable Grant Degginger, Mayor, City of Bellevue

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	The proposed partnership would provide a two-way circulator service within Downtown Bellevue.  

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed route would provide service to the rapidly growing Downtown Bellevue Urban Center.  The proposed route would serve office locations along 110th Ave NE, residential and office developments in the northeast and northwest portions of downtown, Bellevue Square and Old Bellevue in southwest downtown.  The target markets for the downtown circulator are residents for work and non-work trips, employees, for “last-mile” connections to work places and for midday lunch and errands, and visitors who arrive by transit or park once within downtown.    

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	This service was proposed for implementation in September 2008, to coincide with the completion of major office and residential projects along the route.  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	The two-mile, two directional loop route would operate on Bellevue Way, NE 10th Street, 110th Ave NE and Main Street.  The route would operate on a 10-minute headway and would require 15-minutes running time.  The route would stop approximately every two blocks and would utilize existing Metro bus zones.  The route would operate Monday – Friday from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and Saturday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., with additional Sunday operation from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the holiday season.  This service would be provided at no charge to the rider.      

	Ridership Forecast:
	Total: 68,000 – 145,000   Annually by year 5:  13,700 – 29,100

	New Annual Service Hours:
	11,167

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$1,095,780 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Bellevue:  $365,260 (annual)

King County Metro:  $730,520 (annual)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed Downtown Bellevue Circulator is a new service.  

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed Downtown Bellevue Circulator is a new service.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed Downtown Bellevue Circulator will be managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed Downtown Bellevue Circulator will operate only on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The partnership service will provide service within Downtown Bellevue, a designated Urban Center, but not to, from or between Urban Centers (see third criterion, below).  

	No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  Several Core Service Connections identified in Service Strategy S-3 begin and end in Downtown Bellevue, and the proposed service would connect with these Core Service Connections.  However, the intent of Strategy S-3 was to identify entire corridors along which service frequencies should be improved.  The proposed service would not provide service along any of the core corridors described in Strategy S-3.  

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide circulation within Downtown Bellevue, a designated Urban Center.        

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

·  S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use)

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility).  

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The ‘Criteria Discussion’ section of the City’s proposal states that “staff will work [to] explore options to continue the partnership for more than five years.”  This statement, while encouraging, does not appear to constitute an actual commitment to continue the partnership beyond five years.  Furthermore, the cover letter, signed by Mayor Degginger, states that “we have dedicated funding for five years to cover the City’s share of the financial service partnership.”    

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The ‘Criteria Discussion’ section of the City of Bellevue Proposal states that “the city will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated cost through investments in transit stop signage, branding, and marketing to promote the service.”  The King County Metro Direct Financial Partnership website defines fully-allocated cost as follows:

Fully-allocated costs include the cost of fuel, maintenance, driver wages, service supervision, infrastructure maintenance, revenue collection, scheduling, rider information, data analysis, and administrative and management costs.

The additional in-kind investments referenced above, while beneficial, are not included in the fully-allocated service cost, according to the definition provided on the website.      

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

__ Conducting promotional activities;

__ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

__ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

__ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

__ Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  The ‘Criteria Discussion’ section of the City’s proposal identifies a number of additional actions that appear likely to increase ridership on the new services (see discussion under Item 7 on page 12 of the proposal).  Historically, the City of Bellevue, in conjunction with Bellevue Downtown Association and King County Metro, has implemented a number of successful efforts to increase non-SOV mode share in Downtown, including FlexPass and Puget Pass sales and marketing, informational events, Transportation Management Plan monitoring, and a variety of outreach activities. 

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 68,000 – 145,000   Annually by year 5:  13,700 – 29,100

	
	
	Discussion:  The discussion in the ‘Ridership Forecasts’ section of the City’s proposal provides a range of 137,000 – 214,000 annual riders on the proposed service.  Estimates were obtained using three different methods, including experience on other circulators, manual Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) analysis and a transit model analysis.  Ridership figures provided in the checklist (and above) represent the overall net increase in rides within Downtown Bellevue on all transit service.  The method used to estimate the net effect on Downtown was not described in the proposal.      


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  11,964

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2008

Coach requirement:  3 transit vans

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement this route as early as 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The Bellevue City Council voted to authorize full funding for the City’s minimum one-third share of the service, as specified in the proposal.  

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Running Time.  Based on additional timing data collected along the proposed service path, Metro staff determined that service cannot be operated at 10-mintue frequency during all times, as proposed, with the resources currently identified.    In order to operate the service with the resources currently identified, one of two things must occur:  1) running times must to be reduced to no more than 25 minutes during all times of day, or 2) headways must be increased during congested periods.         

· Sunday Service.  The City proposed that the Circulator service operate on nine Sundays during the holiday season.  It is possible that this service could be provided as “special service,” though Metro Operations staff will need to be consulted before Metro can commit to providing Sunday service.           

· Fare Revenue.  The City proposed that the service be provided at no charge to riders.  In order to provide this service fare-free, King County Metro would need to be reimbursed for all foregone revenue.  A separate agreement between the City of Bellevue and King County Metro pertaining to fare reimbursement would need to be executed in order for the proposed service to be implemented fare-free.   

· Branding.  The proposal indicates that the City would invest in “branding” the proposed service.  We assume that this effort might include installation of signage or other physical improvements.  We wish to advise the City that the installation of route-specific materials on Metro coaches is generally not feasible due the need to maintain interchangeability of coaches between different routes.  We anticipate no general issues with regard to the installation of signage or related branding improvements at bus stops along the route but request the opportunity to review such materials prior to installation.  

Route/Service:  Issaquah Highlands/Talus and Route 200
	Organization:
	City of Issaquah

	Contact Person:
	Gary Costa, PE, PTOE, Transportation Manager, Public Works Engineering

	Address:
	1775 12th Avenue NW, Issaquah, WA 98027

	Phone:
	425-837-3443

	Email:
	garyc@ci.issaquah.wa.us

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Bob Brock, PE, Public Works Engineering Director

	Other Partners:
	Port Blakely Communities

Timber Ridge at Talus

Talus Residential Association

	Description of Partnership:
	The partnership proposal would provide additional service on Route 200 with extensions to serve the Issaquah Highlands neighborhood, Issaquah Highlands Park-and-Ride lot, the Timber Ridge at Talus development, and the Talus Urban Village as far as the transit turnaround at Shangri-La Way.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed extensions of Route 200 would connect high density residential neighborhoods in the Issaquah Highlands and Talus developments with the Issaquah Transit Center.  The intent is to provide all-day service to these neighborhoods and provide transit service to an increased intensity of residential developments, transit-oriented developments, and commercial areas.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	Summer 2008 (June)

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Route 200 would be extended to connect the Issaquah Transit Center with both the Issaquah Highlands and Talus.  Service would operate every 30 minutes on weekdays between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m.  Issaquah Highlands would be served through a two-way loop routing that would extend to the Issaquah Highlands Park-and-Ride and operate along Park Drive into the Highlands neighborhood via SE 56th Street, Black Nugget Road, and Highlands Drive.  Talus Village would be served with a routing along SR-900 that would extend via Timber Ridge to the transit turnaround on Shangri-La Way.  

	Ridership Growth:
	Total: 1,031,240   Annually by year 5: 197,960

	New Annual Service Hours:
	11,412

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$1,388,875 (annual) 

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Issaquah: $234,584 (annual)

Port Blakely Communities: $243,650 (annual)

Timber Ridge at Talus: $9,594 (annual)

Talus Residential Association: $4,797 (annual)

King County Metro:  $896,250


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal involves extensions to an existing service, Metro Route 200.

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal involves extensions to an existing service, Metro Route 200.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposed extensions to Route 200 will be managed by Metro and available to the general public.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion: Route 200 and the proposed extensions would operate only on local streets and arterials.

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.

	
	
	Discussion: See ‘Implementation’ section below.


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships
	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	No
	No
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  Issaquah is not a designated urban and manufacturing/industrial center.  The proposed partnership service would connect several residential neighborhoods in the Issaquah area with downtown Issaquah and the Issaquah Transit Center.

	No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined by the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3.

	
	
	Discussion: Route 200 does not serve either of the two Metro core connections listed for Issaquah under Strategy S-3 (these are Issaquah-Bellevue and Issaquah-Redmond).

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with 6-Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.

	
	
	Discussion: Although Issaquah is not a designated urban and manufacturing/industrial center, the proposed partnership service does connect downtown Issaquah with several residential neighborhoods and the Issaquah Transit Center.  Downtown Issaquah was designated an Activity Area in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  In this way it is consistent with Strategy S-13, “Enhance circulation within activity centers through changes in transit service design and other programs to encourage transit use including, but not limited to, proposals for consideration of ride free areas.”

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the 6-Year Plan.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service
In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use): The proposal supports Issaquah’s promotion of areas of higher density development, allowance of parking reductions, and encouragement of pedestrian travel.

· S-7 (Community Mobility): The proposal would enhance circulation within Issaquah and would provide connections to other Metro and Sound Transit services at Issaquah Transit Center.

S-9 (Commute Partnerships): The proposal would increase transit access to Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) employment sites in Issaquah.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership more than five years.

	
	
	Discussion: In the proposal’s section “Funding sources and amount to be provided by each partner,” reference is made to the commitment to fund the proposal for six years, to be shared among the City of Issaquah, Port Blakely Communities, Timber Ridge at Talus, and the Talus Residential Association.  The section also includes details on the financial shares for each partner.    However, a letter of commitment has only been received from Issaquah.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal identifies $23,458 as an additional share to be contributed by Port Blakely Communities, Timber Ridge at Talus, and the Talus Residential Association toward a partnership total of $492,625, compared to the minimum one-third partnership total of $469,167.  However, letters of commitment have not been received from these potential partners.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:

___ Conducting promotional activities;

___ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

___ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service;

___ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

___ Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.

	
	
	Discussion: The proposal lists eight actions by the City of Issaquah:

· The City has incorporated development incentives which take into account the availability of transit such as allowing parking credits (reductions) for the incorporation of shuttle service and if an applicant can demonstrate pedestrian, bicycle, or mass transit use by employees or customers.

· The City’s Resource Conservation Office will continue to promote transit-oriented development as a green building strategy and encourage transit ridership as a sustainable living element.

· Aside from 3,000+ residential units permitted in the Issaquah Highlands and a 400,000 square-foot retail center opening in 2009, the City is facilitating permitting for an additional 3,000,000 square feet of additional retail and office space to be occupied in 2009-2011.

· The City has supported the creation of a 150-unit affordable housing project adjacent to the Issaquah Highlands Park-and-Ride.

· The City is facilitating a 500,000 square-foot office project in Talus.

· The City will continue to provide CTR incentives and promote transit ridership, both generally for errand and commuting transportation, and specifically for its “Salmon Friendly Commuting” program that promotes alternatives to single occupancy travel both in and out of the City for businesses and residents.

The City will continue to review and develop Transportation Demand Management strategies such as parking limits, pedestrian access improvements, and connectivity to transit.

	
	
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement:

Total: 1,031,240   Annually by year 5: 197,960
Discussion: Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro. 


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  11,412

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date: June 2008  

Coach requirement:  +3 transit vans

Implementation Issues

The following issues should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement this route as early as 2008.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The inference of the proposal is that the City of Issaquah would begin funding the proposal in June 2008 if the City’s proposal were selected for implementation in mid-2008.  

· Feasibility of using Talus turnaround facility.   The feasibility of using the existing turnaround facility in Talus without modification may be an issue.  The 20-foot radius of the turnaround loop works for Metro’s existing transit vans, but might not work for future coaches; the facility would not accommodate Metro’s 30-foot transit coaches.

· Other operational issues.  Narrow residential streets in the Issaquah Highlands could slow down or delay service.  The slopes of streets in both the Issaquah Highlands and Talus could be subject to adverse weather closures.

Other Issues 

Other implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Fare Revenue.  No fare is currently charged on Route 200.  The agreement between Issaquah and King County Metro would need to be modified to cover the extensions to Issaquah Highlands and Talus for the proposed service to be offered fare-free.   

Route/Service:  City of Seattle, 2010 Improvement Group
	Organization:
	City of Seattle

	Contact Person:
	Cristina Van Valkenburgh, Acting Policy and Plan Implementation Manager

	Address:
	Seattle DOT, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800, Seattle, WA 98124

	Phone:
	206-684-0814

	Email:
	cristina.vanvalkenburgh@seattle.gov

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Greg Nickels, Mayor of Seattle

	Other Partners:
	South Lake Union Mobility Partnership (Routes 8, 70)

	Description of Partnership:
	The proposed partnership would add service on 7 routes within the City of Seattle, focusing on providing improvements in frequency on routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, and 75, improvements in span on route 74, and extension of some Route 60 trips.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed improvements would provide improved service on City of Seattle Urban Village Transit Network (UVTN) corridors.  The improvements are aimed at advancing the City’s transit service goal of transit service at least every 15 minutes, 18 hours a day, 7 days per week along the UVTN.  The areas affected by proposed service improvements are areas within the City of Seattle that have had a substantial amount of residential growth and where transit can be a real mobility option for people so that they can reduce their reliance on the single occupant vehicle (SOV).

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	This service is proposed for implementation in September 2010.  

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Route 5 – 15-minute pm early evening service

Route 7 – 15-minute evening and night service, 15-minute Saturday am service, 15-minute Sunday am service

Route 8 – Extended span of 15-minute pm peak service (continuation of grant-funded South Lake Union demonstration project)

Route 60 – Extend all trips to White Center; 30-minute weekday evening service until 9 pm

Route 70 – 10-minute pm peak service (continuation of grant-funded South Lake Union demonstration project)

Route 74 – Extend weekday evening, Saturday morning, Saturday night, Sunday morning, and Sunday night span of service between the University District and Lower Queen Anne

Route 75 – 30-minute evening service until 9 pm, 30-minute Saturday evening service, 30-minute all-day Sunday service

	Ridership Forecast:
	Total: 6,426,109   Annually by year 5: 770,235

	New Annual Service Hours:
	14,882 hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$1,795,548 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	King County Metro: $1,197,032 (annual)

City of Seattle:  $537,673 (annual)

Urban Mobility Group:  $60,843 (annual)


Partner:  City of Seattle

Proposed location and routes:  2010 Improvement Group

Proposed Implementation Date:  2010

Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The 2010 Improvement Group from the City of Seattle includes improvements to 7 existing routes.  

	N/A
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed 2010 Improvement Group does not contain any new routes, so this criterion is not applicable.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  All proposed service improvements would be managed by King County Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The routes proposed for improvement all operate primarily on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority criteria for eligible direct financial partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The partnership service proposed for 2010 will provide service to, from, or between six Urban Centers (U) and one Manufacturing and Industrial Center (MI).

· Route 5 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle Northgate (U)

· Route 7 – Seattle Downtown (U)

· Route 8 – Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle South Lake Union (U), Seattle First Hill Capitol Hill

· Route 60 – Seattle First Hill

· Route 70 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle University Community (U)

· Route 74 – Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle University Community (U)

· Route 75 – Ballard-Interbay (MI), Seattle Northgate (U), Seattle University Community (U)

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion: Routes 5, 7, 8, 60, 70, and 75 serve core service connections described in Strategy S-3. 

· Route 5 – Northgate to Seattle CBD via Wallingford Ave. N., Aurora Ave. N.

· Route 7 – Rainier Beach to Seattle CBD via Rainier Ave. S.

· Route 8 – Capitol Hill to Seattle Center via Denny Way

· Route 60 – Capitol Hill to Seattle CBD via Madison St.

· Route 70 – U District to Seattle CBD via Eastlake Ave. E., Fairview Ave. N.

· Route 75 – Ballard to Northgate via 24th Ave. NW, Holman Rd. NW

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The partnership service proposed for 2010 will improve access and circulation within six Urban Centers and one Manufacturing and Industrial Center.

· Route 5 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle Northgate (U)

· Route 7 – Seattle Downtown (U)

· Route 8 – Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle South Lake Union (U), Seattle First Hill Capitol Hill

· Route 60 – Seattle First Hill

· Route 70 – Seattle Downtown (U), Seattle University Community (U)

· Route 74 – Seattle Uptown Queen Anne (U), Seattle University Community (U)

· Route 75 – Ballard-Interbay (MI), Seattle Northgate (U), Seattle University Community (U)

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use)

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility).  

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle has funding and has committed to the partnership between 2008 and 2015.    

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal states that “the overall service cost within the City of Seattle is likely to be less when compared to other areas within King County if one considers the high existing ridership along these routes and the related fare box recovery.”  The King County Metro Direct Financial Partnership website defines fully-allocated cost as follows:

Fully-allocated costs include the cost of fuel, maintenance, driver wages, service supervision, infrastructure maintenance, revenue collection, scheduling, rider information, data analysis, and administrative and management costs.

Fully-allocated costs are not dependent on fare revenue or ridership.  Therefore, the City of Seattle’s contention that they are paying more than the minimum one-third share of the cost is not valid.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

X Providing incentives to employees and riders;

X Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Seattle proposal lists numerous actions that are currently being taken to support transit, including all five specific actions listed in the criteria.  The City lists actions including reduced parking requirements for new developments, conversion of free parking to paid parking, a city-wide parking tax, TDM programs, Commute Trip Reduction for City employees and contracting for employers within the City of Seattle, development of a Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC) in downtown Seattle, participation in the Downtown Transportation Alliance and the South Lake Union Mobility Partnership, and roadway improvements to make transit more efficient including modified signalization, signal timing, transit lanes, and modified channelization.

	
	Yes
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 6,426,109   Annually by year 5: 770,235

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  14,882 hours

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2010

Coach requirements:  No additional PM peak coaches

General Issues

The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  The potential phasing of partnership hours includes 52,500 hours for 2010.

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement this route in 2010.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  The City of Seattle’s Bridging the Gap transportation levy provides $1.5 million annually, providing a commitment of 8 years for their partnerships.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Routes 8, 70.  Improvements to Route 8 and 70 would extend a transit demonstration by the South Lake Union Mobility Project.  The demonstration is scheduled to occur in 2008-2009, so the proposed improvements would need to occur in 2010 to prevent a gap in providing service.  The funding for these two routes would also be different, with private sector partners contributing one-sixth and the City of Seattle contributing one-sixth funding each to fulfill the requirement that partners fund one-third of the total cost.

· Description of Specific Improvements.  “Appendix 1” clarifications:  Route 74 Saturday morning improvements are effective for only a portion of the 6 AM – 9 AM period (specifically, from 8 a.m. till 9 a.m.) per 9/11/07 correspondence between Metro and the City.  

Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership

Proposal Fact Sheet

Route/Service:  Route 913
	Organization:
	City of Kent

	Contact Person:
	Cathy Mooney, Senior Transportation Planner

	Address:
	220 Fourth Ave. S., Kent  98032

	Phone:
	253-856-5564

	Email:
	cmooney@ci.kent.wa.us

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Larry Blanchard, Public Works Director

	Other Partners:
	None

	Description of Partnership:
	Establish new route connecting residential areas in the west and northwest sections of the city to downtown Kent.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	Connect areas that currently have no service with Kent Transit Center/Sounder station and downtown Kent.  Reduce automobile travel by residents and reduce the need for parking spaces at KTC/Sounder station.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	2008

	Proposed Service Additions:
	Operate new route every 30 minutes between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday-Saturday.  

	Ridership Growth:
	Total: 520,733   Annually by year 5:  99,960

	New Annual Service Hours:
	7,807 annual hours 

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$616,128.44 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	City of Kent:  $205,376 (annual)

King County Metro:  $410,752 (annual)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	N/A
	N/A
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  Proposal is for new route, so this criterion is not applicable.  

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The partner will contribute $205,376 annually.      

	Yes
	 Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  Route 913 would be managed by Metro and available to the general public.  

	 Yes 
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The route would not operate primarily on highways.  

	  Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority Criteria for Eligible Direct Financial Partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  This route would provide improved access to the Kent urban center.  

	No
	 
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion:  This would be a local service route that would not improve the core network.    

	Yes
	Yes 
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed service will provide improved circulation within the   Kent urban center.        

	Yes
	 Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objective identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)



	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal letter states that the project is included in their Six Year TIP and is included in their budget.

	  No
	 
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal contains no commitment to fund in excess of the minimum one-third share.

	  Yes
	Yes 
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

X Providing incentives to employees and riders;

_ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

X Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

X Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   



	
	
	Discussion:  The City of Kent has committed to promoting the new service through articles in the IN BOX utility bill insert, the Kent Reporter, and the monthly CTR newsletter and advertising the new service on the City’s website, TV stations (Kent TV21), and Community Calendar.  The City of Kent will also continue to encourage greater use of enhanced transit service, through encouraging use of programs such as FlexPass.  The City will meet with Neighborhood Councils for each of the neighborhood groups along this route and write an article to be distributed in the newsletter of those who have monthly newsletters. In addition to promotion, the City will continue to work with the developer of the Riverview community to assure transit amenities are provided.  Some amenities such as shelters, a bus pullout, and walking paths have already been provided.

	
	 
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total: 520,733   Annually by year 5:  99,960

	
	
	Discussion:  Ridership estimates provided by King County Metro.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  7,807

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  2008  

Coach requirement:  Two DART peak vehicles are required.

General Issues

The following issue, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the number of hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.   

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches would be available to implement this route in 2008, 2009, or 2010.  

· Partner Budget Authority.  Funding for this route is provided as project #43 in the Kent 2008-2013 Six Year TIP.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· DART area.  The cost estimates assume that Route 913 is implemented as DART service.  A DART area needs to be defined prior to service implementation.

Route/Service:  New First Hill/Medical Centers Route
	Organization:
	First Hill Transportation Group

	Contact Person:
	Tony Roberto, CPP

	Address:
	Virginia Mason  Medical Center, Mailstop G3-SE, 1100 Ninth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101

	Phone:
	206-625-7373

	Email:
	Anthony.Roberto@vmmc.org

	Person committing to the partnership:
	Tony Roberto, Security and Logistics Director, Virginia Mason Medical Center

	Other Partners:
	The three partners represented by FHTG are Harborview Medical Center, Swedish Medical Center, and Virginia Mason Medical Center.

	Description of Partnership:
	The proposal would create a new route providing service between First Hill and Coleman Dock, King Street Station, and International District Station.

	Purpose and Target Market of Partnership:
	The proposed improvements would connect First Hill to transit hubs such as the Coleman Dock, King Street Station, and International District Station.  FHTG cites statistical data and employee feedback that illustrate demand for increased service to these locations.  The service will provide better mobility to and within First Hill.

	Implementation Date (Proposed):
	June 2008

	Proposed Service Additions:
	New route with 20-min service 5:00 am – 9:30 am, 45-min service 10:00 am – 3:00 pm, 20-min service 3:00 pm – 8:45 pm

	Ridership Growth:
	Not available.

	New Annual Service Hours:
	Approximately 7,500 annual hours

	Estimated Service Cost:
	$900,000 (annual)

	Funding Sources and Amounts:
	FHTG: $300,000 (annual) ($100,000 each from Harborview Medical Center, Swedish Medical Center, and Virginia Mason Medical Center)

King County Metro:  $600,000 (annual)


Requirements

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership requirement

	N/A
	Yes
	If proposal is to add hours to existing route(s), partner will contribute at least $100,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed route is not an existing route, so this criterion is not applicable.

	Yes
	Yes
	If proposal is to add a new route or routes, partner will contribute at least $200,000 per year for a minimum of five years (in 2007 dollars).  

	
	
	Discussion:  FHTG states that they will commit an estimate $300,000 for at least five years, however funding authority is not clear.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will be managed by King County Metro Transit and available to the general public.

	
	
	Discussion:  The new route would be managed by King County Metro and available to the general public.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed service will operate primarily on local streets and arterials, not primarily on state or interstate highways.

	
	
	Discussion:  The route would operate primarily on local streets and arterials.  

	Yes
	Yes
	Proposed new partnership hours fit within the calendar year limit of half of total new service hours funded by Transit Now.  

	
	
	Discussion:  See ‘Implementation’ section below.    


Priority criteria for eligible direct financial partnerships

	Metro Staff
	Applicant
	Direct financial partnership priorities – in priority order

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve access to, from, or between designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52.

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed route will provide service to, from, or between two urban centers (Seattle Downtown, Seattle First Hill/Capital Hill.

	No
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve service on the network of core service connections as defined in the 6-Year Plan, Service Strategy S-3. 

	
	
	Discussion: The proposed routing does not serve a core service connection as defined in 6-Year Plan Service Strategy S-3.  It would serve Central Area to Seattle CBD via Jackson St.  The core connection listed between the Central area and the Seattle CBD is via Jefferson St and James St.  

All core connections defined in the 6-Year Plan were targeted to have frequency of 30 minutes or better for midday service, and evening service as well.  The route proposed would fall below this planned midday frequency and would not have evening service, indicating that this is not the type of route envisioned as a core connection in the Six Year Plan.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service by a public agency will improve access and circulation within designated Urban and Manufacturing Centers as defined in Countywide Planning Policies LU-40 and LU-52 or will provide service consistent with Six Year Plan Service Strategy S-13.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposed route will improve access and circulation within two urban centers (Seattle Downtown, Seattle First Hill/Capital Hill).

	Yes
	Yes
	The partnership service will improve other services that support the goals and objectives of the Six Year Plan.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The proposal meets the following objectives identified in the 6-Year Plan:

· Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County.  Develop service improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial Network (RAN) corridors.  
· Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.    

In addition, the proposal would further the following 6-Year Plan Service Strategies:

·  S-4 (Transit Improvements and Land Use)

· S-7 (Community Mobility)

· S-9 (Commute Partnerships)

· S-13 (Activity Center Mobility).  

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to continue the partnership for more than five years. 

	
	
	Discussion:  The First Hill Mobility Group proposal details a financial commitment for at least five years, but does not commit funding beyond that time period. 

	No
	Yes
	The partner(s) will agree to fund more than the minimum one-third share of the fully-allocated service cost.  

	
	
	Discussion:  The actual cost of the new route is unknown.  First Hill Transportation Group commits an estimated $300,000, but the proportion of the cost which this represents is not known.

	Yes
	Yes
	The partner(s) will commit to implementation of additional actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new services, such as:  

X Conducting promotional activities;

__ Providing incentives to employees and riders;

__ Establishing limits on parking supply or price for SOV parking within the area served by the new service; 

__ Taking other policy actions that support the new service;

__ Taking other actions that are likely to increase ridership on the new service.   

	
	
	Discussion:  The First Hill Transportation Group will promote the new route within member organizations.  Partners will provide information about the route at transportation benefit fairs and when assisting employees in finding alternative modes of commuting to the First Hill campuses.  Direct promotion of the route will be done to Seattle University students.

	
	
	Projected ridership gain in annual boardings over the term of the agreement (provided by the applicant):

Total:                          Annually by year 5:  ​​​​​​​​____________

	
	
	Discussion:  No ridership projections are provided due to uncertain routing.


Implementation 

Proposed Service Hours:  Approximately 7,500 hours

Applicant Proposed Implementation Date:  June 2008

Coach requirements:  3 – 40’ diesel coaches

General Issues
The following issues, applicable to all Transit Now Direct Financial Partnership proposals, should be considered:  

· Service Hours.  Due to budgetary constraints, not all proposals selected for inclusion in the program can be implemented simultaneously.  In 2008, the total amount of proposed annual service hours (including hours included in this proposal) far exceeds the 34,500 hours budgeted for this year.  The implementation of some proposals proposed for 2008 must therefore be delayed until later in the program.  

· Coach Availability.  According to current fleet capacity projections, sufficient coaches will be available to implement this route in 2008. 

· Partner Budget Authority.  The budget authority of the First Hill Transportation Group is unknown.  The proposal is not clear about whom from each organization is committing funding and whether funding is readily available.

Proposal-Specific Issues 

Specific implementation issues that should be considered in relation to this proposal include the following:

· Routing Issues.  The First Hill Transportation Group has submitted a proposed routing that has several issues, including illegal or difficult turns and travel on streets that are not classified for transit use.  FHTG was advised of these issues prior to submitting their proposal.  Issues with the proposed routing include:

· The turn from northbound Broadway to westbound Madison St is illegal (and problematic) between 7-9 a.m. and 4-6 p.m.  

· Cherry Street is not transit classified by SDOT.  

· The turn from westbound Madison St. to northbound Boren is questionable because of narrow lanes on Boren and difficult set-up on Madison; if traffic backs up on northbound Boren into the intersection, the turn will be particularly difficult.

The routing for this new service must be specified in order to develop a draft schedule and precise cost estimates.  

· Layover Requirements.  Using the proposed routing, the proposal identifies the need for layover space in the vicinity of Madison St.  There is no identified area where these coaches could layover given extremely tight layover space in downtown Seattle at present.  Layover space will be needed for either one or two 40’ coaches. 
· Service Design.  The proposal calls for 45-minute off-peak headways.  Most Metro service is based on 30/60-minute headways to provide riders with predictable service.  The proposed headways could be difficult for riders to understand and use.

APPENDIX B:

Call for Proposals Recipients

Cities

The following individuals received either letter pertaining to only Direct Financial Partnerships, or a letter regarding both Direct Financial and Speed and Reliability Partnerships, if the jurisdiction was eligible for both.  

	First Name
	Last Name
	Salutation
	Title
	Jurisdiction

	Joe
	Scholz
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Algona
	Algona

	Peter B.
	Lewis
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Auburn
	Auburn

	Roger
	Thordarson
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Auburn
	Auburn

	Claudia
	Balducci
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bellevue
	Bellevue

	John
	Chelminiak
	Deputy Mayor
	Deputy Mayor, City of Bellevue
	Bellevue

	Conrad
	Lee
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bellevue
	Bellevue

	Phil
	Noble
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bellevue
	Bellevue

	Howard
	Botts
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Black Diamond
	Black Diamond

	Jason
	Paulsen
	Mr.
	City Administrator, City of Black Diamond
	Black Diamond

	Patrick
	Ewing
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bothell
	Bothell

	Joshua
	Freed
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bothell
	Bothell

	Sandy
	Guinn
	Deputy Mayor
	Deputy Mayor, City of Bothell
	Bothell

	Andrea
	Perry
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bothell
	Bothell

	Tim
	Tobin
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Bothell
	Bothell

	Sue
	Blazak
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Burien
	Burien

	Jack
	Block, Jr.
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Burien
	Burien

	Stephen
	Clark
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Burien
	Burien

	Margaret
	Harto
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Covington
	Covington

	Bud
	Sizemore
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Covington
	Covington

	Grant
	Fredricks, P.E.
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Des Moines
	Des Moines

	Dave
	Kaplan
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Des Moines
	Des Moines

	Gerard
	Cattin
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Duvall
	Duvall

	Scott
	Hamilton
	Mr.
	Eastside Transportation Choices
	Eastside Transportation Association

	Kathleen
	Huckabay
	Councilmember
	Chairperson, Eastside Transportation Choices
	Eastside Transportation Association

	Dick
	Paylor
	Mr.
	Chairman Elect, Eastside Transportation Association
	Eastside Transportation Association

	Chris
	Searcy
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Enumclaw
	Enumclaw

	John
	Wise
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Enumclaw
	Enumclaw

	Jeanne
	Burbidge
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Federal Way
	Federal Way

	Cary
	Roe
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Federal Way
	Federal Way

	Eileen
	Barber
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Issaquah
	Issaquah

	Ava
	Frisinger
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Issaquah
	Issaquah

	Maureen
	McCarry
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Issaquah
	Issaquah

	David
	Baker
	Deputy Mayor
	Deputy Mayor, City of Kenmore
	Kenmore

	Randy
	Eastwood
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Kenmore
	Kenmore

	Bob
	Hensel
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kenmore
	Kenmore

	Laurie
	Sperry
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kenmore
	Kenmore

	Allan
	Van Ness
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kenmore
	Kenmore

	Larry
	Blanchard
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Kent
	Kent

	Suzette
	Cooke
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Kent
	Kent

	Dave
	Asher
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kirkland
	Kirkland

	Mary-Alyce
	Burleigh
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kirkland
	Kirkland

	Tom
	Hodgson
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Kirkland
	Kirkland

	Don
	Fiene
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Lake Forest Park
	Lake Forest Park

	Neil
	Jensen, P.E.
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Lake Forest Park
	Lake Forest Park

	Ed
	Sterner
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Lake Forest Park
	Lake Forest Park

	Nick
	Afzali
	Mr.
	Department of Public Works
	Maple Valley

	Noel
	Gerken
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Maple Valley
	Maple Valley

	Bryan
	Cairns
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Mercer Island
	Mercer Island

	Sven
	Goldmanis
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Mercer Island
	Mercer Island

	Steve
	Litzow
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Mercer Island
	Mercer Island

	Jim
	Pearman
	Deputy Mayor
	Deputy Mayor, City of Mercer Island
	Mercer Island

	Katrina
	Asay
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Milton
	Milton

	Margaret
	Drotz
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Milton
	Milton

	Pam
	Lee
	Deputy Mayor
	Deputy Mayor, City of Newcastle
	Newcastle

	Sonny
	Putter
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Newcastle
	Newcastle

	Ben
	Varon
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Newcastle
	Newcastle

	Stuart
	Creighton
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Normandy Park
	Normandy Park

	George
	Hadley
	Mayor Pro Tem
	Mayor Pro Tem, City of Normandy Park
	Normandy Park

	Dawn
	Drury
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Pacific
	Pacific

	Nicole
	Hagestad
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Pacific
	Pacific

	Rosemarie
	Ives
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Redmond
	Redmond

	John
	Resha
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Redmond
	Redmond

	Jim
	Robinson
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Redmond
	Redmond

	Marcie
	Palmer
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Renton
	Renton

	Don
	Persson
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Renton
	Renton

	Don
	Gerend
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Sammamish
	Sammamish

	Michele
	Petitti
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Sammamish
	Sammamish

	Don
	DeHan
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of SeaTac
	SeaTac

	Dale
	Schroeder
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of SeaTac
	SeaTac

	Sally
	Clark
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Seattle
	Seattle

	Grace
	Crunican
	Ms.
	Director, Seattle Department of Transportation
	Seattle

	Keith
	McGlashan
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Shoreline
	Shoreline

	Bob
	Ransom
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Shoreline
	Shoreline

	Cindy
	Ryu
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Shoreline
	Shoreline

	Dave
	Cooper
	Mayor
	Mayor, Town of Yarrow Point
	Small Cities Coalition

	George
	Martin
	Mayor
	Mayor, City of Clyde Hill
	Small Cities Coalition

	Pam
	Carter
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Tukwila
	Tukwila

	Jim
	Morrow
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Tukwila
	Tukwila

	Don
	Brocha
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Woodinville
	Woodinville

	Mick
	Monken
	Mr.
	Public Works Director, City of Woodinville
	Woodinville

	Chuck
	Price
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Woodinville
	Woodinville

	Mike
	Roskind
	Councilmember
	Councilmember, City of Woodinville
	Woodinville


CTR Employers and TMAs

The following employers affected by the Washington State Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law and Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) received a letter regarding Direct Financial Partnerships.  

	First Name
	Last Name
	Salutation
	Title
	Company Name
	Jurisdiction

	Greg
	Beck
	Mr.
	General Manager
	ADESA
	Auburn

	Leonard
	Freehof
	Mr.
	CEO/Managing Director
	Auburn Regional Medical Center
	Auburn

	Charlie
	Yoder
	Mr.
	Director of Operations
	CertainTeed Corporation
	Auburn

	Kent
	Rhoades
	Mr.
	Area Vice President
	Comcast
	Auburn

	William
	DuBray
	Ms.
	Executive Director
	General Services Admin.
	Auburn

	Laurene
	Ako
	Ms.
	Director
	Social Security Admin
	Auburn

	Gary
	Austin
	Mr.
	Director
	The Boeing Company
	Auburn

	John
	Hendricks
	Mr.
	Manager Commuting & Parking
	The Boeing Company
	Auburn

	Gary
	Lawyer
	Mr.
	Division Manager
	United Parcel Service
	Auburn

	Peter
	Nunan
	Mr.
	HR Director
	Zones, Inc.
	Auburn

	Charles
	Liekweg
	Mr.
	President
	AAA Washington
	Bellevue

	Jeff
	West
	Mr
	CEO
	Allied Waste
	Bellevue

	Alan
	Bender
	Mr.
	Senior VP\Council
	Alltel
	Bellevue

	Jean
	Floten
	Ms.
	President
	Bellevue Comm College
	Bellevue

	David
	Anastasi
	Ms.
	CEO
	Captaris
	Bellevue

	David
	Sturtevant
	Mr.
	Area Office Manager
	CH2M Hill
	Bellevue

	Chad
	Steigers
	Mr.
	Managing Director
	ChemPoint.com, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Lee
	Gorsuch
	Mr.
	President
	City University
	Bellevue

	David
	Katri
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Clark Nuber
	Bellevue

	Pete
	Ciacco
	Mr.
	Division General Manager
	Coca-Cola Bottling of Washington
	Bellevue

	David
	Cole
	Mr.
	CEO
	Coinstar, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Jeannie
	Summerhays
	Ms.
	Regional Director
	Dept of Ecology
	Bellevue

	Dawn
	Lepore
	Ms.
	CEO
	Drugstore.com
	Bellevue

	Pat
	Barnhart
	Ms.
	Administrator
	DSHS King Eastside CSO
	Bellevue

	Rick
	Jorgensen
	Mr.
	President
	Excell Data
	Bellevue

	Dara
	Khosrowshahi
	Mr.
	CEO
	Expedia.com
	Bellevue

	John
	Valaas
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	First Mutual Bank
	Bellevue

	Bruce
	Nelson
	Mr.
	General Manager
	GE Commercial Finance
	Bellevue

	Gary
	Bleeker
	Mr.
	Senior Vice President
	HDR Engineering
	Bellevue

	Diane
	Zehms
	Ms.
	Western Area manager
	Hewlett Packard Company
	Bellevue

	Daniel
	Dixon
	Mr.
	Vice President
	HNTB Corporation
	Bellevue

	Michael
	Luther
	Mr.
	General Manager
	IKON, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Alicia
	Shankland
	Ms.
	Vice President
	InfoSpace Inc.
	Bellevue

	James
	Peoples
	Mr.
	District President
	Key Bank of Washington
	Bellevue

	Michele
	Vivona
	Ms.
	VP and General Manager
	LexisNexis
	Bellevue

	Jerry
	Lee
	Mr.
	Board Chairman
	Mulvanny G2 Architecture
	Bellevue

	John
	Bencich
	Mr.
	Director of Finance
	Onyx Software
	Bellevue

	Hal
	Costello
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Orrtax Software
	Bellevue

	Craig
	Hendrickson
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Overlake Hospital Medical Center
	Bellevue

	Jerry
	Huffman
	Mr.
	Director of Human Resources
	PACCAR Inc
	Bellevue

	Dwight
	Miller
	Mr.
	Principal
	Parametrix Inc
	Bellevue

	Greg
	Collins
	Mr.
	President
	Parker Smith & Feek Inc
	Bellevue

	Sim
	Taing
	Mr.
	President
	Printed Circuits Assembly Corp.
	Bellevue

	Dick
	Knight
	Mr.
	President
	Pro Sports Club
	Bellevue

	Sue
	Walston
	Ms.
	HR Manager
	Quadrant Homes
	Bellevue

	Greg
	Sparks
	Mr.
	President
	Safeway Stores Inc
	Bellevue

	Tom
	Ellison
	Mr.
	CEO
	Savers, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Paul
	St. Pierre
	Mr.
	Sr. Manager
	SumTotal Systems, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Roger
	Harbin
	Mr.
	Executive VP/COO
	Symetra Financial
	Bellevue

	Tina
	Vieceli
	Ms.
	Vice President
	T-Mobile USA, Inc.
	Bellevue

	John
	McPeak
	Mr.
	CAO
	Unigard Insurance Group
	Bellevue

	Derek
	Watanabe
	Mr.
	Sr. VP/Managing Director
	US Bank of Washington
	Bellevue

	Glen
	Robey
	Mr.
	Facilities Manager
	Verizon
	Bellevue

	Michael
	Bigelow
	Mr.
	CFO
	Waggener Edstrom
	Bellevue

	Mary
	Sheehan
	Ms.
	LFC Manager
	Washington Mutual, Inc.
	Bellevue

	Ruben
	Duran
	Mr.
	 
	Whole Foods
	Bellevue

	Bob
	Pappas
	Mr.
	NW Regional Vice President
	Wyndham Vacation Ownership
	Bellevue

	Keith
	Smith
	Mr.
	CEO
	Zango
	Bellevue

	John
	Barker
	Mr.
	Director of Operations
	ADP
	Bothell

	Dave
	Darbutt
	Mr.
	General Manager
	ADP
	Bothell

	Euan
	Menzies
	Mr.
	CEO & President
	AMS Services, Inc.
	Bothell

	John
	Hinson
	Mr.
	 
	Cardiac Science Corporation
	Bothell

	Mike
	Evans
	Mr.
	Sr. Vice President
	FiServ Health
	Bothell

	Charles
	Breen
	Mr.
	District Director
	Food and Drug Admin
	Bothell

	Dennis
	Swanson
	Mr.
	VP/General Mgr.
	Harland Financial Solutions
	Bothell

	Paul
	Clark
	Mr.
	CEO & Chairman
	ICOS Corporation
	Bothell

	Ross
	Goldman
	Mr.
	Vice President & General Mgr
	Leviton Voice & Data Division
	Bothell

	Takashi
	Mizuma
	Mr.
	President
	Matsushita Avionics Systems
	Bothell

	Stace
	Rudd
	Mr.
	Vice President
	Philips Medical Systems
	Bothell

	Stephen
	Reynolds
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Puget Sound Energy
	Bothell

	Jim
	Larkin
	Mr.
	President
	Romac Industries
	Bothell

	Clay
	Siegall, Ph.D.
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Seattle Genetics
	Bothell

	John
	Gillis
	Ms.
	 
	SNC-Lavalin Constructors, Inc.
	Bothell

	Kevin
	Goodwin
	Mr.
	CEO
	Sonosite
	Bothell

	Tom
	Linnane
	Mr.
	Section Manager
	State Farm Insurance
	Bothell

	Robert
	Donati
	Mr.
	Office Manager
	Tetra Tech FW, Inc.
	Bothell

	Lauren
	Jensen
	Ms.
	Director, IT DC Ops
	T-Mobile USA, Inc.
	Bothell

	Kautilya
	Lanba
	Mr.
	Directon PNW Area
	T-Mobile USA, Inc.
	Bothell

	Al
	Rivas
	Mr.
	Office Manager
	United Advertising Media
	Bothell

	Steven
	Olswang
	Mr.
	Chancellor
	UW Bothell Campus
	Bothell

	Gordon
	Hoffenbacker
	Ms.
	Chair, Board of Trustees
	Highline Medical Center
	Burien

	Priscilla
	Bell
	Ms.
	President
	Highline Com. College
	Des Moines

	Gerald
	Schmidt
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Mutual of Enumclaw Insurance Company
	Enumclaw

	Arnfinn
	Rusten
	Mr.
	CEO/President
	Berger/ABAM Engineers, Inc.
	Federal Way

	Gary
	Yenser
	Mr.
	Client Executive
	EDS
	Federal Way

	Dale
	Winter
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Financial Pacific Leasing
	Federal Way

	Nick
	Vendetti
	Mr.
	Plant Manager
	Postal Svc/Federal Way
	Federal Way

	Joseph
	Wilczek
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	St Francis Hospital
	Federal Way

	Margaret
	Brewer
	Ms.
	Clinic Director
	Virginia Mason Medical Center
	Federal Way

	Debra
	Hansen
	Ms.
	Vice President
	Weyerhaeuser Company
	Federal Way

	Richard
	Stearns
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	World Vision
	Federal Way

	Jim
	Sinegal
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Costco Wholesale
	Issaquah

	William
	Ptacek
	Mr.
	Director
	King County Library System
	Issaquah

	Art
	Schenck
	Mr.
	Vice President
	Siemens Medical Solutions USA, Inc.
	Issaquah

	Dave
	Tilley
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	SpaceLabs Medical Inc
	Issaquah

	Mark
	Sullivan
	Mr.
	Vice President
	ACS
	Kent

	Ralph
	Minor
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Cenveo
	Kent

	Boyd
	Dines
	Mr.
	VP/GM
	Compass Aerospace
	Kent

	William
	Binder
	Mr.
	CEO
	Exotic Metals Forming Company
	Kent

	Stephen
	Light
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Flow International Corporation
	Kent

	Russ
	Thurman
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Hexcel Corp/Heath Tecna
	Kent

	Clifton
	Johnson
	Mr.
	President
	Hytek Finishes Company
	Kent

	Barbara
	Grohe
	Ms.
	Superintendent
	Kent School District
	Kent

	Peter
	Horvitz
	Mr.
	 
	King County Journal Newspapers
	Kent

	Kurt
	Frost
	Mr.
	CFO
	Magnolia Audio Video
	Kent

	Harry
	Franzheim
	Mr.
	VP of Human Resources
	Mikron Industries
	Kent

	Thomas
	Campanile
	Mr.
	President
	Oberto Sausage Company
	Kent

	Catherine
	Kayser
	Ms.
	President
	Sysco Continental Food Services
	Kent

	Doug
	Sellin
	Mr.
	COO
	Union Bay Sportswear
	Kent

	Doug
	MacLean
	Mr.
	 
	Vectra Fitness
	Kent

	John
	Jones
	Mr.
	Vice President
	Delta Marine Industries Inc
	King County

	Mike
	Morris
	Mr.
	CSO Administrator
	DSHS White Center
	King County

	Richard
	Rutkowski
	Mr.
	President
	Green River Community Col
	King County

	Robert
	Marcovitch
	Mr.
	President
	K2 Corporation
	King County

	Martin
	Rask
	Mr.
	Operations Manager
	SanMar Corp.
	King County

	Liza
	Lange
	Ms.
	Financial Manager
	D.R. Horton Company
	Kirkland

	Michael
	Fidler
	Mr.
	CEO
	Digeo Inc.
	Kirkland

	Gary
	Carlson
	Mr.
	President
	Eagle Home Mortgage, Inc.
	Kirkland

	Brad
	Berg
	Mr.
	CFO
	Electronic Evidence Discovery, Inc.
	Kirkland

	Steve
	Brown
	Mr.
	CEO
	Evergreen Healthcare
	Kirkland

	Terri
	Vail
	Ms.
	VP Engineering
	FileNet - an IBM Company
	Kirkland

	Ian
	Morris
	Ms.
	CEO
	HouseValues, Inc.
	Kirkland

	Robert
	Christensen
	Mr.
	Kenworth General Mgr.
	Kenworth Truck Company
	Kirkland

	L. Michael
	Metke
	Dr.
	President
	Lake Washington Technical College
	Kirkland

	Bert
	Hogue
	Mr.
	CFO
	Who's Calling, Inc.
	Kirkland

	Glen
	Vining
	Mr.
	President
	Farmers New World Life Insurance Company
	Mercer Island

	Mark
	Peabody
	Mr.
	VP
	Aerojet General Corporation
	Redmond

	Dan
	Mason
	Mr.
	Director of R & D
	Avaya
	Redmond

	Ron
	Cook
	Mr.
	Exec Director
	Cingular Wireless
	Redmond

	Thomas
	Teves
	Mr.
	Rgnl Vice Pres
	Compass Group
	Redmond

	John
	Avair
	Mr.
	CFO
	Concur Technology, Inc.
	Redmond

	Dawn
	Johnson
	Ms
	Site Leader
	Crane Interpoint
	Redmond

	Richard
	Fersch
	Mr.
	CEO
	Eddie Bauer Inc
	Redmond

	Steve
	Walter
	Mr.
	VP of HR
	Genie Industries Inc.
	Redmond

	Doug
	Dunster
	Mr
	Principal/Office Mgr
	Golder Associates Inc
	Redmond

	Donald
	Warner
	Mr.
	Director of Facilities
	Honeywell
	Redmond

	Steven
	Hintzke
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	IDD Aerospace
	Redmond

	Janene
	Fogard
	Ms
	Deputy Superintendent
	Lake Washington School District
	Redmond

	Dave
	Mentz
	Mr
	Vice President
	Medtronic Emergency Response System
	Redmond

	Chris
	Owens
	Mr.
	GM WW Real Estate
	Microsoft Corporation
	Redmond

	Alexander
	Tokman
	Mr.
	CEO/President
	Microvision
	Redmond

	Philip
	Morse
	Mr.
	VP Administration
	Nintendo of America Inc
	Redmond

	Dana
	Erickson
	Ms.
	Executive Pastor
	Overlake Christian Church
	Redmond

	Jon
	Gacek
	Mr.
	CFO
	Quantum
	Redmond

	John
	McKenna
	Mr.
	Owner
	Siemens Business Services, Inc.
	Redmond

	Charlie
	Rudd
	Mr.
	President
	Solutions IQ
	Redmond

	Carolyn
	Quemel
	Ms.
	VP of Finance
	TFS
	Redmond

	Joe
	Ruane
	Mr.
	Div Mgr
	TTM Technologies/Pacific Circuits Div.
	Redmond

	Frank
	Keller
	Mr
	Div Mgr
	United Parcel Service
	Redmond

	Linda
	Holman
	Ms.
	Manager
	Univar USA Inc.
	Redmond

	Patrick
	Walker
	Mr.
	Vice President
	Volt Computer and Engineering Services
	Redmond

	Bill
	Peare
	Mr.
	President
	Wyndham Vacation Ownership
	Redmond

	John
	Reece
	Mr.
	President
	Zetron Inc
	Redmond

	Ted
	Cahall
	Mr.
	Executive VP & CEO
	Classmates Online
	Renton

	Donald
	Pugh
	Mr.
	President
	Cummins Northwest
	Renton

	Ernie
	Johnson
	Mr.
	CEO
	Cutter & Buck, Inc.
	Renton

	Steve
	Hunter
	Mr.
	President
	E R Solutions
	Renton

	Douglas
	Murphy
	Mr.
	Regional Administrator
	Federal Aviation Admin
	Renton

	Doug
	Spoon
	Mr.
	Site Leader
	Honeywell
	Renton

	Paul
	Fergen
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Hunter Douglas
	Renton

	Kurt
	Bowers
	Mr.
	Plant Manager
	Kenworth Truck Company
	Renton

	Dennis
	Kaill
	Mr.
	President
	Microscan Systems, Inc.
	Renton

	Janice
	Skredsvig
	Ms.
	Vice President & CIO
	PACCAR ITD
	Renton

	William
	Jackson
	Mr.
	Vice President/GM
	Paccar Parts
	Renton

	Donald
	Bressler
	Dr.
	President
	Renton Technical College
	Renton

	Rich
	Roodman
	Mr.
	CEO
	Valley Medical Center
	Renton

	Chuck
	Huebner
	Mr.
	CEO
	Wizards of the Coast
	Renton

	Lea
	Hanson
	Ms.
	Director, Employee Relations
	Alaska Airlines Inc.
	SeaTac

	Frank
	Welton
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Doubletree Hotel
	SeaTac

	Robert
	Palmquist
	Mr.
	Warden
	Federal Bureau of Prisons
	SeaTac

	Pat
	Hedges
	Mr.
	VP/GM
	HMS Host
	SeaTac

	Jeff
	Pinneo
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Horizon Air
	SeaTac

	Terry
	Trainor
	Mr.
	Director
	Northwest Airlines
	SeaTac

	Dolly
	Yeager
	Ms.
	Regional Manager
	Northwest Airlines
	SeaTac

	Mark
	Reis
	Mr.
	Director, Aviation
	Port of Seattle
	SeaTac

	Ralf
	Ruckelshausen
	Mr.
	General Manager
	United Airlines
	SeaTac

	Thomas
	Bonorden
	Mr.
	Command Executive Officer
	70th US Army Reserve Cmd.
	Seattle

	Barbara
	DeVere
	Ms.
	VP of Administration
	Acordia Northwest, Inc.
	Seattle

	Jim
	Anderson
	Mr.
	CEO
	Adaptis
	Seattle

	Tim
	Kinslow
	Mr.
	VP Cross Media
	Adobe Systems
	Seattle

	Kathy
	Odegard
	Ms.
	Operations Head
	Aetna, Inc.
	Seattle

	William
	Rosen
	Mr.
	CEO/Chairman
	Alaskan Copper & Brass Company
	Seattle

	John
	Schoettler
	Mr.
	Global Property Manager
	Amazon.com, Inc.
	Seattle

	David
	Pickles
	Mr.
	Port Manager GGN
	American President Lines
	Seattle

	Randy
	Hassler
	Mr.
	V.P. Facilities Operations
	Amgen Corporation
	Seattle

	Lori
	Henneger
	Ms.
	Vice President Human Resources
	aQuantive, Inc.
	Seattle

	John
	Leighow
	Mr.
	Deputy Commander
	Army Corps of Engineers
	Seattle

	Shelly
	DuBois
	Ms.
	President
	Art Institute of Seattle
	Seattle

	Olivia
	Polius
	Ms.
	Chief Accounting Officer
	Attachmate Corp.
	Seattle

	Karen
	Cowan
	Ms.
	Seattle Office Manager
	Attorney General's Office
	Seattle

	Mike
	Creamer
	Mr.
	Director of HR Ops
	Avanade, Inc.
	Seattle

	Chris
	Anderson
	Mr.
	President
	Avtech Corporation
	Seattle

	Ursula
	Frank
	Ms.
	Senior Vice President
	Bank of America
	Seattle

	Kathleen
	Keasler
	Ms.
	Facilities Manager
	Battelle
	Seattle

	Roger
	Faw
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Belshaw Brothers Inc
	Seattle

	Edward
	Barton
	Mr.
	CFO
	B-Line LLC
	Seattle

	Nancy
	Walker
	Ms.
	VP - Washington Operation Mgr
	Brown and Caldwell
	Seattle

	William
	Karst
	Mr.
	Chief Executive Officer
	Callison Architecture Inc.
	Seattle

	Ann
	Dimond
	Ms.
	CFO
	Cascade Designs Inc
	Seattle

	Michael
	Brooks
	Mr.
	Manager Purchasing
	Cascade Natural Gas Corporation
	Seattle

	William
	Bell
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Casey Family Programs
	Seattle

	James
	Bianco
	Dr.
	President & CEO
	Cell Therapeutics Inc
	Seattle

	Charlie
	Billow
	Mr.
	CEO
	Charlie's Produce
	Seattle

	Pat
	Hagan
	Mr.
	COO
	Children's Hospital & Regional Medical Centers
	Seattle

	Gary
	Tomlinson
	Mr.
	Executive Director
	Christensen O'Connor Johnson & Kindness
	Seattle

	Ed
	Masters
	Mr.
	Director/Engineering
	Cisco Systems
	Seattle

	Nicholas
	Stagliano
	Cdr.
	Resource Division Chief
	Coast Guard 13th District
	Seattle

	Susan
	Powers
	Ms.
	Executive Officer
	Coast Guard Integrated Support Command
	Seattle

	Steve
	Davis
	Mr.
	CEO
	Corbis Corporation
	Seattle

	Peter
	Ungaro
	Mr.
	CEO
	Cray, Inc.
	Seattle

	Thomas
	Hardy
	Mr.
	Director, Field Operations
	Customs & Border Protection
	Seattle

	Jay
	Burton
	Mr.
	Director - HR
	Darigold
	Seattle

	Keith
	Gorder
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Davis Wright Tremaine
	Seattle

	Chris
	Lloyd
	Mr.
	President
	DDB Seattle
	Seattle

	Randy
	White
	Mr.
	Office Chief
	DDDS/DOC
	Seattle

	Floris
	Mikkelsen
	Ms.
	Director
	Defender Association
	Seattle

	Sheryl
	Hildebrand
	Ms.
	Office Managing Partner
	Deloitte & Touche LLP
	Seattle

	Mitchell
	Gold
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Dendreon Corporation
	Seattle

	W. Walter
	Liang
	Mr.
	Secretary's Representative
	Department of Labor OASAM
	Seattle

	Carol
	Fillman
	Ms.
	Director
	Dept of Veterans Affairs
	Seattle

	Tim
	Seaton
	Mr.
	President, West & Central
	DMX Music
	Seattle

	Eleanor
	Vernell
	Ms.
	Field Administrator
	DOC - Seattle Community Justice Center
	Seattle

	Kelli
	Kohout
	Ms.
	West Coast Admin.
	Dorsey & Whitney
	Seattle

	David
	Dye
	Mr.
	Regional Administrator
	DOT - Goldsmith Bldg.
	Seattle

	Lorena
	Eng
	Ms.
	Regional Administrator
	DOT Corson
	Seattle

	Mark
	Dalton
	Mr.
	CSO Administrator
	DSHS Belltown CSO
	Seattle

	Marybeth
	Poch
	Ms.
	Regional Administrator
	DSHS Capitol Hill CSO
	Seattle

	Jackie
	Buchanan
	Ms.
	Regional Administrator
	DSHS Children's Admin./King West
	Seattle

	Zella
	Ramsey
	Ms.
	District Manager
	DSHS Div. of Child Support & Central Intake
	Seattle

	Helen
	Campbell
	Ms.
	CSO Administrator
	DSHS Rainier CSO
	Seattle

	Dan
	Baty
	Mr.
	CEO
	Emeritus Assisted Living
	Seattle

	Sharnelle
	Moore
	Ms.
	Administrator
	Employment Security Department
	Seattle

	Timothy
	Taylor
	Mr.
	CEO
	Environmental Home Center
	Seattle

	Julie
	Hagensen
	Ms.
	Acting Deputy Reg'l Admin.
	EPA
	Seattle

	Tracy
	Jones
	Ms.
	Location Manager
	Ernst & Young LLP
	Seattle

	Peter
	Rose
	Mr.
	Chief Executive Officer
	Expeditors International
	Seattle

	John
	McAdam
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	F-5 Networks, Inc.
	Seattle

	Dennis
	Clark
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Fairmont Olympic Hotel
	Seattle

	Laura
	Laughlin
	Ms.
	Special Agent in Charge
	Federal Bureau of Invest
	Seattle

	James
	Gilleran
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Federal Home Loan Bank Seattle
	Seattle

	Kristine
	Bruce
	Ms.
	Director of Human Resources
	First Choice Health, Inc.
	Seattle

	James
	Clayton
	Mr.
	Sr. VP/General Manager
	Fisher Broadcasting Inc
	Seattle

	David
	Crouch
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Foss Home
	Seattle

	Scott
	Merritt
	Mr.
	Senior Vice President
	Foss Maritime Company
	Seattle

	Nancy
	Guinto
	Ms.
	Executive Director
	Foster Pepper PLLC
	Seattle

	Leland
	Hartwell
	Mr.
	President & Director
	Fred Hutchinson CRC
	Seattle

	Sanford
	Becker
	Mr.
	Executive Vice President
	Free & Clear, Inc.
	Seattle

	Paige
	Temple
	Ms.
	Senior HR Manager
	G.E. Healthcare
	Seattle

	John
	Hoerster
	Mr.
	Managing Director
	Garvey Schubert & Barer
	Seattle

	Cheryl
	Scott
	Ms.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Gates Foundation
	Seattle

	Jim
	Gurke
	Mr.
	Chief of Staff
	Getty Images
	Seattle

	Donald
	Root
	Mr.
	CEO
	GM Nameplate Inc
	Seattle

	Kent
	Colling
	Mr.
	President
	Goodwill Industries
	Seattle

	John
	John
	Mr.
	President
	Graham & Dunn Inc
	Seattle

	Mark
	Stiebeling
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Grand Hyatt Seattle
	Seattle

	Ryan
	Dudley
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Grange Insurance Association
	Seattle

	William
	Biggs
	Mr.
	Director of Admin. Services
	Group Health Cooperative
	Seattle

	Paul
	Picardo
	Mr.
	Managing Director
	Guy Carpenter & Company, Inc.
	Seattle

	David
	Jaffe
	Mr.
	Executive Director/CEO
	Harborview Med Ctr
	Seattle

	Michael
	Bailey
	Mr.
	CEO
	Hart Crowser Inc
	Seattle

	Bobbie
	Mowery
	Ms.
	Executive Officer
	Health and Human Services
	Seattle

	Christopher
	Cripps
	Mr.
	Director of Administration
	Heller Ehrman LLP
	Seattle

	Scott
	Collins
	Mr.
	Managing Partner
	Helsell Fetterman LLP
	Seattle

	Stein
	Kruse
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Holland America Line Westours Inc
	Seattle

	Greg
	Heartburg
	Mr.
	Regional Administrator
	Home and Community Services - Holgate
	Seattle

	Bruce
	Williams
	Mr.
	CEO & Board Director
	HomeStreet Bank
	Seattle

	John
	Meyers
	Mr.
	Regional Director
	Housing/Urban Development
	Seattle

	Louis
	Coffman
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Institute for Systems Biology
	Seattle

	Cindy
	Matherly
	Ms.
	Senior Commissioner's Rep.
	Internal Revenue Service
	Seattle

	Gwen
	Weld
	Ms.
	VP of HR & OD
	Isilon Systems
	Seattle

	Richard
	Stillman
	Mr.
	CEO
	Ivey Imaging
	Seattle

	Rob
	Mitchell
	Mr.
	Seattle Managing Partner
	K&L Gates
	Seattle

	Arnie
	Prentice
	Mr.
	CEO and Chairman
	Kibble & Prentice
	Seattle

	Ray
	Heacox
	Mr.
	VP/General Manager
	KING Broadcasting Company
	Seattle

	Frank
	Houston
	Mr.
	President
	Korry Electronics Company
	Seattle

	Ralph
	Iboshi
	Mr.
	Vice President
	KPFF Consulting Engineers
	Seattle

	Robert
	Carlile
	Mr.
	Office Managing Partner
	KPMG, LLP
	Seattle

	Robert
	Albert
	Mr.
	Senior Vice President NW
	LabCorp/Dynacare
	Seattle

	Randy
	Leitzke
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Lane Powell PC
	Seattle

	George
	Jacobson
	Mr.
	President
	Lighthouse For The Blind Inc
	Seattle

	Rob
	Widmeyer
	Mr.
	Managing Partner
	LMN Architects
	Seattle

	Tyler
	Kopet
	Mr.
	CFO
	MacDonald Miller Facility Solutions
	Seattle

	Jeff
	Gennette
	Mr.
	Chairman & CEO
	Macy's
	Seattle

	Brian
	McIntyre
	Mr.
	Chief Operations Officer
	Magnusson Klemencic Associates
	Seattle

	Andrea
	Ervin
	Ms.
	VP Finance & Administration
	Marsh USA Inc.
	Seattle

	Tom
	Pursley
	Mr.
	PNW Market Leader
	Mercer Human Resource Consulting
	Seattle

	George
	Kane, Jr.
	Mr.
	Director
	Merrill Lynch
	Seattle

	Will
	Fox
	Mr.
	Principal
	Milliman Inc.
	Seattle

	Barbara
	Shaw
	Ms.
	CEO, Administrator
	Minor & James Medical Clinic
	Seattle

	Bruce
	Williams
	Mr.
	COO/Vice-President
	Mithun, Inc.
	Seattle

	Chris
	Schmidt
	Mr.
	President
	Moss Adams LLP
	Seattle

	Rory
	Westburg
	Mr.
	Deputy Regional Director
	National Park Service
	Seattle

	John
	Halleran
	Mr.
	Managing partner
	NBBJ
	Seattle

	Susan
	Oki
	Ms.
	CEO
	Nikkei Concerns
	Seattle

	David
	Petre
	Mr.
	Chief, Buildings Management
	NOAA
	Seattle

	Usha
	Varanasi
	Ms.
	Director
	NOAA -- Montlake Site
	Seattle

	Shirley
	Dillsworth
	Ms.
	VP, CCHR
	Nordstrom
	Seattle

	John
	Hansen
	Mr.
	HR Manager - NPG
	Nordstrom
	Seattle

	Mike
	Richardson
	Mr.
	CIO
	Nordstrom
	Seattle

	Kirsten
	Tucker
	Ms.
	Store Manager
	Nordstrom
	Seattle

	Ronald
	LaFayette
	Mr.
	President
	North Seattle Comm Coll
	Seattle

	Gayle
	Bushnell
	Ms.
	VP/Comptroller
	Northwest Administrators Inc
	Seattle

	C. William
	Schneider
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Northwest Hospital
	Seattle

	Mark
	Palmer
	Mr.
	CEO
	Ocean Beauty Seafoods Inc
	Seattle

	Mike
	Pickett
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Onvia
	Seattle

	Dan
	Nordstrom
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Outdoor Research Inc
	Seattle

	Donald
	Kirkland
	Mr.
	President
	Pacific Northwest Title Company
	Seattle

	Bryce
	Seidl
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Pacific Science Center
	Seattle

	Linda
	Eremic
	Ms.
	Clinic Ops Director
	PacMed Clinic
	Seattle

	Harvey
	Smith
	Mr.
	CEO
	PacMed Clinic
	Seattle

	Jared
	Smith
	Mr.
	Area Manager
	Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas Inc
	Seattle

	Christopher
	Elias
	Mr.
	President
	PATH
	Seattle

	Stanley
	McNaughton
	Mr.
	President
	Pemco Financial Center
	Seattle

	Rick
	Almquist
	Mr.
	GM-Washington MU
	Pepsi Bottling Group
	Seattle

	Robert
	Giles
	Mr.
	Managing Partner
	Perkins Coie LLP
	Seattle

	Chuck
	Little
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Philips Medical Systems
	Seattle

	Tay
	Yoshitani
	Mr.
	Chief Executive Director
	Port of Seattle
	Seattle

	Dale
	Zinser
	Mr.
	District Manager
	Postal Svc/Queen Anne
	Seattle

	Matt
	Kosmicki
	Mr.
	Office Managing Partner
	PricewaterhouseCoopers
	Seattle

	Charlie
	Ball
	Mr.
	President
	Princess Tours
	Seattle

	John
	Koster
	Dr.
	President/CEO
	Providence Health System
	Seattle

	Charlene
	Boyd
	Ms.
	Administrator
	Providence Mount St. Vincent
	Seattle

	Randy
	Browning
	Mr.
	CEO
	Publicis
	Seattle

	Richard
	Counts
	Dr.
	President & CEO
	Puget Sound Blood Center
	Seattle

	Jonathan
	Sugarman
	Mr.
	CEO
	Qualis Health
	Seattle

	Jeff
	Israel-Greenstein
	Mr.
	CEO
	Quellos Group
	Seattle

	Kirk
	Nelson
	Mr.
	State President
	Qwest Corporation
	Seattle

	Sid
	Ferrales
	Mr.
	SVP
	RealNetworks
	Seattle

	Mary
	McWilliams
	Ms.
	President
	Regence Blue Shield
	Seattle

	Kati
	Dunn
	Ms.
	Executive Director
	Riddell Williams P.S.
	Seattle

	Douglas
	Bassett, Jr., PhD
	Mr.
	Co-Site Head
	Rosetta Inpharmatics
	Seattle

	Ty
	Munger
	Mr.
	Transportation Manager
	Safeco Insurance Companies
	Seattle

	Rogelio
	Riojas
	Mr.
	CEO
	Sea Mar Community Health Centers
	Seattle

	James
	Gore
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Seattle Biomedical Research Institute
	Seattle

	Norman
	Hubbard
	Mr.
	Executive Vice President
	Seattle Cancer Care Alliance
	Seattle

	Mildred
	Ollee
	Ms.
	President
	Seattle Central Comm Coll
	Seattle

	Thomas
	Tierney
	Mr.
	Executive Director
	Seattle Housing Authority
	Seattle

	Philip
	Eaton
	Mr.
	President
	Seattle Pacific University
	Seattle

	Raj
	Manhas
	Mr.
	Superintendent
	Seattle School District
	Seattle

	Michael
	George
	Mr.
	Assoc. V.P. Facilities Admin.
	Seattle University
	Seattle

	Keri
	Robinson
	Ms.
	General Manager
	Sheraton Seattle Hotel
	Seattle

	Joni
	Earl
	Ms.
	Chief Executive Officer
	Sound Transit
	Seattle

	Jill
	Wakefield
	Ms.
	President
	South Seattle CC
	Seattle

	Bruce
	Chatterley
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Speakeasy
	Seattle

	Donald
	Schoening
	Mr.
	Acting Regional Commissioner
	SSA - Office of Regional Commissioner
	Seattle

	Larry
	Donckers
	Mr.
	Benefits Manager
	SSA Marine
	Seattle

	Norma
	Miller
	Ms.
	Director, Corporate Facilities
	Starbucks Coffee Company
	Seattle

	James
	Tarver
	Mr.
	Lab Manager
	State Patrol Crime Lab
	Seattle

	Arlene
	Rankin
	Ms.
	Administrator
	Stoel, Rives, LLP
	Seattle

	Cal
	Knight
	Mr.
	COO
	Swedish Medical Center
	Seattle

	Marcel
	Loh
	Mr.
	COO
	Swedish Medical Center
	Seattle

	Darren
	Redick
	Mr.
	Vice President
	Swedish Medical Center
	Seattle

	John
	Holt
	Mr.
	CEO
	The Cobalt Group
	Seattle

	Lloyd
	David
	Mr.
	CEO
	The Polyclinic
	Seattle

	Nancy
	Finch
	Ms.
	General Manager
	The Renaissance Seattle Hotel
	Seattle

	Alayne
	Fardella
	Ms.
	VP Human Resources
	The Seattle Times
	Seattle

	Webster
	King
	Mr.
	Director-EOSH, Safety/Sec
	Todd Pacific Shipyards Corporation
	Seattle

	Doug
	Wood
	Mr.
	Chief Operating Officer
	Tommy Bahama Group, Inc.
	Seattle

	Steve
	Okerlund
	Mr.
	Vice Chairman
	Trident Seafoods Corporation
	Seattle

	Paul
	Schneider
	Mr.
	Plant Manager
	Trident Seafoods Corporation
	Seattle

	Patti
	Petrut
	Ms.
	Deputy Admin Officer
	U.S. Attorney's Office
	Seattle

	Brandt
	Westove
	Mr.
	Executive Director, Branch Mgr
	UBS Financial Services, Inc.
	Seattle

	Angie
	Brewer
	Ms.
	HR Manager
	United Parcel Service
	Seattle

	Jon
	Fine
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	United Way of King County
	Seattle

	Bryan
	Pearce
	Mr.
	CEO
	University Book Store
	Seattle

	Weldon
	Ihrig
	Mr.
	Executive Vice President
	University of Washington
	Seattle

	Michael
	Rosenfeld
	Mr.
	Vice President
	URS
	Seattle

	Ellen
	Peterson
	Ms.
	Sr. V.P. of Benefits
	US Bank of Washington
	Seattle

	H. Gene
	Lawson
	Mr.
	Senior Associate Administrator
	UW Northgate
	Seattle

	Rick
	Deese
	Mr.
	Executive Director
	UW Physicians
	Seattle

	Tye
	Minckler
	Mr.
	Director
	UW School of Medicine - Lake Union
	Seattle

	Timothy
	Williams
	Mr.
	Director
	VA Puget Sound Health Care System
	Seattle

	Nicholas
	Tiliacos
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Varolii Corporation
	Seattle

	Alex
	Semiletow
	Mr.
	General Manager
	Vaupell Industrial Plastics Inc
	Seattle

	Gary
	Kaplan
	Dr.
	CEO
	Virginia Mason Medical Center
	Seattle

	Jo Allen
	Patton
	Ms.
	President & CEO
	Vulcan, Inc.
	Seattle

	Kim
	Mendenhall
	Mr.
	Dir. Of Admin. & Facilities
	Walt Disney Internet Group
	Seattle

	James
	Johnson
	Mr.
	President & CEO
	Washington Athletic Club
	Seattle

	Larry
	Leopold
	Mr.
	HR Director
	Washington Dental Service
	Seattle

	Pat
	Roberts
	Ms.
	Senior Vice President ER
	Washington Mutual, Inc.
	Seattle

	Janice
	Michels
	Ms.
	Executive Director
	Washington State Bar Association
	Seattle

	Janice
	Clusserath
	Ms.
	Vice President HR
	WatchGuard Technologies, Inc.
	Seattle

	Chuck
	Cockburn
	Mr.
	CEO
	Watermark Credit Union
	Seattle

	Sally
	Welborn
	Ms
	SVP Employee Benefits
	Wells Fargo Bank
	Seattle

	Elisabeth
	James
	Ms.
	General Manager
	Westin Hotel
	Seattle

	Sheryl
	Willert
	Ms.
	Managing Director
	Williams Kastner & Gibbs PLLC
	Seattle

	Deborah
	Jensen
	Ms.
	President & CEO
	Woodland Park Zoological Society
	Seattle

	Michael
	Anderson
	Mr.
	CEO
	WSF
	Seattle

	Bob
	Gilbertson
	Mr.
	President
	YMCA of Greater Seattle
	Seattle

	John
	Corapi
	Mr.
	Executive VP & COO
	Zenith Administrator Inc
	Seattle

	Bruce
	Carter
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	ZymoGenetics Inc
	Seattle

	Bob
	Lonac
	Mr.
	President
	CRISTA Ministries Inc
	Shoreline

	Lorena
	Eng
	Ms.
	Regional Administrator
	DOT NW Region
	Shoreline

	Asha
	Singh, MD
	Ms.
	Superintendent
	DSHS Fircrest School
	Shoreline

	Romesh
	Gautom
	Dr.
	Laboratory Director
	Public Health Lab
	Shoreline

	Stuart
	Trippel
	Mr.
	Acting VP of Admin. Svc.
	Shoreline Comm College
	Shoreline

	Conrad
	Smits
	Mr.
	CEO
	Philips Oral Healthcare
	Snoqualmie

	Pete
	Rode
	Mr.
	Vice President of Finance
	Zetec Inc.
	Snoqualmie

	John
	Runyan
	Mr.
	CEO
	Associated Grocers Inc
	Tukwila

	Gary
	Oakland
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Boeing Employees Credit Union
	Tukwila

	Carol-Ann
	O'Mack
	Ms.
	President
	Carlyle Inc.
	Tukwila

	Heidi
	Cosentino
	Ms.
	HR Manager
	Continental Mills Inc
	Tukwila

	Neil
	Clark
	Mr.
	Field Office Director
	Department of Homeland Security
	Tukwila

	Burke
	Gibson
	Mr.
	CEO
	Fatigue Technology
	Tukwila

	John
	Harnish
	Mr.
	President and CEO
	Harnish Group, Inc.
	Tukwila

	Richard
	Jamieson
	Mr.
	CAO
	Hartung Agalite Glass Company
	Tukwila

	Don
	Jacobus
	Mr.
	Senior Plant Manager
	Postal Svc/Seattle Prcsg
	Tukwila

	Scott
	Campbell
	Mr.
	President
	Rainier Industries, Ltd.
	Tukwila

	Randal
	Gardiner
	Mr.
	President
	Red Dot Corporation
	Tukwila

	Jay
	Deutsch
	Mr.
	CEO
	Bensussen Deutsch & Associates
	Woodinville

	Jamie
	Engen
	Mr.
	COO
	Loud Technologies, Inc.
	Woodinville

	Paul
	Byrne
	Mr.
	President
	Precor Inc
	Woodinville

	Ted
	Baseler
	Mr.
	President/CEO
	Ste Michelle Wine Estates
	Woodinville

	Kris
	Allan
	Ms.
	Store Manager
	Nordstrom
	 

	TMAs
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	David
	Gering
	Mr.
	Executive Director
	Duwamish TMA
	Seattle

	John
	Resha
	Mr.
	Director
	Downtown Seattle Transportation Alliance
	Seattle

	Leslie
	Lloyd
	Ms.
	President
	Bellevue Downtown Association
	Bellevue

	Linda
	Ballew
	Ms.
	Executive Director
	Greater Redmond TMA
	Redmond


APPENDIX C:

Speed and Reliability Partnership Ranking Methodology 

Speed and Reliability Partnership Evaluation Scoring Method

After taking into account the number of qualified Financial Partnership proposals, the number of qualified Speed and Reliability partnership proposals that were received exceeded the partnership hours available from Transit Now. The scoring methodology used to rank the Speed and Reliability proposals reflects this consideration.

Four criteria were outlined during the Request for Proposal. They were listed in order of priority but no weightings were assigned. Application of these four criteria to the eight Speed and Reliability partnerships yielded the following:

Criteria #1: Partnership Proposal on RapidRide Corridor?

Per the Transit Now Ordinance, “Speed and reliability projects on RapidRide corridors have a higher priority than projects in other corridors.” Thus, all RapidRide projects were ranked higher than any of the three non-RapidRide corridors. Therefore, the five RapidRide proposals were advanced for further consideration prior to any further assessment of the three non-RapidRide proposals. 

Criteria #2: Travel Time savings greater than 10%

The five RapidRide proposals were next ranked based on the amount of projected time savings they would provide. Per the terms of the Transit Now ordinance, qualified proposals were required to provide a minimum projected 10% travel time savings by direction of travel for AM, midday, and PM conditions for weekday travel over a 12 hour period.

All five of the RapidRide proposals, as submitted, appear to meet the 10% minimum threshold described above for all six time period for both directions of travel. However, to assess the overall effectiveness of Speed and Reliability proposals in exceeding the 10% minimum threshold, a Travel Time Savings Index was developed that merged the travel time savings for six distinct time periods into a single number that accounted for all three time periods and both of directions of travel. 

This Travel Time Savings Index was computed as follows. For each individual improvement proposed, the projected travel time savings associated with this improvement for AM, midday (MD), and PM periods was multiplied by the number of eligible transit trips. The RapidRide design headways of 10-minute peak service and 15-minute off-peak were assumed to determine the number of eligible trips that would benefit from each improvement. Accounting for both directions of travel, this corresponds to 12 buses per hour during AM, or PM periods and to 8 buses per hour for the midday period. The AM and PM peak periods were assumed to be three hours each, and the midday period was assumed to be six hours. The benefits from each improvement along the corridor were summed to determine the projected daily savings hours for a 12-hour analysis period.

· RapidRide design headways  = 10 min AM, 15 min. Midday, 10 min PM

· Number of eligible AM peak hour trips = 12 trips per hr in both directions

· Number of eligible Midday peak hour trips = 8 trips per hr in both directions

· Number of eligible PM peak hour trips = 12 trips per hr in both directions

The projected daily saving hours was calculated as follows:


[image: image2.wmf][

]

[

]

å

´

ts

Improvemen

 

All

Trips

 

 Eligible

  

Savings

  

Time

 

MD

PM

AM

MD

PM

AM


A similar calculation was performed using the existing baseline travel time as derived from the Metro Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) databases. The actual daily running time hours was calculated as follows: 
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Then, daily savings hours was divided by the daily running time hours, as shown in the equation below, to compute a Travel Time Savings Index for each Speed and Reliability Proposal:
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The travel time saving index allows for a relative comparison of travel time benefit between Speed and Reliability proposals. It takes into account any time of day restrictions associated with channelization proposals that benefit transit. For example, peak hour only transit lanes only provide benefit during the peak period while all day transit lanes also provide benefit during the midday. It also incorporates the effects of TSP frequency restrictions on the effectiveness of proposed transit signal priority installations. 

Transit signal priority was a major component of many of the Speed and Reliability proposals that were submitted. The travel time savings that was computed is based on time savings per bus event. However, most jurisdictions will impose restrictions on how often buses will be allowed to request priority so it can not be assumed that all RapidRide buses will benefit from transit signal priority. 

All proposers were required to identify by transit signal priority installation any restrictions they would place on the number of calls for transit priority that could be made. In the proposal, this was referred to as the Minimum TSP Recovery [cycles]. Minimum TSP Recovery is defined as the number of signal cycles that must pass after a priority call has been made before another priority call will be permitted. For example, a Minimum TSP Recovery of 2 means that a bus will only be allowed to place a request for priority once every three signal cycles.

Based on the cycle length of the signal and the frequency restriction, the “maximum available bus priority [calls/hr]” was computed. This number was compared against the number of buses per hour that could request priority from the signal over an hour period. The sample calculation below illustrates how this assessment of transit signal priority effectiveness was used to assist in the computation of the Transit Travel Time Savings Index:

Consider a TSP installation at a signal with cycle lengths of 110 seconds, 100 seconds, and 120 seconds for the AM, MD, and PM periods, respectively. If the TSP recovery parameter is specified as 2 cycles for all three periods, then the maximum number of bus priority calls would be 10.9, 12.0, and 10.0 calls per hour, respectively See the computation below.

10.9 calls per hour allowed AM peak hour  = 3600 seconds/hour / 330 seconds between calls

12.0 calls per hour allowed Midday hour = 3600 seconds/hour / 300 seconds between calls

10.0 calls per hour allowed PM peak hour = 3600 seconds/hour / 360 seconds between calls

Since there are could be up to 12 bus trips per peak hour, there is a probability that not all of the peak hour coaches will be allowed to request priority. However, during the Midday period, there would be 12 calls per hour that would be allowed and only 8 buses per hour to request them. There is a high probability that all buses during the midday would be allowed to request priority. Since the travel time savings from transit signal priority was computed on a per bus served basis, the Transit Travel Time Savings Index should account for different levels of transit signal priority call efficiency. 

Therefore, the number of eligible calls, up to the maximum number of buses per hour that would pass through the intersection, was multiplied by the projected time savings per bus call to calculate the daily savings hours for a TSP project.

By necessity, this computation can not capture all of the factors that impact TSP call efficiency. There is no model in existence that addresses all of these factors. But the methodology that was developed to assess the effectiveness of proposed transit signal priority installations and the projected travel time savings that would be achieved with them was applied uniformly to the evaluation of all Speed and Reliability proposals. As such it represents a reasonable basis for a relative comparison between different proposals for effectiveness of the proposed transit signal priority and its contribution to the estimate of travel time savings.

The final ranking of the five RapidRide proposals for these criteria, using the Transit Travel Time Savings Index that was computed, is as follows:

	Rank
	RapidRide Corridor
	Travel Time Savings Index

	1
	West Seattle
	16.39%

	2
	Bellevue-Redmond
	15.17%

	3
	Highway 99 South
	13.40%

	4
	Ballard (24th Ave Alignment)
	11.86%

	5
	Ballard (15th Ave Alignment)
	11.65%

	6
	Aurora
	11.34%


The Transit Travel Time Savings Index calculations for Aurora and Ballard are provisional, pending further confirmation of some of the elements that make up the projected travel time savings for each proposal. However, there is no adjustment anticipated as a result of this review that would in any way impact the ranking of the top three RapidRide proposals.

Criteria #3: Improvement Can Be Completed within 5 Years

Applicants indicated if the proposed improvement projects could be completed within five years and in some instances provided a specific date. Projected completion dates for the five RapidRide corridors were as follows:

	Corridor
	Completed within Five Years
	Date

	West Seattle
	Yes
	2011(referenced in cover letter

	Bellevue-Redmond
	Yes
	2011(referenced in cover letter

	Highway 99 South
	Yes
	2010(referenced in Section 4)

	Ballard(15th Ave or 24th Ave)
	Yes
	2012(referenced in cover letter)

	Aurora
	Yes
	2013(referenced in cover letter)


All five RapidRide proposals provided completion dates within five years of the projected execution of Speed and Reliability partnership agreements in 2008.

Criteria #4: Partner will commit to complementary actions that improve operations or ridership

All of the proposals included some form of complementary actions consistent with the list of eligible actions that were suggested as part of the Request for Proposal. All five RapidRide proposals were deemed to be responsive to these criteria.

Evaluation of Non-RapidRide Proposals

The three non-RapidRide Speed and Reliability partnership proposals as follow:

· Route 5

· Route 7

· Route 44

All three non-RapidRide proposals, as submitted, appear to be responsive to the minimum partnership Speed and Reliability requirements. However, a detailed review of the underlying technical assumptions has not been completed.

Additionally, upon selection of a final alignment for the Ballard RapidRide route, if the final routing that is approves uses either a 15th Avenue or 24th Avenue alignment but not both 15th and 24th with two distinct terminus,  the alignment that is not selected will still be a core connection. The proposal for this alignment originally submitted for consideration as a RapidRide corridor would be eligible to be considered for a non-Rapid Speed and Reliability partnership, along with the three routes listed above.

A final ranking among the non-Rapid proposals was not prepared prior to transmitting the recommendations to the King County Council for Service Partnership awards for the 90,000 annual hours that is currently available. It was clear there would insufficient hours to fund all of the eligible RapidRide Speed and Reliability partnerships. There are only hours available to support awards for the two highest ranked RapidRide corridors.

If the King County Council elects to authorize any of the 30,000 additional annual hours for the Service Partnership Program in 2009, as permitted under the Transit Now ordinance, a final ranking of all the non-RapidRide proposals can be completed. 










� A further 30,000 service hours may be set aside for the partnership program by an ordinance adopted by the Council no sooner than January 1, 2009 in the event that demand countywide for service partnerships exceeds the initial 90,000 hour setaside.  


� The Transit Now Ordinance identified five RapidRide Bus Rapid Transit corridors:  Shoreline/Downtown Seattle, West Seattle/Downtown Seattle, Ballard/Seattle, Federal Way/Tukwila and Bellevue/Redmond.  


� Includes six-hour weekday AM and PM peak as well as six-hour midday


� The Children’s Hospital proposal meets several of the highest priority criteria established in the Criteria Ordinance, adopted May 7, 2007.  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.metrokc.gov/kcdot/transitnow/partnerships/updates.stm" ��http://www.metrokc.gov/kcdot/transitnow/partnerships�


� One proposal - from Sound Transit to fund a new or modified King County Metro route to replace the West Seattle-SeaTac portion of Sound Transit’s Route 560 - was removed from further consideration because it did not meet the intent of the program.


� Since Summer 2006, Route 644, a commute-oriented route from Kenmore to Overlake, has been funded by Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), as part of the I-405 construction mitigation program.      With the Kirkland I-405 project now complete, the service will operate with funding provided through a funding agreement between King County Metro, WSDOT and Microsoft Corporation between February and September 2008.     


� Improvements to Route 8 and 70 would extend a transit demonstration by the South Lake Union Mobility Project, funded though a Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) grant and contributions from local businesses.  The demonstration is scheduled to occur in 2008-2009, so the proposed improvements would need to occur in 2010 to prevent a gap in providing service.  
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All_Summary

		Proposal		Type		Total Hours		Metro Hours		Partner Hours		Proposed Year		Initial Year		Notes		2/3 Share		Difference		Applicant Proposed Year				Metro Hours

		Childrens		F		6,480		4,320		2,160		2007		2007								2007		Proposal		Original Estimate		Revised Estimate		Difference

		Seattle '08		F		21,551		14,367		7,184		2008		2008		Rt 14 part of Link Integration (2009)						2008		Lakeland Hills		2,565		1,539		1,026

		269		F		4,160		2,773		1,387		2008		2008								2008		910/919		1,842		1,520		322

		644		F		4,750		3,167		1,583		2008		2008		Must Occur in 2008 to maintain route						2008		200		7,608		7,364		244

		153		F		3,900		2,600		1,300		2008		2008								2008		TOTAL		12,015		10,423		1,592

		Lakeland Hills		F		3,848		1,539		2,309		2009		2009				2,565		1,026		2008

		Seattle '09		F		8,840		5,893		2,947		2009		2009		Rt 48 part of Link Integration (2009)						2009

		187		F		4,460		2,973		1,487		2009		2009								2009

		913		F		7,807		5,205		2,602		2010		2011								2008

		Seattle '10		F		14,882		9,921		4,961		2010		2010		Must Occur in 2010 to preserve demo adds to Rts 70, 8						2010

		910/919		F		2,763		1,520		1,243		2010		2010				1,842		322		2008

		110		F		5,850		3,900		1,950		2010		2010								2008

		Bellevue Circulator		F		11,167		7,445		3,722		2010		2010								2008

		200		F		11,412		7,364		4,048		2010		2010				7,608		244		2008

		First Hill		F		6,778		4,519		2,259		2011		2012		Route proposed for 2011 implementation						2008

		W. Seattle		SR		5,000		5,000		0		2012		N/A		Route proposed for 2011 implementation

		Bel-Red		SR		7,494		7,494		0		2013		N/A

																				1,592

		Sum of Metro Hours		Type

		Proposed Year		F		SR		Grand Total		Budget		Difference

		2007		4,320				4,320		5,000		680

		2008		22,907				22,907		22,000		(907)

		2009		10,406				10,406		12,000		1,594

		2010		35,355				35,355		35,000		(355)

		2011		4,519				4,519		6,000		1,481

		2012				5,000		5,000		5,000		0

		2013				7,494		7,494		5,000		(2,494)

		Grand Total		77,506		12,494		90,000		90,000		(0)

		Sum of Metro Hours

		Applicant Proposed Year		Total

		2007		4320

		2008		54398.4205757057

		2009		8866.6666666667

		2010		9921.3333333333

		(blank)		12494

		Grand Total		90000.4205757057

				Metro-Funded Hours

				Budget		Applicant-Proposed

		2007		5000		4,320

		2008		22000		54,398

		2009		12000		8,867

		2010		35000		9,921

		2011		6000		0

		2012		5000		0

		2013		5000		0



&LTransit Now Service Partnerships
Phasing Analysis

fichtej:
Estimated cost of one-way routing, operating 20/30-min in peaks, 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., 3:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m.

fichtej:
Ranked #1 in evaluation

fichtej:
Ranked #2 in evaluation
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All_Summary_No_FrstHill

		Proposal		Type		Total Hours		Metro Hours		Revised Year		Initial Year		Notes

		Childrens		F		6,480		4,320		2007		2007

		Seattle '08		F		21,551		14,367		2008		2008		Rt 14 part of Link Integration (2009)

		269		F		4,160		2,773		2008		2008

		644		F		4,750		3,167		2008		2008		Must Occur in 2008 to maintain route

		153		F		3,900		2,600		2008		2008

		Lakeland Hills		F		3,848		2,565		2009		2009

		Seattle '09		F		8,840		5,893		2009		2009		Rt 48 part of Link Integration (2009)

		187		F		4,460		2,973		2009		2009

		913		F		7,807		5,205		2010		2011

		Seattle '10		F		14,882		9,921		2010		2010		Must Occur in 2010 to preserve demo adds to Rts 70, 8

		910/919		F		2,763		1,842		2010		2010

		Bellevue Circulator		F		11,167		7,445		2010		2010

		W. Seattle		SR		5,000		5,000		2011		N/A		Route proposed for 2011 implementation

		Bel-Red		SR		5,901		10,000		2011		N/A		Route proposed for 2011 implementation

		110		F		5,850		3,900		2012		2010

		200		F		11,412		7,608		2013		2010

		Sum of Metro Hours		Type

		Revised Year		F		SR		Grand Total		Budget		Difference				Corrected Difference

		2007		4,320				4,320		5,000		680

		2008		22,907				22,907		22,000		(907)				(227)

		2009		11,432				11,432		12,000		568

		2010		24,413				24,413		26,000		1,587

		2011				15,000		15,000		15,000		0

		2012		3,900				3,900		5,000		1,100

		2013		7,608				7,608		5,000		(2,608)				647

		Grand Total		74,580		15,000		89,580		90,000		420				420



&LTransit Now Service Partnerships
Phasing Analysis
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South-East

						SOUTH

		Year								Annual Hours								Additional Coaches								Ridership Estimates

		Applicant		Metro		Jurisdiction		Route		Original Est.		Revised Est.		Difference				AM Peak		PM Peak		Coach Type				Year 1		Year 2		Year 3		Year 4		Year 5		Years 5+		TOTAL		Rides / Hr. (Year 5)

		2008		2009		Auburn		910/919		2,489		2,763		274				1		1		DART				18,484		24,646		30,807		32,348		33,118				139,404		12

		2008		2009		Auburn/PT		Lakeland Hills		3,696		3,848		152				2		2		30-foot		Assuming Metro Operation		26,670		40,005		53,340		56,007		57,341				233,363		15

		2009		2009		Federal Way		187		4,700		4,460		(240)				- 0		- 0						61,162		81,550		101,937		107,034		109,582				461,265		25

		2008		2011		Kent		913		6,600		7,807		1,207				2		2		DART				55,793		74,390		92,988		97,637		99,962		99,962		520,733		13

		2008 or later		2008		Kent/Renton		153		3,180		3,900		720				- 0		1		30-foot				53,340		71,120		88,900		93,345		95,568				402,273		25

		2008		2010		Renton		110		5,790		5,850		60				1		1		30-foot				35,052		46,736		58,420		61,341		62,802				264,351		11

						EAST

										Annual Hours								Additional Coaches								Ridership Estimates

				Year		Jurisdiction		Route		Original Est.		Revised Est.		Difference				AM Peak		PM Peak		Coach Type				Year 1		Year 2		Year 3		Year 4		Year 5				TOTAL		Rides / Hr. (Year 5)

		2008		2010		Bellevue		Circulator		11,167		11,954		787				3		3		Van				39,370		59,055		78,740		82,677		84,646				344,488		8

		ASAP		2008		Redmond/Sammamish		269		4,160		4,160		- 0				2		4		Standard (40-foot)				35,052		46,736		58,420		61,341		62,802				264,351		15

		2008		2010		Issaquah		200		11,640		11,412		(228)				3		3		Van				110,490		147,320		184,150		193,358		197,961		197,961		1,031,240		17

		2008		2008		Microsoft		644		4,430		4,750		320				- 0		- 0						45,720		57,150		60,008		61,436		62,865				287,179		14



fichtej:
Ranked #1 in evaluation

fichtej:
Ranked #2 in evaluation

fichtej:
9,000 hours delayed to 2011 for RR S&R Proposals

fichtej:
Includes 9,000 hours delayed from 2010

NOTE  
This scenario assumes the following:
1)  First Hill Partnership is eliminated
2)  Hours budgeted for 2010 are delayed to 2011 to facilitate Speed & Reliabilty partnerships.
3) Surplus hours from one year may be carried over into subsequent years



West

		Year				2008				Annual Hours								Additional Coaches						Ridership Estimates

		Applicant		Metro		Jurisdiction		Route		Original Est.		Revised Est.		Difference				AM Peak		PM Peak		Coach Type		Year 1		Year 2		Year 3		Year 4		Year 5		Year 5+		TOTAL		Rides / Hr. (Year 3)

		2008		2008		Seattle		3, 4		7,776		7,776		- 0				- 0		- 0				257,556		343,408		429,260		450,723		461,455		1,845,818		3,788,220		55

		2008		2008		Seattle		11		1,803		1,803		- 0				- 0		- 0				55,626		74,168		92,710		97,346		99,663		398,653		818,166		51

		2008		2008		Seattle		14S		800		800		- 0				1		2		40-foot trolley		21,336		28,448		35,560		37,338		38,227		152,908		313,817		44

		2008		2008		Seattle		10, 12		1,200		1,200		- 0				2		2		40-foot trolley		37,033		49,378		61,722		64,808		66,351		265,405		544,697		51

		2008		2008		Seattle		44		2,772		2,772		- 0				- 0		- 0				53,646		71,528		89,410		93,881		96,116		384,463		789,043		32

		2008		2008		Seattle		26, 28		7,200		7,200		- 0				1		1		40-foot diesel		93,012		124,016		155,020		162,771		166,647		666,586		1,368,052		22

												21,551																				928,458		3,713,833		7,621,994		43

						2009				Annual Hours								Additional Coaches						Ridership Estimates

						Jurisdiction		Route		Original Est.		Revised Est.		Difference				AM Peak		PM Peak		Coach Type		Year 1		Year 2		Year 3		Year 4		Year 5		Year 5+		TOTAL

		2009		2009		Seattle		48		7,640		7,640		- 0				2		2		60-foot diesel		328,264		437,685		547,106		574,461		588,139		2,352,556		4,828,210		72

		2009		2009		Seattle		2, 13		1,200		1,200		- 0				- 0		2		40-foot trolley		21,336		28,448		35,560		37,338		38,227		152,908		313,817		30

												8,840																582,666				626,366		2,505,464		5,142,027		71

						2010				Annual Hours								Additional Coaches						Ridership Estimates

						Jurisdiction		Route		Original Est.		Revised Est.		Difference				AM Peak		PM Peak		Coach Type		Year 1		Year 2		Year 3		Year 4		Year 5		Year 5+		TOTAL

		2010		2010		Seattle		74 (Weekday)		908		610		(298)				- 0		- 0				50,292		67,056		83,820		88,011		90,107		360,426		739,712		137

		2010		2010		Seattle		74 (Sat)		356		296		(60)				- 0		- 0				2,964		3,952		4,940		5,187		5,311		21,242		43,596		17

		2010		2010		Seattle		74 (Sun)		455		401		(54)				- 0		- 0				8,496		11,328		14,160		14,868		15,222		60,888		124,962		35

		2010		2010		Seattle		5		749		749		- 0				- 0		- 0				21,336		28,448		35,560		37,338		38,227		152,908		313,817		47

		2010		2010		Seattle		60 (Weekend)		1,632		1,632		- 0				- 0		- 0				21,165		28,220		35,275		37,039		37,921		151,683		311,302		22

		2010		2010		Seattle		60 (Weekday)		2,028		1,456		(572)				- 0		- 0				17,526		23,368		29,210		30,671		31,401		125,603		257,778		20

		2010		2010		Seattle		8		1,100		1,100		- 0				- 0		- 0		Improved in 2008		50,800		53,340		54,610		55,880		57,150		228,600		500,380		50

		2010		2010		Seattle		70		2,100		2,400		300				- 0		- 0		Improved in 2008		116,840		122,682		125,603		128,524		131,445		525,780		1,150,874		52

		2010		2010		Seattle		75 (Weekday)		788		804		16				- 0		- 0				50,292		67,056		83,820		88,011		90,107		360,426		739,712		104

		2010		2010		Seattle		75 (Sat)		434		146		(288)				- 0		- 0				8,112		10,816		13,520		14,196		14,534		58,136		119,314		93

		2010		2010		Seattle		75 (Sun)		1,045		836		(209)				- 0		- 0				41,418		55,224		69,030		72,482		74,207		296,829		609,190		83

		2010		2010		Seattle		7 (Weekday)		2,193		1,786		(407)				- 0		- 0				37,338		49,784		62,230		65,342		66,897		267,589		549,180		35

		2010		2010		Seattle		7 (Saturday)		576		479		(97)				- 0		- 0				10,296		13,728		17,160		18,018		18,447		73,788		151,437		36

		2010		2010		Seattle		7 (Sunday)		2,256		2,187		(69)				- 0		- 0				55,401		73,868		92,335		96,952		99,260		397,041		814,856		42		52

		2008		2012		First Hill		650		7,500		9,627		2,127				2		2		40-foot diesel		46,089		69,133		92,177		96,786		99,091				403,276		10

														(1,738)																		770,235		3,080,938		6,426,109

												14,882
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HoursSummary

		Hours Summary, By Year

		Year		Budget		Proposed Financial (KCM)		Speed & Reliability (KCM)		Total Proposed (KCM)		Proposed Financial (Applicant)

		2007		6,480		6,480				6,480		6,480

		2008		34,500		34,041				34,041		81,335		54223.3333333333

		2009		18,000		19,911				19,911		13,300

		2010		52,500		51,905				51,905		14,882

		2011		9,000		7,500				7,500

		2012		7,500				5,000		5,000

		2013		7,500				30,000		30,000

		TOTAL		135,480		119,837		35,000		154,837		115,997

												120,157

		By Sub Area

				Total		Metro Share

		West		61,380		40,920

		East		32,276		21,517

		South		28,628		19,085

		TOTAL		122,284		81,523
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2008_Ordinance

				Platform Hours

		Route		Current		Proposed		Change		% Change

		644		6,744		4,754		-1,990		-30%

		269		9,838		13,995		4,157		42%

		153/183		13,406		17,306		3,900		29%
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