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Part I:  Alternative Products for Delivering Transit Service
Carpools
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Description:  Carpooling is the pre-arranged, shared use of a car by the driver and one or more passengers.  Carpool programs connect people who have similar schedules and travel patterns.  People can meet in the same place, such as a park-and-ride, or the driver can pick up each passenger individually.  Employers can be an integral part of setting up carpools.

	

	Example:  In 1990, Metro established a regional ridematch service to help match drivers and passengers for carpools and maintains a database of people interested in ridesharing.  By logging on to the website, commuters can register to instantly receive names of others with a similar commute that want to carpool.  Special access is provided to employers to assist their employees with finding rideshare partners.  There are currently 9,188 people registered statewide, with approximately 6,125 registrants in King County.  

	

	Application:  Metro could expand marketing and promotion of carpools in specific areas of the County in lieu of fixed route commuter service 

	

	Benefits:  Low cost to the user

	

	Drawbacks:  Would not meet all of the user’s travel needs

	

	Constraints:  Finding enough people to participate that have similar travel patterns – relies on Information Technology and Social networking infrastructure which could be more difficult to implement in certain areas of the County.  Additionally, it would be difficult to expand outreach to gain enough participant interest to be an effective program in certain areas of the County; 

	
	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Administrative support for the Rideshare online program at Metro had always been included as part of the duties of the rideshare operations employees who provided administrative support for the vanpool and vanshare program.  The Rideshare online program is now operated by WSDOT and no longer directly supported by Metro.  Before transition to WSDOT the rideshare operations program had budgeted 1.5 FTE’s to the rideshare online program.


Community Access Transportation (CAT)
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Description:  A CAT program provides vans, maintenance and some operating funds to community organizations to provide their own transportation to clients.  This program allows these community organizations to tailor transportation service to the specific needs of their clients.  These programs are typically used to supplement/substitute for Access service.

	

	Example:  Metro has a CAT program, partnering with 25 organizations in King County and should have 84 vans in service by the Fall of 2010.  CAT provided 211,417 boardings in 2009, which cost $880,264, about one-ninth (11%) what it would cost for Access to provide those trips.

	

	Application:  CAT could be expanded to other community organizations throughout the county and these organizations could be encouraged by subsidy or other incentive to provide transportation not only to their clients, but also to other members of the community.  

	

	Benefits:  User can access transportation via local community agency 

	

	Drawbacks:  User needs to arrange trip in advance, could operate on a limited schedule 

	

	Constraints:  Getting community organizations to participate/provide service for a broader group of people; paying the cost of the driver; ensuring that the service provided meets the needs of the general public in the area; adequately replacing current fixed route service that exists in an area. 

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Metro’s current average cost per boarding is $4.16.  A wider application of this program may require a higher investment in support to community agencies, though may still be less expensive than low-productivity fixed route, DART or ACCESS services.


Employer Transportation Programs
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Description:  Some transportation needs, especially those for which many people are traveling from a variety of locations to a single work site can be effectively provided through their employer.  

	

	Example:  Microsoft Connector is the largest example of this kind of service.  Transit service tailored to the needs of Microsoft employees, this service fills a very specific niche market for a distinct clientele.  Employees can use the Connector, a free express bus service during morning and evening commute times between residential neighborhoods and the Redmond campus. With this system, Microsoft aims to reduce car traffic in the area by over 250,000 miles per week.

	

	Application:  Metro could work with employers to expand this program to other unique travel markets where there is a private sector interest in providing transportation.  This service could be provided as a service/benefit of an employer or industry or as a self-standing transportation service.

	

	Benefits:  User has a highly adapted direct connection to work; employer could provide additional benefits such as Wi-Fi access

	

	Drawbacks:  User would not have access to other origins/destinations

	

	Constraints:  Employer interest in providing transportation for employees or general public.  Transportation alternatives would likely be limited to its direct employees.  There could be potential conflicts between public and employer based service at transit facilities such as park and rides, bus stops or transit hubs, where access to such facilities is restricted to public transportation providers.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Metro Transit could lose some fares and transit productivity might be adversely affected if Metro continued to provide duplicative services to these employers.  Employer transportation programs would be most beneficial and have the least negative impacts to public transit where the employer is located outside the transit service area or in a location not adequately served by public transit or the service is targeting employees in areas that do not have access to public transportation.


Flexible Carpools or Vanpools
	Description:  Flexible carpools or vanpools are not set up in advance and are arranged using real time information or face to face contact.  This type of ridesharing is also known as online/instant/real-time ridesharing/ridematching, casual carpooling, or slugging.  It could include a high-tech instant rideshare request system with incentives (such as shared gas/toll payments) for drivers to invite passengers into their otherwise single-occupant vehicles.

	

	Example:  In Washington DC and San Francisco, people utilize flexible carpools to take advantage of HOV lanes and congestion free lanes on the roadway.  People line up and wait at transit centers or other known locations and wait for a driver who is headed their way.  This type of flexible carpooling could be facilitated further with the use of technology.  People desiring a ride could be matched over the internet with people wanting to provide a ride as a way to cut costs or use the HOV lanes.

	

	Application:  Highly congested corridors, such as SR 520, if differential tolls exist for carpools and single occupant vehicles.

	

	Benefits:  Riders have more flexibility in travel time than with a pre-arranged car or van pool, driver can utilize HOV infrastructure saving time

	

	Drawbacks:  User security could make some hesitant to participate

	

	Constraints:  This type of alternative delivery option could require changes in the way HOV lanes are managed in the area to maintain the 45 mph standard and sufficient technology and oversight to enable people to use and trust the system.  It could be expensive and difficult to implement.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations: Slugging in the Washington DC area is free to both the passenger and the driver.  The trade off is that the driver gets to use the HOV lanes and the passenger gets a free, quick ride.  If technology were used, the cost could be high, but would be borne by the user and the keeper of the technology.


Flexible Transit Services – Dial a Ride Transit (DART) 
	Description:  DART service offers variable routing in some service areas.  By using vehicles that can go off regular routes to pick up and drop off passengers within a defined service area, DART service may allow passengers to arrange for transit service closer to a location.  DART does not go door-to-door.  Rather, it operates on a fixed schedule, but one that has more flexibility than regular transit service.

	

	Example:  Metro’s DART service generally has fixed schedules at stops along a preplanned route.  Customers can call or go online for a reservation.  A reservationist will determine if the requested stop is located in the service area of a DART route and will inform the passenger of when and where to meet the van.  The pick-up or drop-off point does not need to be a regular bus stop, and it may not be exactly at the desired location.  The passenger must be at the designated location at the given pick-up time. 

	

	Application:  Metro could expand the use of flexible transit services to areas where fixed route transit service productivity is low, matching demand and travel needs to bus service provided.

	

	Benefits:  The user could be picked up/dropped off closer their origin/destination.

	

	Drawbacks:  The user needs to plan trips in advance and may not be able to travel when they want to.

	

	Constraints:  Metro’s contract with Local 587 limits contracted DART operations to three percent of the total annual service hours provided by King County Metro.  Today, Metro operates approximately 2% of its service hours as DART service.  The difference between current operations and the 3% allowable by contract represents approximately 35,700 annual service hours.  

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Metro’s DART routes average $6.17 per boarding and $87 per platform hour.  Demand response services are limited in the number of persons they can transport an hour, and are only effective where there demand does not warrant fixed route service. 


Flexible Transit Services – ACCESS Transportation (Paratransit)
	Description:  The federal Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) is a civil rights law that, among other things, requires access to public transportation for persons with disabilities.  Transit agencies must take specific steps to make regular bus service accessible to persons with disabilities.  The ADA requires that curb-to-curb paratransit service be provided for persons whose disabilities prevent use of accessible non-commuter, fixed route bus service.  In addition to meeting the requirements of the ADA, Metro currently provides some ACCESS service beyond the required service area.

	

	Example:  Metro's ADA Paratransit Program serves persons age 6 and up.  Eligibility is determined based on whether or not a person can use fixed route transit service to meet all or some of their travel needs.  If fixed route transit service is not appropriate, customers can be eligible for all or some of their transit trips to be provided by Paratransit.  Metro’s ADA Paratransit Program provides next-day, shared rides on Access Transportation within 3/4 of a mile on either side of non-commuter fixed route bus service during the times and on the days those routes are operating to eligible riders only. 

	

	Application:  Paratransit service could be combined with DART and other flexible services in areas of the County where there is a need for alternative mobility options. 

	

	Benefits:  Users would have flexible transit service provided on demand.

	

	Drawbacks:  Users would need to schedule trips in advance and these trips may take longer because of the combination with ADA Paratransit service.

	

	Constraints:  Paratransit service is not very cost effective to provide.  Expanding paratransit eligibility could make it challenging logistically and could compromise the quality of current Paratransit service.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Metro’s Paratransit service currently costs $39.17 per passenger per ride.  Having more people on the trip could lower the cost per passenger per ride, but the service design of demand responsive services creates upper limits to the number of people that can be served each service hour.


Shared Taxi 
	Description:  A shared taxi uses taxi cars or vans to provide service along a transit route at set intervals, picking up and dropping passengers off at bus stops.  Shared taxis could be private vehicles or contracted by the transit agency.

	

	Example:  According to one report (“Transit/taxi service” Campbell, A. 1997) taxi companies operate alongside public transit services to provide Sunday service on low demand routes.  These taxis travel from stop to stop on a fixed schedule and are more cost effective than full sized buses on days or at times where there is low demand.  The report further states, that since Christchurch began this form of competitive operations, transit subsides have dropped by about 20% and several routes now operate without a public subsidy.  

In New York and northern New Jersey, jitneys operate that offer connections between and among different small towns and bigger cities.  A jitney is a shared shuttle service operating on a fixed route for a fixed rate.  Jitney services are often offered on small vehicles by private companies or individuals and can be demand driven or operate on a fixed schedule.  

	

	Application:  Shared taxis could have many different uses in King County, especially late at night or weekend service.  They could supplement fixed route service in certain areas, or at certain times of day, or could be the primary service in certain areas.

	

	Benefits:  Basic mobility at times of lower demand could be provided when it would otherwise be cost prohibitive to provide fixed route service.  Service would be available for the user when no fixed route service is available

	

	Drawbacks:  Could be more expensive for the user

	
	

	Constraints:  Private provider use of public infrastructure, taxi cooperation, establishing a fare structure that makes sense and meets the needs of the taxi driver, Metro, and the user.  Share taxis need enough people to use them to make them worthwhile.  This could cause some competition with bus routes and could mean that they would be most useful in areas of the County where fixed route service is most successful.

	
	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  There are many different models that could be implemented that could alter the cost to both the user and to Metro.  If Metro were to contract out some service or form partnerships with taxi companies, there would be some costs to Metro to operate the service.  If service were entirely operated by private companies, it could compete with Metro fixed route services, which could siphon fares from Metro, but could also provide complementary service. 


Taxi Scrip
	Description:  A taxi scrip program pays a percentage of the cost of a taxi ride for low income customers who are seniors or adults under age 65 with a disability.

	

	Example:  Metro offers a taxi scrip program.  There are currently about 34,000 rides that take place using taxi scrip per year.  These rides cost Metro approximately $360,000.

	

	Application:  Metro could expand its taxi scrip program to provide trips to other riders beyond those currently eligible.  Metro could offer eligibility to people traveling in a certain area or at specific times of day.  Metro could increase the rate of subsidy discount for purchase of scrip. 

	

	Benefits:  Would give user more options to travel, provide a more direct route to their destination

	

	Drawbacks:  Could be more expensive for the user; could not be used for all users or trips

	

	Constraints:  Metro would have to get an agreement with taxi companies, would have to decide who is eligible and where, could have some legal constraints.  Expansion would be limited to areas where taxis are readily available.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Metro’s current taxi scrip program averages $9.98 per trip.  Costs for this program are directly proportional to the amount of service demanded.  As the program is currently organized Metro will not realize any efficiencies of scale.  While $9.98 may be more cost effective than some fixed route alternatives, if demand for the taxi scrip program increased beyond the current ridership of fixed route services in the area, the total cost of the program could exceed the cost of a fixed route service in the same area.  Traditionally, this cost risk has been controlled by limiting eligibility via disability or age.  Eligibility might also be limited to geographic origin and/or destination, however, total potential demand for the service should be considered to ensure costs would not grow unsustainably.  Alternatively, Metro would have to find another way to determine eligibility that could have more administrative costs as well as more oversight costs to limit fraudulent use.


Vanpools

	Description:  Vanpooling is a pre-arranged program that provides vans, staff support, maintenance, fuel and insurance to groups of people who commute together.  One volunteer from the group drives the van and does not pay for the ride.  All other members pay a monthly fee based on the round-trip mileage of the commute, the size of the van, and the number of people in the vanpool.

	

	Example:  Metro has an established Vanpool program and maintains a database of people interested in ridesharing.  By logging on to the website, commuters can register to instantly receive names of others with a similar commute that want to VanPool.  In 2009, there were 2,822,511 vanpool rides and 937 vanpools in operation in King County.  

	

	Application:  Metro could expand marketing and promotion of carpools in specific areas of the county in lieu of fixed route commuter service.  Metro could increase subsidy of fares, absorbing costs currently covered by rider fares. 

	

	Benefits:  Low cost to the user

	

	Drawbacks:  Would not meet all of the travel needs of all users which are currently served by public transit.  VanPools are commute and long trip focused.  

	

	Constraints:  Finding enough people to participate that have similar travel patterns; relies on Information Technology and Social networking infrastructure which could be more difficult to implement in certain areas; if program were expanded, additional vans may be needed.  Additionally, retention of service is dependent on volunteer drivers.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Cost/Boarding for Vanpool services are currently not separated from the cost/boarding of Vanshare services.  Together the programs averaged $1.95 per boarding. 


VanShare
	Descriptions:  VanShare makes passenger vans available to commuters to bridge the distance between a transportation terminal and the workplace or home.  These trips are pre-arranged.

	

	Example:  Metro has an established VanShare program.  VanShares fill in the gap in the last few miles of a person’s commute.  They function like VanPools, with one volunteer driver.  However, they are different because they do not transport people for the entire length of the commute.  Employers can be an integral part of setting up VanShare.  In 2009, there were 377,839 VanShare rides and 151 VanShares in operation in King County.

	

	Application:  Metro could market and expand its VanShare program in specific areas of the county in lieu of fixed route commuter service.  Additionally, smaller vehicles could be used for the VanShare program as there are sometimes not enough people to fill an entire van.  Since these trips are pre-arranged, an appropriately sized vehicle could be assigned as warranted.  

	

	Benefits:  Low cost to the user

	

	Drawbacks:  Would not meet all of the user’s travel needs

	

	Constraints:  Finding enough people to participate that have similar travel patterns; if program were expanded, additional vans may be needed.  Additionally, retention of service is dependent on volunteer drivers.

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations:  Cost/Boarding for Vanshare services are currently not separated from the cost/boarding of Vanpool services.  Together the programs averaged $1.95 per boarding.


Part II:  Alternative Delivery Models 

Managed Competition
	Description:  Managed competition refers to a method of competitive bidding for a specific set of transit services between in-house operations and private transportation providers. 

	

	Example:  Community Transit contracts approximately 24% of their services, including almost 145,000 hours of fixed route service, most of which is peak-period, peak direction service into King County.  It is estimated that contracting these service saves approximately 30% compared to providing them in-house.  Currently the Regional Transportation District (RTD) in Denver operates all of ADA and demand response services as well as almost half of its fixed route services under contract.  Under existing contractual arrangements RTD provides revenue vehicles and dispatch while contractors provide maintenance facilities and crews, street supervision and administration.  According to one study (“Transit Privatization in Denver: Experience in the Second Year” Peskin, R L, Mundle, S R, Varma, P K, 1993) in the short-term contracting services saved the RTD $2.5 million or 12.5%.  More than half of those savings were due to lower wages and fringe benefits.  This same study estimated that over the long-term, the savings could be even more.  Over almost two decades, RTD has had the complete range of experiences with contractors, from having to relieve a contractor for non-performance to getting very good service.  More recent data (than 1993) that quantifies savings of contracting service in Denver was not readily available.

	

	Application:  Competition for transportation services can save money largely through changes to work rules or wages and benefits. Competition with service providers who are able to realize these efficiencies because they are unencumbered by existing labor agreements can provide direct savings to the agency as well as potentially provide incentives to in-house bargaining units to negotiate agreements that may result in greater flexibility for the agency. Competitive bidding can also be an effective way to introduce new services.  

	

	Benefits:  Studies from the mid 80’s (“Transit Service Contracting: Experiences and Issues”, Teal, R.F., 1985; “Estimating the Potential Cost Savings of Transit Service Contracting”, Giuliano, G and Teal R.F., 1987) described substantial cost savings potential, on the order of 20-50% per unit cost compared to in-house operations.  Results from more recent studies have been more inconclusive (“Transit Service Contracting and Cost-Efficiency”, McCullough III, W S, Taylor, B D, Wachs, M, 1998; “Contracting Practice in Fixed-Route Transit Service: Case Studies in California” Hiroyuki Iseki, Amy Ford, Rachel J. Factor, 2005; “Effects of Contracting on Cost Efficiency in U.S. Fixed-Route Bus Transit Service” Iseki, Hiroyuki, 2007) suggesting that contracting does not always result in cost savings, that the presence of managed competition is not the most significant factor in lower per unit costs and that the savings to be realized might be less significant than previously believed.  Despite the ambiguity suggested in more recent research according to the 2001 Transportation Research Board publication “Contracting for Bus and Demand Responsive Transit Service” a majority of public transit operators that contract, contract in order to reduce costs.  Other reasons mentioned were to increase flexibility and introduce new services.  It appears that the most important benefit of managed competition is its potential as a management tool that can be used to reduce costs and potentially contain cost growth, but it must be used within the context of each transit property.

	

	Drawbacks:  Contracting services distances transit agencies from the operation of their services.  According to the “Contracting for Bus and Demand Responsive Transit Service” report, the main reason for transit properties not contracting was the desire to maintain control over service and operations.  Effective contract management may increase overhead/management costs, maintaining competitive contracts can be difficult, and contractors deliver cost savings principally through driver wage reductions, potentially leading to driver dissatisfaction and/or attrition.  Managed competition tends to be controversial among the existing labor force and can severely strain existing labor-management relations.

	

	Constraints:  Under the existing Amalgamated Transit Union, Local 587 labor contract with King County,  Metro may contract for dial a ride services up to 3% of total service hours and may contract for service if the funding source requires it.  Another consideration is that Section 13(c) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act requires that current employees losing employment due to contracting be mitigated for a period up to six years.  

Sub-contracting may not be cost effective in all applications. Community Transit for example contracts only commuter service.  While the cost savings may be significant on some types of services, those savings may not be achievable on all services and may represent only a small percentage of the total operating costs.
The ability of managed competition to deliver cost savings depends on the ability to draw competitive bids.  Some services have more private providers able to compete than others.  Where there is limited competition on the private side, the ability to realize savings and maintain service quality is greatly reduced.  For example, demand responsive services that Metro currently contracts tend to have more private companies able/willing to compete. However, there are fewer, if any private companies able/willing to compete for operating and maintaining a fleet of electric trolley coaches.

Service contracts are typically re-issued every 3 to 5 years.  Any cost efficiencies initially gained in contracting services must be maintained through these competitive bidding processes.  The ability to continually negotiate advantageous contracts can be heavily influenced by the prevailing economic conditions.  For example over the last decade the cost per hour of contracted DART services in King County has increased over 70% while in-house services cost per hour has increased less than 50%.  

	

	Cost Experience/Considerations: As noted above, the existing literature suggests the cost experience of managed competition varies widely and is highly dependent on local conditions, any constraints applied to the competitive process and the type of services to be competitively procured. 


Metro is facing an unprecedented financial crisis and the implementation of alternative products or delivery models are two ways that could save public resources while still providing mobility that meets the needs of King County residents.





This paper is broken into two parts; one that discusses alternative products and how they could be used at Metro, and another that describes alternative delivery models that can be used to lower the cost of providing fixed route transit.  For each of the options discussed, the following information is provided:





Description:  A description of the alternative product/delivery model


Example:  An example either from Metro or another agency of how the option is used


Application:  How the option could be applied to King County


Benefits:  The benefits to the user


Drawbacks:  The drawbacks for the user


Constraints:  Limitations that could impact Metro’s ability to implement the option


Relative Cost or Cost Considerations:  A description and discussion of prior cost experience or other cost considerations 





Alternative products are necessary to consider because fixed route transit is designed to meet travel needs of those in areas with a high density of origins and destinations.  Fixed route transit defined by its route, the stops it makes and when it operates.  Where there is a high density of origins and destinations, it will be much more likely that a transit vehicle traveling along a defined path at a give time will likely meet the travel needs of those who can access the service. 





Where the density of origins and destinations is low, there will be fewer people traveling at the same time to similar destinations and because fixed route transit comes only at scheduled times and travels only along defined routes, in low density environments, fixed route transit will be far less likely to meet the travel needs of those who have access to it.  In areas of lower density the travel needs are more cost-effectively met through the use products such as car and vanpools, Community Access Transportation, Employer Transportation Programs, Flexible Transit Services, Shared Taxi, and Taxi scrip rather than traditional fixed route transit services.
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