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SUBJECT:  Proposed 2002-2007 Six-Year Transit Development Plan:
· vanpool program
· new service investments: prioritizing and phasing

· growth management goals: linkage to transit investments
SUMMARY: 
Today’s discussion will focus upon a range of strategies proposed to guide improvement and expansion of transit service through 2007.  Future meetings will address transit capital needs (May 29th) and service allocation issues (June 19th).  Once the council has adopted a transit plan for the next five-and-a-half years, the service strategies will be used by the Transit Division both internally and in its community-based planning efforts when service change proposals are developed for council review or for implementation administratively.  The proposed strategies also guided development of the Sample Network included as an appendix to the plan to illustrate how Metro’s service network might change if 400,000 hours of new service were added over the life of the plan.  While the Sample Network is helpful in understanding the potential effect of the proposed strategies and gives some insight into the thinking of the county’s transit planners, it would not be adopted with a new Six-Year Plan or directly affect actual service planning.
	Strategy S-9   Using a combination of fixed route service, transportation demand management actions and additional transit and HOV products, develop transportation alternatives to reduce single-occupant vehicle (SOV) use in the targeted areas shown in Figure 4-6.  Develop partnerships with local jurisdictions, employers and institutions, using pricing strategies and packaging services and products so that these alternatives benefit the partners and their employees, residents or community.


Vanpool Program
Over the next six years, the vanpool program is likely to be one of the most visible of Metro’s non-bus products as vanpools are increasingly seen as a key element in efforts to improve transportation in the region.  The vanpool program was established in 1979 by the City of Seattle.  In 1984, the program was transferred to Metro and in 1987 Boeing’s van program was also transferred to Metro.  Since that time, the vanpool program has grown in size to 694 vanpools in operation at the end of the 2001.

Vanpools are groups of between 5 and 15 people who commute together.  Metro provides vans, maintenance, fuel and insurance as well as training and staff support for the program.  The program is designed so that the driver of the van rides free in exchange for driving and organizing the vanpool.  The driver is also entitled to some personal use of the vehicle.  Each vanpool also has a backup driver and a bookkeeper.

Fares are based on the number of people in the vanpool and the distance traveled.  After six years of useful economic life, Metro sells the vans and vanpools receive a new vehicle.

In general, the vanpool market is somewhat distinct from the market for traditional Metro bus services: 

· 22% of the current vanpool destinations are Boeing sites 

· 85% of Metro vanpools destinations are in King County but only 64% originate there

· 14% originate in Pierce County and 13% in Snohomish County  
· the average vanpool round trip is 58 miles.  

· the average commuter time to work is 50 minutes to work and 55 minutes home

· 72% of vanpoolers drive to the pick-up spot alone

Vanpool Cost Recovery

· 21% of vanpoolers receive a 100% monthly subsidy from their employer

· 85% of vanpoolers receive some monthly subsidy from their employer, an average monthly subsidy amount of $40 (excludes those that receive 100%)
· average monthly fare is $71 per month 

· average out-of-pocket cost is $31 per month (excludes those vanpoolers that receive 100%)

The vanpool program recovers 100% of its capital and operating costs and approximately 45% of its administration costs through fares. The vanpool financing requirements are set out in King County Code 28.94.010:
“The director is authorized to establish rates of fare for vanpools, provided that the rates of fare are established at a level reasonably estimated to recover the operating and capital cost of, and at least twenty-five (25) percent of the cost of administering, the vanpool program.” 
The question of vanpool cost recovery was taken up in an RTC workshop in August 1997.  At that time Transit staff calculated that, in total, the vanpool program recovered 73% of its costs from the riders.  Those costs included van purchases, direct program administrative expenses, indirect administrative expenses (marketing, building rents, printing etc.) and general overhead (Transit Division and Transportation Department Administration and county overhead etc.).

The RTC had extensive discussions of vanpool subsidies in 1996 and 1997 triggered, in part, by a decision by Community Transit (CT) to increase its subsidy of its vanpool program to 40%.  In addition to questions of equity raised by some RTC members (comparing Metro’s subsidy levels of bus riders and vanpoolers) there was a concern that Metro would lose vanpools to CT or other regional operators offering deeper subsidies.  CT’s deeper subsidy did attract a substantial number of new vanpools but since then the CT Board has twice acted to reduce the subsidy level. 

During its 1996 vanpool discussions the RTC was told that it would cost $1.8M annually to match the subsidy offered by CT.  Ultimately, the RTC decided not to propose a change to the vanpool cost recovery policy but the concern over fare differentials persists.  The Regional Vanpool Coordinating Team (RVCT), an operators staff group, compiled performance indicators for 2001 (attached) which indicate that vanpool operators are running-in-place in terms of program growth.  In some months more vanpools fold than are formed and thus agencies expend a great deal of energy maintaining the status quo.  To the extent that fares can be standardized among regional operators, vanpool shifting in search of lower fares could be eliminated and vanpool promotion to prospective members would be aided.  The RVCT is currently engaged in an effort described in Six-Year Plan Appendix A as, “regional vanpool fare equalization and or standardization.”  

Because vanpools have volunteer drivers, and therefore lower labor costs and because maintenance is simple, the costs of operating the service, either per mile or per passenger trip, is significantly lower than for many other Metro services, such as standard bus service or the ADA paratransit service.  This is the case even though the average vanpool trip is much longer than the average bus or paratransit trip.  The chart below compares statistics for 2001.

	Service
	Vanpool
	Bus
	Paratransit

	Operating Cost/Mile
	$0.26
	$6.95*
	n/a

	Operating Cost/Pass. Trip
	$0.89
	$3.04
	$32.75



* platform mile
Vanpool Demand
A 1999 Puget Sound Vanpool Market Study (summary attached) found that 2% of the region’s commuters vanpool to work. The study documented a strong growth trend in the 1990s, bringing the October 1999 regional vanpool total to 1,450.  The study projected an additional120 vanpools/year merely by continuing current efforts and policies but, drawing from a survey of commuters’ attitudes toward vanpooling, it also identified latent demand: a large "unrealized customer base" of 10,950 vanpools regionally, 5,358 of those in King County. Saying that this market could be tapped through aggressive marketing of existing vanpool benefits, the study saw even greater 

potential in enhanced programs: 19,572 new vanpools regionally, 9,951 in King 

County.  Examples vanpool enhancements needed to attain these higher levels include 

tax exemptions, discounted auto insurance and frequent flier miles.   While acknowledging that this growth potential represents unconstrained demand and 

is probably not achievable, it does indicate that substantial latent demand exists according to the study’s authors.  

A second phase of this market study has recently begun with two objectives:

· study in more depth the demand in selected corridors and their commuter draw areas, and 

· develop a program of activities to be pursued in the event that new vanpool funding becomes available.

Potential Vanpool Funding from the Statewide Transportation Funding Package
The statewide transportation revenue package that was recently authorized by the legislature and will go before the voters in November includes $40M over ten years for expansion of vanpool programs throughout the state.  Agencies that operate vanpools are currently working with the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) to define the range of expenditures that would qualify for this funding: whether it would be narrowly targeted to the purchase of vans or more broadly focused on vanpool promotion and other strategies to boost public awareness and participation.
I-405 Corridor Plan 
This effort, jointly led by WSDOT, Sound Transit, King County, the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration, addresses a range of transportation improvements over the next 20 years in a broad area extending from Lynnwood to Renton. The Preferred in the Draft EIS identifies Transportation Demand Management (TDM) expenditures of $425M in the I-405 corridor of which $121.7M would support vanpool strategies designed to increase utilization in the corridor by at least 500%:

· intensive marketing of vanpooling, including start-up subsidies

· new value-added incentives (e.g. frequent flyer miles for vanpoolers)

· purchase of vans ($73M of the $121.7M total for all vanpool strategies)

· a reserve to provide fare subsidies if needed to achieve vanpool goals

· vanpool infrastructure (e.g. spaces in park & ride lots)

· owner-operated vanpool promotion

The source of revenues to support these strategies has not yet been identified.  If approved by the voters, the statewide and regional transportation funding packages could provide some funding.  The statewide package includes $1.77B for the I-405 program where the preferred alternative (not including operating and maintenance) is currently estimated to cost $7.6B.  Expenditures from any regional transportation funding package would be limited to capital only.

Projected Vanpool Program Activities 2002-2007

Table A-1 of the Appendix document (page A-32) which accompanied the proposed 2002-2007 plan includes the following two goals for the vanpool program:

· Increase the number of vanpool groups by 750

· Address regional vanpool fare equalization and/or standardization issues

Attached to this report is issue paper prepared by the Transit Division’s Rideshare Operations Unit outlining the investments needed to accelerate the growth of vanpools 
to meet ambitious 10-year goals for the region and the 750 new vanpool target for King County contained in the plan Appendix.  The Issue Paper refers also to the need for fare equalization among the region’s vanpool providers.  It is not clear what is meant by “equalization” in this context and even less clear what is meant when the proposed Six-Year Plan Appendix sets a goal of “fare equalization and/or standardization.”  Fare levels are directly related to the question of how much subsidy should be provided for vanpools, so the fare equalization goal should be more clearly stated in the Appendix.
	Strategy S-3  Improve service levels on existing routes and create new routes serving established urban and manufacturing/industrial centers and urban areas where, because of population or employment clusters, ridership and transit use is projected to be the highest. Improve frequencies to support existing demand and attract more riders on a core network of key connections as listed in Table 4-2 and shown in Figure 4-1.


Change from prior plan  This proposed strategy generally carries forward the approach of the 1996-2001 plan: boosting frequencies on the core route network.  Where it differs is in the priority assigned to core service improvements.  Combined with Strategy IM-1 (below) and Table 4-2 (page 4-7 of the proposed plan), Strategy S-3 would:
· place a high priority on improvements to core routes relative to smaller investments in peak-period service and community-identified service needs.  If revenue to support 400,000 hours of new service becomes available over the life of this plan, Strategy IM-1 would assign one-half of it to core service improvements.
· from a list of all core service needs, the proposed plan would assign a higher priority to achieving target service frequencies in selected corridors (shaded entries on Table 4-2)
In contrast to this approach, the prior plan set improvement targets for all routes in the core network and left the prioritization to the service planning process which culminated with council adoption of a package of service changes once or twice a year.  The prior plan did not specify what portion of the overall six-year plan service investment would go to core service.  Instead it stated that core service, “target frequencies will be reviewed as part of the annual update and subarea and community processes to balance core route service investments with other competing needs.”
By specifying both the portion of all new hours destined for core service and the corridors in which those hours would be invested, the proposed plan is more directive.  In the case of the South Subarea, the combined prioritizations would direct approximately 60% of new service investments to core routes.
In response to questions regarding the prioritization of certain core investments as shown on Table 4-2, Transit Division staff have prepared an issue paper (attached) describing the factors considered. 
	Strategy S-4  Identify areas of urban King County to become eligible for enhanced transit service when they meet the following criteria:  

· By meeting or exceeding prorated established housing and population targets, or 
· By encouraging higher density development and pedestrian activity through adopted regulations and policies that advance transit-supportive development, promote mixed-uses, establish minimum densities, and reduce parking requirements.  

Preference will be given to areas that realize community or neighborhood development consistent with these criteria.


Change from prior plan  This proposed strategy introduces a new element in the six-year plan: linking transit investments to land use actions supportive of growth management goals.  It is a two-step strategy which would:

1. create a pool of jurisdictions that would be eligible for preference in transit service investments based upon:
· progress toward meeting housing and population targets set by Countywide Planning Policies






or,

· adopting regulations and policies that encourage higher density and pedestrian activity

2. within this pool of eligible jurisdictions, preference would be given to jurisdictions that actually experience the desired type of development.
As proposed, this preference for transit-supportive land use actions would be one of several factors considered during the service planning process, weighed against other investment priorities identified in the plan.  There would be no increment of new service set aside specifically for areas meeting the criteria of Strategy S-4
Attached to this staff report is a Transit Division Issue Paper on the Growth Management/Transit linkage and a list of the King County jurisdictions showing their progress toward achieving their 20-year housing targets.
	Strategy S-6  Provide more service capacity at newly built or expanded park-and-ride lots as warranted by ridership demand at those locations.


Change from prior plan  The 1996-2001 plan had no strategy directly addressing the expansion of park & ride lot capacity or the addition of service in support of such expansions.  The text of the plan stated that “Park-and-ride lots will continue to play and important role in meeting commuter needs, although budget constraints and long project lead times will limit the amount of new park-and-ride capacity that can be added over the next six years.”  Strategy S-6 of the proposed plan is accompanied by a table showing current park & ride expansion projects in various stages of development:
	Table 4-3: Peak Service Increase Targeted to

Increases in Park-and-Ride Capacity

	Area or Park & Ride Served
	Description

	Northgate P&R
	Add peak period service on route 41.

	Skyway P&R
	Add AM and PM peak period service on

either Route 101 or Route 143.

	Redondo Heights
	Extend route 190 to serve Pacific Hwy

P&R, increase service.

	Twin Lakes P&R
	Consolidate express routes and increase

service on route 179.

	Eastgate P&R
	Add AM and PM peak period service on

route 212.

	Issaquah Highlands P&R
	New express route to Seattle CBD

	Eastgate P&R to U. District
	Improve peak period frequency on route

271 (both directions)

	Issaquah Highlands P&R to Bellevue
	New express route to Bellevue


The text accompanying policy IM-2 identifies a total of approximately 41,000 hours of new service needed for the projects shown on Table 4-3.  Therefore, if current revenue projections are correct and a total of 65,000 hours is available to implement all of the plan’s strategies (along with some reinvestment of current hours), 63% of that new service will go to meeting demand at these expanded lots. The calculation of service hours needed to respond to the addition of parking spaces at a lot is based on a mix of assumptions, including:
· how soon the new parking spaces will fill up;

· how many of those new users will ride buses rather than carpools or vanpools;

· the time of day when the new bus riders will arrive and depart;

and data, including:

· average amount of unused capacity on existing service available to demand from the expanded park & ride;

· number of individual trips on a route that are over capacity and have standees;
· length of the trip and the duration of the standee situation.

A portion of the 41,000 hours is currently being implemented in support of 500 new parking spaces at the Northgate Transit Center.  In June, 2,600 hours will be added to the Route 41 between Northgate and downtown by the KCDOT Director under his authority (KCC 28.94.020) to make minor route changes administratively.  As part of the September 2002 service change, another 2,400 hours will be added to the Route 41.  Background data on the Route 41 service adds is attached to this report to give some insight into how the Transit Division arrives at park & ride service decisions.
	Strategy S-7  Improve community mobility options through increase in service levels on existing routes or through the creation of new services in transit-supportive areas.  Within each subarea, develop service proposals to serve residential and employment areas with the highest ridership demand. Consider flexible service options in conjunction with other modifications and improvements to the existing system in the communities shown in Figure 4-5 where access to the all-day service network can be provided more cost-effectively.


Change from prior plan  Both this proposed strategy and its counterpart in the 1996-2001 plan see local transit as a mix of fixed-route and flexible services. The proposed strategy refines the approach by introducing the concept of transit-supportive areas, as defined by an average of 3 households and 10 jobs per acre, and showing them on a map (Figure 4-5 Community Mobility Options, page 4-19).  While the prior plan suggested that the focus in low-density urban areas should be on flexible transit like dial-a-ride service and vanpools, the proposed plan is more directive on that question.  Proposed Strategy S-7 includes new fixed-route service as an option in these transit-supportive areas but, for other parts of the Urban Growth Area (UGA), the strategy calls for flexible services and modifications to the existing system.  Similarly, the legend on Figure 4-5 limits the options in lower-density urban areas to “flexible transit service or peak-period improvements.”  Elsewhere in the proposed plan (Strategy IM-1, below) a portion of new service investments is earmarked for “services identified as subarea priorities in the subarea-based community planning process.”  The limitations iimposed by Strategy S-7 would come into play during that process, steering new fixed-route investments away from lower-density portions of the UGA.
	Strategy S-8  Develop cost-effective alternatives to supplement federally mandated paratransit service and to provide transportation services to persons who are transportation-disadvantaged due to age, disability or income.  Explore ways to help paratransit-eligible persons and other persons with disabilities and seniors on mobility products and services available to the general public, such as vanpools.


Change from prior plan  The 1996-2001 plan did not address the paratransit services for people with disabilities and seniors offered by Metro since the late 1970s.  During development and adoption of that plan the Transit Division was engaged in bringing the paratransit program into full compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act by the federally mandated deadline of 1997.  Since the prior Six-Year Plan was adopted, the Regional Transit Committee has reviewed and the council has adopted detailed policies governing program eligibility and the range of services offered.  By referring to “cost-effective alternatives” proposed Strategy S-8 captures the thrust of the adopted policies.  
As the following table shows, this is a very expensive service to provide:
        Performance Data: ACCESS Paratransit Service

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Direct Operating Cost/Passenger Trip
	$23.57
	$25.75
	$28.40
	$32.75

	Rides/Service Hour
	1.68
	1.64
	1.63
	1.51


The negative trends evident in the table can be largely attributed to the fact that the paratransit program is in a period of transition both in response to the ADA mandate which drove a major expansion of the program in the mid-1990s and in response to the major policy changes enacted in 1999.  Implementation of those policies is still underway at the same time that the program is testing new on-board computer technology which is expected to improve efficiency if ultimately installed in all the ACCESS vans.  In light of all the effort which has gone in to positioning the program to reverse the negative cost trends of recent years, it may be appropriate to add a paratransit efficiency target to Table 3-1 “Six-Year Plan Progress Targets” of the proposed plan (page 3-12).
	Strategy IM-1  Investment Priorities: For the period 2002 to 2007, available operating resources shall be invested in: 
A)  Higher priority– Provide up to 65,000 annual service hours of new service
      resources or re-invest existing resources for the following purposes:
i) Selected new or expanded park-and-ride locations in King County identified in Strategy IM-2;

ii) Services with overcrowding or showing the highest potential for growth in ridership.  These include but may not be limited to those core network services identified as priority investment connections in Table 4-2;
iii) Re-investment and restructuring of services to integrate with Sound Transit Regional Express and Sounder programs

B)  Lower priority – Provide new or re-invest existing bus service resources in the
      following amounts and for the following purposes:
i) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, including those investments resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1, Section A) i), to improve additional peak period services, respond to ridership growth in key corridors or to selected destinations with high peak period ridership potential

ii) Use up to 200,000 annual service hours, including those investments resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1  Section A) ii), to improve span of service and frequency towards 2007 target levels on the core network services identified as priority investment connections in Table 4-2;

iii) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, in addition to those investments resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1.A to improve services identified as subarea priorities in the subarea-based community planning process. 


Change from prior plan  While providing some major areas of focus such as improved frequencies for core routes and more commuter services to areas outside Seattle, the 1996-2001 plan did not attempt to prioritize service investments.  Proposed Strategy IM-1 would establish a two-tiered prioritization, first addressing use of the initial 65,000 hours of service that becomes available and then making an overall assigment of 400,000 hours (including the initial 65,000 hours), dividing them between peak service (100,000) core service (200,000) and a mix of service types responding to subarea needs identified in a community planning process (100,000).
The prioritization of Strategy IM-1 stops short of specifying the sequence in which all new resources would be invested.  If current revenue assumptions are greatly exceed and 400,000 hours of new service do materialize over the five-and-a-half year life of the plan, the new resources will be implemented in the 50%/25%/25% proportions outlined in the proposed strategy.  There is no provision to maintain those proportions for a lower level of investment.  Proposed Strategy IM-2 (below) and the text that accompanies it (pages 6-3 through 6-5 of the proposed plan) gives a better sense of how the Transit Division would approach this the sequencing of service investments.
	Strategy IM-2   Optimize the timing and implementation of service and capital investments to maximize the efficient use of transit resources in meeting public transportation goals.  Phase service to match completion dates of planned park-and-ride expansions, start-up of new Sound Transit services and to complete service investments consistent with priorities identified in Strategy IM-1 as new, sustainable service resources allow.


Change from prior plan  Sound Transit coordination was not addressed by the 1996-2001 plan and, with minimal park & ride capacity expansion assumed, service set-asides for park & rides were not included.  Given that the current Transit Six-Year Financial Plan projects revenues sufficient to support only 65,000 hours of new service, the proposed plan’s treatment of service investment timing mainly addresses the high priority investments of Strategy IM-1A (above) which are assumed to require the entire 65,000 hours:
Proposed Phasing of Service Investments
	
	New or Redeployed Hours
	Location

	2002
	Park & Ride Expansion
	Northgate

	
	ST Express Bus Integration
	SR-522 Corridor

	
	ST Commuter Rail Integration
	Kent and Auburn

	
	Bellevue Transit Center Routes
	Downtown Bellevue

	2003-2004
	Park & Ride Expansion
	Issaquah Highlands; Eastgate and Redondo Heights

	2005-2007
	ST Commuter Rail Integration
	South King County

	2002-2007
	Other High-Priorities, (e.g. ridership growth and reduced overcrowding) 
	General

	as resources allow
	Lower priority investments described in Strategy IM-1B
	General


ATTACHMENTS:
1. Appendix Table A-1, King County Metro’s Mobility Products and Services, Six-Year Plan Activities

2. RVCT Vanpool Performance Indicators, 2001

3. 1999 Puget Sound Vanpool Market Study, Executive Summary
4. Rideshare Operations Group Issue Paper: Regional VanPool and Rideshare Growth through 2010, dated February 14, 2001
5. Table: Residential Capacity in Relation to Targets

6. Background Data on Service to Expanded Northgate Park and Ride Lot
7. Transit Division Issue Paper: Core Service Priority Investment Corridors

8. Transit Division Issue Paper: Linking Transit Planning with Growth Management
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