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SUBJECT	

AN ORDINANCE relating to public transportation; adopting updates to the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and King County Metro Service Guidelines.

SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230 would update the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 (TSP) and the King County Metro Service Guidelines.

This staff report provides analysis and identifies options associated with each update element.

BACKGROUND

Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230 contains a number of updates to the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and Metro Service Guidelines through four categories of updates, including:

1. Title IV, Civil Rights Act - Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requirements;
2. Alternative Services, as identified in Motion 13736; 
3. Clarity and validating policy intent; and
4. Linking Transit and Development, as identified in Ordinance 17143, Section 8.

CONTENTS OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 2013-0230

In order to more easily align the proposed updates contained in Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230, staff numbered the individual changes in both Attachments A (TSP amendments) and B (Metro Service Guidelines amendments).  These numbered versions of the attachments are attached to this staff report and summarized as follows:




	Table 1:  Proposed Updates

	Category
	Location
	Proposed Update

	Title VI Updates
(New FTA requirements)
	Attachment A: Strategic Plan
	A.1 - Update strategy 2.1.2 to include amenities

	
	Attachment B: Service Guidelines
	B.8 - Replace the paragraph on page SG-14 after “8.  Operating Paths and Appropriate Vehicles”
B.9 - Replace the title and paragraph on page SG-14 beginning with “11. Bus shelters”
B.12 - Add paragraphs and third order headings on page SG-17 in the “Implementation” after last bullet which states “Any changes in route numbers.”

	Alternative Services: Motion 13736
	Attachment A: Strategic Plan
	None Proposed

	
	Attachment B: Service Guidelines
	B.3 - Replace “Summary of typical service levels by family” table (SG-8)
B.4 - Add new paragraph to page SG-8: after peak bullet, before new service adequacy paragraph
B.10 - Replace first paragraph of the “All-Day and Peak Network” section on page SG-16which begins, “Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines…” (paragraphs 2-4)
B.11 - Replace “Reducing Service” section on page SG-16 and SG-17 beginning with the first paragraph through bullet number 4. (paragraph 4 only)

	Clarity and Policy Intent
	Attachment A: Strategic Plan
	None Proposed

	
	Attachment B: Service Guidelines
	B.2 - Replace “Thresholds used to adjust service levels” table (SG-6)
B.5 - Add new paragraph to page SG-8 in the service families section after peak bullet
B.6 - Replace fourth paragraph on page SG-9 that begins “Low Performance is defined as…”
B.7 - Replace first two bullets on page SG-10 that begin with “When a route operates every…”
B.10 - Replace first paragraph of the “All-Day and Peak Network” section on page SG-16which begins, “Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines…” (paragraph 1)
B.11 - Replace “Reducing Service" section on page SG-16 and SG-17 beginning with the first paragraph through bullet number 4. (all but paragraph 4)

	Linking Transit and Development
	Attachment A: Strategic Plan
	A.2 - Add new long-range plan policy as strategy 6.1.2

	
	Attachment B: Service Guidelines
	B.1 - Replace “Thresholds and points used to set service levels” table Service Guidelines page 6 (SG-5)




ANALYSIS:

TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT: NEW FTA REQUIREMENTS

A.1 - Update strategy 2.1.2 to include amenities 

Strategy 2.1.2:  Provide travel opportunities and supporting amenities for historically disadvantaged populations, such as low-income people, students, youth, seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, and others with limited transportation options.

Metro serves historically disadvantaged populations with a wide variety of public transportation services and supporting amenities such as bus stops, bus shelters, seating, lighting, waste receptacles, and public information.  All buses on the fixed-route system are accessible for people using mobility devices; complementary paratransit services are available for eligible individuals with disabilities; and facilities are accessible in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Metro offers other services as well, such as the innovative Community Transportation Program which includes the Taxi Scrip Program, Transit Instruction Program, and Community Access Transportation (CAT).  Metro also provides programs such as Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), a federal program that is intended to connect low-income populations with employment opportunities through public transportation.  Metro also works with local school districts to respond to student transportation needs.  Metro regularly reports on its services in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Proposed amendment A1 formally recognizes the existing Title VI requirement for services and facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  It is in response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 3 § b. regarding the deployment of amenities.  

Specifically, this proposed language recognizes Metro's existing practice of deploying all services and facilities as accessible to people using mobility devices.  Per the Circular, it is not intended to "imply responsibility for setting a policy for transit amenities that are solely sited by a separate jurisdiction (e.g., a city, town, or county) unless the transit provider has the authority to set policies to determine the siting of these amenities."  

It is important to note that Metro has a history of re-siting, upgrading or only adding new facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  As the deployment of accessible services and facilities is neither a new requirement nor practice for Metro, staff has identified no issues with this language.  The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  Staff has identified a minor technical change to the language to clarify the intent of compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Options for Amendment A1
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address the technical clarifications as follows:

Strategy 2.1.2:  Provide travel opportunities and supporting amenities for historically disadvantaged populations, such as low-income people, students, youth, seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, and others with limited transportation options.

Metro serves historically disadvantaged populations with a wide variety of public transportation services and supporting amenities such as bus stops, bus shelters, seating, lighting, waste receptacles, and public information.  In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, ((A)) all buses on the fixed-route system are accessible for people using mobility devices; complementary paratransit services are available for eligible individuals with disabilities; and facilities are made accessible ((in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act)).  Metro offers other services as well, such as the innovative Community Transportation Program which includes the Taxi Scrip Program, Transit Instruction Program, and Community Access Transportation (CAT).  Metro also provides programs such as Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), a federal program that is intended to connect low-income populations with employment opportunities through public transportation.  Metro also works with local school districts to respond to student transportation needs.  Metro regularly reports on its services in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

B.8 - Replace the paragraph on page SG-14 after “8.  Operating Paths and Appropriate Vehicles”

Buses are large, heavy vehicles and cannot operate safely on all streets. Buses should be routed primarily on arterial streets and freeways, except where routing on local or collector streets is necessary to reach layover areas or needed to ensure that facilities and fleet used in all communities is equivalent in age and quality.  Bus routes should also be designed to avoid places where traffic congestion and delay regularly occur, if it is possible to avoid such areas while continuing to meet riders’ needs. Bus routes should be routed, where possible, to avoid congested intersections or interchanges unless the alternative would be more time-consuming or would miss an important transfer point or destination. Services should operate with vehicles that are an appropriate size to permit safe operation while accommodating demand.  Appropriate vehicles should be assigned to routes throughout the county to avoid concentrating older vehicles in one area, to the extent possible given different fleet sizes, technologies and maintenance requirements.  All new vehicles will be equipped with automated stop announcement systems. 

Proposed amendment B8 is in response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 3 § b. regarding equity in the deployment of buses.  This proposed language formalizes Metro's existing fleet deployment practice.  It also recognizes Metro's retrofit of existing fleet and commitment for future fleet's inclusion of automated stop announcement systems.

As the equitable deployment of vehicles and associated technologies are not new practices for Metro, staff has identified no issues with this language.  The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.

Options for Amendment B8
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address specific policy clarifications

B.9 - Replace the title and paragraph on page SG-14 beginning with “11. Bus shelters”

11.  Bus Stop Amenities and Bus Shelters
Bus shelters stop amenities should be installed based on ridership in order to benefit the largest number of riders.  Bus stop amenities include bus shelters, seating, waste receptacles, lighting, and information sign, maps, and schedules.  Special consideration may be given to areas where high numbers of transfers are expected, where waiting times for riders may be longer, or where stops are close to facilities such as schools, medical centers, or senior centers.  Other considerations include the physical constraints of bus stop sites, preferences of adjacent property owners, and construction costs.  Major infrastructure such as elevators and escalators will be provided where required by local, state, and federal regulations.

Consistent with amendment A1, this language recognizes Metro's existing practice of deploying all services and facilities as accessible to people using mobility devices.  Per the FTA Circular, it is not intended to "imply responsibility for setting a policy for transit amenities that are solely sited by a separate jurisdiction (e.g., a city, town, or county) unless the transit provider has the authority to set policies to determine the siting of these amenities."  

It is important to note that Metro has a history of re-siting, upgrading or only adding new facilities that are accessible to people using mobility devices.  The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  

As the deployment of accessible services and facilities is neither a new requirement nor practice for Metro, staff has identified no substantive issues with this language.  Staff, however, has identified a need to provide further clarify related to the application of special consideration in the deployment of transit facilities and amenities. 

Options for Amendment B9
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address the clarity of the language as follows:

11.  Bus Stop Amenities and Bus Shelters
Bus shelters stop amenities should be installed based on ridership in order to benefit the largest number of riders.  Bus stop amenities include such things as bus shelters, seating, waste receptacles, lighting, and information sign, maps, and schedules.  In addition to ridership, Sspecial consideration may be given to areas where:
· high numbers of transfers are expected;, 
· where waiting times for riders may be longer;, or where 
· stops are close to facilities such as schools, medical centers, or senior centers; or.  
· Other considerations include the physical constraints of bus stop sites, preferences of adjacent property owners, and construction costs could require variance from standards.
Major infrastructure such as elevators and escalators will be provided where required by local, state, and federal regulations.

B.12 - Add paragraphs and third order headings on page SG-17 in the “Implementation” after last bullet which states “Any changes in route numbers.”

Edits to page SG-17: Implementation after third bullet “Any changes in route numbers”

Adverse Effect of a Major Service Change

An adverse effect of a major service change is defined as a reduction of 25 percent or more of the transit trips serving a census tract, or 25 percent or more of the service hours on a route.


Disparate Impact Threshold

A disparate impact occurs when a major service change results in adverse effects that are significantly greater for minority populations than for non-minority populations.  Metro’s threshold for determining whether adverse effects are significantly greater for minority compared with non-minority populations is ten percent.  Should Metro find a disparate impact, Metro will consider modifying the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize or mitigate the disparate impacts of the proposed changes.  

Metro will measure disparate impacts by comparing changes in the number of trips serving minority or non-minority census tracts, or by comparing changes in the number of service hours on minority or non-minority routes.  Metro defines a minority census tract as one in which the percentage of minority population is greater than that of the county as a whole.  For regular fixed route service, Metro defines a minority route as one for which the percentage of inbound weekday boardings in minority census tracts is greater than the average percentage of inbound weekday boardings in minority census tracts for all Metro routes.  

Disproportionate Burden Threshold

A disproportionate burden occurs when a major service change results in adverse effects that are significantly greater for low-income populations than for non-low-income populations.  Metro’s threshold for determining whether adverse effects are significantly greater for low-income compared with non-low-income populations is ten percent.  Should Metro find a disproportionate burden, Metro will consider modifying the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize or mitigate the disproportionate burden of the proposed changes.  

Metro will measure disproportionate burden by comparing changes in the number of trips serving low-income or non-low-income census tracts, or by comparing changes in the number of service hours on low-income or non-low-income routes.  Metro defines a low-income census tract as one in which the percentage of low-income population is greater than that of the county as a whole.  For regular fixed route service, Metro defines a low-income route as one for which the percentage of inbound weekday boardings in low-income census tracts is greater than the average percentage of inbound weekday boardings in low-income census tracts for all Metro routes.  

Proposed amendment B12is in response to a mandatory requirement of FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV, Section 6 regarding the requirement to evaluate service and fare changes.  

For purposes of Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses, these statements establish the threshold of adverse effects to minority or low-income populations of ten percentage points or greater.  This statement formalizes Metro's existing practice of conducting these analyses for reductions greater than twenty-five percent of a route’s service hours and does not grant any additional authorities to Metro.  Examples of Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses are provided as Attachment 3 to this staff report.

The King County Prosecuting Attorney's Office has reviewed this language, identifying it as both existing practice and mandatory for compliance with Title VI requirements.  The Disparate and Disproportionate Burden analyses are not new practices for Metro, and staff has identified no substantive issues with this language.  

The amendment location description, however, is unclear as to whether this language was meant to be a separate subsection or part of an existing subsection within the Guidelines.  To ameliorate this lack of clarity, staff has identified a need to state more clearly the intent that this proposed language is its own subsection of the Use and Implementation section of the Guidelines.

Options for Amendment B12
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment location within the Guidelines as follows:

Edits to page SG-17: Implementation after third bullet “Any changes in route numbers”
Add a new section to the Use and Implementation chapter on page SG-17 after the last bullet of the implementation section, which states; “Any change in route numbers” as follows:


ALTERNATIVE SERVICES:  MOTION 13736 

B.3 - Replace “Summary of typical service levels by family” table (SG-8)
	Service family
	Frequency (minutes)
	Days of service
	Hours of service

	
	Peak1
	Off-peak
	Night
	
	

	Very frequent 
	15 or better
	15 or better
	30 or better
	7 days
	16-20 hours

	Frequent
	15 or better
	30
	30
	7 days
	16-20 hours

	Local 
	30
	30 - 60
	--2
	5-7 days
	12-16 hours

	Hourly/ 
Alternative
	60 or worse
	60 or worse
	--
	5 days
	 8-12 hours 

	Peak 
	8 trips/day minimum
	--
	--
	5 days
	Peak




This proposed amendment is intended to add Alternative services to the Metro Service Families table.  As proposed, this language likens Alternative service to the Hourly service family that includes regularly scheduled service every 60 minute or longer during the peak or off-peak times.  Alternative services, however, is not intended to meet any specific minimum frequency thresholds.  As such, staff is concerned that this proposed language would imply a predetermined outcome for Alternative services and the community collaboration required to develop them.  Additionally, it should be noted that the footnotes associated with this table appear to have been inadvertently left out of the proposed amendment and need to be included for technical accuracy.

Options for Amendment B3
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to include footnotes and acknowledge Alternative services as a separate Service Family with externally determined / variable service frequency as follows:
	Service family
	Frequency5 (minutes)
	Days of service
	Hours of service6

	
	Peak7
	Off-peak
	Night
	
	

	Very frequent 
	15 or better
	15 or better
	30 or better
	7 days
	16-20 hours

	Frequent
	15 or better
	30
	30
	7 days
	16-20 hours

	Local 
	30
	30 - 60
	--*
	5-7 days
	12-16 hours

	Hourly((/ 
Alternative))
	60 or worse
	60 or worse
	--
	5 days
	 8-12 hours 

	Peak 
	8 trips/day minimum
	--
	--
	5 days
	Peak

	

	Alternative Services
	Determined by demand and community collaboration process



* Night service on local corridors is determined by ridership and connections.

5 Frequency is the number of minutes between consecutive trips in the same direction. A trip with four evenly spaced trips per hour would have an average headway of 15 minutes and a frequency of four trips per hour.
6 Hours of service, or span, is defined as the time between first trip and last trip leaving the terminal in the predominant direction of travel.
7 Time period definitions: Peak 5-9 a.m. and 3-7 p.m. weekdays; Off-peak 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. weekdays; 5 a.m. to 7 p.m. weekends; Night 7 p.m. to 5 a.m. all days.

B.4 - Add new paragraph to page SG-8: after peak bullet, before new service adequacy paragraph

Alternative services provide access to local destinations and fixed route transit service in low-density areas or areas that currently cannot be cost-effectively served by fixed route transit.

This proposed language is intended to provide a summary definition of Alternative services, and is associated with the Service Family table (which is the subject of proposed amendment B3).  

While Alternative services, also referred to as "right-sized services", is defined through objectives in the Human Potential and Financial Stewardship goals of the TSP, the B4 proposed brief definition could benefit from additional language providing some insight regarding the application of Alternative services and how their type of service and frequency are determined.

Options for Amendment B4
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment as follows:

((Alternative services provide access to local destinations and fixed route transit service in low-density areas or areas that currently cannot be cost-effectively served by fixed route transit.))

Alternative services is any non-fixed route service directly provided or supported by Metro. Alternative services provide access to local destinations and fixed route transit service in low-density areas or on corridors that cannot be cost-effectively served by fixed route transit at target service levels.  The service type and frequency for Alternative services are determined through collaborative community engagement regarding community travel needs balanced against costs, which shall not exceed the estimated cost to deliver fixed route service at target service levels.  Performance for Alternative services shall be determined individually for each service through a cost-effectiveness measure based on costs per rider.


B.10 – Add language to the “All-Day and Peak Network” section on page SG-16 after the paragraph which begins, “Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines…” 

When planning improvements to corridors that are below their target service levels and operate in low-density areas or that perform in the bottom 25%, have low productivity, Metro will consider the use of alternative services. These alternative services will be used to replace or to supplement the fixed route service in the corridor and cost-effectively maintain or enhance the access to transit for those who live in the corridor.

As development and or transit use increase in corridors with alternative services, Metro will consider converting alternative service into fixed route service. Conversion of alternative service to fixed route service will be guided by alternative service performance thresholds and the cost effectiveness of the alternative service compared to that of fixed route. 

Metro will measure the cost per rider for alternative service as one of the measures that can be compared to fixed route service. Other alternative service performance measures and thresholds will be developed as Metro evaluates the demonstrations called for in the five-year plan. Metro recognizes that each alternative service has the potential to require an adapted performance measure or threshold. Appropriate measures will be used to evaluate each alternative service and will be included as part of the service guideline report.

This proposed language is intended to provide further clarity on the purpose of Alternative services; under what conditions Alternative services would be considered for fixed-route service; and the evaluation of Alternative services.  While there appear to be a few opportunities for minor technical clarifications to the proposed language including the removal of an unnecessary qualifier regarding "low density areas", staff have identified no substantive issues with the proposed language.

Options for Amendment B10
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment as follows:

When planning improvements to corridors that are below their target service levels ((and operate in low-density areas or ))that perform in the bottom 25 percent((%)),((have low productivity,)) Metro will consider the use of alternative services. These alternative services will be used to replace or to supplement the fixed route service in the corridor and cost-effectively maintain or enhance the access to transit for those who live in the corridor.

Also with growing resources, Metro could identify candidate alternative service areas based on feedback from communities about unmet travel needs. Alternative services could respond to travel needs not easily accommodated by fixed-route transit, or could be designed to make the fixed-route service more effective. This could involve adding service in corridors below their target service levels.

As development and or transit use increase in corridors with alternative services, Metro will consider converting alternative service into fixed route service. Conversion of alternative service to fixed route service will be guided by alternative service performance thresholds and the cost effectiveness of the alternative service compared to that of fixed route. 

Metro will measure the cost per rider for alternative service as one of the measures that can be compared to fixed route service. Other alternative service performance measures and thresholds will be developed as Metro evaluates the demonstrations called for in the five-year plan. ((Metro recognizes that each alternative service has the potential to require an adapted performance measure or threshold.)) Appropriate measures will be used to evaluate each alternative service and will be included as part of the service guideline report.

B.11 – Note: The fourth paragraph is an Alternative Services related change, all other proposed changes in amendment B11 are for Clarity and Policy Inent.

Add a paragraph to the “Reducing Service” section on page SG-16 and SG-17 immediately preceding the fourth paragraph, which begins "Priorities for reduction are listed below."

Metro identifies service to be reduced by using the guidelines for productivity and service adequacy on the All-Day and Peak Network. Routes that are below one or both productivity measures and operate on corridors that are above their target service levels have a higher potential for reduction than routes on corridors that are at or below their target service level. Metro also considers restructures when making large reductions, to identify areas where restructuring can lead to more efficient service. Reduction of service can range from reduction of a single trip to elimination of an entire route. While no route or area is exempt from change during large-scale system reductions, Metro will seek to maintain service at All-Day and Peak Network levels, and to avoid reducing service on corridors already identified as under-served below their target service levels. 

Service restructuring allows Metro to serve trip needs at a reduced cost by improve efficiency while consolidating and focusing service in corridors such as those in the All-Day and Peak Network. Restructuring allows Metro to make reductions while minimizing impacts to riders. on areas identified as under-served in the All-Day and Peak Network. Metro strives to eliminate duplication, of service and match service to ridership demand during large-scale reductions. As a result of service consolidation some routes may increase in frequency to accommodate projected loads, even while the result of the restructure is a reduction in service hours.

Metro serves some urbanized areas of east and south King County adjacent to or surrounded by rural land. Elimination of all service in these areas would result in significant reduction in the coverage that Metro provides. To ensure that Metro continues to address mobility needs, ensure social equity and provide geographic value to people throughout King County, connections to these areas would be preserved when making service reductions, regardless of productivity.

During service reductions Metro will consider the use of alternative services that can reduce costs on corridors with low productivity or low-productivity corridors that are currently below their target service level. In this way, alternative services help maintain public mobility in a cost-effective manner. These alternative services will be evaluated according to the measures and performance thresholds developed through the evaluation of the demonstrations called for in the five-year plan.

Priorities for reduction are listed below. Within all of the priorities, Metro ensures that social equity is a primary consideration in any reduction proposal, complying with all state and federal regulations.

1. Reduce low-productivity services(below 25 percent of the performance threshold)on routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold for a given time period, with first consideration going to those routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold on both productivity measures, in the following order:

· All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with other routes on corridors on the All-Day and Peak Network.
· Peak routes failing one or both of the criteria. 
· All-day routes that operate on over-served corridors that are above their target service level, meaning corridors in which the all-day service family assignment (see SG-9) is a lower level of service than the corridor currently has.
· All-day routes that operate on corridors in which are at their target service levels the all-day service family assignment is the same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service levels.

2. Restructure service to improve efficiency of service

3. Reduce lower-productivity services(predominantly between 25 and 50 percent of the performance threshold) on routes that are above the 25 percent productivity threshold for a given time period with first consideration going to those routes that are between 25 and 50 percent of the productivity threshold on both productivity measures:

· All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with routes on the All-Day and Peak Network.
· Peak routes that meet both peak criteria or are above the 25 percent threshold.
· All-day routes on over-served corridors.
· All-day routes on corridors in which are at their target service levels the all-day service family assignment is the same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service levels. 

4. Reduce low-productivity services on routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period in areas on corridors identified as under-served below their target service level with first consideration going to those routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold on both productivity measures. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the service levels determined through the All-Day and Peak Network analysis service levels.

Proposed amendment B11 is intended to add clarity to the prioritization order and "how" reductions (including restructures) are determined by Metro.  This proposed amendment also incorporates a number of other Clarity and Policy Intent amendments already discussed in this staff report.  This amendment appears to assist in leveling the understanding of Metro's actions in using the Guidelines to determine if, and the order in which, services might be reduced or restructured.  

Additionally, staff identified the need to clarify the process and intent for reductions.  Specifically, that the Metro process for implementing reductions is not a linear process, meaning Metro does not implement 100% of all reductions in a category before reviewing the next category of reductions.  Staff did not identify a concern with the approach, rather that the language in the Guidelines was not clear.  As such, minor clarifying language would enhance the transparency of the process of identifying reductions in service.

The fourth paragraph of the proposed language is intended to clarify the application of Alternative services relative to reducing services and reiterate the evolving nature of identifying Alternative services performance measurement thresholds.  Staff has identified no substantive issues with this proposed language.  For clarity purposes, however, the use of "low productivity" is being phased out of the Guidelines per proposed amendment B6.  As such a minor technical amendment to the language would help achieve consistency throughout the Guidelines.

Options for Amendment B11
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment as follows:


The service guidelines identify the steps for evaluation when Metro is reducing service. Routes that are in the bottom 25 percent in one or both productivity measures and operate on corridors that are above their target service levels have a higher potential for reduction than routes on corridors that are at or below their target service level. While the guidelines form the basis for identifying services for reduction, Metro also considers other factors such as system efficiencies, simplification, and potential changes to other service in an area.   The use of these other factors means that some routes may not be reduced in the priority order stated below. 

((Metro identifies service to be reduced by using the guidelines for productivity and service adequacy on the All-Day and Peak Network. Routes that are below one or both productivity measures and operate on corridors that are above their target service levels have a higher potential for reduction than routes on corridors that are at or below their target service level. ))

Metro also considers restructures when making large reductions, to identify areas where restructuring can lead to more efficient service. Reduction of service can range from reduction of a single trip to elimination of an entire route. While no route or area is exempt from change during large-scale system reductions, Metro will seek to maintain service at All-Day and Peak Network levels, and to avoid reducing service on corridors already identified as under-served below their target service levels. 

Service restructuring allows Metro to serve trip needs at a reduced cost by improve efficiency while consolidating and focusing service in corridors such as those in the All-Day and Peak Network. Restructuring allows Metro to make reductions while minimizing impacts to riders. on areas identified as under-served in the All-Day and Peak Network. Metro strives to eliminate duplication, of service and match service to ridership demand during large-scale reductions. As a result of service consolidation some routes may increase in frequency to accommodate projected loads, even while the result of the restructure is a reduction in service hours.

Metro serves some urbanized areas of east and south King County adjacent to or surrounded by rural land. Elimination of all service in these areas would result in significant reduction in the coverage that Metro provides. To ensure that Metro continues to address mobility needs, ensure social equity and provide geographic value to people throughout King County, connections to these areas would be preserved when making service reductions, regardless of productivity.

During service reductions Metro will consider the use of alternative services that can reduce costs on corridors with rides per platform hour in the bottom 25 percentlow productivity or ((low-productivity)) corridors with rides per platform hour in the bottom 25 percent that are ((currently)) below their target service level. In this way, alternative services may help maintain public mobility in a cost-effective manner. These alternative services will be evaluated according to the measures and performance thresholds developed through the evaluation of the demonstrations called for in the five-year plan.

Priorities for reduction are listed below. Within all of the priorities, Metro ensures that social equity is a primary consideration in any reduction proposal, complying with all state and federal regulations.

1. Reduce low-productivity service ((s below 25 percent of the performance threshold))on routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold for a given time period. Routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold on both measures are considered for reduction before routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold for only one measure ((with first consideration going to those routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold on both productivity measures,)) in the following order:

· All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with other routes on corridors on the All-Day and Peak Network.
· Peak routes failing one or both of the criteria. 
· All-day routes that operate on over-served corridors that are above their target service level, meaning corridors in which the all-day service family assignment (see SG-9) is a lower level of service than the corridor currently has.
· All-day routes that operate on corridors in which are at their target service levels the all-day service family assignment is the same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service levels.

2. Restructure service to improve efficiency of service

3. Reduce lower-productivity services(predominantly between 25 and 50 percent of the performance threshold) on routes that are above the 25 percent productivity threshold for a given time period. Routes that are between the 25 and 50 percent productivity threshold on both measures are considered for reduction before routes that are above the 50 percent productivity threshold for either measure, in the following order:((with first consideration going to those routes that are between 25 and 50 percent of the productivity threshold on both productivity measures:))

· All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with routes on the All-Day and Peak Network.
· Peak routes that meet both peak criteria or are above the 25 percent threshold.
· All-day routes on over-served corridors.
· All-day routes on corridors in which are at their target service levels the all-day service family assignment is the same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service levels. 

4. Reduce low-productivity services on routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold for a given time period in areas on corridors identified as under-served below their target service level with first consideration going to those routes that are below the 25 percent productivity threshold on both productivity measures. This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the service levels determined through the All-Day and Peak Network analysis service levels.


CLARITY AND POLICY INTENT

B.2 - Replace “Thresholds used to adjust service levels” table (SG-6)

	Factor
	Measure
	Threshold
	Adjustments to warranted frequency

	
	
	
	Service Level adjustment
	Step 1 frequency (Minutes)
	Adjusted frequency (Minutes)

	Cost Recovery
	Estimated cost recovery by time of day – if existing riders were served by step-one service levels
	>100% in any time period
	Adjust two levels
	15 or 30
	<15

	
	
	
	
	> 60
	15

	
	
	Peak >50%
Off-Peak >50%
Night >33%
	Adjust one level
	15
	<15

	
	
	
	
	30
	15

	
	
	
	
	> 60
	30

	
	
	Night >16%
	Add night service
	--
	30

	
	
	Night >8%
	
	--
	> 60

	Load
	Estimated load factor by time of day – if existing riders were served by step-one service levels
	>1.5
	Adjust two levels
	15 or 30
	<15

	
	
	
	
	> 60
	15

	
	
	>0.80.75
	Adjust one level
	15
	<15

	
	
	
	
	30
	15

	
	
	
	
	> 60
	30

	Service Span
	Connections at night
	Primary connection between regional growth centers
	Add night service
	--
	> 60

	
	
	Frequent peak service
	Add night service
	--
	30



Regional staff and Metro identified a mathematical anomaly that due to the "adjust one-level" service frequency threshold of 0.8, a few routes were not receiving the service family boost appropriate to the corridor's jobs and housing base.  This proposed amendment to move from 0.8 to 0.75 (which is 50% of the "Adjust two levels" threshold) is a technical amendment.  And while it does shift service frequencies for a few corridors, the proposed amendment appears consistent with the original policy intent.

Options for Amendment B2
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address specific policy clarifications

B.5 - Add new paragraph to page SG-8 in the service families section after peak bullet

Service Adequacy The service guidelines compare the target service levels identified through the corridor analysis with existing levels of service. A corridor is determined to be either ‘below’, ‘at’ or ‘above’ its target service level. This process is called the service adequacy analysis.

In an effort to clarify the meaning of "under served" and "over served" corridors, amendment B5 proposes to clarify the terminology to "below", "at" or "above" target service levels.  This proposed language appears to advance the original intent and remove the terms, which have been identified as inferring qualitative values to a quantitative analysis.  As such staff has identified no substantive issues with the proposed amendment, however in the spirit of moving away from terms that infer qualitative values, staff has identified that "Service Adequacy" can be interpreted a inferring that the service is adequate to the community, when in fact the community is requesting more and/or different service to meet a variety of travel needs.  As such, the term "Service Adequacy", which is intended to label a type of analytic review could be revised to "Target Service Comparison", thereby removing the potential for value inference.

Options for Amendment B5
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment as follows and review the Guidelines for language consistency:

Target Service Comparison(( Adequacy)) The service guidelines compare the target service levels identified through the corridor analysis with existing levels of service. A corridor is determined to be either ‘below’, ‘at’ or ‘above’ its target service level. This process is called the target service comparison ((adequacy analysis)). 

The target service comparison ((adequacy analysis)) is a factor in both the investment and reduction priorities, as described in the ‘Use and Implementation’ section of the guidelines.

B.6 - Replace fourth paragraph on page SG-9 that begins “Low Performance is defined as…”

Low performance is defined as having productivity that ranks in the bottom 25 percent of routes within a category and time period. High performance is defined as having productivity levels in the top 25 percent of routes within a category and time period. Routes that perform poorly in the bottom 25 percent on both productivity measures are identified as the first candidates for potential reduction.

For reasons similar to proposed amendment B5, the qualitative value term of "poor performance" is proposed to be phased out and replaced with "in the bottom 25 percent".  Staff has identified no issues with this proposed amendment.

Options for Amendment B6
1. Adopt as proposed and direct staff to review the Guidelines for consistency
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address specific policy clarifications

B.7 - Replace first two bullets on page SG-10 that begin with “When a route operates every…”

· When a route operates every 10-minutes or better, or on all RapidRide services, an individual trip should not exceed a load factor of 1.5.
· When a route operates less than every 10 minutes, or is not a RapidRide service, an individual trip should not exceed a load factor of 1.25.

The passenger load factor is calculated as the average ridership divided by the number of seats.  With the addition of RapidRide services, the buses have been designed as larger vehicles with fewer seats to allow for more rapid loading and unloading providing services only on the RapidRide routes.  This change has the potential to identify a need for additional service even before it is warranted on the RapidRide routes.  As such, amendment B7 is proposed to achieve the original policy intent of the passenger load factors by increasing the passenger load threshold for RapidRide services. Staff has identified no concerns with the proposed amendment to RapidRide service passenger load thresholds.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
Passenger Load Metrics
During review of this issue, Metro Regional Transit Committee and County Council staff also discussed the issue of Metro's transition to low floor buses.  Specifically, Metro is shifting their entire fleet to low floor buses, which makes it easier for people with mobility impairments and mobility devices to board and de-board.  In exchange for the enhanced access, however, there are 7 fewer seats in 40' coaches and 8 fewer seats in 60' coaches.  Unlike the RapidRide buses, these low floor buses are not designed to hold more standees, and as such a change in the passenger load threshold has not been proposed.

With this evolutionary change, questions have arisen as to the applicability of the passenger load threshold as the appropriate service quality measure for overcrowding.  And while a variety of measures have been reviewed, Metro concurs that this measurement and threshold could warrant an ongoing focus and review to ensure that they are achieving the intent, which is to identify when additional service is warranted on an existing route and corridor due high ridership volumes on the deployed vehicles.

Options for Amendment B7
1. Adopt as proposed 
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address the continued focus on Service Quality metrics and add the following:

Add the following paragraph on page SG-10 before bulleted list 

Metro will develop and evaluate alternative measures to identify crowded services and investment needs. These could include capacity measures that are not based on the number of seats on the bus.  The intent of this work is to consider whether alternative measures or further changes of thresholds for passengers to seats should be used to determine overcrowding.

B.10 - Replace first paragraph of the “All-Day and Peak Network” section on page SG-16 which begins, “Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines…” (paragraph 1)

Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines and the service adequacy analysis (as described on p. SG-8) to determine if  corridors are under-served below their target levels, meaning a corridor in which the all-day Service Family assignment (see SG-9) is a higher level of service than the corridor currently has. If a corridor is below the target service level it is an investment priority.  Investments in under-served corridors below their target service levels are prioritized primarily using the geographic value score. Investments are ordered for implementation on the basis of geographic value score, followed by the land use score, then the social equity score. Other constraints or considerations such as fleet availability or restructuring processes could be used to suggest order of implementation.

Consistent with the proposed clarity amendment B5 related to the potential for qualitative value inference related to "under served" and "over served", proposed amendment replaces terms with quantitative statements and adds the explicit statement "If a corridor is below the target service level it is an investment priority", which is consistent with the policy intent of the Service Additions priorities identified in the Guidelines.  As such, staff has identified no substantive issues with the proposed amendment, though for consistency purposes with proposed amendment B5, "service adequacy analysis" in the first sentence of the paragraph should be replaced with "service comparison".

Options for Amendment B10
1. Adopt as proposed, including the changes consistent with proposed amendment B5
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to address specific policy clarifications


LINKING TRANSIT AND DEVELOPMENT: ORDINANCE 17143

A.2 - Add new long-range plan policy as strategy 6.1.2

Strategy 6.1.2:  Establish and maintain a long-range plan that is consistent with the regional long-range transportation plan and identifies long-term public transportation needs. 

	To implement the vision for public transportation, as established in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, King County should establish and maintain a long-range plan that:  (1) is consistent with the policies and values of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation; and (2) uses, as a starting point, today’s transit network and needs as defined by the King County Metro Service Guidelines.  This long-range plan, adopted by the King County Council, should include service and capital elements of a future Metro transit network at various funding levels that support local jurisdiction and regional comprehensive plans, as well as the unmet transit service needs throughout King County as identified by the existing Metro Service Guidelines.  The plan should take into consideration the Puget Sound Regional Council’s economic, growth management, and transportation plans, as well as Sound Transit’s and other regional transit agencies’ long-range plans to the extent practicable.  

	King County should develop the long-range plan in coordination with local jurisdictions for their use as an investment and development planning resource.  This plan should also reflect resource availability and financial estimates of the total transit need to support regional and local comprehensive plans, as well as provide a realistic framework for funding future system needs and the existing unmet need.

Section 8 of Ordinance 17143 required the Executive to transmit an update to the TSP and Guidelines that was based on the concept of better linking growth of the transit system with growth of the jurisdictions of King County.  Early in its engagement with the cities, Metro identified that some of their key challenges to better create this linkage are that Metro does not understand in what ways cities intend to grow; and that Metro does not conduct any implementation planning beyond the next fiscal cycle.

At its February 2013 meeting, the Regional Transit Committee (RTC) identified a number of key concepts including linkage with local Comprehensive Plans, Metro collaborating with jurisdictions in the development of local Comprehensive Plans, and that a long-range plan should help jurisdictions (Metro included) plan for longer-term investments.

As a result of the collaborative engagement process with cities, RTC input and the lack of long-range implementation planning, Metro is proposing amendment A2 as one the primary first steps in better linking growth and transit.  The intent of the proposed strategy is to require Metro to develop a long-range implementation plan that is:

· Grounded in the policies of the adopted TSP and using today's transit system as achieved through the Guidelines as a starting point;
· Based on the growth plans of other jurisdictions, so that transit service is responding to growth in partnership with the jurisdictions of King County rather than guiding where growth should occur; and 
· A resource for other jurisdictions to plan capital investments and partnerships based on where transit service (as an infrastructure component) would likely be located and at what level given reasonable funding.

While the proposed language appears to advance these concepts, stakeholders have continued to identify issues that have potential relevance to this proposed amendment.

Sound Cities Association Public Issues Committee adopted the following:
"The Sound Cities Association supports the development of a King County Metro Long Range Plan that incorporates transit service needs identified in city comprehensive plans."

Given that:

· Any long-range plan developed by Metro would be driven by the growth in communities while remaining consistent with the regionally adopted TSP and Guidelines; and 
· The position recognizes the aspirational nature of a long-range plan that is dependent upon funding sources and community activity (growth) outside of Metro's control

Staff believes the language of the position could be reasonably accommodated within that proposed amendment without compromising the intent of the amendment.  Additionally, this language could be broadened slightly to reflect functional transportation plans, which some jurisdictions adopt as complementary to their comprehensive plans.

Further amendments to A2
To address these issues, staff has drafted changes to proposed amendment A2 to support committee deliberations related to these issues.  The proposed changes are included with Option 3 below.

Policy Question:  Should the policy be located within the Financial Stewardship goal or the Economic Growth and Built Environment goal?

The proposed policy is identified as a strategy of the Financial Stewardship goal.  Questions have arisen as to where this strategy should be located within the TSP.

In staff's review, as an implementation plan, this strategy initially appeared to have a primary focus on long-term funding strategies.  Upon further review the strategy appears to have elements of many of the goal areas including Human Potential, Economic Growth and Built Environment, Environmental Sustainability and others.  While it would not be inappropriate to site the strategy in the Economic Growth and Built Environment goal area, its proposed location of the Financial Stewardship areas still seems most relevant.

Options for Amendment A2
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to clarify the proposed amendment as follows:

Strategy 6.1.2:  Establish and maintain a long-range transit service and capital plan developed in collaboration with local comprehensive and regional long-range transportation planning. 

	To implement the vision for public transportation, as established in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, King County shall establish and maintain a long-range plan that:  (1) to the extent practicable, reflects regional transit service and capital plans identified through Sound Transit's adopted long-range plan and incorporates transit service needs identified through adopted local comprehensive and other transportation plans; (2) uses, as a starting point, today’s transit network and needs as defined by the King County Metro Service Guidelines; and (3) remains consistent with the policies and values of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation.  The Metro transit long-range plan, adopted by the King County Council, should include the unmet transit service needs throughout King County as identified by the existing Metro Service Guidelines, as well as the service and capital elements of a future Metro transit network at various funding levels that support local jurisdiction and regional comprehensive plans.  The plan shall take into consideration the Puget Sound Regional Council’s economic, growth management, and transportation plans to the extent practicable.  

	King County should develop the long-range plan in coordination with local jurisdictions and regional transit agencies for their use as an investment and development planning resource.  This plan should also reflect resource availability and financial estimates of the total transit need to support regional and local comprehensive and other transportation plans, as well as provide a realistic framework for funding the existing unmet need and future system needs.

B.1 - Replace “Thresholds and points used to set service levels” table Service Guidelines page 6 (SG-5)

	Factor
	Measure
	Threshold
	Points

	Productivity (Land Use)
	Households within ¼ mile of stops per corridor mile
	75% of highest score>3,000 HH/Corridor Mi
	10

	
	
	>2,400 HH/Corridor Mi
	8

	
	
	50% of highest score>1,800 HH/Corridor Mi
	76

	
	
	25% of highest score>1,200 HH/Corridor Mi
	4

	
	
	<25% of highest score>600 HH/Corridor Mi
	02

	
	Jobs & student enrollment at universities & colleges within ¼ mile of stops per corridor mile
	50% of highest score>10,250 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	10

	
	
	>5,500 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	8

	
	
	33% of highest score>3,000 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	76

	
	
	16% of highest score>1,400 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	4

	
	
	<16% of highest score>500 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	02

	Social Equity and Geographic Value
	Percent of boardings in low-income census tracts 1
	Above system average
	5

	
	
	Below system average
	0

	
	Percent of boardings in minority census tracts 2
	Above system average
	5

	
	
	Below system average
	0

	1 Low-income tracts are those where a greater percentage of the population than the countywide average has low incomes, based on current American Community Survey data.
2 Minority tracts are defined as tracts where a greater percentage of the population than the Countywide average is minority (all groups except White, non-Hispanic), based on current census data.



In the Step one Guidelines methodology, the Thresholds and points used to set service levels table is used by Metro to determine the base service family for each transit corridor through the use of regionally available data and balance productivity (through housing and jobs) with social equity and geographic value measures.

Amendment B1 is intended to accomplish two things:

1. Include enrollment at colleges and universities with jobs due to the similar travel characteristics; and
2. Shift from 3 relative thresholds (for both households and jobs) to 5 fixed thresholds in order to provide a level of planning surety to jurisdictions… if you plan for this level of housing/jobs, then this is the level of identified service need you should anticipate.

The proposed change is accomplished within the existing policy framework that established fifty percent of initial scoring apportioned to productivity, twenty-five percent to social equity and twenty-five percent to geographic value.  As a result, this proposed amendment maintains ten points maximum for households and ten points maximum for jobs (and students) as the surrogates for productivity (with no changes proposed to either social equity or geographic value elements).

Metro has conducted a corridor evaluation using these changes in methodology and identified (as shown in Attachment 4) that 126,200 annual hours of additional service would be needed to achieve target service levels over the existing 309,800 identified in the recently accepted Service Guidelines Report.

Technical Correction:
During the initial briefing on Proposed Ordinance 2013-0230, RTC members identified missing fields from the table.  Staff committed to including these missing fields as a technical update for future deliberations.

Options for Amendment B1
1. Adopt as proposed
2. Do not adopt
3. Direct staff to amend the proposed language to insert the complete table:

	Factor
	Measure
	Threshold
	Points

	Productivity (Land Use)
	Households within ¼ mile of stops per corridor mile
	75% of highest score>3,000 HH/Corridor Mi
	10

	
	
	>2,400 HH/Corridor Mi
	8

	
	
	50% of highest score>1,800 HH/Corridor Mi
	76

	
	
	25% of highest score>1,200 HH/Corridor Mi
	4

	
	
	<25% of highest score>600 HH/Corridor Mi
	02

	
	Jobs & student enrollment at universities & colleges within ¼ mile of stops per corridor mile
	50% of highest score>10,250 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	10

	
	
	>5,500 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	8

	
	
	33% of highest score>3,000 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	76

	
	
	16% of highest score>1,400 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	4

	
	
	<16% of highest score>500 Jobs & students/Corridor Mi
	02

	Social Equity
	Percent of boardings in low-income census tracts 1
	Above system average
	5

	
	
	Below system average
	0

	
	Percent of boardings in minority census tracts 2
	Above system average
	5

	
	
	Below system average
	0

	Geographic Value
	Primary connection between regional growth, manufacturing/industrial centers
	Yes
	5

	
	
	No
	0

	
	Primary connection between transit activity centers
	Yes
	5

	
	
	No
	0


1 Low-income tracts are those where a greater percentage of the population than the countywide average has low incomes, based on current American Community Survey data.
2 Minority tracts are defined as tracts where a greater percentage of the population than the Countywide average is minority (all groups except White, non-Hispanic), based on current census data.








ADDITIONAL ISSUES

Performance Measures
In the most recent Biennial Strategic Plan Progress Report, Metro Reported on 46 of the 65 measures identified in the TSP, as well as a few measures not identified in the TSP.  This reporting was not inconsistent with the stated anticipation in the TSP that Performance Measures will evolve over time.

In an effort to better enhance transparency, staff have identified a need to update the performance measures in the TSP.  This proposed update is under development and will be provided after transmittal of the Staff Report.

Park-and-Rides and Access to Transit 
As part of its June 10, 2013 workshop, the Sound Cities Association identified questions regarding the role of park-and-rides relative to current and future transit service planning.  Specifically, how is park-and-ride occupancy incorporated into current and potentially future Guidelines methodology?

Park-and-rides are transit oriented parking facilities that are designed to aggregate people so that transit can more effectively and efficiently serve more travel needs in less dense areas.  In most cases, park-and-rides function as a surrogate for actual density when it comes to transit ridership.  

Park-and-rides in King County have a variety of ownership circumstances:

· State owned
· Sound Transit owned
· County/Metro owned
· Partnership owned including local jurisdictions
· Leased facilities (local private properties used for multiple uses)

With the establishment of the Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit), Metro has relied on this transit capital funding agency to take the lead on new investments in bus-related park-and-ride development, following the completion of pipeline projects.  This has enabled Metro to focus on its primary mission of delivering transit service.  It is also important to note that Metro continues its commitment to existing park-and-rides for bus purposes and also to pursue local partnerships and leased lot opportunities to support vanpooling and carpooling.  Additionally Metro has a history of partnering with local, regional and state agencies to meet multiple community-driven mobility, housing and growth management goals through Metro-owned park-and-ride facilities.  

The existing park-and-ride facilities are steadily reaching their maximum capacity as transit ridership continues to grow.  Questions have been raised about how the TSP and Guidelines account for these aggregators (park-and-rides), especially based on the belief that when park-and-rides reach capacity, there is still likely demand for even more transit service if there was only more parking available (latent demand theory).

Currently, "credit" for park-and-rides is provided for in the identification of transit corridors (as transit activity centers). For the Step One analysis, Housing and Jobs account for the primary "origin" and "destination" productivity drivers and then the Step Two analysis incorporates the higher levels of transit ridership associated with park-and-rides. 

Given these issues and the fact that a long-range plan would be based on growth, it seems consistent with policy that regionally identified park-and-ride facilities should be part of any King County adopted long-range implementation plan.  While it does not appear to be within the current policy framework to imply that the Metro Transit System should take up a primary role in the identification and funding of new and expanded park-and-ride facilities, it would not be unreasonable or out of context for Metro to remain a committed partner in meeting locally and regionally established growth management goals through its park-and-ride facilities.

One approach to better understanding the issues, roles, and opportunities related to park-and-rides would be to participate (as a partner agency) in a broad review of the issue including:

· What is the status of any actions associated with TSP Strategy 3.2.3: Work with transit partners, WSDOT and others to manage park-and-ride capacity needs?
· How are park-and-rides utilized and what is their ongoing role in the regional transit system?
· How should park-and-ride utilization be measured and reported?
· What mechanisms can be implemented to better match utilization with transit access?

To accomplish this review and identify potential paths forward, a new ordinance section could be drafted require this evaluation, including a specific goal of identifying the path or paths to better align these transit resources with the goal of supporting and enhancing access to transit.


ATTACHMENTS:

1. 2013-0230 Numbered Attachment A
2. 2013-0230 Numbered Attachment B
3. Disparate and Disproportionate Burden Analyses from Fall 2012 Service Change
4. Combined Memorandum from King County Metro dated June 11, 2013
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