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SUBJECT

A motion approving the Road Services Division Operational Master Plan (“ROMP”) Phase I report, including recommended policies and a Work Plan to guide the development of Phase II of the ROMP.
BACKGROUND
Ordinance 15975, the 2008 County budget, includes a proviso requiring submission of a ROMP work plan in two phases.  The proviso stemmed from the Council’s concern about the financial outlook for the Road Services Division (“RSD”).  In May 2008, the Council approved Motion 12786, adopting the Phase I work plan.  That work plan has been carried out by the ROMP Advisory Committee with support from a staff Working Group.  The original proviso, the Phase I work plan, and lists of Advisory Committee and Working Group members are included for reference at the end of this staff report.

Proposed Motion 2009-0514 approves the Phase I report, with recommendations in seven policy areas and extensive background information.  Table 1 summarizes the Phase I report sections and Table 2 lists the appendices.  The Phase I Report confirms that RSD faces a serious funding gap that will require changes in many current management practices.  This staff report goes into more detail below on the seven policy recommendations.
The proposed motion also approves the ROMP Phase II Work Plan, which is intended to culminate in a final ROMP product that offers detailed guidelines for providing road services to the unincorporated area, measuring performances, identifying funding options, and setting priorities in response to funding challenges.  The Phase II Work Plan is discussed in more detail later in the report.
Ordinance 16312 contains another proviso that requires a report on RSD organizational structure and response to FTE reductions.  This staff report also discusses the report submitted in response to this proviso. 

SUMMARY
Schedule and Milestones:

Pursuant to Motion 12786, Phase I was to be a 12-month process that commenced upon Council approval.  Due to challenges with interim milestones and deliverables, the ROMP Advisory Group recommended an extension of this deadline through August 2009.

The ROMP Phase I report is summarized in Tables 1 and 2.
Table 1: ROMP Phase I Report Sections

	Report Section
	Recommendations

	Executive Summary
	 --

	Purpose and Background– Phase I Policy Framework
	 --

	Roles and Responsibilities of the Road Services Division
	Recommendation 1:  Prioritization of Responsibilities

	Policy Guidelines:  Contracting
	Recommendation 2:  Contracting

	Road Services Division Mission and Vision
	Recommendation 3:  Road Services Division Mission and Vision

	Policy Guidelines:  Goals, Performance Measures, and Evaluation
	Recommendation 4: Road Services Goals, Performance Measures and Targets

	Policy Guidelines:  Funding
	Recommendation 5:  Levy Rate

Recommendation 6:  Sheriff Transfer

	Policy Guidelines:  Balance of Responsibilities
	Recommendation 7:  Operational Model Options

	Road Services Division Operational Master Plan Phase II Work Plan
	 --

	Appendix
	 --


Table 2: Summary of ROMP Phase I Report Appendices
	
	Appendix – Report Title
	Note

	A
	Dye Management Group Final Report And Options
	Summary document of Working papers 1-3, opened the dialogue regarding options for analysis

	B
	Dye Management Group Framework Development Working Paper 1
	Established existing conditions and trends affecting future operations and service delivery

	C
	Dye Management Group Funding Analysis Working Paper 2
	Established funding shortfalls and limitations

	D
	Dye Management Group Service Levels Working Paper 3
	Opened the dialogue regarding what King County knows and does not know about RSD service levels for representative program areas

	E
	King County Policies
	Compilation of policies related to Road Services deliverables  (this is limited to King County Comprehensive Plan and Countywide Planning Policies)

	F
	Contract Cities Program Background
	RSD Whitepaper

	G
	Road Services Performance Measure
	Descriptive list of RSD performance measures

	H
	Road Fund 20 Year Financial Impacts
	20-Year financial plan showing impacts and policy issues

	I
	Potential Annexation Area Schedule
	List of potential annexations and estimated annexation effective dates used in 20-year financial plan

	J
	History Of Road Fund Transfer To Sheriff
	Background only whitepaper 

	K
	Revenue Options Exercise
	List of revenue options identified by the Advisory Committee and ratings for each option.

	L
	Operational Model Impact Analysis
	Initial analysis results of the three options identified by the Advisory Committee

	M
	Road Services Division Facilities Maintenance Study
	Consultant Recommendations For Consolidating Some Existing Roads Maintenance Facilities.


Adoption of Proposed Motion 2009-0514 would establish initial RSD policies for overall prioritization and contracting, which are critical to development of a final ROMP.
Additionally, adoption would set forth a framework, guidance, and process for making operational, financial and, service condition decisions that will be incorporated into drafting of the final ROMP.

ANALYSIS

A. Phase I Report  

1. Advisory Committee Finding:  
RSD’s core business is to build, operate, and maintain the King County road network 
  
This finding focuses the role of RSD on the basic functionality and deliverables of a road services division.  This finding is an important foundation in developing the ROMP, as it defines that the RSD is all about, and only about, unincorporated King County’s road network.
Recommendation 1 (Policy): Prioritization of Responsibilities

The following outcomes shall be prioritized for the Road Services program areas and deliverables:

1. Preservation of the existing roadway facilities network

2. Managing and enhancing mobility through system efficiencies

3. Addressing concurrency-driven roadway capacity needs

In the accomplishment of these prioritized outcomes, enhancing the safety of the users of King County’s roadway network while meeting local, state and federal standards is inherent in all of the Road Services Division’s program areas and deliverables, as a function of how roadway facilities are designed, built, maintained, and managed.

King County acknowledges that while the King County Road Fund is constrained by funding and resources, the underlying issues of safety, standards and legal requirements will be considered in the prioritization of all Road Services program areas and deliverables.
Furthermore, Road Services will continue to plan for methodically addressing the prioritized road-related safety issues that transcend its current budget and six-year planned financial capacity.
This recommended policy explicitly sets priorities to allow RSD to manage limited resources.  It clearly directs the Division to prioritize taking care of the roadway assets that the County already owns.  It maintains safety as a priority outcome but recognizes that safety is inherent in all RSD operational and capital work products.  Given the financial constraints identified through the Phase I process, a formal prioritization was important to the Advisory Committee.  
2. Recommendation 2 (Policy): Contracting

The Road Services Division will pursue contracting opportunities when those services provide mutual benefit to King County and the jurisdiction.
Currently, no RSD contracting policy exists.  This policy states that contracting is appropriate when both parties benefit, and that revenues should be part of the Division’s financial plan.
3. Recommendation 3 (ROMP Development): RSD Mission and Vision

Following the King County Executive and County Council Approval of the Phase I recommendations, the Road Services Division will update its vision and mission to reflect the recommendations identified in ROMP Phase I.

The revised vision and mission statements will serve as the foundation of ROMP Phase II.
While RSD has existing Mission and Vision statements, the Advisory Committee has acknowledged that these may no longer be valid, and that revised statements should be developed for the Phase II process.  Note that any revised statements will likely need further refinement throughout Phase II for placement within the final ROMP.
4. Recommendation 4 (ROMP Development): RSD Goals, Performance Measures and Targets

Following the King County Executive and County Council approval of the Phase I recommendations, the Road Services Division will develop new goals and appropriate performance measures and targets for each goal consistent with the Countywide Strategic Plan, relevant department strategic plans, and the Performance and Accountability Act.
The Phase I process found that RSD collects a great deal of data.  Some is very useful in developing and implementing performance measures; but some traditional transportation measures are less valuable.  This recommendation calls for a revised look at goals and reporting in the context of the countywide performance management system and the ROMP.
5. Recommendation 5 (ROMP Development): Levy Rate

The Phase II fiscal impact analysis should include the following:

1. Future-year property tax revenue forecasts based on the statutorily allowable levy amounts, calculated by increasing the preceding year levy amount by 101% plus new construction.

2. Future-year property tax revenue forecasts based on levy amounts that are constrained to an amount equal to the 2009 road levy tax rate applied to the current year’s assessed valuation plus new construction.
While rationale for either levy scenario exists, the Advisory Committee provided for bookend analysis of this major RSD revenue source.  The financial difference between these two scenarios is more than $22 million per year in 2012, growing to more than $26 million per year in 2015.
6. Recommendation 6 (ROMP Development): Sheriff Transfer
A decision concerning the transfer of funds from the county Roads Fund to the Sheriff’s Office, for the Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) and other traffic enforcement, will remain a topic of discussion in the King County Executive’s and County Council’s budget processes. However, the Phase II Impact Analysis will include further exploration, in collaboration with the Sheriff’s Office, of issues related to the fund transfer, including the performance and/or results associated with the transfer.

The transfer of levy funds to the Sheriff’s Office now exceeds $5.7 million per year.  Acknowledging a complex issue for policy makers, the Advisory Committee requests that, as part of Phase II, the ROMP process collaboratively engage with the Sheriff’s Office to understand the issues and carry them forward for policy deliberation.  Performance and/or results associated with the transfer may be addressed.
7. Recommendation 7 (ROMP Development): Operational Model Options
Of the three operational models evaluated, the Advisory Committee recommends “Prioritize Asset Life Cycle in Rural Areas”. The Phase II work plan will need to identify the gap between current revenues and what would be required to maximize life cycle costs.
The Advisory Committee evaluated several operational models for the Division.  Using a visual tool (ROMP Decision Making Model) with eight continuum levers linked to a complex cost model, the Advisory Committee identified a preferred operational model to recommend an operational model to be carried into Phase II.  Each operational model option set the eight continuum levers based on policy implication of the option and then the cost model evaluated the financial impacts of the policy approach.  This data-driven approach acknowledges financial realities as well as service level needs.
[image: image2.emf]The ROMP Decision Making Model is shown below with all eight continuum levers set at a neutral position, together with descriptions of the eight sets of alternatives.

B. Phase II Work Plan

Building from the proviso, Motion 12786, and the ROMP Phase I recommendations, the Phase II Work Plan identifies the framework elements of the final ROMP including:

1. RSD Mission, Vision, Goals, Performance Measures and Targets

2. Service Delivery Model

a. Service levels and backlog of work

b. Analysis of service delivery for potential efficiencies including options and methodology for year-to-year balancing the division’s operating and capital budgets

c. Cost of services and cost of the backlog of work

d. Fiscal Impact Analysis including funding options, opportunities to decrease or eliminate the Sheriff transfer, and impacts of levy rate options

3. Guidelines for a King County Road Services Division Contract Service Provision Business Plan

4. Communications plan (for ongoing customer and stakeholder communication)

5. Work plan for the review and update of the Road Services Division Facilities Master Plan (FMP)
This final document, pursuant to the Phase II Work Plan, would be based on Advisory Committee recommended options for:

1. Service levels and service alternatives, including comparative analysis of other jurisdictions’ approaches to providing roads services;

2. Roads services delivery, organizational structure, contracting, budgetary and financial accountability; and performance measurement;

3. Stable funding options for roads services, including existing sources, new funding sources, and options for addressing the transfer* of funds to the Sheriff’s Office; 

4. Operational and service priorities in the event of funding challenges.
Additionally, the Phase II Work Plan calls for stakeholder communications including:
1. Communication objectives; and

2. Implementation of an Advisory Committee approved Communication Plan.
The Phase II Work Plan proposes to continue the use of the Phase I Advisory Committee/Work Group structure, with limited use of consulting assistance, for Phase II for work product development.  The Phase II Work Plan schedule targets a transmittal of the final ROMP prior to release of the 2011 Executive Proposed Budget.
C. Ordinance 16312, Section 53 Roads, Proviso P1
The 2009 County Budget also includes a proviso pertaining to the Road Services Division.  This proviso reads as follows:


This appropriation authorizes a total of 605.40 FTEs and 10.75 TLTs.  The FTE reductions listed in the executive-transmitted budget are approved, but the additional FTE reductions that must be implemented by the executive to match the FTEs authorized herein shall be made only in work units other than the maintenance operations section.  


The council intends that the division’s organizational structure should be designed to ensure the maximum possible attention to obtaining new revenue including grants for projects, accomplishing the funded CIP work program, and fulfilling maintenance and operational requirements.  Accordingly, wherever possible, the division should look to collaboration with other divisions of the department or other county agencies to accomplish lower priority work program efforts.

No later than April 1st, 2009, the executive shall transmit to the council a report on the division’s revised organizational structure including an explanation of how the division will carry out its mission and goals.  


The report must be filed in the form of 11 copies with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff of the transportation committee, or its successor.

On May 29, 2009, the Executive transmitted a brief report that links the proviso response concerning RSD’s organizational structure to the ROMP process.  In addition, the report details the impact of the 4.0 FTE reductions contained in the 2009 budget and mentioned in the proviso.

NEXT STEPS
Approval of Proposed Motion 2009-0514 will authorize the Advisory Committee to proceed with the Phase II Work Plan, with a target transmittal prior to release of the Executive’s 2011 budget proposal.  This is consistent with the Council’s expressed interest in completion of the ROMP.  As such, adoption of the proposed motion would constitute a reasonable business decision by the County.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Proposed Motion 2009-0514
2. Transmittal letter dated August 20, 2009
3. Romp Phase I Report – Executive Summary
4. ROMP Phase I Report with Appendices available online
5. Transmittal letter dated May 28, 2009 and Road Services Division, 2009 Budget Proviso Response Report
ROMP PROVISO AND WORK PROGRAM DOCUMENTS
The 2008 County Budget includes a proviso pertaining to the Road Services Division (RSD).  The proviso reads as follows:
Ordinance 15975, Section 62 Roads, Proviso P1


Of this appropriation, $10,000,000 may not be expended unless the road services division, in collaboration with staff of the council, the transportation director’s office and the office of management and budget, shall submit to the council for its review and approval, a detailed work plan for an operational master plan for the road services division.  The work plan shall include a scope of work, tasks, schedule, milestones and the budget and selection criteria for expert consultant assistance.  In addition, the work plan shall also include proposals for:  (1) an oversight group to guide development of the plan that shall include executive and council representation; (2) a coordinated staff group to support plan development; and (3) methods for involving experts in the development of the operational master plan.


The operational master plan shall have two phases.  Phase I of the operational master plan shall provide a policy framework for meeting the county's road responsibilities.  It shall include a review of unincorporated area road mandates, needs, policies, staffing requirements, facility needs and goals, and shall include input from the transportation concurrency expert review panel and the facilities management division.  Phase I shall recommend adoption of comprehensive policies to guide future budgetary and operational strategies that will be developed in phase II of the operational master plan, and shall include a review of maintenance facility needs if the division seeks to replace existing maintenance facilities.  Phase I of the operational master plan shall be reviewed and approved by the council by motion.  Phase II shall: (1) review the division's functions and operations; (2) evaluate alternatives for providing unincorporated area road services as effectively and efficiently as possible; and (3) develop recommended implementation and funding strategies.  Phase II of the operational master plan shall be reviewed and approved by the council by motion.


The work plan for the road services division operational master plan must be filed in the form of 12 copies with the clerk of the council, who will retain the original and will forward copies to each councilmember and to the lead staff for the transportation committee, or its successor and the capital budget committee, or its successor.  If the work plan is not filed by March 31, 2008, appropriation authority shall lapse for the $10,000,000 restricted by this proviso.

Motion 12786
Adopted on May 27, 2008, Motion 12786 established the work plan for Phase I of the ROMP to include the following:

Phase I – Policy Framework for Meeting King County’s Road Responsibilities

The outcome of Phase I will be the establishment of a broad policy framework to prioritize and guide decision making regarding the provision of roads services in King County.  The policy framework will be developed taking into account the potential impacts of annexations on service area.  The framework will include:

(1) The mission and goals for Road Services Division (RSD).

(2) The roles and responsibilities of RSD, including legal mandates, environmental requirements and minimum safety standards.

(3) Policy guidelines addressing practices such as performance measurement, evaluation, budget and financial accountability.

(4) Policy guidelines regarding funding, contracting and road responsibilities.

(5) Policy guidelines regarding the balance of operational and maintenance responsibilities with roads infrastructure and capital improvements.

Phase I Tasks to Inform the Policy Framework include:  

(1) Reviewing the current mission, vision, goals, priorities and lines of business of RSD.

(2) Reviewing state and national standards, mandates and benchmarks for roads safety and improvement standards.

(3) Understanding roads services responsibilities and current needs.

(4) Understanding RSD’s current policies, services, programs, staffing, budgets, expenditures, and revenues.

(5) Understanding RSD’s current role as a provider of contract services to cities, counties, Washington State Department of Transportation, special purpose districts, and internal King County agencies.

(6) Forecasting major revenue sources and understanding what revenue streams and services are most at risk of reduced funding.  

(7) Projecting and planning for the impact of annexations, climate change, and other change drivers on the RSD’s operations.

(8) Obtaining input from RSD stakeholders.

Guiding the work of Phase I were two committees, the ROMP Advisory Committee and The ROMP Workgroup, which had the following membership:

ROMP Advisory Committee

	Name
	Title, Affiliation

	Laurie Brown, Co-Chair
	Deputy Director, King County Department of Transportation

	Robert Cowan, Co-Chair*
	Director, King County Office of Management & Budget

	Councilmember Dow Constantine
	Metropolitan King County Council, District 8
with Chris Arkills, as Alternate

	Councilmember Reagan Dunn
	Metropolitan King County Council, District 9
with Neil Strege, as Alternate

	Kathy Brown
	Facilities Management Division Director, Department of Executive Services

	Linda Dougherty
	Road Services Division Director, Department of Transportation


ROMP Workgroup

	Name
	Affiliation

	Justin Anderson
	Facilities Management Division

	Gwendolyn Clemens, Co-Chair
	Office of Strategic Planning and Performance Management

	Paul Carlson
	King County Council, Policy Staff

	Jennifer Lehman
	Office of Management and Budget

	Jennifer Lindwall, Co-Chair
	Road Services Division

	Mark Melroy
	King County Council, Policy Staff

	John Resha
	King County Council, Policy Staff


� Italicized text is quotes from the ROMP Phase I report.  
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