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SUBJECT

An ordinance adopting public transportation service reductions in the February 2015 scheduled service change.


SUMMARY

Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382, when combined with administrative changes, approves a reduction of 180,000 hours of transit service in February 2015.  Of this total reduction, 11,000 hours is held in reserve for reinvestment including the County share of partnership hours and addressing immediate needs that become apparent when the revised service is implemented.  Attachment A to the proposed ordinance contains descriptions of the changes approved through the ordinance.

The proposed ordinance also provides that, if a Seattle Transportation Benefit District (TBD) transit funding measure is approved in November, the entire February 2015 service change will be delayed to June 2015.  The delay is intended to allow time for the County to negotiate and obtain Council approval of agreements to preserve routes with the Seattle TBD and any other interested jurisdictions. 

The proposed reductions comprise a modified version of restructures originally proposed for February, June, and September 2015 by the Executive. 

Adoption of this ordinance, coupled with service revisions effective in September 2014 (approved via Ordinance 17848), will result in a Metro Transit bus service network of approximately 3.2 million hours, a reduction of approximately 320,000 hours net.

The revised network appears consistent with the principles of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and the King County Metro Service Guidelines.  The resulting network meets Strategic Plan objectives for:

· Productivity – consistent with the Service Guidelines, the September 2014 reductions targeted lower-performing routes, and the proposed February 2015 reductions use the restructure process to create a more efficient network than would be achieved by using only productivity evaluations.
· Geographic balance – the proposed February 2015 reductions do not rely on future transit service reductions to achieve geographic balance.
· Social equity – the resulting network does not have a disparate impact on minority census tracts or a disproportionate burden on low-income census tracts.  Analysis also identified an opportunity for future review and deliberation regarding Social Equity policies for the Metro Transit System and their resulting evaluation methodology.


ORGANIZAITON OF STAFF REPORT

This staff report includes the following sections:

I. Background
· Overview of Current Conditions established through Ordinance 17848
· Ad Hoc Committee Recommendation
· Community Workshop Results
· DART and Alternative Service Report
· Process for Prioritizing Reductions
II. Analysis
· Review of proposed service reductions by restructure area
· Financial Impacts
· Title VI Analysis – Equity and Social Justice Compliance
· Potential “Buybacks” of reduced service by other jurisdictions
III. Amendment


BACKGROUND

Overview of Current Conditions established through Ordinance 17848
Ordinance 17848 adopted 161,000 hours of transit service reductions[footnoteRef:1] to be implemented September 27, 2014 to start to address the remaining deficit in the transit financial plan following a multi-year response to the revenue shortfalls that resulted from the Great Recession and the precipitous downturn in sales tax revenue and forecast. [1:  This 161,000 hours includes a 10,000 hour reserve to address unforeseen issues.  The anticipated net result of the September 2014 approved transit service reduction is 151,000 hours.] 


This multi-year response has included a redesign of the Metro Transit System and policies, doubling of transit fares, action on all finding areas of an organization-wide performance audit, and implementation of operational and service efficiencies.  All of these actions resulted in addressing almost $800 million in one-time savings of transit service and $148 million per year of on-going savings through 2013.

Ordinance 17848 was not intended to solve the remaining deficit, however, it was intended to lay out a path for establishing a financially stable Metro Transit System.  In addition to reducing 161,000 hours of transit service, this ordinance:

· Established an anticipated service reduction level for February 2015 of 188,000 hours;
· Established an Ad Hoc Committee consisting of the Executive and 3 County Councilmembers to make a recommendation regarding the level of transit service reductions for February 2015;
· Called for community workshops regarding service change proposals and a report on the workshops; and
· Called for a report regarding: 
· The operational and cost impacts of transitioning individuals using mobility devices to Access and regular transit service; and
· How alternative service could be used to minimze service reduction impact and options for maintianing current levels of alternative service (including DART).

Additionally, the ordinance called for a report with the Executive Proposed Budget regarding revenue and expense reduction options to reduce/avoid transit service reductions, and then after adoption of the budget, a service change ordinance to address any remaining financial deficit.

Ad Hoc Committee Recommendation
The Ad Hoc Committee met in July and August and heard reports on current financial conditions, updates to the County's Sales Tax Forecast and a Department proposed approach to February 2015 service reductions.  The Committee then issued its recommendation for a February 2015 transit service reduction of 180,000 hours.

The Committee acknowledged that even with September 2014 reductions and a February 2015 transit service reduction of 180,000 hours a financial deficit will still remain in the Transit financial plan that must be addressed through the upcoming Executive Proposed Budget and Council deliberations during the 2015/2016 budget process.

To facilitate that process, the Committee encouraged incorporation of the results of the Community Workshops and that any February 2015 transit service reduction proposal should be considered as a stand-alone decision that is not dependent upon future service reduction proposals to achieve productivity, social equity or geographic value policy goals 

The recommendation of the Committee is provided as Attachment 3 to this staff report.

Community Workshop Report
In response to Ordinance 17848, the Transit Division engaged with the following communities:

Daybreak Star Cultural Center
City of Kirkland
First Hill/Central Area neighborhood groups
Bellevue College
Kent seniors at the Kent Senior Center
City of Seattle
Vasa Creek Woods Senior Residence

According to the report, the Transit Division identified the following outcomes to shape their participation and engagement:
The desired outcomes of these meetings were that:
· Metro would have the same proposal we’ve already taken to council for each 2015 service change or something better. The “something better” could include alternative services that might meet particular needs of a stakeholder group and would not need to be reflected in the service change ordinance itself – rather just reported on as an outcome of the outreach.
· Metro and stakeholder groups would build on extensive grassroots feedback already received to name concerns, generate ideas, and develop a shared understanding of priorities and tradeoffs inherent in reducing service in communities where our guidelines indicate we need to be adding service.

The report summarizes the engagement process and feedback, and provides the following summary of how the Transit Division is addressing the feedback:

[bookmark: _Toc396820336]Daybreak Star Cultural Center[footnoteRef:2] [2:  UPDATE Regarding Daybreak Star Cultural Center - At an initial meeting Daybreak board members and the interim director expressed interest in options in which Metro would provide a Community Access Transportation vehicle to enable transportation operated directly by the program.] 

Staff have reached out to Daybreak Star Cultural Center and the United Indians of all Tribes to schedule a follow up meeting. This meeting will continue the conversation about what alternative options might work for Daybreak Star. At the time of this report, no response has been received and no meeting is scheduled.

In the February 2015 service reduction proposal, Route 33 (which currently provides service that operates closest to Daybreak Star) would still provide this service during the same times of day it is provided now and would have increased frequency during the peak, however the nearest stop would be located 1.25 miles away from Daybreak Star rather than 0.5 miles away. 
[bookmark: _Toc396820337]
City of Kirkland
Metro has estimated the cost of shifting Route 234 to NE 116th Street and adding night span to serve students and employees at Lake Washington Technical College and will consider changes to the proposal if reductions to Kirkland routes move forward.

After internal discussion, Metro staff recommends that routes 252 and 257 (and 311) not deviate to serve the NE 70th Street freeway stops near the Houghton Park-and-Ride due to several factors:
· The added minutes of travel time imposed on relatively full trips;
· The negative impact on on-time performance from the weave across the congested general-purpose lanes.

Metro staff has asked Sound Transit planners to consider shifting Route 540 to serve the Houghton Park-and Ride. Route 540 is a two-way peak-only service with capacity available.

At this time, no changes to Kirkland service are proposed for the February 2015 service reductions. The Northeast King County route restructuring (which includes Kirkland) is not proposed to occur in February 2015. This restructuring may be reconsidered in June 2015 or September 2015 in the event that the 2015-16 budget process determines that additional service hours need to be reduced.
[bookmark: _Toc396310710][bookmark: _Toc396820338]
First Hill/Central Area
The February 2015 proposal has been modified to address some of the service concerns raised by stakeholders. Metro has put forth the following changes to its original proposal:

Revised Route 27
Route 27 would be through-routed with Route 33. Service to Leschi during the peak period would be maintained. Mid-day service, night, and weekend service would be provided along a new route: from 23rd Avenue S and E Yesler Way down Yesler Way, along 9th Avenue, down Seneca Street, through downtown, and to Magnolia. 

This would replace service along Seneca Street currently provided by Route 2 to Virginia Mason, senior residences, new apartment complexes being built, and Town Hall. It maintains a connection from First Hill to Benaroya, Westlake, and the south end of Seattle Center and lower Queen Anne that are important for Route 2 riders. It would maintain service past Odessa Brown Children’s Clinic and other destinations along Yesler Way to Yesler Terrace. It would also connect riders to service on Route 48[footnoteRef:3] at 23rd Avenue S and Yesler Way and maintain service to First Hill hospitals. [3:  This is a technical correction, referencing only the connection of rider on Route 48 as provided by the Transit Division.] 


Extension of Route 8
Metro is still proposing to reroute routes 106 and 8. Given the size of the reduction that is needed in February 2015, Metro can accommodate an extension of Route 8 as far as Garfield High School. This would maintain service along Martin Luther King Jr. Way where the grades are steepest to access north-south transit along 23rd Avenue S.  


Route 60 remains unchanged
Given the size of reduction required in February 2015, Metro can maintain service on Route 60 as it is today. 

The previously proposed changes to routes 8, 27, and 60 may be reconsidered in June 2015 or September 2015 in the event that the 2015-16 budget process determines that additional service hours need to be reduced.
[bookmark: _Toc396310711][bookmark: _Toc396820339]
Bellevue College
[bookmark: _Toc396310712]At the time of this report, no official response has been received by Metro from Bellevue College indicating their ideas or intentions for moving forward with options to make bus operations more efficient through campus. In good faith, Metro will be maintaining the Route 271 routing through campus in the February 2015 proposal.  (It is important to note that since drafting their report, Bellevue College has provided an official response (Attachment 4 to this staff report) positively indicating their intentions to make improvements that will make bus operations more efficient.)

[bookmark: _Toc396820340]Kent Senior Center 
Given the large number of lift deployments on routes 914 and 916, service on these routes will be maintained. Metro will continue conversations with the City of Kent about how they would like to invest their partnership funds in Metro’s service via the Community Mobility Contracts program.

[bookmark: _Toc396310713][bookmark: _Toc396820341]City of Seattle
At the time of this report, no additional ideas for the reduction proposal have been provided to Metro by the City of Seattle. Metro will continue to work with city transportation staff to understand and plan for service pending the outcome of the fall election and whether Seattle’s ballot measure is successful to raise additional revenue to preserve Metro transit service in Seattle.

[bookmark: _Toc396310714][bookmark: _Toc396820342]Vasa Creek Woods Senior Residence
Staff will send a packet of information to residents with details about some of the programs discussed. Metro staff has considered and concluded that, consistent with the Service Guidelines, the elimination of the segment of the Route 271 between Eastgate Transit Center and Issaquah should remain in the February 2015 service reduction proposal. Metro staff have also analyzed and determined that a deviation of Route 246 is not recommended for inclusion in the February 2015 service change proposal, since it would not pass Metro’s route deviation standard (i.e., considering the number of through riders that would be taken out of direction for the specific distance/time). Staff will get back to residents about what moves forward in the February 2015 reduction proposal and the other alternative services that may be available.

DART and Alternative Service Report
The report on alternative service and DART (Dial-A-Ride Transit) service (provided as Attachment 5 to this staff report) includes, the impacts of riders using mobility impairment devices, as well as how DART service or other alternative service could be preserved or used to lessen the impacts of service reductions.

The DART report provides a table that summarizes the wheel chair lift use and potentially how those costs could shift to Access parartransit service.  This table (on page 7 of the report) identifies that in all cases, estimated DART savings associated with Routes that are being deleted or revised exceed the estimated costs, even if all lift usage transitioned to Access.  The table also reflects that while the 914 and 916 routes were included in the Executive's original (May 2014) proposal, these services are now identified as "unchanged".

The report also identifies that in the Executive's current proposal only 29% of all DART service is deleted and only 18% is revised or reduced.  In fact, the report reflects that Route 901 in Federal Way is now changed to replace some fixed route service in the February 2014 proposal.  The report also notes that the Transit Division has met with Hopelink (the DART service provider) has addressed many of their concerns about "maintaining a high passenger per hour count and cost effective service delivery".

Process for Prioritizing Reductions
The King County Metro Service Guidelines (Guidelines) establish the measures used to identify the All Day and Peak Network reflecting productivity, social equity, and geographic value.  The Guidelines also identify the performance measures used to evaluate bus routes, which determine if a route is listed in four ranked priorities for service reduction:

1. Reduce service on routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period that are duplicative of other routes or routes that are above their target service levels.  Reduce service on peak-only routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold and do not meet one or both of the peak criteria.
2. Restructure service to improve system design and efficiency.  
3. Reduce service on routes that are predominantly between the 25-50% productivity threshold for a given time period, reducing services that duplicate or overlap with routes on the All-Day and Peak network or routes on corridors that are at or above their target service levels.  Reduce service on peak-only routes that are predominantly between 0–50% productivity threshold and meet both peak criteria.
4. Reduce services on routes that are below the 25% productivity threshold for a given time period on corridors identified as below their targeted thresholds.

A Priority 2 restructure may involve changes to all kinds of routes, including highly productive routes, as well as routes in priorities 1, 3, and 4.  When service is reduced, the goal of a restructure is to end up with a final network of bus routes that is more efficient than would be the case if reductions strictly followed priorities 1, 3, and 4.

Council staff found that the initial September 2014 service reductions – comprised primarily of Priority 1 routes to be deleted or in some cases revised – represent a reasonable application of Guidelines policy direction.  These cuts were approved via Ordinance 17848.

Definition of a restructure
Pages SG-12 through SG-17 of the Guidelines provide the policy direction related to service restructures and the service design principles that have been used to develop the proposed  changes.  The Guidelines (pages SG-12 – SG-13) define service restructures as:

“changes to multiple routes along a corridor or within an area, including serving new corridors, in a manner consistent with service design criteria found in this service guidelines document.”

The Guidelines list six “triggers” that can result in a restructure:

· Sound Transit or Metro Transit investments (Link Light Rail and the RapidRide bus lines are examples)
· Corridors above or below All-Day and Peak Network frequency
· Services compete for the same riders
· Mismatch between service and ridership
· Major transportation network changes
· Major development or land use changes

Goals of a restructure
All restructures have a goal “to focus service frequency on the highest ridership and productivity segments of restructured services, to create convenient opportunities for transfer connections between services and to match capacity to ridership demand to improve productivity and cost-effectiveness of service.”  Service reduction-related restructures have an added goal of resulting in an overall net reduction of service hours invested.

The Guidelines describe the analysis of restructure impacts that is carried out and the outcomes in terms of rider experience (projected loads no more than 80 percent of established loading guidelines; new transfers should be convenient; most pedestrian access should be within one-quarter mile of a stop).

Immediately following the service restructures section of the Guidelines is the service design section (SG-14 – SG-17).  There are 11 service design guidelines, including qualitative statements such as “#3 - Easy to understand, appropriate service,” and others that contain specific quantitative measures.  For example, “#6 – Bus stop spacing” calls for average distance between stops to be ½ mile on RapidRide lines and ¼ mile on all other services.   

These are the 11 service design guidelines:

1. Network connections
2. Multiple purposes and destinations
3. Easy to understand, appropriate service
4. Route spacing and duplication
5. Route directness
6. Bus stop spacing
7. Route length and neighborhood route segments
8. Operating paths and appropriate vehicles
9. Route terminals
10. Fixed and variable routing
11. Bus stop amenities and bus shelters


ANALYSIS OF SERVICE REDUCTIONS BY RESTRUCTURE AREA

All the proposed restructures contribute to the service reduction goal of decreasing service hours by a total of 180,000 service hours.

Total Reduction Packages Compared
	
	September 2014
(Priority 1)
	Restructures
(Priority 2)
	Priority 3 Cuts
	Reserve
	Total

	Original Proposal
	-161,000
	-340,000
	-83,000
	34,000
	-550,000

	Current Proposal
	-161,000
	-180,000
	-
	21,000
	-320,000



While a total of 584,000 service hours were proposed to be reduced, the net result was expected to be a reduction of 550,000 hours.  The reason is that 34,000 hours were proposed to be held in reserve to address the most severe crowding and reliability problems that, based on past experience, are expected to materialize.  As well, the reserve hours will be used to address any differences between planning estimates (of hours) and actual hours once scheduled and operated.  Similarly, the new proposal, when combined with the already approved September 2014 transit service reductions holds 21,000 hours in reserve.  Some of these hours are likely to be used as the County share of some existing partnership routes that may be extended.

The next part of this staff report evaluates each of six proposed restructures in terms of the triggers for the restructure, goals, and details of implementation.

For each restructure, the staff report includes summary information about the affected area and an overview of the restructure impacts.

For each restructure, Transit Division service planners conducted the following:

· Service Design Guidelines.  A review of the existing route network based on Metro’s service design guidelines identified service design issues that could be addressed through a restructure.
· Spring 2013 Route and Corridor Analysis.  Route performance and corridor assessment data guided the determination of service levels provided in the restructure concept.
· Route segment analysis.  A review of Spring 2013 stop-level data helped to identify high- and low-ridership segments.  


East King County
Geographic Area – Bellevue, Issaquah, Kirkland, Redmond 
2 routes are changed (1 deleted, 1 modified)
Net Reduction – 17,000 hours
Map is Attachment 6 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – (1) Woodinville-Seattle Central Business District (CBD) via Bothell, Kenmore, Lake Forest Park, NE Seattle (SR 522 corridor, served by Route 522)
(2) Bothell-Bellevue via Totem Lake (served by Route 535)
(3) Redmond-Seattle CBD via Overlake (served by Route 545)
(4) Issaquah-Seattle CBD (served by Route 554)

In 2011, the southern part of this area was restructured as part of the RapidRide B Line startup, including collaboration with the Cities of Bellevue, Kirkland, and Redmond to revise a network of bus routes integrated with the RapidRide B Line and focusing translake service hours on all-day, two-direction routes such as the 255 and 271.  In 2012-2013, individual lower-performing routes in this area were modified.  Approved for September 2014, in advance of the restructure, is the deletion of lower-performing peak routes 250, 260, 265, and 306X.  Route 935 DART is deleted, and night service on Routes 236 and 238 would end at 7:00 PM.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· The Route 271 will continue to serve the Bellevue College campus instead of bypassing the campus (the segment between Eastgate and Issaquah will still be deleted).
· The restructure of routes serving Kirkland, Redmond, and Woodinville is deferred, except for the deletion of the Route 930 DART service.  The deferred restructure proposal is most appropriately considered as a complete package, because it revised many routes to retain service on various street segments while consolidating duplicative services.

Restructure Triggers – The East King County area meets all six of the potential triggers for restructures in the Guidelines so could be considered for a restructure in the future.

Queen Anne-Capitol Hill-Central Seattle-Southeast Seattle
Geographic Area – Queen Anne, South Lake Union, Capitol Hill, First Hill, International District, Leschi, Rainier Valley, Beacon Hill
15 routes are changed (2 deleted, 13 modified)
Net Reduction – 53,000 hours
Map is Attachment 7 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – (1) SeaTac-Seattle CBD via Rainier Valley (Link Light Rail)
(2) Eastside-Seattle CBD via Mercer Island (Routes 550, 554) serve the I-90 flyer stop at Rainier Avenue South

In 2009, Link Light Rail began revenue service between the Seattle CBD and Tukwila via the Rainier Valley.  At that time a major restructure of routes was undertaken to ensure bus connections to the light rail stations.  Not all parts of the geographic area were affected by the 2009 restructure.  In 2011-2012, lower-performing routes were revised or deleted with some changes raising considerable controversy.  At Council direction, Metro subsequently conducted outreach to Southeast Seattle in an effort to communicate more effectively with the community. During the 2012 restructure, additional routes were revised or deleted. In September 2014, the deletion of lower-performing routes such as the 47 and midday, weekend, and night service on Route 27 will be implemented.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· Route 8 is proposed to terminate further east, near Garfield High School, maintaining service on East Thomas Street, and Martin Luther King, Jr. Way between East Madison Street and East Cherry Street.
· Route 27 is retained with modified route and hours.  It will connect to downtown on Seneca-Spring and follow 9th Avenue to East Yesler Way.  During the peak period, it will serve the existing eastern portion of the existing route in Leschi.  During the off-peak and night, service will terminate near Yesler Way and 23rd Avenue South.
· Route 60 is retained in its current form, instead of losing the segment north of Georgetown.
· Route 7 is retained in its current form, instead of losing off-peak and night service to the Prentice Loop.

Restructure Triggers – The Central and Southeast area of Seattle met all six of the potential triggers for restructures in the Guidelines.  This restructure consolidates routes on several corridors, shortens the Route 8 in response to its schedule problems, and revises routes in the Capitol Hill area to reflect service design criteria.  Revisions in the Rainier Valley maintain service levels on most of Martin Luther King, Jr. Way and Rainier Avenue South during most time periods. Some corridor segments and neighborhoods lose all service.

Key elements of the change:
· Reduced duplication and shorter waits on many segments, including Seattle CBD-upper Queen Anne, Seattle CBD-East Queen Anne, Seattle CBD-Rainier Beach, Southeast Seattle-Central Area, Seattle CBD-Capitol Hill, Seattle CBD-First Hill.
· The Route 3 is extended north to serve Seattle Pacific University and receives additional service hours from the deleted Route 4.
· Route 8 is shortened to improve reliability.  The current Route 8 was implemented in September 2009.  Severe congestion on Denny Way due to several factors (SDOT projects Mercer East and Mercer West, South Lake Union growth) has led to very poor reliability. The north segment of Route 8 remains with the route’s eastern terminus near Garfield High School, and other routes provide alternative service on most of the deleted segment.
· In the Rainier Valley, current service levels on Martin Luther King Jr. Way South between Rainier Beach and 23rd/Jackson are maintained with revised Route 106 replacing Route 8.  Route 7 maintains current frequency. Route 107 is extended north to the Beacon Hill Link Station to serve the western side of Beacon Hill. 
· All-day service is eliminated on several lower-ridership segments, though in many instances, alternative service would be available within one-quarter mile of affected stops for most riders. Several areas lose direct connections to the Seattle CBD.  Leschi retains fixed-route service on Route 27 in the peak period.

This restructure consolidates many routes, applies service design guidelines to the Queen Anne, First Hill, and Capitol Hill area, and maintains service on key corridors in Southeast Seattle.  Some areas and route segments lose all service or have reduced coverage.  Many but not all of these areas have alternative service within a quarter mile.  Council staff found that the restructure is consistent with the Guidelines.  

I-5 South and Kent
Geographic Area –Auburn, Federal Way, Kent, SeaTac, Tukwila
14 routes are changed (7 deleted, 7 modified)
Net Reduction – 25,000 hours
Map is Attachment 8 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – (1) Burien-Bellevue via SeaTac, Renton (Route 560)
(2) Auburn-Overlake via Kent, Renton, Bellevue (served by Route 566)
(3) Sea-Tac-Federal Way via I-5 (Route 574)
(4) Federal Way-Seattle CBD via I-5 (Routes 577, 578)
(5) Sea-Tac-Seattle CBD via Rainier Valley (Link Light Rail)
(6) Auburn-Kent-Renton-Tukwila-Seattle CBD (Sounder Commuter Rail)

The startup of Link Light Rail and the RapidRide A Line triggered restructuring in this area in 2009.  In 2012 and 2013, lower-performing routes were deleted or modified and the Route 180 was one of the first routes to see reinvestments.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· In Federal Way, the 901 DART is retained with a revised routing and a smaller DART service area; the revised routing includes coverage of part of the service area of the Route 187, which is deleted.
· In the Kent area, the 914 DART and 916 DART are retained recognizing that these two routes have significant wheelchair use, with the potential that some trips would have shifted to Access service.
· The 907 DART is retained, which connects Renton and Enumclaw.

Restructure Triggers – This area met three criteria for a restructure:  Sound Transit service investments, Metro services competing for the same riders, and mismatch between service and ridership.  This restructure consolidates routes to the Seattle CBD and revises routes to preserve some service along most corridors.  Some corridor segments and neighborhoods lose all service.

Key changes include:
· Federal Way - Consolidation of service to the Seattle CBD.  Routes 177 and 193 would serve the Federal Way Park-and-Ride Lot at S. 320th and the Star Lake Park-and-Ride, connecting to the Seattle CBD.  Routes 152, 178, 179, 190, and 192 would be deleted; the 177 would have added trips to improve its frequency and increase its capacity.  The Route 197 would continue to serve Federal Way and the University District, originating at South Federal Way Park-and-Ride instead of Twin Lakes Park-and-Ride. These changes will reduce service to currently low-used park-and-ride lots and will require some riders to travel longer distances to a park-and-ride.  Crowding on some Route 177 and 193 trips is a possibility.  
· Kent – Consolidation of service to the Seattle CBD.  From Kent East Hill, Route 157 would provide service to the Seattle CBD.  From Auburn and downtown Kent, Sounder Commuter Rail would provide the most reliable and quickest service to the Seattle CBD.  According to Transit staff, Sounder has capacity and runs eight trips in the peak direction daily.  Peak trips would be added to Route 168, serving Kent East Hill and the Kent Transit Center, for riders connecting with Sounder.  Other peak route connections to the Seattle CBD would be deleted:  Routes 158, 159, 161.   
· West Federal Way local service is realigned to reduce duplication and maintain coverage along corridors such as South 312th and South 320th, though coverage would be deleted on some segments of the revised Route 901 DART, which picks up coverage on most of the deleted Route 187.  
· Local midday Kent service is revised to maintain service levels along the segments with the higher ridership.  

This restructure emphasizes consolidation of routes serving the Seattle CBD and revision of lower-performing local service.  Some segments lose all service or have reduced coverage.  Council staff found that the restructure is consistent with the Guidelines.  

Northeast Seattle
Geographic Area – Lake City, University District, Northgate, other neighborhoods
6 routes are changed (4 deleted, 2 modified)
Net Reduction – 24,000 hours
Map is Attachment 9 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – (1) Woodinville-Seattle CBD via Bothell, Kenmore, Lake Forest Park, NE Seattle (SR 522 corridor, served by Route 522)
(2) Redmond-Seattle CBD via Overlake (served by Route 545)

In 2012, some routes in this area were revised as part of the major restructuring associated with implementation of the RapidRide D Line.  The current service connecting the University District and Seattle CBD was not affected.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· Recognizing that University Link (Sound Transit Light Rail) is expected to provide service between Husky Stadium and Seattle CBD in early 2016, many elements of the major restructure of service have been deferred so that additional consideration can be given to University Link integration.
· As originally proposed, Routes 25, 30, 31,  and 242 are deleted, Route 32 is revised and will operate more frequently during peak hours, and Route 65 service will end earlier in the evening.

Restructure Triggers – The Northeast Seattle area met all six of the potential triggers for restructures in the Guidelines and Metro intends to develop a restructure in conjunction with University Link’s opening in early 2016.  The current routes have not been revised in some time and therefore do not reflect current service design guidelines for reducing duplicative services, improving productivity, and providing more appropriate route spacing and direct alignments.

Key elements of the proposed changes include:
· Unique coverage provided by low-performing ridership Route 25 would be lost in Laurelhurst, Roanoke, and Lakeview.  Some other segments of deleted routes would lose all service.  

North-Central Seattle and Magnolia
Geographic Area – Magnolia, Greenwood, Aurora
7 routes are changed (2 deleted, 5 modified)
Net Reduction – 30,000 hours
Map is Attachment 10 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – none

In 2012, the RapidRide D Line prompted a sweeping restructure in this area.  A number of route revisions were so substantial that new route numbers were assigned to avoid confusing riders.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· Changes to the Routes 5, 5X, 40, and 355X would not be implemented.

Restructure Triggers – The North-Central Seattle area met all six potential triggers for restructures in the Guidelines.  In designing the revisions, the Transit Division followed the Guidelines for reducing service, focusing on route consolidation to reduce duplicative services, adjusting spacing and alignment of service patterns, and capitalizing on Transit Priority Corridor Improvements on Aurora Avenue North and Dexter Avenue North.

Key elements of the North-Central Seattle Restructure outcome include:
· The RapidRide D and E Line frequencies remain the same, and frequent all-day service levels on Dexter Ave N between Fremont and South Lake Union are also maintained. 
· Some segments would lose all service.  The portion of Route 28X north of Holman Road would be deleted, eliminating service along the neighborhood segment of the route, which is down the hill from Greenwood Avenue North served by Route 5 and 355X.
· Consolidation of local and express Routes 26 (serving Fremont, Wallingford, and Green Lake) and 28 (serving Fremont, Crown Hill and Broadview), maintaining frequent all day and peak service levels.
· Route 16 moves to Dexter Avenue North south of the Fremont Bridge and on 92nd Avenue NE near Northgate, with increased service levels to replace discontinued service on Routes 26 and 28.
· Revisions to Routes 24 and 33 in Magnolia are retained.  Transit staff is continuing efforts to work with Daybreak Star Cultural Center staff on options for service to the facility, such as providing and maintain a van for dedicated use by the Center (which would provide improved access over today’s service). 

This restructure builds on previous restructure efforts to retain service on various corridor segments while further eliminating neighborhood service.  Most (not all) corridor segments retain service, but in some cases frequency is reduced.  Council staff found that the restructure is consistent with the Guidelines.
  
West Seattle
Geographic Area – Arbor Heights, West Seattle, White Center, Burien, Sodo
5 routes are changes (1 deleted, 4 modified)
Net Reduction – 23,000 hours
Map is Attachment 11 to this staff report

Sound Transit corridors – (1) Burien-Bellevue via SeaTac, Renton (Route 560)
(2) SeaTac-Seattle CBD via Rainier Valley (Link Light Rail)

The southern part of this area saw some restructuring in 2009, reflecting the impacts of the start of Link Light Rail and RapidRide A Line service.  In 2012, the RapidRide C Line prompted a very large restructure in West Seattle and communities to the south.

Compared to the Executive’s original proposal:
· 35th Avenue Southwest revisions (Routes 21, 21X, 50, 128) would not move forward.
· Peak-only services on Routes 37, 56, 57, and 122 are retained. 
· Vashon services on Routes 118, 118X and 119 are retained.

Restructure Triggers – The West Seattle area restructure triggers are:  Sound Transit and Metro service investments, services compete for the same riders, mismatch between service and ridership, major transportation network changes, and Major development or land use changes.  This restructure builds on the previous one, deleting or revising low-performing routes and revising routes to preserve some service along most corridors.  Some corridor segments and neighborhoods lose all service.

Key elements of the restructure:
· Current service levels are maintained on the RapidRide C Line (Westwood Village-Seattle CBD via Fauntleroy and Alaska Junction) and Route 120 (Burien-Seattle CBD via White Center and Delridge).
· Reduced coverage on some all-day routes.  All-day service would be reduced or deleted in some areas where there is lower ridership. In many instances, peak commuter service would be retained; alternative service would be available within one-quarter mile of affected stops for most riders.

These restructure components build on previous restructure efforts to retain service on various corridor segments while continuing to revise or eliminate lower-performing service.   Council staff found that the restructure is consistent with the Guidelines.  

Financial
A review of the updated Transit Enterprise Financial Plan (Attachment 14 to this staff report) indicates the following:

· While revised sales tax forecasts result in an increase in revenue, the total net impact of July and August 2014 forecast adjustments 2014-2021 result in a forecasted 0.13% increase in sales tax revenue (total net increase for the forecast period - $7.8 million).
· Only implementing the approved Fall 2014 (Ordinance 17848) and the proposed February 2015 (Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382) service reductions would result in: 
· A deficit for 2014-2018 of $78.5 million; and
· No funds available in the Revenue Stabilization Reserve 2016-2018.
· Transit Capital spending is planned to significantly decrease in 2018.

When the Executive transmits the 2015-2016 budget on September 22, 2014, the Council will begin its review of the most up-to-date assumptions about revenue and expenditures, as well as the Executive’s policy initiatives.  The Executive has stated that his proposed budget will contain proposed changes that could address some level of the deficit and risk associated with reserve levels.  Council scrutiny and potential modification of the Executive proposed budget and policy initiatives will provide further opportunity to address the need for additional reductions.  

Title VI Analysis 
Based on the Federal Transit Administration’s requirements in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Metro is required to include an analysis of the impacts of 

“certain system-wide service standards and policies and evaluate service changes that exceed its major service change threshold, as well as fare adjustments, to determine whether those changes will have a discriminatory impact based on race, color, or national origin or will result in a disproportionate burden on low-income populations."[footnoteRef:4] [4:  FTA Circular 4702.1B October 2012 Update] 


Metro confirms that this service change is a major service change, and thus is subject to the Title VI analysis requirements.  

Additionally, Council has expressed interest in an analysis of county policies and operations, including these proposed service changes, from the perspective of their impact on minority and low income populations.  Metro has undertaken to perform that analysis consistent with the Transit Strategic Plan, which includes 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.”

Strategy 2.1.2 notes that Metro regularly reports on its services in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  The analysis provided with the transmittal of these proposed September/February 2015 changes is the Title VI analysis, submitted to the federal government consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  This analysis characterizes “disparate impacts” by census tract, and identifies “minority” census tracts, and low income census tracts.  Those tracts which are more than 35.2% minority population—which is the countywide average of minority population--are considered minority census tracts.  Similarly, 10.5% of the population is classified as low income within the county as a whole; census tracts that are more than 10.5% low-income are considered low income census tracts.  

Attached are maps depicting the percentage of trips reduced for minority and low income tracts (Note:  working with Executive Staff, Council Staff encountered an error in the original Title VI maps accompanying the transmittal of Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382.  The attached maps reflect corrections prepared by Metro; these should be used rather than the original maps.  Additionally, Metro has revised the Title VI Report portion of the transmittal, which includes the corrected maps, and associated corrections to certain tabular information.  That Title VI Report revision is attached to the staff report, and should be used in place of the Title VI Report in the original transmittal.)

To distinguish whether a census tract would be significantly impacted by proposed reductions, Metro’s analysis assumes that a reduction of 25% or more of a tract’s transit trips, or 25% or more of a tract’s service hours constitutes an “adverse effect”.  

Using those definitions, the analysis indicates that, for the cumulative reductions through February 2015, 30% of the minority tracts are adversely affected by the service reductions, as compared to the 44% share of census tracts system-wide that are defined as minority tracts.  Based on that, the analysis determines that there is no disparate impact.  

Also, for the cumulative reductions through February 2015, 36% of the low income tracts are adversely affected by the service reductions, as compared to the 38% share of census tracts system-wide that are defined as low income tracts.  Based on that, the analysis determines that there is no disproportionate burden.   

The analysis also includes tabular information and maps that address the September/February service changes.  Those materials demonstrate, using the same methodology described above, that the proposed service revisions result in adverse impacts to minority and low income tracts that are less than the adverse impacts from revisions to non-minority and non-low income tracts—and that there is, consequently, no disparate impact resulting from these revisions for minority tracts, and no disproportionate burden for low-income tracts.   

Additional Social Equity Opportunities
Council staff review supports the conclusion of the Title VI analysis for the combined September/February proposed revisions.  They appear consistent with the methodology used historically, which has been approved by Council.  

Council has also placed strong emphasis on robust consideration of equity and social justice values in review of county policy. These equity and social justice policies are found in the King County Strategic Plan and the Council Strategic Plan, both of which include elements emphasizing the importance of equity and social justice, and on the “fair and just” principal.

Transit is an area that has a particularly engaged relationship with low income and minority users.  National studies indicate the heavy reliance of minorities and low income communities on transit services.

In this context, staff believes that there may be opportunities for further policy refinement related to the impacts on minority and low income communities.  It is recognized that there is a long history to the existing analysis methodology, developed with the involvement of many stakeholders—and that any effort to revise that methodology would, appropriately, engage those stakeholders in that effort.  The timeline and scoping for undertaking that work would need to be developed as an initial exercise.

While such discussions could take a number of directions, there are two issues noted below that can serve as examples of areas around which discussions might focus.

The Metro analysis, as noted, identifies the numbers of Metro bus trips for minority census tracts, and the numbers of bus trips for non-minority census tracts. Bus trips are addressed in unit terms--that is, one bus trip is assumed to have the same value as any other bus trip, anywhere in the system.  

“The determination as to whether the proposed reductions would have a disparate impact on minority populations was made by comparing changes in the number of Metro bus trips serving minority or non-minority census tracts.  Similarly, the determination as to whether the proposed reductions would have a disproportionate burden on low-income populations was made by comparing changes in the number of Metro bus trips serving low-income and non-low-income census tracts.” 

Upon this basis, the analysis compares the proposed reductions in service hours for minority and non-minority tracts, and concludes, because the proportional numbers of bus trip reductions—as a part of all minority tract bus trips-- is less than the proportional numbers of non-minority bus trip reductions--as a part of all non-minority tract bus trips, that there is no disproportionate impact to minorities resulting from the proposed service reductions.  A parallel approach, using the same rationale, is conducted for the low-income analysis.

The review described above could include consideration of the following matters: 

Variance in Rides per Trip per Route
A given unit of service--a single transit trip, or a single service hour--can vary substantially in the numbers of rides provided.  In materials accompanying the transmittal, Metro has illustrated this point.  Annualized rides for Spring 2013 for Route 8 are 3,194,700, while for Route 161, annualized rides are 101,800.  This suggests that, for example, the reduction in service, based on rides per trip, on a given route, can affect substantially greater numbers of persons than the same reduction in service—numbers of trips--on another route.  So even if the numbers of trips reduced were substantially fewer in a “minority” census tract, it could still be that the numbers of individual rides impacted, could be greater.  

Relative Group Reliance on Transit
It is useful to note the comparative level of reliance on transit among communities, as a way of analyzing whether an equivalent reduction has a greater impact on one community as compared with another.  There have been studies at the national level that suggest that low income and minority communities tend to rely on transit to a greater extent than higher income and non-minority communities[footnoteRef:5].  On a local basis, the U.S. Census Bureau included in its 2000 census report tabular information on the proportional rate of ownership of vehicles, by ethnicity, below: [5:  Travel Mode by Income Table, 2009 National Household Travel Survey, US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration; Annual Person Transit Trips by Income Table, 2009 National Household Travel Survey, US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration;  Percent Persons in 0-Vehicle Households by Poverty Level, Ruggles, Steven, J. Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Matthey B. Schroeder, and Matthew Sobek (2010); Table 5: Basic Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics of Residents in Households with and Without Access to Automobiles in 2000—Socioeconomic Differences in Household Automobile Ownership Rates Berube Deacon Raphael ] 






	
	Automobile Ownership by Race 
	
	
	Source: US Census 2000, SF3

	
	King County and Seattle, 2000
	
	
	
	

	
	
	King County
	Percent
	
	Seattle
	Percent
	
	Balance of King County
	Percent

	All households
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	No vehicle
	66,244
	9.3%
	
	42,180
	16.3%
	
	24,064
	5.3%

	
	1 or more cars
	644,672
	
	
	216,330
	
	
	428,342
	

	
	Total H'holds
	710,916
	
	
	258,510
	
	
	452,406
	

	

	Non-Hispanic -white households
	

	
	No car
	43,451
	7.8%
	
	26,526
	13.7%
	
	16,925
	4.6%

	
	1 or more cars
	517,137
	
	
	167,457
	
	
	349,680
	

	
	Total H'holds
	560,588
	
	
	193,983
	
	
	366,605
	

	

	Black households
	

	
	No car
	7,493
	21.1%
	
	5,374
	29.0%
	
	2,119
	12.5%

	
	1 or more cars
	28,032
	
	
	13,142
	
	
	14,890
	

	
	Total H'holds
	35,525
	
	
	18,516
	
	
	17,009
	

	

	Native American Households
	

	
	No car
	1,150
	20.9%
	
	735
	34.2%
	
	415
	12.4%

	
	1 or more cars
	4,358
	
	
	1,413
	
	
	2,945
	

	
	Total H'holds
	5,508
	
	
	2,148
	
	
	3,360
	

	

	Asian-Pacific Island Households
	

	
	No car
	7,958
	12.3%
	
	5,735
	21.5%
	
	2,223
	5.9%

	
	1 or more cars
	56,480
	
	
	21,000
	
	
	35,480
	

	
	Total H'holds
	64,438
	
	
	26,735
	
	
	37,703
	

	

	Hispanic or Latino Households
	

	
	No car
	3,727
	13.9%
	
	2,157
	22.5%
	
	1,570
	9.1%

	
	1 or more cars
	23,062
	
	
	7,416
	
	
	15,646
	

	
	Total H'holds
	26,789
	
	
	9,573
	
	
	17,216
	

	

	Two-or-more race Households
	

	
	No car
	2,971
	14.4%
	
	2,008
	23.2%
	
	963
	8.1%

	
	1 or more cars
	17,593
	
	
	6,634
	
	
	10,959
	

	
	Total H'holds
	20,564
	
	
	8,642
	
	
	11,922
	

	

	Minority Households
	

	
	No car
	23,299
	15.2%
	
	16,009
	24.4%
	
	7,290
	8.4%

	
	1 or more cars
	129,525
	
	
	49,605
	
	
	79,920
	

	
	Total H'holds
	152,824
	
	
	65,614
	
	
	87,210
	



In summary, this table indicates that, in King County, the rate of no-car households among the minority community--15.2%--is almost twice as great as the rate of white households--7.8%.  

This suggests that a reduction in transit service for those with limited alternatives may have a significantly greater impact than an equivalent reduction in service for those with available alternatives.  Based on this table, it is apparent that--at least for the 2000 census period--the absence of alternatives to transit is significantly greater among minority communities; and that in Seattle, where a large part of the minority community resides, the differences are greater still. 

In sum, the Metro Title VI analysis provides the appropriate review of the questions of adverse impacts to minority and low income communities associated with the proposed September/February reductions recommended by Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382.

The Council’s review of this analysis also provides an opportunity to initiate an internal and a regional discussion regarding the role and use of transit by historically disadvantaged populations.  This discussion could also incorporate the County's implementation of a low-income transit fare for adults in families with incomes below 200 percent of the federal poverty guideline.  As the County's emphasis on the question of social equity increases, the Council could work towards policy framework and tools that are more highly sensitive and refined when adding and reducing the transit system.  

POTENTIAL “BUYBACKS” OF REDUCED SERVICE BY OTHER JURISDICTIONS
Under the Executive’s “Community Mobility Contracts” program, jurisdictions and entities can now contract with the County to pay for the cost of maintaining service on routes subject to reduction or elimination.  

Section 1 of the proposed ordinance approves the service change, as defined in Attachment A, effective February 14, 2015 in a traditional manner.  Sections 2 and 3 of the proposed ordinance would provide a mechanism through which jurisdictions may propose to enter into a Community Mobility Contract in order to "buy back" transit reductions.  Section 2 provides that if Proposition 1[footnoteRef:6] passes, the entire February 2015 service change would be delayed to June 2015.  This delay, at a cost to the County of approximately $4.3 million[footnoteRef:7] would provide additional time for the County to work with the City of Seattle and any other interested jurisdictions on Community Mobility Contracts as provided by Section 3.   [6:  The Seattle Transportation Benefit District (TBD) has on the November ballot a transit funding measure, Proposition 1.  If approved by the TBD electorate (all City of Seattle voters), Proposition 1 would generate revenue that the Seattle TBD could use to “buy back” transit service.
]  [7:  $5.7 million in expenditures offset by $1.4 million in revenue, as calculated by the Transit Division.] 


Section 3 states that any jurisdiction or entity can work with the County to buy back transit service reduced by Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382.  The Section further states that the Executive should transmit to the Council any such agreement, together with an ordinance approving it, by December 15, 2014.  If the Council approves the agreement by March 2, 2015, the service reduction would not go into effect in June 2015.

During legal review, it was identified that the language had some technical inconsistencies with the Executive's intent.  As such, a technical amendment has been drafted to achieve the original intent by clarifying the wording of Sections 2 and 3 to be clear that the provision for buyback agreements applies only if the Seattle TBD Proposition 1 passes.  

The Executive has asked the Council to approve Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382 by mid-September.


AMENDMENT

Staff have prepared a draft technical amendment (Amendment 1) to Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382 that would consolidate Sections 2 and 3, and reword to achieve the original proposed intent.  Draft Amendment 1 is Attachment 18 to this staff report.


ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382 with Attachment A
2. Transmittal Letter with attachments, including Community Outreach Report and Title VI Service Equity Analysis
3. Ad Hoc Committee Recommendation
4. Letter from Bellevue College dated August 27, 2014
5. DART Report
6. East King County Restructure Area Map
7. Queen Anne-Capitol Hill-Central Seattle-Southeast Seattle Restructure Area Map
8. I-5 South and Kent Restructure Area Map
9. Northeast Seattle Restructure Area Map
10. North Central Seattle and Magnolia Restructure Area Map
11. West Seattle Restructure Area Map
12. Map of all February 2015 proposed reductions
13. Map of approved September 2014 and proposed February 2015 reductions
14. Transit Enterprise Financial Plan dated 08/21/2014
15. September 2014 and February 2015 Transit Service Reductions--Revised—Title VI Service Equity Analysis
16. Impact of September 2014 and February 2015 Service Changes on Minority Communities
17. Impact of September 2014 and February 2015 Service Changes on Low Income Communities
18. Draft Amendment




LINKS

1. Proposed Ordinance 2014-0382 and its attachments:
http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=1898214&GUID=A870A97B-0819-48B8-A247-4D1A1C0163A8&Options=ID|Text|&Search=2014-0382

2. Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 2011-2021:
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/pdf/KCMTStratPlan_2013_Update_LR.pdf

3. King County Metro Service Guidelines:
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/pdf/Metro_ServiceGuidelines_2013.pdf

4. Ordinance 17848
http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=3239744&GUID=D4580755-F6F7-4723-888D-6C56C6DE6585
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