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August 16, 1995 Introduced By:
Maggi Fimia
Greg Nickels
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CLERK: 10/9/95 Proposed No. : 95-616

1 MOTION No.9 619

2

3

4
5

6

7

A MOTION approving a plan for a
transportation and commute trip reduction
program for Metropolitan King County
worksites.

WHEREAS, the Commute Trip Reduction Law is a Washington

8 State statute requiring maj or employers to reduce the

9 percentage of employees who commute to work by single-

occupancy vehicles, and

WHEREAS, King County is a major employer with worksites

affected by the Commute Trip Reduction Act, and

WHEREAS, in the 1995 budget the Metropolitan King County

Council called for a transportation plan for the, employees of

King County intended to establish the county's leadership in

implementing the state Commute Trip Reduction Act, and

WHEREAS, the proposed transportation plan provides

parity for employees in the provision of transit passes and

other transportation incentives and improves the chances that

King County will achieve Commute Trip Reductions goals at all

of its affected worksites, and

WHEREAS, the county's affected worksites outside

downtown Seattle are having significant difficulties

achieving Commute Trip Reduction goals, therefore requiring

increased emphasis on transportation incentives to increase

the use of carpools, bicycling, walking, and other program
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9679
i elements (telecommuting, alternative work schedules, etc.) to

2 reduce drive alone commuting to those worksites, and

3 WHEREAS, the management of parking at county worksi tes

4 to eliminate incentives for single-occupancy vehicle

5 commuting is an element of the Commute Trip Reduction

6 Program;

7 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT MOVED by the Council of King

8 County: The Employee Transportation Program (Attachment A)

9 is hereby adopted. The executive is requested to include

10 provisions for a demonstration program in the 1996 budget and

11 for implementation of the transit páss program in the 1997

12 budget for consideration of the council.

13 BE IT FURTHER MOVED: The executive is further requested

14 to prepare an addendum to the employee transportation program

15 detailing policy and implementation guidelines for an

16 employee telecommuting program. The addendum should be

17 submitted to the council for adoption by motion by

18 December 1, 1995.
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BE IT FURTHER MOVED: The executive is further requested

2 to implement the fully subsidized transit pass provisions of

3 the employee transportation program for all county employees

4 starting July 1, 1996 subject to identification of funding in

5 the 1996 adopted budget.

10
11

12

13
14

6 PASSED by a vote of /;L lj rg day ofthisto

7 O~ , 19!J
8

9

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

X-
Cha i r

f~,

ATTEST:

LuCc7~
. Clerk of the Council

15 Attachments: A. Employee Transportation Program

16
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King County Employee Transporttion Plan

Executive Summary

In 1995, the County acquired regional responsibilty for public transportation when voters
approved consolidation with Metro. The County workforce grew to over 11,000
employees with the merger. Employees in each of the workforces have diferent
transporttion programs. Metro employees have a fuy-subsidied tranit pass and Kig

County employees have a paraly subsidized pass. The merger rased both party and

transportation issues sice the County assumed a lager role in Growth Management and
Commute Trip Reducton. The Executive and the Counci diected stafto provide a new
transportation benefit plan for County employees.

In the 1995 Budget, the Council provided laguage calg for "a traportation plan for

the employees of Kig County intended to establish the county's leadership in
implementing the state Commute Trip Reduction Act (CTR) though 1999." It directed
the Executive to trmit a plan by mid-year tha contai an analysis of funding options

for implementation, including parkig charges at Kig County worksites.

The current program has been highy successfu in attcting County employees to tranit.

Pass sales have risen from about 1,200 in 1994 to 1,741 in July of this year - a 45%
increase. Although the program has been highy successful in areas well served by transit,
afected CTR sites outside of downtown Seatte are not meetig goals. Moreover, there
continue to be issues of party and funding. To that end, the Executive is recommendig a
program be developed in cooperation with unions and employee groups and phased-in by
1997

The major objectives of the program are to: 1) provide party in employee transporttion

programs, and 2) comply with local Commute Trip Reduction ordinances.

The alternatives that were considered addressed thr~e basic concern:

o What program elements should be included in the program?

o How should the program elements be introduced?

o How should the program elements be fuded to mie impacts to CX fund?

i
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Executive Recommendtions

The recommendd program which meets the major objecties provides that:

o In 1997, all County employees wil receive a fully-subsidized tranit pass.
o In 1997, all County employees, except those in the Seattle CBD; wil be eligiblefor

a voucher program for carooling, bicycling or walking.
o In 1996, a fully-subsidized trant pa, voucher program an parking mangement

program wil be demonsated at the Youth Services Center.
o Parking mangement stategies wil be exained for cost-effectiveness an

implementation at other sites.
o Home Free Guarantee be extended to all County sites in 1996.
o Flexible working hours be promoted an telecommuting policies an programs be

developed
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L Purpose

The priar purpose of ths report is to provide long-term directon for the Kig County
employee transportation program that demonstes leadership in meetig Commute Trip
Reduction requirements, a bargaig approach for the tranportation program and a

method for funding the program. The report responds to a Council budget proviso
requesting a plan to be provided to the Council by mid-1995.

II Background

In the 1995 budget, the Executive requested and the Counci approved an increae in the
bus pass subsidy to $20 per month for County employees outside the Deparent of
Metropolitan Servces (Metro) and to add cert elements, such as a guaranteed ride
home program to decrease drve alone commuting to County worksites. Meto also
established a $45 flat-rate pass for Kig County employees that is vald on al Metro
servces. A demonstration project providing vouchers to emP.1oyees who caroo~
bicycle, or wal to the County's Renton Public Works facilties also was included in the
budget.

Prior to that time, Kig County had established a bus pass subsidy of $5 per month for its
employees (1987). Over the las six yeas, the County has offered monthy passes for
Metro, Community Transit, Pierce Transit, and Kitsap Transit (with ferr) and anual
passes for Metro and Community Transit. Despite rising transit pass costs, the County did
not increase its $5 subsidy level between 1987 and 1994.

In 1995, Metro employees continued to receive a fully subsidied bus pass. Metro also
reimburses Community Transit for alowig Meto employees to use their servce. A

guaranteed ride home program was intiated in 1995 for both Meto and for other County
worksites afeced by the Commute Trip Reducton law and local ordinances.

Consolidation has raised issues of equity among employees and resulted in reexation
of County bus pass subsidies and other tranportation progr elements. Local Commute
Trip Reducton ordinances require the County to consder meases to reduce drve alone
. commutig among emplòyeçs at major worksites. The employee tranportation program
supports Countyde Traporttion Plang Policies, which required inclusion of a
transportation demand maagement element.
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m. Goals

The County is a regional governent responsible for public transportation. It has
assumed a major leadership role in implementing the Commute Trip Reduction Act and
the Growth Management Act. The intent of its employee transportation program is to
furter achieve the ais of legislation by changig the commute behavior of County
employees.

The goals of the employee transportation program are to:

o provide equity in transportation benefits for employees
o achieve Commute Trip Reduction goals
o maitai leadership role in Growt Management and Commute Trip Reducton.

The County also has a local governent responsibilty for building and maitaig roads
in unicorporated areas. The County's land use and transportation policies clearly support
transit, caroolig, vanpoolig, bicyclig and walg as effcient travel means.

Tranporttion demad management stategies also are stongly supported in the County's
policies and plans.

Kig County ha long recogned its employees' impact on tranportation facities as a
result of commuting to and from work. With approxiately 11,000 employees afer
consolidation, the County work force represents one of the largest in the state.

Though its early work in reducig vehicle commute trps among its employees, the
County and Metro have been able to brig stronger employer perspectives to the public
policy table. The County and Metro have exeriented with varous demad mangement
strategies in an attempt to beter understand their application in the work envionment.
The proposed plan represents a stong attempt to provide incentives that support a varety
of employment situations.

The issues of equity among County employees and travel needs to work are addressed
by the proposa. The nees of the County's worksites outside of downtown Seatte in
complyig with the Commute Trip Reduction law and ordinances are included in .the
solutions. The program discussion and recommendations are products of caefu
balancing of these goals with budgetar realties.

4



"

9679
-~

IV. The Program.

The recommended program for Kig County employees focuses on achievig party for
employees and addressing other transportation needs by 1997. The intent of the program
is to focus on the development oflong-term solutions at these sites. The framework for
this program is as follows:

o Achieve party for employees in a timely maner.
o Phase-in employee transportation plan by 1997.
o Develop parkig management stategies for County employees.
o Provide a cost effective and ficialy feasible program.

o Develop policies and strategies to work with unions and employee groups
to phase in parkig management and gai employee acceptance.

In reachig a decision about the direction of the program the Council should exame
funding alternatives which include. consideration of parkig charges. Council decisions
about funding are signcant because they afect both the employee tranportation

program alternatives and other Kig County program. Ths wi mean balancing budget
considerations agaist the effectveness and goals of the alterntives.

v. Issues .

The key issues for consideration have been identifed as:

o party of employee transportation programs,

o a method to address employee and collective bargaig,

o lited fiancial resources,

o four of eight Kig County sites afected by Commute Trip Reduction do not

meet the 1995 goals,
o two additional sites (Eas Base and West Point Treatment Plant) may be afeced

in 1996

These issues afec what and when program elements might be offered to employees.
Implementig the employee trporttion program in two years is largely determed by
these considerations. Kig County worksites var signcantly. There are many sites with

only a few employees, such as health public works, parks, cours, and water treatment

plants. These sites are not afeced by local Commute Trip Reduction ordinances. The .
large employment sites which include Youth Servces, Cedar His, Renton (Pblic Works,
Heath, Parks and Distct Cours) Easpointe, downtown Seatte, and Southbase, are al
afected by CTR requirements. Some of these sites are well sered by tranit whie
others are not.
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The County also provides free parkig for employees at most of its sites. Ths generaly
reflects the fact that these sites are located outside the Seattle CBD where the market has
no parkig charges. Equaly important, County sites do not incorporate measures that
manage parkig by liting Supply. The lack of controls on parkig encourages drive
alone commuting. Employee groups have not supported the introducton of parkig
charges at the Youth Servces Center and the Water Qualty Lab but they were not
opposed to controls on the supply of parkig.

Four of the eight Kig County sites afected by Commute Trip Reduction do not meet the
1995 goals for reduction of single occupant vehicle trips. Two additional sites wi be
afected in 1996. Five of eight do not meet the 1997 goals and only two sites, located in
downtown Seatte, meet the 1999 goals. See Figure 1: erR Sites Current and Goal
SOV Rates

Some sites have a large number of union employees. Some sites have employees
represented by severa unions or may have a mi of represented and non-represented
employees. In the case of Metro, the bargaig agreement with American Transit Union

includes a requirement that employees receive a fuy-subsidized tranit pass.

Phasing employee transportation progrs over two years wi achieve party in a

timely maner, be fiancialy responsible and provide employees in areas outside

downtown Seattle with incentives to caroo~ bicycle or wal to work. It also wi result

in less complicated program admStration.

6



10
0%

_

90
%

_

.8
0%

_

70
%

_

60
%

_

50
%

_

40
%

_

30
%

_

20
%

_

10
%

_

0%
_

L
eg

.e
nd

C
ur

re
nt

 .
K

in
g 

C
ou

nt
y

C
om

m
ut

e 
T

rip
 R

ed
uc

tio
n

C
ur

re
nt

 a
nd

 G
oa

l S
O

Y
 R

at
es

19
95

 g
oa

l

19
97

 g
oa

l

19
99

 g
oa

l

Y
ou

th
C

en
te

r
So

ut
h

B
as

e
E
a
s
t
p
o
i
n
t
e
 
C
e
d
a
r
 
R
e
n
t
o
n

H
ill

s

* 
E
a
s
t
 
K
i
n
g
 
C
o
.
 
M
e
t
r
o
 
M
e
t
r
o

B
as

e 
C

rlh
ou

se
 E

xc
ha

ng
e 

C
en

tr
al

 A
tl.

C
o
m
p
l
e
x
 
B
l
d
g
.
 
B
a
s
e

4 
ou

t o
f 

8 
af

fe
ct

ed
 K

in
g 

C
ou

nt
y 

si
te

s 
do

 n
ot

 m
ee

t 1
99

5 
C

T
R

 g
oa

ls
*E

as
t B

as
e 

Is
 n

ot
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 a
n 

af
fe

ct
ed

 s
ite

. I
t i

s 
ex

pe
ct

ed
 to

 b
ec

om
e 

an
 a

ffe
ct

ed
 s

ite
 b

y 
19

96
.

10
0%

_

90
%

_

80
%

_

70
%

_

60
%

_

50
%

40
%

_

30
%

_

20
%

_

10
%

_

0%
_ co ~ ~ C

O

M
et

ro
 G

ra
ph

ic
s

5
0
5
2
2
j
l
P
M
5
 
.
.
-



,',9,6,79 ~

VI Status of the 1995 Progrm

The current transportation management programs for Kig County and Metro are
described in detai in Attachment A of this report. That attachment provides inormation
about the program elements at County sites. Current usage and budget are discussed.
See Attachment A: Transortaton Management Program

VI Recommended Program Elements

The three major program elements that were considered include: 1) a fully or parialy
subsidized transit pass, 2) a voucher program for caroolig, bicyclig and walg, and
3) a parking management/travel alowance. Alternative scenaros were developed and
examed for cost effectiveness and their abilty to achieve the CTR goals. The
alternatives vared 'by tye of worksite. Summares of these alteratives are provided in
the attachments. The fial recommendation drew from these alternatives and represents a
restructrig of them. See Attachment B: Alternatve Program Strategies

Trant Pas

The County should provide a fully-subsidized tranit pass to each employee because it
provides party between employees in Meto and other deparments.

The County currently provides a $20 subsidy for employees purchasing a $45 per month
transit pass whie Metro employees receive a fully-subsidized transit pass. The alternatives
that were exaed provide: 1) some employees with a parial subsidy and others a full
subsidy, 2) each employee with a fully-subsidied pass, or 3) a fully-subsidized pass to
transit employees and other employees with the choice of a voucher for caroolig, bikg

and walg or a fuy-subsidied pass. There were varations to the las alternative
based on where employees worked i.e. Seattle CaD vs. non-CBD, and how sites were
funded i.e. CX or non-ex

The County wi have to invest an estated $1.8 mion anualy by the year 2000 to
provide employees with a fuy-subsidied trit pass. Ths includes an estimated

$414,000 from Tranit Deparent for employee passes. Another $187,000 from Water

Pollution Control and $1.2 mion would be requied to subsidize employees of other
County deparents. Ths alternve provides party beteen employees and wi be

instruental in complyig with local CTR ordinces.

A fuy-subsidie tranit pass wi not be successf by itself in helping the County comply

with the CTR law. Al employees at trit bases and treatment plants cuently have

fully-subsidied trait pases but only the Attic-Central base has achieved the 1995

and 1997 CTR goals.

7
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The County should provide a voucher to employees who commute to work outside the
Seattle CBD by caroolig, bicyclig or walg. Ths program supports compliance with

CTR at County sites with lited or no transit servce. It is not applied in the Seatte CBD
because transit servce is readily avaiable to most employees.

The voucher program provides employees with a certifcate or check worth up to $20 per
month that may be redeemed for goods or servces from local retaiers. For example, a

voucher may be used to purchae gasolie from BP or shoes from RE. The voucher
provides an incentive to use alternatives to drve alone commuting.

The voucher would be implemented at Youth Servces Center, Water Qualty Lab, West
Point Treatment Plant, Renton, Cedar His and Northbase in 1996 and at al other sites
outside downtown Seattle in 1997.

Parking Mangement

One of the most effectve ways to reduce commute trps and comply with the goals
established by Growth Mangement and Commute Trip Reducton is to control the
parkig supply at employment sites. When parkig is abundan and free, there is little
incentive to ride tranit, bike, wal or carool to work. When parkig is lited,
commuters are encouraged to consider alternative ways to commute. Ths is paricularly
true when parkig controls are combined with incentives for commuters who do not drive
alone.

Under the recommendation, a parkig mangement program which controls the supply of
parkig would be introduced at the Youth Servces Center in 1996. The program
provides for electonic management of the employee parkig supply and encourages
transit, caroolig, bicyclig and walg. In the parkig management program
employees wi receive a tranporttion credit on an eleconicaly coded card. Employees
could spend their credit on parkig or apply the unused porton to vouchers. Parkig
controls provide incentives which encourage non-SOY commutig.

The parkig magement program requires capital investent in parkig ars which
control access to parkig. The capital costs are estimated to be very high and retrofittg

County facities with parkig controls at ths time is probably not feasible. Parkig
management was not included in the fi recommendation because of the apparent high
capital cost.

Instead, Metro wi exame parkig mangement at other sites ánd other parkig
management stategies to determe their cost effectveness and abilty to support
Commute Trip Reduction. Instalg parkig controls durig a facity modifcation or

8
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durig construction of a new facilty is liely to be more cost effective and effcient.
These opportnities should be identifed along with their tig and costs.

The Cc;mnty should develop and adopt policies that include parkig management
as par of site design for new County facilties planed for construction. Parkig
management policies also should address County lease facilties. Policies should be
developed and adopted to give preferential consideration to siting leased or constructed
facilties in areas that are conveniently located near transit and fully-developed pedestrian
and bicycle circulation systems. These policies wi. support Growth Management and
reduce reliance on single-occupant vehicles.

Home Free Guarantee

The County should expand the Home Free Guarantee Program to al employees in 1996.
Ths program was provided to al Metro employees and al County employees in CTR
afected sites in 1995. The program ensures that employees who commute by transit,
vanpoolig, caroolig, bicyclig or walg wi have a mean to get home in cases of

an emergency. Employees are lited to the number of ties they may use the progr
The program currently cost the County $22,016. 114 employees have used the Home
Free Guarantee program as of July 1995.

Flexible W orkig.Hours and Telecommuting

Flexible workig hours and telecommuting offers the County another potential mean to
reduce employee commute trps, to accommodate special needs of employees, to increase
employee motivation, or to increae productvity. Both Metro and Kig Count currently
have agencyde policies related to alternative work schedules. Metro's policies alow
supervsors to establish compressed work weeks, job shag, reduced work hours, or
flexible work hours for their non-represented employees.

The County's Alternative Work Schedule policy is enablig, alowig deparments and
divisions withi deparents to adopt their own policy based on the model provided in

the Countyde policies. These policies address compressed work weeks and flexble

work hours. It does not estlish an implementig policy for any County deparents.
County policies beteen Meto and other deparents should be reviewed and they

should be consistent for al employees.

The Countyde policies encourage deparents to adopt a policy but do nothig to
promote their estlishment. Metro's CTR Servces Group and the Huan Resources
stafhave been workig to develop and implement presentations for Metro staf about
alternative work schedule agreements in an effort to promote the policies with employees
and maagement. A broader County efort to promote the alternative work hours shouldbe made. '
Metro adopted a telecommuting policy in Januar 1991. Although County stafhave

9
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been collecting inormation about telecommuting options, the County does not have
and adopted telecommuting policy.

There have been occasions in County deparments when telecommuting has been used
successfully. Without policy authorition, telecommutig by County employees has
occurred on a sporadic basis. The County should exame telecommuting durig 1996
and develop policies and a plan to implement by 1997. The plan should exame the cost
effectiveness of diferent approaches, determe which are the most suitable for the
County and how they may be implemented.

Recommendation

The recommendd program, which meets the major objectives, provides that:
o In 1997, all County employees wil receive a fully-subsidized trant pass.
o In 1997, all County employees, except those in the Seattle CBD, wil be eligiblefor

a voucher program for carooling, bicycling or walking. '
o In 1996, afully subsidize trant pas, voucher program an paking mangement

program to be demonsated at the Youth Servces Center.
o Parking mangement stategies be exained for cost-effectveness an

implementaton at other sites.
o Home Free Guarantee be extendd to all County sites in 1996.
o Flexible working hours be promoted an telecommuting policies an Programs be

developed

See Attachment C: Recommnded Program.
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vm Phasing Implementation

Afer program elements are selected, the County should decide how soon to implement
them. The major considerations in phasing are how quickly the County wants to
implement the program and achieve its goals for party and Commute Trip Reduction and
how it wants to assume the fiancial impacts of the program.

Timing

Two and four year program implementation periods were exed. The two
year program is probably the earliest time frame when the major program elements could
be implemented. Ths is because tie is needed to test program elements, resolve issues
and negotiate with unions and employees on the development and design of the program.
The County may not have the imediate ficial resources for the progr and some.

program elements could take more than two years to implement.

The benefit of the two year phase is that party between employee programs and
compliance with Commute Trip Reducton goals would be achieved sooner. A two yea
phaing introduces large budget impac in 1997 and reduced impact in later years. In
1997, cost are $2.0 mion with the impact to the CX fund increasing by $346,000.

Thereafer, cost increases to CX are on the order of $52,000 anuay unti the yea 2000.

A four year phase-in fais to achieve party unti year 2000. Employees would be treated
diferently which is less acceptable to them. Some of them would receive fully-subsidied
passes whie others would contiue to pay a user fee. The County would also have to

maitai separte admistrative stategies to address the program dierences. Ths may
increase admstrative costs. A four year program wi cost the sae begig in 1997
but the anual CX impact is between $157,000 and $108,000.

The total anual program cost for either a two or four years are estimated to be $2.3
mion by year 2000. A two year program is recommended because it achieves party at
the earliest date, is more liely to reduce adnlstration, and overa ficig wi easier
afer 1997.

11



9679 .~
IX. Funding and Financing

Funding and fiancig sttegies are a crcial issues for the employee tranportation

program. The two major considerations are 1) what sources the program should
rely on for funding and 2) how to mi budget impact and mae the program
fiancialy feasible.

The recommended program introduces a fuy-subsidied trsit pas and voucher

program for County employees in 1997. Ths elites employee user fees and shis

the burden of fiancig the trsit pass to County deparents.

The total cost to the County to provide the progr are estated at $2.3 mion by yea
2000. The major impact occus in 1997 when al employees receive the tranit pass and
voucher program. Total progr costs in 1997 are $2.0 mion.
See Attachment D: Employee Transortaton Program Budget

Funding Options

The alternatives for funding the employee tranporttion program are:

. 0 continue existg practice which includes employee user fees with a subsidy funded

though CX and other funds with reimursement from other deparments,
o provide a full subsidy though deparenta overhead,
o assign funds in excess of opertig, matenace, and capital reimbursement from

garage parkig fees in downtown Seatte to the progr or
o charge for parkig at County sites with controlled parkig.

Alternatives, such as employee user fee, reduce impact to ex and other funds but they
contiue inequities betWeen employee. If user fees are applied to some employees but
not others, inequities contiue. Oter stategies, such.as parkig charges are dicut to
implement because they support exstg deparents, such as Facities or Human

Servces, and are not acceptale to many employee organtions.

User Fees an Subsidies

Kig County employees wi pay approxiately $497,100 for subsidized trsit passes in
1995. Cx, Public Works and other funds contnòuted $359,360 which provided the $20

, per month subsidy for County employees who commute by trt and vanpoolig. Water

Pollution Control provides $187,000 and the Trat Deparent, an estted $414,000,
for a fully-subsidized employee trait pass.

In the 1996 budget, the County subsidy would increae to $432,000 and the user fee
would generate $540,000. The increae in subsidies and user fees results from the 1995
budget base of 1,600 pass saes increaing to 1,800 in 1996 One thousad seven hundred
fort one tranit passes were sold in July 1995.

12
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Two Year Elimination of User Fees - Increasing Subsidy

Under the proposal, user fees would end in 1997. Al employees would receive a fuy-
subsidized tranit pass. County deparments would have to provide approxiately
$972,000 to subsidize the transit pass. Water Pollution Control also would contiue to
provide $187,000 and Transit an estimated $414,000. Al County employees would have
a fully-subsidized trit pass and party would be achieved.

The total cost of al 1997 program elements would be $2.0 mion and the additional
impact on CX that year would be $346,000. Afer 1997, the impact to funds is more
modest. Then, the anual increae to al funds is about $94,000 including the anual CX
increase of approxitely $52,000 until the year 2000. Total program costs would then

be $2.3 mion.
See Attachment D: King County Employee Transortaton Budget - Flexass

Program

Four Year Elimination of User Fees - Increasng Subsidy

Eliatig user fees over a four year period wi mean tht party wi not be achieved

until the yea 2000. The fial progr costs of$2.3 mion are the sae in year 2000
as they are under the two year eliation of user fees. The four year phaing continues

to reale some user fees unti 1999. Some employees wi contiue to pay them until
1997 whie others wi be fully-subsidized. Admistration may be more complex and
additional costs may be incurred because two tyes of progr would be operated.

The total program costs in 1997 are also $2.0 mion. The real implication is that between
1997 and year 2000, the anual increase to al funds are estimated to be beteen $197,000
and $287,000. Anua CX fud increaes wi be beteen $158,000 and $108.000 each

year. See Attachment D: King County Employee Transortaton Budget - Eliminaton

o/User Fees

Parking Chages

Parkig charges are another way to provide revenue for the employee tranportation

program. They also provide a disincentive to drivig atone. The alteratives which best

achieve the Commte Trip Reducton goals included parkig chages. They would reduce
impacts on other funds but are dicut to implemen and requie signcant work with
employee organtions and deparents. Parkig revenues cuently support other
County deparents and responsibilties.

If revenues from the downtown garge were applied to the tranporttion program
County codes and policies would require amending. Curently under Chapter 3.32.090

County Automotive Parkig Facities, "Al parkig revenues derved from the increae of

parkig ratès for covered and uncovered parkig effecve on or afer Januar 1, 1989

13
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shal be reserved for the support of health and human servces and shal be deposited in the
Health and Human Servces Set-aside Fund."

Parkig revenues are collected by the Facilties Deparment and used to meet their
operations, maitenance and debt requirements. Facilties reales $ 496,560 in revenue

from parkig charges at the downtown Gaage and $216,216 from the lot at 5th and
Jefferson. An additional $11,880 in revenues is generated from rentals at the Corrections
Facilty. Approxiately $404,376 of this revenue is used for Facities Management
Deparment operations. The balance of approxitely $320,280 is included in the Health
and Human Servces Set-Aside Fund.

Alowig parkig revenues to be used in support of transportation program at sites
recognes the greater connection between chargig employees for parkig and applyig it
to their tranportation program. Human servces are an appropriate investment for the
County and to keep them whole, some revenues currently used to support the
transportation program should be substituted for the parkig revenues.

If parkig charges were introduced at County controlled facities, they wi impact
employees. In order to mie this impact parkig charges may have to be coupled

with a transportation alowance of equal value. Ths would also increase employee
acceptance and faciltate their introducton. Parkig chages colleced at a site should
also be reinvested in the progrs at the site. Whether a traporttion alowance wi
gain acceptance or whether the parkig chages on some employees can be balanced
agaist transportation benefits for other employees would be major consideration in unon
and employee negotiations.

F1exass Financing

Fully-Subsidized Flexpass Prcing of Trant Passes

The County should elite the user fee for employees in 1997 . User fees wi provide an
estimated $540,000 in 1996. The loss of this revenue would be absorbed by deparents.

In order to mie impacts, the progr could be fianced with a flexass pncig

scheme. Ths spreads the costs over a four year period whie providing al employees
with a tranit pass in 1997. The lagest single impact to funds occurs in 1997 when
user fees are eliated. Over the nex thee year, impacts are smaler until they stabile

in year 2000.

Flexpass pricing of the transit pass .estimates the cost of the trit porton of the budget
based upon actal tnps taen by the employees. A per tnp cost is multiplied by the
number of actal tnps taen to determe the total cost of the trit use. The Coun
would not pay a set cost for a tranit pass which is used diferently by diferent employees.
Al employees would be offered a fully-subsidized trit pass good thoughout Kig

14
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County. Costs remai fied for one year and any additional transit trips taken durig the
fist year by employees are free.

Costs ~urig the second and succeeding years wi liely rise as more employees use
transit. To address the increased use of transit, the County would pay the baselie costs
of the fist year plus one-thid (1/3) of the costs of new transit trips. In the thid year, the
County would pay baselie costs plus two-thids (2/3) of the new transit trps. Afer the

fourth year, the County would pay the full cost of al transit trps.

The alternative would be to eliate user fees over four years. Ths reduces impacts

to most funds because some employees continue to pay a portion of the transit costs. But,
it mean that party would not be achieved unti the year 2000 because other employees
wi receive a fully-subsidized program. The admistration of the program and the
inequities wi be more cumbersome to address over this longer period.

Reimbursement from Deparent Overhead

The County cuently relies on Cx, Public Works and other fuds to support the program
for deparments other than the Deparent of Metropolitan Servces.

The current transportation benefits are being used by employees of al County
deparents. Non-CX deparments with the exception of Public Works should identi

these costs in their overhead in order to reduce the impact to CX and Public Works. In
1996, the method of payment should be changed from current methodology to bilg on

actal usage. The Licensing Deparent would continue to admister the progr and
the budget in 1996. CX fund would be recovered through Countyde cost alocation
plan. The estimted alocation of these costs for each deparment can bee seen in
Attachment F. See Attachment Eo' Estimaed Allocaton of Program Cost by
Deparment

. Funding and Financing Recommendations

o Finace the program with a flexps fuing stategy.

o Eliminae user fees in 1997.
o Include the employee tranrtation program in deparent overhead chages.

o Enact policies that allow the reinvestent of revenue from parking chages in
employee tranorton programs at the site to reduce impacts on site budgets an to
establish the relationship of paking chages to commute trp reduction.

o Home Free Guarantee be exendd to all County sites in 1996.
o Flexible working hours be promoted an telecommuting policies an programs be

deeloped

is
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x. Collective Bargaining Approaches

Kig County is legaly required to bargai over benefits and conditions of employment,
among other thgs. Varous features of the transporttion program require bargaig
with unons. Many of the sites considered for demonstrations or implementation of the
transportation program have union represented employees. Some of the sites have
employees that are represented by more.than one union. The union(s) may also represent
employees at other county sites that mayor may not be included in the transportation
program. Consequently, there are signcant logistcal problems the county faces in
bargaig with the potentialy afected represented employees. The followig is a list of
approaches the county has identied for bargaig with unions.

1. Existng Approach

The County could simply ofIer to extend the transportation program to represented
employees as funding becomes avaiable and if the union(s) agree. The offer could be
extended to individual unions or to al unions unionny. Ths approach has severa
unattractve features such as 1) there may not be adequate fuding to offer a benefit, such
as a fully subsidized tranit pass, to al employees 2) the offer of benefits to employees
does not, in and of itself assist the county in reachig goals for reducing single occupancy
vehicles 3) the offer of a benefit may not be the "right" benefit to reduce single

occupancy vehicles, e.g. a trsit pass is generaly more effective if there is transit servce
to the site, and 4) unions would generaly expect to be offered the sae benefits at the
same time especialy if it is just a uniateral conferrg of the sae.

2. Site by Site

The County could bargai with union(s) that represent employees at each specifc site, on
a site by site basis. With this approach, the benefits and other features of the
transportation progr could be taiored to the individual site to achieve the maum
afect of improvig benefits and reducing single occupancy vehicles. The unattractive

features of this approach ate 1) al the union( s) would have to reach the same agreement
with the county at each site, and 2) the union(s) could create inter problem for
themselves by agreeing to confer benefits to a lited number of its membership where
such unon( s) also represent employees at other sites.

3. Union-by-Union

The County could bargai with each union. With this approach, the unon would be able
to avoid problems with extendig benefits to a lited number of its members. The
unattctve features are tht 1) costs may lit the number of unons the benefits could be

extended to which is a problem when a specc site has more th one union representig

employees, and 2) the agreement may not recogne the unique issues for each site in
reducing single occupancy vehicles.

,16
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4. Coalition Bargaining

The County could ask unions to collectvely problem solve the issues with the county and
not suggest a single solution to the problem. The goals would be to expand benefits and
reduce single occupancy vehicles. Coaltion bargaig provides the best promise for
achievig across the board agreement on a consistent and equitable program for al
County employees. The priar difcultý wi be reachig agreement on a single solution
with unions that represent multiple interests.

There may be multiple solutions tht could be identied and implemented if agreeable to
the county and afected unions. Ths process could be referred to exsting processes tht

are in place, such as the Labor-Management Inrance Commttee, or done separately.

Proposed Process and Timeable

August 1995 Meet with Kig County Labor Counci on involvement of unions
in development and design of tranportation benefits program
Approach unons with proposa to form coaltion tea to be

involved in the development and design of the employee
trsportation program. .
Provide unions and maagement with discussion of alternatives
and costs.
Design program in cooperation with unons
Negotiations with unons
1997 budget submittal based upon negotiations.

August 1995

July- Sept '95
October '95 - th '96

June '96

Recommendation

o Coalition bargaining offers the best opportnity to develop a program tha meets the
needs of all Couty employees in cooperation with unions.

17
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XL Conclusions and Recommendations

The County has thee major issues for consideration in arvig at an employee
tratsportation program. These issues are:

o How to achieve party in employee tranportation programs.

o How to comply with local Commute Trip Reduction laws and achieve goals.

o How to fiance the employee transportation program.

Party

There are signcant diferences between trsportation program that Metro employees

receive and the one that other Kig County employees receive. Metro employees receive
a fully-subsidized tranit pass whie employees in other dep~ents have a $20 month
transit pass subsidy. The best way to achieve party is to provide each employee with the
same program.

Commute Trip Reduction

The 1995 employee transportation program has been highy successfu in attacting

employees to transit. The progr is priary successfu in downtown Seattle because of

the avaiabilty of transit servce.. Non-transit tranporttion benefits which support
vanpoolig, caroolig, bicyclig and walg are important outside downtown Seattle if

the County is to achieve its CTR goals.

A voucher program is the most feasible way to achieve goals outside downtown Seatte.
The program would be stengthened with a parkig management program. Alternative
parkig management sttegies and their effecveness should be investigated.

Labor unions and employees must be involved in the development and design of their
transportation program. A flexiòle progr of transportation benefits should be
developed and designed in cooperation with them.

Funding

Funding contiues to be a major issue with the program To achieve party in a tiely
maner, user fees should be phaed out in 1997. Deparents should assume a
full subsidy for the progr in their overhead. A flexass funding sttegy should be
adopted in order to mitigate the impact to County fuds.

New resources such as parkig charges should be exaed as a way to reduce impacts
on deparmental funds. If parkig charges are intuted at County sites, they should be
coupled with an equivalent trsporttion alowance to achieve employee acceptance.

18
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Recommendations

Achieve Party by 1997 and Fully Subsidize the Transit Pass

Program

The recommendd program which meets the major objects provides that:

o In 1997, all County employees receive a fully-subsidized trant pass.

o In 1997, all County employees be eligible for a voucher program for carooling,

bicycling or walking except those in, the Seattle CBD.
o In 1996, afully subsidized trant pa, voucher program an paking mangement

program to be demonstrated at the Youth Services Center.
o Parking mangement stategies be exained for cost-effectiveness an

implementation at other sites.

Financing and Funding

o Finace the program with a flexpass fuing stategy.
o Eliminate user fees by 1997.

o Include the employee tranortation program in deparent overhead chages.
o Enact policies that allow the reinvestent of revenue from paking chages in

employee tranortation programs at the site to reduce impats on site budgets an to
establish the relationship of parking chages to commute trip reduction.

Employee Bargaining

o Coalition bargaining offers the best opportity to develop a program tha meets the
needs of all County employees in cooperation with unions.

19
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Attachment A

1995 King County Tranorton Management Programs

The 1995 tranportation management program included the followig budgeted program
elements:

1. King County Tranit Pases

$45 per month flat-rate Metro pass with a $20 monthy subsidy. User fee is $25 per
month. $20 per month subsidy applies to Metro/ferr passes, Community Transit passes,
Pierce Tranit's Seatte Express passes, and Kitsap Tranit/ferr passes.

Utiltion:

Transit pass sales have grown steadily each month since the begig of 1995. In
Janua, 1,544 passes were purchased. By July, saes increased to 1,741 passes. Of these
about 1,232 are Metro passes. These figues compare with saes durig the sae month
in 1994 of approxiately 1,200 pass.

. Budget:

The 1995 budget for pass saes is based on 1,600 passes being sold each month. (1600 x
$20 = $32,000 per month). The sae of additiona passes wi resut in a budget shortal

at the end of the year of approxiately $20,000. Rather th makg an additional budget
request st proposes to trer fuds from area where implementation ha been

delayed to cover the progr ths year. '

2. Metro Trant Pases

Full-tie Metro employees are provided a fully-subsidized trit pass good on Metro and
Community Tranit. .

Budget:

Trait Deparent fuy subsidies bus passes but does not include th as a budget item
since it would be chagig and reimbursing itself Other Meto Deparents are included
in the budget bas on estted use. $187,000 is included in the 1995 budget for non-

Trant Metro employee passes.

3. King Cowty Vanl Subsidy

The Coun bus pass subsidy applies to Meto, Communty Trait, and Pierce Trait
vanpools. Employees purchas bus passes and the face value of the pass is applied to the
monthy vanpool fare. '

ii
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Utilition:

13 passes sold by Kig County were applied to vanpool fares as of May 1995.

4. Metro Vanpool Subsidy

Metro employees can use their il card for a credit of $36.25 per month toward a vanpool
fare. In 1994, an average of 18 employees used their vanpool benefits. In 1995, the

average has risen to 20 per month.

5. Home Free Guarantee

The County implemented a home free guarantee program in Februar 1995 at its five CTR
afected sites.

Usage:

The number of uses as of July 1995 at each of these sites was:

Downtown: 55
DDES: 0

Renton: 1

YSC: 4
Cedar His: 1

Metro implemented home free guarantee at al sites in Januar 1995.

Usage:

61 people have used taken rides as of July 1995.

6. Commuter Bonus Plus Demonsation

The Commuter Bonus Plus voucher demonsation projec is scheduled to begi at Renton
Public Works and Cedar His landf in the fa of 1995. Employees who caroo~ bicycle,

or wal to work at lea 10 days per. month could receive a voucher wort $20 at selected

venders who sell servces, materials, or equipment tht support alternative commute
modes (e.g. gasoliè, ties, and automotive supplies, bicycles or walg shoes.)

Status:

The projec is waitig a rug from the Inter Revenue Servce on the taxabilty of

vouchers. The issue is one of consctve receipt where a taxle voucher may afec the
sttus of non-tale trt passes. Metro ha submitted a private letter requestg a

rulig. The IR decsion is execed in June.

ii
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Budget:

$14,000 has been budgeted by the Deparment of Public Works for ths demonstration.
$20,000 has been budgeted for Metro sites to establish a demonstration at the Water
Qualty Lab and a tranit base. Metro is providing grant funding for development of the
products that would be used for ths program such as vouchers and inormational
brochures.

7. Youth Services Center Parking Mangement Demonsation

A parkig maagement demonsation program is scheduled to begi at the Youth
Servces Center around December 1995. A pàrkig management program would regulate
the supply of parkig and reward.employees with ~ voucher when they did not drve alone.
Their parkig credit would be reduced on the debit card when they drove alone.

Employees could use their credit for parkig or receive the voucher for unused parkig
days. Vouchers would be good at seleced venders used for Commuter Bonus Plus
program

The proposa includes: unted trsit servce on Metro routes, a subsidized transit pass
for Kitsap, Pierce and Communty Trasit, Home Free Guarantee, or a voucher for
caroolig, bicyclig, or walg, and a pea hour shutte between the Courthouse

Complex and DYS.

Status:

Discussions with management, tenant agencies and labor unions are takg place and

agreement is near. Concern have been raised about chargig for parkig. If a decsion is
made to proceed an equipment.vendor wi be chosen through an request for proposa bid
process.

Budget: A Meto grt would C9ver capital stár-up costs, including parkig ars and
debit cards. The parkig fees would pay for the vouchers and other program extensions at

the site.

8. Metro Water Quality Lab Voucher Demonsation

A debit card demonsation was proposed for the Metro Water Qualty Lab. An
employee commttee was estlished to discuss and design a program to meet the needs of
the site. The commttee contiues to mee and favors a voucher demonsttion progr.
Implementation of the program is liely late in 1995 or ealy 1996.
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Attachmet B: Considered Program Alternatves

Alternatie 1: Flt!ass/arkinl! Manaflement Prof!am . Total Cost: S2.2m
Additonal Revenue Needed: S950k

- Creates trrttion menus ba upon employ worktes.
- Menus inlude a :fexp and pag magement progr to control pag supply.
- Regn some sites have lite trit and others reuie adtiona commute options.

CBD proiam .

IRWìY~:SQhi1ijiiJ.tt~R:îí¡a:::::::::::tt::~::t:::::::::::::::::t::::::::::tt:ttI:t~:~:::::::::::::~::t:::::::::::t::::::::::::t::::::~:$a.lGg~ji.:p.9.WtøW~(~:::~:::::::r

Non-CBD ProC1am with Contrlled Parkinv

Non-CBD without Parkin

· Metro Trat employee ar eligiòle for the fu-susidi trt pa.

Pros
Achiev paty (at sites).
May achieve CI go.

Ea of adminimation..
Addr site trrton ises.
Supprt :fexiòilty in commutg.
Support indidu commut choice.
Reuc lad us ne for faties.
Acctace by employ.

Qm ,
High cost altertie.

Re additiona adon.

Estated Mode S1J1i

Non-SOY
SOY

1995
39%
61%

1999
47%
53%
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Attachment C
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A

1996

King County Employee Tranortation Prqgram

DMS emplovees
Fully subsidized transit pass

Other County Deparents
$45 tranit pass with $20 subsidy from County

Demonsaton Pro;ects
Parkig Magement Program - Youth Servces Center
Investigate Parkig Managment Strtegies/Cost Effecveness

Voucher Program for
caroolig, bicyclig,
walg

- Water Qualty Lab

West Point Treatment Plant
Renton, Cedar Hils,

North Base
Note: Bolde site ar afec by th Comut Trip Reucon Ad

ka
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
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9679 ~
Alternatie 2: Transit Pass/oucher Pro1!am Total Cost: $2.5m

Additional Revenue Needed: $1.2k

- Al employee recive the sae progr which includes a fuy subsidi trit pas and

voucher progr
- Includes a parg magement progr

..
Pros
Party achiev
Ea of adsttion.

Ql
Highes cost alterntive..
Doe not achieve CI goal..

Negative impac to ex and non-CX fuds..
Lak of pag magement progr

Estmated Mode Solit

Non-SOV
SOY

1995
39%
61%

1999
44%
56%
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Alternatie 3: Site-Based. Neflotiated A-o-oroach Total Cost: $1. 7m
Additonal Revenue Needed: $457k

- Progr adopted to met site charistcs and fudig source.

- Progr could be dieret for ex and non-CX fuded site

Non-CBD Sites - ex Funded

Non-CBD Sites - Non-C Funded

I

CBD Sites - ex or Non-C Funded

Pros
Moderate cost alterntive.
Should achieve a moderate mod split
Progr addres site trrttion ises..

Eslihe pag fe.
Reuce lad us nee for faties.

Ql
Doe not achiev party.
Wil not achiev er goas.
Re complex adsttion
Difcut to unders
Prle bagag isse ovr pag chage.

Estated Mode S"li

Non-SOV
SOY

1995
39%
61%

1999
44%
56%
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9679
Alternate 4: Voucher Additon to non-Urban Sites

(No ParkinS! CharS!e) Total Cost: S1.45m
Additonal Revenue Needed: $170K

- Progr relies on usr fee in some sites for :fsc support
- Diference in progr between Uibon-Urb sites and Metro and non-Metro sites.

Urban Sites Non-Urban Sites

Counfv Non-DMS Countv Non-DMS

DMS DMS.
· Re by TM for Wes Point Tretmnt Plat

Prs
Low co alte.
Ea of adon.
Reuce :f impa on ex or non-C fuds .

Qm
Doe not achiev paty.
Doe not achiev em go.
La of pa chage.
Use fee applied to non-SOY commuters.

Estmated Mode SDli

Non-SOY
SOY

1995
39%
61%

1999
42%
S8%
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1997 Scenaos

Example Situation Employee Receives
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Phasing Total Costs
For

Four Year User Fee Elimination · From 1995 thru 2000

9679
,11

~

$2.5M

en
.. -
ca- --= - .= -
It -= -=,.

Existing
KC Cost

(Program cost
includes user

. fees)

$2M _

$1.5M _

$1 M

$.5 M _

All KC Cost

Existing
CX Cost

CX Cost

(CX Cost is 55% of total KC non-Metro program costs)

$0.0 _

50727jLpm5


