
Regional Transit Committee 

King County 

Meeting Agenda 

1200 King County 
Courthouse 

516 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Councilmembers:  Claudia Balducci, Chair; Reagan Dunn, Dave Upthegrove 
Alternate: Joe McDermott 

Sound Cities Association: Dave Asher, Kirkland; Bruce Bassett, Mercer Island; Dennis Higgins, Kent; 
Dave Hill, Algona; Kathy Hougardy, Tukwila; Kathy Huckabay, Sammamish;  

Ed Prince, Renton; John Wright, Lake Forest Park;  
Alternates:  Claude DaCorsi, Auburn; Amy Ockerlander, Duvall;  

Hank Margeson, Redmond; Bill Ramos, Issaquah 

City of Seattle: Lisa Herbold; Mike O'Brien; Alternate: Debora Juarez 

Staff:  Paul Carlson, Lead Staff (206-477-0875) 
Erica Newman, Committee Assistant (206-477-7543) 

Room 1001 3:00 PM Wednesday, September 21, 2016 

Pursuant to K.C.C. 1.24.035 A. and F., this meeting is also noticed as a meeting of the Metropolitan 
King County Council, whose agenda is limited to the committee business.  In this meeting only the 
rules and procedures applicable to committees apply and not those applicable to full council 
meetings. 

Call to Order1.

Roll Call2.

Public Comment3.

Approval of Minutes4.

August 17, 2016 and August 30, 2016 meeting minutes pp. 3-8 

Chair's Report5.

Vice Chair's Report6.

General Manager's Report7.

Announcements8.

Printed on 9/15/2016 Page 1  King County 

To show a PDF of the written materials for an 
agenda item, click on the agenda item below. 
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September 21, 2016 Regional Transit Committee Meeting Agenda 

Discussion 

9. Proposed Ordinance No. 2016-0404 pp. 9.36

AN ORDINANCE relating to public transportation; adopting King County Metro's long-range
transit service and capital plan.

Sponsors: Ms. Balducci 

Paul Carlson, Committee Staff 

Briefing 

10. Briefing No. 2016-B0178 pp.37-56

Third Quarter 2016 Alternative Services Update

Paul Carlson, Committee Staff 

Discussion and Possible Action 

11. Proposed Motion No. 2016-0350 pp. 57-200

A MOTION relating to the King County Metro Strategic Plan for Public Transportation
2011-2021 and Service Guidelines, accepting the King County Metro Transit 2015 Strategic
Plan Progress Report.

Sponsors: Ms. Balducci 

Paul Carlson, Committee Staff 

Other Business 

Adjournment 

Printed on 9/15/2016 Page 2  King County 
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1200 King County 

Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

King County

Meeting Minutes

Regional Transit Committee
Councilmembers:  Claudia Balducci, Chair; Reagan Dunn, 

Dave Upthegrove

Alternate: Joe McDermott

Sound Cities Association: Dave Asher, Kirkland; Bruce 

Bassett, Mercer Island; Dennis Higgins, Kent; 

Dave Hill, Algona; Kathy Hougardy, Tukwila; Kathy Huckabay, 

Sammamish; 

Ed Prince, Renton; John Wright, Lake Forest Park; 

Alternates:  Claude DaCorsi, Auburn; Amy Ockerlander, 

Duvall; 

Hank Margeson, Redmond; Bill Ramos, Issaquah

City of Seattle: Lisa Herbold; Mike O'Brien; Alternate: Debora 

Juarez

Staff:  Paul Carlson, Lead Staff (206-477-0875)

Erica Newman, Committee Assistant (206-477-7543)

3:00 PM Room 1001Wednesday, August 17, 2016

DRAFT MINUTES

Pursuant to K.C.C. 1.24.035 A. and F., this meeting is also noticed as a 

meeting of the Metropolitan King County Council, whose agenda is limited 

to the committee business.  In this meeting only the rules and procedures 

applicable to committees apply and not those applicable to full council 

meetings.

Call to Order1.

Vice Chair Mayor Hill called the meeting to order at 3:13 PM.

Roll Call2.

Mr. Bassett, Ms. Herbold, Mr. Hill, Ms. Hougardy, Ms. Huckabay, Mr. 

Upthegrove, Mr. Wright, Mr. Prince, Mr. Asher, Mr. DaCorsi, Ms. 

Ockerlander, Mr. Margeson, Mr. Ramos and Mr. O' Brien

Present: 14 - 

Ms. Balducci, Mr. Dunn and Mr. HigginsExcused: 3 - 

Public Comment3.

There were no individuals present to offer public comment.

Page 1King County
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August 17, 2016Regional Transit Committee Meeting Minutes

Approval of Minutes4.

Councilmember Hougardy moved approval of the June 15, 2016 meeting minutes.  

Seeing no objections the minutes were approved.

Chair's Report5.

There was no Chair's report.

Vice Chair's Report6.

There was no Vice Chair's report.

General Manager's Report7.

Victor Obeso, Deputy General Manager, King County Metro, reported the upcoming 

September service changes including a major restructure in SE Seattle and South 

King County services.  The focus of the service change is for Metro to be more 

accessible to low income riders and communities of color.  Metro and Sound Transit 

have been working together to build a permit parking program.  In  August 2016, 

Metro and Sound Transit released a survey to customers. Over 5400 surveys have 

been completed to date.  Metro will follow up in September with an Outreach Report.

Announcements8.

There were no announcements.

Discussion and Possible Action

9. Proposed Motion No. 2016-0350

A MOTION relating to the King County Metro Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and 

Service Guidelines, accepting the King County Metro Transit 2015 Strategic Plan Progress Report.

Paul Carlson, Committee Staff, briefed the Committee.  Christina O'Claire, Manager 

of Strategy and Performance, King County Metro, addressed the Committee via 

PowerPoint presentation and answered questions from the members.

This matter was Deferred

Discussion

10. Proposed Ordinance No. 2016-0404

AN ORDINANCE relating to public transportation; adopting King County Metro's long-range transit 

service and capital plan.

Paul Carlson, Committee Staff, briefed the Committee.  Christina O'Claire, Manager 

of Strategy and Performance, King County Metro, addressed the Committee via 

PowerPoint presentation and answered questions from the members. Jana Demas, 

Lead Strategic Planning, King County Metro, answered questions from the members.

This matter was Deferred

Page 2King County
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August 17, 2016Regional Transit Committee Meeting Minutes

Other Business

There was no other business to come before the Committee.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 4:49 PM.

Approved this _____________ day of ______________________.

Clerk's Signature

Page 3King County
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1200 King County 

Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

King County

Meeting Minutes

Regional Transit Committee
Councilmembers:  Claudia Balducci, Chair; Reagan Dunn, 

Dave Upthegrove

Alternate: Joe McDermott

Sound Cities Association: Dave Asher, Kirkland; Bruce 

Bassett, Mercer Island; Dennis Higgins, Kent; 

Dave Hill, Algona; Kathy Hougardy, Tukwila; Kathy Huckabay, 

Sammamish; 

Ed Prince, Renton; John Wright, Lake Forest Park; 

Alternates:  Claude DaCorsi, Auburn; Amy Ockerlander, 

Duvall; 

Hank Margeson, Redmond; Bill Ramos, Issaquah

City of Seattle: Lisa Herbold; Mike O'Brien; Alternate: Debora 

Juarez

Staff:  Paul Carlson, Lead Staff (206-477-0875)

Erica Newman, Committee Assistant (206-477-7543)

3:30 PM Room 121 &123Tuesday, August 30, 2016

DRAFT MINUTES

SPECIAL WORKSHOP MEETING

Chinook Building

401 5th Ave

Seattle, WA 98104

Pursuant to K.C.C. 1.24.035 A. and F., this meeting is also noticed as a 

meeting of the Metropolitan King County Council, whose agenda is limited 

to the committee business.  In this meeting only the rules and procedures 

applicable to committees apply and not those applicable to full council 

meetings.

Call to Order1.

Chair Balducci called the meeting to order at 3:45 PM.

Roll Call2.

Ms. Balducci, Mr. Bassett, Mr. Dunn, Mr. Higgins, Mr. Hill, Ms. Huckabay, 

Mr. Upthegrove, Mr. Asher, Ms. Ockerlander, Mr. Margeson, Mr. Ramos 

and Mr. O' Brien

Present: 12 - 

Ms. Herbold, Ms. Hougardy, Mr. Wright and Mr. PrinceExcused: 4 - 

Page 1King County
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August 30, 2016Regional Transit Committee Meeting Minutes

Discussion

3. Proposed Ordinance No. 2016-0404

AN ORDINANCE relating to public transportation; adopting King County Metro's long-range transit 

service and capital plan.

Christina O'Claire, Manager, Strategy and Performance, King County Metro, briefed 

the Committee and answered questions from the members.  Stephen Hunt, 

Transportation Planner, and Jana Demas, Lead Strategic Planning, King County 

Metro, addressed the Committee via PowerPoint presentation and answered 

questions from the members.

This matter was Deferred

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 PM.

Approved this _____________ day of ______________________.

Clerk's Signature

Page 2King County
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Regional Transit Committee 

STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item: 9 Name: Paul Carlson 

Proposed No.: 2016-0404 Date: September 21, 2016 

SUBJECT:  Metro Connects:  King County Metro’s Long Range Vision, the King 
County Metro Transit Long Range Plan (LRP). 

SUMMARY:  Today, the Regional Transit Committee (RTC) will continue its 
review of the Executive’s proposed Long Range Plan, Metro Connects:  King 
County Metro’s Long Range Vision. 

A key outcome for this meeting is to identify the greatest possible number of 
additional issues for consideration during RTC review of the Long Range Plan.  
This step will assist the Committee in continuing on a path toward completion of 
action on the Long Range Plaln by the end of the year. 

BACKGROUND 

Proposed Ordinance 2016-0404, approving Metro Connects, is pending in the 
RTC.  The August 17 and August 30 Committee packets include Metro Connects 
and background information. 

The Chair and Vice Chair directed staff to begin addressing issues identified by 
RTC members and to develop a process and timeline that would allow the 
Committee to complete its work on the LRP by the end of the year. 

Following the August 17 initial briefing and August 30 special workshop 
discussion, King County Metro staff have prepared materials that respond to 
RTC member issue identification and comments about the LRP.  The attached 
King County Metro materials will facilitate the September 21 LRP discussuion: 

1. King County Metro Transit Presentation, September 21, 2016 – outlines
the Metro staff work in response to RTC input, including the approach to
categorizing and responding to issues.

2. Metro Connects:  Policy Highlights – this handout includes summaries and
page references for significant issues

RTC Packet Materials Page 9



3. August 30 RTC Workshop draft summary 
 

4. Updated Figure 3 – this is an example of how the LRP could be revised in 
response to RTC input, in this case relating to the inclusion of easiliy 
accessible baseline information 
 

5. Community Advisory Group letter1 
 
Working with Metro and jurisdiction staff, Council staff has begun to prepare a 
comprehensive list of issues.  RTC members have provided the core of this list 
through their input at the two August meetings.  An update on the 
comprehensive issue list will be provided on September 21. 
 
Table 1 is a draft decision process and timeline that identifies a path to final RTC 
action in December 2016. 
 

Table 1. RTC Decision Process and Timeline 
 

Date Action 
September 21 
RTC Meeting 

RTC members identify, at committee, additional issues in the 
Long Range Plan beyond those already identified 

September 22 
to October 10 

All RTC staff work to: 
(1) Develop package of consensus changes 

(2) For other issues, identify options for RTC to discuss 
Jurisdiction staff coordinate with Metro staff on individual issues 

September 26 Comprehensive list of issues released 
September 30 Deadline - comments on comprehensive list of issues 

October 10 Draft Chair’s striking amendment released 
October 17 Deadline – comments on Chair’s draft striking amendment due 

October 19 RTC  
Meeting 

RTC October Meeting, LRP Issues Discussed 
 

October 20-
November 16 

Staff works on revised striker 

November 2 Revised Chair’s striking amendment released 
November 16 Deadline for comments on revised Chair’s striking amendment 
November 21 Final Chair’s striking amendment released 
November 30 Deadline for amendments to final striking amendment 
December 7 RTC meeting packet including Chair’s striking amendment and 

any individual amendments to the Chair’s striker that RTC 
members would like to propose 

December 
Special RTC 

Meeting (Date 
TBD)2 

Act on striker and any amendments 
 

1 This letter from the Community Advisory Group is attached for your reference. 
2 The reason for a special meeting time is that the regular meeting time for the RTC would be 
December 21.  The County Council will be in recess during the week of December 18-24. 
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RESOURCES 
 
As a reminder, the invitation extended at the workshop still holds:  King County 
Metro staff would be happy to arrange meetings with RTC members and 
jurisdiction TAC members to address individual concerns. 
 
Here is a link to the County Council webpage for Proposed Ordinance 2016-
0414, including the ordinance, Metro Connects, the Executive’s transmittal letter, 
and the Public Engagement Report: 
 
http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2810244&GUID
=EB18D310-12DE-45F1-9CB7-
1328DA6518BF&Options=ID|Attachments|&Search=2016-0404 
 
 
The Plan webpage on the King County Metro website is found here: 
 
http://www.kcmetrovision.org/ 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. King County Metro Transit Presentation, September 21, 2016 
2. Metro Connects:  Policy Highlights 
3. August 30 RTC Workshop draft summary 
4. Updated Figure 3 
5. Community Advisory Group letter 
 

 
INVITED 
 

1. Christina O’Claire, Strategy and Performance Manager, King County 
Transit Division 

RTC Packet Materials Page 11
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1 

Regional Transit Committee 
September 21, 2016 

ATTACHMENT 1
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RTC Review and Recommendation 

2 

RTC Meetings & Workshops to develop METRO CONNECTS  

2015 

3/18: Workshop session on the long-range plan (LRP) 

4/15: Report on initial concepts for LRP development 

6/17: Workshop session on the LRP 

9/16: Meeting included a workshop session on the LRP 

10/16: Meeting featured a short discussion of LRP next steps 

11/18: Capital Investment Context and Innovation in the LRP 

2016 

2/17: Review Scope and Scale of LRP Capital and Infrastructure Investments 

3/16: LRP Performance review and relationship with other plans 

4/27: Review draft METRO CONNECTS LRP 

5/18: Review proposed service types and levels, partnerships, and 
implementation. 

6/15: Discuss public comments & review METRO CONNECTS changes with of 
ST3 proposal 

 
 
 
 
 
 

METRO CONNECTS 
Transmitted to Council  

• Transmitted August 10 

• RTC 120 day review 
began on August 15 

 

 

RTC Engagement: 
 

8/17: Provide overview 
of transmitted METRO 
CONNECTS plan and 
feedback received 

8/30: RTC Special deep-
dive Workshop 
 

9/21: Discuss potential 
changes, policy topics 
and plan context 
 

10/19: RTC meeting  
 

Dec: RTC meeting  
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Today’s Agenda 

• Potential changes to plan based on your 
feedback 

• Clarification of policy topics in METRO CONNECTS 

• Discuss context of METRO CONNECTS and how we 
move forward 

3 
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Refining METRO CONNECTS 

4 

Potential Changes 
to the document 

Clarify Policy 

Context 

RTC Review of MC 

Executive Transmitted RTC Recommended 

RTC Packet Materials Page 16



Potential changes to the document 
Topics of potential changes: 

• Access to Transit 

• Document Baseline 

• Partnerships and Implementation 

• Relationship of Plans 

• Alternative Services 

• Miscellaneous 

5 

Number Section of Plan Page # Requester Topic Area Notes Potential Response 

13 Appendix A 
Service 
Network 

A-2 
through A-
28 

Various Document 
Baseline 

Establish a baseline for METRO 
CONNECTS and integrating 
Supplemental Network 
Performance Report 

1) Update the following tables with 2015, 2025 and 2040 data; 
Figure 3, Tables A-8, A-9, A-10 
2) Add Figures 1, 2, 3, 4 and tables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 
and 16 from the supplemental report to the service appendix.  

Example from potential RTC Changes in METRO CONNECTS Matrix 

Example revision from potential change below 
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Clarify policy highlights 

Policy Highlights sections: 

• Service Network 
Example: Invest about 68% of Metro's total service hours to frequent service by 2040 

• Service Quality Investments 
Example: Invest 46% of capital in speed and reliability 

• Capital Investments 
Example: Invest 9% of capital in new bases and other facilities, to provide the facilities 
needed to support an expanded fleet  

6 
RTC Packet Materials Page 18



Context Discussion 

7 

• Network changes were 
based on service 
guidelines 

• Driven by near-term 
budget 

• Due to recession, 
service took priority  

• Progress reports 

• 25 year vision 

• Updated every  6 years  

• Foundation for ongoing 
collaboration 

• Informs budget about 
future needs 

• Builds on service 
guidelines to 
incorporate future 
development 

• Progress reports to track 
METRO CONNECTS 

 
 

• Process to maintain 
collaboration 

• Continues Regional TAC 

• Strengthens our work 
with jurisdictions 

 

• Engage regional TAC 
• Review METRO 

CONNECTS and 
network changes 

• Define supporting 
capital 

• Identify local 
priorities 

How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 
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How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 
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9 

How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 

• 25 year vision 

• Updated every  6 years  

• Foundation for ongoing collaboration 

• Informs budget about future needs 

• Builds on service guidelines to incorporate 
future development 

• Progress reports to track METRO CONNECTS 

RTC Packet Materials Page 21
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METRO CONNECTS 2025 
• Route 1056 Rapid Ride to Kent/Des 

Moines Station 
• Kent Station and I-5 and Kent/Des 

Moines Rd interchange 

Local/Regional Plan 
• Meeker Ave. redevelopment 
• Roadway expansion and Right of Way 

prioritization 

Service Guidelines 
• Designing and restructuring service 

guidelines 
• Service quality and corridor needs 

Metro Strategic Plan 
• Goal 3: Built Environment 
• Strategy 3.3.1: Encourage land uses, 

policies, and practices that… lead to 
communities that have good access to 
transit… 

How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 

Example of METRO CONNECTS project development for the City of Kent 
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How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 

Major projects influencing the future transit network 
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Refine scope and schedules for 
planning, construction, service 
changes: 2019-2024 

Jurisdiction needs: Identify local 
priorities and projects 

Capital: Define supporting 
capital 

Service: Identify METRO 
CONNECTS and service 
guidelines needs and transit 
network changes 

Informs 2019-2020 
budget 
• Project A 
• Project B 
• Project C 

How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 

Guidance from METRO CONNECTS Implementation Program Development Budget Recommendations 

RapidRide 

P&R 

Alt Service Restructures 

Base 
Expansion 
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Adopt 

METRO 
CONNECTS 

Develop Implementation Program 
1. Engage regional TAC 
2. Review METRO CONNECTS and network changes 
3. Define supporting capital 
4. Identify local priorities 

Develop 
Budget 

 2019-2020 

How we move forward How it is new What METRO CONNECTS does How it was done in the past 

Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun 
2016 2017 2018 

Potential next steps 

Adopt 
Budget 

 2017-
2018 
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What we covered: 
• Potential changes to plan based on your feedback 
• Clarification of policy topics in METRO CONNECTS 
• Context of METRO CONNECTS and how we move forward 

 
Next Meetings: 
• October 19 RTC meeting  
• Potential December RTC meeting 
• Other briefings as desired 

 
 

14 
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Strategy and Performance Information provided for RTC September 21, 2016 
King County Metro 1 

Policy Highlights September 2016 

I. Service Network (p. 16)

 More service. Envisions a network that increases Metro service by 70% (2.5 million service hours).

 One System. Identifies a network of services including other public transportation providers that combine
to create one system that’s easy to use – the service categories are frequent, express and local/flexible.

 More choices. There will more types of services to respond to many different types of travel.

Alternative Services: Local and Flexible (p. 28-29) 
 Better meet the needs of communities. Work with communities and other partners to identify needs,

develop alternative services, and deliver services while considering low-income and minority impact.

 Expand the available services. Allow us to grow the total amount of service available in local
communities as we respond to local needs and future demand with alternative service projects.

Accessible Transportation Options (p. 30-31) 
 Increase the accessibility of the general public system to provide more options and reduce reliance on

Access.

 Seek innovative options to provide accessible transportation choices that are more convenient for
customers and reduce the per trip costs for Access paratransit.

 Better meet diverse customer needs. Provide comfortable and easy-to use service for all passengers,
regardless of physical abilities, languages spoken, and mobility or other devices they have with them.

Frequent 
“Show-up-and-go” service 
with speed and reliability 
improvements; starts early 
and runs late in the day. 

- Invest about 68% of Metro's total service
hours to frequent service by 2040

- Invest in 26 RapidRide lines, including 13
new lines by 2025, 7 new lines by 2040,
and upgrading existing lines

- 73% of King County residents will have
access to frequent service

Express 
Limited-stop service 
between regional centers, 
all day, both ways. Includes 
peak-period service 

- Invest about 9% of Metro’s total service
hours to express service by 2040

Local and flexible 
Fixed-route buses and 
alternatives such as 
vanpools, Dial-A-Ride 
Transit, community shuttles, 
and real-time ridesharing. 

- Invest about 23% of Metro’s total service
hours to local service (fixed route and
flexible alternatives)

- Expand alternative services investments

ATTACHMENT 2
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Strategy and Performance  Information provided for RTC September 21, 2016 
King County Metro  2 
 

II. Service Quality Investments: The Customer Experience:  (p. 32) 

Speed and Reliability (p. 32-35) 
 Invest in transit speed and reliability to keep buses moving 

o Invest 46% of capital in speed and reliability 

o Double spending in speed and reliability per dollar in service 

o Funds to contribute to major regional transit bottlenecks Speed and reliability 

 
Innovation and Technology (p. 38-39) 
 Seek innovations and investments in technology. Invest 4% of capital in technology including projects 

to make paying fares easier, piloting new vehicles, scheduling, or other technologies, and upgrading 
existing infrastructure. 

 Expand customer information types and distribution, and enhance tools for using the system (p.40). 

 A fleet for the future. Continue to explore greener fleet technologies to move towards zero-emissions. 

 
Passenger Facilities (p. 42-45) 
 Support easy connections between services with well-designed, safe stops, stations, and hubs. There 

will be over 30 hubs around the county with more than 10,000 boardings a day in 2040. 

 
Access to Transit (p. 46-51) 
 Improve access to transit for all modes  

o Invest 10% of capital in access improvements - 5% parking and 5% non-motorized 

o Manage existing parking resources to increase access to the system 

o Increase transit parking in the region by more than 13,000 spaces by 2040, through combined efforts of 
Sound Transit and Metro (3,300 spaces from Metro) working with partners 

o Focus parking investment in areas without walk access to frequent service and targeting collection areas 

o In dense urban areas, focus on and encourage non-motorized access improvements 

o Partner with cities to identify and fund non-motorized investments 

 
Managing Demand through Transportation Demand Management (TDM) (p. 52-53) 
 Invest in demand management and include budget for TDM work in all Metro projects in order to 

encourage individual choices to make our transportation system work more efficiently.  

 
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) (p. 54-55) 
 Invest in TOD and support King County TOD plan implementing around major stations and hubs. 

 Early coordination with jurisdictions to identify locations and promote compact, transit-supportive 
development. 

  

RTC Packet Materials Page 28



Strategy and Performance  Information provided for RTC September 21, 2016 
King County Metro  3 
 

III. Capital Investment (P. 74) 

 Triple Metro’s investment in capital, to support faster bus travel times, improve passenger facilities, 
access to transit and improve connections between services, including Sound Transit (p. 74). 

o Invest 17% of capital in passenger facilities 

o Increase bus stops and stations by 10%, including 1,000 new bus stops and upgrades to existing stops 
(10% of all capital) and 85 new and upgraded transit centers (7% of all capital) 

o Improve quality of passenger experience at facilities including amenities, safety, ease of navigation, and 
integration 

 
Critical Service Supports  
 Fleet:  Invest 9% of capital in new fleet, including 525 new buses (p. 56).  

 Layover: Invest 4% of capital in new layover. Increase layover by 50% by building 270 off-street spaces 
(p. 60) 

 Operations and System Preservation: Invest 9% of capital in new bases and other facilities, to provide 
the facilities needed to support an expanded fleet (p. 62). 

 Metro’s Workforce: Adapt and grow workforce to enable us to implement vision; provide robust training 
and development to build leadership. Emphasize diversity and inclusion in workforce changes (p. 66). 

Figure 1: Incremental Capital Investments 2018-2040 (p. 74) 
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RTC Workshop Summary – August 30, 2016 

RTC Members Attendance: 

King County – Councilmember Claudia Balducci (Chair) Kirkland – Councilmember Dave Asher 

Algona – Mayor David Hill (Vice-Chair) Mercer Island – Mayor Bruce Bassett 

Duvall – Councilmember Amy Ockerlander (Alt) Redmond – Councilmember Hank Margeson (Alt) 

Issaquah – Councilmember Bill Ramos (Alt) Seattle – Councilmember Mike O’Brien 

Kent – Councilmember Dennis Higgins Sammamish – Councilmember Kathy Huckabay 

King County – Councilmember Dave Upthegrove Tukwila – Councilmember Kathy Hougardy 

King County – Councilmember Reagan Dunn 

Key takeaways from workshop: 

1. Document Baseline – Documentation of current conditions and what baseline growth would look like without

METRO CONNECTS, and contrast to what the Plan proposes. Would also like to refined data by quadrants or

rural/urban, specifically including population.

2. Context of plans – RTC members want more clarity on the interaction between various planning documents.

3. Budget Certainty – Interested in a discussion about future funding for METRO CONNECTS. Clarify what will be in

the upcoming budget to support the Plan, and what if future budgets require reductions?

4. Partnerships – Want a better understanding of how partnerships will work in the future, what kinds will exist, and

what the funding ‘share’ will need to be.

5. Access to Transit – Need clarification regarding how parking will be considered in different ‘zones,’ including

clarification that parking is not excluded from urban zones.

6. Relationship to ST3 – Clarify next steps for METRO CONNECTS if the current ST3 proposal is not approved in

November.

Member Comments/Questions: 

 Balducci – How would MC change the planning process in the examples given (specifically Bellevue College)

 Margeson – Would like to see today’s baseline and how MC changes it

 Huckabay – Want more data by quadrant (pointed out pop specifically), or by rural/urban

 Huckabay – 2040 goals of MC are not clear

 Huckabay – Want clarity on how cities are part of timing on MC plan

 Huckabay - There are missing pieces. Pull all the reference documents into one document for clarity instead of

referencing.

 Huckabay – Concerned about different definitions of Express service

 Margeson – Should MC be overarching policy document, or point both ways

 Huckabay – Cities are growing fast and need more frequent changes than every 6 years

 Margeson – Should include Strategic Plan in timeline planning

 Asher – Does not see how Service Guidelines informs MC

 Huckabay – Unclear how much services would expand and what type of service they would change into

 Margeson – Make descriptions on Access to Transit Zone grid in document mirror Appendix content.

 Balducci – Would like Zone description clarified regarding parking that they are not excluded from specific zones,

and rather are more flexible

 Bassett – Zone colors need to be more contrasted

 Asher – Expected partnerships’ share of funding for capital and service program should be brought into document

from the appendix.

ATTACHMENT 3

RTC Packet Materials Page 31



 

 

 Asher -  A six-year planning horizon is not long enough for city long-term planning 

 Huckabay - When do dollars start flowing? How much money towards alternatives and partnerships 

 Balducci – MC is premised on ST3 passing, and staff needs to prepare to change MC if ST3 does not pass 

Next Steps:  

September Meeting Preliminary Concept: more on Context, clarification of Baseline, policy framework, and how we 

move toward this vision  

Next meetings: 

 September 21 RTC meeting 

 October 19 RTC meeting  

 December RTC meeting 

Staff in Attendance: 

Carrie Avila-Mooney, King County Donna Sausoterra, First Transit 

Tom Irvin, First Transit Lara Thomas, City of Duvall 

Anne Bruskland, King County Metro Chester Knapp, Redmond 

Benjamin Smith, SDOT Sara Walton, SDOT 

Katie Kuciemba, SCA Kate March, Bellevue 

Scott MacColl, Shoreline Nina Rivkin, Redmond 

Nytasha Sowers, Shoreline Ariel Taylor, King County Council 

Jamie Reavis, Tukwila Cheryl Paston, Sammamish 

Cathy Snow, King County Metro Lacey Jane Wolf, Kent 

Stephen Padua, Kirkland Cynthia Foley, King County Metro 

Graydon Newman, King County Metro Wes Edwards, King County Metro 

Jana Demas, King County Metro Stephen Hunt, King County Metro 

Christina O’Claire, King County Metro Chris Arkills, King County DOT 

Diana Carlson, King County Executive’s Office Victor Obeso, King County Metro 

Jeanne Acutanza, Transpo Ivy Renfroe, Transpo 
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Fig. 3: METRO CONNECTS Performance Metrics and Projected Outcomes
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2015

43%

61%

72%

63%

74%

37,000

40,000

7%

446,000

7%

$4.27

34.8
0.49

41%

Proximity of people to transit
Within 1/2 mi of frequent service

Equity of access
Percent of minority households 
with access to frequent service

Equity of access
Percent of low-income households 
with access to frequent service

Proximity of jobs to transit
Within 1/2 mi of frequent service

Access to transit: Biking and walking

Connections to people
People within a 30-minute transit trip

Connections to jobs
Jobs within a 30-minute transit commute

Connections to Link light rail
Percent of people who can get to Link 
light rail in 15 min by walking or bus

Ridership 
Daily boardings

Mode share
Percent of trips on transit all day

Cost per boarding

Productivity: Boardings per hour

Emissions: Pounds CO2 per mile

All-day service
Ratio of trips off-peak compared to peak

2040

73%

77%

87%

87%

84%

86,000

112,000

32%

1,026,000

12%

$3.95

36.7
0.39

53%

70%

21%

14%
2x

3x

4.5 x

more than
doubles

71%
7%
5%

30%
20%

26%

30%

CHANGE
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September 8, 2016

Christina O’Claire
Manager, Strategy & Performance
Department of Transportation/Metro Transit Division
King Street Center
201 S Jackson St, Rm 426
Seattle, WA  98104

Dear Ms. O’Claire,

On March 12, 2015, the first meeting of the Long-Range Plan Community Advisory Group (CAG)
was held and a diverse group of 25 King County residents, chosen from 150 applicants, convened to
help Metro Transit staff plan the 2040 transportation network vision, known as METRO CONNECTS.

Under the guidance of team leaders Tristan Cook and Stephen Hunt, and with the support of the
planning staff, we learned how King County creates long-term project plans and were encouraged to
attend many other transit related events and activities, such as: open house presentations (in
conjunction with Sound Transit) to meet and interact with other transit interested community
members; attend and participate in a visioning exercise at the Central Library; take and give
feedback on public surveys; have hands-on use of the Remix planning software; preview and give
feedback on the draft version of the long-range plan; and meet with our counterparts on King
County’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to learn how vital both groups input and participation are
to Metro's Long-Range Plan.

The Visioning Exercise at the Central Library Auditorium was held shortly after our very first CAG
meeting. An overflow crowd was in attendance and CAG members who attended could easily see
the public’s interest in transportation planning for the region.

Members who attended the Community Open Houses were encouraged to serve as ambassadors
for the CAG.  Helping educate and solicit feedback from members of the local community about
their expectations and opinions of the (draft) Long Range Plan. Members were able to network with
employees of Sound Transit and Metro Transit and learn how each person contributes to the vision,
and how important it is for the two agencies to work together to ensure a seamless transit network.

On August 11, 2016, the King County Executive released the final version of METRO CONNECTS.
The finished product and culmination of all of our hard work and best efforts, has been presented to
the Regional Transit Committee (RTC) for their review, input and approval prior to review and
adoption by the King County Council. Now is our chance to provide feedback about our experiences
as members of the CAG and our opinions of the final report.

The METRO CONNECTS plan is an all-encompassing vision for the public transportation needs of
King County residents over the next 25 years. It covers most issues discussed in our CAG meetings
(and some that weren’t) and provides a framework for achieving the vision by 2040. We want to be 

sure that our reach doesn’t exceed our grasp and look forward to more details on how items are 

prioritized and funded. Hopefully, serious consideration will be given to the formation of another CAG
to monitor achievement of plan objectives and provide ongoing community feedback.

Each CAG member came with their own list of project preferences and priorities for service quality
improvements. However, "frequent" service and access to the network were high on everyone's list.
CAG members hope there will be clear priorities and transparent reporting when limited funds
require hard choices between providing "frequency" of service and service coverage. Short-term
fixes may solve things quickly, but the vision needs to be a long-term strategic solution that is the
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best value for taxpayers. Members of the CAG are also riders of Metro Transit and associated transit 
agencies, who want well thought out service investments and quality improvements that will be a 
“win-win” for everyone in the County.  

Members on the CAG team representing the disabled community shared personal stories of mobility 
and access problems which the plan attempts to address by including alternative transportation 
choices. The group also noted that while we may assume everyone owns a cell phone or an ORCA 
card, we know that's not true, and future plans will always need to recognize the different social and 
economic needs of our community. 

Not only were CAG members transit bus and light rail riders, but also car owners. Many meetings 
included discussions and comments, both pro and con, about the future need for Park and Ride lots 
at suburban and rural transit centers. There is a finite amount of land on which to build. Property 
acquisition and capital costs for building future parking garages/surface lots must be monitored and 
carefully sited. There weren’t any easy solutions presented, but CAG members comments about 
their utility in reducing congestion are probably shared by most County residents.   

Operations, maintenance and administrative costs are a large portion of any transportation agency 
budget, and Metro Transit is no different. The CAG believes that the plan cannot succeed without 
future investments made in “green” vehicles, support and training for bus drivers, skilled 

maintenance staff, and other personnel positions needed to keep the vehicles moving. But, 
controlling costs and making wise investments in short-term "fixes" and long-term assets and 
projects, as well as flexibility and smart choices in effective technology will be critical. Operations 
and System Preservation activities and decisions will also need to be well developed and monitored. 

The vision of METRO CONNECTS has the support of the CAG. We appreciate that the plan is a 
“living” document that will be reviewed every six years, because as more advanced equipment, 
technologies and systems are developed and become available, Metro needs the flexibility to adjust 
plans as needed. Future goals and objectives should result in a system that more easily integrates 
with other, transportation options. No one can predict, with certainty, the future economic position of 
the region, but we expect that Metro Transit has developed alternative, more moderate levels of the 
implementation plan, should future funding become an issue. 

On a personal level, all CAG members appreciated being a part of this group and felt their 
contributions, time, and efforts were worthwhile. Not only did being on a CAG show us how a plan 
was made, but we felt that our comments were valued by Tristan, Stephen and all members of the 
planning support staff. We all walk away with more knowledge about how our County develops a 
long-range plan. 

In closing, we’d like to remember one of our members, Dr. Winfield “Win” Hutton, who passed away 
on November 21, 2015. Win was an outspoken advocate for public transportation, and during our 
meetings, made sure that his comments were heard and his passion for advocating for groups not 
always represented will be his legacy. As we look over the METRO CONNECTS plan for the future, 
we hope that Win would approve and support its vision. 

Sincerely yours, 

Long Range Plan Community Advisory Group 

The Members of Metro Transit’s 
Long Range Plan Community Advisory Group 
 

cc: Tristan Cook, Stephen Hunt 
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Regional Transit Committee 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
Agenda 
Item: 

10 Name: Paul Carlson 

Proposed 
No.: 

2016-B0178 Date: September 21, 2016 

 
 
SUBJECT:  Third Quarter 2016 Alternative Services Update. 
 
 
SUMMARY:  Today’s agenda item is the Third Quarter 2016 Regional Transit 
Committee (RTC) update on the alternative services program. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Earlier this year, during its review of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 
update, the RTC identified the alternative services program as a priority topic of 
continuing interest.  Section 3 of Ordinance 18301 (Attachment 2) provides for 
quarterly updates on this program by King County Metro staff to assist the RTC 
in monitoring the implementation of the alternative services program and 
considering potential future amendments to the Strategic Plan for Public 
Transportation and King County Metro Service Guidelines. 
 
The Third Quarter 2016 update is to include a summary of a report on the first 18 
months implementation of the alternative services demonstration program.  This 
report is a requirement of Ordinance 17941, adopting the the 2015-2016 budget.  
The 2015-2016 Transit budget provides the first two years of funding for a 2015-
2018 alternative services demonstration program.  The budget includes a proviso 
(Attachment 3) requiring the Executive to transmit to the Transportation, 
Economy and Environment Committee a report on the first 18 months of 
demonstration program implementation, together with a motion approving the 
report.  This report and Proposed Motion 2016-0454 are now pending in the 
Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee. 
 
The report is available at the following link: 
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http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4653367&GUID=C12C5073-
A684-4828-AA84-81312FC4EA59 
 
 
The complete legislative packet with the proposed motion and Executive’s 
transmittal letter are available here: 
 
http://mkcclegisearch.kingcounty.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2826229&GUID=FE27C
BFB-E651-4DCD-B341-157DDC097AA9&Options=ID|Attachments|&Search= 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. King County Transit Division presentation, Third Quarter 2016 Update on 
Alternative Services 

2. Ordinance 18301, Section 3 
3. Ordinance 17941, Section 113, Proviso P5 

 
 
INVITED 
 

1. Cathy Snow, Alternative Services Program Lead, King County Transit 
Division 
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We’ll Get You There

Alternative Services
Quarterly Update

Q3 2016

Presentation to the
Regional Transit Committee

September 21, 2016
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Outline 

 
• Program Background 
• Community Outreach  
• Project Implementation 
• Performance Indicators 
• What’s Ahead 
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Program Background 

• Funded as a four-year demonstration program by 
2015/16 Biennial Budget Ordinance 17941 

 
• Program work has been guided by the priorities 

established by the funding ordinance 
 

3 

 Service reduction mitigation – 8 projects 
 Delivery against the Five-year Plan – 7 

projects 
 Developing complementary services – 

new projects in 2017 and 2018 
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Needs-based Community Outreach 

• Alternative Services program three-phase 
community outreach process 

Phase 1: Needs Assessment 

Goal: Understand and 
identify transportation needs 
and gaps.  

Process: Solicit feedback 
from community key 
stakeholders via surveys, 
media, and Stakeholder 
Working Group. 

Projects in this Phase: 

Lake Forest Park/Shoreline 

Sammamish 

Phase 2: Concept Preference Analysis 

Goal: Develop and refine 
alternative service solution 
concepts. Understand which 
concept is preferred.  

Process: Develop solution 
concepts with Stakeholder 
Working Group using survey 
analysis. Present to 
community via surveys etc. 

Projects in this  Phase: 

Kirkland-South Kenmore 

North Kenmore 

Phase 3: Report Back 

Goal: Communicate results to 
community and key 
stakeholders.  

Process: Publish public 
engagement report and meet 
with stakeholders to review 
outcomes and next steps. 

Projects in this Phase: 

Bothell-Woodinville 
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Project Implementation: Phasing 

• Projects involving new products, e.g., Community 
Van, TripPool 

5 

Planning 
New Product 

Rollout 
Baseline Data 

Collection 
Performance 

Measurement 

Agreement First fare paid Three months of data 

 

 
 
 

Planning 
Community 

Shuttle 
Rollout 

Performance 
Measurement 

Agreement First fare paid 

 

 
 

• Community Shuttle projects 
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Implementation 6-month Look Ahead:  
Projects in Planning Phase in Q3 2016 

Bothell-Woodinville 

Kirkland-South 

Kenmore 

Lake Forest 

Park/Shoreline 

North Kenmore 

Sammamish 

Southeast King 

County 

Vashon Island 

Q3 Q4 Q1 

---------------------------2016---------------------------- -----------2017----------- 

Planning  Estimated Rollout Baseline Data Collection Performance Evaluation 
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Duvall  

Community Van 

Mercer Island 

TripPool 

Redmond Real-Time 

Rideshare 

Q3 Q4 Q1 

---------------------------2016---------------------------- -----------2017----------- 

Implementation 6-month Look Ahead:  
Projects in Baseline Data Collection Phase in Q3 2016 

Planning  Estimated Rollout Baseline Data Collection Performance Evaluation 
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Burien Community 

Shuttle/Route 631 

Mercer Island 

Community Shuttle/ 

Route 630 

Redmond LOOP 

Snoqualmie 

Community 

Shuttle/Route 628 

Snoqualmie Valley 

Shuttle/Route 629 

Q3 Q4 Q1 

---------------------------2016---------------------------- -----------2017----------- 

Implementation 6-month Look Ahead: 
Projects in Performance Evaluation Phase in Q3 2016 

Planning  Estimated Rollout Baseline Data Collection Performance Evaluation 
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Performance Indicators - 628 Average Daily Ridership  

2015 2016 

Cost per 
Boarding $20.45 $17.63 

Vehicle 
Utilization 35% 40% 
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9 

Target Ridership 
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Performance Indicators – 629 Average Daily Ridership  
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2015 2016 

Cost per 
Boarding $15.22 $14.67 

Vehicle 
Utilization 62% 70% 

10 

Target Ridership 
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Performance Indicators – 630 Average Daily Ridership  
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2015 2016 

Cost per 
Boarding $6.11 $5.51 

Vehicle 
Utilization 59% 65% 
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Target Ridership 
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Performance Indicators – 631 Average Daily Ridership  
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Route 631 Average Daily Ridership by Month 

Average Daily Ridership
2015-2016 Average
Target

Target Ridership 

2015 2016 

Cost per 
Boarding $7.79 $6.46 

Vehicle 
Utilization 43% 51% 
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What’s Ahead 

• Sustain pilot operations. 
• Initiate community-generated projects to 

develop complementary services. 
• Develop, test and evaluate new service 

offerings. 
• Further develop the program to make it 

more robust, scalable and sustainable. 
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Thank You 

 
Cathy Snow 
Alternative Services Program Lead 
206-477-5760 
Cathleen.Snow@kingcounty.gov 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Ordinance 18301, Section 3 (Alternative Services Updates) 

SECTION 3.  A.  The regional transit committee intends to monitor progress in the 
implementation of: 

1. The 2015-2018 alternative services demonstration program established by Ordinance
17941, Section 113, as amended by Ordinance 18110, Section 49, Proviso P8; 

2. Strategic plan strategies 2.1.1, 2.1.4, 6.2.3 and 6.2.4; and
3. The Planning Alternative Services section of the service guidelines.

B. To allow the committee to more-effectively monitor progress in the implementation
of alternative services and to consider possible future amendments to the strategic plan and 
service guidelines pertaining to prioritization criteria, performance measures and other aspects of 
the program, the transit division shall present updates to committee meetings at least quarterly 
and as requested by the chair and vice chair through approval of committee agendas. Each update 
shall include but not be limited to a discussion of the status of community engagement efforts, 
project implementation, and selected performance indicators; in addition: 

1. The third quarter 2016 update shall include a summary of the findings of the
alternative services demonstration program eighteen month report required by Ordinance 17941, 
Section 13, Proviso P5; 

2. The fourth quarter 2016 update shall be integrated with the annual service guidelines
report chapter on alternative services and shall include a schedule and process for evaluating the 
prioritization criteria included in the 2015 service guidelines update to aid in prioritizing projects 
when the demand for alternative services exceeds the revenues necessary to fund said services; 

3. The 2017 quarterly updates shall include a discussion of the schedule and process for
evaluating the alternative services prioritization criteria to allow for regional transit committee 
participation in the process; and 

4. The fourth quarter 2017 update shall be integrated with the annual service
guidelines report chapter on alternative services and shall include recommended options for 
prioritization criteria as directed by subsection B. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Ordinance 17941, Section 113, Proviso P5 

P5 PROVIDED FURTHER THAT: 

      Of this appropriation, $500,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the 
executive transmits a report on the implementation of the first eighteen months of a 2015-
2018 alternative services demonstration program and a motion approving the report, and 
the motion is passed.  The motion shall reference the subject matter, the proviso's 
ordinance, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion. 
      The report shall include for each alternative service implementation, but not be 
limited to: 

A. A description of each alternative service implementation by community served,
including, but not limited to, an assessment of the number of riders affected, geographic 
coverage, access and linkage to the regional transit network, and the services being or 
planned to be delivered; 

B. A description of the community collaboration, engagement and partnerships for
each alternative service implementation; 

C. Start-up costs, annual costs, including credit for any reinvestment of current
services, and grant and fare revenues for each implementation; and 

D. Baseline performance measures and targets for the demonstration period for each
implementation. 

      The executive must file the report and motion required by this proviso by September 
1, 2016, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, 
who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the 
council chief of staff, the policy staff director and the lead staff for the transportation, 
economy and environment committee, or its successor. 
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Regional Transit Committee 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
Agenda 
Item: 

11 Name: Paul Carlson 

Proposed 
No.: 

2016-0350 Date: September 21, 2016 

 
 
SUBJECT 
 
Proposed Motion 2016-0350 accepts the King County Metro Transit 2015 Strategic Plan 
Progress Report, dated June 2016. 
   
SUMMARY 
 
As adopted in 2011 by Ordinance 17143, Chapter 3 of the Strategic Plan for Public 
Transportation 2011-2021 (Transit Strategic Plan or TSP), Plan Performance 
Monitoring, states that “Metro will report on strategic plan measures on a biennial 
basis.”  The Transit Division issues the Progress Report annually and the most recent 
update to the TSP refers to this report as being produced on an annual basis. 
 
Proposed Motion 2016-0350 is submitted in compliance with a requirement, established 
in Ordinance 17597, that starting in 2014, the Progress Report is to be transmitted by 
motion by June 30 every other year. 
 
On August 17, the Regional Transit Committee (RTC) heard a presentation covering 
highlights of the Progress Report.  As transmitted by the Executive, the Progress Report 
includes some mistakes.  For example, on page 3 of the Progress Report, under Goal 8: 
Quality Workforce, Measure #3 (Promotion Rates) has a “-“ symbol when in fact it 
should have a “+” symbol. An amendment to correct these errors is Attachment 3 to the 
staff report and Attachment 4 is the corrected version of the Progress Report (this 
version is dated August 17, 2016 to distinguish it from the transmitted version with the 
typographical errors).  Staff recommends that when the Regional Transit Committee 
(RTC) is ready to act on Proposed Motion 2016-0350, the Committee should approve 
the amendment to adopt the corrected version of the Progress Report. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The TSP includes eight Goals, which are aligned with King County Strategic Plan goals.  
Chapter 3 of the Transit Strategic Plan describes how the Goals are linked to 
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Objectives, Strategies, and Measures.  Chapter 3 includes a “Measuring objectives” 
page with a table of objectives for each of the eight goals and a “Measuring strategies” 
table listing the strategies associated with each objective and listing potential 
measures.1 
 
The Progress Report follows the Transit Strategic Plan format, listing the measures 
associated with each Goal and showing “trend symbols” for each measure: 
 
“+” means “meeting or approaching goal” 
“│” means “stable” 
“-“ means “opportunity to improve.” 
“0” means “N/A, just one year of data, or trend not easily defined. 
 

Table 1.  Summary of Measures 
 

Goal Pages 
# of 

Measures 

Meeting or 
Approaching 

Goal (+) Stable 
Opportunity 
to Improve 

 
N/A 

1. Safety 10-12 4 3 - 1 - 
2. Human Potential 13-17 15 6 6 - 3 
3. Economic Growth 

and Built 
Environment 

18-20 7 2 2 3 - 

4. Environmental 
Sustainability 21-24 7 5 - 2 - 

5. Service Excellence 25-28 5 - 3 2 - 
6. Financial 

Stewardship 29-35 17 10 4 2 1 

7. Public 
Engagement and 
Transparency 

36-39 4 2 2 - - 

8. Quality Workforce 40-42 4 1 2 - 1 
Total  63 29 19 10 5 
 
This edition of the Progress Report includes 63 measures, up from 61 in last year’s 
edition.  Of these, 10 are identified as having room to improve.  This year’s Progress 
Report begins to incorporate changes to the measures based on the 2015 Update to the 
Transit Strategic Plan that the RTC approved earlier this year.   Next year’s Progress 
Report will reflect a complete transition to the new list of measures. 
 
To complement the Progress Report’s Executive Summary, this staff report summarizes 
the measures identified as having an opportunity to improve, describes the peer agency 
review in Appendix A, and lists the updated TSP’s new and modified measures. 

1 The latest update of the TSP changes the format of the second table to list the Goals and the measures 
associated with each one. 
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Goal 1.  Safety (pages 10-12) 
 
“Preventable accidents per million miles” is the measure identified as having an 
opportunity to improve.  The number increased from 8.8 preventable accidents per 
million miles in 2014 to 10.3 in 2015.  Pedestrian accidents, however, continued to 
decline. 
 
Goal 3.  Economic Growth and Built Environment (pages 18-20) 
 
Of the seven measures in this Goal, three are identified as having an opportunity to 
improve. 
 
“Metro Transit riders per capita” – boardings per capita declined slightly (from 60.0 to 
59.4).  Although boardings increased, as shown in the total trips measure, population 
grew at a faster rate. 
 
“Employees at CTR sites sharing non-drive-alone transportation modes during commute 
hours” is also identified as having an opportunity to improve.  Commute Trip Reduction 
(CTR) sites have 100+ employees who arrive at work between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.  
About one-third of these commuters use buses, trains, carpools or vanpools (33.2 
percent, down from 34.4 percent). Data from the 2015/2016 surveys is not yet available 
and will provide an indication of how CTR site employees contribute to the increase in 
transit boardings. 
 
“HOV lane passenger miles” declined by 4.9 percent from 2014 to 2015.  High-
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are included in the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) definition of fixed guideways, as are transit-only lanes and trolley wire. The 
decline in passenger miles reflects a drop in revenue miles of service on fixed-guideway 
lanes; in addition, the number of fixed-guideway lane miles has fallen due to 
classification changes by the FTA. 
 
Goal 4.  Environmental Sustainability (pages 21-24) 
 
Two of the seven measures for this Goal are identified as having an opportunity to 
improve. 
   
“Per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT),” a measure of VMT on state roads, rose by 
1.4 percent after several successive years of declines.  
 
“Transit mode share” is also identified as having an opportunity to improve, reflecting 
2015 Rider Survey findings that frequent rider households dropped from 35 percent to 
32 percent of households and infrequent rider households dropped from 9 percent to 7 
percent. 

3 of 5 
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Goal 5.  Service Excellence (pages 25-28) 
 
“Customer complaints per boarding” and “On time performance by time of day” are the 
two measures in the opportunity to improve category. 
 
The number of customer complaints per million boardings increased by 14% in 2015, 
following a 10% decline the previous year. 
 
“On-time performance by time of day” evaluates King County Metro’s success in 
meeting its target of at least 80% of bus trips being on time (between five minutes late 
and one minute early at key stops). In 2015, on-time performance was 74.9 percent, 
down from 76.3 percent in 2014.  The table accompanying this measure provides a 
breakout by time of day in 2011-0215. 
 
Goal 6.  Financial Stewardship (pages 29-35) 
 
Of 17 measures for this Goal, “Cost per vehicle mile” and “Cost per Access boarding” 
are the two measures categorized as having an opportunity to improve. 
 
The cost per vehicle mile rose from $11.58 in 2014 to $11.84 in 2015, a 2.2 percent 
increase. 
 
From 2014 to 2015, the cost per Access boarding increased by 8.3 percent, from 
$48.01 to $51.99. 

Metro aims to keep any increase in its operating costs per hour below the rate of 
inflation. In 2015, Metro’s operating costs per hour increased only 0.3%, while the 
inflation rate was 1.1%. 
 
Appendix A (pages A-1 through A-19) 
 
Appendix A comprises a series of charts comparing the 30 largest U.S. 
motorbus/trolleybus agencies using 2014 data from the National Transit Database.  Of 
these agencies, King County Metro ranks ninth in 2014 boardings.  All figures are for 
motorbus/trolleybus boardings and costs, even for agencies that also operate rail 
systems and other transit modes. 
 
New and Revised Measures in the Updated Transit Strategic Plan 
 
The recently-adopted update to the Transit Strategic Plan includes eight new measures 
and modifies some existing measures.  The 2016 Progress Report includes some of the 
new measures while others will be added in future reports.  As summarized by Transit 
staff: 
 
New: 

• Population within ½ mile of stops with frequent service (in progress report) 
• Number of jobs within ½ mile of stops with frequent service (in progress report) 
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• Households within specific ranges of distance from frequent service (not in 
progress report) 

• Average number of jobs/households accessible within 30 minutes countywide 
(total population, low-income, minority) (not in progress report) 

• Average number of jobs/households accessible within 30 minutes from regional 
growth centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, and transit activity centers (not 
in progress report) 

• Bike locker capacity and utilization (including number of locations with bike 
lockers) (not in progress report) 

• Cost per passenger mile (in progress report) 
• For new or nontraditional alternative services, cost per boarding, ride or user, as 

appropriate (Note: different performance measures may be used to evaluate 
different types of services) (not in progress report) 

 
Altered: 

• Student and reduced-fare permits and usage revised as:  Student and reduced-
fare (youth, seniors, people with disabilities) and low-income fare permits and 
usage (in progress report) 

• Park-and-ride capacity and utilization (individually and systemwide) revised to 
add “capacity and utilization of park-and-ride lots with frequent service” (addition 
is not in progress report) 

• Proximity measures (i.e. “population with ¼-mile walk access to transit stop”) no 
longer measure population within a 2-mile drive to a park-and-ride, reflecting 
RTC concern that existing measures did not address capacity issues at park-
and-rides (reflected in progress report) 

 
AMENDMENT 
 
Attachment 3 to the staff report is an amendment that would provide for corrections of 
some graphic errors in the transmitted Progress Report.  The corrected Progress Report 
is Attachment 4.  Most of the edits would correct trend symbol references.  Another edit 
would clarify that Metro Connects, the Long Range Plan Vision, is a draft proposal that 
has not yet been adopted. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Proposed Motion 2016-0350 with attachment 
2. Executive’s Transmittal Letter 
3. Amendment to Proposed Motion 2016-0350 
4. Revised Progress Report dated August 17, 2016 

 
INVITED: 
 

1. Christina O’Claire, Manager Strategy and Performance, King County Transit 
Division 
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KING COUNTY

Signature Report

September 15, 2016 

1200 King County Courthouse 

516 Third Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98104 

Motion

Proposed No. 2016-0350.1 Sponsors Balducci 

1 

A MOTION relating to the King County Metro Strategic 1 

Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and Service 2 

Guidelines, accepting the King County Metro Transit 2015 3 

Strategic Plan Progress Report. 4 

WHEREAS, the council adopted the King County Metro Strategic Plan for Public 5 

Transportation 2011-2021 ("the strategic plan") and the King County Metro Service 6 

Guidelines ("the service guidelines") in July 2011, and 7 

WHEREAS, the strategic plan and service guidelines were to follow the 8 

recommendations of the regional transit task force regarding the policy framework for the 9 

Metro transit system, and 10 

WHEREAS, the regional transit task force recommended that the strategic plan 11 

and service guidelines focus on transparency and clarity, cost control, and productivity, 12 

and 13 

WHEREAS, the regional transit task force further recommended that the policy 14 

guidance for making service reductions and service growth decisions be based on the 15 

following priorities: 16 

1. Emphasize productivity due to its linkage to economic development, land17 

use, financial stability and environmental sustainability; 18 

2. Ensure social equity; and19 

ATTACHMENT 1
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Motion  

 

 

2 

 

   3.  Provide geographic value throughout the county, and 20 

 WHEREAS, Ordinance 17143, Section 5, adopting the strategic plan and service 21 

guidelines directs that a biennial report on meeting the goals, objectives and strategies of 22 

the strategic plan be complementary to the annual service guidelines report, which is to 23 

be transmitted by the executive by March 31 of each year to the council for acceptance by 24 

motion, and 25 

 WHEREAS, Ordinance 17143, Section 5, specifies that the report will measure 26 

progress toward broad outcomes to give an indication of Metro's overall performance 27 

toward achieving its vision as well as use discrete, quantifiable metrics to determine 28 

whether strategies are being implemented successfully, and  29 

 WHEREAS, Ordinance 17641 adopting the 2013 updates to the strategic plan 30 

identified additional performance measures and Ordinance 17597 modified the reporting 31 

timeline to require that the biennial report on meeting the goals, objectives and strategies 32 

identified in chapter three of the strategic plan be transmitted by motion by June 30 33 

starting in 2014, and 34 

 WHEREAS, King County Metro transit staff has compiled the required 35 

information and the executive has transmitted the Strategic Plan Progress Report set forth 36 

as Attachment A to this motion to the council and to the regional transit committee; 37 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County: 38 

 The council hereby accepts the attached King County Metro Transit 2015 39 

Strategic Plan Progress Report, which is Attachment A to this motion. 40 

 41 

 

RTC Packet Materials Page 64



Motion

3 

KING COUNTY COUNCIL 

KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

________________________________________ 

J. Joseph McDermott, Chair

ATTEST: 

________________________________________ 

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council 

APPROVED this _____ day of _______________, ______. 

________________________________________ 

Dow Constantine, County Executive 

Attachments: A. King County Metro Transit 2015 Strategic Plan Progress Report - June 2016 
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The Strategic Plan Progress Report is Metro's primary tool 
for showing the public and King County leaders how well 
we are moving toward the goals in our Strategic Plan for 
Public Transportation 2011-2021 (http://metro.kingcounty.
gov/planning/strategic-plan/index.html).

The 2015 progress report presents data on 63 performance 
measures; the majority show positive or stable trends.

Highlights
�� Metro’s ridership continued to grow, reaching a 

new all-time high of 122 million passenger trips 
in 2015. Nearly half of all households in the county 
(39%) have at least one Metro rider. All of the transit 
agencies in the region combined delivered 163 million 
trips in King County. That is an increase of 17.4% since 
2010—evidence that public transportation is helping 
the region accommodate a growing population and 
keep traffic congestion in check.

�� Overall satisfaction with Metro remains very 
high, with 88% of riders saying they are very 
or somewhat satisfied. This finding from Metro’s 
2015 Rider/Nonrider survey showed satisfaction to be 
slightly lower than in the previous two years. However, 
satisfaction with specific elements of Metro’s service 
generally remained the same or improved. 

�� More than three-fourths (76%) of jobs in King 
County were in locations within a quarter-mile 
of a bus stop, contributing to economic growth and 
healthy communities throughout the county.

�� Measures of safety and security improved over the 
past year, with operator and passenger assaults falling 
by 1% and 14%, respectively.

�� Metro’s cost per hour increased 0.3%, yet stayed 
below the 1.1% rate of inflation.

�� Metro’s farebox recovery rate reached an all-time 
high 30.8%, well above the 25% target adopted by 
King County. The rate has increased every year since 
2007.

�� Energy use decreased in several areas. Vehicle 
energy use per boarding declined 1.7% in 2015. Energy 
use at Metro facilities has declined by 17% since 2007 
when normalized by temperature and square footage. 
Our energy efficiency measures are contributing to our 
efforts to mitigate climate change and to control costs.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2015 KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT

�� Metro's on-time performance fell in 2015 to 74.9%, 
below the target of 80%. There were signs, however, 
that our on-time performance was improving as a 
result of Seattle Proposition 1 and Metro investments 
targeted at improving reliability.

�� Overall, nearly four-fifths of the spaces at King 
County's 130 park-and-ride facilities were used. 
Utilization varies greatly by location, with many park-
and-rides operating at full capacity. 

2015 was an extraordinary year for Metro. After 
Seattle voters approved Proposition 1 in 2014 to pay 
for more Metro service, we worked with the City of 
Seattle to add 110,000 service hours to 53 Seattle routes 
in June 2015 and 113,000 more hours in September. 
These increases were on top of 60,000 service hours we 
added in other parts of our service area during the year. 
The 2015 service investments allowed Metro to reduce 
crowding on buses, improve on-time performance, and 
add trips on many bus routes. We hired approximately 
500 new drivers to deliver the expanded service.

The Proposition 1-related investments brought some 
stability to Metro’s near-term financial picture, and we 
benefitted from low fuel prices as well. We also bolstered 
our revenue projections with a fare increase that took 
effect in March 2015. Nevertheless, Metro’s long-term 
financial stability would benefit from a more stable source 
of sufficient funding. 

Recognizing the impact that the March fare increase and 
other recent fare and fare-policy changes had on our low-
income customers, we introduced our groundbreaking 
ORCA LIFT reduced-fare program in March 2015. The 
program saw steady enrollment growth throughout the 
year.

Integration with Sound Transit remained one of Metro’s 
major areas of focus in 2015. In addition to integrating 
our bus service with the Link light rail extension to Capitol 
Hill and the University of Washington, we coordinated 
planning with Sound Transit as we began developing 
Metro's first-ever long-range plan. 

Another forward-looking effort in 2015 was an extensive 
update of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation and 
Service Guidelines.
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SYMBOLS — intended to give 
a general indication of how well 
we’re meeting our goals.

Improving

Stable

+

l

– Opportunity to improve

N/A, just one year of data, 
or trend not easily defined

MEASURES TREND
GOAL 1: SAFETY
1 Preventable accidents per million miles –
2 Operator and passenger incidents and assaults +

3 Customer satisfaction regarding safety and security +

4 Effectiveness of emergency responses +

GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL
1 Population within a quarter-mile of a transit stop l

2 Percentage of households in low-income census tracts within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop

3 Percentage of households in minority census tracts within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop or a  
two-mile drive to a park-and-ride

+

4 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop l

5 Percentage of households within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent service

6 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent service

7 Number of students at universities and community colleges that are within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop l

8 Vanpool boardings +
9 Transit mode share by market +

10 Student and reduced-fare permits and usage l

11 Accessible bus stops +
12 Access registrants

13 Access boardings/number of trips provided by the Community Access Transportation (CAT) program +
14 Requested Access trips compared with those provided l

15 Access applicants who undertake fixed-route travel training +
GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
1 All public transportation ridership in King County +
2 Transit rides per capita l

3 Ridership in population/business centers l

4 Employees at CTR sites sharing non-drive-alone transportation modes during peak commute hours l

5 Employer-sponsored passes and usage +
6 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization l

7 HOV lane passenger miles l
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GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

1 Average miles per gallon of Metro’s bus fleet +

2 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by miles +

3 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by boardings +

4 Total facility energy use +

5 Energy use at Metro facilities: kWh and natural gas used in facilities, normalized by area and temperature +

6 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) –
7 Transit mode share –
GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE
1 Customer satisfaction l

2 Customer complaints per boarding –
3 On-time performance by time of day –
4 Crowding l

5 Use of Metro’s web tools and alerts l

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
1 Service hours operated +

2 Service hours and service hour change per route

3 Boardings per vehicle hour l
4 Boardings per revenue hour l
5 Ridership and ridership change per route l

6 Passenger miles per vehicle mile +

7 Passenger miles per revenue mile +

8 Cost per hour +

9 Cost per vehicle mile –

10 Cost per boarding +

11 Cost per passenger mile l

12 Cost per vanpool boarding +

13 Cost per Access boarding –
14 Fare revenues +

15 Farebox recovery +

16 ORCA use +

17 Asset condition assessment +

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY
1 Public participation rates +

2 Customer satisfaction regarding Metro’s communications and reporting l

3 Social media indicators +

4 Conformance with King County policy on communications accessibility and translation to other languages l

GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE
1 Demographics of Metro employees l
2 Employee job satisfaction

3 Promotion rates –
4 Probationary pass rate l
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The King County Council adopted Metro’s Strategic 
Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 in July 2011 
and approved updates in 2012 and 2013. The plan 
lays out a vision for the region’s public transportation 
system; sets goals, objectives, strategies and quantitative 
performance measures; and establishes service guidelines. 
It builds on King County’s strategic plan and reflects the 
recommendations of the 2010 Regional Transit Task Force.

The County Council also directed Metro to report on how 
we are meeting the strategic plan’s goals and objectives. 
This is our fourth progress report; it covers five years 
whenever comparable data are available. In 2015, the 
County Council began a process of updating the Strategic 
Plan. As part of that process, they proposed that a number 
of new indicators be tracked. Because of the timing of 
this process, these new indicators have not yet been 
adopted. The methodologies for monitoring these new 
indicators are still being developed, with the exception 
of two that are included in this year's report (measures 
2.5, percentage of households within a half-mile walk to 
a transit stop with frequent service; and 2.6, number of 
jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent 
service).

The 63 measures in this report focus on many aspects 
of Metro’s public transportation system, including how 
well we deliver on the key values of productivity, social 
equity, and geographic value. We are continuing to refine 
our performance measurement processes, and are in the 
process of defining performance targets for each of the 
eight goals in the strategic plan. We have developed 
preliminary measures and created a tiered approach that 
connects how operation, maintenance and planning of 
a transit system contribute to the goals. This approach 
ties everyday workplace activities to progress toward our 
strategic goals. 

As part of our performance monitoring, we compare Metro 
with 30 of the largest motor- and trolley-bus agencies in 
the United States using National Transit Database data. 
Given the timing of data availability, the Peer Comparison 
Report appended to this document is based on data 
through 2014.

INTRODUCTION

2015 KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT

METRO AT A GLANCE (2015)
Service area		  2,134 square miles
Population		  2.12 million 
Employment		  1.31 million

Fixed-route ridership	 121.8 million
Vanpool ridership:		 3.6 million
Access ridership: 		  1.3 million

Annual service hours	 3.6 million
Active fleet		  1,472 buses
Bus stops		  8,091
Park-and-rides		  130
Park-and-ride spaces	 25,468

Key to trend symbols

Improving

Stable

Opportunity to improve

N/A, just one year of data, or trend not easily 

defined

+

ll

These symbols are intended to give a general 
indication of how well we’re meeting our goals.

SYMBOL KEY

l
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1) 	Preventable accidents per million miles

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 1 OVERVIEW

Metro saw another significant decline in assaults on 
our buses in 2015. The rate of preventable accidents 
rose again in 2015, but current levels are still well 
below the levels of just a decade ago. Increased 
driver training and a pedestrian awareness campaign 
contributed to a reduction in preventable pedestrian 
accidents. Customer satisfaction with personal safety 
while riding the bus at night remains high, as does 
satisfaction with the safe operation of the buses. 
Metro is currently conducting a major safety system 
review, with a report due out in 2016.

XXObjective 1.1: Keep people safe and secure.
Intended outcome: Metro’s services and facilities are 
safe and secure.

Metro protects the safety and security of customers, 
employees, and facilities in a variety of ways, including 
planning, policing, facility design, operational practices, 
safety training, and collaboration with local jurisdictions 
and other agencies on safety-related matters.

Specific strategies include promoting safety and security 
in public transportation operations and facilities, and 
planning for and executing regional emergency-response 
and homeland-security efforts.

Our safety program for bus drivers emphasizes steps to 
raise safety awareness. Our Operator Assault Reduction 
Project includes a number of strategies and programs to 
increase the safety of both bus drivers and passengers.

1GOAL 1: SAFETY

Support safe communities.

MEASURES TREND

1 Preventable accidents per million miles –

2
Operator and passenger incidents and 
assaults +

3
Customer satisfaction regarding safety 
and security +

4 Effectiveness of emergency responses +

1)	 Preventable accidents per million miles  –                  
Metro continues to focus on reducing accidents through driver 
training and customer education. The number of preventable 
accidents per million miles increased by 1.5 from 2014 to 2015. 
However, pedestrian accidents, which declined by 35% in 2014, 
decreased again in 2015 by an additional 8.5%. 
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2)	 Operator and passenger incidents and assaults   
The total number of operator assaults fell again in 2015—a 1.3% 
reduction compared to 2014. The 77 operator assaults (0.6 per 
million transit boardings) in 2015 include those on Sound Transit 
bus service operated by Metro. 

It has been nearly two years since the last felony aggravated 
assault occurred (defined as when the offender uses a weapon or 
displays it in a threatening manner, or the operator suffers severe 
or aggravated bodily injury). This decline reflects the success of 
Metro’s Operator Assault Reduction Project, which focuses on 
close coordination between Transit Operations and Metro Transit 
Police to ensure timely assault response and follow-up. The 
project also includes a training program that helps operators learn 
how to de-escalate potential conflicts and communicate effectively 
with challenging passengers.

Passenger vs. passenger physical disturbances fell significantly— 
13.6% from 2014 to 2015. There were 273 disturbances, or 
2.1 per million boardings. Passenger vs. passenger physical 
disturbances are incidents recorded by drivers that may or may 
not be criminal in nature and don’t necessarily entail a victim, a 
suspect, a request for police, or the filing of a report.

2)	 Operator assaults and passenger
	 physical disturbances

3) 	Rider satisfaction with safe operation  
of the bus

3)	 Customer satisfaction regarding safety and security +    
Every year, Metro’s Rider Survey asks riders about their 
satisfaction with many attributes of Metro service. In the most 
recent survey, 82% of riders said they are “very satisfied” with 
the safe operation of the bus; this is 8% more than were very 
satisfied in 2014. (Most of the remainder said they are “somewhat 
satisfied.”) This is an increase over past years, although the 
wording of the question changed slightly to focus more on 
operators than on the operation of the bus.

When asked about personal safety while riding the bus at night, 
79% said they are very or somewhat satisfied, which is similar to 
the average for the previous four years.

GOAL 1: SAFETY
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GOAL 1: SAFETY

Metro’s Operator Assault Reduction Project
Metro instituted the Operator Assault Reduction Project in January 2009 to bring down a high level of assaults 
directed at Metro operators as they drove their routes. A joint effort of the Metro Transit Police (MTP) and Transit 
Operations, the project's goal was to use Metro’s available resources to reduce the number of operator assaults.

The program helped develop procedures for reporting, responding to, investigating and tracking operator assault 
incidents. The program has 11 specific objectives covering things such as:

�� Field responses by MTP

�� Investigations and communications by MTP’s Criminal Investigation Unit

�� Operator training on how to recognize and defuse hostile situations and to enhance communication to promote 
improved security on coaches

�� Early intervention efforts

�� Suspension and exclusion policies and reward programs

�� Post-incident victim counseling

�� Improvements to the Security Incident Report program.

After an approximate 50% reduction in assaults during the program's first five years, operator assaults trended up 
in 2012. Additional efforts resulted in annual reductions in 2013, 2014 and 2015. 

4)	 Effectiveness of emergency responses   
The Department of Homeland Security’s Transportation Security 
Administration administers the Baseline Assessment for Security 
Enhancement (BASE) program, which establishes a security 
standard for transit system security programs and assesses 
progress. This voluntary, comprehensive review focuses on 
categories identified by the transit community as fundamentals 
for a sound transit security program, including an agency’s 
security plans, security training, drills and exercise programs, 
public outreach efforts, and background-check programs.

Metro’s score on this test increased from 91% in 2009 to 95% 
in 2012, with improvements in our infrastructure protection 
protocols, security and emergency preparedness training and 
exercise program, and inclusion of security upgrades in our mid- 
and long-term planning. The 2015 triennial audit was delayed at 
the request of TSA. The assessment is being redeployed in stages 
beginning the first week of April 2016. We expect to conclude by 
June with scoring available by July.

95%
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

Provide equitable opportunities for people from all areas of King County  
to access the public transportation system.

XXObjective 2.1 Provide public transportation 
products and services that add value through-
out King County and that facilitate access to 
jobs, education, and other destinations.
Intended outcome: More people throughout King 
County have access to public transportation products 
and services.

Metro strives to make it easy for people to travel through-
out King County and the region. We provide a range of 
public transportation products and services appropriate to 
different markets and mobility needs, working to integrate 
our services with others. Our fully accessible fixed-route 
system is complemented by services such as ridesharing 
and Dial-A-Ride Transit (DART). In compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, we provide Access para-
transit service to eligible people with disabilities. Our 
Community Access Transportation (CAT) program provides 
vans and support to community organizations that offer 
rides as an alternative to Access. CAT trips are less 
expensive and fill some service gaps. Our travel training 
program helps people with disabilities use regular bus 

2

service. We also offer Jobs Access and Reverse Commute, a 
federal transportation program intended to connect low-
income populations with employment opportunities.

NOTE: In previous years, measures 1 to 4 included 
housing units within two miles of a park-and-ride in the 
totals. However, our 2015 Access to Transit study found 
that proximity to park-and-rides represents neither their 
true catchment area nor those households’ ability to 
access the transit system. The revised measures better 
reflect access. Metro continues to measure park-and-ride 
capacity and utilization in Goal 3, Measure 6.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 2 OVERVIEW

About 65% of housing units in King County are within 
a quarter-mile walk to a bus stop—about the same 
as last year. The percentage is higher in areas with a 
high proportion of low-income or minority residents.

Access to jobs via transit also remained steady in 
2015, with 76% of jobs in King County within a 
quarter-mile of a bus stop. Approximately 145,000 
students attend colleges within a quarter-mile of 
a Metro stop. Almost 12% of employees in King 
County and 45% of those who work in downtown 
Seattle commute by transit—numbers similar to 2014.

The proportion of bus stops that are wheelchair 
accessible increased in 2015. Access ridership 
decreased as we continued to expand the more-
efficient CAT program and continued travel training 
to give riders more transportation choices. Metro 
delivered 100% of the Access trips requested.

Metro continues to operate the largest publicly 
owned commuter van program in the nation, with 
Metro vans traveling more than 56 million miles in 
2015, when vanpool ridership grew by 4%.

Measures continued on next page

MEASURES TREND

1 Population within a quarter-mile walk 
to a transit stop

l

2
Percentage of households in low-
income census tracts within a quarter-
mile walk to a transit stop

l

3
Percentage of households in minority 
census tracts within a quarter-mile walk 
to a transit stop

+

4 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile 
walk to a transit stop l

5
Percentage of households within a 
half-mile walk to a transit stop with 
frequent service

6 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk 
to a transit stop with frequent service

7
Number of students at universities and 
community colleges within a quarter-
mile walk to a transit stop

l

8 Vanpool boardings +

9 Transit mode share by market +
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MEASURES TREND

10
Student and reduced-fare permits and 
usage

11 Accessible bus stops +

12 Access registrants l

13
Access boardings/number of trips 
provided by the Community Access 
Transportation (CAT) program

Measures, continued

65%

73%

68%

1) 	 Population living within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  
This basic access metric measures proximity to any transit stop. In  
winter 2015, 65% of King County housing units were within a  
quarter-mile walk to a bus stop—the same as last year.

2) 	 Percentage of households in low-income census tracts within  
a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop      
To align with other Metro policies, this report now defines "low-income" 
as less than 200% of the federal poverty level. The 2014 American 
Community Survey found that 24% of King County residents have low 
incomes. To measure their access to transit, we define a census tract as 
low-income if more than 24% of its population is below 200% of the 
federal poverty level. Almost three-quarters (73%) of housing units in 
these census tracts are within a quarter-mile walk to a bus stop. This 
is slightly less than last year (75%), but higher than the countywide 
population as a whole. The 2015 decrease is attributable to shifts in 
tracts designated as low-income as a result of the changed definition.

3) 	 Percentage of households in minority census tracts within a 
quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  +    
The 2014 American Community Survey found that 37% of King County 
residents belong to minority groups. We define a census tract as 
minority if more than 37% of its population belongs to a minority 
group. In these census tracts, 68% of housing units are within a 
quarter-mile walk to a bus stop, a slight increase over last year (67%) 
and higher than for the county population as a whole.

4)	 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  l    
In winter 2015, 76% of jobs in King County were in locations within 
a quarter-mile of a bus stop—the same as last year.

5)	 Percentage of households within a half-mile walk to a transit  
stop with frequent service   
This is a new measure that looks at a household's proximity to any 
bus stop served by transit that operates all day at frequencies of 15 
minutes or better. This includes all RapidRide lines, Link light rail, and 
places where two or more routes follow the same path and have a

l

+

GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

76%

MEASURES TREND

14
Requested Access trips compared with 
those provided

l

15
Access applicants who undertake fixed-
route travel training

+
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combined headway of 15 minutes or better. In 2015, 43% of 
households were within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with 
frequent service. 

For this measure, the Strategic Plan Progress Report defines 
frequent service as any route or combination of routes that 
provide service every 15 minutes or better. In Metro’s long-range 
plan, METRO CONNECTS, frequent service is defined not only by 
frequency, but also by the span of service (the amount of time 
between the first trip and the last trip of the day) and a higher 
level of capital investment in speed, on-time performance, and 
passenger amenities. METRO CONNECTS envisions its frequent 
transit corridors to be of a higher overall quality than today’s 
frequent corridors. By the METRO CONNECTS definition, about 20% 
of the population currently has access to this higher standard of 
frequent service.

6)	 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop 
with frequent service  
Like the previous item, this measure is new this year. In 2015, 63% 
of jobs in King County were within a half-mile walk to a transit 
stop with frequent service.

7)	 Number of students at universities and community colleges 
that are within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  l
All 27 of the degree-conferring college and university campuses in 
King County are within a quarter mile to a bus stop. Approximately 
151,000 students attend classes in person at these campuses.

8) 	Vanpool boardings    
Metro continues to operate the largest publicly owned commuter 
van program in the nation. Steady growth in vanpool and vanshare 
boardings continued in 2015, extending the trend since 2010. Total 
boardings reached 3.6 million, about 4% higher than in 2014 and 
33% above 2010. Our commuter van fleet also grew 6% in 2015, 
to nearly 1,500. The program helped the region use existing road 
space more efficiently by eliminating more than 54 million vehicle 
miles traveled; it also saved more than 2.4 million gallons of fuel.

Vanpool customer satisfaction remains high at 92%. Commuter 
vanpools are highly valued by both current and past participants, 
with 93% agreeing that the service helps reduce congestion.

Targeted employer vanpool formations and promotional efforts 
drive ridership growth. Metro’s Commute Coach program helps 
generate awareness of the vanpool program and helps commuters 
transition to vanpool service. In 2015, our Commute Coach 
Program started 149 vans, our highest number in one year so far  
and making up 57% of new van starts. Major employers that have 
Commute Coach employees include Amazon (72 vans), Microsoft 
(28) and Starbucks (3). 

Rideshare has a strong social media presence, with a combined 
3,149 Facebook fans and Twitter followers, up 55% from 2014.

8) Vanpool boardings (in millions)

The methodology for counting passengers was 
modified in 2014. Previous years’ data on this 
chart reflect the estimated ridership using the new 
methodology.

GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

9)	 Transit mode share by market      
According to the 2014 American Community Survey, 11.8% of 
King County workers take public transportation to work, up from 
11% in 2013. Transit’s share of commuters is even stronger for 
workers in downtown Seattle, with 45% taking transit (2014 
Commute Seattle survey). This is up from the 2012 figure of 43%. 
No other mode-split data are readily available.

10)	Student and reduced-fare permits and usage       
The Regional Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP) entitles senior riders (age 
65 or older), riders with disabilities, and Medicare-card holders to 
pay a reduced fare of $1.00. In 2015, RRFP trips made up 12% of 
all Metro ORCA trips. Many other RRFP riders pay their fares with 
cash, and we are unable to measure these trips.

In addition to the RRFP, the ORCA Business Passport program has 
partnered with five school districts (Seattle, Bellevue, Highline, 
Lake Washington, and Mercer Island) to offer student transit 
passes. We sold more than 19,000 passes in the 2015-2016 
school year. We expect more than 3 million boardings to be made 
with those passes, or about a 4% increase over the 2014-2015 
school year. In addition, many other schools and school districts 
buy Puget Passes for their students.

New in 2015 was the ORCA LIFT reduced-fare card for people 
with low incomes (see box below).

10) Reduced fare ORCA trips (in millions)
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ORCA LIFT low-income fare program
Metro launched the groundbreaking ORCA LIFT reduced-fare program in March 2015, making transit more 
affordable for qualified riders whose incomes are below 200% of the federal poverty level.

ORCA LIFT cardholders can save as much as $1.75 per trip on Metro, and qualify for reduced fares on Kitsap 
Transit, Sound Transit Link light rail, the King County Water Taxi and the Seattle Streetcar.

As we planned this program, one of our challenges was how to reach potential participants and sign them up. Our 
solution was to partner with Public Health-Seattle and King County, and eight human services agencies. Together 
we’ve been actively promoting ORCA LIFT using advertising, outreach at community events, and our ORCA-To-Go 

vans. The agencies are verifying applicants’ eligibility. This 
approach has proven to be powerful and effective—people 
are getting ORCA LIFT cards and they’re using them. We also 
developed a partnership with the City of Seattle to promote 
ORCA LIFT. City employees are being trained in eligibility and 
enrollment activities to expand outreach.

Since the program started, the number of enrollees has grown 
steadily to nearly 23,000 at the end of 2015. ORCA LIFT 
cardholders took 2,658,810 trips in 2015, making up about 
2.2% of Metro boardings.

The Metro program team was honored as a Washington State 
Department of Transportation Wall of Fame winner.
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13)	 Accessible service trips, in 000s 
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

11) Accessible bus stops       
We increased our proportion of bus stops that are wheelchair 
accessible to 80% in 2015. Service realignments, bus stop spacing, 
and accessibility improvement projects allowed us to increase 
operational efficiencies and enhance our customers’ overall transit 
experience. Service additions in late 2015 increased the number 
of active stops.

  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Accessible stops 6,714 6,499 6,508 6,346 6,444
All stops 8,744 8,413 8,357 8,079 8,091
Percent accessible  77%  77%  78% 79% 80%

12) Access registrants       
At the end of 2015, there were 14,315 ADA-eligible registrants 
in the Access database—a 2.6% drop from 2014. Since January 
2014, only riders with current certification have been counted as 
Access registrants. In previous years, individuals approaching the 
end of their eligibility who had not taken a trip on Access for a 
year were considered inactive, but were still listed as eligible even 
though their eligibility had expired. As a result of that change, the 
2014 and 2015 numbers are not comparable to previous years.

13) Access boardings/number of trips provided by the 
Community Access Transportation (CAT) program        
Access ridership decreased 10.2% in 2015, while the program 
still provided all of the trips requested by qualified applicants. 
This decline was partially due to the 1.4% ridership increase in 
the more cost-efficient CAT program and to continued instruction 
to help Access registrants use regular bus service, which also 
reduces costs. Growth in CAT was primarily due to an increase 
in service from three Adult Day Health (ADH) sites, EADS, Legacy 
House and Full Life Kent. In 2015, these ADH sites provided 
approximately 36,000 boardings that were previously provided by 
Access Transportation, saving the County about $1.7 million.

14) Requested Access trips compared with those provided  l
Per federal requirements, Metro’s Access program provides a trip 
for every request by a qualified applicant, meeting the target of 
100% delivery ratio.

15) Access applicants who undertake fixed-route travel 
training     
Travel training to help people with disabilities ride regular bus 
service gives those customers more transportation choices. It also 
contributes to Metro’s cost-control efforts by diverting riders to 
a less-expensive mode of transportation. The number of riders 
trained increased 2.3% from 2014.

15)	 Access applicants who undertake  
fixed-route travel training 
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3GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Encourage vibrant, economically thriving and sustainable communities.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 3 OVERVIEW

2015 was another year of record ridership for Metro, 
following four consecutive years of increasing rider-
ship corresponding with the region’s economic 
recovery that began in 2010. Many factors affected 
ridership. Service reductions that began in late 2014, 
a fare increase in early 2015, and sharply lower 
gasoline prices throughout 2015 had a negative 
impact on ridership. These factors were more than 
offset by strong employment growth and transit 
service purchased by the City of Seattle. Total rider-
ship in the county, including Link and Sound Transit 
buses, set a record for the fifth consecutive year. 
Metro continues to work with partners to encourage 
alternatives to driving alone for work and personal 
travel. Nearly all of Metro’s bus trips touch regional 
growth centers or manufacturing centers. The use of 
ORCA business account passes is increasing, while 
overall use of park-and-ride lots remains stable.

MEASURES TREND

1 All public transportation ridership in 
King County +

2 Metro Transit rides per capita l

3 Ridership in population/business 
centers

4
Employees at CTR sites sharing non-
drive-alone transportation modes 
during peak commute hours

l

5 Employer-sponsored passes and 
usage +

6 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization l

7 HOV lane passenger miles +

XXObjective 3.1 Support a strong, diverse, 
sustainable economy.
Intended outcome: Public transportation products 
and services are available throughout King County 
and are well-utilized in centers and areas of 
concentrated economic activity.

XXObjective 3.2: Address the growing need 
for transportation services and facilities 
throughout the county.
Intended outcome: More people have access to and 
regularly use public transportation products and 
services in King County.

XXObjective 3.3: Support compact, healthy 
communities.
Intended outcome: More people regularly use public 
transportation products and services along corridors 
with compact development.

XXObjective 3.4: Support economic development 
by using existing transportation infrastructure 
efficiently and effectively.
Intended outcome: Regional investments in major 
highway capacity projects and parking requirements 
are complemented by high transit service levels in 
congested corridors and centers.

The Puget Sound Regional Council’s regional growth 
strategy assumes a doubling of transit ridership by 2040 
and emphasizes the need for an integrated, multimodal 
transportation system that links major cities and centers. 
Toward this end, Metro offers travel options that connect 
people to areas of concentrated activity and provide 
affordable access to jobs, education, and social and retail 
services. This in turn supports economic growth. 

We work with other transit agencies to create an 
integrated and efficient regional transportation system, 
and we encourage the development of transit-supportive 
communities.

Issaquah Transit Center
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GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

1) 	 All public transportation ridership in King County (rail, 
bus, paratransit, rideshare)   
The total number of boardings in King County on all services—
including buses, rail, paratransit service, vanpools and passenger-
only ferries—grew to 163.5 million in 2015, a 1.6% increase over 
2014. Metro fixed-route ridership alone was 121.8 million, an 
increase of 0.7%, and accounted for three-quarters of the total. 
Ridership on the other services grew 4%. While Sound Transit’s 
Link light rail growth rate tailed off, it was still a significant 7% 
growth from 2014 to 2015. Since 2010, total transit ridership 
in King County grew 17%, continuing to outpace increases in 
population (6.3%) and employment (14%).

2) 	 Metro Transit rides per capita  l    
Metro’s ridership growth of 0.8% in 2015 was lower than King 
County’s 1.8% population growth, so boardings per capita 
declined slightly. However, since 2010 the ridership increase has 
outpaced King County population growth, and the boardings 
per capita grew by 4.6%. Much of this gain was driven by 
employment growth as well as service improvements such as new 
RapidRide lines.

3) 	 Ridership in population/business centers      
In fall 2015, Metro provided 11,064 bus trips each weekday 
to, from, through or between regional growth centers or 
manufacturing/industrial centers (as designated in the region’s 
growth plan). This made up 98% of Metro’s directly operated, 
non-custom, scheduled trips—so virtually all of the transit trips 
we provide serve one of these centers. This percentage is the 
same as in 2014, and is a couple of percentage points higher than 
the previous years. 

4)	 Employees at CTR sites sharing non-drive-alone 
transportation modes during commute hours  l  
The share of employee commute trips that serve Commute Trip 
Reduction (CTR) sites in King County has remained remarkably 
stable since the 2011/2012 survey cycle. CTR sites are those with 
at least 100 employees who arrive at work between 6 and 9 a.m. 
About one-third of these commuters use buses, trains, carpools 
or vanpools to get to work. Over the years, improvements in 
this rate tend to be tied to rising gas prices, major roadway 
construction projects, tolling on freeways, and major promotional 
campaigns as well as improvements to transit service. Data are 
not yet available from the 2015/2016 surveys.

1) 	Transit boardings in King County* 
(in millions)

2)	 Metro transit rides per capita

4) 	Peak mode share at King County CTR sites
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*includes Sound Transit bus service operated by Community Transit and Pierce 
Transit, which was not included in previous reports. 

*Includes Sound Transit bus service operated by Community 
Transit and Pierce Transit, which was not included in 
previous reports.
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5) 	Employer-sponsored passes and usage   
The payment of fares with business account ORCA cards has 
increased dramatically as ORCA has matured. (ORCA is an 
electronic fare card adopted in 2009 by seven transit agencies in 
the region.) Metro's ORCA Passport revenue was more than $65 
million, a 13% increase over 2014. Total regional revenue from 
business ORCA accounts in 2015 was more than $139 million. 
This was nearly two-thirds of all regional ORCA revenue. The 
largest of the products is Passport, a program in which employers 
purchase transit passes for their employees. There were 51.1 
million regional boardings with Passport in 2015—4% more 
than in 2014—and revenue of $104 million. The University of 
Washington’s U-Pass program brings in 27% of regional ORCA 
Passport revenue ($27.8 out of $104 million).

6)	 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization    
The average number of spaces used at King County’s 130 park-
and-ride facilities fell slightly in 2015 after a four-year growth 
spell in the preceding years. Utilization rates of the 25,000 
spaces at these facilities fell by about 2% from 2014. On typical 
weekdays in 2015, the lots were 78% full. Utilization varies 
greatly among the 130 lots, with many park-and-ride facilities 
operating near or at full capacity. For usage information on 
each lot, see the park-and-ride quarterly reports on Metro’s 
online Accountability Center (http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/
accountability/park-ride-usage.html).

7) 	 HOV lane passenger miles  l       
HOV (high-occupancy vehicle) lanes are considered fixed guide-
ways, as defined by the Federal Transit Administration. Transit-
only lanes and trolley wire are also in this category. Passenger 
miles on these lanes fell by 4.9%, reflecting a small drop in overall 
revenue miles of service, and particularly revenue service on fixed-
guideway lanes. Notably, the number of fixed-guideway lane miles 
has fallen due to changes made by the FTA in the classification of 
what constitutes a fixed-guideway lane.

7) 	Passenger miles on transit-only and 
HOV lanes (in millions)

5) 	Regional boardings with ORCA  
Passport passes 
(in millions)

GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
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Total park-and-ride spaces 

Year* Capacity Used Utilization
2011 25,110 18,549 74%
2012 25,143 19,212 76%
2013 25,397 19,485 77%
2014 25,489 20,054 79%
2015 25,468 19,600 78%

* Fall service, September to February
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GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Safeguard and enhance King County’s natural resources and environment.

XXObjective 4.1: Help reduce greenhouse-gas 
emissions in the region.
Intended outcome: People drive single-occupant 
vehicles less.

XXObjective 4.2: Minimize Metro’s 
environmental footprint.
Intended outcome: Metro’s environmental footprint is 
reduced (normalized against service growth).

In November 2015, the King County Council unanimously 
adopted the King County Strategic Climate Action 
Plan, which established a long-term goal of reducing 
countywide greenhouse-gas emissions by at least 80% 
by 2050. Metro plays a key role in progressing toward 
this goal by providing travel options that increase 
the proportion of travel in King County by public 
transportation, and by increasing the efficiency of our 
services and facilities.

Every action Metro takes to make transit a more accessible, 
competitive, and attractive transportation option helps to 
counter climate change and improve air quality. We have 
also developed an agencywide sustainability program to 

4

coordinate sustainability initiatives as part of planning, 
capital projects, operations, and maintenance. We are 
committed to green operating and maintenance practices, 
and we incorporate cost-effective green building and 
sustainable development practices in all capital projects. 
We continue to seek opportunities to improve energy 
efficiency and decrease energy use in our facilities and 
fleet.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 4 OVERVIEW

In 2015, Metro realized an additional 1.7% improve-
ment in the energy efficiency of our fleet. Coupled 
with increases in boardings and a reduction in miles, 
energy use fell by 2.6% on a per-boarding basis. 

Similarly, overall facility energy use has decreased 
21% since 2007 when assessed by square footage 
and temperature, largely as a result of conservation 
efforts. 

Thirty-nine percent of King County households have 
a member who rides Metro at least one time per 
month—a slightly lower percentage than in 2014, 
although the average number of trips taken per month 
by riders increased in 2015.

MEASURES TREND

1 Average miles per gallon of Metro’s 
bus fleet

+

2 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) 
normalized by miles

+

3 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) 
normalized by boardings

+

4 Total facility energy use +

5
Energy use at Metro facilities: kWh 
and natural gas used in facilities, 
normalized by area and temperature

+

6 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT)

7 Transit mode share l
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GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

1) 	 Average miles per gallon for Metro’s bus fleet  +      
Fuel economy for Metro’s diesel bus fleet continued to improve 
in 2015. Average miles per gallon increased by just over 0.5% 
to almost four miles per gallon, saving nearly 60,000 gallons of 
diesel compared to the prior year’s use.

Buses vary significantly in their passenger capacity and occupancy. 
In recent years, the main factors affecting the average miles per 
gallon of our fleet were:

�� The replacement of older diesel buses with new diesel-electric 
hybrids that consume less fuel.

�� The replacement of 40-foot, high-floor buses with new 60-foot, 
low-floor articulated buses that use more fuel because they 
are larger and carry more passengers.

Our 60-foot buses carry one-third more passengers than our older 
40-foot buses. This increased ridership capacity is needed to 
achieve Metro’s ridership growth targets. Metro is committed to 
purchasing fuel-efficient vehicles.

2) 	 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by 
miles   
Metro operates diesel and hybrid motor buses and electricity-
powered trolley buses. When diesel fuel and kilowatt hours 
are converted to the energy measure BTUs, Metro's energy 
consumption declined by 1.7% between 2014 and 2015.

While diesel and hybrid buses operate more than 90% of Metro's 
service miles, some diesel miles were reallocated to more efficient 
trolley buses on weekends. We expect our new electric trolley 
fleet to be fully deployed in 2017.

3)	 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by 
boarding   
Vehicle energy use per boarding declined 2.6% in 2015 as a 
result of an increase in passenger boardings, a decrease in miles 
operated, and the improvement in total fleet efficiency noted 
above.

4) 	 Total facility energy use   
Metro continues to use 2007 as a baseline year against which 
to measure future progress in reducing energy demand per the 
King County Strategic Climate Action Plan. Total energy use at 
all Metro facilities—which does not include the energy used to 
power buses—has decreased by approximately 17% since then. 
Energy use was reduced thanks to conservation practices and the 
completion of numerous energy efficiency projects. Between 2014 
and 2015, total building energy usage declined by 8%.

-1.7%

-2.6%

-17%
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5) 	Energy use at Metro facilities (kWh and natural gas used 
in facilities normalized by area and temperature)   
Metro defined a set of baseline facilities in 2007 against which to 
compare future energy use and account for changes in the 
number and size of facilities over time. After also adjusting for 
weather variability and changes in square footage at the facilities, 
normalized energy use at these facilities decreased by 
approximately 21% between 2007 and 2015, thanks in part to 
investments in conservation measures such as LED lighting and 
HVAC system upgrades at various facilities. 

-21%

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

In 2015, Metro acquired three all-electric fast-charge 
battery buses manufactured by Proterra. These buses 
produce zero tail-pipe emissions and use a “fast-charge” 
battery technology that allows them to receive a full 
charge in approximately 10 minutes. 

Currently operating on routes 226 and 241 in Bellevue, 
the battery-powered buses are being evaluated to 

determine how well they perform, their operations 
and maintenance costs, and service performance. The 
analysis will help Metro determine the feasibility and 
potential for acquiring battery buses as part of our bus 
fleet in the future.

Battery-powered buses—the fleet of the future?
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6)	 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT)  l  
The number of vehicle miles traveled on state roads in King 
County grew again in 2015 to 8.9 billion. This works out 
to 4,329 per resident, an increase of 1.4% over 2014, but a 
decline of 2.3% since 2010. During these five years, per capita 
passenger miles on Metro buses increased more than 10%.

7) 	Transit mode share

6)	 Per capita vehicle miles traveled

7)	 Transit mode share  l   
Metro’s 2015 Rider Survey found that 32% of King County 
households had at least one member who rode Metro five or 
more times in the previous month. Another 7% had a member 
who rode one to four times. The total of 39% is a slight decrease 
from the past few years. The downturn in the number of 
households is somewhat offset by an increase in the average 
number of trips taken per month by riders.

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
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XXObjective 5.1: Improve satisfaction with 
Metro’s products and services and the way 
they are delivered.
Intended outcome: People are more satisfied with Metro 
products and services.

XXObjective 5.2: Improve public awareness of 
Metro products and services.
Intended outcome: People understand how to use 
Metro’s products and services and use them more often.

Metro is committed to giving our customers a positive 
experience at every stage of transit use, from trip planning 
to arrival at a destination. We strive to provide service that is 
reliable, convenient, easy to understand and easy to use. We 
emphasize customer service in both transit operations and 
workforce training. Our marketing and customer information 

5GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE

Establish a culture of customer service and deliver services that are responsive 
to community needs.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 5 OVERVIEW

Customer satisfaction remained consistent from 2014 
to 2015, with 88% of our customers saying they are 
satisfied with Metro service. However, the number of 
customer complaints recorded increased in 2015—
possibly the result of better comment tracking (see story 
box on C3, p. 22). 

On-time performance of our service declined again in 
2015. The likely causes were increases in both traffic 
congestion and ridership that slowed our operations. 
Service investments made by Metro and by the City 
of Seattle with funding from its November 2014 
Proposition 1 are intended to improve reliability. The 
additional service should also reduce crowding, which 
remained at the same level it was in 2014.

Customer visits to Metro's website and Trip Planner both 
decreased in 2015, as there are now various other tools 
available to help with transit trip planning. Transit Alerts 
have proven to be an effective way to communicate in 
real time about service disruptions and adverse weather 
issues. Growth continues to be strong in both the 
number of subscribers and the number of messages sent.

MEASURES TREND

1 Customer satisfaction

2 Customer complaints per boarding –
3 On-time performance by time of day –
4 Crowding –
5 Use of Metro’s web tools and alerts

efforts help customers understand what service is 
available and how to use it, and also raise awareness 
of the benefits of transit.

Customer Communications and Services office.
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GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE

1) 	 Customer satisfaction          
Metro has achieved a customer satisfaction rate of around 90% 
over much of its history as measured in annual rider surveys. This 
was the case again in 2015. Responding to the question, “Overall, 
would you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with Metro?” 88% 
of respondents said they are either “very satisfied” or “somewhat 
satisfied.” In 2012 and 2013, total satisfaction decreased below 
90%, but it returned to that level in 2014. The 88% in 2015 was 
not statistically different from the 2014 result.

1)	 Overall rider satisfaction

In September 2015, Metro’s Customer Communications 
and Services work unit launched its new Customer 
Relations Management System, called C3 (for customer 
communications and comments). 

C3 is used to enter, track and analyze all customer 
comments and requests for information that come 
through Customer Communications and Services. 
It reports the progress through the system of each 
customer’s issue, and reminds those responsible for 
each step what needs to be done. 

C3 has also automated much of the data entry required 
by the old system and allows customers to fill out web 
forms that can be easily incorporated into the database.

Since its rollout, C3 has brought about a more efficient 
customer comment process. This is shown in the 
statistic that best reflects our combined efforts to 
resolve and respond to our customers. We now process 
customer comments over five times faster than we did 
a year ago. We accomplished this while also tracking 
comments regarding Access service, the King County 
Water Taxi and DART as well as incorporating our old 
lost-and-found retrieval system.

With the new C3 system, management teams can now 
see at a glance how the agency is doing. If something 
piques their interest, they can easily get reports that 
drill down to details never seen in the system that 
preceded C3.

C3—a new tool for managing customer comments
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2) 	 Customer complaints per boarding   –   
The number of customer complaints per million boardings 
increased by 14% in 2015, following a 10% decline the 
previous year. Complaints tend to spike with major changes in 
service. Metro’s new C3 system for tracking customer comments, 
complaints and requests for service came online in September and 
this new method of tracking may account for some of the increase.

3) 	 On-time performance by time of day   –    
Metro has a target of at least 80% of bus trips being on time 
(between five minutes late and one minute early at key stops). In 
2015, on-time performance was 74.9%, which was 1.4 
percentage points below 2014. The recent decline started in the 
last quarter of 2014. Increased traffic congestion was a key 
contributor to that decline. More buses are late across the system, 
particularly in the PM peak (the 3 p.m.-7 p.m. period shown in 
the chart) and on service using highways. Increased ridership also 
plays a role—bus trips take a little longer when more people are 
getting on and off, especially if the bus is very crowded.

Data from late 2015, however, indicates on-time performance has 
begun to improve. The City of Seattle 
purchased additional bus service with 
funding from Proposition 1, approved by 
Seattle voters in November 2014. Many of 
Seattle’s investments focus on reducing 
crowding and improving reliability. Metro 
also made investments around the county.

In 2015, Metro’s Service Guidelines analysis 
found that 79 routes need a total 
investment of 23,550 service hours to 
improve reliability. We continue to identify 
and address “hot spots” where transit 
service slows down. We’ll be making 
changes like scheduling more time for 
travel on roads that have become more 
congested, adding more time between trips 
so that delays on one trip don’t affect later 
trips, and making other adjustments to 
schedules. These changes should improve on-time performance 
on many routes.

2)	 Complaints per million boardings

A bus is considered to be on time if it is between one minute early and five 
minutes late at key stops. In 2014, the time periods were slightly revised to 
be consistent with the Service Guidelines. The changes varied by about 15 
minutes to an hour. The pre-2014 numbers in the table reflect the previous 
definitions.

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

5 a.m. – 9 a.m. 81.3% 81.9% 82.1% 81.9% 79.2%

9 a.m. – 3 p.m. 74.9% 75.8% 78.2% 77.6% 75.8%

3 p.m. – 7 p.m. 69.0% 68.5% 69.2% 67.1% 65.3%

7 p.m. – 10 p.m. 73.0% 73.8% 75.4% 75.7% 76.3%

After 10 p.m. 80.7% 81.5% 82.6% 83.7% 83.8%

Weekday average 75.7% 76.3% 77.6% 76.0% 74.3%

Saturday 75.7% 75.7% 76.6% 76.5% 75.9%

Sunday 78.6% 77.9% 80.3% 79.1% 78.8%

Total system average 76.0% 76.4% 77.7% 76.3% 74.9%

3) On-time performance by time of day

GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE
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4) 	Bus trips with more riders than seats*

5) 	Visits to Metro Online and Trip Planner* 
(in millions)

*A different methodology was used prior to 2013, so 
the numbers are not comparable and only 2013-
2015 are shown.

4) 	 Crowding   
After increasing the past few years, the percentage of trips with 
more riders than seats remained steady between 2014 and 2015. 
Based on fall 2015 data, 5.5% of our trips had 20% more riders 
than seats, and 5% had 1 to 19% more riders than seats, for a 
total of 10.5%. Most likely, this flattening out of crowding was due 
to the addition of service hours in 2015, particularly with funding 
from the City of Seattle.1

Part of the reason for increased crowding in prior years is that 
Metro, like transit systems across the country, has been moving 
to low-floor buses with fewer seats and more standing room than 
older buses have. RapidRide is one such coach type, and that 
service has seen tremendous ridership growth.

5) 	Use of Metro’s electronic media tools and alerts   
Metro has three major types of electronic media tools to help 
customers with their travel needs: the Metro Online and regional 
Trip Planner websites, Transit Alerts that are sent to subscribers 
via email and/or text messaging (which are also tweeted), and 
social media.

Total visits to Metro Online were 6.7 million in 2015 and visits 
to the online regional Trip Planner totaled 2.2 million visits. In 
January 2015, Metro launched the Puget Sound Trip Planner app 
for iOS and Android mobile devices. This new app allows riders 
to see schedules and real-time predictions for bus arrivals and to 
plan trips across 11 public transportation providers in our region 
while on the move.

The drop in visits to Metro Online and Trip Planner likely 
stems from the proliferation of other online tools offering 
similar services (e.g. Google Transit) and from the metrics 
and methodology Google uses to track online visits, which is 
constantly evolving and appears to have changed significantly 
from 2013 to 2015.

Transit Alerts (and the Eye on Your Metro Commute blog and 
associated tweets posted on Metro Online), have proven to 
be effective ways to communicate in real time about service 
disruptions and adverse weather issues. Since the beginning 
of this service in 2009, growth continues to be strong in both 
the number of subscribers and the number of messages sent. In 
2015, 2,320 alerts communicated important information to our 
subscribers. The number of Transit Alerts subscribers grew from 
53,407 at year-end 2014 to 54,770 at the end of 2015, a 2.6% 
increase.

Find more information about Metro's use of electronic media on  
p. 34, under 3) Social media indicators.

1	 This methodology for calculating crowding differs slightly from the 
methodology we use in our Service Guidelines report.

*A different methodology is used in this year’s 
report and is applied retroactively to all five years.
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6GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP

Exercise sound financial management and build Metro’s long term sustainability.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 6 OVERVIEW

The effectiveness of Metro’s efforts to boost 
productivity was evident in 2015. Both ridership and 
productivity continued on the upward trends that 
began in 2010.

We were able to offer more service in 2015, yet saw 
similar productivity in terms of boardings per hour 
and passenger miles per vehicle mile.

Metro was able to provide this productive service 
at a 0.3% higher operating cost per hour than in 
2014, well below the rate of inflation. Cost on a per-
boarding and a per-passenger mile basis remained 
remarkably consistent in 2015.

The cost per vanpool boarding fell again in 2015, 
largely because of lower fuel costs. Access operating 
cost per boarding increased by over 8% due to 
lower-than-anticipated productivity.

Metro’s fare revenue reached record highs, driving 
the fare recovery ratio to almost 31%.

The use of ORCA as fare payment continued to 
grow in 2015, with about two-thirds of weekday 
boardings being paid with ORCA cards.

 MEASURES TREND

1 Service hours operated +

2 Service hours and service hour change 
per route

3 Boardings per vehicle hour l

4 Boardings per revenue hour l

5 Ridership and ridership change per 
route l

6 Passenger miles per vehicle mile +

7 Passenger miles per revenue mile +

8 Cost per hour +

9 Cost per vehicle mile –
10 Cost per boarding +

11 Cost per passenger mile l

12 Cost per vanpool boarding +

13 Cost per Access boarding –
14 Fare revenues +

15 Farebox recovery +

16 ORCA use +

17 Asset condition assessment +

XXObjective 6.1: Emphasize planning and 
delivery of productive service.
Intended outcome: Service productivity improves.

XXObjective 6.2: Control costs.
Intended outcome: Metro costs grow at or below the 
rate of inflation.

XXObjective 6.3: Seek to establish a sustainable 
funding structure to support short- and 
long-term public transportation needs.
Intended outcome: Adequate funding to support King 
County’s short- and long-term public transportation 
needs.

Metro continues to focus on financial stewardship. In 
recent years, we used our Service Guidelines to reallocate 
many service hours from our lowest-performing service to 
more productive service. We will continue to use the 
guidelines annually to improve system productivity while 
advancing social equity and serving residential, 
employment and activity centers across the county.

We are striving to reduce costs, and included a number of 
new cost-control actions in our 2015-2016 budget. We 
are actively using Lean techniques to increase customer 
value and minimize waste. 

Metro’s financial situation improved again in 2015 as a 
result of higher-than-anticipated fare revenue driven by 
both the higher ridership and the 2015 fare change. 
However, Metro’s long-term financial sustainability and 
system stability requires a reliable, consistent source of 
funding going forward.
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GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP

1) 	Hours operated (in millions)

Note:  
We use the bus costs from Metro’s submittal in the 
National Transit Database (NTD) to calculate financial 
ratios. This provides consistency among Metro’s many 
publications, such as the Peer Comparison Report that 
is in the appendix of this report. The NTD costs exclude 
such items as interest expenses, leases and rentals, and 
other reconciling items, which usually add less than 
1% to the total costs. (The 2015 NTD report is not yet 
audited.)

The inflation rates used in this report are from the King 
County Office of Economic and Financial Analysis, and

 
are based on the Consumer Price Index–Urban Wage 
Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W) for Seattle-Tacoma-
Bremerton. In 2015 the rate was 1.1%. King County 
also uses a target measure to keep costs at the rate 
of inflation plus population. That would add another 
1.8%, which is the Washington State Office of Financial 
Management estimate for King County population 
growth from 2014 to 2015. Total bus costs increased 
0.9% during that time.
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Vehicle hours operated (in millions) 1)	 Service hours operated  +     
Metro increased the number of bus vehicle hours we operated in 
2015 to 3.62 million, an increase of 0.7% over 2014. Although 
service reductions were made in late 2014, these were offset in 
2015 when the City of Seattle purchased additional bus service 
with funding from the November 2014 Proposition 1.

A 2009 Performance Audit of Transit recommended that Metro 
improve its scheduling efficiency by reducing layovers (the time 
between the end of one bus trip and the next trip). Our efforts 
toward implementing this recommendation have ensured a 
higher proportion of Metro bus hours are spent in service. Since 
2008, Metro has increased service hours by 9.7%. The percentage 
increase in service hours is three times the percentage increase in 
overall hours (including layover and deadheading).

2)	 Service hours and service hour change per route   
A detailed table of hours and changes in hours for Metro’s 200+ 
routes is in Appendix F of Metro’s 2015 Service Guidelines Report. 
That report can be found at: http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/
pdf/2011-21/2015/service-guidelines-full-report.pdf
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3 and 4)  Boardings per hour

Service and financial statistics

Metro uses many service statistics and financial 
indicators to track our progress and to compare with 
peer agencies. 

Vehicle hours and vehicle miles measure all the time 
and distance between the time a coach leaves the transit 
base and the time it returns to the base. 

Revenue hours and revenue miles exclude the time 
and distance of deadheading—when a bus is traveling 
from the base to its first trip, when a bus has ended 
its last trip and is returning to the base, and the travel 
from the end of one trip to the start of another. Metro 
operates much peak-hour, one-directional service, so the 
return from the end of one trip back to the start of the 
next trip is part of deadheading. Revenue hours include 
layover time—the time between the end of one bus 
trip and the start of the next. Some of the measures 
discussed in this chapter remove these scheduled layover 
hours, resulting in an estimate of in-service hours.

Boardings are the number of passengers who board 
transit vehicles. Passengers are counted each time 

they board, no matter how many vehicles they use to 
travel from their origin to their destination. Passenger 
miles are the sum of the total distance traveled by all 
passengers.

Important financial ratios are based on total bus 
operating cost divided by the measures above. Cost 
per vehicle hour and cost per vehicle mile are cost-
efficiency measures that gauge the cost inputs of a 
unit of service, as much of the cost is directly related 
to time and distance. Cost per boarding and cost per 
passenger mile are cost-effectiveness measures that 
show how economically we provide our core service, 
getting passengers to their destinations. 

Finally, two productivity ratios are key indicators in 
Metro’s Service Guidelines. Boardings per vehicle hour 
are the number of passengers getting on a bus each 
hour. Passenger miles per vehicle mile works out to be 
the average number of passenger on a bus at any given 
time. We assess each route’s performance by measuring 
its productivity in these ratios.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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Boardings per hour 3) 	 Boardings per vehicle hour  l  
Metro uses bus boardings per vehicle hour (called boardings per 
platform hour in our Service Guidelines Report) to measure the 
productivity of transit service. The 2015 ratio was essentially the 
same as in 2014, as ridership grew at about the same rate as 
vehicle hours (0.7%). In prior years, Metro had steadily improved 
on this measure as a result of increasing ridership, improved 
scheduling efficiency, and reallocations of service hours and 
restructuring of routes based on our service guidelines.

4) 	 Boardings per revenue hour  l  
Revenue hours grew faster than vehicle hours in 2015 (1.7%), 
showing more efficient use of hours. This growth outpaced the 
growth in bus passenger boardings, so the boardings per revenue 
hour declined for the first time since 2010.

5)	 Ridership and ridership change per route  l  
The 2015 Service Guidelines Report mentioned in Measure 2 also 
contains a detailed table on ridership and changes in ridership 
for Metro’s 200+ routes. Some routes saw strong growth. Most 
notable are the RapidRide lines. On the five lines that existed in 
all of 2014 and 2015, total annual ridership grew 9%, putting it 
53% above the baseline ridership levels.
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6 and 7) Passenger miles per mile

8)	 Cost per hour

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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6) 	 Passenger miles per vehicle mile   
Metro focuses on bus passenger miles per vehicle mile as another 
key measure of transit service productivity. This ratio is also one 
of the key statistics in Metro’s service guidelines. This ratio grew 
in each of the past five years as passenger boardings, and thus 
passenger miles, grew faster than vehicle miles. Vehicle miles 
declined slightly in 2015 as a result of service reductions enacted 
in late 2014. The improving job market contributes to the growth 
in passenger miles. 

7)	 Passenger miles per revenue mile   
The passenger miles per revenue mile metric increased at a rate 
similar to the above metric, though growth in this measure over 
the past four years was about 2% slower than for passenger 
miles per vehicle mile. As noted above, revenue miles grew 
faster than vehicle miles as a result of more efficient scheduling 
practices that Metro adopted in 2010 and more total miles in 
service. As with vehicle miles, the revenue miles declined slightly 
in 2015 as a result of the September 2014 service reductions.

8) 	Cost per hour     
A key theme in previous Strategic Plan Progress Reports has been 
Metro's focus on cost containment following the Great Recession. 
It appears that these efforts are continuing to pay dividends. In 
2015, Metro's operating cost was $142.95 per vehicle hour, a 
0.3% increase compared to 2014. This is less than the inflation 
rate of 1.1% during this period. After adjusting for inflation, 
Metro’s 2015 cost per hour was 2.8% higher than in 2011.

9)	 Cost per vehicle mile  –  
Even though Metro’s cost per hour barely changed, its bus cost 
per vehicle mile increased 2.2% between 2014 and 2015. This 
occurred because while hours increased, total miles decreased. 
The reason for this is the City of Seattle's service investments, 
which generally were made in more congested areas where bus 
speeds are slower. Likewise, congestion has increased throughout 
the service area. Adjusted for inflation, the cost per mile 
increased 7.7% from 2011 to 2015.

9)	 Cost per vehicle mile
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12) Cost per vanpool/vanshare boarding

10)  Cost per boarding

11)  Cost per passenger mile

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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10) Cost per boarding   
Metro’s bus cost per boarding has been very flat since 2012, 
as passenger boardings have grown at about the same rate as 
total costs. In inflation-adjusted dollars, Metro’s 2015 cost per 
boarding was 2.4% lower than in 2011. 

11) Cost per passenger mile  l  
Metro’s bus cost per passenger mile increased by a penny in 
2015 as our growth in passenger miles was a little slower than 
the increase in our total costs. But over the past five years, the 
inflation-adjusted cost per passenger mile is 5.3% below the  
2011 level.

12)	Cost per vanpool boarding   
Metro’s vanpool operating cost per boarding decreased sharply 
over the past year—a 16.9% reduction from 2014 to 2015. 
We saw a reduction in gas prices consistent with that we saw 
for other modes that use gas, and from a reduction in liability 
coverage costs that are a function of our vanpool program’s long-
term liability history. Together these totaled about $1.2 million 
less in 2015 than 2014. This large reduction in cost offset the 
growth in boardings.

Our vanpool program met its guideline for cost recovery in the 
past several years. The King County Code requires commuter-van 
fares to be reasonably estimated to recover the full operating and 
capital costs and at least 25 percent of the administrative costs of 
the vanpool program.

RTC Packet Materials Page 99



30		  KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT 2015 STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT 

14) Fare revenues (in millions)

13) Cost per Access boarding

 14) Fare revenues   
Fare revenues continue to climb. Metro has experienced increases 
in each of the past five years, from $128.6 million in 2011 to 
$159.4 million in 2015. The 2015 fare revenue represents a 2.1% 
increase over 2014. At least part of this growth has been the 
result of ridership gains in all five years. Fare increases have also 
contributed, with Metro implementing our latest fare increase in 
March 2015.

15) Farebox recovery   
Metro’s fund management policies, adopted in November 2011, 
establish a target of 25% for farebox recovery—total bus fares 
divided by total bus operating costs. From 2011 through 2015, 
farebox recovery in each year has exceeded our target, reaching 
a record-level 30.8% in 2015. As noted above, fares increased in 
March 2015. The $0.25 across-the-board increase was at least 
partially offset through the creation of a new reduced fare for 
people with low incomes, which had a slight dampening effect 
on farebox recovery in 2015 and may result in a slightly lower 
farebox recovery rate in 2016 as the program continues to grow.      

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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13) Cost per Access boarding   
The cost per Access boarding increased 8.3% to $51.99 from 
2014 to 2015. Productivity is trending 4% under target, which 
leads to a higher cost per trip. This was mostly due to the 
elimination of a primary transfer point in 2015 that effectively 
made two trips into one, which was done to reduce the number 
of transfers a customer would have to make and provide 
them with a better transit experience. The other productivity 
impact came from hard coding driver breaks into the schedules; 
previously they took breaks when slack was available.

Ongoing declines in Access ridership have led to contractual rate 
changes for providers, resulting in fixed costs being spread over 
fewer trips. Decreases in Access ridership can be attributed in 
part to the expansion of the Community Access Transportation 
program, which is a lower-cost alternative for providing rides to 
clients.

15) Farebox recovery
Target
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16) ORCA taps on Metro Transit (in millions)16) ORCA use   
The use of ORCA smart cards for fare payment has grown 
dramatically since their introduction in 2009. ORCA is used 
by seven Puget Sound agencies and provides a seamless fare 
medium for transferring among the systems. The use of smart 
card technology contributes to efficient operations and more 
accurate revenue reconciliation among the regional agencies. 
Virtually all passes are now on ORCA, and use of the ORCA 
E-purse has grown and cash payments have declined, which 
helps speed up operations. ORCA use on Metro buses has more 
than doubled since 2010. Nearly two-thirds of Metro’s weekday 
boardings are now paid with ORCA. The ORCA LIFT program 
should drive the ORCA market share higher by offering low-
income cash customers a cheaper ORCA-based alternative.

17) Asset condition assessment   
Metro was one of a select few transit agencies that worked with 
the Federal Transit Administration to develop a State of Good 
Repair Index for bus and trolley fleets. The 2013 assessment 
used a new methodology based on this work, so the score is not 
directly comparable to previous years. It will serve as the baseline 
for future measures. Metro Vehicle Maintenance continued to use 
the method established in 2013 for the 2015 assessment.

The 2015 assessment indicates that the fleet requires frequent 
minor repairs and infrequent major repairs. The average age of 
Metro’s buses decreased from 9.3 years in 2014 to 8.9 years as 
Metro placed 179 new buses into service in 2015. The resulting 
younger fleet changed total condition points from 60 (2014) to 
64 (2015) on a scale of 1-100. As we continue to replace coaches 
over the next few years (242 in 2016 and 269 in 2017), including 
replacement of the 60-foot Breda trolleys (one of our oldest fleets), 
we can expect the condition of our fleet to improve and the age 
to decrease, resulting in a more reliable fleet.

Since 1985, Metro has maintained its fixed assets (buildings, 
systems and infrastructure) using a robust maintenance 
management program and a capital reinvestment strategy—the 
Transit Asset Management Program (TAMP). Through TAMP, 
Metro determines the condition of assets and plans long-range 
investment strategies and required funding. Since 2009, Metro 
has been working with the FTA’s Moving Ahead in the 21st 
Century Program (MAP-21) to update our decision-making and 
implementation strategies for preserving fixed and other assets. 
Metro completed assessments on an additional body of fixed 
assets including transit base and service support facilities. The 
summary report, which includes an update of previous findings, 
is scheduled for publication in third quarter 2016. Base asset 
condition data is being used to develop the 2017/2018 capital 
investment plan for fixed assets. When the MAP-21 general rules 
and guidelines become available in the near future, Metro will 
establish a measure consistent with them to assess fixed assets.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Pass E-Purse

ORCA taps on Metro Transit (in millions) 

72.2 
77.3 74.6 

63.4 

52.6 

Bus maintenance shop

RTC Packet Materials Page 101



32		  KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT 2015 STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT 

XXObjective 7.1: Empower people to play an 
active role in shaping Metro’s products 
and services.
Intended outcome: The public plays a role and is 
engaged in the development of public transportation.

XXObjective 7.2: Increase customer and 
public access to understandable, accurate, 
and transparent information.
Intended outcome: Metro provides information that 
people use to access and comment on the planning 
process and reports.

Metro is committed to being responsive and accountable 
to the public. We uphold this commitment by involving 
the community in our planning process and making public 
engagement a part of every major service change or new 
service initiative. We also work to make our information 
and decision-making processes clear and transparent.

We reach out to customers and the public through 
a variety of forums and media channels, and make 
information available in multiple languages. We design 

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

Promote robust public engagement that informs, involves, and empowers 
people and communities.

7

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 7 OVERVIEW

Metro conducted a robust public engagement 
process in 2015 around integration of Metro bus 
service with new Link service to Capitol Hill and the 
University of Washington. The outreach gathered 
16,000 comments from a broad spectrum of the 
public. We received 3,000 comments during long-
range plan development. 

Metro's presence in social media continued to grow, 
with a 79% increase in the number of tweets, a 
138% increase in Facebook followers, and triple the 
number of views of our Metro Matters blog. 

To connect with hard-to-reach populations, we 
partnered with "trusted advocates," translated 
materials, and placed information in ethnic media.

MEASURES TREND

1 Public participation rates +

2 Customer satisfaction regarding  
Metro’s communications and reporting

3 Social media indicators +

4
Conformance with King County policy 
on communications accessibility and 
translation to other languages

l

outreach and engagement strategies to involve a 
representation of all our riders and let the public know 
their participation is welcome and meaningful. Each 
engagement process is tailored to the target audiences.

Our Online Accountability Center (www.kingcounty.gov/
metro/accountability) has detailed information on dozens 
of measures of ridership, safety and security, service 
quality, and finances; these are updated monthly. The site 
also features a number of Metro reports.

Long-range plan open house
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GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

1) 	 Public participation rates   
In 2015, Metro completed public engagement concerning 
integration of bus routes with Link light rail service to Capitol Hill 
and the University of Washington. This began with a first phase of 
outreach in 2014. During Phase 2, in March 2015, we asked riders 
and community members to comment on two service concepts. We 
used their feedback to create one proposed set of changes that we 
shared with the public in a final round of public outreach (Phase 3) 
in May 2015.

We received 16,000 comments in the following ways:

�� Residents, students, and employees who travel in the project 
area provided feedback via online surveys and at outreach 
events.

�� A community Sounding Board made up of 21 people who use 
transit in the project area, plus a selected group of transit 
riders and jurisdiction representatives who live and use transit 
along SR 520 corridor, met and provided advice.

�� We invited more than 80 businesses, institutions, business 
and community groups, and organizations serving 
underrepresented populations to serve on the Sounding Board, 
provide feedback, and spread the word to their constituents.

The following are the numbers of people reached and the number 
that participated in Phase 2/Phase 3 of outreach:

People reached

�� Website views: 25,500+/24,000+

�� Social media: 32,000+/35,500+

�� Street teams, information tables: 2,000+/4,500+

�� Rack cards, posters: 25,000+/20,000+

�� E-notifications: 35,000+/21,000+

�� Stakeholders notified: 80+/80+

�� Mailing to key community locations: 30+/30+

Participants

�� Online survey responses: 6,000+/1,900+

�� Public meetings, briefings: 200+/100+

�� Phone/email: 60+/120+

Sixty-five percent of participants surveyed said they saw how 
public feedback shaped Metro’s proposals. 

Metro also began outreach for our long-range plan in February 
2015. We conducted an online survey that gathered almost 3,000 
responses, formed a Community Advisory Group, and held three 
visioning events attended by about 250 people. The second phase 
of outreach, from June through December 2015, attracted more 
than 6,000 survey responses and about 350 participants at open 

U Link Sounding Board meeting
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houses. We also invited more than 40 organizations to participate 
in a roundtable of organizations that serve transit-dependent 
communities and briefed key organizations.

Also in 2015 we conducted alternative service delivery engagement 
in southeast King County and Vashon Island. This included 
the formation of a project working group and a several-phase 
engagement process to learn about mobility needs and potential 
solutions. Thousands of people provided feedback via the 
working group, online surveys, information tables, face-to-face 
outreach on buses and at transit centers, and public meetings.

Metro concluded 2015 by engaging the public in shaping 
changes to bus service in southeast Seattle. We solicited feedback 
on our proposal via:

�� An online survey: 674 responses

�� Public meetings at the Filipino Community Center with 30+ 
attendees, and at a Georgetown Community Council-hosted 
public information session

�� "Trusted advocate" outreach sessions and surveys: heard from 
approximately 250 people through face-to-face conversations 
in their native languages and paper surveys

�� Phone, email, and written correspondence: input received 
from more than 100 residents and community organizations

We received more than 1,000 comments during this outreach.

2) 	 Customer satisfaction with Metro’s communications   
In Metro’s most recent Rider / Nonrider Survey, 62% of riders 
said they are very satisfied with their ability to get information 
about Metro, and most of the remainder said they are somewhat 
satisfied. These figures are consistent with the past few years. 
Respondents were also asked about the availability of information 
at Metro Online, and 61% reported being very satisfied. This is a 
decline from the 71% in 2014, but about equal to the 2013 figure. 

3) 	 Social media indicators   
Metro continues to find innovative ways to reach out to our 
customers using social media. Below are some facts about four of 
our social media channels:

Metro Matters Blog  
(http://metrofutureblog.wordpress.com)

�� There were 60,102 views of the Metro Matters blog in 2015—
nearly triple the views from 2014—by 37,452 unique visitors. 
Metro published 50 blog posts during the year, the most 
popular of which warned riders of upcoming regional traffic 
concerns (10,000 views for our most popular post—quadruple 
the views of the most popular post from 2014).

2) Satisfaction with overall ability to get 
information about Metro

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY
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King County Metro Transit Facebook page  
(www.facebook.com/kcmetro)

�� Metro’s Facebook page followers increased 138%, from 2,568 
followers in 2014 to 6,118 in 2015.

�� We posted 408 stories about news, service disruptions, 
employment information, and opportunities for public 
participation and feedback, compared to 316 stories in 2014—
a 29% increase. 

Have a Say Facebook page  
(www.facebook.com/haveasayatkcmetro) 

Page “likes” grew from 507 in 2014 to 520 in 2015.

King County Metro Twitter  
(@kcmetrobus)

�� Used for sharing news, links, photos and videos with followers. 
The number of followers increased by 62 percent in 2015—
from 25,292 to 40,908.

�� During 2015, we tweeted 8,643 times (79% more than 2014) 
The tweets were marked as "favorite" 3,118 times (up 99%), 
retweeted 6,574 times (up 89%), and replied to 2,779 times 
(up 89%). 

�� Twitter activity generated 12.5 million impressions (up 76%), 
109,418 engagements (up 71%) and 29,908 URL clicks (up 
50%). 

4) 	 Conformance with King County policy on communications 
accessibility and translation to other languages   
To ensure that all voices are included in Metro’s decision-making 
processes, we research demographics and design outreach 
strategies to reach people who are unlikely to learn about our 
process via mainstream channels. We comply with King County’s 
executive order on translation, which mandates translation or 
accommodation where more than 5% of an affected population 
speaks a language other than English.

We reach historically underrepresented populations by partnering 
with organizations and making information available in a 
variety of forms and languages. We work with organizations 
to be present at events that serve their clientele—such as 
staffing information tables. We go door-to-door or board buses 
to reach people directly, work with ethnic media outlets and 
small community publications, make our materials and surveys 
available in large print, provide language lines, and offer 
interpreters (including those for people who are deaf or deaf/
blind). We document our outreach in public engagement reports.

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

In 2015, we provided materials, hosted 
language lines, and conducted outreach 
activities in:
�� Amharic
�� Arabic
�� Cambodian/Khmer
�� Chinese – Mandarin and Cantonese
�� Hmong
�� Korean
�� Oromo
�� Punjabi
�� Russian
�� Somali
�� Spanish
�� Tagalog
�� Tigrinyan
�� Ukrainian
�� Vietnamese

In an effort to recruit and diversify King 
County’s Transit Advisory Commission, 
we translated commission information 
and the application into Spanish and have 
begun a recruitment effort targeted to 
Spanish speakers.
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XXObjective 8.1: Attract and recruit quality 
employees.
Intended outcome: Metro is satisfied with the quality 
of its workforce.

XXObjective 8.2: Empower and retain 
efficient, effective, and productive 
employees.
Intended outcome: Metro employees are satisfied 
with their jobs and feel their work contributes to an 
improved quality of life in King County.

Metro’s products and services are a reflection of the 
employees who deliver them. Metro strives to recruit 
quality, committed employees and create a positive work 
environment. We value a diverse and skilled workforce 
and strive to support our employees, empower them 
to excel, recognize their achievements, and help them 
develop professionally.

To help us achieve our objectives, our Workforce 
Development Program focuses on the development and 
ongoing support of employees. The program’s priorities 
include the following:

�� Build a robust talent pipeline that attracts high-quality 
talent early in their academic or professional careers to 
consider employment at Metro.

�� Ensure that Metro leaders can effectively engage, 
develop, and support staff members in being 

8GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

Develop and empower Metro’s most valuable asset, its employees.

successful, productive, and committed to continuous 
improvement.

�� Provide leaders with tools and processes to effectively 
manage performance. 

�� Facilitate staff and leader career development 
opportunities (both lateral and vertical).

�� Implement meaningful selection and development 
processes to grow highly skilled talent that is capable 
of leading Metro into the future.

�� Align all talent and workforce development activities 
with Metro’s strategic priorities.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 8 OVERVIEW

Metro considers the diversity of its workforce 
one of its key strengths. Changes in workforce 
demographics occur gradually without much year-
to-year change. King County placed a renewed 
emphasis on employee engagement as part of 
its 2015 employee survey, which found that 
almost three-fourths of Metro’s employees would 
recommend King County as a great place to 
work. Following a decline in promotion rates in 
2014, driven primarily by budget concerns, Metro 
has responded in 2015 by offering 80% more 
promotions in 2015, a five-year high.

MEASURES TREND

1 Demographics of Metro employees

2 Employee job satisfaction

3 Promotion rates +

4 Probationary pass rate l

l

Driver Appreciation Day
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GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

1)	 Demographics of Metro employees   
Metro strives to maintain a diverse workforce. The table at 
right shows the race and gender makeup of our workforce 
in 2015. The workforce does not differ significantly from 
year to year, and this demographic makeup is very similar 
to that of the past two years. Compared with the county 
population as a whole, our workforce continues to be more 
male, less Asian, less Hispanic, and less white. Metro follows 
an established outreach plan for advertising job opportunities 
to a diverse applicant pool. These efforts include advertising 
in a variety of community publications, attending career fairs, 
working with community-based organizations, establishing 
relationships with apprenticeship and trade schools, and 
maintaining an internet presence that promotes Metro job 
openings.

2)	 Employee job satisfaction   
In the 2015 King County employee survey, Metro’s overall 
engagement score was 69%, with 73% of respondents 
recommending King County as a great place to work, and 
53% indicating they would stay at King County if offered a 
similar job with the same pay and benefits. This employee 
survey will be conducted annually and used to identify the 
issues most important to employees. Action plans are being 
developed at every level of the organization to address these 
issues.

3)	 Promotion rates +
Metro saw an approximate 80% increase in promotions 
in 2015 compared to 2014. With significant addition of 
jobs as a result of service investments, many opportunities 
became available for internal staff to promote from within. 
(Promotions include career service, temporary term-limited 
temporary, and part-time transit operators but do not include 
voluntary transfers, rehires or movement of operators from 
part-time to full-time.) A primary focus of Metro’s Workforce 
Development Program is to support the growth and 
development of our staff. Specific program elements include:

�� Successful launch of the Aspiring Leadership Program 
pilot; currently working to scale up across division

�� Launch of the first iteration of the Chief’s Toolbox, a 
division-wide repository of information and support for 
frontline leadership

1)	 Demographic of Metro employees

  Male Female Total  
White 2,146 635 2,781 59%

Black 765 280 1,045 22%

Asian 456 69 525 11%
Hispanic 147 43 190 4%
American Indian 52 22 74 1%
Pacific Islander 48 10 58 1%
Multiple 36 12 48 1%
Not Specified 5 4 9 1%
Total 3,655 1,075 4,730  
Percentage 77% 23%

3) 	Promotions and hires
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GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

�� Leadership Excellence And Development project (to develop 
superintendent and supervisor candidates) 

�� Newly designed leader and employee onboarding process

�� Lean leadership development programs for senior leadership 
team

�� Career development workshop piloted and transitioning to 
focus on apprenticeships as viable career paths

4) 	Turnover rate of new hires
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4)	 Probationary pass rate   l    
Metro continues to maintain a low probationary turnover 
rate, maintaining a 4% average as in previous years. Overall, 
Metro has a fairly low rate of employees leaving during their 
probationary periods, and our training and onboarding efforts 
will help us ensure that new employees acquire the knowledge 
and skills they need to become effective members of Metro’s 
team. (The "retained" category does not include transit operator 
trainees, only regular career service positions. "Terminated" 
does not include 19 transit operators who passed training but 
terminated within one year. Out of 510 trainees hired in 2015, 
137 failed to graduate.)

201 S Jackson St
Seattle, WA 98104

Transit HR Phone: 206-477-6000Fax: 206-263-5202
E-mail: transithr@kingcounty.gov

What is the purpose  of LEAD?
LEAD’s purpose is to develop qualified employees (see “Who should apply”) who want to take on greater responsibility for Metro’s success by becoming Superintendents, Supervisors or the equivalent. This year-long program helps prepare participants to effectively compete for future leadership positions, and helps ensure that those who advance will be successful in their new roles.

Why now?
By 2019, 80 percent of Metro’s current Superintendents and Supervisors will be eligible for retirement. We want to fill vacancies with only the most qualified candidates. We believe that with the development and support this program will provide, many current employees can meet that challenge.

Program highlights•	 Active, hands-on, small group learning  (max. of 10 participants per series)•	 Cutting-edge leadership development curriculum 
•	 Development activities customized to individual needs

•	 Many opportunities for cross-agency learning and collaboration
•	 Participation in “stretch assignments”  (e.g., special duty, acting, project leadership)

•	 Mentoring and coaching

Leadership  
Excellence  

And 
Development

(LEAD)  
Program

Are you ready to step up?

LEAD is a year-long program to help  Metro employees prepare themselves for high-level leadership positions.
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June 28, 2016 

The Honorable Joe McDermott 
Chair, King County Council 
Room 1200 
C O U R T H O U S E 

Dear Councilmember McDermott: 

I am pleased to transmit the enclosed motion for the King County Council to accept the King 
County Metro 2015 Strategic Plan Progress Report. This report shows the public and King 
County leaders the progress Metro Transit is making toward achieving the eight goals in 
Metro’s Strategic Plan for Public Transportation. The data and analysis in the report will 
inform Metro’s efforts to continually improve performance and will help guide future transit 
decisions and strategic planning. Our reporting efforts and continued vigilance in monitoring 
our performance and costs are responsive to the public.  

Consistent with Metro Strategic Plan Goal 7, Public Engagement and Transparency, this 
progress report represents one aspect of Metro’s greater commitment to public accountability 
and transparency. The report contains annual data and covers five years whenever 
comparable data is available. Metro also provides monthly and annual performance data as 
well as links to plans and reports on its accountability website: 
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/accountability. 

The performance measures in this report focus on many aspects of Metro’s public 
transportation system, including how well Metro delivers on the key values of safety, social 
equity, productivity, environmental sustainability and geographic value. In 2015, the County 
Council began a process to update the Strategic Plan which resulted in a number of proposed 
new indicators. Given the timing of this process, the new indicators have not yet been 
adopted nor have the methodologies been developed for tracking them, except for two that 
have been included in this report (both related to accessibility to frequent transit service). 
This brings the number of indicators that Metro now tracks to 63. For each measure, the 
report presents both specific data and a general progress indicator. Metro is in the process of 
developing targets for many of these measures as it continues to refine its performance 
measurement process. 

ATTACHMENT 2
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The 2015 analysis shows positive trends for just under half of the measures (28 of 63), with 
most of the others remaining neutral. Key findings include: 
 
• Metro’s bus system ridership continued to grow, reaching a new all-time high of 122 

million passenger trips (or 126 million passenger trips for all Metro services) in 2015. 
• Overall satisfaction with Metro remains very high, with 88 percent of riders saying they 

are very or somewhat satisfied. 
• More than three-fourths (76 percent) of jobs in King County were in locations within a 

quarter-mile of a bus stop. 
• Measures of safety and security improved over the past year. 
• Metro’s cost per hour increased 0.3 percent. 
• Metro’s farebox recovery rate reached an all-time high of 30.8 percent. 
• Energy use decreased in several areas. 
• Metro's on-time performance fell in 2015 to 74.9 percent, below its target of 80 percent. 
• Overall, nearly four-fifths of the spaces at King County's 130 park-and-ride facilities 

were used. 
 
Many of the findings in this report show the systemic impact of years of cost containment, 
near-term infusion of operating funds from Seattle’s Proposition 1 following its approval in 
2014, savings from low fuel prices, and a fare increase that went into effect in March 2015. 
These funds were used to add 223,000 service hours during the June and September 2015 
service periods and an additional 60,000 service hours outside of the Seattle area. These 
service investments allowed Metro to add trips on many bus routes and address issues related 
to crowding and on-time performance. In conjunction with the March 2015 fare increase, 
Metro implemented the groundbreaking ORCA LIFT reduced-fare program, reducing fares 
for Metro’s low-income customers. Metro’s long-term financial stability still requires a stable 
source of sufficient funding, particularly as Metro continues to integrate with Sound Transit 
and begins to implement the projects and programs proposed in its Long Range Plan. 
 
Several indicators show that cost containment hasn’t come at the expense of reducing 
productivity. Over the past four years, a period during which operating costs have remained 
at or below the level of inflation, Metro’s ridership has grown. In fact, ridership and 
passenger miles have even grown on a per hour and per mile basis, suggesting that Metro’s 
service has become more productive.  
 
The Strategic Plan Progress Report reflects steady advancement toward the goals of the King 
County Strategic Plan as well as the County’s commitment to achieving equity and social 
justice. The eight County goals of safety, human potential, economic growth, environmental 
sustainability, service excellence, financial stewardship, public engagement and transparency, 
and quality workforce are mirrored in Metro’s Strategic Plan for Public Transportation and in 
the progress report. A number of measures specifically address social equity issues, such as 
access to transit in low-income and minority areas, use of reduced fare permits, and the 
accessibility of our bus stops. 
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The progress report also supports the objectives and strategies of the King County Strategic 
Climate Action Plan, particularly those related to transportation and land-use. The progress 
report illustrates how Metro encourages the increased use of public transit and reduces the 
need for driving by improving the effectiveness and productivity of bus service, investing 
service where the most people ride, and improving the reliability and efficiency of service. 
Sustainability measures directly related to greenhouse gas emissions, such as average miles 
per gallon of the Metro bus fleet and facility energy use, are also reported. Additional 
sustainability measures could be added to future reports to reflect Metro’s Sustainability 
Plan. 
 
It is estimated that this report required 300 staff hours to produce, costing $18,000. The 
estimated printing cost for this report is $700. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this motion. The Strategic Plan Progress Report will 
help King County residents understand how Metro is making the best use of the County’s 
transit resources to deliver high-quality services that get people where they want to go.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact Christina O’Claire, Manager of Strategy and 
Performance, at 206-477-5801, or via e-mail at christina.oclaire@kingcounty.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dow Constantine 
King County Executive 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc: King County Councilmembers 
  ATTN:  Carolyn Busch, Chief of Staff 
     Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council 
 Carrie S. Cihak, Chief of Policy Development, King County Executive Office 
 Dwight Dively, Director, Office of Performance, Strategy and Budget 
 Harold S. Taniguchi, Director, Department of Transportation (DOT) 
 Rob Gannon, Interim General Manager, Metro Transit Division, DOT 
 Victor Obeso, Deputy General Manager, Planning and Customer Services, Metro 

Transit Division, DOT 
 Christina O’Claire, Manager, Strategy and Performance, Metro Transit Division, 

DOT 
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September 21, 2016 1 
Sponsor: 

pdc 
Proposed No.: 2016-0350 

AMENDMENT TO PROPOSED MOTION 2016-0350, VERSION 1 1 

Delete Attachment A, King County Metro Transit 2015 Strategic Plan Progress Report - 2 

June 2016, and insert Attachment A, King County Metro Transit 2015 – Strategic Plan 3 

Progress Report - June 2016, dated August 17, 2016 4 

EFFECT: Modifies attachment A, the transmitted Strategic Plan Progress Report, 5 

to correct performance measure symbols and to clarify that the Metro Connects 6 

Long Range Plan is a draft subject to review by this Committee and the County 7 

Council.  Using Progress Report page numbers, the correct symbols are in 8 

parentheses: 9 

(1) page 2, Human Potential Performance Measure 2 (|);10 

(2) page 3, Quality Workforce Performance Measure 3 (+);11 

(3) page 10, Measure 12 in box (blank);12 

(4) page 14, Measure 7 in box (-);13 

(5) page 17, Measure 6 (-);14 

(6) page 21, Measure 4 in box (|).15 

On page 11, the topmost complete paragraph is amended to refer to the “draft 16 

Metro Connects” plan. 17 

- 1 -

ATTACHMENT 3
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The Strategic Plan Progress Report is Metro's primary tool 
for showing the public and King County leaders how well 
we are moving toward the goals in our Strategic Plan for 
Public Transportation 2011-2021 (http://metro.kingcounty.
gov/planning/strategic-plan/index.html).

The 2015 progress report presents data on 63 performance 
measures; the majority show positive or stable trends.

Highlights
�� Metro’s ridership continued to grow, reaching a 

new all-time high of 122 million passenger trips 
in 2015. Nearly half of all households in the county 
(39%) have at least one Metro rider. All of the transit 
agencies in the region combined delivered 163 million 
trips in King County. That is an increase of 17.4% since 
2010—evidence that public transportation is helping 
the region accommodate a growing population and 
keep traffic congestion in check.

�� Overall satisfaction with Metro remains very 
high, with 88% of riders saying they are very 
or somewhat satisfied. This finding from Metro’s 
2015 Rider/Nonrider survey showed satisfaction to be 
slightly lower than in the previous two years. However, 
satisfaction with specific elements of Metro’s service 
generally remained the same or improved. 

�� More than three-fourths (76%) of jobs in King 
County were in locations within a quarter-mile 
of a bus stop, contributing to economic growth and 
healthy communities throughout the county.

�� Measures of safety and security improved over the 
past year, with operator and passenger assaults falling 
by 1% and 14%, respectively.

�� Metro’s cost per hour increased 0.3%, yet stayed 
below the 1.1% rate of inflation.

�� Metro’s farebox recovery rate reached an all-time 
high 30.8%, well above the 25% target adopted by 
King County. The rate has increased every year since 
2007.

�� Energy use decreased in several areas. Vehicle 
energy use per boarding declined 1.7% in 2015. Energy 
use at Metro facilities has declined by 17% since 2007 
when normalized by temperature and square footage. 
Our energy efficiency measures are contributing to our 
efforts to mitigate climate change and to control costs.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2015 KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT

�� Metro's on-time performance fell in 2015 to 74.9%, 
below the target of 80%. There were signs, however, 
that our on-time performance was improving as a 
result of Seattle Proposition 1 and Metro investments 
targeted at improving reliability.

�� Overall, nearly four-fifths of the spaces at King 
County's 130 park-and-ride facilities were used. 
Utilization varies greatly by location, with many park-
and-rides operating at full capacity. 

2015 was an extraordinary year for Metro. After 
Seattle voters approved Proposition 1 in 2014 to pay 
for more Metro service, we worked with the City of 
Seattle to add 110,000 service hours to 53 Seattle routes 
in June 2015 and 113,000 more hours in September. 
These increases were on top of 60,000 service hours we 
added in other parts of our service area during the year. 
The 2015 service investments allowed Metro to reduce 
crowding on buses, improve on-time performance, and 
add trips on many bus routes. We hired approximately 
500 new drivers to deliver the expanded service.

The Proposition 1-related investments brought some 
stability to Metro’s near-term financial picture, and we 
benefitted from low fuel prices as well. We also bolstered 
our revenue projections with a fare increase that took 
effect in March 2015. Nevertheless, Metro’s long-term 
financial stability would benefit from a more stable source 
of sufficient funding. 

Recognizing the impact that the March fare increase and 
other recent fare and fare-policy changes had on our low-
income customers, we introduced our groundbreaking 
ORCA LIFT reduced-fare program in March 2015. The 
program saw steady enrollment growth throughout the 
year.

Integration with Sound Transit remained one of Metro’s 
major areas of focus in 2015. In addition to integrating 
our bus service with the Link light rail extension to Capitol 
Hill and the University of Washington, we coordinated 
planning with Sound Transit as we began developing 
Metro's first-ever long-range plan. 

Another forward-looking effort in 2015 was an extensive 
update of the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation and 
Service Guidelines.
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SYMBOLS — intended to give 
a general indication of how well 
we’re meeting our goals.

Improving

Stable

+

l

– Opportunity to improve

N/A, just one year of data, 
or trend not easily defined

MEASURES TREND
GOAL 1: SAFETY
1 Preventable accidents per million miles –
2 Operator and passenger incidents and assaults +

3 Customer satisfaction regarding safety and security +

4 Effectiveness of emergency responses +

GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL
1 Population within a quarter-mile of a transit stop l

2 Percentage of households in low-income census tracts within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop l

3 Percentage of households in minority census tracts within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop +

4 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop l

5 Percentage of households within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent service

6 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent service

7 Number of students at universities and community colleges that are within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop l

8 Vanpool boardings +
9 Transit mode share by market +

10 Student and reduced-fare permits and usage l

11 Accessible bus stops +
12 Access registrants

13 Access boardings/number of trips provided by the Community Access Transportation (CAT) program +
14 Requested Access trips compared with those provided l

15 Access applicants who undertake fixed-route travel training +
GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
1 All public transportation ridership in King County +
2 Transit rides per capita l

3 Ridership in population/business centers l

4 Employees at CTR sites sharing non-drive-alone transportation modes during peak commute hours l

5 Employer-sponsored passes and usage +
6 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization l

7 HOV lane passenger miles l
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GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

1 Average miles per gallon of Metro’s bus fleet +

2 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by miles +

3 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by boardings +

4 Total facility energy use +

5 Energy use at Metro facilities: kWh and natural gas used in facilities, normalized by area and temperature +

6 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) –
7 Transit mode share –
GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE
1 Customer satisfaction l

2 Customer complaints per boarding –
3 On-time performance by time of day –
4 Crowding l

5 Use of Metro’s web tools and alerts l

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
1 Service hours operated +

2 Service hours and service hour change per route

3 Boardings per vehicle hour l
4 Boardings per revenue hour l
5 Ridership and ridership change per route l

6 Passenger miles per vehicle mile +

7 Passenger miles per revenue mile +

8 Cost per hour +

9 Cost per vehicle mile –

10 Cost per boarding +

11 Cost per passenger mile l

12 Cost per vanpool boarding +

13 Cost per Access boarding –
14 Fare revenues +

15 Farebox recovery +

16 ORCA use +

17 Asset condition assessment +

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY
1 Public participation rates +

2 Customer satisfaction regarding Metro’s communications and reporting l

3 Social media indicators +

4 Conformance with King County policy on communications accessibility and translation to other languages l

GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE
1 Demographics of Metro employees l
2 Employee job satisfaction

3 Promotion rates

4 Probationary pass rate l
 

+
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The King County Council adopted Metro’s Strategic 
Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 in July 2011 
and approved updates in 2012 and 2013. The plan 
lays out a vision for the region’s public transportation 
system; sets goals, objectives, strategies and quantitative 
performance measures; and establishes service guidelines. 
It builds on King County’s strategic plan and reflects the 
recommendations of the 2010 Regional Transit Task Force.

The County Council also directed Metro to report on how 
we are meeting the strategic plan’s goals and objectives. 
This is our fourth progress report; it covers five years 
whenever comparable data are available. In 2015, the 
County Council began a process of updating the Strategic 
Plan. As part of that process, they proposed that a number 
of new indicators be tracked. Because of the timing of 
this process, these new indicators have not yet been 
adopted. The methodologies for monitoring these new 
indicators are still being developed, with the exception 
of two that are included in this year's report (measures 
2.5, percentage of households within a half-mile walk to 
a transit stop with frequent service; and 2.6, number of 
jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with frequent 
service).

The 63 measures in this report focus on many aspects 
of Metro’s public transportation system, including how 
well we deliver on the key values of productivity, social 
equity, and geographic value. We are continuing to refine 
our performance measurement processes, and are in the 
process of defining performance targets for each of the 
eight goals in the strategic plan. We have developed 
preliminary measures and created a tiered approach that 
connects how operation, maintenance and planning of 
a transit system contribute to the goals. This approach 
ties everyday workplace activities to progress toward our 
strategic goals. 

As part of our performance monitoring, we compare Metro 
with 30 of the largest motor- and trolley-bus agencies in 
the United States using National Transit Database data. 
Given the timing of data availability, the Peer Comparison 
Report appended to this document is based on data 
through 2014.

INTRODUCTION

2015 KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT

METRO AT A GLANCE (2015)
Service area		  2,134 square miles
Population		  2.12 million 
Employment		  1.31 million

Fixed-route ridership	 121.8 million
Vanpool ridership:		 3.6 million
Access ridership: 		  1.3 million

Annual service hours	 3.6 million
Active fleet		  1,472 buses
Bus stops		  8,091
Park-and-rides		  130
Park-and-ride spaces	 25,468

Key to trend symbols

Improving

Stable

Opportunity to improve

N/A, just one year of data, or trend not easily 

defined

+

ll

These symbols are intended to give a general 
indication of how well we’re meeting our goals.

SYMBOL KEY

l
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1) 	Preventable accidents per million miles

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 1 OVERVIEW

Metro saw another significant decline in assaults on 
our buses in 2015. The rate of preventable accidents 
rose again in 2015, but current levels are still well 
below the levels of just a decade ago. Increased 
driver training and a pedestrian awareness campaign 
contributed to a reduction in preventable pedestrian 
accidents. Customer satisfaction with personal safety 
while riding the bus at night remains high, as does 
satisfaction with the safe operation of the buses. 
Metro is currently conducting a major safety system 
review, with a report due out in 2016.

XXObjective 1.1: Keep people safe and secure.
Intended outcome: Metro’s services and facilities are 
safe and secure.

Metro protects the safety and security of customers, 
employees, and facilities in a variety of ways, including 
planning, policing, facility design, operational practices, 
safety training, and collaboration with local jurisdictions 
and other agencies on safety-related matters.

Specific strategies include promoting safety and security 
in public transportation operations and facilities, and 
planning for and executing regional emergency-response 
and homeland-security efforts.

Our safety program for bus drivers emphasizes steps to 
raise safety awareness. Our Operator Assault Reduction 
Project includes a number of strategies and programs to 
increase the safety of both bus drivers and passengers.

1GOAL 1: SAFETY

Support safe communities.

MEASURES TREND

1 Preventable accidents per million miles –

2
Operator and passenger incidents and 
assaults +

3
Customer satisfaction regarding safety 
and security +

4 Effectiveness of emergency responses +

1)	 Preventable accidents per million miles  –                  
Metro continues to focus on reducing accidents through driver 
training and customer education. The number of preventable 
accidents per million miles increased by 1.5 from 2014 to 2015. 
However, pedestrian accidents, which declined by 35% in 2014, 
decreased again in 2015 by an additional 8.5%. 
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2)	 Operator and passenger incidents and assaults   
The total number of operator assaults fell again in 2015—a 1.3% 
reduction compared to 2014. The 77 operator assaults (0.6 per 
million transit boardings) in 2015 include those on Sound Transit 
bus service operated by Metro. 

It has been nearly two years since the last felony aggravated 
assault occurred (defined as when the offender uses a weapon or 
displays it in a threatening manner, or the operator suffers severe 
or aggravated bodily injury). This decline reflects the success of 
Metro’s Operator Assault Reduction Project, which focuses on 
close coordination between Transit Operations and Metro Transit 
Police to ensure timely assault response and follow-up. The 
project also includes a training program that helps operators learn 
how to de-escalate potential conflicts and communicate effectively 
with challenging passengers.

Passenger vs. passenger physical disturbances fell significantly— 
13.6% from 2014 to 2015. There were 273 disturbances, or 
2.1 per million boardings. Passenger vs. passenger physical 
disturbances are incidents recorded by drivers that may or may 
not be criminal in nature and don’t necessarily entail a victim, a 
suspect, a request for police, or the filing of a report.

2)	 Operator assaults and passenger
	 physical disturbances

3) 	Rider satisfaction with safe operation  
of the bus

3)	 Customer satisfaction regarding safety and security +    
Every year, Metro’s Rider Survey asks riders about their 
satisfaction with many attributes of Metro service. In the most 
recent survey, 82% of riders said they are “very satisfied” with 
the safe operation of the bus; this is 8% more than were very 
satisfied in 2014. (Most of the remainder said they are “somewhat 
satisfied.”) This is an increase over past years, although the 
wording of the question changed slightly to focus more on 
operators than on the operation of the bus.

When asked about personal safety while riding the bus at night, 
79% said they are very or somewhat satisfied, which is similar to 
the average for the previous four years.

GOAL 1: SAFETY
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GOAL 1: SAFETY

Metro’s Operator Assault Reduction Project
Metro instituted the Operator Assault Reduction Project in January 2009 to bring down a high level of assaults 
directed at Metro operators as they drove their routes. A joint effort of the Metro Transit Police (MTP) and Transit 
Operations, the project's goal was to use Metro’s available resources to reduce the number of operator assaults.

The program helped develop procedures for reporting, responding to, investigating and tracking operator assault 
incidents. The program has 11 specific objectives covering things such as:

�� Field responses by MTP

�� Investigations and communications by MTP’s Criminal Investigation Unit

�� Operator training on how to recognize and defuse hostile situations and to enhance communication to promote 
improved security on coaches

�� Early intervention efforts

�� Suspension and exclusion policies and reward programs

�� Post-incident victim counseling

�� Improvements to the Security Incident Report program.

After an approximate 50% reduction in assaults during the program's first five years, operator assaults trended up 
in 2012. Additional efforts resulted in annual reductions in 2013, 2014 and 2015. 

4)	 Effectiveness of emergency responses   
The Department of Homeland Security’s Transportation Security 
Administration administers the Baseline Assessment for Security 
Enhancement (BASE) program, which establishes a security 
standard for transit system security programs and assesses 
progress. This voluntary, comprehensive review focuses on 
categories identified by the transit community as fundamentals 
for a sound transit security program, including an agency’s 
security plans, security training, drills and exercise programs, 
public outreach efforts, and background-check programs.

Metro’s score on this test increased from 91% in 2009 to 95% 
in 2012, with improvements in our infrastructure protection 
protocols, security and emergency preparedness training and 
exercise program, and inclusion of security upgrades in our mid- 
and long-term planning. The 2015 triennial audit was delayed at 
the request of TSA. The assessment is being redeployed in stages 
beginning the first week of April 2016. We expect to conclude by 
June with scoring available by July.

95%
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

Provide equitable opportunities for people from all areas of King County  
to access the public transportation system.

XXObjective 2.1 Provide public transportation 
products and services that add value through-
out King County and that facilitate access to 
jobs, education, and other destinations.
Intended outcome: More people throughout King 
County have access to public transportation products 
and services.

Metro strives to make it easy for people to travel through-
out King County and the region. We provide a range of 
public transportation products and services appropriate to 
different markets and mobility needs, working to integrate 
our services with others. Our fully accessible fixed-route 
system is complemented by services such as ridesharing 
and Dial-A-Ride Transit (DART). In compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, we provide Access para-
transit service to eligible people with disabilities. Our 
Community Access Transportation (CAT) program provides 
vans and support to community organizations that offer 
rides as an alternative to Access. CAT trips are less 
expensive and fill some service gaps. Our travel training 
program helps people with disabilities use regular bus 

2

service. We also offer Jobs Access and Reverse Commute, a 
federal transportation program intended to connect low-
income populations with employment opportunities.

NOTE: In previous years, measures 1 to 4 included 
housing units within two miles of a park-and-ride in the 
totals. However, our 2015 Access to Transit study found 
that proximity to park-and-rides represents neither their 
true catchment area nor those households’ ability to 
access the transit system. The revised measures better 
reflect access. Metro continues to measure park-and-ride 
capacity and utilization in Goal 3, Measure 6.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 2 OVERVIEW

About 65% of housing units in King County are within 
a quarter-mile walk to a bus stop—about the same 
as last year. The percentage is higher in areas with a 
high proportion of low-income or minority residents.

Access to jobs via transit also remained steady in 
2015, with 76% of jobs in King County within a 
quarter-mile of a bus stop. Approximately 145,000 
students attend colleges within a quarter-mile of 
a Metro stop. Almost 12% of employees in King 
County and 45% of those who work in downtown 
Seattle commute by transit—numbers similar to 2014.

The proportion of bus stops that are wheelchair 
accessible increased in 2015. Access ridership 
decreased as we continued to expand the more-
efficient CAT program and continued travel training 
to give riders more transportation choices. Metro 
delivered 100% of the Access trips requested.

Metro continues to operate the largest publicly 
owned commuter van program in the nation, with 
Metro vans traveling more than 56 million miles in 
2015, when vanpool ridership grew by 4%.

Measures continued on next page

MEASURES TREND

1 Population within a quarter-mile walk 
to a transit stop

l

2
Percentage of households in low-
income census tracts within a quarter-
mile walk to a transit stop

l

3
Percentage of households in minority 
census tracts within a quarter-mile walk 
to a transit stop

+

4 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile 
walk to a transit stop l

5
Percentage of households within a 
half-mile walk to a transit stop with 
frequent service

6 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk 
to a transit stop with frequent service

7
Number of students at universities and 
community colleges within a quarter-
mile walk to a transit stop

l

8 Vanpool boardings +

9 Transit mode share by market +
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MEASURES TREND

10
Student and reduced-fare permits and 
usage

11 Accessible bus stops +

12 Access registrants

13
Access boardings/number of trips 
provided by the Community Access 
Transportation (CAT) program

Measures, continued

65%

73%

68%

1) 	 Population living within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  
This basic access metric measures proximity to any transit stop. In  
winter 2015, 65% of King County housing units were within a  
quarter-mile walk to a bus stop—the same as last year.

2) 	 Percentage of households in low-income census tracts within  
a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop      
To align with other Metro policies, this report now defines "low-income" 
as less than 200% of the federal poverty level. The 2014 American 
Community Survey found that 24% of King County residents have low 
incomes. To measure their access to transit, we define a census tract as 
low-income if more than 24% of its population is below 200% of the 
federal poverty level. Almost three-quarters (73%) of housing units in 
these census tracts are within a quarter-mile walk to a bus stop. This 
is slightly less than last year (75%), but higher than the countywide 
population as a whole. The 2015 decrease is attributable to shifts in 
tracts designated as low-income as a result of the changed definition.

3) 	 Percentage of households in minority census tracts within a 
quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  +    
The 2014 American Community Survey found that 37% of King County 
residents belong to minority groups. We define a census tract as 
minority if more than 37% of its population belongs to a minority 
group. In these census tracts, 68% of housing units are within a 
quarter-mile walk to a bus stop, a slight increase over last year (67%) 
and higher than for the county population as a whole.

4)	 Number of jobs within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  l    
In winter 2015, 76% of jobs in King County were in locations within 
a quarter-mile of a bus stop—the same as last year.

5)	 Percentage of households within a half-mile walk to a transit  
stop with frequent service   
This is a new measure that looks at a household's proximity to any 
bus stop served by transit that operates all day at frequencies of 15 
minutes or better. This includes all RapidRide lines, Link light rail, and 
places where two or more routes follow the same path and have a

l

+

GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

76%

MEASURES TREND

14
Requested Access trips compared with 
those provided

l

15
Access applicants who undertake fixed-
route travel training

+
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combined headway of 15 minutes or better. In 2015, 43% of 
households were within a half-mile walk to a transit stop with 
frequent service. 

For this measure, the Strategic Plan Progress Report defines 
frequent service as any route or combination of routes that provide 
service every 15 minutes or better. In Metro’s draft long-range 
plan, METRO CONNECTS, frequent service is defined not only by 
frequency, but also by the span of service (the amount of time 
between the first trip and the last trip of the day) and a higher 
level of capital investment in speed, on-time performance, and 
passenger amenities. METRO CONNECTS envisions its frequent 
transit corridors to be of a higher overall quality than today’s 
frequent corridors. By the METRO CONNECTS definition, about 20% 
of the population currently has access to this higher standard of 
frequent service.

6)	 Number of jobs within a half-mile walk to a transit stop 
with frequent service  
Like the previous item, this measure is new this year. In 2015, 63% 
of jobs in King County were within a half-mile walk to a transit 
stop with frequent service.

7)	 Number of students at universities and community colleges 
that are within a quarter-mile walk to a transit stop  l
All 27 of the degree-conferring college and university campuses in 
King County are within a quarter mile to a bus stop. Approximately 
151,000 students attend classes in person at these campuses.

8) 	Vanpool boardings    
Metro continues to operate the largest publicly owned commuter 
van program in the nation. Steady growth in vanpool and vanshare 
boardings continued in 2015, extending the trend since 2010. Total 
boardings reached 3.6 million, about 4% higher than in 2014 and 
33% above 2010. Our commuter van fleet also grew 6% in 2015, 
to nearly 1,500. The program helped the region use existing road 
space more efficiently by eliminating more than 54 million vehicle 
miles traveled; it also saved more than 2.4 million gallons of fuel.

Vanpool customer satisfaction remains high at 92%. Commuter 
vanpools are highly valued by both current and past participants, 
with 93% agreeing that the service helps reduce congestion.

Targeted employer vanpool formations and promotional efforts 
drive ridership growth. Metro’s Commute Coach program helps 
generate awareness of the vanpool program and helps commuters 
transition to vanpool service. In 2015, our Commute Coach 
Program started 149 vans, our highest number in one year so far  
and making up 57% of new van starts. Major employers that have 
Commute Coach employees include Amazon (72 vans), Microsoft 
(28) and Starbucks (3). 

Rideshare has a strong social media presence, with a combined 
3,149 Facebook fans and Twitter followers, up 55% from 2014.

8) Vanpool boardings (in millions)

The methodology for counting passengers was 
modified in 2014. Previous years’ data on this 
chart reflect the estimated ridership using the new 
methodology.
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

9)	 Transit mode share by market      
According to the 2014 American Community Survey, 11.8% of 
King County workers take public transportation to work, up from 
11% in 2013. Transit’s share of commuters is even stronger for 
workers in downtown Seattle, with 45% taking transit (2014 
Commute Seattle survey). This is up from the 2012 figure of 43%. 
No other mode-split data are readily available.

10)	Student and reduced-fare permits and usage       
The Regional Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP) entitles senior riders (age 
65 or older), riders with disabilities, and Medicare-card holders to 
pay a reduced fare of $1.00. In 2015, RRFP trips made up 12% of 
all Metro ORCA trips. Many other RRFP riders pay their fares with 
cash, and we are unable to measure these trips.

In addition to the RRFP, the ORCA Business Passport program has 
partnered with five school districts (Seattle, Bellevue, Highline, 
Lake Washington, and Mercer Island) to offer student transit 
passes. We sold more than 19,000 passes in the 2015-2016 
school year. We expect more than 3 million boardings to be made 
with those passes, or about a 4% increase over the 2014-2015 
school year. In addition, many other schools and school districts 
buy Puget Passes for their students.

New in 2015 was the ORCA LIFT reduced-fare card for people 
with low incomes (see box below).

10) Reduced fare ORCA trips (in millions)
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ORCA LIFT low-income fare program
Metro launched the groundbreaking ORCA LIFT reduced-fare program in March 2015, making transit more 
affordable for qualified riders whose incomes are below 200% of the federal poverty level.

ORCA LIFT cardholders can save as much as $1.75 per trip on Metro, and qualify for reduced fares on Kitsap 
Transit, Sound Transit Link light rail, the King County Water Taxi and the Seattle Streetcar.

As we planned this program, one of our challenges was how to reach potential participants and sign them up. Our 
solution was to partner with Public Health-Seattle and King County, and eight human services agencies. Together 
we’ve been actively promoting ORCA LIFT using advertising, outreach at community events, and our ORCA-To-Go 

vans. The agencies are verifying applicants’ eligibility. This 
approach has proven to be powerful and effective—people 
are getting ORCA LIFT cards and they’re using them. We also 
developed a partnership with the City of Seattle to promote 
ORCA LIFT. City employees are being trained in eligibility and 
enrollment activities to expand outreach.

Since the program started, the number of enrollees has grown 
steadily to nearly 23,000 at the end of 2015. ORCA LIFT 
cardholders took 2,658,810 trips in 2015, making up about 
2.2% of Metro boardings.

The Metro program team was honored as a Washington State 
Department of Transportation Wall of Fame winner.
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13)	 Accessible service trips, in 000s 
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GOAL 2: HUMAN POTENTIAL

11) Accessible bus stops       
We increased our proportion of bus stops that are wheelchair 
accessible to 80% in 2015. Service realignments, bus stop spacing, 
and accessibility improvement projects allowed us to increase 
operational efficiencies and enhance our customers’ overall transit 
experience. Service additions in late 2015 increased the number 
of active stops.

  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Accessible stops 6,714 6,499 6,508 6,346 6,444
All stops 8,744 8,413 8,357 8,079 8,091
Percent accessible  77%  77%  78% 79% 80%

12) Access registrants       
At the end of 2015, there were 14,315 ADA-eligible registrants 
in the Access database—a 2.6% drop from 2014. Since January 
2014, only riders with current certification have been counted as 
Access registrants. In previous years, individuals approaching the 
end of their eligibility who had not taken a trip on Access for a 
year were considered inactive, but were still listed as eligible even 
though their eligibility had expired. As a result of that change, the 
2014 and 2015 numbers are not comparable to previous years.

13) Access boardings/number of trips provided by the 
Community Access Transportation (CAT) program        
Access ridership decreased 10.2% in 2015, while the program 
still provided all of the trips requested by qualified applicants. 
This decline was partially due to the 1.4% ridership increase in 
the more cost-efficient CAT program and to continued instruction 
to help Access registrants use regular bus service, which also 
reduces costs. Growth in CAT was primarily due to an increase 
in service from three Adult Day Health (ADH) sites, EADS, Legacy 
House and Full Life Kent. In 2015, these ADH sites provided 
approximately 36,000 boardings that were previously provided by 
Access Transportation, saving the County about $1.7 million.

14) Requested Access trips compared with those provided  l
Per federal requirements, Metro’s Access program provides a trip 
for every request by a qualified applicant, meeting the target of 
100% delivery ratio.

15) Access applicants who undertake fixed-route travel 
training     
Travel training to help people with disabilities ride regular bus 
service gives those customers more transportation choices. It also 
contributes to Metro’s cost-control efforts by diverting riders to 
a less-expensive mode of transportation. The number of riders 
trained increased 2.3% from 2014.

15)	 Access applicants who undertake  
fixed-route travel training 
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3GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Encourage vibrant, economically thriving and sustainable communities.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 3 OVERVIEW

2015 was another year of record ridership for Metro, 
following four consecutive years of increasing rider-
ship corresponding with the region’s economic 
recovery that began in 2010. Many factors affected 
ridership. Service reductions that began in late 2014, 
a fare increase in early 2015, and sharply lower 
gasoline prices throughout 2015 had a negative 
impact on ridership. These factors were more than 
offset by strong employment growth and transit 
service purchased by the City of Seattle. Total rider-
ship in the county, including Link and Sound Transit 
buses, set a record for the fifth consecutive year. 
Metro continues to work with partners to encourage 
alternatives to driving alone for work and personal 
travel. Nearly all of Metro’s bus trips touch regional 
growth centers or manufacturing centers. The use of 
ORCA business account passes is increasing, while 
overall use of park-and-ride lots remains stable.

MEASURES TREND

1 All public transportation ridership in 
King County +

2 Metro Transit rides per capita l

3 Ridership in population/business 
centers

4
Employees at CTR sites sharing non-
drive-alone transportation modes 
during peak commute hours

l

5 Employer-sponsored passes and 
usage +

6 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization

7 HOV lane passenger miles l

XXObjective 3.1 Support a strong, diverse, 
sustainable economy.
Intended outcome: Public transportation products 
and services are available throughout King County 
and are well-utilized in centers and areas of 
concentrated economic activity.

XXObjective 3.2: Address the growing need 
for transportation services and facilities 
throughout the county.
Intended outcome: More people have access to and 
regularly use public transportation products and 
services in King County.

XXObjective 3.3: Support compact, healthy 
communities.
Intended outcome: More people regularly use public 
transportation products and services along corridors 
with compact development.

XXObjective 3.4: Support economic development 
by using existing transportation infrastructure 
efficiently and effectively.
Intended outcome: Regional investments in major 
highway capacity projects and parking requirements 
are complemented by high transit service levels in 
congested corridors and centers.

The Puget Sound Regional Council’s regional growth 
strategy assumes a doubling of transit ridership by 2040 
and emphasizes the need for an integrated, multimodal 
transportation system that links major cities and centers. 
Toward this end, Metro offers travel options that connect 
people to areas of concentrated activity and provide 
affordable access to jobs, education, and social and retail 
services. This in turn supports economic growth. 

We work with other transit agencies to create an 
integrated and efficient regional transportation system, 
and we encourage the development of transit-supportive 
communities.

Issaquah Transit Center
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GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

1) 	 All public transportation ridership in King County (rail, 
bus, paratransit, rideshare)   
The total number of boardings in King County on all services—
including buses, rail, paratransit service, vanpools and passenger-
only ferries—grew to 163.5 million in 2015, a 1.6% increase over 
2014. Metro fixed-route ridership alone was 121.8 million, an 
increase of 0.7%, and accounted for three-quarters of the total. 
Ridership on the other services grew 4%. While Sound Transit’s 
Link light rail growth rate tailed off, it was still a significant 7% 
growth from 2014 to 2015. Since 2010, total transit ridership 
in King County grew 17%, continuing to outpace increases in 
population (6.3%) and employment (14%).

2) 	 Metro Transit rides per capita  l    
Metro’s ridership growth of 0.8% in 2015 was lower than King 
County’s 1.8% population growth, so boardings per capita 
declined slightly. However, since 2010 the ridership increase has 
outpaced King County population growth, and the boardings 
per capita grew by 4.6%. Much of this gain was driven by 
employment growth as well as service improvements such as new 
RapidRide lines.

3) 	 Ridership in population/business centers      
In fall 2015, Metro provided 11,064 bus trips each weekday 
to, from, through or between regional growth centers or 
manufacturing/industrial centers (as designated in the region’s 
growth plan). This made up 98% of Metro’s directly operated, 
non-custom, scheduled trips—so virtually all of the transit trips 
we provide serve one of these centers. This percentage is the 
same as in 2014, and is a couple of percentage points higher than 
the previous years. 

4)	 Employees at CTR sites sharing non-drive-alone 
transportation modes during commute hours  l  
The share of employee commute trips that serve Commute Trip 
Reduction (CTR) sites in King County has remained remarkably 
stable since the 2011/2012 survey cycle. CTR sites are those with 
at least 100 employees who arrive at work between 6 and 9 a.m. 
About one-third of these commuters use buses, trains, carpools 
or vanpools to get to work. Over the years, improvements in 
this rate tend to be tied to rising gas prices, major roadway 
construction projects, tolling on freeways, and major promotional 
campaigns as well as improvements to transit service. Data are 
not yet available from the 2015/2016 surveys.

1) 	Transit boardings in King County* 
(in millions)

2)	 Metro transit rides per capita

4) 	Peak mode share at King County CTR sites
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*includes Sound Transit bus service operated by Community Transit and Pierce 
Transit, which was not included in previous reports. 

*Includes Sound Transit bus service operated by Community 
Transit and Pierce Transit, which was not included in 
previous reports.
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5) 	Employer-sponsored passes and usage   
The payment of fares with business account ORCA cards has 
increased dramatically as ORCA has matured. (ORCA is an 
electronic fare card adopted in 2009 by seven transit agencies in 
the region.) Metro's ORCA Passport revenue was more than $65 
million, a 13% increase over 2014. Total regional revenue from 
business ORCA accounts in 2015 was more than $139 million. 
This was nearly two-thirds of all regional ORCA revenue. The 
largest of the products is Passport, a program in which employers 
purchase transit passes for their employees. There were 51.1 
million regional boardings with Passport in 2015—4% more 
than in 2014—and revenue of $104 million. The University of 
Washington’s U-Pass program brings in 27% of regional ORCA 
Passport revenue ($27.8 out of $104 million).

6)	 Park-and-ride capacity and utilization    
The average number of spaces used at King County’s 130 park-
and-ride facilities fell slightly in 2015 after a four-year growth 
spell in the preceding years. Utilization rates of the 25,000 
spaces at these facilities fell by about 2% from 2014. On typical 
weekdays in 2015, the lots were 78% full. Utilization varies 
greatly among the 130 lots, with many park-and-ride facilities 
operating near or at full capacity. For usage information on 
each lot, see the park-and-ride quarterly reports on Metro’s 
online Accountability Center (http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/
accountability/park-ride-usage.html).

7) 	 HOV lane passenger miles  l       
HOV (high-occupancy vehicle) lanes are considered fixed guide-
ways, as defined by the Federal Transit Administration. Transit-
only lanes and trolley wire are also in this category. Passenger 
miles on these lanes fell by 4.9%, reflecting a small drop in overall 
revenue miles of service, and particularly revenue service on fixed-
guideway lanes. Notably, the number of fixed-guideway lane miles 
has fallen due to changes made by the FTA in the classification of 
what constitutes a fixed-guideway lane.

7) 	Passenger miles on transit-only and 
HOV lanes (in millions)

5) 	Regional boardings with ORCA  
Passport passes 
(in millions)

GOAL 3: ECONOMIC GROWTH AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
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Total park-and-ride spaces 

Year* Capacity Used Utilization
2011 25,110 18,549 74%
2012 25,143 19,212 76%
2013 25,397 19,485 77%
2014 25,489 20,054 79%
2015 25,468 19,600 78%

* Fall service, September to February
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GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Safeguard and enhance King County’s natural resources and environment.

XXObjective 4.1: Help reduce greenhouse-gas 
emissions in the region.
Intended outcome: People drive single-occupant 
vehicles less.

XXObjective 4.2: Minimize Metro’s 
environmental footprint.
Intended outcome: Metro’s environmental footprint is 
reduced (normalized against service growth).

In November 2015, the King County Council unanimously 
adopted the King County Strategic Climate Action 
Plan, which established a long-term goal of reducing 
countywide greenhouse-gas emissions by at least 80% 
by 2050. Metro plays a key role in progressing toward 
this goal by providing travel options that increase 
the proportion of travel in King County by public 
transportation, and by increasing the efficiency of our 
services and facilities.

Every action Metro takes to make transit a more accessible, 
competitive, and attractive transportation option helps to 
counter climate change and improve air quality. We have 
also developed an agencywide sustainability program to 

4

coordinate sustainability initiatives as part of planning, 
capital projects, operations, and maintenance. We are 
committed to green operating and maintenance practices, 
and we incorporate cost-effective green building and 
sustainable development practices in all capital projects. 
We continue to seek opportunities to improve energy 
efficiency and decrease energy use in our facilities and 
fleet.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 4 OVERVIEW

In 2015, Metro realized an additional 1.7% improve-
ment in the energy efficiency of our fleet. Coupled 
with increases in boardings and a reduction in miles, 
energy use fell by 2.6% on a per-boarding basis. 

Similarly, overall facility energy use has decreased 
21% since 2007 when assessed by square footage 
and temperature, largely as a result of conservation 
efforts. 

Thirty-nine percent of King County households have 
a member who rides Metro at least one time per 
month—a slightly lower percentage than in 2014, 
although the average number of trips taken per month 
by riders increased in 2015.

MEASURES TREND

1 Average miles per gallon of Metro’s 
bus fleet

+

2 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) 
normalized by miles

+

3 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) 
normalized by boardings

+

4 Total facility energy use +

5
Energy use at Metro facilities: kWh 
and natural gas used in facilities, 
normalized by area and temperature

+

6 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT)

l

7 Transit mode share l

RTC Packet Materials Page 157



18		  KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT 2015 STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT 

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

1) 	 Average miles per gallon for Metro’s bus fleet  +      
Fuel economy for Metro’s diesel bus fleet continued to improve 
in 2015. Average miles per gallon increased by just over 0.5% 
to almost four miles per gallon, saving nearly 60,000 gallons of 
diesel compared to the prior year’s use.

Buses vary significantly in their passenger capacity and occupancy. 
In recent years, the main factors affecting the average miles per 
gallon of our fleet were:

�� The replacement of older diesel buses with new diesel-electric 
hybrids that consume less fuel.

�� The replacement of 40-foot, high-floor buses with new 60-foot, 
low-floor articulated buses that use more fuel because they 
are larger and carry more passengers.

Our 60-foot buses carry one-third more passengers than our older 
40-foot buses. This increased ridership capacity is needed to 
achieve Metro’s ridership growth targets. Metro is committed to 
purchasing fuel-efficient vehicles.

2) 	 Vehicle energy (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by 
miles   
Metro operates diesel and hybrid motor buses and electricity-
powered trolley buses. When diesel fuel and kilowatt hours 
are converted to the energy measure BTUs, Metro's energy 
consumption declined by 1.7% between 2014 and 2015.

While diesel and hybrid buses operate more than 90% of Metro's 
service miles, some diesel miles were reallocated to more efficient 
trolley buses on weekends. We expect our new electric trolley 
fleet to be fully deployed in 2017.

3)	 Vehicle fuel (diesel, gasoline, kWh) normalized by 
boarding   
Vehicle energy use per boarding declined 2.6% in 2015 as a 
result of an increase in passenger boardings, a decrease in miles 
operated, and the improvement in total fleet efficiency noted 
above.

4) 	 Total facility energy use   
Metro continues to use 2007 as a baseline year against which 
to measure future progress in reducing energy demand per the 
King County Strategic Climate Action Plan. Total energy use at 
all Metro facilities—which does not include the energy used to 
power buses—has decreased by approximately 17% since then. 
Energy use was reduced thanks to conservation practices and the 
completion of numerous energy efficiency projects. Between 2014 
and 2015, total building energy usage declined by 8%.

-1.7%

-2.6%

-17%
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5) 	Energy use at Metro facilities (kWh and natural gas used 
in facilities normalized by area and temperature)   
Metro defined a set of baseline facilities in 2007 against which to 
compare future energy use and account for changes in the 
number and size of facilities over time. After also adjusting for 
weather variability and changes in square footage at the facilities, 
normalized energy use at these facilities decreased by 
approximately 21% between 2007 and 2015, thanks in part to 
investments in conservation measures such as LED lighting and 
HVAC system upgrades at various facilities. 

-21%

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

In 2015, Metro acquired three all-electric fast-charge 
battery buses manufactured by Proterra. These buses 
produce zero tail-pipe emissions and use a “fast-charge” 
battery technology that allows them to receive a full 
charge in approximately 10 minutes. 

Currently operating on routes 226 and 241 in Bellevue, 
the battery-powered buses are being evaluated to 

determine how well they perform, their operations 
and maintenance costs, and service performance. The 
analysis will help Metro determine the feasibility and 
potential for acquiring battery buses as part of our bus 
fleet in the future.

Battery-powered buses—the fleet of the future?
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6)	 Per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT)  l  
The number of vehicle miles traveled on state roads in King 
County grew again in 2015 to 8.9 billion. This works out 
to 4,329 per resident, an increase of 1.4% over 2014, but a 
decline of 2.3% since 2010. During these five years, per capita 
passenger miles on Metro buses increased more than 10%.

7) 	Transit mode share

6)	 Per capita vehicle miles traveled

7)	 Transit mode share  l   
Metro’s 2015 Rider Survey found that 32% of King County 
households had at least one member who rode Metro five or 
more times in the previous month. Another 7% had a member 
who rode one to four times. The total of 39% is a slight decrease 
from the past few years. The downturn in the number of 
households is somewhat offset by an increase in the average 
number of trips taken per month by riders.

GOAL 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
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XXObjective 5.1: Improve satisfaction with 
Metro’s products and services and the way 
they are delivered.
Intended outcome: People are more satisfied with Metro 
products and services.

XXObjective 5.2: Improve public awareness of 
Metro products and services.
Intended outcome: People understand how to use 
Metro’s products and services and use them more often.

Metro is committed to giving our customers a positive 
experience at every stage of transit use, from trip planning 
to arrival at a destination. We strive to provide service that is 
reliable, convenient, easy to understand and easy to use. We 
emphasize customer service in both transit operations and 
workforce training. Our marketing and customer information 

5GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE

Establish a culture of customer service and deliver services that are responsive 
to community needs.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 5 OVERVIEW

Customer satisfaction remained consistent from 2014 
to 2015, with 88% of our customers saying they are 
satisfied with Metro service. However, the number of 
customer complaints recorded increased in 2015—
possibly the result of better comment tracking (see story 
box on C3, p. 22). 

On-time performance of our service declined again in 
2015. The likely causes were increases in both traffic 
congestion and ridership that slowed our operations. 
Service investments made by Metro and by the City 
of Seattle with funding from its November 2014 
Proposition 1 are intended to improve reliability. The 
additional service should also reduce crowding, which 
remained at the same level it was in 2014.

Customer visits to Metro's website and Trip Planner both 
decreased in 2015, as there are now various other tools 
available to help with transit trip planning. Transit Alerts 
have proven to be an effective way to communicate in 
real time about service disruptions and adverse weather 
issues. Growth continues to be strong in both the 
number of subscribers and the number of messages sent.

MEASURES TREND

1 Customer satisfaction

2 Customer complaints per boarding –
3 On-time performance by time of day –
4 Crowding

5 Use of Metro’s web tools and alerts

efforts help customers understand what service is 
available and how to use it, and also raise awareness 
of the benefits of transit.

Customer Communications and Services office.
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GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE

1) 	 Customer satisfaction          
Metro has achieved a customer satisfaction rate of around 90% 
over much of its history as measured in annual rider surveys. This 
was the case again in 2015. Responding to the question, “Overall, 
would you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with Metro?” 88% 
of respondents said they are either “very satisfied” or “somewhat 
satisfied.” In 2012 and 2013, total satisfaction decreased below 
90%, but it returned to that level in 2014. The 88% in 2015 was 
not statistically different from the 2014 result.

1)	 Overall rider satisfaction

In September 2015, Metro’s Customer Communications 
and Services work unit launched its new Customer 
Relations Management System, called C3 (for customer 
communications and comments). 

C3 is used to enter, track and analyze all customer 
comments and requests for information that come 
through Customer Communications and Services. 
It reports the progress through the system of each 
customer’s issue, and reminds those responsible for 
each step what needs to be done. 

C3 has also automated much of the data entry required 
by the old system and allows customers to fill out web 
forms that can be easily incorporated into the database.

Since its rollout, C3 has brought about a more efficient 
customer comment process. This is shown in the 
statistic that best reflects our combined efforts to 
resolve and respond to our customers. We now process 
customer comments over five times faster than we did 
a year ago. We accomplished this while also tracking 
comments regarding Access service, the King County 
Water Taxi and DART as well as incorporating our old 
lost-and-found retrieval system.

With the new C3 system, management teams can now 
see at a glance how the agency is doing. If something 
piques their interest, they can easily get reports that 
drill down to details never seen in the system that 
preceded C3.

C3—a new tool for managing customer comments

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied

Overall Rider Satisfaction 

91% 88% 85% 90% 88% 

RTC Packet Materials Page 162



KING COUNTY METRO TRANSIT 2015 STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS REPORT		  23

2) 	 Customer complaints per boarding   –   
The number of customer complaints per million boardings 
increased by 14% in 2015, following a 10% decline the 
previous year. Complaints tend to spike with major changes in 
service. Metro’s new C3 system for tracking customer comments, 
complaints and requests for service came online in September and 
this new method of tracking may account for some of the increase.

3) 	 On-time performance by time of day   –    
Metro has a target of at least 80% of bus trips being on time 
(between five minutes late and one minute early at key stops). In 
2015, on-time performance was 74.9%, which was 1.4 
percentage points below 2014. The recent decline started in the 
last quarter of 2014. Increased traffic congestion was a key 
contributor to that decline. More buses are late across the system, 
particularly in the PM peak (the 3 p.m.-7 p.m. period shown in 
the chart) and on service using highways. Increased ridership also 
plays a role—bus trips take a little longer when more people are 
getting on and off, especially if the bus is very crowded.

Data from late 2015, however, indicates on-time performance has 
begun to improve. The City of Seattle 
purchased additional bus service with 
funding from Proposition 1, approved by 
Seattle voters in November 2014. Many of 
Seattle’s investments focus on reducing 
crowding and improving reliability. Metro 
also made investments around the county.

In 2015, Metro’s Service Guidelines analysis 
found that 79 routes need a total 
investment of 23,550 service hours to 
improve reliability. We continue to identify 
and address “hot spots” where transit 
service slows down. We’ll be making 
changes like scheduling more time for 
travel on roads that have become more 
congested, adding more time between trips 
so that delays on one trip don’t affect later 
trips, and making other adjustments to 
schedules. These changes should improve on-time performance 
on many routes.

2)	 Complaints per million boardings

A bus is considered to be on time if it is between one minute early and five 
minutes late at key stops. In 2014, the time periods were slightly revised to 
be consistent with the Service Guidelines. The changes varied by about 15 
minutes to an hour. The pre-2014 numbers in the table reflect the previous 
definitions.

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

5 a.m. – 9 a.m. 81.3% 81.9% 82.1% 81.9% 79.2%

9 a.m. – 3 p.m. 74.9% 75.8% 78.2% 77.6% 75.8%

3 p.m. – 7 p.m. 69.0% 68.5% 69.2% 67.1% 65.3%

7 p.m. – 10 p.m. 73.0% 73.8% 75.4% 75.7% 76.3%

After 10 p.m. 80.7% 81.5% 82.6% 83.7% 83.8%

Weekday average 75.7% 76.3% 77.6% 76.0% 74.3%

Saturday 75.7% 75.7% 76.6% 76.5% 75.9%

Sunday 78.6% 77.9% 80.3% 79.1% 78.8%

Total system average 76.0% 76.4% 77.7% 76.3% 74.9%

3) On-time performance by time of day

GOAL 5: SERVICE EXCELLENCE
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4) 	Bus trips with more riders than seats*

5) 	Visits to Metro Online and Trip Planner* 
(in millions)

*A different methodology was used prior to 2013, so 
the numbers are not comparable and only 2013-
2015 are shown.

4) 	 Crowding   
After increasing the past few years, the percentage of trips with 
more riders than seats remained steady between 2014 and 2015. 
Based on fall 2015 data, 5.5% of our trips had 20% more riders 
than seats, and 5% had 1 to 19% more riders than seats, for a 
total of 10.5%. Most likely, this flattening out of crowding was due 
to the addition of service hours in 2015, particularly with funding 
from the City of Seattle.1

Part of the reason for increased crowding in prior years is that 
Metro, like transit systems across the country, has been moving 
to low-floor buses with fewer seats and more standing room than 
older buses have. RapidRide is one such coach type, and that 
service has seen tremendous ridership growth.

5) 	Use of Metro’s electronic media tools and alerts   
Metro has three major types of electronic media tools to help 
customers with their travel needs: the Metro Online and regional 
Trip Planner websites, Transit Alerts that are sent to subscribers 
via email and/or text messaging (which are also tweeted), and 
social media.

Total visits to Metro Online were 6.7 million in 2015 and visits 
to the online regional Trip Planner totaled 2.2 million visits. In 
January 2015, Metro launched the Puget Sound Trip Planner app 
for iOS and Android mobile devices. This new app allows riders 
to see schedules and real-time predictions for bus arrivals and to 
plan trips across 11 public transportation providers in our region 
while on the move.

The drop in visits to Metro Online and Trip Planner likely 
stems from the proliferation of other online tools offering 
similar services (e.g. Google Transit) and from the metrics 
and methodology Google uses to track online visits, which is 
constantly evolving and appears to have changed significantly 
from 2013 to 2015.

Transit Alerts (and the Eye on Your Metro Commute blog and 
associated tweets posted on Metro Online), have proven to 
be effective ways to communicate in real time about service 
disruptions and adverse weather issues. Since the beginning 
of this service in 2009, growth continues to be strong in both 
the number of subscribers and the number of messages sent. In 
2015, 2,320 alerts communicated important information to our 
subscribers. The number of Transit Alerts subscribers grew from 
53,407 at year-end 2014 to 54,770 at the end of 2015, a 2.6% 
increase.

Find more information about Metro's use of electronic media on  
p. 34, under 3) Social media indicators.

1	 This methodology for calculating crowding differs slightly from the 
methodology we use in our Service Guidelines report.

*A different methodology is used in this year’s 
report and is applied retroactively to all five years.
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6GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP

Exercise sound financial management and build Metro’s long term sustainability.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 6 OVERVIEW

The effectiveness of Metro’s efforts to boost 
productivity was evident in 2015. Both ridership and 
productivity continued on the upward trends that 
began in 2010.

We were able to offer more service in 2015, yet saw 
similar productivity in terms of boardings per hour 
and passenger miles per vehicle mile.

Metro was able to provide this productive service 
at a 0.3% higher operating cost per hour than in 
2014, well below the rate of inflation. Cost on a per-
boarding and a per-passenger mile basis remained 
remarkably consistent in 2015.

The cost per vanpool boarding fell again in 2015, 
largely because of lower fuel costs. Access operating 
cost per boarding increased by over 8% due to 
lower-than-anticipated productivity.

Metro’s fare revenue reached record highs, driving 
the fare recovery ratio to almost 31%.

The use of ORCA as fare payment continued to 
grow in 2015, with about two-thirds of weekday 
boardings being paid with ORCA cards.

 MEASURES TREND

1 Service hours operated +

2 Service hours and service hour change 
per route

3 Boardings per vehicle hour l

4 Boardings per revenue hour l

5 Ridership and ridership change per 
route l

6 Passenger miles per vehicle mile +

7 Passenger miles per revenue mile +

8 Cost per hour +

9 Cost per vehicle mile –
10 Cost per boarding +

11 Cost per passenger mile l

12 Cost per vanpool boarding +

13 Cost per Access boarding –
14 Fare revenues +

15 Farebox recovery +

16 ORCA use +

17 Asset condition assessment +

XXObjective 6.1: Emphasize planning and 
delivery of productive service.
Intended outcome: Service productivity improves.

XXObjective 6.2: Control costs.
Intended outcome: Metro costs grow at or below the 
rate of inflation.

XXObjective 6.3: Seek to establish a sustainable 
funding structure to support short- and 
long-term public transportation needs.
Intended outcome: Adequate funding to support King 
County’s short- and long-term public transportation 
needs.

Metro continues to focus on financial stewardship. In 
recent years, we used our Service Guidelines to reallocate 
many service hours from our lowest-performing service to 
more productive service. We will continue to use the 
guidelines annually to improve system productivity while 
advancing social equity and serving residential, 
employment and activity centers across the county.

We are striving to reduce costs, and included a number of 
new cost-control actions in our 2015-2016 budget. We 
are actively using Lean techniques to increase customer 
value and minimize waste. 

Metro’s financial situation improved again in 2015 as a 
result of higher-than-anticipated fare revenue driven by 
both the higher ridership and the 2015 fare change. 
However, Metro’s long-term financial sustainability and 
system stability requires a reliable, consistent source of 
funding going forward.
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GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP

1) 	Hours operated (in millions)

Note:  
We use the bus costs from Metro’s submittal in the 
National Transit Database (NTD) to calculate financial 
ratios. This provides consistency among Metro’s many 
publications, such as the Peer Comparison Report that 
is in the appendix of this report. The NTD costs exclude 
such items as interest expenses, leases and rentals, and 
other reconciling items, which usually add less than 
1% to the total costs. (The 2015 NTD report is not yet 
audited.)

The inflation rates used in this report are from the King 
County Office of Economic and Financial Analysis, and

 
are based on the Consumer Price Index–Urban Wage 
Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W) for Seattle-Tacoma-
Bremerton. In 2015 the rate was 1.1%. King County 
also uses a target measure to keep costs at the rate 
of inflation plus population. That would add another 
1.8%, which is the Washington State Office of Financial 
Management estimate for King County population 
growth from 2014 to 2015. Total bus costs increased 
0.9% during that time.
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Vehicle hours operated (in millions) 1)	 Service hours operated  +     
Metro increased the number of bus vehicle hours we operated in 
2015 to 3.62 million, an increase of 0.7% over 2014. Although 
service reductions were made in late 2014, these were offset in 
2015 when the City of Seattle purchased additional bus service 
with funding from the November 2014 Proposition 1.

A 2009 Performance Audit of Transit recommended that Metro 
improve its scheduling efficiency by reducing layovers (the time 
between the end of one bus trip and the next trip). Our efforts 
toward implementing this recommendation have ensured a 
higher proportion of Metro bus hours are spent in service. Since 
2008, Metro has increased service hours by 9.7%. The percentage 
increase in service hours is three times the percentage increase in 
overall hours (including layover and deadheading).

2)	 Service hours and service hour change per route   
A detailed table of hours and changes in hours for Metro’s 200+ 
routes is in Appendix F of Metro’s 2015 Service Guidelines Report. 
That report can be found at: http://metro.kingcounty.gov/planning/
pdf/2011-21/2015/service-guidelines-full-report.pdf
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3 and 4)  Boardings per hour

Service and financial statistics

Metro uses many service statistics and financial 
indicators to track our progress and to compare with 
peer agencies. 

Vehicle hours and vehicle miles measure all the time 
and distance between the time a coach leaves the transit 
base and the time it returns to the base. 

Revenue hours and revenue miles exclude the time 
and distance of deadheading—when a bus is traveling 
from the base to its first trip, when a bus has ended 
its last trip and is returning to the base, and the travel 
from the end of one trip to the start of another. Metro 
operates much peak-hour, one-directional service, so the 
return from the end of one trip back to the start of the 
next trip is part of deadheading. Revenue hours include 
layover time—the time between the end of one bus 
trip and the start of the next. Some of the measures 
discussed in this chapter remove these scheduled layover 
hours, resulting in an estimate of in-service hours.

Boardings are the number of passengers who board 
transit vehicles. Passengers are counted each time 

they board, no matter how many vehicles they use to 
travel from their origin to their destination. Passenger 
miles are the sum of the total distance traveled by all 
passengers.

Important financial ratios are based on total bus 
operating cost divided by the measures above. Cost 
per vehicle hour and cost per vehicle mile are cost-
efficiency measures that gauge the cost inputs of a 
unit of service, as much of the cost is directly related 
to time and distance. Cost per boarding and cost per 
passenger mile are cost-effectiveness measures that 
show how economically we provide our core service, 
getting passengers to their destinations. 

Finally, two productivity ratios are key indicators in 
Metro’s Service Guidelines. Boardings per vehicle hour 
are the number of passengers getting on a bus each 
hour. Passenger miles per vehicle mile works out to be 
the average number of passenger on a bus at any given 
time. We assess each route’s performance by measuring 
its productivity in these ratios.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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Boardings per hour 3) 	 Boardings per vehicle hour  l  
Metro uses bus boardings per vehicle hour (called boardings per 
platform hour in our Service Guidelines Report) to measure the 
productivity of transit service. The 2015 ratio was essentially the 
same as in 2014, as ridership grew at about the same rate as 
vehicle hours (0.7%). In prior years, Metro had steadily improved 
on this measure as a result of increasing ridership, improved 
scheduling efficiency, and reallocations of service hours and 
restructuring of routes based on our service guidelines.

4) 	 Boardings per revenue hour  l  
Revenue hours grew faster than vehicle hours in 2015 (1.7%), 
showing more efficient use of hours. This growth outpaced the 
growth in bus passenger boardings, so the boardings per revenue 
hour declined for the first time since 2010.

5)	 Ridership and ridership change per route  l  
The 2015 Service Guidelines Report mentioned in Measure 2 also 
contains a detailed table on ridership and changes in ridership 
for Metro’s 200+ routes. Some routes saw strong growth. Most 
notable are the RapidRide lines. On the five lines that existed in 
all of 2014 and 2015, total annual ridership grew 9%, putting it 
53% above the baseline ridership levels.
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6 and 7) Passenger miles per mile

8)	 Cost per hour

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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6) 	 Passenger miles per vehicle mile   
Metro focuses on bus passenger miles per vehicle mile as another 
key measure of transit service productivity. This ratio is also one 
of the key statistics in Metro’s service guidelines. This ratio grew 
in each of the past five years as passenger boardings, and thus 
passenger miles, grew faster than vehicle miles. Vehicle miles 
declined slightly in 2015 as a result of service reductions enacted 
in late 2014. The improving job market contributes to the growth 
in passenger miles. 

7)	 Passenger miles per revenue mile   
The passenger miles per revenue mile metric increased at a rate 
similar to the above metric, though growth in this measure over 
the past four years was about 2% slower than for passenger 
miles per vehicle mile. As noted above, revenue miles grew 
faster than vehicle miles as a result of more efficient scheduling 
practices that Metro adopted in 2010 and more total miles in 
service. As with vehicle miles, the revenue miles declined slightly 
in 2015 as a result of the September 2014 service reductions.

8) 	Cost per hour     
A key theme in previous Strategic Plan Progress Reports has been 
Metro's focus on cost containment following the Great Recession. 
It appears that these efforts are continuing to pay dividends. In 
2015, Metro's operating cost was $142.95 per vehicle hour, a 
0.3% increase compared to 2014. This is less than the inflation 
rate of 1.1% during this period. After adjusting for inflation, 
Metro’s 2015 cost per hour was 2.8% higher than in 2011.

9)	 Cost per vehicle mile  –  
Even though Metro’s cost per hour barely changed, its bus cost 
per vehicle mile increased 2.2% between 2014 and 2015. This 
occurred because while hours increased, total miles decreased. 
The reason for this is the City of Seattle's service investments, 
which generally were made in more congested areas where bus 
speeds are slower. Likewise, congestion has increased throughout 
the service area. Adjusted for inflation, the cost per mile 
increased 7.7% from 2011 to 2015.

9)	 Cost per vehicle mile
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12) Cost per vanpool/vanshare boarding

10)  Cost per boarding

11)  Cost per passenger mile

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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10) Cost per boarding   
Metro’s bus cost per boarding has been very flat since 2012, 
as passenger boardings have grown at about the same rate as 
total costs. In inflation-adjusted dollars, Metro’s 2015 cost per 
boarding was 2.4% lower than in 2011. 

11) Cost per passenger mile  l  
Metro’s bus cost per passenger mile increased by a penny in 
2015 as our growth in passenger miles was a little slower than 
the increase in our total costs. But over the past five years, the 
inflation-adjusted cost per passenger mile is 5.3% below the  
2011 level.

12)	Cost per vanpool boarding   
Metro’s vanpool operating cost per boarding decreased sharply 
over the past year—a 16.9% reduction from 2014 to 2015. 
We saw a reduction in gas prices consistent with that we saw 
for other modes that use gas, and from a reduction in liability 
coverage costs that are a function of our vanpool program’s long-
term liability history. Together these totaled about $1.2 million 
less in 2015 than 2014. This large reduction in cost offset the 
growth in boardings.

Our vanpool program met its guideline for cost recovery in the 
past several years. The King County Code requires commuter-van 
fares to be reasonably estimated to recover the full operating and 
capital costs and at least 25 percent of the administrative costs of 
the vanpool program.
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14) Fare revenues (in millions)

13) Cost per Access boarding

 14) Fare revenues   
Fare revenues continue to climb. Metro has experienced increases 
in each of the past five years, from $128.6 million in 2011 to 
$159.4 million in 2015. The 2015 fare revenue represents a 2.1% 
increase over 2014. At least part of this growth has been the 
result of ridership gains in all five years. Fare increases have also 
contributed, with Metro implementing our latest fare increase in 
March 2015.

15) Farebox recovery   
Metro’s fund management policies, adopted in November 2011, 
establish a target of 25% for farebox recovery—total bus fares 
divided by total bus operating costs. From 2011 through 2015, 
farebox recovery in each year has exceeded our target, reaching 
a record-level 30.8% in 2015. As noted above, fares increased in 
March 2015. The $0.25 across-the-board increase was at least 
partially offset through the creation of a new reduced fare for 
people with low incomes, which had a slight dampening effect 
on farebox recovery in 2015 and may result in a slightly lower 
farebox recovery rate in 2016 as the program continues to grow.      

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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13) Cost per Access boarding   
The cost per Access boarding increased 8.3% to $51.99 from 
2014 to 2015. Productivity is trending 4% under target, which 
leads to a higher cost per trip. This was mostly due to the 
elimination of a primary transfer point in 2015 that effectively 
made two trips into one, which was done to reduce the number 
of transfers a customer would have to make and provide 
them with a better transit experience. The other productivity 
impact came from hard coding driver breaks into the schedules; 
previously they took breaks when slack was available.

Ongoing declines in Access ridership have led to contractual rate 
changes for providers, resulting in fixed costs being spread over 
fewer trips. Decreases in Access ridership can be attributed in 
part to the expansion of the Community Access Transportation 
program, which is a lower-cost alternative for providing rides to 
clients.

15) Farebox recovery
Target
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16) ORCA taps on Metro Transit (in millions)16) ORCA use   
The use of ORCA smart cards for fare payment has grown 
dramatically since their introduction in 2009. ORCA is used 
by seven Puget Sound agencies and provides a seamless fare 
medium for transferring among the systems. The use of smart 
card technology contributes to efficient operations and more 
accurate revenue reconciliation among the regional agencies. 
Virtually all passes are now on ORCA, and use of the ORCA 
E-purse has grown and cash payments have declined, which 
helps speed up operations. ORCA use on Metro buses has more 
than doubled since 2010. Nearly two-thirds of Metro’s weekday 
boardings are now paid with ORCA. The ORCA LIFT program 
should drive the ORCA market share higher by offering low-
income cash customers a cheaper ORCA-based alternative.

17) Asset condition assessment   
Metro was one of a select few transit agencies that worked with 
the Federal Transit Administration to develop a State of Good 
Repair Index for bus and trolley fleets. The 2013 assessment 
used a new methodology based on this work, so the score is not 
directly comparable to previous years. It will serve as the baseline 
for future measures. Metro Vehicle Maintenance continued to use 
the method established in 2013 for the 2015 assessment.

The 2015 assessment indicates that the fleet requires frequent 
minor repairs and infrequent major repairs. The average age of 
Metro’s buses decreased from 9.3 years in 2014 to 8.9 years as 
Metro placed 179 new buses into service in 2015. The resulting 
younger fleet changed total condition points from 60 (2014) to 
64 (2015) on a scale of 1-100. As we continue to replace coaches 
over the next few years (242 in 2016 and 269 in 2017), including 
replacement of the 60-foot Breda trolleys (one of our oldest fleets), 
we can expect the condition of our fleet to improve and the age 
to decrease, resulting in a more reliable fleet.

Since 1985, Metro has maintained its fixed assets (buildings, 
systems and infrastructure) using a robust maintenance 
management program and a capital reinvestment strategy—the 
Transit Asset Management Program (TAMP). Through TAMP, 
Metro determines the condition of assets and plans long-range 
investment strategies and required funding. Since 2009, Metro 
has been working with the FTA’s Moving Ahead in the 21st 
Century Program (MAP-21) to update our decision-making and 
implementation strategies for preserving fixed and other assets. 
Metro completed assessments on an additional body of fixed 
assets including transit base and service support facilities. The 
summary report, which includes an update of previous findings, 
is scheduled for publication in third quarter 2016. Base asset 
condition data is being used to develop the 2017/2018 capital 
investment plan for fixed assets. When the MAP-21 general rules 
and guidelines become available in the near future, Metro will 
establish a measure consistent with them to assess fixed assets.

GOAL 6: FINANCIAL STEWARDSHIP
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XXObjective 7.1: Empower people to play an 
active role in shaping Metro’s products 
and services.
Intended outcome: The public plays a role and is 
engaged in the development of public transportation.

XXObjective 7.2: Increase customer and 
public access to understandable, accurate, 
and transparent information.
Intended outcome: Metro provides information that 
people use to access and comment on the planning 
process and reports.

Metro is committed to being responsive and accountable 
to the public. We uphold this commitment by involving 
the community in our planning process and making public 
engagement a part of every major service change or new 
service initiative. We also work to make our information 
and decision-making processes clear and transparent.

We reach out to customers and the public through 
a variety of forums and media channels, and make 
information available in multiple languages. We design 

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

Promote robust public engagement that informs, involves, and empowers 
people and communities.

7

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 7 OVERVIEW

Metro conducted a robust public engagement 
process in 2015 around integration of Metro bus 
service with new Link service to Capitol Hill and the 
University of Washington. The outreach gathered 
16,000 comments from a broad spectrum of the 
public. We received 3,000 comments during long-
range plan development. 

Metro's presence in social media continued to grow, 
with a 79% increase in the number of tweets, a 
138% increase in Facebook followers, and triple the 
number of views of our Metro Matters blog. 

To connect with hard-to-reach populations, we 
partnered with "trusted advocates," translated 
materials, and placed information in ethnic media.

MEASURES TREND

1 Public participation rates +

2 Customer satisfaction regarding  
Metro’s communications and reporting

3 Social media indicators +

4
Conformance with King County policy 
on communications accessibility and 
translation to other languages

l

outreach and engagement strategies to involve a 
representation of all our riders and let the public know 
their participation is welcome and meaningful. Each 
engagement process is tailored to the target audiences.

Our Online Accountability Center (www.kingcounty.gov/
metro/accountability) has detailed information on dozens 
of measures of ridership, safety and security, service 
quality, and finances; these are updated monthly. The site 
also features a number of Metro reports.

Long-range plan open house
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GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

1) 	 Public participation rates   
In 2015, Metro completed public engagement concerning 
integration of bus routes with Link light rail service to Capitol Hill 
and the University of Washington. This began with a first phase of 
outreach in 2014. During Phase 2, in March 2015, we asked riders 
and community members to comment on two service concepts. We 
used their feedback to create one proposed set of changes that we 
shared with the public in a final round of public outreach (Phase 3) 
in May 2015.

We received 16,000 comments in the following ways:

�� Residents, students, and employees who travel in the project 
area provided feedback via online surveys and at outreach 
events.

�� A community Sounding Board made up of 21 people who use 
transit in the project area, plus a selected group of transit 
riders and jurisdiction representatives who live and use transit 
along SR 520 corridor, met and provided advice.

�� We invited more than 80 businesses, institutions, business 
and community groups, and organizations serving 
underrepresented populations to serve on the Sounding Board, 
provide feedback, and spread the word to their constituents.

The following are the numbers of people reached and the number 
that participated in Phase 2/Phase 3 of outreach:

People reached

�� Website views: 25,500+/24,000+

�� Social media: 32,000+/35,500+

�� Street teams, information tables: 2,000+/4,500+

�� Rack cards, posters: 25,000+/20,000+

�� E-notifications: 35,000+/21,000+

�� Stakeholders notified: 80+/80+

�� Mailing to key community locations: 30+/30+

Participants

�� Online survey responses: 6,000+/1,900+

�� Public meetings, briefings: 200+/100+

�� Phone/email: 60+/120+

Sixty-five percent of participants surveyed said they saw how 
public feedback shaped Metro’s proposals. 

Metro also began outreach for our long-range plan in February 
2015. We conducted an online survey that gathered almost 3,000 
responses, formed a Community Advisory Group, and held three 
visioning events attended by about 250 people. The second phase 
of outreach, from June through December 2015, attracted more 
than 6,000 survey responses and about 350 participants at open 

U Link Sounding Board meeting
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houses. We also invited more than 40 organizations to participate 
in a roundtable of organizations that serve transit-dependent 
communities and briefed key organizations.

Also in 2015 we conducted alternative service delivery engagement 
in southeast King County and Vashon Island. This included 
the formation of a project working group and a several-phase 
engagement process to learn about mobility needs and potential 
solutions. Thousands of people provided feedback via the 
working group, online surveys, information tables, face-to-face 
outreach on buses and at transit centers, and public meetings.

Metro concluded 2015 by engaging the public in shaping 
changes to bus service in southeast Seattle. We solicited feedback 
on our proposal via:

�� An online survey: 674 responses

�� Public meetings at the Filipino Community Center with 30+ 
attendees, and at a Georgetown Community Council-hosted 
public information session

�� "Trusted advocate" outreach sessions and surveys: heard from 
approximately 250 people through face-to-face conversations 
in their native languages and paper surveys

�� Phone, email, and written correspondence: input received 
from more than 100 residents and community organizations

We received more than 1,000 comments during this outreach.

2) 	 Customer satisfaction with Metro’s communications   
In Metro’s most recent Rider / Nonrider Survey, 62% of riders 
said they are very satisfied with their ability to get information 
about Metro, and most of the remainder said they are somewhat 
satisfied. These figures are consistent with the past few years. 
Respondents were also asked about the availability of information 
at Metro Online, and 61% reported being very satisfied. This is a 
decline from the 71% in 2014, but about equal to the 2013 figure. 

3) 	 Social media indicators   
Metro continues to find innovative ways to reach out to our 
customers using social media. Below are some facts about four of 
our social media channels:

Metro Matters Blog  
(http://metrofutureblog.wordpress.com)

�� There were 60,102 views of the Metro Matters blog in 2015—
nearly triple the views from 2014—by 37,452 unique visitors. 
Metro published 50 blog posts during the year, the most 
popular of which warned riders of upcoming regional traffic 
concerns (10,000 views for our most popular post—quadruple 
the views of the most popular post from 2014).

2) Satisfaction with overall ability to get 
information about Metro

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY
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King County Metro Transit Facebook page  
(www.facebook.com/kcmetro)

�� Metro’s Facebook page followers increased 138%, from 2,568 
followers in 2014 to 6,118 in 2015.

�� We posted 408 stories about news, service disruptions, 
employment information, and opportunities for public 
participation and feedback, compared to 316 stories in 2014—
a 29% increase. 

Have a Say Facebook page  
(www.facebook.com/haveasayatkcmetro) 

Page “likes” grew from 507 in 2014 to 520 in 2015.

King County Metro Twitter  
(@kcmetrobus)

�� Used for sharing news, links, photos and videos with followers. 
The number of followers increased by 62 percent in 2015—
from 25,292 to 40,908.

�� During 2015, we tweeted 8,643 times (79% more than 2014) 
The tweets were marked as "favorite" 3,118 times (up 99%), 
retweeted 6,574 times (up 89%), and replied to 2,779 times 
(up 89%). 

�� Twitter activity generated 12.5 million impressions (up 76%), 
109,418 engagements (up 71%) and 29,908 URL clicks (up 
50%). 

4) 	 Conformance with King County policy on communications 
accessibility and translation to other languages   
To ensure that all voices are included in Metro’s decision-making 
processes, we research demographics and design outreach 
strategies to reach people who are unlikely to learn about our 
process via mainstream channels. We comply with King County’s 
executive order on translation, which mandates translation or 
accommodation where more than 5% of an affected population 
speaks a language other than English.

We reach historically underrepresented populations by partnering 
with organizations and making information available in a 
variety of forms and languages. We work with organizations 
to be present at events that serve their clientele—such as 
staffing information tables. We go door-to-door or board buses 
to reach people directly, work with ethnic media outlets and 
small community publications, make our materials and surveys 
available in large print, provide language lines, and offer 
interpreters (including those for people who are deaf or deaf/
blind). We document our outreach in public engagement reports.

GOAL 7: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND TRANSPARENCY

In 2015, we provided materials, hosted 
language lines, and conducted outreach 
activities in:
�� Amharic
�� Arabic
�� Cambodian/Khmer
�� Chinese – Mandarin and Cantonese
�� Hmong
�� Korean
�� Oromo
�� Punjabi
�� Russian
�� Somali
�� Spanish
�� Tagalog
�� Tigrinyan
�� Ukrainian
�� Vietnamese

In an effort to recruit and diversify King 
County’s Transit Advisory Commission, 
we translated commission information 
and the application into Spanish and have 
begun a recruitment effort targeted to 
Spanish speakers.
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XXObjective 8.1: Attract and recruit quality 
employees.
Intended outcome: Metro is satisfied with the quality 
of its workforce.

XXObjective 8.2: Empower and retain 
efficient, effective, and productive 
employees.
Intended outcome: Metro employees are satisfied 
with their jobs and feel their work contributes to an 
improved quality of life in King County.

Metro’s products and services are a reflection of the 
employees who deliver them. Metro strives to recruit 
quality, committed employees and create a positive work 
environment. We value a diverse and skilled workforce 
and strive to support our employees, empower them 
to excel, recognize their achievements, and help them 
develop professionally.

To help us achieve our objectives, our Workforce 
Development Program focuses on the development and 
ongoing support of employees. The program’s priorities 
include the following:

�� Build a robust talent pipeline that attracts high-quality 
talent early in their academic or professional careers to 
consider employment at Metro.

�� Ensure that Metro leaders can effectively engage, 
develop, and support staff members in being 

8GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

Develop and empower Metro’s most valuable asset, its employees.

successful, productive, and committed to continuous 
improvement.

�� Provide leaders with tools and processes to effectively 
manage performance. 

�� Facilitate staff and leader career development 
opportunities (both lateral and vertical).

�� Implement meaningful selection and development 
processes to grow highly skilled talent that is capable 
of leading Metro into the future.

�� Align all talent and workforce development activities 
with Metro’s strategic priorities.

HOW WE’RE DOING: GOAL 8 OVERVIEW

Metro considers the diversity of its workforce 
one of its key strengths. Changes in workforce 
demographics occur gradually without much year-
to-year change. King County placed a renewed 
emphasis on employee engagement as part of 
its 2015 employee survey, which found that 
almost three-fourths of Metro’s employees would 
recommend King County as a great place to 
work. Following a decline in promotion rates in 
2014, driven primarily by budget concerns, Metro 
has responded in 2015 by offering 80% more 
promotions in 2015, a five-year high.

MEASURES TREND

1 Demographics of Metro employees

2 Employee job satisfaction

3 Promotion rates +

4 Probationary pass rate l

l

Driver Appreciation Day
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GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

1)	 Demographics of Metro employees   
Metro strives to maintain a diverse workforce. The table at 
right shows the race and gender makeup of our workforce 
in 2015. The workforce does not differ significantly from 
year to year, and this demographic makeup is very similar 
to that of the past two years. Compared with the county 
population as a whole, our workforce continues to be more 
male, less Asian, less Hispanic, and less white. Metro follows 
an established outreach plan for advertising job opportunities 
to a diverse applicant pool. These efforts include advertising 
in a variety of community publications, attending career fairs, 
working with community-based organizations, establishing 
relationships with apprenticeship and trade schools, and 
maintaining an internet presence that promotes Metro job 
openings.

2)	 Employee job satisfaction   
In the 2015 King County employee survey, Metro’s overall 
engagement score was 69%, with 73% of respondents 
recommending King County as a great place to work, and 
53% indicating they would stay at King County if offered a 
similar job with the same pay and benefits. This employee 
survey will be conducted annually and used to identify the 
issues most important to employees. Action plans are being 
developed at every level of the organization to address these 
issues.

3)	 Promotion rates +
Metro saw an approximate 80% increase in promotions 
in 2015 compared to 2014. With significant addition of 
jobs as a result of service investments, many opportunities 
became available for internal staff to promote from within. 
(Promotions include career service, temporary term-limited 
temporary, and part-time transit operators but do not include 
voluntary transfers, rehires or movement of operators from 
part-time to full-time.) A primary focus of Metro’s Workforce 
Development Program is to support the growth and 
development of our staff. Specific program elements include:

�� Successful launch of the Aspiring Leadership Program 
pilot; currently working to scale up across division

�� Launch of the first iteration of the Chief’s Toolbox, a 
division-wide repository of information and support for 
frontline leadership

1)	 Demographic of Metro employees

  Male Female Total  
White 2,146 635 2,781 59%

Black 765 280 1,045 22%

Asian 456 69 525 11%
Hispanic 147 43 190 4%
American Indian 52 22 74 1%
Pacific Islander 48 10 58 1%
Multiple 36 12 48 1%
Not Specified 5 4 9 1%
Total 3,655 1,075 4,730  
Percentage 77% 23%

3) 	Promotions and hires
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GOAL 8: QUALITY WORKFORCE

�� Leadership Excellence And Development project (to develop 
superintendent and supervisor candidates) 

�� Newly designed leader and employee onboarding process

�� Lean leadership development programs for senior leadership 
team

�� Career development workshop piloted and transitioning to 
focus on apprenticeships as viable career paths

4) 	Turnover rate of new hires
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4)	 Probationary pass rate   l    
Metro continues to maintain a low probationary turnover 
rate, maintaining a 4% average as in previous years. Overall, 
Metro has a fairly low rate of employees leaving during their 
probationary periods, and our training and onboarding efforts 
will help us ensure that new employees acquire the knowledge 
and skills they need to become effective members of Metro’s 
team. (The "retained" category does not include transit operator 
trainees, only regular career service positions. "Terminated" 
does not include 19 transit operators who passed training but 
terminated within one year. Out of 510 trainees hired in 2015, 
137 failed to graduate.)

201 S Jackson St
Seattle, WA 98104

Transit HR Phone: 206-477-6000Fax: 206-263-5202
E-mail: transithr@kingcounty.gov

What is the purpose  of LEAD?
LEAD’s purpose is to develop qualified employees (see “Who should apply”) who want to take on greater responsibility for Metro’s success by becoming Superintendents, Supervisors or the equivalent. This year-long program helps prepare participants to effectively compete for future leadership positions, and helps ensure that those who advance will be successful in their new roles.

Why now?
By 2019, 80 percent of Metro’s current Superintendents and Supervisors will be eligible for retirement. We want to fill vacancies with only the most qualified candidates. We believe that with the development and support this program will provide, many current employees can meet that challenge.

Program highlights•	 Active, hands-on, small group learning  (max. of 10 participants per series)•	 Cutting-edge leadership development curriculum 
•	 Development activities customized to individual needs

•	 Many opportunities for cross-agency learning and collaboration
•	 Participation in “stretch assignments”  (e.g., special duty, acting, project leadership)

•	 Mentoring and coaching

Leadership  
Excellence  

And 
Development

(LEAD)  
Program

Are you ready to step up?

LEAD is a year-long program to help  Metro employees prepare themselves for high-level leadership positions.
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