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Introduced by: Dave Mooney
75-507

moTIoN No. 2111

A MOTION of the King County Council
authorizing a memorandum agreement with the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle for a
joint evaluation of the PSCOG Transportation
System Plan.

WHEREAS, a joint evaluation by King County, the Municipality
of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) and the City of Seattle of the
transit elements for the Seattle-King County Metropolitan Area in
the 1990 Transportation System Plan prepared by the Puget Soﬁnd
Council of Governments would assist the County, the Municipality
and the City in their respective‘transportation and general human

service planning; and

WﬁEREAS, said evaluation represents a test project in the

Municipality's strategy for transit development approved by the

:Metro Transit Committee on April 17, 1975; and

|
WFEREAS, the County has agreed to participate in said

evaluation on a cost reimbursement basis and according to the
terms and conditions of the attached memorandum agreement; and
WHEREAS, a separate memorandum agreement between the County
and.thF Municipality% and the Municipa}ity and the City of Seattle
will fbcilitate timely commencement of.said evaluation;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:
That the King County Executive is hereby authorized to
execute a memorandum agreement with the Municipality to

participate in a joint evaluation of the transit elements in the

PSCOG 1990 Transportation System Plan.

P{&SSED this P4 day of W , 1975,

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

" ) "' ‘ Q/gf(f\)q ; 3 . ZCJ—/I,L-—»-\-/VL/’
ATTEST: e WICE Chairman

Clerk of -fThe Council




- , MEMORANDUM AGREEMENT BETWEEN R

MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN SEATTLE AND KING COUNTY : , P
FOR JOINT EVALUATION OF PSGC _ '

1990 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN : - B

. THIS AGREEMENT is made this ;?f' day of Q44¢¢, . - {

J
1975 by and between the MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN SEATTLE

(hereinafter ca,led "Metro") ‘and KING COUNTY (hereinafter called
tnep"County?)_to perform.a joint evaluation of the transIt elements_
for the Seattle—Klng County metropolltan area in the 1990 Transporta—'
tion»System Plan prepared by the Puget Sound Governmental Conference

' (herelnafter called the "Progect“)

3

A, PﬁOJect Organlzatlon and Dlrectlon. The PrOJect

shall be dlrect%d by Metro and shall be performed with the a551st—
ance of the Couwty and City of Seattle staff pursuant to separate é
memorandum agre%ments. Metro shall appoint a Progect Directoxr to
:coordlnate stafﬁ development of research design, work programs,'
Ldata collectlon‘and sampllng techniques, consultant services,

staff a551gnmen?s and 1nter1m and final reports wrth the a551stance
~of a Plan Evaluation Commlttee ("PEC"). 'The PEC shall consist of
a superuisory.s&aff'representative from Metro, the County and the

City of Seattle, said County’representative to ‘be the‘Director_of

Budget and ProzlamplanningDepartment or‘his'representative4 The

PEC shall recommend policies and Project scope and design; approve

vany consultggggh'insure the timely preparation of any reports; and

develop any other teChniques, programs or guidelines'neceSSary to

accomplish the Project.

B. Proﬁect Commencement. The County shall undertake
and oomplete its portion of Project work as described in the Scope
of Work attached as EXhlblt npm and as allocated by the PEC. " The .'§

County shall noT commence such work w1thout the written authorlzatlon

of the Project Dlrector.-

~~~~~
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‘Q:‘ Staffing. The County'shall cdmplete work under the
terms of thle agreement through quallfled and experlenced personnel
subject to the approval of the Progect Dlrector ' Staffing 1evels
shall be assigned bj the PEC.

D. Reports and Schedule. The Couhty shall complete'the

‘work it is responsible for and assist Metro in the preparation of
adfinal Project report mithin 17>Weeks of receiving authorization
to proceed frbm the Preject.Director. The completion-datejmay-l
be extended by the Project Director or the PEC.  Any dispute as
te the contents of the final report shall be referred for resolution
to the PEC. - '

_E. 'Funding;' It is‘the'understanding of the‘parties that’
the County shall provide -$14,675 of'cost—reimbursed services to
- Metro on the Project as'described ih-the Work Item Budget attached
“hereto astEXhibit "B". Metro may uée.any'er all of the County
services as local "ih—kind" match on any federal grant it receiVee'
.tobaid in_Carryihg out the Project. Metro funds shall be used to
reimburse the County for Project services as provided in paragraph F.

'F. Documentation and Paymeﬁt. - The County shall keep .

cost accounts suitable'tg the Metro Project Director consistent
.with any applicable federal regulations and guidelinestA All such
.reCOrds'shall be open for examination by Metro fer a period of

" three Years_after the final payment'to the Coanty. The County
will bill Metro for actual costs incurred for Progect work w1th1n
.90 days follow1ng performance of the service, and these costs,'
shall be pald by Metro WLthln 35 days of bllllng.

G. Effective Date and Term of Contract. This agreement

s

Shall be binding upon the partles hereto as of the date of exeeutibn
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and shall continue in full force and effect until completion of
the Project. This agreement, and any provision hereof, may be

amendedAby written agreement of the parties hereto.

H. Terﬁinatien or Suspension of Agﬁeemeﬁt, This
agreement'shall be terminable upon.180 days prior notiee by either
services by the County upon ten (16) days written ﬁotiCe of the -

\.PrOJect Dlrector. | o
| "IN WITNESS WHEREOF the partles hereto have executed

this agreement as of the day and year flrst above written.

MUNICIPALITY OF - - ;
METROPOLITAN SEATTLE : : o .

"By 'Q/ééag/// ;3:_

klchard S. Page

» : Executive Director
- ATTEST: o : . - |
R A : | i
B. J{/Carol AN - . - H
Clerk of “the Council. ; SR | R . : g
" 'KING COUNTY :
By -
am. ‘ John D. Spellman
- ATTEST: - King County. Executive
i
y :
4
i.if
1
* ¥
|




o ' . e EXHIBIT A

SCOPE OF WORK

EVALUATION OF THE TRANSIT
ELEMENTS OF THE 1950 TRANSPORTATION
"~ SYSTEM PL2N

‘_GENERAL OVERVIEW

- On February 14 1974 the Puqct Sound Governmental Conference
adopted PSGC Resolutlon $#1/007/1974. That Resolution contained
the 1990 Regional Transportation System Plan for the hlghway :
and transit elements as an- integral part of the Interim Regicn&l !
Development Plan. The major elements of that 1890 Transporta-
tion System Plan are: _

kA hlghway networP 1ncludlng fleeways, erresoways, ' S %
and major arterlals. ' i

*) mass transit system including exclusive transit . ;
‘ways, Park/Ride facilities, shelters, etc. =~ . . - L

¥A cross-sound ferry system.

*A policy element directed at maximizing the efficiency J
of existing transportation facilities. y

*Fstimated capltal costs and operatlng cocts for the’
propoced transit system. :

The plan assumes that the ooeratlng agencies w111 1mplement the
proposed features of the plan. :

MWVThe aosumptlon that the Metropclitan area of Seattle portlon of
wuf the regional transit plan of the PSGC over which Metro has.
: ~3urlsdlctlon vill be .implemented by Metro is based on the prem-

o ’A ise that Mttro can. To_ determlne whether this a true assump-
o 6@“ tion, an ey elenmen of the 1990 Plan
M from a Metro_perspective iS‘vital in determining the ss
and implementability of the plan. In doing so, many of the
‘following guestions about the pland. .

*Are members of Metro, King County, the City of Seattle,
;] and other cities of the Metro area familiar with the
. details of the plan7 Transit Elements? Do they agree
with thém? C : : :

| *What market are we expected to serve? What are e
2 expected to build? Can.these things actually be built
) ‘within the Rg;gmg;gxs that ex1st?

: sound? Are the costs reasonable? Do they include all
3 costs? How does the Metro system relate to other sys-
‘|  tems (ferries, other transit systems, etc.)? Where will

3
g
A\ ¥
w1 .
§ , *Is the proposed 5YS tem both operatlonally and flscally
§ B
Q;;s the money come from to finance the improvements?
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*How does the proposed transit system affect external
variables (air pollution, energy consumption, economic
activity, etc.)? And how @o external variables affect

H» the proposed transit system (energy shortages, shlfts
in populatlon dlStrlbutJOP, growth, etc. )7 :

*What are the dlfferent agency commltmentq required to
see that the transit plan will be implemented? What does
.'j; the scheduling look like for funding versus implemen-
+ tation of needed service and capital improvements? Are
there any legal or legislative requirements?

The opportunity to answer these questions and many others is
being provided through the Urban Mass Transportation Technical
Studies Grant (CEP) Program. Metro, King County, the City of
Seattle, and other ¢ities in the county will provide a team eval-
uztion of the PSGC 1990 Plan as it applies to the Metropolitan o
transit service area. The $55,000 grant will be financed based 4
upon .a .one-~third local share, two~thirds federal match. Metro '
. will direct the study, receiving support from these other gov-'
.ernment agencies. _

- DETAILED STUDY DESIGN - | o | | J

The study will he divided intco nine work tasks: 1) Concept
Definition, 2) Physical Definition, 3) Demand Evaluation,

 4) Operational Rnalysis, 5) Cost Estimates, 6) Impact Considera-
tions, 7) Implementation Considerations, 8) Reports, and

9) Meetings, Presentations, and Management Coordination.

Task 1: Concept Definition
Object1Ve'

‘To provide a descrlptlon of the lepxesentatlve portlons of
the comprehensive, metropolitan-wide, all-bus plan as implied by
the PSGC 1990 Transportation Plan. :

Method-

'ULillzing the PSGC 1990 Plan and other pertinent information at
PSGC, prepare a descriptive report of the transmt elements pro- ;
- posed for the. Klng County area. : ¢

‘Product:, ° : | S _ = . . E

A p_Bgr and a sg;;gg_gﬁ_g:aph;gs clearly depicting the txaas&t
elemenpts of the 1990 Plan as recommended by PSGC.

!
P
:
;
;
5
:
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Task 2: - Physical Definition
Objective-

In order to determlne whether the plan is implementable, pro-

vide the evaluation team and others with visual examples of

potential designs of critic of the transit plan.

These will be in terms of typical cross-sections, plans and - ¢
profile, layout, land area design relationship to other urban '

facilities and activities. Examglg' How will a transit lane _ ?
on I-405 t1e in with a transit lane or busway on I-90? i 4
Method:

Identify a few sample areas in the transit plan where design o
features of the transit elements canld xupn into some difficul- ‘
ties. Example: A transit lane across the Aurora EBridge--How
will we do this? What design will we use? For these sample
‘areas provide graphic illustrations of example designs that
might be used in accomplishing the proposed imprcvement.

. Product: | : ’ e , _ I

A representative cross-section of desians for various parts of
the transit plan. These will be gketches, showing how transit
~lanes, Park/Ricde facilities, busways, CBD distribution. systems,
etc., could look and work for different subelements of-the plan.
These sketches will be used to raige scme mental dwmages of how
a_tra; transit_element locks relative to a surrounding.axea, or to
1lluera;e that it is possible to actually design the facility
for the given physical ccnstraints, or to illustrate that it may
not be possible to physically build the transit element because :
~of some unforeseen constraint. These sample designs will later : P
provide jinput toj'dpvp'lgping unit _costs for capital jtems.. ' ' R

o e e

Task 3: . Demand Evaluaticn

’Objective:
To provide an agsessment of the methods used: to derive the 1990 - ?
transit dem . To provide an assessment of the estimated 3

transit ridership to determine if they are reasonable. And, to
provide an assessment of outside factoxrs that could affect these

- estimates and what their impacts might be.

Method:

Through a seminar or other technlqueo become familiar with the

traﬂwamws used: by PSGC.” Identify ' -
the market being served and establish whether or not the propoaed o

transit plan sexrves that market adequately.




Also review and try to establlsh te ial i ts on transit
ridership that might result f , environmental.
constraints, or ¢ xki \d\“( W caghe of

o-\

Product::

An ung » | 5 used"to_estimateAtransit
demands; what those demands are and their sensitivity to out-
side variables, an: : of how thece estimates might change

"as a result of some external event(s). Since these demand

estimates are essential to determlnlng future revenues, equip-
ment needs and operation expenses, it is important to have a
handle on how these values could vary. In this way we can
anticipate the worst case as well as the most optimistic case.

Task 4: Operational Analysis

Objectlve.

To prov1de a de&ﬁrﬁn+1on _and ﬁna1¥£1§ of how the proposed tran-
sit system might operata. By this time we should have an idea

‘of pogg;plg_;g_;g;gng_gg_ggg_nlan and con51derab1y more detall

on the leyel nF SR LMLC e R Ece .

" Method:

.Determlnc routlnq and level of service needed to sexxe_iha_iémand

. of these routes. . This may be. just a review of PSGC trans:t net-

works and expan51on/modlelcatlon of their work.

-Resggxsh_experlence of other c1§1es in 1mplementlng_g§;pool and

txansit ;mprgvements together -and apply this knowledge to our

'case.

Eased upon the findings of thls task det@;m;ne the operatlonal
level of igvolvement to maks_thﬁ_ﬁxstem_wprk. ,

Product'
Releuant-;nﬁanmatlon for opexat;Qn_QQQ_QQELLQJ_Ltemdcos£~§stl—
matlons.

Relevant 1nFnrmat10n for re,glnL;nn_nI_tzan;it_gg_gggl_;ssneg d*//

: Task 5: ‘Cost Estimates

'Objectlve°

To provide a rev1ew_af_ESGC_cnah_estlmaﬁeS for the transit
elements of the 1990 plan., ' ; _

111

| —

i
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Method

Review PSGC unlt cost. estimates for capltal and 0perat1ng items.
Review sources to determipe inflation uaxdables to be used and’

life cygles to be considered.--.Basced upcon review, adopt a set. ' 5
of agreed-upon values for unif costs, life cycle and inflatrion o
Values,?cqnt;ngenc;es__xalues, etc. Use Lhese value° to R

evaluygte:

*Capital_Costs. Fvaluate cost to previde capital_elemehts
of the plan. Describe how these values could be affected
and which are the critical elements. : i

'*Qperating’Costs} Evaluate operating costs ‘and maintenance
casts for the base plan.  Identify how these costs could ’
vary and spec1£y a probable range. ,

*lecellaneous Items. Evaluate the total costs (capital
‘and operating) over a ful life. Total capital and .op-
erating costs will be accrued over the stated life of ;
the system and apportioned to services performed in order !
to provide the decision makers with a cqst on a per- passencer/ :
per-mile basis. These costs will probably ke in terms of B
-'1875 dollars. A discussion of inflation and 1mpacts on these
costs will also he considered. - . - P

Product: = R e' : - o J ' .

~ Cost estlmates of the proposed translt plan and its potential ' r
"changes. o , _ v | ;

TaSk 6: Impact Considerations

._Objectlve-

To prov1de an agggggmgg;_gf_;mggcts of the proposed transmt plan-
on the su g ix : .

Method:

Utilizing the physical descriptions provided in Task 2, the
. ‘operation analysis in Task 4 and elements of cost developed in ;
Task 5, a simultaneous assessment of Metropolitan area impacts - A

will be initiated. Provide est;mg;ggJQQ_gQ;;gx_an“umn*1on, ;
noise and air pollutlon, social impacts on the community (es- R |

pecially elderly, young, poor and handicapped) including rela-
- tionship to cultural and institutional conditions. Also prov1de

some 1ns1gqEg_;nLa,pQientlal_ecnnom;c_;mpacts.




Product:

The prgs and ¢ of an all:bu and its relation to the
environment and the pe0ple 1t is intended to serve. .

Task 7: Implementation Considerations

ObjeCtiVe;
o - prov1de 1nvlght to how the tran51t olements mlght be 1mp1e—
mented over a specified time frame.

: Method.

Thls task will 1dg_;;fy those_1Imuu44mmuu:LJni;unplnman¢at1on

that are important to determining when the various parts can be
;1mplenented and include but are not limited to:

*Epnd;ng. Flnanc1al requlrements and sources.

- *Technology. Availability and/or required. development pro-
’grams for the potential Lechnolognos. :

*Organlzatlonal and Tpgnl: Identlfy impleémenting and oper-
ating agencies and their responsibilities, the legal con-
straints, and legislative requirements. .

Schedule reguirewents. Impllcatlons of 1tems a, b, and ¢,
above to an overall schedule. :

-*Flex;b&llty. Identlfy»the schedule's capablllty to adjust
to variations in demand, opportunltles and changes in
development, and technology. :

Product.

An 1mplementatlon schedule, a rough sketch of fundlng and cash
‘flow, a definition of areas of responsibility and agency respon-
sible for implementation and operation, and an idea of the
~flexibility of the plan to change as change occurs.

Task 8: Reports

A draft report will be available within three months of project
go-ahead. The final report will be available within thlrty days
of draft approval. ‘ :

s

.




Task,9: Meetings, Presentations and Management‘COOrdination
An ong01na effort of preqentatlons and briefings Lo key acen01es
" and groups will be maintained throughout the evaluation period.

This evaluatlon proagram is a part of Metro's "Strategy for
Trangi oprment" program, particularly in the areas of
evaluationvcriterla and projections, urban design. requiremernts,
impact assessment and demand estimation. S

~*staffing. Staff personnel of Meiro, the CAix—Qf_Seattle,
and King_County, w1th project management previded hy Metro.

*Schedule. ‘The evaluation will be completed within &A—days
of approved start. This assumes timely provision of
necessary 1980 Plan data; and 1mmedLate availability of

requlled staff personnel.

*Citizen Review. ‘Through existing Metro-ecemmittecs and

procedures.

T A S : o R111
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TASK NO.

EXHIBIT B
WORK ITEM BUDGET
King County

s

TASK

Céncépt Definition”
PhYsical Definition
Demand Evaluaﬁion
Operational;Anaiysis_

Cost Estimétes

Impact Consideration

Implementation Considerations

Reports .

Meetings, Presentations, and

‘Management Coordination

TOTAL

ESTIMATED

SERVICES

500
1,250
2,510-
1,040

2,970
2,955
1,650

1,000
1,000

$14,675

D T




