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Auro ra  (SR-9 9 ) co rrid o r in  Sho re line . Im ag e  co urte sy o f City o f Sho re line . 

WSDOT-LO CAL PARTNERSHIPS WO RKGRO UP

Pre se nta tio n  to  the  Wash ing to n  Sta te  
Transp o rta tio n  Co m m issio n

 Tracy Burrows, MRSC
 Ste ve  Gorce ste r, Pe rformance  Plane  LLC
Fe b ruary 14, 2024 
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Dave  Cat te rson , Pro je ct Manag e r

O UR TEAM

J TC Sta ff

Ste ve  Gorce ste r Alle gra  Calde r Ju lia  Te schBrian  MurphyTracy Burrow s 
Proje ct Manage r

Co nsult ing  Te am
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PROJECT CHARGE 

Proviso : $300,000 of the  motor vehicle  account—state  ap p rop riation is for the  jo int 
transp ortation committe e , from amounts se t asid e  out o f statewid e  fue l taxe s d istrib uted  to  citie s 
accord ing  to  RCW 46.68.110(2), to  contract with the  municip al re search and  se rvice s cente r to  
convene  a d ep artment of transp ortation-local g ove rnment p artne rship  work g roup  to  cre a te  a  
p ro ce d ure  in  w hich  the  d e p a rtm e nt o f transp o rta t io n  can  p a rtne r w ith  a  lo ca l ju risd ict io n  
to  p e rfo rm  p re se rva tio n  and  m a inte nance  and  co nstruct  p ro je cts o n  sta te  h ig hw ays.
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Re p re se nta t ive (s) Wo rkg ro up  Me m b e rsh ip  (Pro viso )

Se n. Curtis King
Se n. Liz Love le tt
Re p . And re w Barkis
Re p . Davina Due rr

House  and  Se nate  Transp ortation Committe e s

Roscoe  Slad e , City of We st Richland City with a p op ulation b e twe e n 5,000 and  50,000

Kathe rine  Mille r, City of Sp okane City with a p op ulation of more  than 50,000

Matt Unze lman, Thurston County County with a p op ulation b e twe e n 100,000 and  
400,000

Matt Zare cor, Sp okane  County County with a p op ulation of more  than 400,000

Richard  De Rock, Port of Che lan Pub lic Port

Dre w Wood s, De p uty Dire ctor County Road  Ad ministration Board

Ashle y Prob art, Exe cutive  Dire ctor Transp ortation Imp rove me nt Board

Jay Drye , Dire ctor of Local Prog rams
Guy Bowman, AAG
Jon De ffe nb ache r, De p uty State  Construction Eng ine e r
Mike  Fle ming , De p uty State  De sig n Eng ine e r
JoAnn Schue le r, Assistant Re g ion Ad ministrator for Proje ct De ve lop me nt (O lymp ic)

WSDOT

WO RKGRO UP MEMBERSHIP
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PROJECT NEED AND CO NTEXT
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 Long  histo ry of locally d e live re d  p ro je cts on state  hig hways. 
Re ce nt exp e rie nce  shows: 

 Lack of ag reement that this is a p romising  p ractice

 No consistent framework: p ro ject ro le s and  re sp onsib ilitie s, d e sig n 
stand ard s, review timeframes, liab ility, e tc. 

 Both WSDOT and  locals have  had  frustrations with the  p rocess

 The re  are  a limite d  numb e r o f local jurisd ictions with the  cap acity, 
exp e rtise , o r d e sire  to  take  on state  hig hway p ro je cts.

CURRENT LANDSCAPE

APPARENT CO NSENSUS PO INTS 
FRO M PRELIMINARY 
ENGAGEMENT

Lab o r Sho rtag e : A sig nificant 
issue  fo r b o th WSDOT and  locals 

Lo ca l O p tio n : Citie s and  countie s 
should  no t b e  comp e lle d  to  take  
on state  p ro je cts

Find ing s fro m  p re lim ina ry e ng ag e m e nt
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EXAMPLES O F CURRENT LO CALLY DELIVERED PROJECTS

Pro je ct  Na m e
Le a d  Lo ca l  
J urisd ictio n Im p e tus fo r Lo ca l Ro le

Fund ing  
Le a d

Writte n  
Ag re e m e nt?

Co st Esca la tio n  
Pro visio ns?

De sig n  
Le a d

Co nstructio n  
Mg m t Le a d Pro je ct  Sta tus

I-5 / 5 4 th  Ave  E 
In te rchang e Fife Not a p riority, d e faulte d  

to  city City May exist Not ad d re sse d City, 
consultant

Fife , WSDOT 
Insp e ction De sig n

I-5 / Po rt  o f Taco m a  
Rd  In te rchang e Fife Not a p riority, d e faulte d  

to  city City May exist City to  close  g ap City, 
consultant

Fife , WSDOT 
Insp e ction

Construct Phase  
2a 2024, 2b  2025

SR5 0 7 / Bald  Hill 
Ro und ab o ut Ye lm Fund ing  ap p rop riate d  to  

city b y Le g islature Le g Future  
exp e cte d Le g islature City City Proje ct initiation

SR5 0 7 / Va il Ro ad  
Ro und ab o ut Thurston Co. Fund ing  ap p rop riate d  to  

County b y Le g islature Le g Future  
exp e cte d Le g islature County County Proje ct initiation

SR5 0 7 / SR7 0 2  
Ro und ab o ut Pie rce  Co. Fund ing  ap p rop riate d  to  

County b y Le g islature Le g Drafting Le g islature County County Proje ct initiation

SR5 2 3  N. 1 4 5 th  
Stre e t  Shore line Not a p riority, d e faulte d  

to  city City Fund ing  and  
future  maint.

Se e k fund ing  from 
p artne rs

City, 
consultant

City, consultant 
(orig . WSDOT)

Construction Fall 
2023

SR 9 7  Pe rfe ct  
Passag e Tonaske t Not a p riority, city ne e d e d  

to  manag e  liab ility City None City to  p ursue  
ad d itional fund ing

City, 
consultant City, consultant 98% De sig n, b id  

Nov 2023

SR2 2 4  Re d  
Mo unta in  Vic. W Richland Party conse nsus Le g Ye s Le g islature City City 60% De sig n
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NO : 5 7 %

WILLINGNESS TO  CO NSIDER A PARTNERSHIP WITH WSDOT

Lack o f ad e q ua te  sta ff e xp e rt ise  and / o r cap acity: 1 0 0 %
 30% of all re sp ond e nts have  no  staff d e d icate d  to  the  d e live ry or 

manag e me nt of cap ital transp ortation p ro je cts
 O f those  local g ove rnme nts with transp ortation e ng ine e ring  staff: 

 63% re p orte d  having  staff vacancie s in the se  p ositions
 37% re p orte d  having  d ifficulty re cruiting  for the se  p ositions

Why?

Mo st im p o rtan t 
facto rs in  d e cisio n? Ad e q ua te  le ve l o f se cure d  fund ing : 7 7 %

Pro je ct  a lig ne d  w ith  lo ca l p rio rit ie s: 2 4 %
Pro je ct  t im ing  & sche d ule : 2 0 %
Lo ca l au to no m y & stre am line d  WSDOT re vie w : 1 7 %

YES: 1 3 %

MAYBE: 3 0 %

Que stion: Would  your jurisd iction consid e r p artne ring  with WSDOT to  d e live r a p ro je ct on a state  hig hway?
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RECO MMENDATIO NS
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Lo ca lly De live re d  Pro je cts 

 Mutually ag re e d  to  b y WSDOT and  Local Partne r

 Consiste nt p roce ss fo r p ro je ct se le ction and  
d e live ry

10

OVERARCHING PRINCIPLES

Mainte nance  and  p re se rva tio n

 City mainte nance  re sp onsib ilitie s are  
e stab lishe d  in existing  statute , no  
re comme nd e d  exp ansion of re sp onsib ility

 Ind ivid ual countie s may have  an inte re st in 
p artne ring  with WSDOT to  d e live r mainte nance  
se rvice s on a re imb urse me nt b asis
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 Pro je ct  Sco p e

 Le ve l and  t im ing  o f WSDOT O ve rsig ht

 Co st Esca la tio n  Stra te g ie s and  
Re sp o nsib ilit ie s

 Liab ility

 Lo ng -Te rm  Mainte nance

 O the r Pro je ct  Sp e cific Pro visio ns

11

PROJECT SELECTIO N AND DELIVERY RECO MMENDATIO NS

 Id e ntify p ro je cts using  co m m o n scre e n ing  crite ria : mutual ag re e me nt; sound  fund ing  
p lan; local cap acity to  d e live r; WSDOT cap acity to  p rovid e  ove rsig ht

 Assig n  a  sing le  p o int  o f co ntact  fo r e ach  ag e ncy to  facilita te  p ro je ct  d e live ry

 Estab lish  m utua l ag re e m e nts o n  p ro je ct  sco p e  and  ro le s & re sp o nsib ilit ie s

 Do cum e nt the se  ag re e m e nts in  a  p ro je ct  cha rte r and  sig ne d  in te rlo ca l 
ag re e m e nt
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PROJECT 
SELECTIO N 
PRO CESS

Phase 1: Potential Locally 
Delivered Project Screening

Phase 2: Agreement Phase 3: Program Adjustments

To have potential for local administration, at least one of 
the following conditions is true:
1. Locally initiated: Project created due to locally-identified 

(public or private) need or desire
2. Locally expedited: A local jurisdiction has a strong interest 

or need for an existing WSDOT programmed project.
3. Project assigned to local: The Legislature includes the 

project in the State Transportation Budget designated for 
local administration (Program Z). 

WSDOT implements 
project 

(use standard procedure)

Local Jurisdiction 
implements project

Yes

No

Criteria for local 
administration 
(answer must be “yes” 
to all questions)
1. Does the Local 

Jurisdiction want to 
lead the project? 

2. Does WSDOT concur 
to project delivery 
by the Local 
Jurisdiction?

3. Is there a plan to 
fund the project? 

4. Is there a plan for 
Local capability to 
deliver the project? 

5. Is there a plan for 
WSDOT capacity to 
oversee the project? 

Yes

No

WSDOT and the Local Jurisdiction 
conduct the following process:
1. WSDOT and Local Jurisdiction 

establish a timeframe for scope 
review and agreement.

2. Local Jurisdiction proposes initial 
draft project charter, including 
project scope and roles and 
responsibilities.

3. WSDOT and Local Jurisdiction 
negotiate differences and agree 
upon scope and draft charter.

4. Regional WSDOT administration 
and Local Jurisdiction execute 
project charter.

Define project scope
Formally agree to local 

project delivery

WSDOT Regional 
Administrator confirms 
the decision for local 
delivery of the project. 
WSDOT and the Local 
Jurisdiction sign an 
interlocal agreement 
that references the 
project charter. Adjust budget and move 

project assignment to 
Local Jurisdiction if 
necessary. 

Make programming 
adjustments

Project exists and has 
potential for local 

administration

Project 
description and 
programming

Does the project 
meet criteria 

(see left) for local 
administration?

Is the project 
budgeted for local 

administration?
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 Assig n  a  le ad  WSDOT sta ff m e m b e r fo r imp le me ntation of stud y re comme nd ations

 De ve lo p  te m p la te s fo r p ro je ct charte rs and  inte rlocal ag re e me nts

 Estab lish  a  se p a ra te  b ud g e t  fo r WSDOT re vie w and  ove rsig ht o f Locally De live re d  Pro je cts 

 Im p le m e nt re le vant  im p ro ve m e nts to  the  channe liza t io n  p lan  re vie w  p ro ce ss

 De ve lo p  and  d isse m ina te g u id e line s fo r lo ca l g o ve rnm e nts that are  consid e ring  a p artne rship  with 
WSDOT to  d e live r a p ro je ct on the  state  hig hway syste m

13

WSDOT INITIAL IMPLEMENTATIO N STEPS
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 Contro l ove r Priority and  De sig n
o Skills and  ad d e d  b urd e n of constructing  major route s

o Urg e nt ne e d

o De sire  to  shap e  d e sig n

 Cap acity-Cap ab ility
o 43% willing  or mayb e  willing  re cog nize  a way to  p rovid e  the  skills and  cap acity

o Willing  local ag e ncie s may alread y have  mainte nance  re sp onsib ility

 Pote ntially more  Efficie nt
o The  workg roup  ag re e d  that local construction on SRs costs more  than if the  facility is 

locally owne d .
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LO CAL CO NSTRUCTIO N – RO UTE TRANSFER INTERFACES
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