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Agenda

Research and Preliminary Findings

Proposed Recommendations

Next Steps:
Feb 28th - Stakeholder and Public Meeting
Spring (Date TBD) - Tribal Outreach
May - Request Transportation Commission approval

. June - Submit Final Report to the Legislature
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Route Jurisdiction Study - Overview

The Route Jurisdiction Study will:

Determine if changes are needed in jurisdictional assignment between
the state, county, and city road systems

Review current criteria used to define the state highway system to
determine whether changes are appropriate

Submit a report of study findings and recommendations to the
transportation committees of the legislature by July 1, 2025
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Status of the Project

Task reports completed:

v

X X X
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Route Jurisdiction History and Context

Legal and Policy Review

Outreach and Engagement Plan

Approach to Transfer Review Process and Evaluation
Evaluation of State Route System

Research Scenarios and Preliminary Findings

Still in Progress:

Final Project Report
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Joint Transportation Committee
Meeting Recap

Informed about process recommendations and
transfer request evaluation tool

. Questions from Members:
Low amount of mileage transferred
Safety as an evaluation factor
50,000 urban population
How much do climate factors influence transfer decisions?
Should also consider seismic damage potential
Need for RCW Changes or should they be WAC Rules
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Route Jurisdiction Study - Research Overview

Research Considered:

Transfer processes

« Looking for opportunities to clarify, streamline and bring greater
efficiency

e Addressing hon-concurrence

Data driven analysis of highway attributes used to evaluate RIT
requests

. Replaces ambiguous terms in statute (RCW 47.17.001)



Background &
Current Process




State Routes/ Jurisdiction - Historic Milestones

Highway System Highway Route Jurisdiction
Created Abandonment Laws Process & Criteria
Established Established
Est. 1937 to 1955
( ) (Est. 1955 to 1984) (Est. 1991 to Present)

1937: 1977: 1984: 2006:

e RCW 47.28 Washington e RCW 36.75.090 Highway e RCW 36.75.090 e Department of
State Highways Act - Al Commission, renamed Department of Transportation
“primary” state highways Transportation Transportation given delegated
designated by state Commission, retains authority to determine authority to
legislature, including authority to certify (and highway abandonment- determine a state
description, name, and thereby determine) state tempered by WAC. highway route.
number. routes.

1955 to 1984: 1991:
e Transportation Commission e RCW 47.01 Route Jurisdiction
determines abandonment of state Transfer process established

highways and certification process. in statute.



Current Roles for Route Determinations

Legislature/ State Law WSTC WSDOT

e State routes are listed in e Receivesrequests from e Authorized to abandon or turn
RCW 47.17 and changes WSDOT or local agencies back to local agencies, state
require legislative for route jurisdiction TOUIES e loiger seeiee i
amendment. transfers and submits SIS AEEIEHS A EANTEY

. : system. (RCW 36.75.090)
agency request legislation

e Authorizes WSDOT to build for recommended . . :

) NS, (e A5 e While thisis a route transfer, it
new alignments, freeways, ' o is not required to be assessed
or bypass routes based underthe WSTC’s RIJT program,
upon funding being nor does it require Legislative
provided. approval as required in law

under the current RJT process.
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RJIT Process and Administrative Transfers

 Use the RJIT process whenever a proposed route transfer would
require changing the description of a state route in statute (RCW
47.17).

« Use WSDOT’s administrative transfer process to realign a route to a
different roadway if the new alignment remains consistent with the
route description in statute.

« To implement transfers once a decision is made, WSDOT uses
existing authorities to designate or abandon a route segment from
the state system.



Preliminary
Research
FiIndings
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Potential RJT Process Improvements

Challenges:

Criteria for state routes includes ambiguous terms
Analysis doesn’t address costs or transfer conditions
Process doesn’'t encourage problem solving

Opportunities:

Hold an initial meeting with transfer proposers to determine
appropriate process

Improve analysis information and terms
Streamline, clarify, simplify process

Ensure consistent application of RJT and WSDOT
administrative processes



Existing Process

e During ‘analysis’ step, TIB
staff currently evaluate a
route by applying the criteria
that are defined in RCW
47.17.00]1

e |f approved, WSTC submits
agency-request legislation to
amend RCW listing State
Highways (RCW 47.17)

Transfer Request

Analysis

@ Recommended?

No
‘ Yes

Public Engagement

@ Final Finding

No
‘ Yes

Send to
Transportation Chairs

v




Potential Approach to
Improving the
Process

» Pre-request conference

e Does request involve a
change to state highway
definitions in RCW 47177

> If not, use WSDOT's
administrative process

« What problem does the
request aim to solve?

e |s atransfer the best way to
address the problem??

e Do parties concur? What are
areas of concern?

No

No

Pre-request
conference

If no change in highway\

WSDOT
> Administrative

definitions is required /

If partiesdon’t '\

Process

concur /

|
Initiate RJT Request
|

Improved Analysis

Negotiation between
transfer parties

Recommended? =

Yes

Public Engagement

|
Final Finding

Yes

Send to
Transportation Chairs

v

Key:
= Existing Process
D = New Process Steps



Potential Process
Improvements

o If transfer parties disagree
about costs and transfer
conditions, negotiate in
parallel process.

e |f parties disagree about
whether the transfer
supports state route
objectives, broaden
analysis scope as heeded to
address areas of
disagreement.

Pre-request
conference

If no change in highway\

WSDOT
> Administrative

definitions is required /

Process

If parties dch
concur j/
|

Initiate RJT Request
|

Improved Analysis

Negotiation between
transfer parties

Recommended? =

No
Yes

Public Engagement

Final Finding

No

Yes

Send to
Transportation Chairs

\

Key:
= Existing Process
D = New Process Steps



Potential Process
Improvements

e Data driven analysis of
highway attributes used to
evaluate RJT requests

Pre-request
conference

If no change in highway\

WSDOT

definitions is required /

If partiesdon’t '\

> Administrative
Process

concur /

Initiate RJT Request

|
@oved Ana@
I

No

No

Recommended? =

Negotiation between
transfer parties

Yes

Public Engagement

|
Final Finding

Yes

Send to
Transportation Chairs

v

Key:
= Existing Process
D = New Process Steps



Preliminary Findings
- Improving Analysis
of Transfer Requests
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Potential Improvements to RJT Analysis

Current Criteria Proposed Approach
Include poorly defined . Make amendments to the
terms law to clarify criteria
Do not support clear . Use current state routes and
yes-or-no decisions criteria as indicators of

Legislative intent for the
state route system

Used the data generated by
all 180 state routes as a guide
for developing evaluation
factors
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Current law criteria has ambiguous
terms - See terms to clarify in bold

A route should be designated as a state route if it's:
. On the interstate system or is a numbered US route

. A rural highway that's part of an integrated system of roads and:

. Contains an international border crossing open 12+ hours/day

. Carries 300,00+ tons annually and provides primary access to a rural port or
intermodal freight terminal

. Provides a major cross-connection between existing state highways

. Connects to population center of 1000+, or “an area or aggregation of
areas having a population equivalency of one thousand or more, such as,
but not limited to, recreation areas, military installations, and so forth,” or a
major commercial-industrial terminal in a rural area with a population
equivalency of one thousand or greater

. Connects to a county seat

. Is designated as a scenic and recreational highway
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Current law criteria has ambiguous
terms - See terms to clarify in bold

. An urban highway and:

. Isan urban extension of a rural state highway into or through an urban
area and is necessary to form an integrated system of state highways"”

. Isa connecting link between two state highways and serves regionally
oriented through traffic in urbanized areas with a population of fifty
thousand or greater, or is a spur that serves regionally oriented traffic
INn urbanized areas.”




Preliminary Findings
— Moditying
Evaluation Factors
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Possible Modification to Evaluation Factors

Objective Evaluation Factor

Cities/Census Designated Places

Connectivity

County Seats

Transportation Hubs

State Facilities

Parks & Rec

Tribal Access

Agricultural Access

Scenic Byway

HSS
Function NHS

Freight Route

Max AADT (at any point on route)
Continuity Border Crossing

Continuity with other state routes
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[Map will be available
on Friday]
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New Evaluation
Worksheet Example

e Transparent
 Improved analysis

e Clearly defined terms

Transfer Request Evaluation Summary

Segment requested for transfer:
SR 501 betweer MP18.81 and MP19.88

Requested action:
Transfer from WSDOTte Ridgefield

LOCATION OF SEGMENT REQUESTED FOR TRANSFER

Cross Street or Landmark:

City of Vancouver  Blurcck Landing Round Lake City of Rideefield
MP: MP: MP: MP:
0.61 7.23 10,13 19.88
EVALUATION FACTORS |  segmemt1 | Segmem2
CONMNECTIVITY
NUMBER OF CITIES CONMECTED High Lo High
TRAMSPORT HUE High Loner Liover
STATE FACILITIES Lows Lower Liower
FARKS AMD REC Lo Lowar Laower
COUNTY SEAT(S) High Loner Lioner
TRIBAL SEAT OF GOVERMNMEMNT Lo Lo Lo
TRIEAL RESERVATION ACCESS Lows Lower Lo
AGRICULTURAL ACCESS Medium High Medium
FUMCTION
SCEMIC BYWAY High Lower Liower
HES High Lo Lo
MHE High Lowar Low
FREIGHT Medium Medium Medium
MAY AADT High Lower High
CONTINUITY
BORDER CROSSINGS Lower Lower Liower
COMNMNECTIONS TO OTHER ROUTES High Lowsr High

Bolded factors indicate highar weight in roll-up scores below

SUMMARY | Segment1 | Segmem2

DVERALL RAMKINGS*
CONMECTIVITY High Lowes Medium
FUNCTION High Lo Low
CONTINUITY High Low High

* Rankings indicate how the segment compares to current state routes in each category:
s High = Top third of scores (strong state route characteristics)

= Medium = Middle third of scores
s Low = Lowest third of scores fweak state route characteristics)




Next Steps
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Feedback and findings - jurisdictional
assignment

 Analysis shows there is no urgency for realigning

ownership between the state, county, and city road
systems

e Heard strong concern this project would recommend
state routes for transfer to local jurisdictions

e Once a new and improved RJT program is in place, the

moratorium will be lifted, and transfer requests can be
Made as needed.
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Recommendations for Next Steps

« RCW 47.17.001 (Criteria for changes to system) should be
rewritten.

A revised statute should include the following elements:

e Authorization for the Commission to make rules related to RJIT
evaluation

 High-level principle that all federal Interstate or numbered
routes are state routes, and that other state routes should
exhibit strong connectivity, continuity, and functional
characteristics

e Policy and network factors WSTC should consider in their
assessment

 Language providing guidance when there is a choice of two or
more routes between population centers should be retained as
a separate statute
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Recommendations for Next Steps

e WSTC: Propose updates to RJT rules and statute to
INncorporate process and evaluation improvements

« WSTC, TIB, and CRAB: Agree on evaluation process
roles

« WSDOT and WSTC: Agree on protocol for coordinating
all transfer requests:

e Use a pre-request conference as the starting point for all
route transfers to ensure the correct transfer process is
applied (RIT or WSDOT Administrative Process)

 Notify and report back on transfers as they progress

e Document and record all transfers in a central location
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Other Potential Next Steps

e |f desired and follow-on funding is available, future work
could include:

e Enhancing the database to break route data into segments and
Import more granular data for future use

e« Additional work to refine the evaluation tool after initial use of
first-generation product

 Developing a route jurisdiction transfer guide

« Helping to prepare language to update rules or statute



Do the draft
recommendations make
sense? Is anything missing?




Thank you!
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