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Executive Summary

Figure 1. Rural town centers and
the corridors that connect them are
a critically important part of the
Puget Sound region.

When it comes to the region’s transportation problems, over
the past few years the region’s state and local leadership,
along with the media, have focused on ways to deal with the
most highly congested freeways and roads. This focus on
major-priority highways has resulted in a corresponding lack of
attention to quite a number of other highways that connect
the region’s rural communities, both to each other and to the
urban area. These other state highways are outside the core
urban area and not only serve to connect communities such
as Granite Falls, Duvall, Enumclaw, Graham, and Kingston to
the urban area, they also serve as the main streets in these
towns.

These rural corridors have a little-recognized but critical
relationship to the economic health and quality of life in our
region. They link the region’s rural land areas—84% of the
region’s total land—to the core urban area and serve as
lifelines for the 14% of the region’s population that live in these
smaller communities. These rural highway corridors are also
essential freight routes for resource-based industries that
provide gravel, timber and agricultural products to the urban
area. And these same routes link us with the majority of our
region’s open and green spaces and get us to our ski resorts,
hiking trails, waterfront retreats and U-pick produce fields. If we
value our rural communities and the wilderness areas beyond,
then we must care for the rural corridors that connect us to
them. We must work strategically to meet personal safety and
regional mobility needs, and, at the same time, support local
community and corridor improvements that protect
environmental quality and preserve the unique rural character.

Despite their importance to our region, rural corridors and town
centers are not receiving the attention they deserve. Funding
proposals for critical safety and congestion improvement
projects in rural communities just cannot compete with large
urban transportation projects. Even though most rural projects
typically cost a fraction of their urban counterparts, they still
require efficient coordination between local, state and county
governments. Smaller communities with limited staff and
overextended county and state transportation departments
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just do not have the resources to initiate the much-needed
corridor project planning that should be integrated with town
center planning and project implementation.

To explore what can be done to alleviate these difficulties, the
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), along with Washington
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and each of the
four counties. undertook an examination of the challenges
confronting transportation planners and local governments in
their efforts to upgrade rural corridors and the town centers
they pass through. In late winter of 2003, the study team,
comprised of staff from PSRC, WSDOT, participating counties,
and consultants (MAKERS, Transpo and Langlow Associates),
first administered a preliminary survey to identify initial
perceptions among planners and designers most involved with
rural corridors and town centers. Next, in May and June the
team conducted a series of workshops with local community
participants, county staff and WSDOT staff. The participants
identified the challenges and concerns they faced when
trying to upgrade their town centers and corridors and offered
a variety of potential solutions to more effectively address
them. The planning team compiled the workshop results and,
in concert with the Project Advisory Committee (PAC), distilled
them into the set of five broad recommendations summarized
below. The Regional Councils Executive Board formally
approved these recommendations on October 30, 2003, to
establish this new, rurally oriented regional program. Greater
detail regarding the overall project, the project findings and
specific recommendations for this new program is found in
subsequent sections of this technical report.

B Create a Rurally Focused Program and Get
(Better) Organized

e Establish a Rural Centers and Corridors Development
Program

e Provide financial incentives and assistance to get rural
corridor interests together

e Develop communications announcing the new
program
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Background: Experience of the past decade—good and
bad—has made it clear that close cooperation between
local governments, community centers, counties and the
state Department of Transportation is critical to successful
improvements for rural town centers and corridor projects.
There is currently no specific model or program to help
address concerns or organize the various parties in the rural
areas in a productive way to leverage and combine
various scarce public funding sources.

This study recommends that the Regional Council support
local and state agencies by establishing a Rural Centers
and Corridors Development Program to provide a modest
amount of on-going financial support. The program would
also perform several organizing functions that may include,
as needed, facilitating interested parties to set up
comprehensive corridor planning efforts. This program
would provide financial incentives to assist local
communities, the counties and WSDOT to get together for
cooperative planning and implementation of rural center
and corridor projects. Once this program is established, a
concerted outreach effort is proposed to communicate
this new program to interested local jurisdictions.

For the purposes of this program, “rural planning areas,” as
defined in support of local Growth Management Act
(GMA) planning, is used rather than the much smaller
federally defined “urban-rural boundaries.”

Develop Criteria and Coordinate Funding for the
Program

e Establish criteria for evaluation and award of project
funds

e Coordinate with partner agencies handling other
sources of state and/or federal revenues for possible
rural applications and combine project funding
opportunities

Background: Rural communities find it difficult to compete
for most regional and state funding sources for a number of
reasons. Many rural highways are not designated as
highways of statewide significance, which means they
receive low-priority consideration when it comes to WSDOT
funding. Complicating this, small local governments do not
often have the staff or expertise available to prepare and
apply for grants. This combination makes it difficult for local
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governments and WSDOT to plan and construct corridor
improvements.

It is recommended that the new program support both
planning and project implementation activities for rural
centers and corridors. The initial planning would include
collaborative development of an overall corridor plan and
a package of prioritized project improvements to address
rural center and corridor developments.

Assembling funds for implementation of corridor or town
center improvements often requires filing grant
applications with a number of different agencies that have
different schedules and award criteria. Putting together a
funding package for the construction of corridor or town
center improvements can take many years and much staff
time. A lot of effort is required to develop grants for each
individual agency and funding source. It is proposed that
the Regional Council work with the many agencies with
potential funding programs for rural centers and corridor
projects to coordinate activities and combine project
grants in order to reduce project delivery schedules by as
much as one year.

B Coordinate Corridor Planning and Clarify “Rural
Preservation” Policy

e Integrate and coordinate state route development
planning with local comprehensive plan updates

e Clarify policies on “Preservation of Rural Character”

Background: Creating an effective rural corridor through
highway improvements alone, without sound land use
planning, is like trying to clap with one hand. Without
coordinated growth management efforts, improving rural
corridors will only lead to more sprawl and additional 5 p— | :
congestion while destroying the rural character we wish to Figure 2. Improved roadways do
protect. For this reason, the study supports additional not n_e_cessarily diminish rural
WSDOT efforts to develop route improvement plans. It activities.

offers a number of suggestions and ideas for WSDOT and

local governments to increase coordination between local

comprehensive planning or town development efforts and

state highway corridor planning. The upgrade of our rural

corridors need not lead to undesirable growth if decisive,

well-coordinated measures are taken.
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The interpretation of regional and countywide policies
calling for “preservation of rural character” needs to be
clarified. Such policies have mistakenly been interpreted
to mean that no roadway capacity improvements should
be made in rural areas. In reality, state highway
improvements in rural areas employing accesses
management in combination with local zoning controls
can assure improved roadway capacity that meets safety
and mobility objectives without generating unintended or
unplanned development.

B Conduct a Case Study to Test the Improved
Coordination Process

e Select the SR 203 highway corridor from Monroe in south
Snohomish County to Fall City in east King County to
conduct a pilot case study that also includes the town
centers of Duvall and Carnation in order to explore and
evaluate application of the above recommendations
using innovative and locally sensitive solutions

Background: There is a national initiative in highway design
that endeavors to better incorporate local aesthetic,
preservation, environmental and community development
objectives into roadway improvements. This movement
explores and tests new roadway design ideas (called
“context sensitive solutions”) that include elements such as
roundabouts, bypasses, driveway reduction, traffic calming,
“main street” improvements and speed management.

The Regional Council has budgeted $100,000 in the 2003-
2004 work program for a consultant-assisted study to test a
small-scale example of how to conduct an enhanced and
well-coordinated corridor and rural town center planning
process, one that mutually benefits the traveling public,
freight, and growing local communities. The objective is to
work through and learn from a more integrated multi-party
planning process in a rural corridor using context sensitive
solutions (CSS). Even if this modest funding effort will not
fully enable development of detailed design options,
conducting a case study is recommended to demonstrate
how to best engage several communities, counties and
WSDOT in a manageable corridor study. This case study
could lay out a roadmap showing how to conduct
successful future studies in the region’s many rural corridors
once full federal funding is made available through a new
federal transportation act.
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One of the consultant team’s tasks this past year, while
helping conduct the workshops and working with the PAC,
was to assist in reviewing and recommending an
appropriate rural state highway corridor with one or more
town centers for this pilot study. The consensus
recommendation (staff, consultant team and PAC) is that
the SR-203 highway corridor offers an excellent opportunity
to study and, if needed, help refine the above set of
recommendations. This case study involves WSDOT,
Snohomish County, King County and the cities of Monroe,
Duvall and Carnation.

B Continue Research, Development and
Application of Context Sensitive Solutions

e Publish and periodically upgrade the new “toolkit” Physical
prepared as part of this study to serve as a reference Character
guide for parties interested in conducting rural centers
and corridor planning, design, and implementation — ngi"gn .
efforts. M Chailenge SRS

Safety Capacity

e Support WSDOT’s current effort to prepare a
companion document to its State Highway Design Envi
Manual for more flexible highway designs in cases
where state highways are also major local arterials.

I Hi ic and Multimodal
Quality  Scenic Ch teristi Consideration

Background: Many communities are beginning to
incorporate “context sensitive solutions” in their local towns
and roadways, and the rural workshop participants
identified a need for more information regarding these
concepts and applications. As part of this study, the
consultant team has developed an “Options and
Innovations Toolkit: Context Sensitive Solutions for Rural
Town Centers and Corridors” that briefly describes different
context sensitive solutions and provides direct links to more
detailed resources for interested readers. Local
governments and some WSDOT participants in this study
also identified the need for greater flexibility in the state’s
own highway design standards, especially when applied to
local main streets. A substantial benefit can be achieved
with modest resources by supporting and encouraging
WSDOT’s current efforts to prepare a companion
document to the current Highway Design Manual that will
provide WSDOT and local communities greater flexibility
when improving state highways that also serve as local

main streets. Figure 3. The “Options and
Innovations Toolkit” contains useful
rural town center and corridor
improvement ideas.




Introduction

This report describes the purpose of the Rural Town Centers
and Corridors project and the project’s varied activities that
resulted in a set of proposed action recommendations. There
are two additional chapters beyond this Introduction. The
second chapter, Findings: Common Themes and Issues,
documents and summarizes the principal ideas arising from a
number of sources—surveys, WSDOT work session, rural area
workshops, and discussions among the Project Advisory
Committee (PAC) and consultant team. These findings are a
distillation of the common themes and issues, without the
assumption of any order of priority. The third chapter,
Recommendations for Action, contains a focused set of
recommended actions that were refined by the PAC and
subsequently approved after policy discussions. These
subsequent discussions helped determine how the region
should proceed to achieve project objectives. The proposed
recommendations are a synthesis of all previous efforts. They
offer an opportunity for the Regional Council and other
interested parties and jurisdictions to immediately begin
addressing the important rural corridor and town center
development issues.

A companion technical effort of this project produced the
“Options and Innovations Toolkit: Context Sensitive Solutions
for Rural Town Centers and Corridors” as a reference
document for numerous topics related to issues along rural
corridors and in rural town centers. This document is available
for public access on the Regional Council’s website at

WWW.PSIc.org.

Additionally, an appendix to this report contains a variety of
internet website references on related topics and relevant
references that may be of interest and assistance to readers
exploring this subject.
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In the fall of 2002, the Puget Sound Regional Council initiated
the Rural Town Centers and Corridors project to look at how to
better identify and integrate rural highway corridor
development needs with local town center development
needs. The project’s primary objective was to identify a
process and set of recommendations that jointly address
much-needed state highway corridor improvements in the
region’s rural areas while supporting local town center
development needs. In early 2003, the Regional Council
contracted with the consultant team of Makers Architecture &
Urban Design, The Transpo Group and The Langlow Associates
to assist with conducting rural area workshops and developing
recommendations to guide future project actions.

In 2000 and 2001, during the process of developing and
adopting the central Puget Sound’s regional transportation
plan, Destination 2030, the Regional Council received
comments from rural towns about potential state highway
improvements on roads that serve and run through them. A
number of towns expressed varying degrees of discomfort with
the adopted regional plan. Some felt that their local
communities’ unique development needs and aspirations
were not being sensitively addressed by state highway
improvements shown in Destination 2030. Others felt that state
highway improvements being shown—many of which the
towns clearly wanted to see—were so far down the state’s
funding priority ladder that they would be ignored for
decades, giving little hope for assistance with current
transportation needs.

The economic health of our growing region requires keeping
pace with a balance of urban and rural regional
transportation system improvements. Destination 2030, the
region’s adopted transportation plan, calls for personal and
freight mobility investments at all jurisdictional levels to improve
freeways, local streets and roads, transit facilities and services,
and bicycle and pedestrian facilities and amenities. The plan
further specifically directs that urban and rural transportation
investments be carefully fashioned to support “livable and
sustainable” communities in urban and rural areas. In rural
towns and communities, as required by the state’s Growth
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Management Act (GMA), this means a special focus is needed
to support adopted city, county and regional policies to
preserve and enhance the unique rural character of the
central Puget Sound region’s diverse towns—some of the
region’s very unique and special places.

The impetus for the Rural Town Centers and Corridors project
was the above locally expressed concerns and planning needs
along with a couple of positive new planning, design and
construction concepts advocated by federal and state
transportation agencies. At the federal level, the U.S.
Department of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) has advocated that states and local governments
utilize a more integrated and mutually beneficial planning/
design process known as “context sensitive solutions”(CSS). In
Washington, the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) developed an excellent reference
document called Building Projects That Build Communities, a
guide to cooperative local-state project development. This
document offers a wealth of ideas, with many good examples
and explanations of often complex procedures that can help
link corridor improvements with local development needs.

Conducting this project involved a number of distinct types of
activities requiring organizational and logistical efforts, data
and information gathering, public outreach, technical analysis
and policy review and discussion. These activities are
summarized below.

e Project Advisory Committee (PAC): A small working group
was pulled together to serve as an advisory committee to
work with Regional Council staff to oversee the Regional
Council’s direction on this project. The PAC consisted of
planning and public works staff from each of the four
counties involved, WSDOT staff representing both regional
and statewide perspectives on rural issues, a private sector
adyvisor with planning and urban design expertise, and
several Regional Council staff representing transportation,
growth management and project programming interests.
The advice and assistance of the PAC was essential to this
project and is much appreciated by Regional Council staff
and the consultant team. A list of the PAC members is on
the inside cover of this report.
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¢ Identification of Candidate Communities: Given the modest
budget associated with this project, it was decided to limit
the study area to a small representative sample of the
region’s diverse rural areas and highway corridors. With this
in mind, the focus was on rural towns on state highway
corridors that were not desighated as being highways of
statewide significance. An exception to this criterion for the
definition of the study area was necessary for Kitsap County,
since essentially all of its major inter-community arterial
connections happen to be highways of statewide
significance (HSS). Even with this narrowed criterion the
communities and corridors to be examined still included 20
rural towns and the 15 state highways running through them
that served as their main streets.

e Local Issues Survey: A survey was prepared and sent to
senior planning and public works staff in each of the
candidate towns and counties. The survey asked for their
input to help identify key corridor and related town
development issues that have come up over the past
several years in the preparation of their local GMA
comprehensive plans. The results were quite helpful in
preparing materials for discussion at the rural/community
area workshops noted below.

e WSDOT Work Session: The key stakeholder responsible for
state highways in rural areas is logically WSDOT. To gain
WSDOT’s perspectives on rural highway issues, an afternoon
working session was conducted with over 25 WSDOT staff
from the Olympic and Northwest Regions on April 28, 2003 in
the NW Regional Office. This was a very informative
dialogue. The WSDOT staff were particularly generous and
candid in sharing their extensive experience and
perspectives about working with local rural communities on
rural state highway projects. They were also most helpful in
offering the project team a number of positive ideas and
concepts to improve the cooperative planning and
implementation work for future rural highway facilities. Many
of their ideas and suggestions have been incorporated in
the Recommendations for Program Actions chapter of this
report.

e Research of Options and Innovations: The consultant team
examined a comprehensive range of professional literature
on the subject in tandem with a number of local and
national examples of successful planning, design and “best
practice” projects. A representative array of these

10
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examples was assembled to be shared within the region to
demonstrate successful approaches to corridor and
development collaboration. The examples used innovative
design concepts to address a variety of traffic and
community concerns, such as alternate routes or bypasses,
pedestrian and bicycle safety, transition speed zones as
highways approach town centers, and management of
access to properties along the highway. An abbreviated
form of the previously noted toolkit of context sensitive
solutions (CSS) was subsequently prepared from this research
to capture these concepts and ideas in order to stimulate
local discussion in the rural workshops.

e Rural Area Workshops: Five workshops were held in the
four-county area (two in King County), where local officials,
community leaders and local staff were invited to discuss
issues, concerns, options and opportunities related to the
need for rural corridor improvements and local town
developments. At these two-to-three hour workshops, the
Regional Council staff and the consultant team introduced
the project objectives and presented examples of
innovative options and design concepts that have been
developed within Washington State and around the
country as ideas for later discussion in the workshop. The
remainder of the time was spent engaging citizens and
local representatives in fruitful discussions about these
issues. The workshop participants, while not numerous,
were very articulate and focused. They talked about their
concerns and what they would like to see improved in a
cooperative local-regional-state planning process for more
sensitive development of rural towns and their state
highway corridors. The dialogues from the workshops
identified patterns of common issues and concerns that
are somewhat unique to rural areas. They also surfaced a
number of unique localized needs and issues associated
with the individual towns.

These five workshops, where officials, community leaders
and staff from the 20 rural towns were invited to participate,
were held in the following areas on the noted dates.

e Pierce County area (Summit) - May 28

e Snohomish County area (Marysville) - May 29
e South King County area (Covington) - June 5
e Kitsap County area (Kingston) - June - 10

e East King County area (Carnation) - June 12

11
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Figure 4 on the opposite page provides a generic graphic
summary of many issues and concerns gleaned from these
workshops that are common to rural communities and rural
corridor development.

e Preparation, Review, and Approval of Recommendations:
The results of the various activities described above have
been documented in the Findings: Common Themes and
Issues chapter of this report. In consultation with the
Project Advisory Committee, the consultants then
prepared the set of recommended actions for Regional
Council policy review and subsequent approval, as found
in the Recommendations For Action chapter.

12
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% Urbanized areas

New development

The transition segments on either
side of town are critical to
moderate speed, alter the

pedestrian orientation, manage
access, and control development.

Sections just outside UGAs
experience increased traffic and
development pressure but are
often neglected because
responsibility and advocacy for
their management are unclear.

Resource industries place
high demand on roadways
and impact towns.

UGA

Access management is a
critical need.

Control of development along corridors
is essential to GMA objectives,
transportation performance, and
maintenance of rural character. Tax

E:rck)Jr;trilg;?oL\I:ith incentives work against rational
area (UGA) planning of retail development.

Local communities are unable to stop
dispersed development on pre-platted
land.

Corridor improvements depend on
collaboration of multiple jurisdictions,
counties, and other partners, such as
tribes.

Rural towns experience traffic impacts
from recreation, resource industries,
RURAL and development outside UGAs.

Communities wish to retain small
town character and “sense of
place.”

Environmental concerns
complicate permitting and project
delivery.

Rural corridors are really “urban
connectors” linking communities
and activities that are part of the

urban system.

“We need a policy that moves
beyond just shutting down V
growth outside the UGA and
looks to new rural growth
solutions.”

Traffic from outside
town jurisdiction

Figure 4. Generic Geographic Issues from Rural Town Center and Corridor Workshops.
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Findings: Common Themes and Issues

This section summarizes the principal ideas arising from
workshop comments, survey responses, work session with
WSDOT, and discussions within the Project Advisory Committee
and technical team. The intent is to identify and distill the
common themes and issues that often came up in discussions
and responses. No particular priority is placed on the listing of
concerns, and most issues, such as the shortage of resources,
are inextricably linked to other issues. A few representative
comments from the five rural area workshops that are relevant
to a topical heading are interspersed throughout this chapter.

a. There is a compelling need to focus attention on
rural town centers and corridor development in
the Puget Sound region.

The regional growth strategy has been to focus both new
growth and supporting infrastructure improvements in

The region needs an approach that
moves beyond simply shutting down
rural expansion and offers new
solutions for effective rural growth
management. Local rural
communities have growth trends
and issues not unlike urban

communities.
— Comments from the south King
and Kitsap Counties workshops

Figure 5. SR 516 is an important
corridor linking the Covington and
Maple Valley communities. It has
50 mph speeds, few pedestrian

crossings, and difficult traffic
conditions.

centralized urban areas. While participants in all five
workshops expressed firm support for this strategy, they
noted the need to address rural town center and corridor
issues because these areas are also experiencing urban
growth, and their success is important to the vitality of the
whole region.

Rural corridors connect urban areas and are subject to
rapid development growth and significant design
constraints. In this way they resemble urban corridors, even
though the abutting land uses may be rural. Regional
policies and improvement priorities, as well as design
standards, should recognize this fact. While they may
accommodate less traffic than their urban counterparts,
rural corridors and the communities through which they
pass play an important role within the region in several
ways, including:

e Support of GMA Objectives. The performance of rural
corridors is important to achieving growth management
objectives. These objectives include developing viable
communities, incorporating multi-modal transportation
to serve the region, coordinating land use and
transportation policies, and accommodating some of
the regional growth within rural communities.

15
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e Access to Recreational and Rural Resources for the

Whole Region. Most of the corridors within the study
area provide access to popular recreational
destinations, such as Mt. Rainier, the Cascades, ski
resorts, and lakes, as well as to the rural areas
themselves. This weekend and holiday traffic not

only results in unusual transportation demand profiles,

it means that peak hour weekend volumes can
disadvantage users throughout the region and hamper
visitor service businesses.

Community Lifelines. The town centers connected
by rural corridors are urban growth areas that are
experiencing urban growth and diversification. The
connections between these small centers and the
rest of the region are critical to their vitality. In some
cases, the corridors may also be important
emergency evacuation routes.

Freight Mobility. Resource-based industries, such as
gravel mines, wood product operations, and
agricultural activities, also place unusual demands on
roadways and impact rural town centers. This is
especially true in communities such as Black
Diamond, Eatonville, Carnation, Duvall, and Granite
Falls, where the rural corridor also constitutes the
town’s “main street.”

Regional Identity. Rural corridors’ scenic qualities are
important to the identity of the region as a whole.
Protecting a community’s rural character was an
objective mentioned at all the workshops.

Figure 6. Rural corridors are
important transit routes.

Figure 7. Truck access is vital for
resource industries, but heavy truck
traffic also impacts local
communities.

Figure 8. Workshop participants
identified the rural corridors’ scenic
qualities as an important regional
asset.

R A R T L e
Figure 9. Rural corridors take us to
the places we enjoy.



Findings: Common Themes and Issues

b. There is a severe shortage of resources for rural
corridor planning and improvement.

It’s really hard for small communities Participants noted that, despite the importance of rural
corridors to the region as a whole, there are few resources
available to maintain their performance. This lack of

resources results from a variety of causes, including:

to compete with the “big guys” for
most state and regional funding.

— Comments from the east King,
Pierce and Kitsap Counties

e |tis very difficult for small communities to compete in
workshops

Examples:

Covington has monitored
infrastructure needs. The
City requires developers to
pay between 30 percent
and 50 percent of
supporting infrastructure
costs. But they still have a
$50 million gap in funding,
with no idea where the
money will come from.
Furthermore, the section of
SR 516 east of the city
affects the city, but is not in
its jurisdiction. The City can
stop new development-
related traffic within its own
boundaries through
concurrency, but growth in
King County and Maple
Valley continue to add
traffic to the corridor.

Kingston, Kitsap County,
and the state developed a
sound plan for a remote
ferry traffic holding area,
but it has taken around 10
years to get on the CIP list,
and there is still no funding
in sight.

most regional funding programs because rural projects
do not score high in the priority criteria.

Small communities often lack the staffing to comply
with federal regulations, so they are more limited in

their ability to secure federal funds than counties or
larger cities.

Small local governments often do not have the
technical expertise needed to address corridor
concerns or even to apply for a grant.

There is no money to do large rural projects. While many
rural corridor improvements can be made incrementally
using small funding sources, some require a large
amount of funding. However, there are no large funding
sources available for rural areas, and urban funds are
very difficult for rural communities to secure. Therefore,
needed larger scale projects, such as the Kingston
ferry/transit holding area, often are delayed for
decades.

The existing state law regarding gas tax distribution
among cities and counties generates some strange
results that appear counter to the intent of the state’s
Growth Management Act (GMA). When
unincorporated areas undergo annexation—whether
through the expansion of an existing city or the creation
of a new one—the gas tax funds that were once
associated with the roadways in that annexed area are
no longer available to the county in which it is located.
Oddly enough, neither are those funds redistributed or
made available to the newly annexed city areas to assist
with maintaining those existing roadways. While this has
been an acknowledged predicament among cities and
counties doing GMA planning, there has yet to be any
politically acceptable solution to remedy the problem.

It is particularly problematic when a new city is created
in a rural area.
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e There are sections of rural corridors, often just outside
the UGA boundary, that do not receive much
attention from any specific jurisdiction but that are
important for the corridor’s function. These sections
are typically experiencing high traffic and, in some
cases, intensive land use development. Planning
and/or design may fall under several agencies, and
there is no process to set forth who should take the
lead—WSDOT, county, or rural city. Because of this,
concerns such as access management, orderly
growth patterns, upgrading of the local street
network, or long-range planning of corridor
improvements are not addressed. The corridor is
developed in a piecemeal fashion that can reduce
safety and capacity.

e Rural communities need funding for both planning
and implementation. With few staff resources, local
governments often need assistance in initiating the
planning necessary to address the corridor
comprehensively, identify needed improvements and
prepare funding proposals. At the same time, as
noted above, there is a shortage of implementation
funds for construction.

There is a need for more effective
intergovernmental coordination.

Workshop participants noted that cooperation is
fundamental in building a consensus to advocate for
funding and resolution of technical issues. Intercity, city-
county, and state coordination is essential because the
traffic patterns, planning issues, and funding sources cross
jurisdictional boundaries. Close communication and joint
efforts have been important components of recent
successful projects.

There are significant opportunities for state and local
collaboration to build a framework for better corridor
planning and project delivery. In late 2002, the state
published the Building Projects That Build Communities
handbook, which outlines a collaborative approach and
includes examples of recent interjurisdictional cooperation
that could serve as models for other jurisdictions. However,
even with these examples, local governments need clearer
direction—or at least assistance—regarding the steps for
coordinating town center/corridor planning, acquisition,
and funding.

Examples:

WSDOT worked closely with
county and local officials in
preparing the Route
Development Plan for the
SR 532 corridor. This plan
has been identified as an
example of a successful
process to define issues and
corridor improvement
needs. AnImplementation
Committee was established
to keep on top of the
actions needed to move
the project forward.

We seem to have a lot of piecemeal
planning going on without tying
state and local planning together.
It’s only a rare coincidence when
local plans and state corridor plans
for the same areas are being done
at same time.

— Comment from Pierce, east King
and Snohomish Counties workshops
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Better coordination and communication are necessary in
order to:

e Combine State and Local Projects for Greater Impact.
For example, combining state pavement repairs with a
county sewer upgrade, pedestrian improvements, or
access management efforts can save costs for all the
projects and produce a better final result.

e Prevent or Remove Obstacles to a Project. The most
significant roadblocks stem from breakdowns in
communication (e.g., disagreements regarding design
standards and program requirements) and inadequate
funding, which limits the quality of project and design
options—if not the entire project. Improved
cooperation can reduce the likelihood of conflicts and
more effectively advocate for project funding.

e Account for Impacts Outside the Local Jurisdiction.
Local governments are affected by development and
corridor improvements outside their jurisdictions. There
is no automatic interlocal mechanism to deal with this.

e Communicate with Communities and Elected Officials.
The groups involved with corridor improvement need a
better communication strategy for outreach to rural
communities. The objectives, methods and benefits of
a project must be clear, and it is important to explain
how this approach differs from business-as-usual.

o Advocate for More Resources and Policy Changes.
Since rural communities must compete with much
larger jurisdictions for attention and resources, it will
take a combined advocacy to achieve greater
political and administrative support.

e Maintain Project Impetus. Constituencies change over
time, so a broader representation may be needed to
maintain institutional memory between planning and

Example of Inter- implementation. An Implementation Committee could
governmental Cooperation: be established to keep the project on the front burner
The Cities of SeaTac, Tukwila, for funding.

Des Moines, and Kent
collaborated among
themselves and with WSDOT
to secure funding for the

SR 99 corridor.

e Cooperate for Funding. Agencies in the same corridor
often compete for the same funding. Coming together
to work at a larger scale can (1) reduce immediate
competition and (2) build a better case for project
funding.
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There is a need to explore context-sensitive
solutions for resolving technical planning and
design challenges.

During the workshops, team members presented a number
of innovative solutions to issues that frequently arise in town
center and rural corridor design. These solutions derive
from a new approach to corridor design called “context-
sensitive design,” which adapts the corridor’s design to
better fit with local conditions and a spectrum of
community objectives. Several participants noted that
greater flexibility in street design standards is needed in
order to incorporate these ideas.

Participants indicated an interest in methods to address a
number of design challenges, including:

e Moderating speed and increasing safety.

e Access management (better design and control of
driveways and intersections along the corridor to
improve safety and performance).

e Transition zones between the towns and their rural
surroundings.

e Maintaining rural/small town character and enhancing
pedestrian qualities.

o Addressing sensitive environment constraints.

These and other issues are discussed in the “Options and

Innovations Toolkit: Context Sensitive Solutions for Rural Town

Centers and Corridors” that was prepared as part of this
project and is referenced in the appendix to this report..

Current design standards and expected future permit
requirements can make some of the best plans difficult to
implement. Design and permitting issues should be identi-
fied in the planning stage, at least to some minimal level.

Each step of the town center and corridor
improvement process presents special
challenges.

While currently there is no formal process for accomplishing
a cohesive set of corridor improvements, corridor improve-
ments typically include at least three steps: planning,
funding, and design/construction. Each step includes
unique challenges and requires specific resources. The
middle step—funding—while simple in concept, has
become ever more complex and challenging over the past
decade. There is virtually no new or additional funding
being authorized to address traffic and population growth

Smalll local governments often don’t
have the technical expertise
needed to find out about new
design ideas or work with WSDOT to
identify more flexible ways to deal
with state road design standards.

— Comments from Pierce and south
and east King County workshops

We need to do more about rural
towns and corridors than just ignore
them because they lie outside the
UGA boundary.

- Sentiment expressed at all five
workshops
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or needs along rural corridors or in rural communities. This is
especially problematic because the lack of funding means
that project implementation is sometimes delayed for years.
Thus, each step has difficult obstacles that must be
overcome. The chart below summarizes the activities,
challenges, and resources associated with each step.

Project Development Cycle and Issues

Durration: 1-2 Years Duration: 1-10 Years Duration: Variable

‘ Initiate

Prepare corridor plan

Secure funding

PHASE

. Regroup

Design and construction

* Resolving design issues.

e Conducting final
environmental review.

* Obtaining permits.

* Preparing construction
documents.

* Involving the public.

» Establishing teamwork
between participants.

e Conducting initial
environmental review.

* Resolving corridor-wide and
local interests.

* Addressing problematic
design issues.

* Preparing an implementation
strategy.

* Coordinating.
¢ Involving the public.

* Applying for and assembling
grants and other funds.

KEY ACTIVITIES AND ELEMENTS

¢ Rural communities have a
hard time competing for funds

* |t is often impossible to hold
the team and the community
together during the long time ' ¢ Design standards need to be
it takes to achieve funding. flexible to incorporate

e Small communities often do :
1
]
1
1
1
:
1

There is a need for imple- | context-sensitive design
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

not have funding or technical
resources to initiate the
project.

¢ Determining an
organizational structure and
participation procedures can
be difficult. There is no
“roadmap” for coordination.

* New requirements and
unresolved design con-
straints and conflicts can
obstruct project delivery.

mentation committees and solutions.
commitment from various
agencies.

¢ Rural communities often do

not have a staff for grant
activities.

WHAT IS CURRENTLY MISSING

Figure 10. Steps, activities, and challenges in a typical rural town center and corridor project.
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There is a need to integrate rural town center and
corridor planning with growth management
efforts at both the regional policy level and the
local level.

Land use affects corridor design and performance and
vice versa. At the local scale, the type of uses, their traffic
demand, and the design of driveways and other elements
can increase the corridor’s “friction” and reduce its
capability to move traffic safely. Likewise, a poorly
performing highway corridor or one that does not suit its
context can hamper economic development in a town or
degrade a community.

At the regional scale, uncontrolled growth can place
unplanned demands on a highway corridor and reduce its
performance. Atthe same time, a poorly conceived
transportation network can encourage growth in
undesirable patterns. Workshop participants commented
on this critical nexus and noted that there are some
perceived (though not necessarily real or unsolvable)
policy inconsistencies and planning challenges that must
be addressed to better coordinate land use planning and
transportation improvements. Among them are:

e |tis often difficult to link route development planning
with comprehensive planning because the timing is off
and staff resources for coordination are minimal. For
example, WSDOT staff are supposed to participate in
local comprehensive planning to ensure compatibility,
but sometimes staff time is not allocated to do this.

e The region needs a conceptual approach that moves
beyond simply shutting down rural expansion and
toward new solutions to achieve effective rural growth.
Such an approach is needed for two reasons: First,
simply trying to shut down growth in rural areas and
ignoring infrastructure needs has not proven effective,
and, second, local rural communities have growth
trends and issues similar to those in urban communities.

e |tis assumed that widening rural highways encourages
growth, which is contrary to GMA planning. Adding
capacity between rural communities in order to
enhance travel to the urban or recreational areas
could result in changes to land use plans to allow more
development or higher densities along the rural
corridor. This increased development would add more
traffic, using up the added capacity for local

Aren’t there inconsistencies among
state, local, regional and
countywide planning policies?
Countywide and regional policies,
supposedly following GMA direction,
look like they don’t support urban
services or road improvements
outside the contiguous UGA, yet
incorporated rural towns are asked
to be using urban development
standards. How to reconcile that?
— Comments from South King
County area workshop
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RT-8.7 Where increased roadway ¢ development, needs. This, in turn, would lead to

congestion or safety issues in the corridor and impact
the ability of the rural communities to maintain their

capacity is warranted to support
safe and efficient travel through rural
areas, appropriate rural zoning and

_ character.
strong commitments to access
management should be in place In order to avoid unintended or unplanned growth in
prior to authorizing such capacity rural areas, the regional policy identifies certain
expansion in order to prevent conditions that must be met before the Regional
unplanned growth in rural areas. Council allows expansion of state highway capacity in
- Adopted regional plan, and though rural areas. Unfortunately, this policy is
Vision 2020 difficult to implement and may need greater guidance

for practical application. But, this need not be the
case. With integrated land use/transportation
planning, these issues could be identified and
minimized, which would improve the overall
effectiveness of the corridor.

e The region still needs to do a better job of integrating
land use and transportation and of promoting multi-
modal transportation options. This challenge is
becoming increasingly evident in rural towns. The land
uses in rural centers often increase commute time to
the urban areas, adding to the inefficiencies of the
regional transportation system. Also, the densities in
these areas are not usually sufficient to support transit
service.

e Participants suggested that there is an apparent
disconnect between the policy of not providing urban
services in rural areas and the demand that rural
corridors essentially perform urban transportation
functions. This dichotomy should be resolved at the
regional policy level

e Thereis alocal concern that concurrency is not
working in many parts of the rural area. One reason is
that there is a time lag between the development
impacts and the resultant improvements to address the
increased demand. Also, even though GMA isin
effect, growth is still occurring in old expansionist
patterns, partly because of vested pre-GMA plats and
difficulties in changing traditional planning practices.

WSDOT is interested in this issue because it wants
roadways that will perform for the long term, and unless
growth can be accurately projected, highways cannot
be properly sized. Unfortunately, without some form of
desirable—but politically elusive—tax equalization,
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local governments will continue to pursue retail
development to support basic governmental services.
The result tends to be commercial development
popping up along state highways to serve the
increasing residential growth in the outlying
communities, such as is seen in Bonney Lake along
SR-410. This development, while serving a local need,
exacerbates the need for new infrastructure along
already low-priority highways.
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Recommendations for Program Action

Much has been learned over the past year’s work on this
project about the unique needs and concerns of rural town
centers and corridors. The frank, open dialogues with the
many technical, policy and civic leaders who participated in
the rural workshops and the positive working session with
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) staff
from both WSDOT regions have been immensely helpful and
constructive. Building upon this input, the consultant team,
Regional Council staff and the Project Advisory Committee
(PAC) have crafted a set of policy recommendations to
address the challenges for improving the region’s rural town
centers and corridors. At the end of October 2003, the
Regional Council’s Executive Board approved this set of
recommendations. These recommendations fall into five sets
of actions, with 10 subsets, as outlined below and explained in
greater detail on the succeeding pages:

A. Create Rural Program

1. Establish a Rural Centers and Corridors Development
Program

2. Provide financial incentives and assistance to get rural
corridor interests together

3. Develop communications regarding the Rural Centers
and Corridors Development Program

B. Develop Criteria and Coordinate Funding

1. Establish criteria for evaluation and award of project
funds

2. Coordinate and combine project funding opportunities
with partner agencies

C. Coordinate Corridor Planning and Clarify Rural Policy

1. Integrate and coordinate state route development
planning with local comprehensive plan updates

2. Clarify “Preservation of Rural Character” policy
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D. Conduct a Case Study Involving Context Sensitive Solutions
(CsS)

1. Select the SR 203 highway corridor from Monroe in
south Snohomish County to include the Cities of Duvall,
Carnation, and Fall City in east King County for a pilot
case study to explore and evaluate application of the
above recommendations using innovative and locally
sensitive solutions

E. Continue Research, Development and Application of
Context Sensitive Solutions

1. Publish and periodically upgrade the toolkit materials

2. Support WSDOT efforts to incorporate context sensitive
solutions for more flexible highway designs

Before jumping into more explanations about these
recommendations, some overarching principles should be
kept in mind in ord