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and regularly moves vehicles and freight throughout the islands. In the case of an
emergency, Humpback Hauling is contracted with the County to provide emergency
evacuation services from marine access locations. Other private barging businesses
provide similar services to other outer islands. A number of the County ramps are routinely
used for delivery of freight and construction materials. Two are located on Lopez Island at
Odlin Park and MacKaye Harbor and the other is on Orcas Island at Obstruction Pass.

C. Land Transportation

San Juan County contains 270 miles of roads located on 7 islands. The roads are classified as
Major Collectors, Minor Collectors, and Local Access Roads. The County currently has four
bridges, all on Orcas Island. In the past 6 years, the County has made a dedicated commitment
to non-motorized transportation and has constructed over 8 miles of trails.

In 2008, county roads on San Juan and Orcas Islands, along with the marine route from
Anacortes to the Islands, were designated in the San Juan Islands Scenic Byway. Figure 4
shows the official route of the byway. The County is a member of the scenic byway stakeholder
group and has participated in the development of the 2012 Scenic Byway Corridor Management
Plan and various grants. Successful grant projects are included the county's Six-Year
Transportation Plan and those projects involving the roads are implemented in compliance with
county standards and safety protocols.

The Town of Friday Harbor (Town) on San Juan Island developed the Transportation Element of
their Comprehensive Plan in 2002. The Town operates and maintains approximately 13 miles
of arterials and local access roads. Traffic circulation within the Town is affected by the
loading/unloading of the Washington State Ferry at the harbor and the primary access points to
destinations throughout the island. The Town will soon be updating its Comprehensive Plan.

1. Roads
a. Inventory of Existing Facilities and Services — County Roads

The County is divided into three districts. The road crew in each district is responsible
for operation and maintenance of the facilities within each of the districts. Roadway
maintenance includes mowing and brushing within the road right-of-way to maintain site
distance, sign installation, repairing and paving the roads, and general preservation of
the facilities. Figures 5 through 9 present the roads within each of the districts.

b. Level of Service Analysis — County Roads

The level of service (LOS) for the County’s roadways were updated based on the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual. The updated LOS thresholds for all LOS values are shown
below in Table 9.
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Table 9. County Collector Roads AADT LOS Standards'

Terrain LOS A/B LOSC LOS D? LOS E LOS F?
Rolling <1,360 | 1,360-2,790 | 2,790 -4,380 | 4,380 -11,670 | > 11,670
Level <2,000 |2,000-3,500 | 3,500-6,170 |6,170-14,000 | > 14,000

Source: Transpo Group, 2011
Notes:
1. Proposed Standards from the HCM 2000

2. LOS D is San Juan County's adopfed LOS standard for County collector roadways, per
County Code 18.60.200.

3. The roadway capacily used to establish the LOS F threshold assumed the following: 10-foot
travel lanes, no shoulders, 60/40 directional split, 10-percent trucks, 4-percent recreational
vehicles, K-factor of 0.10 to convert peak hour capacity to a daily volume capacity.

Existing and forecast average daily roadway volumes and level of service were
calculated for County collector roadways using average annual daily traffic (AADT)
counts. AADT is the typical description for the two-way traffic count for a roadway in a
24-hour period. A factor is applied to the AADT to adjust for seasonal variation. The
2021 forecasted volumes were developed by applying a forecast blended growth rates
across all islands. The current and projected traffic counts and LOS on San Juan Island
are shown in Table 10 and demonstrate that all San Juan Island collector roadways
meet the County's standard of LOS D or better. Only one roadway segment operates at
LOS D in 2010 and three segments in 2021.
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Table 10. San Juan Island - County Roads LOS

2010 or 2012 2021?
E{E:EI; :::I:t Road Name Terrain AbT | 65 | anDT| Lo
Major Collectors

7 0.46| Argyle Rd Rolling | 2,073| A/B/IC | 2,507 | A/BIC
18 0.65| Mullis Rd Level 2,691| A/B/C | 3,035| A/BIC

18 0.75| Cattle Point Rd Level | 3,760 A/B/IC | 3,733| D

3 0.83| Roche Harbor Rd Level 4,014 D 4527 D
7 0.92| Argyle Road Flat 1,416 | A/BIC | 1,597 | A/BIC
1 1.00| San Juan Valley Rd Level 2,661 A/BIC | 3,117| A/B/C
2 1.05| Beaverton Valley Rd | Rolling | 2,648| A/B/IC | 1,889| A/BIC
18 1.95| Cattle Point Rd Level 2,327 A/BIC | 2,854| A/BIC
18 2.61| Cattle Point Rd Rolling | 1,923| A/B/C | 2,169| A/B/C
2 3.52| Beaverton Valley Rd | Rolling | 1,265| A/B/C | 1,427 | A/BIC
18 3.87| Cattle Point Rd Rolling | 1,163| A/B/C | 1,311| A/B/C
2 4.75| West Valley Rd Rolling | 1,612| A/B/C | 1,677| A/B/C
18 5.22| Cattle Point Rd Rolling 947 | A/B/C | 1,068| A/BIC
18 5.75| Cattle Point Rd Rolling 698 | A/B/C 787| A/B/IC
18 6.82| Cattle Point Rd Rolling 600 | A/BIC 676 | A/B/C
2 6.91| West Valley Rd Rolling 813| A/B/IC 817 | A/B/C
2 9.60| West Valley Rd Rolling 834 | A/BIC 940| A/BIC
2 9.72| Roche Harbor Rd Level 1,285| A/BIC | 1,262| A/BIC
2 10.82 | Roche Harbor Rd Rolling | 7,058| A/B/C | 1,135| A/BIC

Minor Collectors

1 2.15| Douglas Rd Rolling | 1,538| A/BIC | 1,742| A/B/C

3 2.15| Roche Harbor Rd Rolling | 2,840 D 3,203 D
1 3.52| Bailer Hill Rd Rolling | 1,108 A/B/C | 1,250| A/B/C
3 5.00| Roche Harbor Rd Rolling | 1,905| A/B/C | 2,166 | A/BIC
1 6.23 | Bailer Hill Rd Rolling 814| A/B/C 883| A/B/C
3 6.53| Roche Harbor Rd Rolling | 2,087 | A/B/IC | 2,354| A/B/C
3 7.63| Roche Harbor Rd Level 1,720 AJBIC | 1,940 A/B/C
1 14.67 | Mitchell Bay Rd Rolling 841| A/BIC 924| A/B/IC

! San Juan County Public Works
? Transpo Group, 2011
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As shown in Table 11, all Orcas Island collector roadways meet the County's standard of

LOS D or better. Only one roadway segment operates at LOS D in 2010 and three
segments in 2021.

Table 11. Orcas Island - County Roads LOS

: 2010 or 2012' 2021*
g:;::r; ;d(:!; Road Name Terrain AADT | Los |AADT] Los
Major Collectors
57 0.03 | Terrill Beach Rd Rolling | 1,382| A/B/C | 1,525| A/BIC
52 0.08 | Lovers Ln Rolling | 2,127| A/B/C | 2,617 | A/BIC
58 0.10 | Mount Baker Rd Level 1,428| A/BIC | 1,875| A/BIC
52 0.46 | Lovers Ln Rolling | 1,979| A/B/C | 2,434| A/B/C
57 0.68 | Terrill Beach Rd Level 632 | A/BIC 778| A/BIC
4 0.75 | Orcas Rd Rolling | 71,993| A/B/C | 2,338| A/BIC
58 0.79 | Mount Baker Rd Rolling | 71,829| A/BIC | 1,924| A/B/C
58 1.17 | Mount Baker Rd Rolling | 2,283| A/B/IC | 2,843 D
4 3.92 | Orcas Rd Level | 2,167| A/B/IC | 2,361| A/B/IC
4 6.93 | Orcas Rd Rolling | 3,1716| A/BIC | 3,261 D
4 7.00 | Orcas Rd Level 3,514 D 4,650 D
4 9.45 | Olga Rd Rolling | 2,674| A/B/IC | 2,875| D
4 11.50 | Olga Rd Rolling | 2,325| A/B/IC | 2,554| A/B/C
Minor Collectors

45 0.10 | Deer Harbor Rd Rolling 572| AIBIC | 1,261 A/B/IC
63 0.10 | Point Lawrence Rd Rolling 939| A/B/IC | 1,200| A/BIC
51 0.16 | Crow Valley Rd Rolling 745| A/BIC 916| A/B/IC
63 0.56 | Point Lawrence Rd Rolling 540 | A/BIC 664 | A/BIC
45 1.00 | Deer Harbor Rd Rolling | 1,060| A/B/C | 1,304| A/B/C
51 1.90 | Crow Valley Rd Rolling 931| A/JBIC | 1,198| A/B/C
63 3.31 | Point Lawrence Rd Rolling 252 | AJBIC 310| A/B/C
51 3.59 [ Crow Valley Rd Rolling | 1,488| A/B/C | 1,807 | A/B/C
45 3.80 | Deer Harbor Rd Rolling 9421 A/B/IC | 1,159| A/B/C
45 4.36 | Deer Harbor Rd Rolling 881| A/B/IC | 1,084| A/B/IC
4 14.36 | Olga Rd Rolling | 1,086| A/B/IC | 1,388| A/BIC
4 15.94 | Olga Rd Rolling 253 | A/BIC 312| A/BIC

' San Juan County Public Works
? Transpo Group, 2011
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As shown in Table 12, all Lopez and Shaw Island collector roadways meet the County’s
standard of LOS D or better in both 2010 and 2021.

Table 12. Lopez and Shaw Islands - County Roads LOS

i 2010 or 2012' 2021
ﬁg::t; ll;ﬂc:; Road Name Terrain et 0o | AaoT | ioe
Major Collectors (all on Lopez Island)
108 0.10| Dill Rd Level 674| A/B/IC 664 | A/BIC
114 0.10 | Mud Bay Rd Level 1,114| A/B/IC | 1,181| A/BIC
5 0.16 | Ferry Rd Level 633 | A/BIC B654| A/BIC
103 0.40 | Fisherman Bay Rd Level 689 | A/B/IC 712| A/BIC
114 0.55| Mud Bay Rd Rolling 906 | A/BIC 937 | A/BIC
103 1.75| Fisherman Bay Rd Level 1,141 A/B/C | 1,149| A/BIC
5 1.98 | Ferry Rd Level 1,128 A/BIC | 1,144| A/BIC
103 2.26 | Fisherman Bay Rd Level 1,689 A/BIC | 1,746| A/BIC
114 2.30 | Mud Bay Rd Level 857 | A/B/C 886| A/BIC
103 3.00 | Fisherman Bay Rd Level | 2,186| A/B/IC | 2,259| A/B/C
103 3.76 | Fisherman Bay Rd Level 1,300| A/B/C | 1,343| A/BIC
103 4.00 | Fisherman Bay Rd Rolling | 1,288| A/BIC | 1,348| A/B/C
5 6.17 | Center Rd Level | 1,661| A/B/C | 1,717| A/B/C
5 7.12| Center Rd Rolling | 1,277| A/BI/IC | 1,369| A/BIC
Minor Collectors — Lopez
5 2.24| Center Rd Level 446| A/B/C 461 | A/BIC
114 2.94 | Mud Bay Rd Level 508 | A/BIC 525| A/BIC
5 3.30 | Center Rd Level 619| A/B/C 535| A/BIC
5 4.85 | Center Rd Level 1,327| A/BIC | 1,123| A/BIC
5 8.10 | Richardson Rd Level 269| A/BIC 278 | A/BIC
5 9.20 | Richardson Rd Rolling 259| A/BIC 267 | A/B/IC
Minor Collectors — Shaw

96 1.00 | Blind Bay Rd Rolling 292 | A/B/C 359 | A/BIC
96 2.21|Blind Bay Rd Rolling 207| AJB/C 234 A/BIC

' San Juan County Public Works
% Transpo Group, 2011

c. Long-Range Planning Needs — County Roads

Between the early 1970s to early 1990s, traffic volumes increased by about 5%/year.
However, growth rates on county collector roadways more recently have slowed and
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forecasted growth is project to be between 0.3% and 1.9%, depending on the island.
These figures are based on 2010 Census figures and the Office of Financial
Management projections. This decline is attributed to factors such as the aging County
population which tends to drive less, decrease in ferry traffic and inconsistent data
collection locations. In most locations, maintenance and gradual upgrading to meet
State and County standards are expected to provide adequate capacity and traffic safety
to meet anticipated increases in traffic volumes.

Safety for all forms of transportation remains a long term goal for the County. An
analysis of accident data from 2001 through mid-2011 was recently conducted. The
majority of injury and/or fatal crashes in San Juan County involve a single vehicle (83%).
Of the crashes that are classified as road departure accidents, 65% involve collision with
a fixed object, such as trees, ditches or earth/rock banks. And 60% of the crashes
occurred at a horizontal curve. These crash volumes may be partly attributed to narrow
road surfaces, poor or no road shoulders, presence of objects like trees and fences in
road right-of-way, and curvy roads. But while these may contribute to local vehicular
crashes, they are also elements of scenic, rural character enjoyed by travelers on many
island roads. One of the long term planning goals of the County will be to balance the

need for increased safety along roadways with recognizing the need to maintain the
scenic characteristics.

2. Bridges

a. Inventory of Existing Facilities and Services

San Juan County Public Works Department maintains four bridges on Orcas Island.
There are no County bridges on the other islands.

Deer Harbor Bridge (Bridge No. 2146A): Constructed in late 1970 and early 1971, this
bridge is located at milepost 0.22 on Channel Road. It crosses a salt water estuary that
is nearly dry at low tide. The bridge is a three-span timber bridge with an overall length
of fifty-one feet. The bridge originally had a laminated timber deck which was replaced
earlier and again in 2009 with a new timber plank deck. The bridge has thirteen lines of
timber stringers supported by transverse timber pile bents, consisting of a timber cap
and four 12-inch diameter treated timber piles per bent. During removal and
replacement of the decking in 2009, there was no evidence of “Vee" rot in the top of the
original stringers. In 2009, the pile caps were reinforced with steel channel sections
(C12x20.7) and new timber pile bent bracing. The piles are checked for soundness
when the bridge is inspected every two years. The bridge is classified as Functionally
Obsolete (FO), because of the narrowness of the bridge. Repair and replacement of the
north timber backwall was completed earlier. This required removing and replacing the
northerly approach fill.

Moran State Park Bridge (Bridge No. 9227A): Located at milepost 14.35 on Orcas
Road, this one-lane earth-filled concrete arch bridge was constructed in 1921 by Robert
Moran. The bridge is founded on bedrock, spans Cascade Creek in Moran State Park,
and is adequate for current loads. The bridge is not scour critical. In the past, the
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concrete bridge rails and overhead concrete portal have sustained damage from over-
height vehicles. The bridge is inspected every two years by Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) bridge inspectors. The bridge is classified as
Functionally Obsolete (FO), because of the narrowness of the bridge and the angle of
the road approaches. There is an oversize restriction on the bridge because the bridge
is narrow and on a curve; extra wide or long vehicles, such as mobile homes, may strike
the supports or the sides of the bridge. In spring 2005, the overhead portal was repaired
by Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) maintenance personnel
because of a “high-load” hit in September 2004. In the 1990's, the County received
grant funding to replace the bridge, but public opinion from residents forced the County
to abandon plans for replacing the bridge. Replacement of the bridge will be challenging
because of right-of-way issues and agency-wide competition for bridge replacement
funds through the Federal/ WSDOT BRAC program. A yield sign has been installed on
the northbound lane and the Public Works depariment continues to monitor traffic safety.

West Sound Bridge (Bridge No. 9247A): Located at milepost 0.72 on Deer Harbor
Road, this bridge was rebuilt in 2001 by adding new precast pre-siressed concrete deck
slabs, two reinforced cast-in-place concrete pile caps supported on four 10-inch
diameter piling behind the original “U-shaped” concrete retaining walls, and new timber
posts and railing. The original retaining walls are cracked and deteriorating because of
age and tidal action. The bridge crosses a small saltwater estuary at West Sound

Pt. Lawrence Road Bridge at Buck Bay: Completed in the fall of 2011, this 43-foot
span pre-stressed concrete bridge spans Cascade Creek at Buck Bay at milepost 0.3 on
Pt. Lawrence Road on the southeast side of Orcas Island, just east of the community of
Olga. The bridge replaced two culverts, which were insufficient to pass flood water, and
led to overtopping the road. The bridge consists of a reinforced cast-in-place concrete
deck on top of seven 24-inch deep pre-stressed precast concrete channel beams. The
abutments are cast-in-place concrete cap beams supported on eight 14-inch diameter
steel piling per abutment. An 18-foot wide channel was created in place of 30-inch and
18-inch culverts. Salmon Recovery Board funds and County Road Funds were used to
fund the design and construction.

b. Long-Range Planning Needs

Deer Harbor Bridge: The County has been working with environmental groups to
assess the environmental impacts of the existing structure. A federal grant was secured
in 2012 to replace the existing bridge with a wider span which will allow for recovery of
the estuary habitat. Design will begin in 2013 with construction estimated to take place
in 2015/16. In the meantime, the approaches have been posted to limit trucks to a
single lane on the bridge.

Moran State Park Bridge: The bridge structure is adequate, but the narrow roadway
may require a new bridge within the next 15 years.
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Westsound Bridge: The bridge was replaced in 2001 with new decking and new
structural support system. The existing concrete retaining walls were left in place, but no
longer provide structural support for the bridge. Grant funds are being sought for a
replacement structure that will also allow fish passage.

3. Non-Motorized Transportation

Non-motorized transportation is primarily classified as trails, whether they are for
pedestrians, bicycles or equestrians. The term ‘trail’ can be classified within three different
categories: road right-of-way trails, rustic trails or bike trails. Within the County, there are
three agencies that develop and support trails: Public Works, Parks and the Land Bank.
There are organized trail groups located on each of the three main islands: San Juan Trails,
Orcas Pathways and Lopez Community Trails Network. Each group is active in identifying
potential trail locations, coordinating with the appropriate agencies and volunteers and
developing trail facilities.

A Non-Motorized Transportation Plan was developed by the County in 2005 (2005 Plan).
By adopting this plan, the County Council formally expressed their commitment to
supporting the development of non-motorized transportation. Since that time, the 2010
Trails, Parks and Natural Areas Plan was developed. This plan expands on the initial work
in the 2005 Plan by providing an updated inventory of the existing trail system, as well as
developing current goals and strategies to meet community trail needs based on an
extensive public outreach process.

a. Inventory of Existing Facilities and Services

Table 13 tabulates the various types of existing county trails on the islands and Figure 10
shows the approximate location of the trails and bike pullouts.

Road Right-of-Way Trails: Road right-of-way trails are located within the public road
right-of-way. Trail surfaces within urban growth areas are typically concrete; all others
may be concrete, stabilized gravel or native material, depending on adjacent roadway
traffic volumes. Trail widths vary from 4 to 5 feet and shall be ADA compliant when
possible.

Rustic Trails: Rustic trails are soft-surface trails appropriate for pedestrians,
equestrians, or off-road bicycle use that provide connections through or between
neighborhoods or within natural areas or parks. Depending on use, location and
underlying conditions, the surface material may be native soil, forest duff, wood chips or
crushed rock and width ranges from 1-1/2 feet to 4 feet.

Bike Trails: A bike trail is a paved trail designated for preferential bicycle use and
identified by signage and/or pavement marking. Bike trails are established along road
corridors with current or anticipated bicycle demand and along corridors where it would
be risky for bicyclists to ride in the travel lane. Bike trails are different than right-of-way
or rustic trails in that their principal focus is on safe and efficient transportation. Typical
bike trail users include bicycle commuters, fitness enthusiasts and competitive athletes;
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their emphasis is on speed, which can create conflicts with recreation-type trails and
their respective user groups.

Per the Washington State Depariment of Transportation (WSDOT) 2010 Design Manual,
the minimum width for bike lanes (trails) is 4 feet when no curb is present, such as a
rural road. When a curb or guardrail is present, then the minimum width is increased to

5 feet. Additional width is desired when vehicle operating speeds exceed 40 mph.

San Juan County's road design standards include shoulder widths of 4 feet. WSDOT
considers 4 feet to be adequate for dual use as bike lanes. There are currently no
separated road bike trails within the County.

Table 13. Pedestrian Trails Inventory

Facility Name Classification Island Length (mi)
Argyle Rd Path Right-of-way trail San Juan 0.2
Cattle Point DNR 8 Right-of-way trail San Juan 0.2
ﬁ?nﬁn:;n:ﬁf::ﬁji;;m" (aka Right-of-way trail San Juan 0.3
Lime Kiln Land Bank Right-of-way trail San Juan 1.6
Lime Kiln LB - Brinks Tr. Right-of-way trail San Juan 0.1
San Juan County Park Right-of-way trail San Juan 0.3
Deer Harbor Loop Trail Right-of-way trail Orcas 0.6
Eastsound Trails Right-of-way trail Orcas 0.7
Enchanted Forest Rd Trail Right-of-way trail Orcas 0.3
Mt. Baker Right-of-way trail Orcas 0.9
North Beach Rd Trail Right-of-way trail Orcas 1.0
Fisherman Bay Rd Right-of-way trail Lopez 0.5
Lopez Rd Trail Right-of-way trail Lopez 0.5
Village Rd Trail Right-of-way trail Lopez 0.04
Weeks Rd Right-of-way trail Lopez 0.3
Subtotal 7.54
Cattle Pt Rd Rustic Trail Rustic Trail San Juan 13
Eagle Cove Trail Rustic Trail San Juan 0.1
Reuben Tarte Park Rustic Trail San Juan 0.1
Swale Trail Rustic Trail Orcas 0.2
Port Stanley Rd Trail Rustic Trail Lopez 0.25
Subtotal 1.95
Total Mileage 9.48
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b. Long-Range Planning Needs

Based on the extensive public outreach effort in 2010 during the development of the
County's Parks, Trails and Natural Areas Plan, trails were determined to be a top priority
on nearly all of the ferry-served islands. Each of the island trail groups has identified
priority corridors for future trail development. Priority corridors travel along major
thoroughfares, accommodating alternative modes of transportation, as well as between
popular recreational areas such as on the west side of San Juan Island. The goal of
many of these corridors is to promote non-motorized transportation, provide safer
conditions for biking and walking, and improve connectivity between popular sites.

Results from the Plan established the following priorities for trails: 1) along the right-of-
way based on road reconstruction projects, user traffic funding and local trail group
priorities; 2) within parks and natural areas based on demand, site feasibility and level of
existing access, 3) accommodate multiple user groups, as appropriate, and 4} facilitate
connectivity within the trail network.

4. Human Services Transportation Plan

In 2010, a Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan (HSTP) was completed for San
Juan County. The purpose of the plan was to: (a) create a local assessment that identified
the varied transportation services available for individuals with lower incomes, seniors and
persons with disabilities; (b) identify gaps in accessing services and community, and (c)
develop and recommend strategies to meet those needs.

In general, San Juan County contains a larger percentage of people aged 65 or over than in
Washington State. However, a slightly less percentage of people with disabilities or in

poverty reside in the islands based on 2000 Census and updates, and the State Office of
Financial Management data.

Transportation can be challenging for individuals without access to a personal vehicle.
Unique strategies are employed on each island to assist residents to getting to services on
the island or on the mainland.

Most community activities are located in the Town of Friday Harbor, Lopez Village or
Eastsound, while the majority of people needing access live in a widely scattered pattern
across each of the islands. In addition, many residents must travel to the mainland for work,
medical appointments and for access to some government program offices.

In developing the HSTP, input was sought from the public utilizing a number of different
venues, including surveys, personal interviews and public workshops. The top priorities for
unmet transportation needs among individuals with lower incomes, seniors and persons with
disabilities were identified.

With the data collected, San Juan County was successful in securing three grants to begin
meeting the primary three identified transportation needs:

1. An on-demand accessible taxi service with voucher program for eligible individuals,
2. Capital assistance to replace three aging Senior Services vans, and
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3. Funding for a Mobility Manager to coordinate services for more efficient use of available
public and private resources.

In 2012, a Mobility Manager was hired, the successful Transportation Voucher Program
(TVP) was launched, and two out of three Senior Service vehicles were acquired and put
into service. 2013 will see the remaining vehicle replaced and TVP closed out, having
provided increased community access to over 135 San Juan County community members.
In 2013, San Juan County applied for continued funding to continue the TVP, as well as
study the role of public transportation in San Juan County's future.

D. Demand Management Transportation Options

The availability of other modes of transportation to provide services and provide management
benefits is limited. Public transit is available on the mainland to transport people to the ferry in
Anacortes. Otherwise on-island transportation options are primarily privately owned. Figure 11
shows the various routes of the public and private transportation routes within San Juan County.

1. Public Transit

Skagit Transit (SKAT): SKAT Provides mainland-connecting service from the ferries
through Route 410 that stops at the Anacortes ferry terminal. Accessible SKAT buses take
San Juan County residents to March Point where they can transfer to the Tri-County
Connector service going to the Skagit Transit Center (which hosts Greyhound Bus, Amtrak,
or buses northbound to Bellingham) or south via Island Transit to Whidbey Island. Students
attending one of the campuses of Skagit Valley College use SKAT, as do people who work
in the Mt. Vernon or Burlington areas.

2. Private Transportation Services

a. Airport Shuttle Service: Shuttle bus service to SeaTac Airport is provided by one San
Juan Island-based provider named Island Airporter. They provide scheduled ground service
six days a week, offering both passenger and package service. San Juan County is also
served by a private airport shuttle service located on the mainland. Bellair Airporter Shuttle
meets the ferry at the Anacortes terminal and connects to Mt. Vernon, Bellingham, Seattle
and SeaTac.

b. Island Summer Shuttle Services: San Juan Transit operates buses on a seasonal
basis to transport tourists from the ferry terminal in Friday Harbor to service hubs and visitor
attractions on San Juan Island. San Juan Transit offers fixed route service, stopping at
locations that are of interest to visitors. It offers a limited number of local discount cards for
commuters going to work through a punch card system. Several of the larger employers,
such as Roche Harbor Resort, contract with San Juan Transit for their summer employees
or guests. The buses generally operate between Memcrial Day and Labor Day. San Juan
Transit has a lift-equipped van.

Orcas Island Shuttle provided seasonal service to destinations on Orcas Island until early in
2012. Beginning in the summer of 2012, San Juan Transit expanded service to include
Orcas Island as a part of the Scenic Byway Shuttle Pilot Program for 2012/2013.
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c. Taxi Services: San Juan Island is the only island that has stable taxi services at
present. Three out of the five licensed providers operate year round. On Orca and Lopez,

taxi services have been tried sporadically but have not yet demonstrated the ability to
survive long-term.

3. Other Transportation Options

a. sjRIDESHARE: Islanders without cars often walk onto ferries hoping to find someone
they know or a "friend of a friend" to get them to their off-island destinations. Electronic
ridesharing is available to a limited extent through island-specific websites like
lopezrocks.org and an Orcas-oriented Facebook site.

Along county roadways, there are a series of signs that designate ridesharing opportunities.
siRIDESHARE is the state's only sanctioned hitchhiking system and provides designated
safe, accessible sites for potential riders to stand and wait for a ride. It also provides
guidelines for both riders and drivers. sjRIDESHARE is in the process of developing a web-
based bulletin board to connect those needing rides with those who are available to provide
them.

b. Senior Service Vans: The Senior Services Council is a non-profit corporation with a
mission to assist seniors in remaining independent and in their own home as long as
possible. They operate a fleet of vans for the primary purpose of transporting seniors and
people living with disabilities to the group meals held at the senior centers on the three
major islands. San Juan and Orcas program also offer periodic medical trips to the
mainland and occasional social and mainland shopping outings.

E. Freight Mobility

The ability to move goods and services within the county, as well as back and forth from the
mainland, is essential to the economic vitality of San Juan County. The county is unique
among other areas in the state in that there are no roads that lead to San Juan County. The
only way to get to and from the county is via air or water. This fact raises challenges in
developing reliable methods for moving freight to and from the region.

As stated in the WSF Long-Range Plan, WSF is an essential part of the highway network in
Western Washington and for communities on the San Juan Islands; WSF is the only link to
the mainland for personal and commercial vehicles from ferry-served islands. Additionally,
that commercial vehicle connection is essential; San Juan County communities depend on
ferries as the primary means to transport goods — including basic supplies and local
products — to and from the wider market.

Ferries are designed to allow "tall” vehicles, i.e. commercial trucks over 7'6" in height, to be
loaded in the center of the boat. The available space is limited and during high demand
periods, commercial vehicles may be delayed. WSF instituted a “preferred loading” program
for commercial vehicles nearly 30 years ago. This program allowed qualifying businesses to
reserve space on the ferries provided that the company met certain requirements as to
frequency of travel and timely arrival at the ferry terminal. Each vehicle must travel on the
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same ferry at the same time at least twice each week in order to apply for space under this
program. This represented essentially the first “reservation” program and is only in effect on
the San Juan Islands run. Companies not able to meet the requirements vie for available
“tall" space on a first-come, first-served basis.

For those islands not served by WSF, local barges and ferries transport a limited number of
people and goods between the islands. These facilities are discussed in more detail in
Section L.B.5. Barges.

Another essential freight transport link is represented by the airports on the islands which
provide critical support to the economic well-being of each community. The ferry-served
islands have airports owned and operated by a public Port District. Other islands have
airstrips and private landing strips that can be used to transport freight, as well as
passengers. The airports on both San Juan and Orcas Islands are located close to the main
town and village which facilitate the ability to move goods to the commercial centers. Air
facilities in San Juan County provide critical mobility and connectivity for people and freight
in the region.

F. Intergovernmental Coordination

To date, San Juan County has acted as its own Transportation Planning Organization with
the Ports of Friday Harbor, Orcas and Lopez and the Town of Friday Harbor. Meetings on
coordination of transportation issues are held on an infrequent basis, primarily when funding
is available or there are common projects between entities. However, while San Juan
County is geographically isolated, it is dependent on the facilities of adjacent jurisdictions to
ensure effective transportation of freight and people to and from the county. Therefore,
there have been discussions in the past with other counties as to the benefits of joining an
existing Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) such as Skagit/Island or a
Municipal Planning Organization (MPO), such as Whatcom County.

Common interests and goals with Skagit/lsland RTPO primarily concern transit; the ability to
coordinate transportation of the ferry in Anacortes with the Skagit Area Transit (SKAT)
system to ensure that people are able to efficiently travel between Anacortes and the |-5
corridor. With the ferry schedule changing seasonally, coordination of transit schedules has
been a challenge.

With the Whatcom MPO, past discussions on the viability of a passenger ferry, particularly
now with the new medical facility in Friday Harbor, has been the focal point of discussions,
with transit connections as an ancillary topic.

To date, there have been no formal discussions with either Skagit/lsland RTPO or Whatcom
MPO for a number of years. It has been acknowledged that participation in a formal setting
would require additional time and resources and the tangible benefits of doing so have not
been quantified.

San Juan County has been actively participating in regional informational and coordination
meetings to assess the regional transportation issues and projects developing to better
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position the county to respond in a cooperative manner with other agencies. The
Morthsound Connecting Communities Group (aka Farmhouse Gang) is a nonprofit group
that gathers regional transportation providers and legislators together and facilitates
discussions to foster support for regional projects. San Juan County attends the general
meetings and has participated in subcommittees and presentations. San Juan County has
also been regularly attending the quarterly MPO/RTPO/WSDOT Committee meetings. This
attendance has allowed the county to remain current on funding opportunities and
requirements, as well as stay informed on state transportation planning efforts.

II. TRANSPORTATION FINANCING (2012 - 2032)

Appendix 6 addresses transportation funding for transportation projects maintained, preserved,
improved and constructed by San Juan County Public Works. Transportation funding sources and
financing strategies and plans for transportation projects managed by the San Juan County Parks
Department are included in the 2010 Parks, Trails and Natural Areas Plan and the Capital Facilities

Plan. The 2010 Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan addresses transit funding and
financing.

A. County Transportation Improvement Expenditures

San Juan County has been in a period of diminishing financial resources for several years and if
this trend continues revenues for major transportation-related capital projects will be limited.
Future expenditures on transportation-related improvements within the county will depend on
the availability of local funding and, to a greater extent, the availability of state and Federal grant
revenues. Planned projects are primarily targeted at safety improvements with few projects that
add new capacity. Table 14 provides a summary of estimated transportation expenditures by
major program type expected to be made by the county during the 2013-2032 timeframe.

Table 14. Summary of Planned Transportation Expenditures — 2013 through 2032

2 2019-2032 Total
et EAps e {sz:}::u::;:g.} ($ Thousands) | ($ Thousands)
Operations & Maintenance 21,807 54,418 76,225|
Asset Preservation Activities 8,839 23,814 32,653
Safety Related Projects 9,440 19,258 28,698
arine Access 913 1,863 2.7 Tﬁi
Capacity Projects 30 61 91
[Mon-Motorized Projects 408 832 1,240
Other Projects 2,358 4,804 7,159|
Sheriff Patrol 4,101 11,699 15,800
Total 47,893 116,749 164,642|
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1. Operations and Maintenance

In 2010, under the direction of the County Administrator, the County Public Works
Department prepared a strategic budget plan for fiscal years 2011 through 2016. The
strategic budget plan identified significant reductions in maintenance and operations staffing
resulting in a decrease in level of service for some non-essential maintenance and
engineering activities. Reductions are driven by the projected gap between level or
decreasing resources and increasing future costs. Despite planned reductions in
maintenance services, this category is projected to remain the largest single category of
local transportation spending over the twenty-year planning period.

2. Asset Preservation Activities

Asset preservation activities are non-construction project investments in existing
infrastructure that add useful life to the asset, but do not add additional capacity. The
primary activities anticipated over the twenty year planning period are pavement
reclamations, section rehabilitations, dock pile and float replacements, and the applications
of thin overlays such as seal coats or chip seals.

3. Safety Related Projects

Safety related transportation improvement capital construction projects will be designed and
built to correct known or potential safety issues. Typical safety issues include: (1) poor road
alignment; (2) narrow roadways without adequate shoulders for safe pedestrian travel; (3)
roadside hazards; and (4) installation of guardrails and other spot improvements.

4. Marine Access

Marine access projects will be designed and constructed to add new capacity to existing
marine highway structures such as docks and ramps, and to correct existing deficiencies
with the GMA requirement for concurrency.

5. Capacity projects

Capacity projects are investments in construction of new or substantially redesigned
infrastructure that creates availability for more traffic. Evaluations are being conducted to
determine if relief and/or capacity infrastructure is required during the planning period.
Currently, traffic volumes are deemed to be acceptable on the county roads.

6. Non-Motorized

The category “Non-Motorized” includes activities and projects funded by Public Works
related to the safe and efficient movement of pedestrians and bicyclists. Funding
opportunities will continue to be investigated to allow for the expansion of non-motorized
activities and projects.

7. Other Projects

This category represents a range of transportation improvements that are not safety related.
Projects in this category include those that improve drainage and environmental conditions.
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8. Sheriff Patrol

It is anticipated that a transfer of significant funding from the county road fund to the sheriff
for traffic patrol will continue during the planning period.

Table 15 is the County’s 6-Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) which presents a
listing of the upcoming projects from planning through construction phases with identified
funding sources. The County Council approves and adopts the 6-Year TIP each year.

B. County Transportation Revenues

The short to mid-range (2 to 6 year) revenue forecast calls for flat to declining revenue growth
across most major sources of transportation funds. There are five primary traditional sources of
revenue for the county road fund. Of these five sources only the local road levy is projected to
show slight growth over the 6 year planning period. The revenue trends are summarized below:

+ Local Property Tax Road Levy (RL) - Slight growth
¢« Motor Vehicle Fuel Excise Tax (MVFT) - Flat

+ Capron Refund (CAPRON) - Flat to decreasing

¢ County Arterial Preservation Account (CAPP) - Flat
e State and Federal Grants - Flat to slight growth

Overall revenue growth from stable major sources of revenue for the county road fund is
projected to be between 1.5% and 2.5% per year for the planning period 2013 — 2032.

1. County's Existing Sources of Transportation Revenue

San Juan County relies on a number of revenue sources (federal, state, and local) in order to
design, build and operate transportation facilities and services within the unincorporated areas
of the County. Descriptions of the primary revenue sources follow.

a. Property Taxes

The authority to levy property tax is codified in RCW 84.52.043 and the county road fund
levy is specifically authorized in RCW 36.82.040. State law limits the annual allowable
increase in the road levy to one percent. Property faxes are levied for many state and
local purposes and are arranged in a complex hierarchy. The basic limits of the senior
county levies are $1.80 per $1,000 assessed valuation for general government (current
expense) and $2.25 per $1,000 assessed valuation for roads. The sum of the two senior
county levies cannot exceed $4.05 per $1,000 assessed valuation

The county council has traditionally increased the local road levy by one percent
annually and revenue forecasts for this source are based on an annual one percent
increase through the planning period 2013 — 2032.
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b. Reimbursable Services

San Juan County routinely provides transportation related services, such as engineering,
and construction and maintenance projects to other agencies and local governments
through the provisions of intergovernmental agreements. Typical clients for these
services include the Town of Friday Harbor, Port Districts, Fire Districts, School Districts
and County Parks. The county is reimbursed for these expenditures based on actual
costs. This source of revenue is highly variable from year to year depending on the
needs of the local agencies and the capacity of the county to provide needed services.

c. Motor Vehicle Fuel Taxes (MVFT)

The state motor vehicle fuel excise tax is collected as a tax per gallon of gasoline sold at
the pump statewide and generates over 1.3 billion dollars annually. The current state
‘gas tax" is 37.5 cents per gallon. Counties receive a portion of the total tax based on a

formula that uses population, road miles and road expenses among other factors to
distribute the funds.

It should be noted that of the 37.5 cents per gallon, 14.5 cents is dedicated to capital
construction projects. San Juan County receives none of the 14.5 cents because there
are no state gas tax funded capital projects in the county.

Motor vehicle fuel tax revenues in San Juan County grew at a slow to moderate rate
between 1980 and 2000. Since 2000, the rate of growth has slowed. Receipts from 2009
were less than 2008. This source of revenue will continue to be an important component
of overall road fund revenues between 2011 and 2016, but the rate of growth is
projected to remain flat.

Motor vehicle fuel tax currently accounts for about 12 percent of road fund annual
revenue.

d. State and Federal Grants

State and federal grant funding has become an increasingly larger portion of the overall
transportation improvement investment in the county. The most significant source of
State transportation grants over the past 15 years has been the Rural Arterial Trust
Account (RATA). The County Road Administration Board (CRAB) administers this
competitive grant program for counties in Washington. San Juan County has been
awarded over $4,000,000 in RATA funding over the past 10 years.

Federal grant funding has increased in recent years due to economic stimulus programs
and road safety programs with increased support from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA).

There is significant uncertainty regarding the level of funding that may be available for

the long term. Conservative estimates have been used to project future revenue from
these sources for the planning period.
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e. County Arterial Preservation Program

Counties receive an annual distribution of funds through the County Road Administration
Board (CRAB) through the county arterial preservation account (CAPA) for the
preservation of local arterial and collector roadways. The source of the money is motor
vehicle fuel tax and a distribution formula is used to allocate monies to the various
counties. These funds can only be used on certain functional class roads and cannot be
used on roads that are designated as local access roads. For San Juan County, which
has no classified arterial roads, this means the money must be spent on major and
minor collector routes.

This source of revenue accounts for a little less than 2% of annual road revenues. The
CAPP revenues the county receives have been flat for the past 10 years or so. Itis
projected to remain flat or show slow growth during the planning period.

f. CAPRON Refund

The Capron refund is a special transfer payment to San Juan and Island Counties that
pays the counties money from the motor vehicle fuel account in lieu of providing state
highways and maintenance facilities. The CAPRON Act was originally made law in 1919
as a means to ensure equitable distribution of the State portion of Motor Vehicle Fuel
Tax (MVFT) Revenues. Without the Capron Act, San Juan County would be the only
county in the state to receive no local benefit from state investment in state and federal
highways.

The most significant event with respect to the Capron Act was a legislative change in
2006 that significantly reduced Capron revenue to San Juan County. ESSB 6839,
passed by the 2006 Washington Legislature, amends the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
(MVFT) and License Fee refund to island counties authorized by RCW 46.68.80 (Capron
Act). This amendment of the Capron Act transfers a portion of the San Juan County
refund to the Washington State Ferries (WSF) operating account. ESSB 6839 resulted in
the loss of significant existing and future CAPRON Act refund dollars by transferring all
of the Nickel Account and all of the Transportation Partnership Account (TPA) revenues
to the Washington State Ferries (WSF) Operating Account. Both the Nickel Account and
the TPA revenues were to be used by the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) for a specific set of projects set forth by the state legislature in
2003 and 2005. The WSF operating account is not a specific project approved by the
legislature. San Juan County is currently the only county in Washington receiving no
direct benefit or local investment from the Nickel and TPA revenues. This change
resulted in the loss of between one and two million dollars annually for San Juan County.

Capron refund revenues currently account for about 35% of annual road fund revenues.
The projected trend for this source is flat or downward. Capron revenues have
decreased every year between 2005 and 2010 and remained steady since then. The
revenues fluctuate depending on levels of annual grant funding. The long range growth
forecast for this important source of revenue is relatively flat.
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g. Real Estate Excise Taxes

Real Estate Excise Taxes (REET) are collected on the sale of residential and
commercial real property in Washington State. San Juan County collects both authorized
one-quarter percent REET for a total of one-half percent REET for local capital projects.
The 2013-2018 Six Year TIP contains pending REET fund allocations for enhancement
projects.

h. Developer Contributions

This de-facto revenue source entails dedicated right-of-way and construction that
proponents of development contribute to county road system improvements.

i. Other Revenues

The County receives other revenues in any given year that include private timber-
harvest tax, federal forest-yield, inter-departmental service fees, interest income, and
miscellaneous review fees.

The various sources of revenue described above make up the county road fund, from
which funds are drawn for operations, maintenance, and capital programs as described
under the prior section on county expenditures.

2. County's Potential Sources of Transportation Revenue
a. Transportation Benefit Districts

A Transportation Benefit District (TBD) is a special taxing district for transportation
purposes created by cities and/or counties. It allows more than one jurisdiction to join
together for the purpose of acquiring, constructing, improving, providing, and funding any
city street, county road, or state highway improvement within the district. With voter
approval, a TBD has the authority to levy property tax, implement a vehicle license fee
and issue general obligation bonds.

b. Transportation Impact Fees

The County is authorized to collect impact mitigation fees based on daily vehicle trips
generated by new residential and commercial developments. Fees generated from
impact fees may be used to fund selected capacity improvements that are related to the
impacts caused by the development. San Juan County has not adopted regulations to
allow the implementation of impact fees on development.

c. Public Transportation Benefit Areas

RCW 36.75A allows for the creation of Public Transportation Benefit Areas (PTBA) for
the express purpose of providing transit and special needs transportation services.
Revenues collected under the authority of a PTBA may not be used for improvement or
maintenance of public roads or highways.

d. Local Improvement District

Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) are special assessment districts. These districts are
formed as a means of assisting benefitting properties in the financing of and payment for
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needed capital improvements. LIDs are formed to permit the improvements to be
financed and paid for over a period of time through assessments on the benefitting
properties.

e. Federal Programs

FTA Urban Mass Transit (Sections 3 and 9): This program is intended for transit
agencies from the federal government. Section 3 is for new rail projects, improvement of
existing rail systems, and the rehabilitation of bus systems. Section 9 provides transit
capital and operating assistance to urbanized areas.

FTA Urban Mass Transit (Section 16): This program is for private, nonprofit agencies
from the federal government through the state. It provides capital assistance for
transportation services to elderly persons and persons with disabilities.

FTA Urban Mass Transit (Section 18): Transit agencies, cities and counties in rural
areas from the federal government through the state benefit from this program. It
provides transit capital and operating assistance to non-urbanized areas.

Community Development/Development Block Grant (CDBG): Federal funds are
made available to cities and counties for a variety of public facilities, as well as housing
and economic development projects which benefit low to moderate income households.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF): This fund is available to cities, counties,
and the state to provide funds for trail development. Projects must create or expand trail
development.

f. Public Works Trust Funds (PWTF)

The PWTF is available to cities, counties, and special purpose districts from the state in
the form of low interest loans for public work improvements. Agencies must be
compliant with the Growth Management Act to apply for funds from this program.

3. Summary of Projected Revenues

Table 16 provides an estimate of revenues available for transportation infrastructure
improvements for the planning period which are balanced against estimated expenditures
for the same planning period. Some revenue sources, such as motor vehicle fuel tax,
CAPRON, and real estate excise tax, are not certain for the long range period and may vary
significantly from current long range estimates.
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Table 16. Summary of Transportation Revenues — 2013 through 2032

{2011 Adjusted Dollars)
Short-Range Long-Range Total
Revenue Category 2013-2018 2019 - 2032
($ Thousands) | ($ Thousands) | (® Thousands)

Road Property Tax 25,838 66,641 92,749
Diverted Road Property Tax Shown in Expenditure Table 14 for Sheriff Dept.
Reimbursable Services 170 420 590
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax 5,290 12,320 17,610
Real Estate Excise Tax 149 Unknown -
CAPRON 15,000 35,000 50,000
State/Federal Grants 3,701 Unknown -
CAPP 630 1,470 2,100
Other Revenue 1,092 2,730 3,822
TOTAL REVENUE 51,870 | approx. 118,581 | approx. 170,451

4. Non-County Transportation Investments

a. Air Transportation

The Transportation Element does not include a Level of Service standard for air
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transportation facilities. However, the inventory does note that existing airport capacity
should be sufficient to meet the projected air travel demand of the county. Air
transportation facilities are provided by the port districts on San Juan, Orcas and Lopez
islands. Approximately 2.31 percent of the local property tax dollar is collected by the
port districts to support port operations. Most funding for airports is provided through the
Federal Aviation Administration which apportions funds from the Aviation Trust Fund.
Awiation trust funds are authorized to be spent through the Airport and Airway
Improvement Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1987. The monies are allocated to
airports on a priority basis.

Marine Transportation

With the repeal of the MVET, a major source of funding for the Washington State Ferries
was lost. Now the principal source of operating revenue is from the fare-box. During the
past ten years, the tariffs for travel throughout the ferry system have increased with the
largest increases occurring in the San Juan Islands route. That higher percentage
increase was the result of an equalization procedure that balanced the tariffs throughout
the WSF system as a function of the length of the trip between ports, so that all tariffs
are now proportionate. An indicator known as *fare-box recovery” now provides an
approximation as to the degree that route revenues pay for the costs of service one each
route. Fare-box recovery on the San Juan Islands route is estimated at 50%.



lll. Public Outreach Process

A variety of techniques and resources were used to inform, consult and involve the community
during the Transportation element update. Input was solicited form the general public stakeholder
committees and organizations. Community comments have been obtained in writing and through
interviews and public testimony. Public participation was early and continuous as many
opportunities for community input were provided during different stages of product development.

In 2011, input from the community during development of the draft Transportation Element Update
of the County's Comprehensive Plan was solicited in the following venues:

s Stakeholder development of text for the Inventory

+ A series of County Council workshops

s Presentation to the Critical Needs Task Force — Transportation Group
* A booth at the Farmer's Market on each of the islands

In 2012, input for further updates to the Transportation Element was sought from the following
organizations:

s County-wide Community Transportation Meeting
e WSF San Juan County Ferry Advisory Committee

In 2013, public outreach efforts and presentation of information intensified and the following
organizations and venues were included:

s Workshops and hearings with the Planning Commission

e WSF San Juan County Ferry Advisory Committee

s San Juan Island Trails Group

e Town of Friday Harbor

e Economic Development Council

e Public Community Meetings on Lopez, Orcas and San Juan Islands
¢ County Council Briefings and Public Hearing

In addition, written and telephone comments were received prior to the issuance of the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) determination, documents were sent to the Washington Department
of Commerce and the SEPA determination was publicized on the Washington State Department of
Ecology's SEPA register (#201301568).
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MEMORANDUM

Date: June 16, 2011 TG: 11059.00
To: Shannon Wilbur, San Juan County

From: Jon Pascal, Transpo Group

Patrick Lynch, Transpo Group

Subject: Memao 1 of 3: San Juan County Transportation Element Growth Rates

As requested, Transpo Group has reviewed available population and traffic count information to
identify growth rates to be utilized in assessing the County's forecast transportation levels of
service. The following memaorandum summarizes the different data sources and information
available and resulting growth rates.

Data Sources

Several data sources were reviewed to assist in identifying appropriate growth rates for San Juan
County. The following data sources were identified:

+« Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) 2010 Census data (by County
and UGA).

« OFM April 1 Small Area Population Estimates, June 2010.
«  OFM Growth Management Population Projection Tracking Report, July 2007.

o  OFM Projections of the Total Resident Population for the Growth Management Act (Low
and Medium).

 OFM Population Estimates & Projections, Research Brief No. 47, August 2007,

 OFM population age 65 and over as a percent of total county population - medium series:
history 2000 and projections from 2010 to 2030.

= OFM County-to-County Worker Flow in Washington, 2000.

= San Juan County population and household forecasts by Island and UGA, SJC staff, April
2011.

= San Juan County AADT traffic counts, SJC staff, April 2011

Background

San Juan County staff inifially provided existing population data by Island and Urban Growth Area
(UGA) to Transpo in April 2011, however it differed somewhat from existing data obtained from the
State Office of Financial Management (OFM). Subsequent conversations with County staff
indicate the OFM data is likely more current than the data the County initially provided to Transpo.

The OFM data is based on existing 2010 State population data sets. OFM develops a Small Area
Population estimate data set annually. For San Juan County (SJC), the data is summarized by
Island and by UGA. This data is typically used to as the basis for 2010 population values for
agencies throughout the state. In addition, the OFM data is separated into “estimated total housing
units” and “estimated occupied housing units”.

Transpo Group 11730 1iBth Avenue M.E.. Suite 600 Kirkland, WA 3B024 425-821-2665 Fax: 425-625-5434



OFM Population Forecasts

In 2007, OFM produced county population forecasts for three growth scenarios (high, medium,
and low) that extend out to 2030, Historical SJC population growth has been tracking with OFM's
medium growth scenario, an average annual growth rate of approximately 2.0 percent per year.
This data is summarized only at the county level and not available at the small area level. Figure 1
compares the OFM 2007 San Juan County population forecasts to historical population growth.

Figure 1. OFM 2007 Historical and Forecast Population Comparison — San Juan County
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Updated San Juan County Growth Rates

SJC staff developed 2021 population forecasts for each Island and UGA. From these population
forecasts, forecast growth rates were developed and applied to the OFM 2010 data to generate
updated forecast population values. Historical and forecast growth rates and population by island
and UGA are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. San Juan County Existing and Forecast Population

island 2000 to 2?1!] Population 2010 Total | 2010 to 2?21 Population 2021 Total
AAGR Growth Population AAGR Growth Population

Blakely Island 2.8% 18 74 1.9% 17 a0
Brown Island -0.6% 0 12 1.6% 2 15
Ceniter |sland 5.8% ar &6 1.8% 20 106
Crane lelamd 1.0% 2 22 2.0% 5 27
Decatur Island 6.7% G4 135 1.9% L 167
Henry Island B.2% 24 44 1.7% 8 53
Johns Island 0.5% 0 5 1.7% 1 G
Lopez |sland 0.8% 173 221 1.9% 508 2,720
O'Meal Island 0.0% 1 1 1.7% 0 2
Orecas Island 0.9% azz 3,928 1.3% 600 4,527
San Juan Island 1.2% 611 5424 1.4% 896 6,320
Shaw |sland 0.1% 2 237 1.9% 54 291
Spieden Island 0.0% 0 ] 0.0% 0 o
Stuart lsland 3.9% 22 64 1.9% 16 85
Wakdron Island 0.9% 10 114 1.9% 26 140
Lopez - UGA 2.2% K 172 B.1% 158 330
Eastsound - UGA 2.4% 229 1,078 3.9% 564 1,642
Friday Harbor UGA 0.8% 168 2157 3.7% 1,060 3.217

County 1.2% 7.016 15,769 2% 3,969 19,738

Source: OFM 2010 Census data; OFM Small Area Forecasting Program, 2010; Transpe Group 2011

Mota: San Juan, Orcas, and Lopez Istands population data reflect non-UGA areas
1. AAGR = Average Annual Growth Ratle

As shown in Table 1, the County as a whole is forecasted to experience a higher growth rate in the
future as compared to the historical growth rate, although some individual islands are expected to
experience a decrease in the growth rate. Overall, the forecast average annual growth rate for the
County is 2.1 percent as compared to the historical growth rate of 1.2 percent. The County's 2.1
percent forecast average annual growth rate is consistent with OFM's medium forecast growth
rate of 2.0 percent shown in Figure 1.
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Comparison of Historical and Forecast Population Growth

Historical and Forecast County Population

Figure 2 shows San Juan County total population by Island and UGA for 2000, 2010, and 2021
time periods. Approximately 95 percent of the population has historically resided on San Juan,
Orcas, and Lopez Islands. This population allocation is anticipated to remain consistent into the
future.

Figure 2. Historical, Existing, and Forecast Total Population by Island and UGA
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County Population Growth

Figure 3 shows historical and forecast population growth by Island and UGA. From the years 2000
to 2010, over 90 percent of the growth was located on San Juan, Orcas, and Lopez Islands, Of the
growth on those three islands, 20 percent occurred within the UGAs. Over two-thirds of that
growth occurred in Friday Harbor,

Forecast growth is expected to be more focused in the UGAs. From the years 2010 to 2021, the
percent of growth located on the three islands is expected to increase to 95 percent. Of that
growth, 26 percent is expected to occur within the UGAs, a 6 percent increase as compared to
historical growth. Of the growth occurring in the UGAs, approximately two-thirds is expected to be
located in Friday Harbor, consistent with historical growth allocation.

Figure 3. Population Growth by Island and UGA
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Table 2 shows the historical (2000 to 2010) population change in San Juan County and Urban
Growth Areas (UGAs) within the County.

Table 2. San Juan County Population by UGA and Unincorporated Areas

Total % of Total % of Change %
Area Population Total Population Total % Growth AAGR of Total

2000 2010
Total in UGAs 2977 21.2% 3407 21.6% 14.4% 1.4% -0.4%
Total in Unincorporated/Mon UGAs 11,077 78.8% 12,362 TB.4% 11.6% 1.1% 0.4%
Total County 14,054 100.0% 15,769 100.0% 12.2% 1.2%

2010 2021
Total in UGAs 3407 21.6% 5,189 26.3% 52.3% 3.9% 4.7%
Total in Unincorporated/Mon UGAs 12,362 T8.4% 14,544 T3.7% 1T.7% 1.5% -4, 7%
Total County 15,769 100.0% 18,739 100.0% 25.2% 2.1%

Source: OFM 2010 Census data; OFM Small Area Forecasting Program, 2010; Transpo Group 2011

As shown in Table 2, the distribution of population within the County did not change substantially
between 2000 and 2010, with more than three-fourths of the people located in unincorporated
areas in 2000 and 2010. Over the next 11 years, the share of population is expected to increase in
the UGAs, from 21.6 percent to 26.3 percent, an increase of 4.7 percent.

Household Size

Household size in San Juan County has changed significantly over the past few decades. Table 3
shows the average household size for San Juan County, other neighboring counties, and the
State. Between 1980 and 2010, the average persons per household (PPH) in San Juan County
has steadily declined.

Table 3. Change in Household Size (# persons/household)

County 1980 1990 2000 2010
San Juan County 2.29 2.25 216 2.05
Island County 287 261 2,52 235
Skagit County 2.57 2.55 2.60 2.53
Whatcom County 259 253 2.51 2.43
Washinglon Stale 261 261 253 2.51

Source: OFM 2010 Census date; OFM Research Brief Mo. 47, August 2007

Comparing San Juan County to neighboring counties and the State as whole shows considerable
variation in PPH over time. Generally speaking, counties that are experiencing decreases in PPH
are generally consistent with growing retirement age populations while counties experiencing
increasing PPH are generally attributed to growth in Hispanic populations.

To forecast 2021 households in San Juan County, an average person per household rate of 2.05
was applied to convert forecast population into forecast occupied housing units.
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Percent of County Total Population Age 65 and Over

The total population in San Juan County that is 65 and older is continuing to increase over time,
which corresponds to the declining size of households. . Figure 4 shows the percent of population
age 65 and over for San Juan County, other neighboring counties, and the State.

Figure 4. San Juan County Population Age 65 and Over as a Percent of Total County
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As shown in Figure 4, San Juan County's current percent of population 65 and older is greater
than its neighboring counties at 27 percent of total population in 2010. This percentage is
expected to increase to approximately 38 percent in 2020 and to 43 percent by 2030. A greater
percentage of total population 65 and over is significant in that many of these people are retired
and not commuting to work during the weekday. It will also result in a higher reliance on transit
and special needs transportation,

Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume Growth

Historical traffic counts were reviewed and growth rates calculated for County Major and Minor
Collector roadways. Table 4 summarizes historical (1993 to present) average annual growth rates
by Island and roadway functional classification.

Table 4. San Juan County AADT' Average Annual Growth Rates

Island Major Collector Minor Collector All Collectors
San Juan 0.0% 1.1% 0.6%
Orcas 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Lopez =1.0% -0.4% -0.8%
Shaw - 0.7% 0.7%
Countywide 0.1% 0.6% 0.2%

Source: San Juan County AADT, Apl 2011
1. Averpge Annual Daily Traffic
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As shown in Table 4, historical growth on County Collector roadways has been very low and in
some cases a negative growth rate has been observed. The negative growth rates and overall
lower rates of traffic growth compared to population growth are likely due to a few factors:

« Traffic Data Availability - The number of AADT counts available by Island and by
functional classification varied by area. In addition, the year of the last count collected also
varied by location. A high variation of the most current count year and location of the count
could have resulted in inconsistent data to compare against.

= Seasonal adjustment factor — A seasonal factor is applied to the average daily traffic
count to develop a seasonally adjusted average daily traffic count. This factor varies by
month and is applied based on when the counts are collected. Applying the factor across
all corridors, may result in inconsistent data to compare against.

» Trip generation — Although the County population continues to grow as a whole, the
percentage of population 65 and older continues to increase as well. This demographic
tends to drive less and may result in less vehicles on the road.

« Ferry serviceltourist influence — San Juan County traffic is highly dependent and
influgnced by ferry on and off-loading traffic. The frequency of ferry service and number of
ferry riders has declined over the most recent four years, also likely impacting vehicle
traffic on the Islands,

The traffic count data is somewhat limited by the number and location of counts by Island and
roadway functional class. This combined with the County's unigue trip generation characteristics,
seasonal variations, and ferry service influences are significant factors that are reflected in the
historical traffic growth rates.

Resulting Growth Rates

The resulting growth rates are utilized in assessing forecast levels of service for County collector
roads. In addition, population and household forecasts are used to assess levels of service for the
County dock and ferry parking components.

County staff provided direction and feedback on the following proposed traffic growth rate options.

Traffic Growth Rate Options

The following growth rate options were considered for developing forecast transportation levels of
service.

OPTION 1: Forecast Population Growth Rates — Utilize forecast County population rates by
Island or groups of islands as shown in Table 2.

OPTION 2: Historical County Collector Roadway Growth Rates - Utilize County Collector
raadway growth rates as shown in Table 4.

OPTION 3: Blended Growth Rates — Based on the relative historical change in traffic
volumes to population growth, a forecast traffic growth rate is calculated by Island.

HTG = Historical traffic growth (by Island)
HPG = Historical population growth (by Island)
FPG = Forecast population growth (by Island)
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Traffic Growth Rate = HTG x FPG
HPG

Final Growth Rates

A blended growth rate was used because it is reflective of both the County’s population and traffic
growth. Table 5 shows the resulting forecast traffic growth rates by Island using the blended
growth rate method.

Table 5. San Juan County Forecast AADT Blended Growth Rates

Blended Growth
Island HTG' HPG FPG Rate
San Juan Istand 0.6% 1.1% 2.1% 1.1%
Orcas Island 1.2% 1.2% 1.9% 1.8%
Lopez Iskand 0.1% 0.9% 2.3% 0.3%
Shaw Island 0.1% 0.1% 1.9% 1.9%
Countywide 0.2% 1.2% 2.1% 0.4%

Source: Transpo Group 2011
1. Historical rafic growth rete of 0.1% is the default valus for Lopez and Shaw |slands to account for negative historical traffic growth rate.
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B. Transportation Level of Service Analysis and Recommendations

Transportation Element — Appendix 6



Level of Service: General Overview

The Growth Management Act requires that San Juan County regionally coordinate establishment of
Level of Service (LOS) standards for locally owned arterial roads (aka county collector roads) and
public transit routes (none in San Juan islands). As extension of County roads, San Juan County also
establishes LOS for County docks which are considered extensions of the County road system.

The Washington State Department of Transportation Ferries division (WSF) establishes LOS standards
for state-owned ferry route facilities and services that are considered highways of statewide
significance. These LOS standards help the state to gauge the performance of the state transportation
system and monitor performance, analyze proposed improvement strategies and facilitate coordination
between local planned improvements and the state's ten-year investment program. After local
consultant, LOS standards for the Washington State ferry service were established in the 2009
Washington State Ferries Long-Range Strategic Plan by WSDOT. These standards are based on

projected ferry use to the year 2030. LOS standards for ferry related docks and parking have yet to be
developed by WSF.

Concurrency

Transportation concurrency is required by the GMA pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070. Concurrency means
that public transportation facilities or management strategies necessary to ensure that transportation
facilities and services are available to serve a development in accordance with established LOS
standards when a development is ready for occupancy or use. Concurrency requirements also apply to
transportation facilities and services of statewide significance. WSF has determined that the
Anacortes-Friday Harbor ferry route is not designated as a highway of statewide significance.

Concurrency requirements are established for county collectors and docks in San Juan County Code
18.60.200.

Transportation Element — Appendix 6 62
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MEMORANDUM

Date: June 16, 2011 TG: 11059.00
To: Shannon Wilbur, San Juan County

From: Jon Pascal, Transpo Group

Patrick Lynch, Transpo Group

Subject: Memo 2 of 3: San Juan County Transportation Level of Service Analysis

This memorandum documents the transportation facility data provided by the County and the level
of service analysis performed by Transpo. Based on the population and fraffic growth rates
summarized in Memo 1 of 3: San Juan County Transportation Element Growth Rates, lavel of
service was calculated for the following transportation systems:

e County collector roadways
s County docks
= Ferry parking

The following level of service analysis results for each of the transportation systems differs
somewhat from the previous level of service results summarized in the current Comprehensive
Plan = Appendix 6, December 2002. This is due in part to a variety of factors, including updated
data and forecasts, as well as, updated transportation system facility inventories and plans. The
current Comprehensive Plan has a base year of 1993 and forecast year of 2014, The current effort
updates the facilities inventory and level of service analysis to a 2010 base year and a 2021
forecast year.

County Collector Roadways

Updated Couniy Collector Roadway Level of Service Standards

The roadway level of service (LOS) thresholds identified in San Juan County’s Transportation
Element were updated based on the planning modules of the HCS+ (Highway Capacity Software)
program, which is based mainly on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000).

The same parameters used to develop the roadway LOS thresholds in the current Transportation
Element were used fo develop an updated daily roadway capacity. The Highway Capacity Manual
defines LOS F as one hundred percent of roadway capacity. Based on this value, the remaining
LO5 thresholds were scaled by applying a relative percent of total capacity consistent with the

County's current LOS standard. The existing and updated LOS thresholds for all LOS values are
shown below in Table 1.
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Table 1. County Collector Roadways AADT® Level of Service Standards

Terain | LOSAB LOS C | Eon S LOSE LOS F
Previous Standards (HCM 1994)

Rolling’ <1372 1,372 -2,801 2,802 4,389 4,400 -11,730 > 11,730

g

Level < 2476 2,476 -4,343 4,344 -7 B57 7,658 -17,370 > 17,370
Proposed Standards (HCM 2000)"

Rolling® <1,360 1,360 -2,790 2,790 -4,380 4,380 -11,670 > 11,670

Level < 2,000 2,000 -3,500 3,500 6,170 6,170 -14.000 > 14,000

Source: San Juan County Comprehensive Plan: Transpo Group 2011

1. The roadway capacity used 10 establish the LOS F threshold assumed the following: 10-foot iravel lanes, no shoulders, B0/40
directional spit, 10-percent trucks, 4-pencent recreational vehickes, K-factor of 0.10 to convert peak hour capacity 1o a daily voluma
capacity.

2, Level of Service (LOS) D is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for County collecior roadways per County Code 18,860,200,

4. Rolling Temain - A combination of honzontal and verical aignments causing heavy vehicies o reduce their speed substantially balow
that of passenger cars bul not to oparate at crawl speeds for 3 significant amount of tirme,

4. Level Temain - A combination of horizontal and vertical alignments that permits heavy vehicles 1o maintain approximately the same
speed as passenger cars; this generally includes short grades of no more than 1 fo 2 percent.

5. AADT - Two-way annual average daily traffic volumes.

As shown in Table 1 the updated LOS volume thresholds for roadways with rolling terrain are
generally consistent with the existing thresholds. For County roadways with level terrain, the
volume thresholds have been reduced by approximately 20 percent as compared to the existing
volume threshold due to changes in the HCM 2000 methodology.

County Roadway Level of Service

Existing and forecast average daily roadway volumes and level of service were calculated for
County collector roadways. San Juan County staff provided average annual daily traffic (AADT)
counts. For counts that were collected in years prior to 2010, a historical traffic growth (HTG) rate
for County collector roadways by Island was applied to grow the counts to a common 2010 year.
The 2021 forecasted volumes were developed by applying the forecast blended growth rates by
Island to the 2010 volumes as described in Memo 1 of 3.

Tables 2, 3, and 4 summarize the 2010 and 2021 AADT volumes and the resulting roadway level
of service for San Juan, Orcas, Lopez, and Shaw Islands respectively.
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Table 2. San Juan Island - County Collector Roads Level of Service

2010 2021
County| Mile

Road #| Post Road Name Terrain™’ AADT* | LOS' | AADT'| LOS'
7__| 0.48 |Argyle Road Rolling 2177 | amic | 2455 | ABIC
18 | 0.65 |Mullis Road Level 2623 | aBic | 2958 | ABIC

18 | 0.75 |Caltle Point Road Level 3242 | wmic | 3656 | D

3 | 0.83 [Roche Harbor Road Level 3,031 D |4433)] D
7 | 0.92 |Argyle Road Flat 1,380 | ABiC | 1,556 | ABIC
1 1.00 fSan Juan Valley Road Lavel 2706 | ABIC | 3052 | AJBIC
2 | 1.05 [Beavertan Valley Rioad Rolling 1641 | aBiC | 1,850 | ABIC
|18 | 195 [Cattle Point Road Level 2478 | ABIC | 2,795 | ABIC
E 18 | 261 [Cattle Point Road Rolling 1,874 | aBiC | 2114 | ABIC
8 | _2_| 352 eaverton valley Road Roling | 1233 | amic | 1301 | amic
E‘ 18 | 3.87 |Cattle Point Road Rolling 1,133 | amic | 1,278 | aBiC
2| 4.75 [West Valley Road Rolling 1456 | aic | 1.643 | ABIC
18 | 5.22 |Cattle Point Road Rolling 022 | aBic | 1,040 | ABIC
18 | 5.75 |Cattle Point Road Rolling 680 | amic | 787 | ABIC
18 | 6.82 |Callle Point Road Rolling 584 | aBIC | 658 | ABIC
2 | 6.91 |West Valley Road Ralling 798 | AB/C | 898 | ABIC
2 | 9.60 [West Valley Road Ralling 812 | ABIC | 916 | A/BIC
2 | 9.72 |Roche Harber Road Level 1006 | ABIC | 1,236 | aBIC
2 | 10.82 |Roche Harbor Road Rolling 988 | ABIC | 1,112 | ABIC
1| 2.15 |Douglas Road Ralling 1,513 | ABIC | 1,706 | ABiC

3| 2.15 |Roche Harbor Road Rolling 2,767 | ABic | 3121 D
El 1 | 352 [pailer il Road Ralling 1,080 | amic | 1218 | amic
% 3 |s00 lﬁoche Harbor Road Rolling 1,880 | ABIC | 2121 | ABIC
?E 1| 6.23 |Bailer Hill Road Rolling 767 | aBiIC | 885 | ABIC
2| 3 | 653 [Roche Harbor Road Rolling 2034 | aBic | 2204 | ABIC
3 | 7.63 |Roche Harbor Road Level 1676 | amic | 1,800 | ABIC
1 | 14,67 [Mitchell Bay Road Rolling 803 | aeic | sos | amic

Source: San Juan County; Transpoe Group 2011
Level of Service (LOS) D is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for County collecior roadways per County Code 18,860,200,

Reling Terrain - A combination of horizontal and vertical aBgnments causing hiavy vishicles 1o mduce their speed substantially below
that of passenger cars but not ko operate at crawl speeds for a significant amount of time.
Level Temrain - A combination of horizontal and wertical alignments that penmits heavy vehicles 1o maintain approximalely the same

1

2.
3,

speid &5 passenger cars; this generally includes short grades of no more than 1 to 2 percant.
AADT - Two-way annual average daiy traffic volumes.
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As shown in Table 2, all San Juan Island collector roadways meet the County's standard of LOS D
or better. Only one roadway segment operates at LOS D in 2010 and three segments in 2021.

Table 3. Orcas Island - County Collector Roads Level of Service

2010 2021
County| Mile

Road #| Post Road Name Terrain™’ AADT'| LOS' | AADT'| LOS
57 | 0.03 [Terrill Beach Road Rolling 1,200 | ABIC | 1476 | ABIC
52 | 0.08 |Lovers Lane Rolling 2045 | ABIC | 2515 | ABIC
0.10_|Mount Baker Road Level 1,476 | aBic | 1.815 | ABIC
0.45 Lﬂﬂl’s Lane Rolling 1,929 | AB/C | 2,373 | ABIC
o |57 | 068 [Tenil Beach Road Level 616 | ABIC | 758 | A/BIC
E 4 | 0.75 |Orcas Road Rolling 1,865 | AIBIC | 2,204 | ABIC
8| ss oz Mount Baker Road Rolling 1,535 | A/B/C | 1,888 | A/BIC
E‘ 58 1147 Llrnl.nl Baker Road Rolling 2,268 | ABIC | 2,790 | A/BIC
4 | 3.92 |Orcas Road Level 1884 | ABIC | 2317 | ABIC

4 | 6.93 |Orcas Road Ralling 2602 | ABIC | 3,201 o]

4 | 7.00 |Oreas Foad Level 3,710 o 4,563 D

4 | 8.45 |Dlga Road Ruolling 2,294 | amic | 2822 1]
4 | 11.50 [Olga Rioad Ralling 2,038 | ABIC | 2507 | ABIC
45 | 0.10 [Deer Harbor Road Rolling 972 | ABIC | 1,196 | ABIC
63 | 0.10 [Point Lawrence Road Ralling 951 | ABIC | 1,170 | ABIC
51 | 0.8 [Crow Valley Road Ralling 731 | ABIC | 809 | AmBIC
63 0.56 |Point Lawrence Road Rualling 526 | ABIC 647 ABIC
g 45 | 1.00 [Deer Harbor Road Ralling 1,040 | ABIC | 1,279 | ABIC
% 51 1.90 k:rw Valley Road Rolling 956 ABIC | 1176 | ABIC
E 63 | 3.31 |Point Lawrence Road Rolling 246 | amic | 302 | amic
2| 5 | 350 fcrow Valley Road Rofling 1442 | ABIC | 1,774 | ABIC
45 | 3.80 |Deer Harbor Road Rolling g31 | amic | 1,145 | ABIC
45 | 4.36 |Deer Harbor Road Rolling 871 | ABIC | 1071 | ABIC
4 | 14.36 [Olga Road Roling | 1107 | aBic | 1,362 | ABIC
4__|15.94 [Oiga Road Rolling 247 | AmIC | 304 | ABIC

Source: San Jusn County; Transpo Growp 2011

1. Level of Service (LOS) D is San Juan County’s adopied LOS standard for County collector roadways per County Code 18.60.200,

2. Rolling Temain - A combination of horizontal and vertical alignments causing heavy vehicles to reduce their speed subsiantially below
that of passenger cars but not 1o operate at crawl speeds for a significant amount of tima.

3. Leved Temain - A combination of horizontal and vertical akgnments that penmits heavy vehicles to maintain approximatety the same
speed as passenger carns, this generally includes shan grades of no more than 1 1o 2 percant.

4. AADT - Two-way annual average daily traffic volumes.

As shown in Table 3, all Orcas Island collector roadways meet the County's standard of LOS D or
better. Only one roadway segment operates at LOS D in 2010 and three segments in 2021.
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Table 4. Lopez and Shaw Islands - County Collector Roads Level of Service

2010 2021
County| Mile
Road #| Post Road Name Terrain™? AADT'| LOS' | AaDT* | LOS'
108 | 0.10 |0ill Road Level 638 ABIC 860 ABIC
114 | 0.10 Pud Bay Road Level 1,138 | ABIC | 1,177 | A/BIC
5 0.16 Fermy Road Level 630 ABIC 651 ABIC
103 | 0.40 Fisherman Bay Road Level 687 | AMBIC | 710 | A/BIC
114 | 0.55 Wud Bay Road Raolling 202 ABIC 932 ABIC
5| 108 175 E— Bay Road Level 1,108 | amic | 1145 | amic
-I'g 3 1.98 fFerry Road Level 1,104 | ABIC | 1141 | ABIC
E 103 | 2.26 Fisherman Bay Road Level 1,681 | AIBIC | 1,737 | AMBIC
= 114 | 2.30 Mud Bay Road Level 853 ABIC 581 ABIC
103 | 3.00 |Fisherman Bay Road Level 2175 | ABIC | 2248 | ABIC
103 | 3.76 |Fisherman Bay Road Level 1,293 | AIBIC | 1,337 | ABIC
103 | 4.00 |Fisherman Bay Road Rolling 1,300 | ABIC | 1,344 | ABIC
5 6.17 [Center Road Laval 1,653 | ABIC 1,708 | AMBIC
5 7.12 [Center Road Rolling 1,321 | AMBIC | 1,365 | ABIC
5 2.24 (Center Road Level 445 ABIC 460 ABIC
5 114 | 294 Mud Bay Road Level so6 | weic | s22 | amic
% 5 3.30 [Center Road Level 514 ABIC 531 ABIC
E 5 4.85 |Center Road Level 1,083 | AMBIC | 1,118 | AJBIC
= 5 8.10 |Richardson Road Level 268 ABIC 277 ABIC
5 9.20 |Richardson Road RQEE 257 ABIC 266 ABIC
Shaw Island

96 1.00 klil‘hﬂ Bay Road Rolling 281 AJBIC 346 ASBIC
06 2.21 |Blind Bay Road Fiﬂling 186 ABIC 210 AIBIC

Sowce: San Juan County; Transpo Group 2011

1.
2

3
4.

Level of Service (LOS) D is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for Caunty collecior raadways per County Code 18,860,200,
Ruolling Terrain - A combination of horizontal and vertical alignments causing heavy wahicles to reduce their speed substantially below
that of passenger cars bul not 10 operale &t crawl speeds for a significant amount of time.

Level Terrain - A combination of horizontal and vertical alignments that permits hiavy vehicles o maintain approdmately the same
spead as passanger cars; this generally includes short grades of no more than 1 o 2 pencent.

AADT — Two-way annual average daily traffic volumes.

As

shown in Table 4, all Lopez and Shaw Island collector roadways meet the County’s standard

of LOS D or better in both 2010 and 2021. However 2 of 74 roadway segments (Roche Harbor
Road on San Juan Island and Orcas Read on Orcas Island) are currently operating at LOS D. In
2021, 6 of 74 roadway segments (2 segments of Roche Harbor Road and 1 segment of Cattle
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Point Road on San Juan Island, 2 segments of Orcas Road and 1 segment Olga Road on Orcas
Island) are forecast to operate at LOS D.

Overall this is consistent to the previous County collector roadway LOS analysis in the adopted
Comprehensive Plan which shows all 74 roadway segments operating at or above the County's
LOS D standard. The previous analysis shows 1 of the 74 roadway segments (Horseshoe
Highway) operating at LOS D in 1993 and 3 of 74 of the roadway segments (2 segments of
Horseshoe Highway and 1 segment of Rache Harbor Road) operating at LOS D in 2014,
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County Dock Level of Service

As discussed in the San Juan County's Comprehensive Plan, level of service for County docks is
based on the lineal feet of useable dock space per occupied housing unit within the designated
service area. For Type-3 docks, the service area is the entire County and is estimated in hundreds
of dwelling units,

There are three County dock types:

Type 1 = County docks located on ferry-served islands which provide primary access for non-ferry
served islands.

Type 2 — County docks located on non-ferry served islands with County roads.
Type 3 — County docks that provide recreational uses or access between ferry-served islands.

The adopted San Juan County dock LOS thresholds are shown in Table 5, as per County Code
18.60.200.

Table 5. County Dock Level of Service Standards
Facility Losa | Lose | Losc® | LosD? LOSE | LOSF
County Docks’ =3.0 1.2-28 D6-1.18 04-058 | 0.1-039 =0.08

Source: San Juan County Comprehensive Plan

1. Estimaled useable lineal feet of dock space per occupiad housing unit.

2. Lavel of Senvice (LOS) C ks San Juan County's adopled LOS standard for Type 1 County docks.
3. Level of Senrvice (LOS) D s San Juan County's adopled LOS standard for Type 2 County docks.
4.  For istands and locations where nd County dock currently exists, LOS F is the adopted standard.
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Table 6 summarizes the County’s dock service areas and dock lineal feet,

Table 6. County Dock Service Areas

Service Area Dock Location Dock Capacity”
Type 1
Cantar
Dacatur
1 Hunter Bay 65" dock, 120" float
Frost
Trump
2 ety Obstruction P 107 dock, 80 float
A% L
Obstruction ;
Waldron
3 Deer Harbor 120" fioat
Wasp
Stuart
Heniry Paarl
Johns
4 Roche Harbor 120" ficat
Caclus
O'Neal
Spleden
Type 2°
Stuart Prevost 256" dock, 120 float
Waldron Cowlitz 184 dock, B4' finat
Decatur’ - -
Type 3™
8 San Juan - .
Eastsound 112" dock, 80" float
8 Orcas Westsound 140" dock, 145" float
Orcas Landing 408" float
Oudlin 48" dock
10 L
e MacKaye Harbor 70 float, 120 float
11 Shaw -

Source: San Juan County; Transpo Group 2011

oA B3R

Type 1 - County docks located on fermy-served islands which provide primary access for non-ferry served islands.
Type 2 = County docks located on non-ferry sanved kslands with County roads.

Type 3 — County docks thel provide recreational uses or access between ferry-served islands.

There is no concumency requirement for Type 3 County docks.
Dock Capacity = Estimated useable lineal Teel of dock space.
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Table 7 summarizes the existing and forecast residential dwelling units, dock capacity, and
resulling level of service for each service area.

Table 7. County Dock Level of Service

2010 2021
Dack Dock
Demand® | Capacity’ Ratio LOs Demand® | Capacity” Ratio LOS
Type 1'
Center
Decatur
1 120 185 142 B 133 185 1.38 B
Frost
Trump
Blakely
2 ) 40 187 4.68 A 44 187 4.25 A
Obstruction
Waldron
3 69 120 1.74 B 69 120 1.74 B
Wasp
Stuart
Henry Pearl
Johns
4 62 120 1.94 B ™ 120 1.69 B
Cactus
O'Meal
Spieden
Type 2
5 Stuar a5 376 10.74 A 41 are 8.47
& Waldron 69 248 380 A 69 248 3.59
7 Decatur’ 67 0 0 F 81 o 0 F
Type 3°
8 SanJuan’ 76 ] 0 F 96 1] ] F
9 (Orcas TG BBS 11.64 A 96 B85 9.22 A
10 Lopez TG 238 3.13 A 96 238 248 B
11 Shaw’ 76 0 0 F 96 0 0 F

Source: San Juan County; Transpo Group 2011

Level of Service (LOS) C Is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for Type 1 County docks.,
Level of Sendce (LOS) D is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for Type 2 County docks.
For islands and locafions wherne no County dock currently exists, LOS F is the adopled siandard,
There s no concurrancy requirement for Type 3 County docks.

Dock Capacity = Estimated useable Eneal feet of dock space.

Demand = Number of occupied housing units.

Ll ol o o

As shown in Table 7, all 11 San Juan County service areas meet the adopted County dock
standards in both 2010 and 2021, Overall this is an improved level of service as compared to the
previous County dock LOS analysis in the adopted Comprehensive Plan which shows 2 of 11
service areas (1 and 2) not meeting standards in 1992 and 5 of 11 service areas (1, 2, 3, 5, and 6)
not meeting standards in 2012, This is due in part to differences in number of occupied housing
units and estimated useable lineal feet of dock per service area. The updated analysis shows
fewer occupied housing units and more useable lineal feet of dock per service area,



Ferry Parking Level of Service
The adopted San Juan County ferry parking LOS thresholds are shown in Table 8,

Table 8. Ferry Parking Level of Service Standards

Facility

LOS A

LOSE

Los c?

LOS D*

LOSE

Los F

Ferry Parking'

=6

&

5

3

=2

Source: San Juan County Comprahensive Plan
1. Farry parking places par 100 residents (populatisn).

2. LOS C s San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for ferry parking facilities, per County Code 18,60.200,

The adopted level of service standard is at least five parking spaces per 100 population. Table 9
summarizes the existing and forecast population, ferry parking supply, and resulting level of
service for each island.

Table 9. Ferry Parking Level of Service

2010 2021
Ferry Terminal Parking Parking
Location Population| Supply Ratio’ Los® |Population| Supply Ratio' Los®
San Juan 7,581 57 075 F 8,537 57 060 E
Orcas 5,006 56 1.12 F 6,169 56 18] =
Lopez 2,383 79 3az2 ] 3,050 74 2.59 ]
Shaw 237 25 10.55 A 291 25 8.59 A

Sowrce: San Juan County; Transpo Group 2011
1. Ferry parking places per 100 population.
2. Level of Senvice (LOS) C is San Juan County's adopted LOS standard for femy parking facilites,

As shown in Table 9, three of the ferry terminal locations do not meet the adopted ferry parking
standards in both 2010 and 2021. Overall this is a lower level of service as compared to the
previous ferry parking LOS analysis in the adopted Comprehensive Plan which shows 2 of 4 ferry
terminals (San Juan and Orcas Islands) not meeting standards in 1993 and in 2012. This is due in
part to differences in population and number of parking spaces with both the existing and forecast

conditions. Generally, the updated analysis shows higher population and lower parking supply
values.

Table 10 shows the additional parking spaces needed in 2010 and 2021 for each ferry terminal
location not currently meeting the LOS C standard.

Table 10. Additional Ferry Parking Needed
2010 o 2021
Ferry Terminal Parking LOSC |Additional Parking LOSC | Additional
Location Population| Supply | Standard | Needed |Population| Supply | Standard | Needed
San Juan 7.581 57 3ra 3zz2 9,537 57 477 420
Oreas 5,006 56 251 195 6,169 56 309 253
Lopez 2,383 78 120 4 3,050 [ ) 153 74

Source: San Juan County; Transpo Group 2011
1. LOS Cis San Juan County's adopted LOS standand for farry parking faclities.

As shown in Table 10, almost 750 additional parking spaces will be needed countywide by 2021 to
meet the adopted LOS C standard.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: June 16, 2011 TG: 11059.00
To: Shannen Wilbur, San Juan County

From: Jon Pascal, Transpo Group

Patrick Lynch, Transpo Group

Subject: Memo 3 of 3: Potential Transportation Level of Service Refinement
Recommendations

Our scope of services included identifying potential options for refining the County's level of
service (LOS) methodologies. Currently, all current LOS standards are listed in the County Code
18.80.200. The following provides an assessment of the current adopled standards and potential
options for refinements to the level of service methodologies. Memo 2 of 3: San Juan County
Transportation Level of Service Analysis summarizes the LOS data and analysis.

In general, level of service can be defined as a qualitative measure describing the operating
conditions for a given transportation facility. Before determining 2 methodology for assessing the
quality of service, it is important to identify and define overall objectives for the program. The

following summarizes a few broad objectives the County could consider for revising the level of
senvice standards.

= Meet all GMA requirements;

= Support the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan;

= Assistin the process of prioritization of transportation investments;

= Implement needed transportation improvements caused by new development;
= Reflect on the differences between islands and facility types;

= Consider the needs of altemative modes (non-motorized and transit);

= Be based on accepted standards and methodologies;

= Balance staff resources and data needs with anticipated benefits,

County Collector Roadway Level of Service

As described in Memo 2 of 3: San Juan Counly Transportation Level of Service Analysis, the
County collector roadway LOS standards were updated from methodologies based on the HCM
1994 (Highway Capacity Manuel) to methodologies based on the HCM 2000,

Earlier this year the HCM 2010 was released and with it, additional revisions to the roadway
capacity methodologies. These parameters for calculating roadway capacity have changed from a
blend of general roadway characteristics and traffic operations described in the HCM 1994 and
2000, to a purely traffic operations focus in the HCM 2010, primarily based on travel speeds,

The HCM 2010 does not directly account for roadway characteristics such as pavement condition,
the presence of shoulders, bicycles, or left-turn lanes as used in the adopted or updated County
methodologies. The County's roadway issues are more related to roadway characteristics and less
to actual roadway capacity. Changing the County's level of service standards to be consistent with
the HCM 2010 would likely result in very few roadway segments failing to meet reasonable
standards (i.e. LOS C).
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Potential methodologies

1. Use the HCM 2000 for the basis of the LOS methodology to be more reflective of County
roadway capacity characteristics.

2. Incorporate a separate methodology based on roadway design standards that would also
account for bicycles and pedestrians,

Focus on a maintenance/preservation based methodology.

Measure the percent complete of County collector roadways meeting the County's
adopted roadway standards.

County Dock Level of Service

The current adopted methodology uses a simple ratio of lineal feet of County dock to occupied
dwelling units by service area. This method is simple and straightforward with minimal data needs;
however it may not provide an effective assessment of the quality of service experienced by users
of the County dock system. A study of County dock utilization would be helpful in better
understanding the utilization characteristics of the County dock system. This information would
then provide a basis for tailoring a LOS methodology that is in better alignment with the
experienced quality of service.

Transpo conducted a limited national search of similar island communities to compare other
potential dock system level of service methodologies. Our search focused on the state of Florida
for two reasons; 1) similar to Washington State, it also has a state concurrency law; and 2), it has
similar island communities. However, after conducting the research and contacting several
agencies, no similar dock system concurrency program was identified. One reason for this is that
many of the docks located in Florida are privately owned. From the brief search for comparable
dock system LOS methodologies, it appears that San Juan County is unique in this regard.

Potential methodologies/options

1. Complete a dock system utilization study that could identify some of the following factors
to use in refining the current methodology:

a. Inventory of useable dock space and utilization;
b. Utilization peak periods (month and time of day)
¢. Percent of public dock versus private dock;

d. Percent of users that are non-residents;

2. Incorporate a visitor/tourism component into the level of service methodology to account
for the peak seasonal demand. This information may come out of the dock utilization
study.

3. Incorporate a component into the level of service methodology to account for private
docks. Islands with more private dock space may not need additional public dock space.

Ferry Parking Level of Service

The current adopted methodology uses a simple ratio of parking supply to population by island.
Similar to the County dock methodology, this system is simple and straightforward with minimal
data needs. As a system performance measure, the methodology is adequate as a proxy measure
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for ferry parking quality of service. The County may consider including a factor to account for
households without a car. This information is included as part of the census data.

Potential methodologies

1. Incorporate a visitor/tourism component into the methodology to account for the peak
seasonal demand.

2. Use number of occupied households instead of population.
3. Incorporate a factor for percent of households without a car.

Ferry System Level of Service

The existing ferry LOS methodology for San Juan County is based on the percent of sailings
overloaded for a month. August has a less stringent threshold than March (difference of 10
percent). The adopted level of service is LOS C, which corresponds to 25 to 34 percent overload
in August and 15 to 24 percent in March. The existing year percent of sailings overloaded in the
adopted Comprehensive Plan was estimated by interpolation of August and March demand and
overload data from 1992 to 1994, along with estimated future vehicle demand. Table 1 illustrates
the 2006 to 2013 estimated ferry system LOS based on the percent of boats departing Anacortes
overloaded during the peak and off-peak seasons.
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Table 1. Peak Overload Estimates and Projections

Demand/ Prajected
Year Demand Capacity Capacity Departures | Overloads | % Overloads |Projected LOS
August
{Peak)
2006 49,733 70,080 70.98 496 137 28 c
2007 51,015 70,060 72.82 496G 141 28 c
2008 52,327 70,080 74.69 496 146 20 c
2009 53679 70,080 76.62 496 150 0 C
2010 55,060 70,080 78.59 496 155 Ry c
2011 56,481 70,060 80.62 496 158 32 c
2012 57,937 70,080 82.70 496 164 33 c
2013 59,430 70,060 84.83 496 169 M c
March
Feak)
2006 38,013 50,840 T0.84 341 137 40 E
2007 36,941 50,840 T2.66 an 141 41 E
2008 ar.802 50,840 74.53 341 146 43 E
2009 38,870 50,840 TE.46 341 150 a4 E
2010 39,871 50,840 T8.42 341 154 45 E
201 40,859 50,840 B0.45 3 159 47 E
2012 41,954 50,840 82.52 3 164 48 E
2013 43,035 50,840 B4.B5 1 168 49 E

Source: San Juan County Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Element Appendix 6 - Table 4, December 2002

As shown in Table 2, the adopted Comprehensive Plan (2002) estimated that LOS would be met
for the peak season, but exceed the standard for the off-peak season.

The State Legislature adopted an updated ferry LOS methodology for WSF in 2009 as part of the
new WSF Long-Range Plan (LRP). The LRP measures the percent of sailings full during a specific
month. Percent sailings full is measured in the westbound PM peak direction for the months of
January, May and August. Two performance thresholds were identified; Level 1, which indicates
when demand management and peak spreading strategies should be implemented, and Level 2,
which indicates when additional capacity may be needed. Table 2 shows the LOS standards for
both Level 1 and Level 2, as well as the 2006 and forecast 2030 percent sailings full for the

Anacortes — San Juan Islands route,
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Table 2. WSF Level of Service Standards and Estimated Percent Sailings Full
——— e ——————— — — - _

Anacories - San Juan Islands Route January May August
Level 1 Standards 25% W% 35%
Level 2 Standards B5% B5% 75%
2006 Westhound Weekly Average 109 3% 36%
2030 Westbound Weekly Average 24% 48% 45%

Souwrce: WSDOT Ferry Division Final Long-Range Plan, Exhibits 15 & 16, June 2008

As shown in Table 2, the Anacortes — San Juan Islands route is currently exceeding Level 1
standards in May and August, but is well below the Level 2 standards. The forecasted 2030
percent sailings full for the Anacortes — San Juan Islands route will also remain well below Level 2
standards, indicating that no additional ferry capacity is needed in the next 20 years.

Based on discussions with County staff, it appears that the LOS methodologies adopted by both
WSF and the County do not effectively measure all aspects of ferry service that are relevant to the
experienced quality of service for San Juan County residents and visitors. Below is a summary of
some issues.

« Few Sailings: Both methodologies do not describe quality of service when sailings are
several hours apart or ferries that sail only a few times a day. The rationale behind percent
sailings full is that peak spreading or other behavior changes to spread demand are
possible. With such few sailings and the non-commute nature of trips, this is not the case
for San Juan County. Missing a sailing could make a trip impossible or strand a vehicle.

» Reliability: The reliability of travel and time efficiency is very important for island residents
and visitors. The percent sailings full and percent of sailings overloaded methodologies
are not sensitive to reliability and actions to improve reliability of the ferry service.

= Scheduling: The low frequency of ferry service makes the timing of sailings especially
important. Timing of sailings could make trips to the mainland for non-discretionary or
discretionary tasks easy or hard. This measure is not captured in either methodology.

* Peak Periods: Summer and weekday recreational demand significantly increases ferry
system demand. The peaking of demand during these time periods makes it important to
separate these time periods from other time periods with more uniform and consistent
demand. This is partially measured by both methodologies.

« Ferry Capacity: Ferry capacity for each island is reserved independently. This is done to
ensure that inter island travel has adequate capacity but creates situations in which
physical ferry capacity is not fully utilized despite demand. Both methodologies do not
address this issue adequately.

Potential next steps

Before suggesting potential ferry service methodologies, our recommendation is for the County to
evaluate those ferry service measures that are important to residents and visitors. More time and
effort is needed to evaluate and identify potential ferry LOS methodologies that would be useful
and beneficial to the County. It appears that the current methodologies based on percent sailings
full and percent of sailings overloaded are perhaps good measures of overall asset ufilization on
high frequency ferry routes, however they appear to be poor measures of the quality of service
experienced by San Juan County residents and visitors. Performance measures should be based
on the County's vision for the ferry system, and be used to assist in implementing that vision as
the County continues to grow. To complicate these matters, the County does not govern the ferry
system, making it difficult to use LOS standards to assist in implementing changes to how WSF
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operates or utilizes the ferry system. In preparation for the next Transportation Element update, it
is recommended that the County evaluate ferry performance measures and how any measure
would be utilized by the County. The process should include broad public input, along with the
involvernent of WSF staff.

Comprehensive Plan Transportation Policy Revisions

Based on the information provided in all three memos, we recommend revisions to some of the
transportation policy language in the County’s Comprehensive Plan related to level of service
standards. The specific policy language will need to be coordinated with County staff to insure
consistency throughout the Comprehensive Plan and other policy documents.
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