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Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

e 6-year plan for transportation improvement
* |dentifies “Capital” (significant construction) Projects

 “Fully Funded” — Years 1-3

e “Constrained” (Identified Funding Streams) Years 4-6

KITSAP COUNTY @/j

2024 - 2029

Transportation Improvement Program

RESOLUTION 209
Resolution Adopting the 2024 through 2029
Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program

WHEREAS, in compliance with RCW 36.81.121 and WAC 136-14, the Board of Kitsap County
Commissioners hereby certifies that a priority array of potential projects and a bridge condition
report were prepared by the County Engineer and made available to the Board of County
Commissioners during the prep 1ofa six-year comprehensive road construction
program for the period January 1, 2024 to December 31, 2029 and,

WHEREAS, in further compliance with said law the Board has held thereon a public hearing
this 27th day of November, 2023.

THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Kitsap County Commissioners, in
regular session assembled, that the attached Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program

(TIP) for 2024 to 2029 for Kitsap County Roads be adopted as set forth in detail, consisting of
projects numbered 1 through 62 which are incorporated and made part of this resolution.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a)(iv) and KCC 21.08 the
Board of County Commissioners hereby incorporates portions of the Six-Year Transportation
Improvement Program into the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan, Appendix A — Capital
Facilities Plan. This incorporation by reference replaces and updates the Transportation
section, specifically the subsection entitled “Capital Facilities Projects and Financing: 2014-
2019.” The portions of the TIP that are incorporated are only those components necessary for
the Capital Facilities Plan, as set forth in the current Capital Facilities Plan.
ADOPTED this 27th day of November, 2023

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
KITSAP COUNTY, WASHINGTON

CHARLOTTE GARRIDO, Chair

'/'w{l/(u.wt T Wt lianr—
KATHERINE T. WALTERS, Commissioner
C 2o,

votiie Lotoa
CHRISTINE ROLFES , Commissioner

ATTEST:
pas
:Qw/@@

lerk of the Board

Dana Daniels,

MASON COUNTY

MASON CQUNTY




KITSAP COUNTY
2024 - 2029

Transportation Improvement Program

Transportation Capital Budget S’s
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Competitive Project Selection

1.

2.

Candidate projects identified
Candidate projects scored

Apply available $’s and staff resources

o Type of available S’s

o Project delivery concerns/scheduling
o Other considerations

Public Works recommendation to
Commissioners

Kitsap County Public Works
Transportation Project

Evaluation System
2017




Where do the projects come from?

 “Tier 2” —top 40-50% of candidate projects from prior year carried over
* Updated “deficiency lists” - safety, congestion, maintenance

e County Plans, County staff, and interjurisdictional coordination (WSDOT,
Cities, Transit)

* Public suggestions




Where do the projects come from?

* “Tier 2 Projects”: projects evaluated but not advanced to the TIP.
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. Aoy Silverdale Way Phase 1: Safety and capacity
\ P
Capacity 1 23] siv ?}'I‘;?r(‘;'fs‘g? & Buckin HilR [ Randall Way) o ments at Bucklin Hil { Silverday Way and o| o |1e|1zoloo|e)ofo|o]|s|2]| = ols| o 0 0 c | 5 |670|Psco60(2022), Siverdale/Buckin 202 LOS=F, Safety X 870(2021){18pts), Consistency=STIS
! ! Randall Way / Silverdale Way (Add 2nd W turn lane
5] S| 2 | POUGA |Lund & Jackson Interzection and approaches improvement o o 18 |126|0.0( & o(0o]0O|(S5 5 o3 o o 0 2 0 [53.6(PSC=60(2022), Adjacent segment 2019 LOS=F, Safety [{=10/70{12 6pts) Safety Seg 3364(5.4pts), Safel
. . . . . SBAVE slip lane at RBT, remediate fish barrier culvert PSC=60(2022), 2019model LOS=E/F, Safety Seg 58/64(2021)(1.8pts), unranked total fish barrier (27080),
- \ c 14 c [
Capacity 4 3 | 3 | SUGA [Newberry Hil - Provost to Silverdale Way (T} 27080 (4 lane with sidewalk and bike lane?) (2,380) 0 0 181001082 plojzpso - 3|5 0 10 o 2 0 |s28 Current Segment V/C = 1.27, Ownership question: our ROW people disagree with WSDOT ROV people.
e
a |82 o® |11 Dickinson - Lake Helenato Lake Flora (riFy | //128" shoulders and left turn lanes where o| 15 |1efoojo|offo|o|efs]|o| = o1 o 5 0 0 | 0 |510|PSC60(2022), Culvert 8637 is TIP crilical and 38.44(2023), 2036 LOS=F, Lake Helena to May Ranch has
South wiarranted, repair culvert 8570. (1.94 miles)
16 |20 | 2 | POUGA |Bethel - Cedar to Bielmeier Sidewalks, bike lane, access control (3,344°) o| o |18|oo|ss|6)ofo|z]|s5|o]| o o3| o | 10 ] 0 0 | 0 |agg|"SC-E0(2022) 2035 segment LOSSF, Safety @@Van Skiver 49/70(5.4pts)(2021) @Cedar 70/70(1.8pts)!
lanes; has: 117, Consistency=NMF Does this complete a non-motorized segment, or do we consider it jus
Sidewalks, bike lanes, access management,
3 4 | 3 | CKUGA [Central Valley; - McWiliams to Brookdale (TIF) intersection improvements except McWiliams 0 0 18 (0.0 (0.0 B gjoj2(s]|0 5 o]3 o 10 0 o 0 [49.0|PSC=60{2022), 2035 LOS=F, should have: 12' lanes; has: 11', Consistency=5RTS
(3.500°)
9 19| 2 ‘:gf National & Arsenal (TIF) Intersection improvement o o 18 (128(0.0( 0 gjojofs5]|0 5 313 o o 0 2 0 | 485|PSC=50(2024), 2028 LOS=F, Safety [X 2070(2021)(12 6pts) Consistency=TIF, Interjuris=Bremerton Fello
FCCESS Management and MTersechon mprovement
10 |13 3 RCen [Chico- SR 3 to Eldorado (TIF) (@ Eldorado (3,720°) Address 3 fish barriers. SCOPE | 0 o 18 [ 0.0 (B0 & ojojz|3)|2 3 o0]3 o 5 0 o 0 | 48.0|PSC>60(2022), 2036 LOS=F, fish barriers: 4837(no Pl) 4681(P110.02) 4562(no PI), (should have: 12" lang
397
VVIdEn SNOUNders and [ETt [urn lanes where - I ] - — - _ —
54 |68 |2 R |Lake Flora, - Glenwood to Hidden Acres (TIF) | warranted (1.05 miles) & culvert 106273 fish barrier | 0 | 15 |12 |00 o8|z ] o|o|z2|s|o]| 32 o3| o 5 0 0 | 0 |478|"SC760(2022), 22758 is TIP-critical with OCI=34 and on Gorst bypass project, 106273=good condition but
South N - has 11", Consistency=3KTIS
12 | 18 | 3 | CKUGA |Central Valley, - Foster to Bucklin Hill (TIF) Add sidewalks (west side) & bike lanes (28007 o o 18 (126(00( 0 ojoj2|s5|2 5 o0]3 o o 0 o 0 | 47.6|PSC»60(2022), 2019model LOS=F, Safety Seg 11/64(12.6pts)(2021), (should have: 12° lanes; has: 117, C
WBIG . . . Intersection improwvements (solution linked to Gorst . N N . -
13 |15 2 UGA Sam Christopherson & Belfair Valley (TIF) Project) o o 18 (0.0 (00 2 gjojofs5]|0 5 313 o 10 0 o 0 | 45.0|PSC=80(2022), 2022 LOS=F, Safety [X 42/70(2021)(5.4pts), Consistency=TIF, Interjuris=Gorst study grou
41 44 | 3 | CKUGA |Perry & Sylvan (TIF) Intersection Improvement o o g (128(0.0] & ofojofs|2 3 33 o o 0 2 0 |4585(PSC=80{2022), no culverts, 2028 LOS=F, safety [X 14/7T0{12.6pt=)(2021), Consistency=TIF, Interjuris=City-
o Hidgetop Phase 2b; Widening o 4 [anes, bike @ane,
Capacity g8 [12]3] siv ?}fgaggﬁléi';w““k fru SR 303Interchangs | dian access control, sidewaks, 4 or 5 lane o| o [12|oofoo|ofolo]o]|s|o]| s als| o 10 0 5 | 0 |45.0|PSC»60(2022), 2036model LOS=E, Consistency=TIS, Interiuris=WSDOT
L L i "




Where do the projects come from? = W

Process

[Fr=t, colizion cista are drawn from the cnine datsbaze maintaned by the County Roads
JAcminiztraion Bosrd (CRAS) for e S-year shudy period.

JAcolizion 1z azzigned to intersect =2 If & occured n an wihin
IS et o s neriecion, & Crilukcn s SN0 AERRE SO ¥ o st
Peport incicates it iz criveway-related, and the remainder e anY)2ad Dy 1033 sagment.

. . .
(l ” J-ocations where there are S or more colizions and that have a colision rate higher than the
E i e e I ( : I e n ( : I S S Joourcy sverage tor roacz of e zame furczonal cazsfiaton are raaed
[The anaiysis process takes nto account:

The amount of colizienz
The zevery of the calizin
Eq.tvaent preperty dawags oy (F00) anayzs
Target Zero pricrty calizion hpez

® ;afety [Fut procesz detaiz and formuas are found In Appendix B o the Traffc Sxfety Report

* Congestion
o Intersection Level of Service
o Segment Level of Service

Safety Intersections 2021

* Pavement and bridge conditions Pl

Top 31%-50% (#22-#35)
A Bottom 45%-30% (336-%49)
A Sottom 29% (¥50-#70)

Sield -] cab - e -] Lo Rosd - | _Fishuse| - | FU crlterla - | Ownerdypi -] inventory - | Data Soun
720000 TIB  a7oING 22641 o ValleyRd  Kitssp ves 0 oy counr —worw | Safety Segments 2021
Y220001 14077 478082 122635374 Big ValleyRd Kitsap Ves County counTy WOFW =
. Tiz0002 14081 47804938  -122632807 Big ValleyRd Kitsap Yes County counTY woFW — Top 10% (#1-#5)

7120003 14088 47802597 122630797 Big ValleyRd Kitsap Yes county counTy WDFW Ui

(] l l I V e r l S & I I S h a S S a e Faos B o imenmainevaiorna e : ve S oo worw Top 11%-30% (#7-#13)
T420005 1334 47782818 122632094 Big ValleyRd Kitsap g Yes County COUNTY WDFW e oa
7420006 16366 47765645 -1225003 BigValleyRd Kitsap unnamed  DogrisnCr ves County counTY woRw  [———Top 31%-50% (¥20-#32)
r. NE Admiral - . .
20014 vsss  arsisor us7es WA s unnsmed  SkunkBay  ves Phisical  County couNTY  woRw | e Bottom £5%-30% (F33-%45)
7130015 13008 47932351 122606581 SkunkBayRd Kitssp unnsmed  SkunkBay  Ves Physical County counTY WDFW o A8
Ta20017 16203 47918637 122560399 NETwinSpits Kisap unnamed  SkunkBay  Yes Physical County caunTY worw | SSBottom 29% (F46-754)
"120031 Not Found 47789743 -122533619 Chris LNNE  Kitsap unnamed Grovers Cr Yes Mapped County COUNTY WDFW S
7 Wataugs 3 § Safety Driveways 2021
120051 css sl VS sap unnamed  Sinclair nlet Yes Physical  County oty worw
7120052 2014 47584731 -122561647 WynnJones  Kitsap unnamed Sinclair Inlet  Ves Physical County COUNTY WDFW —
V20053 16451 47583282 122563645 BeachDrE  Kitsap unnamed  Sinclair Inlet  Yes County counTy WoFW — — L —
[120054 16482 47577454 -122568348 E HilldaleRd  Kitsap unnamed Sinclair Inlet  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes WS Drop 57 Yes 02-Jun-15 No
7120055 2122 47570008 -122568611 E Beaver Cr Rd Kitsap unnamed Sinclair Inlet  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Ves Slope %7 Yes 02-Jun-15 No
7420057 47569624  -122560329 E Beaver Cr Rd Kitsap Beaver Cr Clam Bay Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert No N/A "i00 Yes 04-Jun-15 No
7120058 47574504 -122576722 Beach DrE Kitsap unnamed Port Orchard  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert No N/A "i00 Unknown 02-Jun-15 No
20058 47566157 122572563 Woods RAE  Kitsap unnamed  BeaverCr  Ves County counTy WoFW Culvert No N/A ) Unknown 08-Jun-15 No
(420060 24518 47564798 -122.589387 Beach Dr E Kitsap unnamed Puget Sound  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes Slope (] Unknown 08-lun-15 No
7120061 22200 4756108 -122503699 BeachRAE  Kitsap unnamed Puget Sound  Ves County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Ves Velocity B3 Unknown 08-Jun-15 No
120062 mess sy asiiss (HENTEE gy unnamed  PugerSound Yes Physical  County county  woRw cover: [URRRN =T urkonoun Unknoun 08-Jun-15 No
7120065 19583 475079 -122565857 LackerRASE  Kitsap unnamed Curley Cr Yes Physical County COUNTY WDFW Cutvert Yes Slope 53 Unknown 09-Jun-15 No
" 47510833  -122563118 lacker RASE  Kitsap unnamed Curley Cr Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert No N/A "i00 Unknown 09-lun-15 No
7120067 19568 47513196 -122561145 lacker RASE  Kitsap unnamed Curley Cr Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Ves Slope ] Unknown 08-Jun-15 No
V20068 10570 47511082 122568514 SEMayortRd  Kitsap unnamed  PugetSoumd s County counTy WoFW Culvert ves Ws Drop 3 Unknown 10-Jun-15 No
7120069 19657 47510831  -122569767 MenzinesRd  Kitsap unnamed PugetSound  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes Slope ] Unknown 10-un-15 No
7120070 19558 47510642 -122.56923 MawoltRd  Kitsap unnamed Puget Sound  Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes Slope ] Unknown 10-Jun-15 No
anos ase  arsose:  azmsrene SEUNVS picny  unames  pugersowna ves el cony UMY WoRM  cumen  Yes Sope s Unknoun 1015 o
V20072 21118, 21118 47501331 122583666 Long Lake Rd  Kitsap unnamed  PugetSoumd  Yes Physical County county Worw Culvert Vs Siope % Unknown 10-Jun-15 No
20073 arassom 22 saoses KE VISR eenp crleyCr  Pugersound  ves Prysical  County county  worw Non-CuET g A f ves 10-un-15 Mo
7220074 21112 47.500585 -122.58852 Long Lake Rd  Kitsap unnamed Long Lk Yes Physical County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes Ws Drop (] Unknown 13-Jul-20 Ne
7120075 20845 47471015 -122504817 Dormar DrSE  Kitsap unnamed Long Lk Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes WS Drop ] Unknown 15-Jun-15 No
7120077 20651 47473075 -122596874 Dormar DrSE  Kitsap unnamed Long Lk Yes County COUNTY WDFW Cutvert ves Slope ] Yes 15-Jun-15 No
(420078 20609, 20610 47468753  -122597517 SEMullenix  Kitsap unnamed Long Lk Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Yes WS Drop (] Unknown 16-lun-15 No
7120081 20634 47468756 -122502955 SEMullenix  Kitsap Curley Cr Long Lk Yes County COUNTY WDFW Culvert Ves WS Drop ] Unknown 17-lun-15 No
V20082 20766 4746893437 -122.5862269 SE Mullenix  Kitsap unnamed  Long Lk s County counTy WoFW Culvert ves Debris % Unknown 17-Jun-15 No




South Kitsap — Transportation
Implementation Strategy
(SK-TIS)

Where do the projects come from?

County Plans, County staff, and interjurisdictional coordination
(WSDOQOT, Cities, Transit). Public Outreach & Engagement

Kitsap County Publ/i
August 31,2021

 Comprehensive Plan policies, project lists, community plans.

e Stormwater, Sewer, utilities improvement programs.

* Transportation Implementation Strategies.
(TIS) (South Kitsap, Silverdale)

* Non-Motorized Committee prioritizations.

o NM Routes

o Pedestrian Facilities Prioritization
(South Kitsap, Central Kitsap, Silverdale)




Where do the projects come from?

Public suggestions

* Kitsap One — Cognito Forms
o Many of the requested projects are

NAME OR ORGANIZATION

PHONE

EMAIL

DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM:

LOCATION:

FROM:

already on the TIP or have been
previously scored.

NAME OR ORGANIZATION
PHONE

EMAIL

* Community Advisory Councils
o CAC suggestions
o Annual TIP briefings
o Open Houses

e Studies

LOCATION:

DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM:

The intersection of Newberry Hill and Eldorado /
Dickey is becoming increasingly difficult to pass
through North / South, and to turn left off of
Dickey and Eldorado on to Newberry. Although
historically there have not been many accidents at
this intersection, it seems Kitsap County has the
opportunity to increase safety at this intersection,
and to get ahead of the future traffic issues that
will plague this intersection as new developments
are built along Eldorado and at the Dickey pit. In
recent years, there has been an uptick in
accidents at this intersection due to increased
traffic. Most importantly, it will protect families and
young children crossing Newberry Hill by vehicle
and by foot during the morning and afternoon
commute to Silverdale Elementary School. The
intersection as it exists today is extremely
dangerous to cross by foot and bicycle, as the hill
to the west of the intersection (coming from
Seabeck) is blind until only a few hundred feet
before the intersection.

Newberry Hill Rd & Eldorado Blvd / Dickey Rd

ANY
|D BE
VECT?

Foster road is used ALOT by kids to walk to and
from cottonwood elementary. there is no proper
side walk and very little shoulder. people speed
down this road all the time even with the school
signs are on. my kid almost got hit yesterday
because of this. we need to have proper
sidewalks installed or larger shoulders for the kids
to be safe between central valley and where the
field starts for cottonwood

74 NE Foster Rd

Central Valley Rd

Cottonwood Elementary

Install sidewalks




Project Scoring

Transportation Project Evaluation System

* Based on Comprehensive Plan
o Primary Points
o Secondary Points

Kitsap County Public Works
_ Transportation Project

Evaluation System
2017
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Point totals are based on Comprehensive Plan tsap Gounty Public Works

e Transportation Project
) Evaluation System
2017

Project Scoring — Primary Points

* Project score is based on how the project ranks on the
respective Deficiency Prioritization Lists.

Primary Scoring Categories — The prioritized lists are assigned the following values

Points

Preservation — Road 25

Preservation — Bridge [/ Culvert 25

Capacity 18

Safety 18

Environmental Retrofit 8

Non-motorized §]
100




Project Scoring — Primary Points

Kitsap County Public Works
Transportation Project
a) Evaluation System
2017

Intersections LOS is worth half points in the future, but it doesn't say that segments are. Should we change that?
What about an LOS D that's half-urban and half-rural?
We're interpreting this to mean that segment LOS from the 2036 model is worth full points, but intersection LOS from

Capacity - Maximum Points available: 18 points
LOS F = 18 points

LOS E = 12 points Hthe 2036 model is worth no points. Should we change that?
LOS D = 12 points (rural areaz) “current” year “+6" year 2036
If an intersection 1s deficient within six years, it will recetve half of the points allocated {2015/2020 model) _
) Segment cull point Not calculated Full points
based on the projected LOS. U polnts
Source of Scoring: Most recent Intersection and roadway LOS Deficiency Lists Intersection Full points Half points bi*’t'iﬂfze;‘id

* LOS of private roads are not eligible for points.

multiple segments/intersections?
What about non-peak-PM capacity issues such as Kingston ferries?
Does it matter how much we improve the v/c?

For consistency, Planning keeps notes on how
scoring is interpreted and potential future
“tweaks” to the criterion




Project Scoring — Primary Points

Kitsap County Public Works
_ Transportation Project
) Evaluation System

2017

Culvert Preservation - Maximum Points available: 25 points Environmental Retrofit - Maximum Points: 8 points

Inspector Rating 1 = 25 points TGDP 10% = 8 points

Inspector Rating 2 = 15 points 70% - 89% = 2.6 points

Inspector Rating 3= 5 points 20% - 69% = 4 points

nsp ing p _ 30% - 49% = 2.4 points

Inspector Rating 4 and 5 = 0 points Bottom 29% = 0.8 points
Source of Scoring: Most recent Kitsap County Culvert Inventory Source of Scoring: Most recent Fish Barrier List (Number Ranking (PI Score))

Culverts are now rated on a 0-100 scale that goes out to two decimal places called OCI/Estimated-0CI. | have adapted
our scoring as follows:
OCI Oto <20 = 25 points

0CI 20t0 <40 = 1 points Maintenance is working on a new
0 <60 = 5 points
OCl 260 =0 points . . o, » .
- | | culver/fish passage prioritization
After several conversations with Nic Graves, we decided to only award points to culverts that are very deep or need to
be replaced with a significantly larger structure. These are identified in Cartegraph by having a Criticality Factor of 3.
e system.

Should we give more points to a project that will replace three failing culverts than a project that would replace one
failing culvert?




Project Scoring — Secondary Points

How well does the proposed project scope address the policy need? Knsar;;ﬁgggngcpm
Evaluation Syszt(()elrr;
* Vertical Standards (3 pts) — existing geometrics vs. Design Standards
* Horizontal Standards (3 pts) — existing geometrics vs. Design Standards
 Non-motorized (5 pts) — type of proposed facility
* Transit (4 pts) support for transit
* Consistency with Plans — (5 pts) project included in plan or implements
the plan
* Environmental/Sensitive Area Impact (3 pts) — exceed stormwater
requirements to improve area

* Interjurisdictional (3 pts) — Multi-agencies projects




Project Scoring — Secondary Points

How well does the proposed project scope address the policy need? S—

- Transportation Project
=) Evaluation System
2017

 Significance (5 pts) — roadway or water body classification

* Secured funding (up to 20 pts) — funding from other sources

* Potential Safety Issues (10 pts) — if not on safety lists

* Maintenance Reduction (5 pts) — does project reduce maintenance
costs?

 Economic Development (5 pts) — does project support economic
development?

* Freight Mobility (5 pts) — does the project support freight movement?




Project Scoring — Typical “non-motorized project”

Possible primary points criterion:

= Capacity (18 points). Non-motorized facilities are the primary proposed
solution for capacity needs.

Kitsap County Public Works
Transportation Project

=) Evaluation System
2017

= Safety (18 points). Safety priority is based on crash data. The locations with
higher frequency and severity of crashes receive higher points. Typically, non-
motorized facilities are a primary or significant element in the proposed
solution.

= Non-Motorized (6 points). The points are awarded based on the Non-
Motorized Committee’s priority lists.




Project Scoring Typical “non-motorized project”

Possible secondary point criterion:
. . . Transportation Proje
= Non-Motorized (5 points). Based on proposed solution. Filuaton ystem

= Transit (4 points). Does project support the transit system?
= Consistency with Plans (5 points). Is the project or need identified in a Plan?
= |nterjurisdictional (3 points). Does project support another jurisdiction?

= Significant (5 points). Roadway classification.

= Secured Funding (20 points). Secured outside funding.

= Potential Safety Issues (10 points). How design address safety concerns.



Project Scoring — “2024 to 2029 TIP”

* 108 candidate projects initially scored
o “Silverdale Way & Bucklin Hill Rd/Randall Way” — 67 pts.
o “Midway — Indianola to Greenwood” — 0 pts.

Kitsap County Public Works
Transportation Project
=) Evaluation System
2017

* 54 candidate projects advanced in the process
o Cutoff score = 35pts.
" A candidate project needs to support more than a single policy

criterion (ie. Safety, congestion, fish passage) to gain enough
points to be competitive.

o Refine projects’ scope, cost, and assess “project delivery issues”




TIP Project Selection

The Project Evaluation process is a tool. The process serves to:
* |dentify the transportation need.
* Identify projects from multiple sources.

* Rank projects on how they address the Comprehensive Plan.

ects.

G o

Result: A ranked list of transportation pro
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TIP Project Selection

Theoretically the ranked project list could be the next TIP; however, there are
other considerations to be taken into account.

* Funding availability.
* Project distribution.

* Project deliverability.




TIP Project Selection

|dentify potential funding sources:
1. Transportation Impact Fee (TIF), SEPA funding (13%+)
o Geographic and project type restrictions

2. Potential grant source and potential for award (66%+)
o Program criteria restrictions
o Funding levels (S limits, match requirements, timing)

3. Road Fund (14%)

o Local match for grant projects

o Fund PE and/or ROW phases for grant projects
o Supplement TIF projects

o Totally fund a project




TIP Project Selection

* Project distribution (program level v. individual TIP)
o Project types
o Project geographic distribution
* Commissioner District
e Urban, rural, LAMIRD

* Project delivery schedules
o Staff levels and existing work programs.
o Funding availability by year.

* Emerging issues

o Bridge/culvert loss, land slides, economic
development, possible partnerships.

o 100% funding by others.
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3 Sily Sitverdale Way & Bucklin Hill Rd / Randall Way)
(TIF) (STIS #2)

2 | PO UGA (Lund & Jackson

3 | SUGA ([Mewberry Hill - Provost to Siverdale Way (TIF}

2 i J M Dickinson - Lake Helena to Lake Flora (TIF)
South | B !

2 | PO UGA |Bethel - Cedar to Bisglmeier

3 | CK UGA |Central Valley, - McWiliams to Brookdale (TIF)
WBIG ) .

2 UGA Mational & Arzenal (TIF})

3 R Cen |Chico - SR 3 to Eldorado (TIF)

2 i Lake Flora, - Glenwood to Hidden Acres (TIF)
South . !

3 | CK UGA |Central Valley, - Foster to Bucklin Hill (TIF)




TIP Project Selection — Staff Recommendation

* Staff recommendation reviewed by BOCC KITSAP COUNTY ¢

Transportation Improvement Program

e Public comments

* Adoption by BOCC annually in Oct.-Nov.

209
RESOLUTION i
Resolution Adopting the 2024 through 2029
9

Six-Year Transporta P

WHEREAS, in compliance with RCW 36.81.121 and WAC 138-14, the Board of Kitsap County
Commissioners hereby certifies that a priority array of polential projects and a bridge condition

report were prepared by the County Engineer and made available to the Board of County — >l J; et
Commissioners during the p of a prog six-year compr ve road construction ™ . (s K Island
program for the period January 1, 2024 to December 31, 2029 and, Lt 4 8 i I [ o )
WHEREAS, In further compliance with sald law the Board has held thereon a public hearing { 1 e a0
this 27th day of November, 2023 ; g ‘ 4 ) =
= =y B \
THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Kitsap County Commissioners, in - EroT—— ] 1 Lo A M
regular session assembled, that the attached Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program —— ! o 1 i
(TIP) for 2024 to 2029 for Kitsap County Roads be adopted as set forth in detail, consisting of % A\ — TR e
projects numbered 1 through 62 which are incorporated and made part of this resolution ~ 1 g -
d /
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. that, pursuant to RCW 36.70A. 130(2)(a)(v) and KCC 21.08 the s y o o
Board of County Commissioners hereby incorporates portions of the Six-Year Transportation e AL -~ = i
Improvement Program into the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan, Appendix A — Capital ! / TEREmTET p i
Facilities Plan. This incorporation by reference replaces and updates the Transportation ~ e (R =
section, specifically the subsection entitied “Capital Facilities Projects and Financing: 2014- ]
2019." The portions of the TIP that are incorporated are only those components necassary for MASON COUNTY = o - memsennn 1_—3:-:‘_‘_':3
the Capital Faciliies Plan, as set forth in the current Capital Facilities Plan / T e 4 T =3
i = Al D
ADOPTED this 27th day of November, 2023 e Port "
> Oreh o
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS z l’d’ » ,::: 3
KITSAP COUNTY, WASHINGTON E] /" (R vennon Em—_— o |
o = { o
M 4. : 1
La— z
CHARLOTTE GARRIDO, Chair 3
<
s =
1S oblanes T ) ol
KATHERINE T. WALTERS, Comm ssioner ’ [P —
e
T — T —

CHRISTINE ROLFES , Commissioner
ATTEST.

Dana Danlels, Clerk of the Board




Project Scoring & TIP Project Selection

2024 Comprehensive Plan update.
o How will policies influence project selection?

Growth over next 20 years!
o 25% increase in population.
o 67% increase in employment.

Increased demands on County multi-modal transportation system.

Future transportation funding levels?




Joe Rutan, David Forte, & Melissa Mohr

Kitsap County Public Works
dforte@kitsap.gov



mailto:dforte@kitsap.gov
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