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Get involved with APA WA
▸ Collaborating on common interests with professionals 

from various inter-related disciplines 

INTRODUCTION

Allied Professions
If you’re interested in…
Land use Community Engagement

Transportation Economic Development

Engineering Parks & Recreation

Architecture Natural Environment

Public Health Housing Affordability

Demography And more!

Education

NOTE: This session qualifies for AICP certification maintenance (CM) credit for sustainability



Get involved with 
APA TPD (National)

INTRODUCTION

Transportation Planning Division 
Multi-Part Webinar Series
Now through January 2026

▸ Transportation Safety (08/01/25)
▸ Collaborative Stakeholder and Community 

Engagement (09/22/25)
▸ Transit and Active Transportation (11/20/25)
▸ Community and Economic Opportunity (01/29/26)

Register for these AICP CM sessions at: APA Transportation Planning Division

NOTE: All of these webinars are FREE and qualify for AICP certification maintenance (CM) credits

https://transportation.planning.org/conferences-and-events/


Over the past several years ….. many of us have been involved in

▸ Design guidance and best practices for active transportation facilities
▸ Development of local, regional, state active transportation plans
▸ Emphasis on Complete Streets, Vulnerable Road Users, ADA, safety plans, 

separation of active modes from vehicles, and facilities for all ages and abilities
….. and…..

There has been a lack of discussion on unpopular, but critical topics of context, 
project feasibility, local funding availability, and implementation realities 

HOW DID WE GET HERE?
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Presentation Notes
This is a good slide for an agenda



The Goal is to Ask:
▸ How can we, as transportation professionals, 

discuss and promote best practices ….. 

and

▸ Better explain implementation constraints, 
contextual realities, and financial limitations?

▸ This is a professional and ethical responsibility

HOW DID WE GET HERE?



1. Speaker Introductions

2. Implementation Ready Plans - Chris

3. Local Practices and Challenges – Michelle

4. Implementation Considerations - Brett

5. Questions & Discussion

SESSION OUTLINE
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TODAY’S PRESENTERS

▸ Chris Comeau, FAICP-CTP, Transpo Group
▸ APA WA Allied Professions Host/Moderator
▸ Implementation-Ready Plans

▸ Michelle Swanson, AICP, City of Olympia
▸ Olympia: Planning to Implement Meaningful Change

▸ Brett Schock, PE, AICP, RSP2i, ENV SP, Transpo Group
▸ Implementation: A Plan is Only As Good As What Can Be Built



IMPLEMENTATION-READY PLANS
Creating Financially Feasible Plans to Maximize Success



What does Implementation-Ready Really Mean?
▸ Intent to Realization

From goals and policies to project identification, funding, and construction

▸ Action Oriented
Short-term, Mid-term, Long-term, and Feasibility Studies

▸ Funding Focused
Proactive identification of attainable funding sources and/or partnerships

▸ Strategically Timed
Timed for grant funding availability and competitive best fit

▸ Opportunistic
Nimble, flexible, adaptable, scalable project scope

IMPLEMENTATION-READY PLANS



BEST PRACTICES
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IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

Per GMA, a Transportation Element must:

▸ Implement land use element

▸ Provide adequate multimodal system 

…. and

▸ Be financially feasible for local agency

▸ All within the next 20 years



GMA Transportation and Climate Elements
Recent legislative amendments for local Comprehensive Plans are intended to:

▸ Reduce fatal and injury crashes (Vision Zero/Target Zero)
▸ Protect vulnerable road users (Target Zero/Safe Systems Approach)
▸ Invest in ADA and under-served areas (GMA/All grant agencies)
▸ Promote Active Transportation (WSDOT ATP/Complete Streets)
▸ Establish Multimodal Level of Service Standards (WSDOT ATP)
▸ Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (Transportation-Climate Elements)
▸ Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Climate Element)
▸ Reduce Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) (Safe System Approach/WSDOT ATP)

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES



▸ Complete Streets principals emerged 2001

▸ WA = leader with legislation, grant program

▸ CS means different things in different 
geographic contexts (Urban/Rural/etc.)

▸ CS rarely means facilities for every user 
group on every street, even in urban areas

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

Complete Streets: Who are we Planning For?

A focus on vulnerable road users can help to prioritize mobility needs



IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

Complete Streets: Who are we Planning For?

BALANCE
ALL mobility needs, modes, land use contexts, and funding capacities must be 

carefully considered, balanced, and implemented for the multimodal transportation 
system to provide space and safety for everyone, where feasible.



What is Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)?

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

Bicycle LTS = Measure of User Comfort
▸ Based on age, physical health, and confidence
▸ Subjective to individual user experience
▸ Wide spectrum of user skill levels

Bicycle LTS = Measure of Facility Comfort
▸ Based on facility and user proximity to moving 

traffic, speed, volume, land use context
▸ Can lead to increased walking, biking, and rolling
▸ Subject to physical space (ROW) available and 

agency financial constraints



Safe System Approach
▸ Commitment to Vision Zero
▸ Community involvement
▸ Historic crash data analysis
▸ Emphasis on vulnerable road users
▸ Proactive risk assessment
▸ Countermeasure identification
▸ Systemic improvement identification
▸ Prioritization of improvements
▸ Tracking progress made

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

Washington State Safe System Approach
(Source: Washington’s 2024 Strategic Highway Safety Plan)

 Safer Land Use 
WSDOT Innovation

https://targetzero.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Washington_Target_Zero_Plan_FINAL_11-04-2024_Accessible.pdf


WSDOT State Highway Plans and RCWs

▸ RCW 47.04.035 Complete Streets
▸ All WSDOT-led state highway projects costing more than 

$1,000,000 in population centers must include facilities for users 
of all ages and abilities per Complete Street principals

▸ WSDOT Active Transportation Plan 2020 & Beyond
▸ Goal: Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Type 2 facilities or better on 

State highways in “Population Centers” on WSDOT map

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

These are best practices and the right things to promote 
… and… 

It will take many generations to implement these measures 
where they are physically and financially feasible 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.04.035
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.04.035
https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/ATP-2020-and-Beyond.pdf
https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/ATP-2020-and-Beyond.pdf
https://wsdot.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=9dc2f4a097074abdb0b26bd40b3fdcb3


CHALLENGES
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Gaps Between Theory, Intent, and Reality
▸ Ideal world = Everything for everyone always
▸ Real world = Messy, complicated, trade-offs
▸ Policy intent cannot always be implemented
▸ Cost/Funding = Dictates scope of projects
▸ Incremental progress takes time (many years)

CHALLENGES

“Don’t let your dreams be constrained by the bounds of reality.”
- Quote from an anonymous Planning professor

Complex real-world problems require critical thinking and an 
honest assessment of resources available toward a solution

Implementation is never an “All or Nothing” proposition



EXAMPLE: ADVOCACY GROUP INTENTIONS

21

Proposed Future Bicycle 
Network

 Calls for significant road 
widening (Red & Green)

 Including both sides of Lake 
Whatcom Watershed

 Calls for bike facility types 
more suitable in urban 
areas (Blue)

 Calls for new off-street 
multiuse trails (Brown) 
parallel to existing roads 
and State highways

 The intent is understood
… and … 

 Most is not physically or 
financially feasible



Plans Do Not Equal Projects

CHALLENGES

Plans
Goals, policies, intent, 

priorities, etc.

Critical Factors
For project scope and 

implementation (land use 
context, impacts/mitigation, 

financial, timing, etc.)

Projects
Funding secured, 

construction programmed

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Plans = Goals, Policies, Intent, Priority Lists, Lines on Map
Projects = Funding Secured, Construction Programmed 

Critical Factors for Project Scope and Implementation
Land use context (Urban/Rural; Density; Use Types; Destinations)
Financial context (Local Access to Dedicated Funds)
Project delivery context (Agency Staff Capacity Available)
Constructability (ROW, Physical Constraints, Mitigation, etc.)
Timing (Project Readiness, Partnership Opportunities, Development)
Right-Size (Single Grant or Multiple Grants Required?)
Viable Funding Source (Which is the ‘best-fit’ grant?)




SR 9 LTS Feasibility Skagit County 
Despite best intentions:
▸ RCW 47.04.035 Complete Streets
▸ WSDOT 2020 Active Transportation Plan & LTS
▸ Multiple “Population Centers” along SR 9

Constraints to LTS Type 1 or 2 facilities on SR 9:
▸ Narrow 2-lane road; No physical space
▸ Winding road curves; Limited sight distance
▸ Cliffside bedrock; Steep slopes with guardrails
▸ Utility pole relocation; Possible ROW acquisition
▸ Environmental impacts; Mitigaton
▸ Permits (and delays): Federal, state, local
▸ All of above = Extreme cost; Infeasibility

▸ If WSDOT funding is available, it’s restricted to State 
Routes, even if there are better parallel local routes

▸ No Complete Streets or LTS facilities required on 
State Routes between “Population Centers”

EXAMPLE: WSDOT - CS & LTS INTENTIONS



WSDOT State Highway Plans and RCWs

▸ RCW 47.04.035 Complete Streets
▸ All WSDOT-led state highway projects costing more than 

$1,000,000 in population centers must include facilities for users 
of all ages and abilities per Complete Street principals

▸ WSDOT Active Transportation Plan 2020 & Beyond
▸ Goal: Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) Type 2 facilities or better on 

State highways in “Population Centers” on WSDOT map

IMPLEMENTATION & BEST PRACTICES

These are best practices and the right things to promote
… and… 

It will take many generations to implement these measures 
where they are physically and financially feasible

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I cannot stress enough that we should ALWAYS promote safety and best practices AND we should ALWAYS explain feasibility, cost, realistic expectations to public and elected officials ……. Even when they don’t want to hear it.
WSDOT is trying to do the right thing …. AND …. Is coming to the realization that good intentions are not easy to implement.

https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.04.035
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.04.035
https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/ATP-2020-and-Beyond.pdf
https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-12/ATP-2020-and-Beyond.pdf
https://wsdot.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=9dc2f4a097074abdb0b26bd40b3fdcb3


OPPORTUNITIES
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Option: Develop a Menu of Facility Types and Costs

CHALLENGES

LTS 4 to 3 LTS 4 to 3 LTS 3 LTS 3 LTS 2 LTS 1 FSN LTS 4 to  3 LTS 3 to 2 LTS 1

Install 
Designated 
Bike Route 

Signs & 
markings4

Install Chip 
Seal Paved 
Shoulders5

Convert Gravel 
Shoulder to 

Paved with Bike 
Route Signs, 

Markings6

Widen Road to 
Construct 5-Foot 
Paved Shoulder 

(ROW, mitigation, 
& federal costs not 

included) 6

Convert Paved 
Shoulder to 

Buffer Separated 
Bike Lanes with 
Reflective Posts5

Off-Street 
Separated 

Multiuse Path 
(ROW, mitigation, 

& federal costs 
not included) 5

Further 
Study 

Needed1

Shoulder 
Shared 

with 
Bikeway

Alternate 
ADA 

Walkway4

ADA 
Concrete 
Sidewalk4

Network 
Link

Linear 
Feet (LF)

$2/LF $35/LF $50/LF $362/LF $263/LF $411/LF
$50,000 

to 
$100,000

$0/LF $280/LF $665/LF

AT-07 3,034 $6,067 $106,177 $151,681 $1,098,172 $797,844 $1,246,820 $849,415 $2,017,361
AT-08 16,250 $14,731 $257,788 $368,269 $2,666,270 $1,937,096 $3,027,173 $2,062,308 $4,897,981

5) WSDOT Mt. Baker Region multiuse path project costs along State Highways.
6) Whatcom County engiineering cost estimate.

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK FACILITY OPTIONS AND PLAN-LEVEL COST ESTIMATES

Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facility 

Types

Level of Traffic Stress

1) "Further Study Needed" = Study required to determine ped-bike construction feasibility, facility type, and cost.
2) Census Designated Places defined and mapped by WSDOT
3) Priority level: Short-term = 1-5 years; Medium-term = 5-10 years; Long-term = > 10 years
4) Cost estimates based on 2024 Bellingham Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans

 Scale short-term project scope to funding currently available
 Phase higher cost project scope to long-term future funding, if and when available  

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
IF funding is available, THEN agency can always go beyond the minimum improvements



Comp Plans and Safety Plans provide multi-year implementation lists 
and can …..

INTEGRATE & LEVERAGE OPPORTUNITIES

Fund SAFETY 
improvements 

to reduce fatal and serious injury 
crashes, as well as travel risks, for 

vulnerable road users

Increase social and 
demographic EQUITY 

by prioritizing ADA-compliant transportation 
investments in low-income and historically 

under-served neighborhoods

Increase 
SUSTAINABILITY 

by completing streets and investing in active 
transportation improvements to reduce 

vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions from vehicles.



MAXIMIZE LOCAL FUNDING LEVERAGE

▸ Transportation Benefit District 
▸ Sales tax based TBD: Visitors help to fund

▸ Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 
▸ RCWs allow 1st & 2nd Quarter %

▸ Multimodal TIF from new development
▸ Require mitigation, where warranted

▸ Funding partnerships 
▸ City, County, Transit, School, Port, etc.



GRANT FUNDING FORESIGHT

▸ Grants have funding limitations
▸ Right-size projects – “Sweet Spot”
▸ Big projects = multiple grants

▸ Understand grants, timing, 
criteria, & requirements
▸ Some annual; Some biennial
▸ Some require match; Some don’t

▸ Proactively budget for local 
match requirements (10-20%)

▸ Accumulate local TIF revenue 
for targeted capital projects

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
When you begin to create plans, always be thinking about how to fit improvements to available funding sources



MAXIMIZE EFFICIENCIES, MINIMIZE COSTS

Focus on Existing Space Between Curbs
▸ Resurfacing streets; include bike lanes, crossings 
▸ Rechannelize streets to reorganize user space 
▸ Repurpose existing space with road diets 
▸ Remove on-street parking to install bike lanes

Alternative Treatments
▸ Consider curb-separated walkways/shoulders 
▸ Widen paved shoulders when resurfacing
▸ Pave unpaved shoulders for walking and biking
▸ ADA upgrades and crossings at transit stops



RAPID IMPLEMENTATION (LOW COST-HIGH IMPACT)

▸ 5 years (2014 -2019) Bellingham constructed 111 of 215 (52%) BMP planned improvements 

Bellingham - 2019 Governor’s Award for Rapid Implementation of Bicycle Master Plan



CONSIDERATIONS
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There is no universal or one 
right way to implement projects
▸ “Best Practices” are ideal and 

aspirational recommendations
▸ Different geography = Different needs
▸ Metrics must be tailored to context
▸ Density begets amenity                

(Nobody likes to hear this, but it is a critical reality)

▸ Project lists must be fundable

CONSIDERATIONS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
There is no universal or one right way to implement safety   – “Best Practices” are aspirational  recommendations

Multimodal facilities, services, and safety needs are very different for urban, rural, and regional geographies

“Density begets amenity” – low-density suburban and rural areas often cannot afford or support “best practice” bikeways and sidewalks. This is an unpopular, but very important message to convey

Metrics must be tailored to local land use, transportation, and funding context





▸ Don’t create expectations that can’t be funded

▸ Yes, we should always advocate for safety   
and best practices

….. and …..
▸ We should always consider practical realities 

▸ Do Not Let Perfect Be The Enemy of Good       
(Some improvement is better than no improvement)

CONSIDERATIONS

What I Want vs. What I Can Afford

You Can’t Build (or Use) What You Can’t Fund

Plans that cannot be implemented, do not serve anyone’s interests

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
YES, we should always advocate for safety and best practices AND always provide an honest assessment of implementation feasibility based on local funding reality and staff capacity

LTS 1 or 2 Separated/Protected bike facilities are “best practice” and “gold standard” but are also very expensive and often cannot be funded by small cities, rural agencies, or WSDOT

Do not let perfect be the enemy of good. Every increment of safety is an improvement over none. If an LTS 1 off-road multiuse path is not financially feasible, a 5-foot LTS 2-3 buffered bike lane or even a LTS 4 paved shoulder with bike markings is better than nothing.



LOCAL CASE STUDY:
OLYMPIA



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Name, rank, serial number

I’m here to share a case study of the principles that Chris has outline of creating plans that can be implemented and building facilities that might not be perfect but are better than nothing. 




ABOUT OLYMPIA

▸ 57,970 residents in 2025
▸ Region of 309,100 people
▸ 56,763 jobs in 2022
▸ ~30% workers employed by 

state

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
While I like to think Olympia needs no introduction, as we are, after all, host to the state capitol, the city itself may be less familiar to many of you. 
Olympia’s population is a little shy of 58,000

We are part of the Thurston Region, so we are in our own regional planning area down in Thurston County, and that region consists of a little over 300,000 people. 

Olympia is home to a little over 56,000 jobs, which means we’re a net importer of jobs when you remember that not everyone in the population is part of the labor force.

About 30% of the people who work here are employed by the state, which has significant implications for transportation

One of them is that recently is that we have seen a greater drop off in traffic volumes since covid than other places have, because the state adopted aggressive telework policies. We are just not seeing the volumes that we did pre-pandemic, nor do we expect to. This is opening up a lot of opportunities for lane reallocations, which we are pursuing. 

A note about language: we don’t say “road diets,” because everyone hates a diet. We’re rebalancing the system, not depriving anyone. 




OLYMPIA IS GROWING

35,000

40,000

45,000

50,000

55,000

60,000

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Annual population

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Like many cities in western Washington, Olympia has been growing pretty quickly. This slide shows the population increase since 2006. We start in 2006 because that’s when we started collecting monthly traffic counts at 9 key locations throughout the city. 



TRAFFIC VOLUMES ARE NOT GROWING
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We call those locations our “control count locations,” for reasons I won’t get into. These count locations serve as a pulse on what’s happening throughout the system. 

This shows the average annual volumes at those locations for the same time period as the population graph on the previous slide. I added the dotted trendline, since the numbers bounce around more on this one. 

Generally with traffic volumes there’s a correlation between volumes and the economic cycle. As the economy does well, volumes go up; when the economy has a downturn, volumes go down, but even in the early years of this graph that doesn’t appear to be the case. 

From 2006 to 2008 you might expect volumes to have been increasing, but they weren’t. Certainly they decreased during the recession of 2008 and didn’t start picking up until 2013, and that is when the economy started moving upward again in Thurston County, but when you consider how steadily population was increasing, it seems like there’s more to the story here, which we’ll explore in a moment. 

Volumes tanked dramatically during the shutdowns of 2020 for covid and have climbed back up, but they haven’t returned to pre-covid numbers, and you might note that 2023 and 2024 are nearly the same. Whether that means we’ve reached a new equilibrium or not I wouldn’t hazard to guess at this point. 



PUT ANOTHER WAY

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Control count volumes over population

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
When we plot volumes over population, we see an even clearer story. Even as Olympia’s population increased the vehicle volumes at these locations didn’t increase proportionally. This means it’s likely people are driving less per capita than they used to. There are tons of possible reasons for this. 




REGARDING FUNDING
 State doesn’t pay property tax
 Federal formulary funding is lower here
 Federal competitive grants are very 

expensive
 New TBD sales tax for ped, bike, active 

transportation as of April 2024

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Another thing to tell you about Olympia is the state doesn’t pay property taxes to the city. Because of that, we’ve had a long-standing structural financial challenge, in that our main employer has not been contributing to our general fund, which has historically been the source of much of our local transportation funding. 

I’d also like to note that for regions like ours federal formulary funding is not the windfall it’s often portrayed as, but it is our most reliable source of funding, and we do depend on it heavily. We typically request amounts of $2M, $2.5M to keep the request in scale with the program, which is helpful but by no means transformative money. For example, right now we have a $24 million project underway. It took us three rounds of federal grant cycles and multiple state, federal and local sources to fund. I’ll drill down more on that in a second. 

Applying for federal competitive programs like Safe Streets for All even before the recent uncertainty with federal grant administration was not very feasible for a city of our resources unless we had an absolute slam dunk of a project, because those grants are prohibitively labor-intensive to even apply for, to say nothing of the administrative costs if you are actually awarded one. Additionally, those grants come with so many strings attached that even understanding how to administer them is bewildering. For example, when I read one NOFO (explain), I saw that we would have had to track how much employment our project would generate in the project area. We wanted to add sidewalks and bike lanes on a two-mile corridor that doesn’t have very good Census data and, like, zero economic data. How am I supposed to track that? C’mon. 

In late 2023, the Olympia City Council passed a one tenth of one percent sales tax increase to fund pedestrian, bike, and active transportation projects, which we began collecting in April 2024, and that is helping us push projects out the door in visible locations. Honestly we are struggling with having the staff to do project delivery, but we’re ramping up and hopefully taking Chris’s advice to push these projects out as quickly as we can. 




EXAMPLE: FONES ROAD

Surface Transportation Program – Design $1.2 M 
Surface Transportation Program - Construction $2.0 M 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality $0.5 M 
Transportation Alternatives $0.4 M 

Carbon Reduction Program $0.2 M 
Urban Arterial Program $2.0 M 

Redistributed Federal Funds $5.2 M
Transportation Capital Funds $9.5 M 
Drinking Water Capital Funds $3.2 M 

Wastewater Capital Funds $0.3 M 

Total $24.5 M 

Gray  = federal funding  
$9.2MBlue  = State funding      
$2.0MWhite = City funding    
$13.0M

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
That’s the macro story of funding in Olympia; here’s a micro story of how we funded that massive 24 and a half million dollar project. It’s along a half mile corridor. We’re rebuilding the road itself, adding a roundabout, raised crossing where one of the regional trails crosses the street, shared-use paths along both sides of the street, landscaping, lighting, and an enhanced crosswalk, among many other things. 

The funding sources in gray are federal sources which totaled up to $9.2M, the one state source from the Transportation Improvement Board for $2M is in blue, and the remainder in white are local funds in the amount of $13M. A big part of the story here is the 5.2M in federal redistributed funds, which was unusual and unique to this funding cycle. Redistributed funds only come to regions that are able to obligate their funds on time, and these are funds from regions that weren’t, so it’s a credit to our MPO, TRPC, that we got that funding. And this project is being built right now. 

If you’re wondering why this doesn’t add up, it’s because of rounding. 




FONES ROAD

From this… …to something like this

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So you can see an example of the “before” condition there on the left and the beautiful rendering of what we hope it’ll look like on the right when it’s done. The sun will always be shining in the after condition, of course. 

With this project, one of the choices we made was to scale back the sidewalk and separated bike lane you see in the rendering there on the right to be a shared use path in asphalt, although we will have pavement markings to delineate the space to indicate where pedestrians and bicyclists are supposed to go. The path will be 12 feet wide, but this is an example of not letting perfect be the enemy of good. In this case, really good. And we made this decision because asphalt is less expensive than concrete, particularly because we’ll already have the contractor out there doing asphalt work. 




COMP PLAN UPDATE
 Required to include MMLOS
 Different from concurrency
 LOS measures how well the system 

functions

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Like many of you, we have also been updating our comp plan. For those who’ve led a comp plan update process, this photo of the guy juggling fire is for you. 

Olympia is among the first cohort of jurisdictions who have been required to update a comp plan while using multimodal level of service to measure our transportation system. 

Let’s pause for a second to clarify that multimodal level of service is different from multimodal concurrency. I think most of us in this room are very familiar with concurrency: we know that for transportation it’s the requirement that improvements – or at least the funding for the improvements –  be in place within six years of new development that’s causing a deficiency on your system. 

Level of service is a way of measuring how well your transportation system is functioning. 




LEVEL OF SERVICE
 Historically measures vehicles through 

an intersection or road segment
 Neither GMA nor SEPA requires this 

way of measuring
 Used to determine where concurrency 

projects need to go
 2016: Olympia City Council directed 

multimodal concurrency program

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Historically the state of practice has been to measure how quickly vehicles move through an intersection or a road segment and grading it on an A-F scale. It’s one of the ways agencies have determined where and what concurrency projects needed to be built. Using this way of measuring level of service has resulted in agencies adding lanes for vehicles at the expense of the safety and mobility of pedestrians and bicyclists in order to keep vehicles moving through the system, which resulted in a vehicle centric transportation system. 

However, nowhere in the GMA nor SEPA does it say that you have to use vehicle level of service as your metric for measuring the transportation system. 

In 2016, Olympia’s city council directed staff to scope an update to its transportation concurrency program to be multimodal, because the council wanted to see capacity being added to the transportation system where it was most needed for pedestrians and bicyclists, not just drivers with sidewalks and bike lanes tacked on. 

After researching different programs in other cities in Washington, we opted to follow a “system completeness” model, which is often called a “plan-based” concurrency model. 




TRANSPORTATION 
MASTER PLAN
 Adopted 2021
 Defines complete system for all modes
 Includes funding analysis
 Identifies gap between what we have 

and what we need
 Includes multimodal concurrency & 

impact fee programs

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
But to have a concurrency program based on a complete system, we needed to define what a complete system was. To do that, we wrote Olympia’s first-ever Transportation Master Plan, adopted in 2021

The plan defines a complete system of the facilities we need to build for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and drivers. Hang tight; I’ll explain that further in a second. 

We looked at how many of those facilities we’d been able to build in the previous ten years and estimated that we could build about double that in the next twenty years if our funding levels remained the same. That became our twenty-year list of projects. 

Not only did this plan identify in concrete terms what we needed to build, but it also showed the sizeable gap between what we could build with current levels of funding and what people wanted us to build.

Having this gap identified was crucial to our council’s decision to raise the sales tax to fund pedestrian and bike projects to try to get us closer to what people want to see. 

The plan also includes a list of multimodal projects in our concurrency and impact fee programs, which I’m not going to explain now, because that’s a whole separate presentation. 





Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Ok, so let’s talk about what I meant by defining a complete system

This page from the master plan shows the type of facility, our target, the existing inventory, what we currently have, what we need to build to have a full network, and what we expect to build within 20 years

For example, for sidewalks, our target is to have sidewalks on both sides of our largest streets, which for us are our arterials and collectors. Our first priority is to have a sidewalk on at least one side of every major street and then to go back and put one on the other side. 

Right now we have 137 linear miles of sidewalks and we have 65 to build until we reach that target. We estimate we can build 8 miles in 20 years. 

We’ll skip pathways and move on to enhanced crosswalks.

Enhanced crosswalks are on major streets, so by definition they require more than a crosswalk marking. What makes them enhanced is they have either bulb-outs on both sides, an island, flashing beacons, or are at a traffic signal. 

Right now we have 188 of those locations and we need 350. At our current rate of building them, we can build 16 in 20 years. 

And so on. 

And this is our level of service. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For more visual people, here’s an example of the maps we made for most of the facilities. This shows the major streets we identified as needing enhanced crosswalks. Again, this is an example of aiming for something that’s realistic and implementable. 

These streets are only about 30% of our street network

We used GIS to identify locations that were near bus stops, grocery stores, schools, parks, public buildings and medical facilities

We prioritized them based on traffic volume, speeds, whether they were on a transit route

So we were not being unrealistic about what was needed, nor what we could do

This plan has changed the conversation we have with members of the public and elected officials. Crosswalk requests are one of the things we hear from people the most. Now we can point them to the plan and explain what our priorities are. 



IMPLEMENTATION 
CHALLENGES
 Legislative vision is sweeping change
 SSB 5412: SEPA categorical 

exemptions
 Best practices not yet decided

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Some of the challenges we’re facing with implementation relate to the difficulty we’re having implementing some of the changes the legislature made in 2023

In addition to ushering in multimodal LOS requirements for comp plan updates, the legislature also changed the categorical exemptions to SEPA for residential development. This has effectively shifted WSDOT’s review of development projects to the non-project action level. What that means is they’re now reviewing non-project actions, such as comp plans, with the type of scrutiny they had reserved for project level actions and expecting concomitant transportation analysis, which is leading to a lot of friction. 

Which is to be expected. This is an environment with a lot of change happening quickly before best practices have been ironed out. 

Brett is up next, and then we’ll have Q&A. Thank you! 



CASE STUDIES FROM
VARIOUS LOCATIONS



IMPLEMENTATION: 
A PLAN IS ONLY AS GOOD 
AS WHAT CAN BE BUILT



IMPLEMENTATION

policy city Design & 
construction

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Chris covered a broad level
Michelle covered the city level
This section will focus on the implementation level





PROJECT LIMITS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Placeholder image for now – better image of facilities just stopping, maybe at a City/rural boundary?




FOCUS ON THE PRESENT

▸ Flexibility
▸ Context-sensitivity
▸ Focus on the goal, not the form
▸ Don’t let the perfect be the 

enemy of the good 



ROADBLOCKS

roadblock

physical political delivery

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Small agency and/or rural agencies – staff to deliver the projects

Physical
Narrow ROWs or ROWs in use by private users
Environmental impacts & mitigation
Political
(overly negative) Resistance by those who don’t use or prioritize these facilities
(overly positive) Idealistic expectations by strong advocates
Delivery
Timing
Financing
Engineering and construction staff – consultants and agencies





ROADBLOCKS: ENGINEERING CONSTRAINTS

Environmental
Wetlands, streams, critical 

habitat

Development
Road features, driveways, 

private property

Mobility
ADA compliance, network 

completeness

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Wetland and high value habitat impacts
Tree impacts
Integrating with existing road & roadside development
Meeting ADA and sidewalk network impacts
Unintended roadway impacts
PGIS/6PPD-Q
Air quality





ROADBLOCK: POLITICAL

Complete 
Networks

Connecting 
Destinations

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Connecting users to and from destinations
Complete Streets vs Complete Networks
Not one size fits all
Land Use
Will anyone use it? Who are we actually connecting?
Transportation
Complete Streets vs Complete Networks
Making drivers uncomfortable vs. making active mode users uncomfortable
Freight, people still need to get to appointments, other things that can’t be accessed by active mode




ROADBLOCK, POLITICAL: RISKS OF OVERDESIGN

▸ Unable to fund
▸ Unable to construct
▸ Limited use affecting 

perception of value

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Unable to fund
Unable to construct
Environmental impact
Utilities
Right of way acquisition difficulties
Limited use, perception of cost/impact vs. use




▸ Small agency staff limitations
▸ Management of design
▸ Management of funding programs
▸ Management of construction

ROADBLOCK, DELIVERY: STAFFING

32,500 population threshold for WSDOT jurisdiction 
over state highways, RCW 47.24.020(17)(b)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Examples to provide?
Over 80% of state agencies are cities with less than 32,500 population, and likely very small staffs. Limits ability to deliver huge and/or simultaneous projects



▸ Limitations of single awards
▸ Grant “mission statements”
▸ Grant packaging

ROADBLOCK, DELIVERY: GRANTS IMPACT

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Limitations of single awards
Difficulties of packaging together
Grant “mission statements”
TIB – no landscaping or utilities, avoid federal/DOT, last money in
WSDOT Ped/Bike – no vehicle facilities
Stringing grants together




SOLUTIONS TO 
IMPLEMENTATION 
CHALLENGES



FOCUS ON THE DESIGN USER

FHWA Bikeway Selection Guide, Figure 6

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Early master plan focused on rapid implementation and maximum coverage – get the low-hanging fruit
More challenges come later ($ and time)
Helped create the culture of shared environments – eliminated the negative

Need an example of something going wider – Bham my best reference, but not anymore?





LOW COST/HIGH IMPACT SOLUTIONS

Striping
Big differences with little 

changes

Signing
Avoid sign fatigue

Signing picture

Off-the-Shelf
Easier to procure, install 

and move/re-use

Signing picture Signing picture

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Low cost/High impact solutions
FHWA STAR guide
James St or Port Ang intersections
S 7th St and Shattuck TWCTs
Reference back to FHWA STAR guide?










FOCUS ON THE USER EXPERIENCE

▸ If the facility isn’t there
▸ If the facility is there, but isn’t ideal
▸ Incremental improvements

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
If the facility isn’t there
They can’t get there
They won’t take the trip
If the facility is there, but isn’t ideal
They’ll probably take the trip but complain
Can build further momentum for better facilities down the line
We know that many of these “less than ideal” solutions still represent orders of magnitude greater safety than nothing at all or fully mixed, unenhanced roadways




USERS MAKE THEIR OWN SOLUTIONS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Wrong-way cyclist in RAB in Bham
Dash-dart at Sunset crossings
People walking through construction zone on S 7th

3.5 ft/sec vs. 4 ft/sec – where those come from
What that means for “Short” detours
300’ is almost 90 seconds at 3.5
1000’ is over 4 minutes at 4.0 (“fast” walking)
How these projects can cause that/discount that
What it causes
Dash/dart
Unexpected or unpredictable behaviors
Risk of crash and injury




CASE STUDIES –
DESIGN FLEXIBILITY



S WENATCHEE BIKE PLAN

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Full area plan – obviously desire would be some sort of high comfort wide facility everywhere… but not realistic
Connecting in, but an arterial, lots of neighborhood access, but don’t have as much funding – keep curb-to-curb
Parallel route, other things available,but use what’s there! Path through open area
Parallel route





SWINOMISH VILLAGE NORTH SIDEWALK

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Ruralish area, not much infrastructure to connect
New facilities going in, we’re connecting to high desire lines, places people will want to go
Constraints – cultural, physical, development, roadway/operational



SWINOMISH VILLAGE NORTH SIDEWALK

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Bike “ramp”
Ideal solutions & impact
Realistic, how people will use this

Section
“wide sidewalk” vs. shared use path
Terminology vs how people use it
Impact of pushing ideal

Traffic calming
What would be accepted by the community
Impact to freight/boat traffic
Chicken/egg scenario



BELLINGHAM TBD PROJECTS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Show examples 
Photos of things we did that are lower cost
Bike boulevards with diverters & crossings
SME intersection




BELLINGHAM TBD PROJECTS

Unexpected 
wetlands

Unexpected 
wetlands

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Realistic deliveries
40th sidewalk
24th sidewalk




BELLINGHAM TBD PROJECTS



“SO WHAT?”



EFFECTS OF OVERPROMISING

▸ People can’t connect
▸ Shorter effective paths
▸ Less utility

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Facilities can’t get built
People can’t connect
Shorter effective paths
Less utility
Breeds contempt among the public
Risk from unpredictable/unexpected actions by vulnerable users




RECOMMENDATIONS

▸ Stay focused on the goals
▸ Safety
▸ Connectivity

▸ Dream big…
▸ … but build piece by piece Take better picture at 

home



RECOMMENDATIONS

Ask for input
Engineers, PMs, O&M

Manager & employees icon

Permitting
Environmental, ROW

Permitting icon

Funding
Grants, Local priorities

Funding icon

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Ask your delivery and ops staff (engineers, PMs, O&M) for input
Consider realities of delivery
Meet grants where they are
Can you (or your target agency) permit and manage/deliver the project?




▸ FHWA STAR guide
▸https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle

_pedestrian/publications/small_towns/
▸ WSDOT Active Transportation Design Guide

▸https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
02/WSDOT-Active-Transportation-Programs-
Design-Guide_0.pdf

▸ WSDOT Categorical Exclusion guide
▸https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-

10/LP_CE-Guidebook-Secure.pdf

RESOURCES (GUIDES!)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Note that these are all guides… they’re examples and ideas, nothing is required, nothing is a legal precedent
All active links as of September, 2025!
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Q&A
PRESENTER CONTACT INFORMATION

▸ Chris Comeau, FAICP-CTP, Transpo Group
▸ APA WA Allied Professions Host/Moderator 
▸ Chris.Comeau@transpogroup.com

▸ Michelle Swanson, AICP, City of Olympia
▸ mswanson@ci.olympia.wa.us

▸ Brett Schock, PE, AICP, RSP2i, ENV SP, 
Transpo Group
▸ Brett.Schock@transpogroup.com

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is a good slide for question and answers
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