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Study Background
Study Area

» SR 302 Route — from SR 3 Mason County to SR 16 in Pierce County

» SR 302 Study — from Elgin Clifton Rd to SR 16 in Pierce/Kitsap County
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Study Background
Study Area

B0
.~II

» The SR 302 study corridor is an
Urban Arterial serving Key
Peninsula and making
connections to Mason County and
Puget Sound.

= A 1993 study identified a number .
of alternatives to consider in o A b
addressing long term needs on SR ; o
302.

' T Proposed Alternatives, 1993
e L S
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Study Background

Traffic Patterns

An Analysis of Origins and
Destinations at Purdy Bridge

LEGEND
Traffic flow location

% of Purdy Bridge traffic

*PM peak period used for analysis
*Assume Purdy Bridge is 100% trips
ssplit 70/30 south/north at SR 16
*About 1/4 of trips cross the TNB
*split 50/50 west/south at KPH

+2/3 of trips have destinations west
and south of the KPH intersection

*About 1/10 of trips are based in
Mason County

Source: SR 302 Corridor Travel Model

Most SR 302 traffic is bound for Gig
Harbor, Tacoma Narrows, and beyond

: Key Peninsula
Highway (KPH)

e v
.n‘-*—

1By

| SR 16 Spur
1 End Study

430%
ders

Tacoma Narrows Bridge is 27%
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Study Bac kg round The population will continue to increase
Population Growth In the area served by SR 302

2000-2035 ‘

45% Increase
50,000 ™~

— @ Purdy / Rosedale / Arletta

H .
/ 40,000 12/ Key Peninsula
. 5,000 -

PSRC FAL X8 b
PuidyRossdalwArises *

E
(U1
A\

PERC FAZ Jug
[y Penisials

2000 2010 2020 2030 2035

PSRC Population Estimates
2000 — 2035

Source: PSRC - 2006 Forecasts of

Population, Households, and Employment Note: The most recent (2007) PSRC estimates

in these FAZ ‘s already exceed 2010 forecast.
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Study Background
Level of Service (LOS)

HCM Class | — arterial carrying daily
commute trips (HCM Chap 12)

N
¥ i
i Along the Highway LOS is based on :
Y 1 o% # .
p [ Y% time spent following and avg. travel speed
ey e Y A\ LOS | PTSF | ATS
i G A i A <35 >55
I L= i 1
| /. B 35-50 | 50-55
i {18 i —
i 1 \ g C 50-65 | 45-50
| | 'm*_ i
eSS = = D 65-80 | 40-45
I = Ir % .
' . ) E > 80 <40
E LY | —
[ | T =
i_ : L2 T . ! -
: s ) At Intersections the LOS is based on :
e, i _\’ """"""
| | B (i ‘-.‘ = Average delay to vehicles
Regionally Significant r i ': ! =
i State Highways 1 -
\ Piprce County = ) N LOS Delay (s)
Adopted [Level of Service Standards | '.;"". T A <10
Tier i = LOS E Mitigated -\ ; =y
ST B 10-20
MTS & HSS
Manufacluring/indusirial Cenlers - LEP | I C 20 - 35
i Urban Cantars 74 %
I_I Urban Growth Area - [ D 35-355
: ‘ o E 55 - 80
Source: PSRC — Adopted LOS Standards for non-NHS
Regionally Significant Highways (October 30, 2003)
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Purpose and Need

* |[mprove safety
= |_evel of service
= Reduce travel time

= Accommodate non-motorized

-
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purpose and Need To increase the level of safety for all

SR 302 -
5 Average for
45 study corridor
(MP 10.55 to
Need related to . . . . / MP 16.87)
35 +—]
3 1
b5 1 ) Statewide
o ' Average
- Collision rate above 2 (2006)
statewide average L8 1 — \
1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ SR 302 -
L. MP 11-12 MP 12-13 MP 13-14 MP 14-15 MP 15-16 MP 16-17 Average for
* Collisions are entire route
generally increasing Annual collisions rate (per MVMT*) for 2002-2006. (MP 0.00 to
over time MP 16.87)
SR 302 Colllision History - MP 10.6 to MP 15.8
160
 Long waits at a0 > —
intersections during 20 e Koy pon Hiy
the peak hour £ 100 /____--—- intersection
s —
§ 80 . /-/
*Reduced shoulder % o ~_ _ Serious
= \-/ —e— All Collisions I lud
widths restrict their 10 —=- Senous Colisions eOTISIoNS IFUCe
injury and fatal
usefulness 20 only
° 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 I 2006
Year

*million vehicles miles
traveled
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Purpose and Need
Improve Mobility

Minutes from KPH

1

1

Minutes from KPH

24 veh-hrs of delay
(compared to free flow)

Day 1 AM Peak Travel Time (6:45-7:45/1275 vph)

To improve peak hour
travel time

40% increase in
travel time

/ Average

1.00 B peak hour
0.00 Free flow ﬁ% travel time
' travel time ?o W 7
/ “ /
8.00 7 s ,&ﬁ =
%% &
: * *’ 4 - A’ ‘
200 / ‘ﬁvt A4 2 ﬁ%
* +*
E.UU T T T T T
6:28 AM 6:43 AM 6:57 AM 712 AM 726 AM 740 AM 7:55 AM
Clock Time at Purdy
11 veh-hrs of delay Day 2 AM Peak Travel Time (6:50-7:50/ 1140 vph) (A 10% decrease in volume)
(compared to free flow)
11 " -
. N
10 40% decrease in times 100% decrease in veh-hrs of
above average travel time ‘u‘ ‘ delay (compared to freeflow)
9
c ';'w
B * : Pl“ “ 3
) F4
%..-ﬁ P Y. \ﬁ_ﬂ‘&
7 L ?*“‘ t‘ ‘W s
E T T
6:28 AM 6:43 AM G:57 AM 712 AM 7 25 AM T.4U AM 7:55 AM

Clock Time at Purdy
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purpose and Need To meet or exceed Level of
Improve Mobility Service standards in the

design year.

—

— M I
Key Peninsula s % ! Esdlgti?ur
Highway (KPH) R £ — e e y
Begin Study £ .

e iy

:. b = 2418 50 e A
. Y a
I E o IIl
; &“"'-.. < A
%a.'_v"‘. /
{ A
N

i

sfE A

mD /;I;s;f

HI 3 N |5 <f | o

ElE 4 r§|§ a 3 -
™~ F Segment 2:
2 ; 2.9; 19,000; E

SR 16
End Study

2007
Intersection and Highway LOS is already below the LOS D
threshold throughout the corridor during the PM peak period
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purpose and Need To meet or exceed Level of
Improve Mobility Service standards in the

design year.

SR 16 Spur
End Study

Key Peninsula ::.:::: : .
Highway (KPH) ) T
Begin Study

Segment 2:
2.0; 21,000; E

i 9 Segment 4:
= 1.0;30,000; E

SR 16
End Study

2035
Intersection and Highway LOS remains below the LOS D threshold
throughout the corridor during the PM peak period.

-
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Range of Alternatives
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Range of Alternatives
Alternatives Development / Public Involvement

September 25, 2007

Public meeting on study goals
and community concerns

To develop/verify the broad
range of alternatives

December 4 and 6, 2007

Public meeting on alternatives
and environment

Feedback on alternatives,
purpose and need

February 19, 2008

Discussion about logical
termini rationale with FHWA

To confirm logical termini at
Key Pen Hwy and SR 16

September 26, 2008

WSDOT Level 1 screening

To weight criteria and score
alternatives

October 20, 2008 (Level 1)
December 9, 2008 (Level 2)

Advisory Committee Level 1 &
Level 2 screening criteria

To provide weighting for
criteria as part of analysis

October 27 and 29, 2008

Review results from Level 1
alternative screening

To provide input/confirm
Level 1 decision

January 7, 2009

WSDOT Level 2 screening

To weight criteria and score
alternatives

Washington State
'7’ Department of Transportation
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Range of Alternatives
Location and Description

Alt 4 (Bridge)
Direct route across Burley Lagoon

Alt 10 (Bridge) e
Shortest span across Burley Lagoon* e

Pierce

Alt 6 (Land) 1 S
New route through Burley s S I
- o e G,

T pedtn-strset kP — =8

Alt 7 (Land)
Existing county roads

No Action
Use existing route throughout

1idthd v

BithEs

5 .
I frdth S

SR 302 Corridor Study

S % s ¢~ Build Alternatives - smians,
*Besides existing bridge PR, B8 January 12,2009 &

ekt “'JP
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Project Schedule

2007
Jul  Sept

Dec

# Stakeholder

Briefings

@ Collect traffic

data

AR A® A®
e Level 1
Alternatives
Screening
® Limited ® Environmental
Environmental Fieldwork
Work
@ Engineering &
Hydraulics
® Travel
Demand ® Operations

2009

Jan Febh

LK
® Scoping
Meeting
elevel 2 @ Discipline
Alternatives Reports
Screening
» Funding
Gap
1/2 to 2/13 —
Scoping ® Scientific
Period Investi-
gations
® Publish
Notice of
Intent

® Prepare
Draft EIS

® Review

A Advisory Committee

B Alernatives Screening

Public Meeting

2010 and Beyond

@ "Publish e "Agency
Draft EIS Review
@ "Record
¢ "Public EbHT o
Comment ® Fublis i
Tt Final EIs Decision

A
\/ 4
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Environmental Issues

-
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Environmental Issues

» Archeology/Cultural

= Section 4(f)

= Agriculture/Land Use

» Relocation/Social/Environmental Justice
= Wetlands/Wildlife/Terrestrial Habitat

» Fish/Surface Water/Aguatic Habitat

= Traffic

= Community Input

-
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Historical/Cultural

MEE

X
"
o

FEN ™

.i.Ii Y . 7! 4_
Burley Village *

I“ LR

e LI
e
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Environmental Issues
Parks

/ | | SE CAK RD g[ f/ E:’
EEAFTT e et O |
Potential Impacts ey, New & -3 el / g & |5/
[ . p g = £ \ al 3 \
4(f) Resource 4 6 7 10 g : JE 2l L 3 e —
o "4 g ‘E( b ’J ’ % : \. A
Horseshoe Lake No | No No No [ /_7'— ' u : ' I/
— QS\“@;DCE_ED- . M 1% &
Purdy Spit Park No No No No | f—‘— P 7 . HHT- 4 IEAY K
Peninsula RW | No No No : Horséiﬂﬁ?yl-;:fk T %’T T g’ vanll}
Recreation 2 ] __;" 2=
Lake Cushman Tri* | R'W | No No No S P SE 160TH o1
Horseshoe 360* No | RW | No | RW . 1 o AT
_Horseshoe Lake = 71—
[ T e 360 Park 3 A /
* Potential resources Lake Cushman._| THE
Transmission_| A
“_Line Trail \ - :
Legend L A T SR 302 145TH ST W A
Proposed Park  Alignment Altematives ' Y= = .
Allemative 4 /

Existing Park
— ilemative B

[__—| County
Road - Alfemative 7
o8 Altemative 10
B Highweay
Viatercourse

|:| Waterbody
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Environmental Issues
Land Use

——— Alternative 4
N Alternative 6

I Alternative 7

/= Alternative 10

| Commercial
E Residential
- Industrial

| Public Institutional i W . :Q% /Z{Hmhﬁ
. Agriculture [ il = { /,\/ : 7,
NN Rural Farm : L ; S "-':I = :
Rural Sensitive Resource
Agriculture Resource Land
No Zoning

Parcel
[ Gig Harbor City Limits
e Gig Harbor UGA
— Street

Water Body

- )
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Environmental Issues

Land Use
Rank by estimated acres impacted*
Agriculture [ Commercial Public Rural Rural Residential | Alternative
Farm Sensitive Avg. < 2.4*
Alternative 4 1 4 4 2 1 3
Alternative 6 4 3 1 4 3 2
Alternative 7 3 1 1 1 2 4 A
Alternative 10 2 3 1 3 4 1 1

Rank by estimated acres impacted*

Avg Rank Total Area

Alternative 4

Alternative 6

Alternative 7

Nk, ®W
Rl BdIN]®

Alternative 10 * 2.4 1s the average rank

-
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Environmental Issues

Social
Relocations*
Estimated <30 >30
Relocations
Alternative 4 ]
Alternative 6 [
Alternative 7 &
Alternative 10 ]
Income**

Est. Income < 55K | >55K
by Tract
Alternative 4 1
Alternative 6 i
Alternative 7 &
Alternative 10 1

* 30 is average alt. estimate

**55K is weighted avg. estimate

TFT

4
g%l

10%

160THIST KN

SE QAK RD

. OLYMPIC DR ¢

&
=

L4
o

e

0%

0%

Alternative 4

A lternative 6

= Alternative 7

Alternative 10

Alignment AlternativesMedian Household Income

[ ]s45,000- 350,000

[ 1ss0,000- 555,000
[ ]ss55,000 - 60,000
[ |ss0,000- 365,000

/
SE 160TH ST

D Census Blocks - Pop. % Non-White
E—

Washington State
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Environmental Issues
Wetlands

Estimated
Rank

Alternative 4 3

Alternative 6 1

Alternative 7 4

Alternative 10 2

-
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Environmental Issues
Wildlife and Terrestrial Habitat

Habitat Impact
Estimated Rank

Alternative 4 1
Alternative 6 3
Alternative 7 4
Alternative 10 2
Wildlife

Species of Concern

Bald Eagle

WA Priority Species

Great Blue Heron

Mountain Qualil

-
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Environmental Issues
Surface Water

Est. Impervious (acre)*

<55 | >55
Alternative 4 i
Alternative 6 1
Alternative 7 ¥l
Alternative 10 NG|

* 55 is average est. acreage

Est. Stream crossings**

<9 >9
Alternative 4 5|
Alternative 6 Exactly 9
Alternative 7 NG|
Alternative 10 ¥

** Qs average # of crossings

Washington State
'7’ Department of Transportation
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Environmental Issues
Marine Resources

Bridge Impact

Mi* Ac
Alternative 4 0.35 7.2
Alternative 6 0.0 0.0
Alternative 7 0.0 0.0
Alternative 10 0.15 2.8
* to the nearest 0.05 mi.
Legend
s Allernative 3 Road
Aliemative 4 I Alignment Buffer
— Allernative 6 zzt:;m il

w—Altemative 7 Hardshell Clam
s Aliernative 10 77 Water Column Dwelling Shrimp

0 1.000 2,000 Feet @
——

Washington Stat
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Environmental Issues

Community Involvement

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10

5

0

<

éﬂ
New Bridge

Public Comments 2008

-\ﬁ

éﬂ
Thru Burley

Existing

Washington State
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Traffic

= Travel Time

= | evel of Service

-
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Environmental Issues
Traffic — Travel Time

SR 302 Travel Time from SR 16 - Key Peninsula Hwy
Weighted Average during PM Peak Hour

[ #8)
o

—— Average Travel Time-
v g

(F8)
o

)
o

—
o

—
o

Round Trip Travel Time {minutes)
)
o
N
A
w
N
|_\

o

o

Alt. 4 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 Alt. 10

* Times estimated using non-simulation models

- )
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Environmental Issues
Traffic — Level of Service (LOS)

FARIE BN

1451 51 Nw
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B 81 Gy ww
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Alternative 4 — PM Peak Period LOS*

* LOS estimated using non-simulation models
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Environmental Issues
Traffic — Level of Ser

24 Avartan WERAY EW LAKE

*LOS
estimated
using non-
simulation
models

tadth Sl e

vt Kp 1350 EtnaatKp

Segment 1:

HUMTE

S Huamar
S H g g

Ew Frdionaj.n M
w Findiona Ln M

o PRl S ;.iam:o:sj

w
*

2
H
o
!

Glanwas:

JUMETT

vice (LOS)

Eiw P i

Glenwood Mﬁrﬂuﬁn Ew P Rd
"gum e E T S Fiow Rt

I %‘II

2.9, 20,000; A

184 Himid i

{3315 Ao Siow | w5 P oW | Favwoed Ho Swl

1930 Bva Now

", 150U St p 4

A5 ER Ke N

e Nw

j1' 251 Ava M flnamau. = rﬁ«: M PIOMIBE  Gewect Ao 8w Glerwsod Md S Gawesd RS

Lé b 5 b

43l 81 K
2
1

14808 51 N R 31,

Sw Fiim Ry

w dmeaiman Lo

" Z.j--uln tn

R
A4 B2 N

1447 Bt M

o
i

’»T._ LY
Alternative

6

Wy o AR

DI B2 N

158ih 51 Nw

151 51 N

1808 52 Nw

132nd 51 Nw

F3Ind 51 HwW

PM Peak Period LOS*

o i Narander At

I ——

Cumy hva S
Coiory Ava &

Winw Rd g

=T

R4 EL e

Segment 2:
1.8; 25,000; B

155th 51 Nw

186 S2CE M
1868 53 CF e

3
z
23302 55 302
e Sproce Rd
2
H
x
i
T84iN 81 b .

T84i% Bi Nm

AE5d i e
Al 3 N

BECH SLNW

Fin0m B Hw

14518 51w
samn EHHES

et A

i

3 Aes N
‘T 10 A .wl

4D B N e 51

w0 4RO

WitwRa g,

w5 p ARG EEE

Eanct Ao M v Fas 51

Sind Aew b

|

<
N

Washington State
Department of Transportation

33

SR 302 Corridor Study



Environmental Issues
Traffic — Level of Service (LO§)
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Environmental Issues
Traffic — Level of Service (LOS)
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Agency Coordination
Project Coordination Plan

Lead Agencies
*FHWA and WSDOT

Cooperating Agencies

Department of Arch and Historic Preservation

*Pierce and Kitsap Counties
*USCOE, Fish & Wildlife, NMFS — in process

Participating Agencies
*WDFW, Key Pen Parks, Pierce County Parks
*City of Gig Harbor

*Nisqually, Puyallup, Skokomish, Squaxin — in
process (Jamestown, Lower Elwha will defer)

*US EPA —in process

Cooperating Agencies . ..

... (have) jurisdiction by law or special expertise
with respect to any environmental impact involved
in a proposed project or project alternative.

Cooperating Agencies . ..

... have a higher degree of authority,

responsibility, and involvement in the
environmental review process.

Cooperating Agencies . ..

. . . assume on request of the lead agency
responsibility for developing information and
preparing environmental analyses including
portions of the environmental impact statement.

Participating Agencies . ..

. . . participate at the earliest possible time,
identify issues of concern, provide timely
input, and participate in scoping

Washington State
'7’ Department of Transportation
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NEPA Scoping 2009

March

Scoping report March 2009

Scoping period ends Feb 13

Agency and public meeting Jan 12

NOI published Jan 2

*Phase 2 scope of work due Feb 15

«Confirm Phase 2 budget and schedule

*Assuming budget and schedule . . .
*Phase 2 (DEIS) begins July 2009
*DEIS summer 2010

-
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