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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Vision 

In July 2008, a Corridor Working Group consisting of transportation stakeholders 

representing a variety of interests convened to build the vision for the 

development of SR 19 and SR 20 corridor from the SR 19/SR104 intersection to 

the Port Townsend ferry terminal.  Together they developed a vision statement for 

the corridor through the year 2031.  Their vision, upon which they reached 

consensus, is: 

SR 19/ SR 20 Corridor Vision 

A sustainable multi-modal corridor that integrates the movement  

of people and goods safely and efficiently, enhances regional  

connections, and contributes to economic vitality and improves  

quality of life, with minimum environmental impacts. 

Over the course of the study, the corridor working group met four times (July 17 

and November 7, 2008; July 29 and October 28, 2009).  The vision was 

maintained through direct involvement of the Corridor Working Group in the 

development and approval of the alternatives evaluation criteria and, ultimately, 

the corridor plan recommendations.  The evaluation criteria were grouped under 

safety, congestion/mobility, feasibility/constructability, and environmental 

impact. 

The working group‟s efforts were supported by information gathered about the 

study area during four public meetings/open houses, and by technical reports 

prepared and presented by the Washington State Department of Transportation 

(WSDOT), Olympic Region Planning Office staff.  The public meetings occurred 

on August 28 and December 4, 2008; and August 27 and November 19, 2009 in 

Chimacum and Port Hadlock.  The working group‟s decisions were made in direct 

consultation with these WSDOT representatives. 

The Study 

The SR 19/SR 20 Corridor Plan study area begins in Jefferson County at the 

intersection of SR 104/19 and follows SR 19 (Beaver Valley Road) through the 

communities of Beaver Valley, Chimacum, Port Hadlock, Irondale, and Kala 

Point to the intersection with SR 20.  The study area then continues for nearly five 

miles along SR 20 (Sims Way) through the community of Glen Cove towards 

Port Townsend concluding at the Port Townsend ferry terminal. 

WSDOT has studied this corridor in collaboration with Jefferson County Public 

Works, the City of Port Townsend and other users of the route to identify ways to 

reduce congestion and increase safety.  These routes are identified as Highways of 

Statewide Significance and provide a regional connection between the Olympic 
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Peninsula and Island County via the Port Townsend ferry.  State Route 20 is part 

of the National Highway System (NHS). 

A corridor plan identifies transportation safety and mobility improvement 

opportunities and guides WSDOT‟s investments in the corridor over a 20-year 

period.  The plan targets many of the congestion, safety and roadside issues that 

travelers often face. 

The study process involved review and analysis of technical information such as 

current and forecast traffic conditions and the collision history on the corridor.  

Public involvement outreach efforts consisted of four corridor working group 

meetings and four public meetings/open houses that generated great interest in the 

community and facilitated public participation.  Using the technical analysis 

provided by WSDOT and the information gathered through the public meeting 

process, the working group endorsed recommendations to address the forecast 

deficiencies on the corridor.  This corridor plan provides WSDOT with a strategy 

for improving the corridor through the year 2031, while taking into consideration 

the plans and preferences of the affected jurisdictions and route users.  The end 

result is a prioritized list of short-, mid-, and long-term projects that can compete 

for state, regional, and local transportation funds.  

The study corridor was divided into six segments, each having its own 

characteristics and needs.  Segment 1, from SR 104 to Chimacum-Center is the 

rural segment; segments 5 and 6 are the more urbanized city segments; and in 

between are the urbanizing segments 2, 3, and 4.  The “urbanizing” of Segments 

2, 3, and 4 relates to the land use becoming more urban rather than rural.  Note: 

that this is not specifically a highway designation of urban over rural.  The urban 

growth Tri-Area of Chimacum, Irondale, and Port Hadlock in Segment 3 

contributes to the future urbanization in Segments 2, 3 and 4 because it‟s centrally 

located.  The 2000 Census data information identifies an urban cluster as a 

densely settled territory that has a population of at least 2,500 but less than 

50,000.  

The Recommendations 

Projects of Special Interest 

Through a stakeholder and public involvement process “Projects of Special 

Interest” were identified and adopted (Figure S-1).  These projects resonated with 

the community and received the most interest and support.  

Projects of special interest were derived from lists of recommendations developed 

for the six identified corridor segments through stakeholder and public input and 

through technical analysis and evaluation of improvement options using 

alternatives evaluation criteria adopted by the Corridor Working Group. 
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Recommendations were broken out by tiers and Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) strategies.  These are the Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, and TDM 

lists of recommendations. 

Tier 1 Recommendations 

TIER 1 recommendations focus on low-cost projects that may deliver a high 

return on capital investment and have short delivery schedules (Figure S-2).  

These include incident management, Intelligent Transportation System, access 

management, ramp modifications, turn lanes and intersection improvements. 

Tier 2 Recommendations 

TIER 2 recommendations focus on moderate to higher cost improvements that 

reduce congestion on both highways and local roads (Figure S-3).  These include 

improvements to parallel corridors (including local roads), adding auxiliary lanes, 

and direct access ramps. 

Tier 3 Recommendations 

TIER 3 recommendations focus on the highest-cost projects that can deliver 

corridor-wide benefits (Figure S-4).  These include adding general purpose lanes, 

and, interchange modifications. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Intelligent Transportation 

Systems (ITS) 

TDM is an umbrella term for strategies that reduce vehicle trips or shift use of the 

roadway to off peak periods (Figure S-5).  Intelligent Transportation Systems is 

the application of computers, communications & sensor technology to surface 

transportation. 

Next Steps 

The SR 19/SR 20 CPS identifies corridor needs that are based on adopted 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) thresholds and proposes 

actions to address those needs. While this alone does not guarantee implementation 

funding, the plan allows future consideration for funding requests to be focused on 

areas of greatest need in this corridor. These identified areas will compete with other 

similar locations around the state for future funding based on performance outcome. 

 

Available revenue to implement the identified improvements is very limited.  

Specific actions that should be taken to position the corridor plan proposed 

improvements for future implementation include: 

 Incorporate the SR 19/SR 20 Corridor Plan recommended improvements 

in the State‟s Highway System Plan (HSP) and the Peninsula Regional 

Transportation Organization‟s (PRTPO) regional transportation plan. 

 Incorporate the SR 19/SR 20 Corridor Plan recommended improvements, 

as appropriate, in county and city comprehensive plans. 
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Figure S-1:  Projects of Special Interest 
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Figure S-2:  Tier 1 Solutions  
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Figure S-3:  Tier 2 Solutions 
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Figure S-4:  Tier 3 Solutions 
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Figure S-5:  TDM Solutions 




