
Thursday

1:00 PM

1 Call to Order

2 Chair's Report 

A. Introductions Info

1. New Board Member - Skagit County Commissoner Lisa Janicki

2. New Board Member - King County Council Member Kathy Lambert

3. Accountant - Chad Johnson

B. Approve July 16-17, 2015 Agenda Action Enclosure

C. Approve Minutes of April 16-17, 2015 CRABoard Meeting Action Enclosure

D. Elect New Chair, Vice Chair, and Second Vice Chair Action

3 Certifications - Don Zimmer

A. Resolution 2015-006 - Certify the Master Road Log Action Enclosure

B. Resolution 2015-007 - Certify MVFT Allocation Factors Action Enclosure

4 Rural Arterial Program - Randy Hart, P.E.

A. Program Status Report Info Enclosure

B. Regional Meeting Update Info Enclosure

C. Resolution 2015-008 - Apportion RATA Funds to Regions Action Enclosure

D. Resolution 2015-009 - Establish 2015-17 Regional Apportionment % Action Enclosure

E. Resolution 2015-010 - Fund Additional and NE Region Projects Action Enclosure

F. Project Request Actions Taken by CRAB Staff Info Enclosure

5 2:00 PM - Public Hearing - Randy Hart, P.E.

Proposed Revisions to WAC 136-167-040 Action Enclosure

6 Executive Director's  Report - Jay Weber

A. 2013-15 Budget Close-out Info Enclosure

B. 2015-17 Budget Info Enclosure

C. Lease Renewal Info Enclosure

7 Info Enclosure

RECESS 6:00 PM - Dinner at Red Robin

Maintenance Manager's Report - Bob Moorhead, P.E.

AGENDA

County Road Administration Board

CRAB Office - Olympia Washington

July 16-17, 2015

JimO
Draft



Friday

8:30 AM

8 Call to Order

9 Gary Rowe, WSACE Managing Director

10 Deputy Director's Report - Walt Olsen, P.E.

A. County Engineers/PWD Status Info Enclosure

B. County Visits Completed Since April 2015 Info Enclosure

C. County Audits Info Enclosure

D. Other Deputy Director's Activities Info Enclosure

11 Staff Reports

A. Assistant Director - Steve Hillesland Info Enclosure

B. Intergovernmental Policy - Jeff Monsen, P.E. Info Enclosure

C. Compliance - Derek Pohle, P.E. Info Enclosure

12 Executive Session

Resolution 2015-011 - Executive Director's Salary Action

ADJOURN

Chairman's Signature:  ______________________

Attest:  __________________________________













































































RAP ACCT.xls

 RURAL ARTERIAL

 PROGRAM
 JULY, 2015

PROJECT STATUS:

(Two Biennia)

Billing Phase TOTAL

Completed

Some RATA paid

No RATA Paid

TOTAL              

FUND STATUS

     Anticipated Revenue to end of '13 - '15 Biennium:
Fuel tax receipts and interest through June, 2015

Estimated fuel tax receipts and interest July 2015 thru June 2017
Total estimated revenue

     RAP Expenditures to date:    

To Completed Projects

To Projects in Design or Under Construction

Administration

 Total RATA spent

     RAP Obligations:
RATA Balance on Active Projects
RATA $ yet to allocate to Partially funded projects -

Estimated remaining administration through 2015- 2017 biennium
Total RATA obligated

QTR2 - 2015 RATA ACTIVITY:

MONTH

April

May

June

'15-'17

0

38,160,900                

502,587,168

521,916,369              

119,763,876              

458,351,908              

34,377,654                

2

5

New

'13-'15

1

1

14

$15,314,414.58

9,857,607

560,077,269

Awaiting

Closeout

'83-'03

886

1

'03-'05 '05-'07

1012

'07-'09

42

'09-'13

72

1,010,000

45 44

(153,076.31)

(903,143.26)

28 44

$16,526,848.55

$5,963.09

50

INTEREST +

Cash Rcpts

$17,160,303.65

BEGINNING

 BALANCE

MVFT 

REVENUE

PROJECT 

PAYMENTS #

887

TOTALS: $2,964,373.59 $15,259.88 (1,056,219.57)

26 36 20

3 2 3

$9,296.79

55

25$1,397,935.77

$1,566,437.82 30

34

2 6 21

2 32

1132

120,773,876

34

(77,524.83)

41

$17,160,303.65

$16,526,848.55

$17,160,303.65

ENDING

 BALANCE

$19,784,889

ADMIN 

CHARGES

(38,388.58)

(39,136.25)

Completed
41%

No RATA Paid
17%

Some RATA 
Paid
35%

Awaiting 
Closeout

7%

Projects Funded
2003 - 2015

7/10/2015



County Road Administration Board – July 16, 2015 
Regional RAP meetings update 

 
 
Regional meetings were held May through June, 2015, in NE, NW, SE and SW RAP Regions.  RAP 
Online Training was conducted for the PS region, April through July. 
 
Staff noted to all regions that the CRABoard will decide in October whether or not to have a call for 
projects in 2016, for the 2017 – 2019 biennium.  This will be based on RATA account status, revenue 
estimates, and current project demand. Staff noted the current RATA balance is ~ $16,000,000 and the 
obligation to projects is ~$135,000,000 to 2022.  If a new call for RAP projects is offered, this will 
require scheduling of payments to new projects much later (3 to 4 years) than they would likely be 
programmed for construction by the counties.  Given this scenario, the county engineers generally 
supported a new call for projects in 2016. 
 
NE Region: 
 

• The engineers are working on revising the 3R and RC rating methods, moving away from the 
logarithmic curve formula currently in place. The engineers also agreed to allow short span 
bridges (< 20 ft long and not eligible for federal funding) to be submitted in the next call for 
projects.  These projects would share in the 30% currently set aside for 2R (resurfacing) type 
and have a $750,000 per biennium funding limit. 

 
NW Region: 
 

• The region is revising the 2R rating worksheets to provide more emphasis to structural 
condition, thereby strengthening the competitiveness of 2R compared to 3R (rehabilitation) 
projects.  
 

PS Region: 
 
 RAP Online Training was conducted for the following: 
 

• Snohomish County – April 23 for 6 county staff  
• King County – June 9, 2 King County staff (and 2 Clark County staff). 
• Pierce County – July 8, 6 Pierce County staff. 

 
SE Region: 
 

• Discussed revising the 2R rating method and the availability of $600,000 SE Region Bridge 
funding that has not been used. 

 
SW Region: 

• The region finds there has been a good mix of 3R, RC (reconstruction), 2R and DR (drainage 
projects. 2R and DR projects will share the same biennial county limit that 3R and RC have. 
DR projects will also be limited to $500,000 RATA per-project. 

 
CRAB staff also informed the counties on compliance reporting and status, maintenance management, 
and the gravel roads study being conducted by CRAB. 



WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

WHEREAS

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the accrued amount of $4,538,277 deposited to the
RATA in  April through June, 2015, be apportioned to the regions by their
2013 - 2015 biennium regional percentages after setting aside $123,000 for administration.

DISTRIBUTION

REGION PERCENT

ADMIN.

NORTHEAST

NORTHWEST

PUGET SOUND

SOUTHEAST

SOUTHWEST

TOTAL

Adopted by the CRABoard on July 16, 2015

PRIOR

PROGRAM TO DATEAPPORTION

(1983 - 2013)(2013 - 2015)

BIENNIAL

10,017,565

202,646,996

54,467,934

15,104,148

4,538,277

661,850

6.73%

1,920,204

297,148

Chair's Signature

ATTEST

5,206,051

35,660,413

CURRENT

APPORTION

43.49%

123,000

491,420

36,893,970

520,416,369

71,107,509

484,755,956

120,176,479

76,313,560

34,556,630

APPORTION  RATA  FUNDS  TO  REGIONS 

RESOLUTION 2015-008

23.66%

14.99%

3,865,467

2,337,340

10,947,815

217,751,144

930,250

8,217,157

100.00%

11.13%

PROGRAM

58,333,401

RCW 36.79.030 establishes the Northeast, Northwest, Puget Sound, Southeast and 

Southwest Regions in Washington State for the purpose of apportioning Rural Arterial 

Trust Account (RATA) funds; and

RCW 36.79.040 specifies the manner in which RATA funds are to be apportioned to the 

five regions; and

the CRABoard established regional apportionment percentages for the 2013 - 2015 

biennium at its meeting of August 1, 2013; and

RCW 36.79.050 specifies the apportionment percentages that the CRABoard shall use 

once each calendar quarter to apportion funds credited to the Rural Arterial Trust Account; 

and

RCW 36.79.020 authorizes expenditure of RATA funds for costs associated with program 

administration;

1,044,654 111,959,322

APPORTION RES RATA revenue to regions



WHEREAS, RCW 36.79.030 establishes five regions within the state for the purpose of apportioning

Rural Arterial Trust Account (RATA) funds; and,

WHEREAS, RCW 36.79.040 establishes the requirements for the apportioning of RATA funds; and,

WHEREAS, WAC 136-100-050 contains the computation of rural land areas based on the most

recent census data (2010) from the Office of Financial Management as follows:

Rural Land Area
Region (Square Miles) Percent of Total

Northeast 26,648 41.58
Northwest 7,798 12.17
Puget Sound 4,756 7.42
Southeast 14,641 22.85
Southwest 10,238 15.98

TOTAL 64,081 100.00 and,

WHEREAS, The mileages of rural principal and minor arterials, and rural major and minor 

collectors for each of the five regions, as shown in the County Road Log maintained by the 

CRABoard office as of July 1, 2015 as required by WAC 136-100-050 are as follows:

Region Road Mileage Percent of Total

Northeast 5,551.95 44.87
Northwest 1,268.13 10.25
Puget Sound 806.99 6.52
Southeast 2,970.95 24.01
Southwest 1,776.75 14.36

TOTAL 12,374.76 100.00 and,

WHEREAS, The computation of apportionment percentages for each of the five regions result in the

following:

Region

Northeast
Northwest
Puget Sound

Southeast
Southwest

TOTAL

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the apportionment percentages shown above are 

hereby established for the five regions for use in the apportionment of RATA funds 

deposited during the 2015-2017 biennium.

Adopted by the CRABoard on July 16, 2015

Chair's Signature

RESOLUTION 2015-009

TO ESTABLISH REGIONAL PERCENTAGES FOR THE 

APPORTIONING OF RATA FUNDS DURING THE 2015-2017 BIENNIUM

43.77
10.89

Final Apportionment 

Percentages

6.82
23.62
14.90

100.00

ATTEST

Resolution 2015-009 Establish 2015-17 Regional Apportionment %.xls



REGIONAL APPORTIONMENT PERCENTAGES:

PER WAC 136 CHAPTER 100

RURAL LAND AREA REGIONAL % CALCULATION
JULY 2015 ROADLOG

(A) (B)

COUNTY AREA % 02, 06 07&08 TOTAL % % of state Rounding FINAL %
SQ. MI. OF STATE C/L MILES C/L MILES C/L MILES OF STATE:       x 2      Calculated % Error

NE

Adams 1,917.13 2.99 0.00 665.68 665.68 5.38 4.58

Chelan 2,893.63 4.52 0.00 209.50 209.50 1.69 2.63

Douglas 1,803.44 2.81 0.00 400.31 400.31 3.23 3.09

Ferry 2,203.16 3.44 0.00 232.32 232.32 1.88 2.40

Grant 2,645.56 4.13 2.02 872.99 875.01 7.07 6.09

Lincoln 2,310.49 3.61 18.96 639.47 658.43 5.32 4.75

Okanogan 5,263.24 8.21 0.00 490.34 490.34 3.96 5.38

Pend Oreille 1,398.92 2.18 0.00 180.86 180.86 1.46 1.70

Spokane 1,592.56 2.49 9.63 654.76 664.39 5.37 4.41

Stevens 2,468.80 3.85 0.00 560.61 560.61 4.53 4.30 43.7716

Whitman 2,150.95 3.36 0.00 614.51 614.51 4.97 4.43 (Actual)

REG TOTALS 26,647.87 41.58 30.607 5521.34 5551.95 44.87 89.73 43.77 -0.0016 43.77 NE

NW

Clallam 1,695.88 2.65 0.00 115.18 115.18 0.93 1.50

Island 169.87 0.27 0.00 179.93 179.93 1.45 1.06

Jefferson 1,795.07 2.80 0.00 138.48 138.48 1.12 1.68

Kitsap 244.77 0.38 13.77 126.33 140.10 1.13 0.88

San Juan 173.92 0.27 0.00 87.05 87.05 0.70 0.56

Skagit 1,685.63 2.63 9.36 309.75 319.11 2.58 2.60 10.8880

Whatcom 2,032.62 3.17 0.00 288.30 288.30 2.33 2.61 (Actual)

REG TOTALS 7,797.75 12.17 23.13 1245.00 1268.13 10.25 20.50 10.89 0.0020 10.89 NW

PS

King 1,588.23 2.48 40.76 204.07 244.83 1.98 2.15

Pierce 1,322.19 2.06 63.76 186.69 250.45 2.02 2.04 6.8216

Snohomish 1,845.87 2.88 54.05 257.66 311.72 2.52 2.64 (Actual)

REG TOTALS 4,756.28 7.42 158.57 648.42 806.99 6.52 13.04 6.82 -0.0016 6.82 PS

SE

Asotin 624.20 0.97 0.47 151.86 152.33 1.23 1.15

Benton 1,621.67 2.53 0.00 290.32 290.32 2.35 2.41

Columbia 867.19 1.35 0.00 230.39 230.39 1.86 1.69

Franklin 1,209.19 1.89 0.00 336.93 336.93 2.72 2.44

Garfield 710.69 1.11 0.00 213.03 213.03 1.72 1.52

Kittitas 2,285.41 3.57 0.25 296.38 296.63 2.40 2.79

Klickitat 1,864.72 2.91 0.00 384.85 384.85 3.11 3.04

Walla Walla 1,246.76 1.95 2.36 421.31 423.68 3.42 2.93 23.6212

Yakima 4,211.03 6.57 4.35 638.46 642.81 5.19 5.65 (Actual)

REG TOTALS 14,640.85 22.85 7.433 2963.52 2970.95 24.01 48.02 23.62 -0.0012 23.62 SE

SW

Clark 500.59 0.78 13.04 260.17 273.21 2.21 1.73

Cowlitz 1,098.79 1.71 1.24 195.93 197.17 1.59 1.63

Grays Harbor 1,875.54 2.93 0.00 242.67 242.67 1.96 2.28

Lewis 2,382.21 3.72 0.00 266.46 266.46 2.15 2.67

Mason 938.21 1.46 0.00 263.13 263.13 2.13 1.91

Pacific 924.97 1.44 0.00 130.12 130.12 1.05 1.18

Skamania 1,655.68 2.58 8.64 81.81 90.45 0.73 1.35

Thurston 598.67 0.93 4.29 227.45 231.73 1.87 1.56 14.8975

Wahkiakum 263.38 0.41 0.00 81.82 81.82 0.66 0.58 (Actual)

REG TOTALS 10,238.03 15.98 27.21 1,749.54 1,776.75 14.36 28.72 14.90 0.0025 14.90

net error

GRAND TOTALS 64,080.78 100.00 246.94 12,127.82 12,374.76 100.00 200.00 100.00 0.0000 100.00

NOTES:       -- REGIONAL PERCENTAGE =  [ (AREA) + 2X(CL MILES) ] / 3 RELATIVE TO ALL REGIONS STATEWIDE

--THE COUNTY RURAL LAND AREAS ARE PROVIDED BY OFM VIA THE 2010 CENSUS DATA

-- ELIGIBLE MILES ARE FROM THE COUNTY ROADLOG MAINTAINED BY THE CRABOARD AS OF 7/1/15

N
W

P
S

S
E

S
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SW

[A+(B*2)]/3

RURAL C/L MILES
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E

7/14/2015



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the County Road Administration Board hereby

 approves funding for Lincoln County's Miles Creston Bridge in the amount shown:

Northeast Region

County Road Name: BMP EMP COST FUNDING TYPE

Lincoln Miles Creston Br 76301 Replacement 712,000

Adopted by the CRABoard on July 16, 2015

Chair's Signature

ATTEST

FA3,560,000      0.50 0.60 712,000

RATA

REQ  

$1,599,300 of the NE Region bridge allocation was withheld from funding of projects as there 

were fewer bridges on the array at that time than revenue available, and

the CRABoard met in accordance with WAC 136-161-070 on April 16, 2015 to approve Rural 

Arterial Program projects and allocate Rural Arterial Trust Account funds, and

On May 28, 2015 Lincoln County submitted a RAP prospectus requesting $712,000 as match for 

$2,848,000 in Federal Bridge Replacement funds awarded for the Miles Creston Bridge.

It is the intent of the CRABoard to allocate funds to the full extent possible and to assist county 

project and programming needs, and

RESOLUTION 2015-010

TO APPROVE 2015 - 2017 RAP PROJECTS

AND ALLOCATE ESTIMATED 2015 - 2017 RATA FUNDS

in accordance with WAC 136-130-050 (1) "...Bridges must be approved for federal bridge 

funding and RATA funds shall be used only as a match for such federal funding. Bridges will be 

ranked for RATA funding using the WSDOT priority list and may be added to the NER 

Category 1 priority array at any time during the biennium upon approval of the bridge for 

federal bridge funding, and

The NE Region array is therefore currently funded at only 82%, which is short of the 90% 

allowed during the first year of the biennium, and



County Road Administration Board – July 16, 2015 
 

Project Actions Taken By CRAB Staff – Quarter 2, 2015 
 
 
I. Thurston County’s Delphi Road - RAP Project 3409-01 - Scope Reduction: 
 
Thurston County, per their letter dated April 8, 2015 requested a scope change to their Delphi Road 
project, reducing the milepost limits from 5.55 – 7.40  to 5.55 – 7.31.    
 
Right of way issue: 
 
Widening proposed for this project requires the purchase of right of way on numerous adjacent 
properties.  At the north end of the project, a property owner has strongly resisted negotiations for 
right of way. The county is left with no option at this time except to condemn the property.  The 
county indicated there is no practical design alternative that would avoid the property, and CRAB 
staff confirmed this at a May 4, 2015 project field review with county staff.   
 
Proposed solution: 
 
Since the property owner owns 1300 feet of frontage of which approximately 130 feet is along this 
project, the county proposes to address the right of way as part of the next section of Delphi Road 
which the county plans to construct in the near future.  Dealing with the entire impact to the owner’s 
property in one project is considered by the county to be more efficient and cost effective.  Staff 
agrees with the county’s assessment.  Delaying the right of way issue however, requires shortening 
the project by .09 miles or 5%.  The shortening of the project increases the score from the original 
63.84 pts to 63.87 pts.  The total cost of the project at the reduced length is $3,372,000 with RATA 
contributing $2,000,000 of that amount. 
 
After review and confirmation with the CRAB Director, on May 18, 2015 an amended contract was 
offered the county which revised the milepost limits to 5.55 – 7.31.  
 
II. Chelan County’s Chiwawa Loop Phase III - RAP Project 0414-01 - Scope Increase: 
 
Chelan County, per their letter sent to CRAB on May 22, 2015 requested an increase in project 
length, revising the milepost limits from 3.35– 4.57 to 3.13– 4.57.    
 
Preliminary limits inaccurate: 
 
In pursuing full design, the county discovered that the terminus of the project at milepost 3.35 was 
short of the original intended improvements to milepost 3.13, which is the intersection at Wending 
Lane.  The county requested the limits be extended to that location, with no change in RATA 
funding of $2,738,700. 
 
CRAB staff found that the rating points for the revised length decreases the score from 84.82 to 
84.09, still well above the next funded 3R project, which scored 74.85.  After review and 
confirmation with the CRAB Director, on June 1, 2015 an amended contract was offered the county 
which revised the milepost limits to 3.13 – 4.57.  



III. Clark County, Request for Combination of RATA and non-RATA funded projects: 
 
Clark County, per their letter sent to CRAB on June 30, 2015 requested their Federal funded Carty 
Road resurfacing project; milepost 0.00 – 2.37, be combined with the RATA funded culvert 
replacement project; milepost 1.15 – 1.30. 
 
The county assured in writing that both the bid documents and costs of the resurfacing work that 
will be done outside of the culvert project limits will be separated out so that RATA funds are used 
only on the original prospectus culvert replacement and related roadwork. 
 
After conferring with the director, CRAB staff supported this request and an amendment to the 
culvert replacement CRAB/County contract was sent to the county, allowing the project to be bid 
for the entire length, milepost 0.00 – 2.37. 
 



IV. Spokane County, Delay of new RATA funding Contract: Bigelow Gulch 2.23 – 3.23 
 
Initial discussions: 
 
The CRABoard, on April 26, 2015, approved $248,383 in new funding (of $2,579,100 requested 
and $5,648,000 total cost) for Spokane County’s Bigelow Gulch milepost 2.23 – 3.23 per 
Resolution 2015-004.  As the county was preparing to sign the contract agreement for the new 
funding, the county, on April 29, 2015 informed CRAB staff over the phone that there was an 
earlier agreement (project number 3203-01) for this same section, mileposts 2.17 – 3.37, covering 
the same scope of work (see attached older prospectus for Bigelow Gulch Road).  It was discovered 
that the earlier RAP Contract did not accomplish the widening and resurfacing cited in the 
prospectus that was submitted in August of 2002*. CRAB staff replied that the county was likely 
ineligible for the new funding since it proposed work for which the county had been already been 
reimbursed.  (Five progress payments had been processed by CRAB dating February 24, 2005 to 
October 17, 2005 for the project, named on vouchers for work titled as ‘Bigelow Gulch Rd Project 
3A’.  CRAB staff also attended a ribbon cutting for in 2007, but no field audit was conducted as 
project details were not available at the time). The county therefore did not forward to CRAB the 
new contract it was offered in April of 2015. 
 
CRAB staff recommendation to Spokane County: 
 
After CRAB staff review, the county was contacted on May 2, 2015 and was presented with the 
following options, if it wished to pursue RATA funding on the new proposal: 
 

• Payback the $1,500,000 of expended RATA funds. The county could then sign a new 
contract for the $248,383 awarded of the $2,579,100 requested.  Increase allowed, 
possibly. 

• Retain the original $1,500,000 but build the Phase 3 project with county or other funding. 
No increase available. 

• Retain the original $1,500,000 and reduce the RATA request from $2.7M to $1.2M. No 
Increase Allowed. 

• Retain $312,500 estimated as eligible for work done on phase 3 and payback the remaining 
$1,187,500. No Increase Allowed. 

 
It was noted that the last three options would require CRABoard action. 
 
Further history provided by the county: 
 
CRAB staff also requested background on the project that was approved in 2003.  On May 5, 2015 
the county emailed a description of the projects’ funding and construction – in 2005 (See Bigelow 
Gulch Project 3 Funding Evolution – attached).  In summary, Federal (STP) and Freight Mobility 
Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) funds that the county anticipated using at Bigelow and 
Argonne Road intersection were no longer available, so the county used all its’ RATA funding on 
the intersection to help make up the shortfall. The intersection is outside of the original project 
limits except for the western Bigelow Gulch Road approach, about 700 feet, or 12% of the original 
project length. 
 
* Not checking that the new submittal was a repeat on an older approval was an oversight by CRAB staff, as typically a 
review is made to assure that a repeated – resubmitted project section either resurfaces a failing pavement from older 
funding (8 – 10 years or more), or provides a larger scope of work due to new traffic demands.). 



From Spokane County email dated May 5, 2015: 
 
“Bigelow Gulch Project 3 Funding Evolution 
 
The original project limits were established as M.P. 2.17 (Weile) to M.P. 3.37 (Argonne) 
and a RAP grant application was submitted for $1.5 million.  This application was 
successful and was eligible for funding 4/26/02. 
 
Project 3A was created in mid-2004 to support FMSIB in spending down their fund 
balance.  This project was the intersection of Bigelow and Argonne as well as the 
approach Bigelow roadway on either side of Argonne.  The total length of project was 0.73 
miles (M.P. 3.04 to M.P. 3.77).  The funding sources in the original County prospectus 
were FMSIB, PWTF, RAP, REET and STP(R).  By the end of 2014 it was apparent that the 
NEPA process would not be completed in time to meet the FMSIB need, so the decision 
was made to move forward without STP funds.  Prior to the construction of the project, 
FMSIB determined that their funds were federal and therefore could not be utilized on the 
project.  Again, the decision was made to move forward, this time without the FMSIB 
funding. 
 
The project was constructed with $1.5 million in RAP funding with the remaining 
$2,615,297.15 from County Road Fund, REET, and PWTF.  Construction was complete in 
2005.  Continuation of the project was delayed by NEPA approval (2008) and right of way 
certification issues in 2010. 
 
While I have found no communication with CRAB in the file about the scope change in the 
project, I have contacted Ross Kelley (County Engineer at the time).  Historically, Spokane 
County has had excellent communication with CRAB (I even recall a CRAB representative 
at the ground breaking ceremony for this project), it would be extremely unusual if this was 
not discussed at the time. 
 
Our current application for this project is on hold pending the outcome of the current 
discussions.” 
 
Current Status: 
 
After a brief visit with county engineer Mitch Reister, on July 8, 2015, CRAB staff was informed 
that the county would seek CRABoard consideration of alternative methods to address this issue at 
its’ July 16, 2015 meeting. 





























From Spokane County email dated May 5, 2015: 
 
“Bigelow Gulch Project 3 Funding Evolution 
 
The original project limits were established as M.P. 2.17 (Weile) to M.P. 3.37 (Argonne) 
and a RAP grant application was submitted for $1.5 million.  This application was 
successful and was eligible for funding 4/26/02. 
 
Project 3A was created in mid-2004 to support FMSIB in spending down their fund 
balance.  This project was the intersection of Bigelow and Argonne as well as the 
approach Bigelow roadway on either side of Argonne.  The total length of project was 0.73 
miles (M.P. 3.04 to M.P. 3.77).  The funding sources in the original County prospectus 
were FMSIB, PWTF, RAP, REET and STP(R).  By the end of 2014 it was apparent that the 
NEPA process would not be completed in time to meet the FMSIB need, so the decision 
was made to move forward without STP funds.  Prior to the construction of the project, 
FMSIB determined that their funds were federal and therefore could not be utilized on the 
project.  Again, the decision was made to move forward, this time without the FMSIB 
funding. 
 
The project was constructed with $1.5 million in RAP funding with the remaining 
$2,615,297.15 from County Road Fund, REET, and PWTF.  Construction was complete in 
2005.  Continuation of the project was delayed by NEPA approval (2008) and right of way 
certification issues in 2010. 
 
While I have found no communication with CRAB in the file about the scope change in the 
project, I have contacted Ross Kelley (County Engineer at the time).  Historically, Spokane 
County has had excellent communication with CRAB (I even recall a CRAB representative 
at the ground breaking ceremony for this project), it would be extremely unusual if this was 
not discussed at the time. 
 
Our current application for this project is on hold pending the outcome of the current 
discussions.” 
 
Current Status: 
 
After a brief visit with county engineer Mitch Reister, on July 8, 2015, CRAB staff was informed 
that the county would seek CRABoard consideration of alternative methods to address this issue at 
its’ July 16, 2015 meeting. 



County Road Administration Board – July 16, 2015 

 

Public Hearing on revision to WAC 136-167-040 - 

Lapsing of RATA allocation for approved projects. 

 

 
WAC 136-167-040 defines CRAB’s policies for lapsing of RATA funded projects, and also 

specifies conditions for allowing time extensions. The two current extensions allowed are: 

 

 Those requested by the county when sufficient justification is provided. 

 

 Those applied by the CRABoard by use of a Moratorium on project lapsing so that the 

board can effectively manage the RATA balance when needed. 

 

 

The enclosed revision adds a third extension type as new section 5, underlined, which allows 

extensions for RAP funded projects held up by entities and actions entirely outside of a county’s 

control, such as court action or groups not subject to the county’s eminent domain authority. 

 

 

This proposed revision has been published and has received no public input to date.   Staff 

recommends adoption of the proposed revision.. 



 

 

PROPOSED RULE MAKING 
CR-102 (June 2012) 
 (Implements RCW 34.05.320) 

Do NOT use for expedited rule making 
Agency:  County Road Administration Board 

 Preproposal Statement of Inquiry was filed as WSR            ; or 

 Expedited Rule Making--Proposed notice was filed as WSR           ; or 

X Proposal is exempt under RCW 34.05.310(4) or 34.05.330(1). 

X  Original Notice 

 Supplemental Notice to WSR            

Continuance of WSR       

Title of rule and other identifying information: (Describe Subject)  
WAC 136-167-040 Lapsing of RATA allocation for approved projects. 

The CRABoard may in its discretion grant an additional extension for lapsing of RATA allocation for approved projects. 

 

 

 

Hearing location(s): CRAB Offices 

2404 Chandler Court SW, Ste 280 

Olympia, WA 98504-0913 

Submit written comments to: 
Name: Karen Pendleton 

Address:2404 Chandler Court SW, Ste 240 

Olympia, WA 98504-0913 

e-mail  karen@crab.wa.gov                               

fax      (360)350.6094          by (date) July 10, 2015           

Date: July 16, 2015           Time: 2:00 pm      
Assistance for persons with disabilities:   Contact  

Karen Pendleton                by July 10, 2015      

TTY (800) 833.6384            or (360) 753.5989           

 
Date of intended adoption:    July 16, 2015           

(Note:  This is NOT the effective date) 

Purpose of the proposal and its anticipated effects, including any changes in existing rules:  
 

The CRABoard may in its discretion determine that for the public safety, health or general welfare, the CRABoard may grant an 

additional extension in some cases for Rural Arterial Program projects if deemed necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reasons supporting proposal:        

Statutory authority for adoption: 36.78 Statute being implemented:       

 

Is rule necessary because of a: 

 Federal Law? 
 Federal Court Decision? 
 State Court Decision? 

If yes, CITATION: 

      

  Yes 

  Yes 

  Yes 

x  No 

x  No 
x  No 

CODE REVISER USE ONLY 

 

DATE 

May 20, 2015 

NAME (type or print) 

Jay P. Weber 

 

SIGNATURE  

  
TITLE 

Executive Director 
 

 

 (COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE) 



Agency comments or recommendations, if any, as to statutory language, implementation, enforcement, and fiscal 
matters: 
      
 

 

Name of proponent: (person or organization) County Road Administration Board 

 
 Private 

 Public 

X Governmental 

Name of agency personnel responsible for:   

 Name Office Location Phone 

Drafting............... Randy Hart Thurston (360)  753.5989 

Implementation.... Randy Hart Thurston (360)  753.5989 

Enforcement.......... Jay Weber Thurston (360)  753.5989 

Has a small business economic impact statement been prepared under chapter 19.85 RCW or has a school district 
fiscal impact statement been prepared under section 1, chapter 210, Laws of 2012? 

  
  Yes.  Attach copy of small business economic impact statement or school district fiscal impact statement. 
 
 A copy of the statement may be obtained by contacting: 
   Name:       

   Address:       

         

         

         

 phone  (    )                 

 fax        (    )                

 e-mail                               
 

 X No.  Explain why no statement was prepared. 
N/A 

 

 

 

Is a cost-benefit analysis required under RCW 34.05.328? 
 
  Yes     A preliminary cost-benefit analysis may be obtained by contacting: 
   Name:       

   Address:       

         

         

         

 phone  (    )                 

 fax        (    )                

                  e-mail                              

 

 X No: Please explain: N/A 
 

 

 

 



AMENDATORY SECTION (Amending WSR 11-05-005, filed 2/3/11, effective 
3/6/11)

WAC 136-167-040  Lapsing of RATA allocation for approved 
projects.  To encourage timely development and construction of ap
proved projects, all projects for which RATA funds have been allocated 
must meet certain project development milestones. Failure to meet the 
milestones will result in action by the county road administration 
board to withdraw RATA funds from the project.

(1) For the purposes of this section, a project will be subject 
to lapsing and withdrawal of its RATA allocation if:

(a) The project has not begun the preliminary engineering within 
one year of project approval by the county road administration board; 
or

(b) The project has not begun construction within six years of 
the date of project approval by the county road administration board.

(2) A project shall be considered in preliminary engineering if 
RATA funds have been expended or evidence that non-RATA funds have 
been expended for preliminary engineering as provided for in RCW 
36.75.050. A project shall be considered in construction if:

(a) The construction contract for the work has been advertised 
for bids as provided for in RCW 36.77.020;

(b) A contract has been awarded under the provisions of the small 
works roster contract award process; or

(c) If done by county forces, the work has commenced.
(3) If an approved project does not meet a required project de

velopment milestone, the county road administration board will, at its 
next regular meeting, withdraw RATA funds from the project.

(4) At any time up to ten days before such meeting, the county 
may, in writing, request an extension of the lapse date. The county 
road administration board may grant such an extension if it finds that 
the delay in project development was for reasons that were both unan
ticipated and beyond the control of the county, and subject to the 
following:

(a) A project extension will be granted one time only and will be 
no more than two years in length; and

(b) The county can demonstrate that the project was actively pur
sued for completion within the original CRAB/county contract terms and 
can be completed within a two year extension; and

(c) The request for an extension is based on unforeseeable cir
cumstances that the county could not have anticipated at the time the 
project was submitted for RATA funding; and

(d) An approved time extension will not be grounds for the county 
to request an increase in the RATA funding of the project; and

(e) The executive director will determine a new lapse date, and 
all of the requirements listed above under subsections (1) and (2) of 
this section will apply except that further extensions will not be 
granted.

(5) The CRABoard may in its discretion determine that for the 
public safety, health or general welfare, an additional extension is 
necessary. If such a determination is made, the CRABoard may grant an 
additional extension and set the duration thereof.

(6) The CRABoard may at any time place a moratorium on lapsing of 
projects that are delayed due to CRAB initiated rescheduling and es
tablish a new lapsing date to fit the CRABoard's programming needs. 

[ 1 ] OTS-7077.3



For those projects given a lapsing moratorium, section four shall be 
held in abeyance until the new lapsing date.

[ 2 ] OTS-7077.3



BI Allotment BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance BI Variance

695,052 695,052 674,282 20,770 20,770

195,878 195,878 184,329 11,550 11,550

34,884 34,884 26,103 8,781 8,781

9,036 9,036 6,365 2,671 2,671

2,150 2,150 5,891 (3,741) (3,741)

49,095,000 49,095,000 38,801,382 10,293,618 10,293,618
50,032,000 50,032,000 39,698,351 10,333,649 10,333,649

Sum without Grants: 937,000 937,000 896,969 40,031 40,031

Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

28,182 28,727 (545) 695,052 674,282 20,770

A AA State Classified 28,099 28,727 (628) 692,709 672,878 19,831

AC State Exempt 0 0 0 0 0 0

AS Sick Leave Buy-Out 83 0 83 1,643 1,404 239

AT Terminal Leave 0 0 0 700 0 700

7,800 7,568 232 195,878 184,329 11,550

B BA Old Age and Survivors Insurance 1,834 1,746 88 43,875 40,955 2,920

BB Retirement and Pensions 2,639 2,646 (7) 62,099 61,656 443

BC Medical Aid & Industrial Insurance 166 152 14 3,984 3,687 297

BD Health, Life & Disability Insurance 2,732 2,616 116 75,660 68,450 7,210

BH Hospital Insurance (Medicare) 429 408 21 10,258 9,578 680

BZ Other Employee Benefits 0 0 0 2 2 (0)

1,751 925 826 34,884 26,103 8,781

E EA Supplies and Materials 25 11 14 600 497 103

EB Communications/Telecommunications 128 88 40 3,072 2,003 1,069

EC Utilities 176 (91) 267 2,324 965 1,359

ED Rentals and Leases - Land & Buildings 622 412 210 12,788 10,514 2,274

EE Repairs, Alterations & Maintenance 11 0 11 129 29 100

EF Printing and Reproduction 16 15 1 384 374 10

EG Employee Prof Dev & Training 103 21 82 1,972 1,624 348

EH Rental & Leases - Furn & Equipment 13 11 2 312 225 87

EJ Subscriptions 12 3 10 288 94 194

EK Facilities and Services 11 9 2 1,444 578 866

EL Data Processing Services (Interagency) 48 179 (131) 2,122 2,093 29

EM Attorney General Services 62 (17) 79 1,488 306 1,182

EN Personnel Services 0 4 (4) 1,764 1,089 675

EP Insurance 0 0 0 286 150 136

ER Other Contractual Services 160 266 (106) 835 2,333 (1,498)

ES Vehicle Maintenance & Operating Cst 30 7 23 400 149 251

ET Audit Services 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grants, Benefits & Client Services
Sum:

Salaries and Wages

County Road Administration Board Agency Summary FYTD as of June 2015

Employee Benefits

Goods and Other Services

Fund 102- Rural Arterial Trust Account Summary

Category

Salaries and Wages

Employee Benefits

Goods and Other Services

Travel

Capital Outlays



Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

EW Archives & Records Management Svcs 0 0 0 40 36 4

EY Software Licenses and Maintenance 334 6 328 4,636 3,031 1,605

EZ Other Goods and Services 0 2 (2) 0 12 (12)

516 297 219 9,036 6,365 2,671

G GA In-State Subsistence & Lodging 301 163 138 4,674 3,246 1,428

GC Private Automobile Mileage 129 38 91 1,696 936 760

GD Other Travel Expenses 11 11 0 264 311 (47)

GF Out-Of-State Subsistence & Lodging 0 0 0 504 344 160

GG Out-Of-State Air Transportation 25 0 25 426 219 207

GN Motor Pool Services 50 85 (35) 1,472 1,310 162

(15) 1,904 (1,919) 2,150 5,891 (3,741)

J JA Noncapitalized Assets (43) 1,904 (1,947) 1,337 5,692 (4,355)

JB Noncapitalized Software (5) 0 (5) 21 199 (178)

JC Furnishings & Equipment 33 0 33 792 0 792

(5,684,469) 157,413 (5,841,882) 49,095,000 38,801,382 10,293,618

N NZ Other Grants and Benefits (5,684,469) 157,413 (5,841,882) 49,095,000 38,801,382 10,293,618
Total Dollars (5,646,235) 196,834 (5,843,069) 50,032,000 39,698,351 10,333,649

BI Allotment BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance BI Variance

10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 0 0
10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 0 0

Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

0 0 0 10,000,000 10,000,000 0

N NZ Other Grants and Benefits 0 0 0 10,000,000 10,000,000 0
Total Dollars 0 0 0 10,000,000 10,000,000 0

BI Allotment BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance BI Variance

1,430,740 1,430,740 1,424,140 6,600 6,600

390,639 390,639 378,234 12,405 12,405

304,288 304,288 240,191 64,097 64,097

0 0 4,706 (4,706) (4,706)

60,861 60,861 59,420 1,441 1,441

4,472 4,472 75,784 (71,312) (71,312)

706,000 706,000 705,800 200 200
2,897,000 2,897,000 2,888,274 8,726 8,726

Sum without Grants: 2,191,000 2,191,000 2,182,474 8,526 8,526

Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

57,016 60,596 (3,580) 1,430,740 1,424,140 6,600

A AA State Classified 40,016 44,012 (3,996) 1,022,608 1,032,668 (10,060)

AC State Exempt 17,000 16,583 417 394,000 390,417 3,583

AS Sick Leave Buy-Out 0 0 0 7,562 1,055 6,507

Category

Salaries and Wages

Capital Outlays

Grants, Benefits & Client Services
Sum:

Salaries and Wages

Travel

Capital Outlays

Grants, Benefits & Client Services

Fund 106- Highway Safety Account Summary

Category

Grants, Benefits & Client Services
Sum:

Grants, Benefits & Client Services

Fund 108- Motor Vehicle Account Summary

Employee Benefits

Goods and Other Services

Professional Service Contracts

Travel



Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

AT Terminal Leave 0 0 0 6,570 0 6,570

15,691 15,562 129 390,639 378,234 12,405

B BA Old Age and Survivors Insurance 3,746 3,681 65 88,712 85,682 3,030

BB Retirement and Pensions 5,462 5,581 (119) 130,982 131,042 (60)

BC Medical Aid & Industrial Insurance 304 296 8 7,296 6,909 387

BD Health, Life & Disability Insurance 5,303 5,143 160 142,436 134,335 8,101

BH Hospital Insurance (Medicare) 876 861 15 21,193 20,247 946

BZ Other Employee Benefits 0 0 0 20 20 0

0 0 0 0 4,706 (4,706)

C CZ Other Professional Services 0 0 0 0 4,706 (4,706)

12,557 8,675 3,882 304,288 240,191 64,097

E EA Supplies and Materials 236 100 136 5,664 4,624 1,040

EB Communications/Telecommunications 1,198 829 369 28,752 18,791 9,961

EC Utilities 890 (853) 1,743 15,040 9,053 5,987

ED Rentals and Leases - Land & Buildings 4,101 3,861 240 97,064 94,018 3,046

EE Repairs, Alterations & Maintenance 34 0 34 736 274 462

EF Printing and Reproduction 148 137 11 3,552 3,504 48

EG Employee Prof Dev & Training 733 201 532 15,932 15,232 700

EH Rental & Leases - Furn & Equipment 121 101 20 2,904 2,113 791

EJ Subscriptions 114 23 91 2,736 857 1,879

EK Facilities and Services (751) 82 (833) 5,008 5,425 (417)

EL Data Processing Services (Interagency) 452 1,678 (1,226) 19,972 19,631 341

EM Attorney General Services 578 (155) 733 13,916 2,873 11,043

EN Personnel Services 900 37 863 25,548 10,212 15,336

EP Insurance 0 0 0 1,308 1,409 (101)

ER Other Contractual Services 1,373 2,493 (1,120) 28,492 21,890 6,602

ES Vehicle Maintenance & Operating Cst 200 70 130 3,200 1,400 1,800

ET Audit Services 0 0 0 0 0 0

EW Archives & Records Management Svcs 0 0 0 344 338 6

EY Software Licenses and Maintenance 2,230 53 2,177 34,120 28,431 5,689

EZ Other Goods and Services 0 17 (17) 0 116 (116)

2,227 2,791 (564) 60,861 59,420 1,441

G GA In-State Subsistence & Lodging 1,252 1,529 (277) 30,568 30,448 120

GC Private Automobile Mileage 476 359 117 9,624 8,785 839

GD Other Travel Expenses 99 102 (3) 2,401 2,627 (226)

GF Out-Of-State Subsistence & Lodging 0 0 0 4,728 3,224 1,504

GG Out-Of-State Air Transportation 200 0 200 3,236 2,050 1,186

GN Motor Pool Services 200 801 (601) 10,304 12,287 (1,983)

(1,820) 38,380 (40,200) 4,472 75,784 (71,312)

J JA Noncapitalized Assets (1,598) 17,859 (19,457) 1,400 53,392 (51,992)

JB Noncapitalized Software (33) 0 (33) 608 1,870 (1,262)

JC Furnishings & Equipment (189) 20,522 (20,711) 2,464 20,522 (18,058)

0 0 0 706,000 705,800 200

N NZ Other Grants and Benefits 0 0 0 706,000 705,800 200

Travel

Capital Outlays

Grants, Benefits & Client Services

Professional Service Contracts

Goods and Other Services

Employee Benefits



Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance
Total Dollars 85,671 126,004 (40,333) 2,897,000 2,888,274 8,726

BI Allotment BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance BI Variance

747,774 747,774 752,716 (4,942) (4,942)

210,407 210,407 207,212 3,195 3,195

389,476 389,476 340,078 49,398 49,398

75,807 75,807 85,058 (9,251) (9,251)

19,536 19,536 79,106 (59,570) (59,570)

32,000,000 32,000,000 30,995,027 1,004,973 1,004,973

0 0 (31,240) 31,240 31,240
33,443,000 33,443,000 32,427,957 1,015,043 1,015,043

Sum without Grants: 1,443,000 1,443,000 1,432,931 10,069 10,069

Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

28,642 35,913 (7,271) 747,774 752,716 (4,942)

A AA State Classified 28,642 35,913 (7,271) 727,545 751,830 (24,285)

AC State Exempt 0 0 0 0 0 0

AS Sick Leave Buy-Out 0 0 0 10,825 886 9,939

AT Terminal Leave 0 0 0 9,404 0 9,404

8,102 9,709 (1,607) 210,407 207,212 3,195

B BA Old Age and Survivors Insurance 1,962 2,165 (203) 47,948 45,483 2,465

BB Retirement and Pensions 2,829 3,308 (479) 66,688 68,927 (2,239)

BC Medical Aid & Industrial Insurance 180 204 (24) 4,320 4,254 66

BD Health, Life & Disability Insurance 2,673 3,526 (853) 80,200 77,882 2,318

BH Hospital Insurance (Medicare) 458 506 (48) 11,223 10,637 586

BZ Other Employee Benefits 0 0 0 28 28 (0)

13,168 12,214 954 389,476 340,078 49,398

E EA Supplies and Materials 338 144 195 8,112 6,716 1,396

EB Communications/Telecommunications 1,715 1,187 528 41,160 26,898 14,262

EC Utilities 1,315 (1,221) 2,536 21,260 12,960 8,300

ED Rentals and Leases - Land & Buildings 5,407 5,526 (119) 131,448 130,636 812

EE Repairs, Alterations & Maintenance 40 0 40 780 392 388

EF Printing and Reproduction 212 196 16 5,088 5,016 72

EG Employee Prof Dev & Training 1,105 288 817 22,970 21,430 1,540

EH Rental & Leases - Furn & Equipment 174 144 30 4,176 3,025 1,151

EJ Subscriptions 164 33 131 3,936 1,202 2,734

EK Facilities and Services (971) 117 (1,088) 8,220 7,765 455

EL Data Processing Services (Interagency) 646 2,402 (1,756) 28,586 28,101 485

EM Attorney General Services 827 (222) 1,049 19,936 4,112 15,824

EN Personnel Services 0 54 (54) 23,688 14,619 9,069

EP Insurance 0 0 0 1,756 2,017 (261)

ER Other Contractual Services 210 3,569 (3,359) 25,900 31,335 (5,435)

ES Vehicle Maintenance & Operating Cst 300 100 200 4,500 2,004 2,496

Fund 186- County Arterial Preservation Acct Summary

Salaries and Wages

Category

Salaries and Wages

Employee Benefits

Goods and Other Services

Travel

Employee Benefits

Goods and Other Services

Capital Outlays

Grants, Benefits & Client Services

Interagency Reimbursements
Sum:



Category FM Allotment FM Expenditure FM Variance BITD Allotment BITD Expenditures BITD Variance

ET Audit Services 0 0 0 0 0 0

EW Archives & Records Management Svcs 0 0 0 496 484 12

EY Software Licenses and Maintenance 1,686 76 1,610 37,464 41,573 (4,109)

EZ Other Goods and Services 0 (180) 180 0 (206) 206

2,538 3,995 (1,457) 75,807 85,058 (9,251)

G GA In-State Subsistence & Lodging 1,692 2,189 (497) 41,408 43,585 (2,177)

GC Private Automobile Mileage 595 514 81 12,580 12,575 5

GD Other Travel Expenses 141 146 (5) 3,409 3,760 (351)

GF Out-Of-State Subsistence & Lodging 0 0 0 6,768 4,615 2,153

GG Out-Of-State Air Transportation 110 0 110 2,618 2,934 (316)

GN Motor Pool Services 0 1,146 (1,146) 9,024 17,588 (8,564)

(1,147) 25,564 (26,711) 19,536 79,106 (59,570)

J JA Noncapitalized Assets (689) 25,564 (26,253) 16,528 76,429 (59,901)

JB Noncapitalized Software (4) 0 (4) 1,304 2,677 (1,373)

JC Furnishings & Equipment (454) 0 (454) 1,704 0 1,704

1,280,368 1,195,080 85,288 32,000,000 30,995,027 1,004,973

N NZ Other Grants and Benefits 1,280,368 1,195,080 85,288 32,000,000 30,995,027 1,004,973

0 0 0 0 (31,240) 31,240

S SA Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 (23,619) 23,619

SB Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 (6,746) 6,746

SE Goods and Other Services 0 0 0 0 (875) 875
Total Dollars 1,331,671 1,282,474 49,197 33,443,000 32,427,957 1,015,043

Travel

Capital Outlays

Grants, Benefits & Client Services

Interagency Reimbursements







































Maintenance Manager’s Report       Page 1 of 2  
Prepared by Bob Moorhead 
July 16, 2015 
April – July 2015         
 
County Meetings 
 April 22: Thurston County RAP Projects File & Field Reviews   

May 19: Okanogan County RAP Project File & Field Reviews 
May 21: Columbia County RAP Project File & Field Reviews 
June 16: Douglas County RAP Project File & Field Reviews 
June 25: Thurston County RAP Project Field Review 
July 14: Stevens County Gravel Roads Study 
 

Other Meetings 
 April 29: APWA History Committee Meeting, Seattle 

May 20: NE Region RAP Meeting, Grant County 
May 21: SE Region RAP Meeting, Franklin County 
May 29: SW Region RAP Meeting, Lewis County 
June 11: NW Region RAP Meeting, Skagit County 
June 16-18: WSACE Spring Conference, Chelan County 
 

Gravel Roads Study 
     With the assistance of Eric Hagenlock, a “Survey Monkey” questionnaire was circulated among 
the County Engineers to help determine the parameters of the Gravel Roads Study endorsed by 
the CRABoard in April.  The initial results (attached) were shared with the County Engineers at 
the Spring WSACE Conference in Chelan County on June 18.  A second questionnaire will be 
distributed through the County Engineers to Maintenance Managers and Superintendents, and 
site visits with selected representative counties are being scheduled for August and September. 
 
CRAB Training April – July 2015     

 
Date 

 
Subject 

 
Location 

 
Participants 

Counties 
Represented 

April 23 RAP On-Line Snohomish County 7 1 
April 28-29 Autodesk 

Infraworks 
CRAB Offices 6 4 

April 29 Introduction to 
CRAB 

Clark County 32 1 

May 5-7 Civil 3-D 
Fundamentals 

CRAB Offices 3 3 

May 12-14 County Engineer CRAB Offices 12 8 
June 1 Introduction to 

CRAB 
San Juan County 6 1 

June 9 RAP On-Line CRAB Offices 4 2 
July 8 RAP On-Line Pierce County 6 1 
July 8 Official County Visit Okanogan County 10 1 
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Future Training Schedule  

Date Subject Location Registration Deadline 
TBD Introduction to 

CRAB 
Whatcom County TBD 

December 8-10 County Engineer CRAB Offices December 4 
 



Gravel Roads Study         Page 1 of 3 
Initial “Survey Monkey” Questionnaire Responses 
June 18, 2015 
Summarized by Bob Moorhead 
 
Responses:  35 of 39 counties responded  87.2% 
  32 were identified 
    3 were not identified 
    4 did not respond 
Observation: Great response rate! 
 
Do you have adequate resources for the desired level of gravel road maintenance? 

Component    Yes  No  No Reply 
Personnel    18  16  1 
Equipment    29  5  1 
Materials    17  18  0 
Time     15  20  0 
Funding     14  21  0 

Observations: More than half the counties are short of money, with about half short on personnel, 
materials, and time.  Overall, equipment is considered adequate (probably because ER&R systems are in 
place and stable). 
Follow-up:  Identify how limited resources are prioritized, and quantify the results in terms of current 
and long-term gravel road conditions.  
 
Should the study make an effort to identify Gravel Road Maintenance Best Practices? 
 Component    Yes  No 
 Blading & Gravelling Frequencies 27  8 
 Number of Passes   24  11 
 Stabilization Treatments  27  8 
 Dust Treatments   20  15 
 Ditch & Culvert Maintenance  25  10 
Observations: Only a bit over half the counties see value in gathering information on Dust Treatments, 
but 2/3 to ¾ see value for blading, stabilization and ditch/culvert maintenance practices. 
Follow-up: Focus data gathering on the four most important components. 
 
Should the study make an effort to identify equipment used in Gravel Road Maintenance? 
 Component    Yes  No  No Reply 
 Grader     30  5  0 
 Pickup/Service Truck   19  15  1 
 Water Tanker    28  7  0 
 Scarifier    23  12  0 
 Roller     29  6  0 
Observations: High interest in graders, water tankers, and rollers.  Medium interest in scarifiers.  Less 
interest in details about pickup/service trucks. 
Follow-up: Focus on desirable features of graders, tankers, and rollers.  Determine extent and role that 
scarifiers play in gravel road maintenance. 
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Should the study attempt to quantify the resource shortfall for Gravel Road Maintenance? 
 Component    Yes  No  No Reply 
 Ranges of county-wide Gravel 
  Road Maintenance Costs 33    2  0 
 Ranges of costs per mile for 
  Gravel Road Maintenance 32    2  1 
 Ranges of comparison costs per mile 
  For BST Maintenance  30  5  0 

Ranges of Gravel Road Maintenance 
  Production Rates (miles/day) 29  6  0 
Observations: Very high interest in gravel road maintenance costs.  With wide variations in weather, 
terrain, subgrade, surfacing materials, traffic volumes, equipment and personnel, avoid direct 
comparisons. 
Follow-up: Develop cost models that reflect varying conditions and local practices/preferences/ 
limitations/resources.  Highlight cost effective techniques that can be easily implemented and widely 
used.   
 
Do your long range road maintenance plans include allowing some BST roads to revert to gravel? 
 Component    Yes  No  Not Applicable 
 Within 5 years?    3  21  11 
 In 5 to 10 years?   4  18  13 
 More than 10 years   3  18  14 
 Has this proposal been 
  announced publicly?  2  20  13 
Observations: This topic is only being considered by four counties, and announced by only two.   
Follow-up: Gather specifics from the four counties considering this option. 
 
Do you wish to have your staff participate in the next round of data collection? 
      Yes  No 
      26  9 
 
If “Yes” to staff participation, what format is desirable? 
 Format     Yes  No  No Reply 
 In-person county visit   15  8  3 
 Regional multi-county meeting  15  8  3 
 Survey Monkey Questionnaire  20  5  1 
 EWACRS/WWACRS Meetings  15  8  3  
Observations: Survey Monkey is top option with 20 counties, and some sort of personal contact is also 
favored by 15 counties.  
Follow-up: 1. Develop more specific/detailed Survey Monkey questionnaire and send it to County  

Engineers for distribution to county maintenance personnel of their choice. 
                     2. Solicit invitations for on-site county visits among the 15 Eastside Counties with road  

systems with the highest percentage of gravel miles wishing to participate. 
Adams     63%  Asotin           58%     Columbia    71%   Douglas   73%     Ferry        73% 
Franklin    40%    Garfield         71%     Grant           42%   Klickitat  48%      Lincoln     77%

 Okanogan 49%  Pend Oreille  47%    Spokane      45%   Stevens   55%     Whitman  77% 
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       3. Solicit invitations from any of the 24 other counties with gravel roads under 40% of the  
system mileage who may wish to participate.       

 
Comments Offered (Optional): 
Adams County: Each county has adopted their gravel road maintenance differently with the funding 
available to perform the work.  The increase in material costs has affected our ability to provide the 
gravel structure needed for the increased load of bigger farm equipment. 
 
Chelan County: Actually fairly minor amount of gravel/unpaved roads that are not primitive.  Should 
Primitive Road mileage be included in “gravel” roads study? 
 
Clark County: We don’t have a lot of gravel roads that need to be converted to BST and the ones we 
have don’t have the width for converting or have lots of curves that would be dangerous if we did 
convert them a hard surface.  
 
Columbia County: It is important that this help to illustrate the successes of the counties and their 
practices, but not become a study that could be used to benchmark one county against another.  This is 
why cost items should not be included. 
 
Garfield County: Interested in sponsoring a study on some our roads.  We are prepared to develop test 
sections and try some different products. (Comment submitted via e-mail.) 
 
Jefferson County: We have converted about a mile of BST back to gravel on a low volume logging road.  
We have made some gravel to BST conversions in recent years on very short urban segments. 
 
Skamania County: When analyzing costs per miles, make sure it is lane miles and not necessarily center 
line miles for proper comparison. 
  
Spokane County: Very interested in means/methods of surface stabilization. 
 
Wahkiakum County: We have very few gravel road miles to maintain, so this is a relatively low interest 
issue here as compared to some other counties.   
 
Whatcom County: We only have about 30 miles of gravel road. 
 
Observation: Comments from 6 Eastside and 4 Westside counties.   
 
 













Mobility© Safety Project Selection Tool 
3rd Quarter County Road Administration Board Update 

 
 

• Identify Focus Crash Types, Facility Types and Risk Factors 

Crash Types 

Facility Types 

Identify and Evaluate Risk Factors 
• Screen and Prioritize Candidate Locations 

Identify Network Elements 

Conduct Risk Assessment 

Prioritize Focus Facility Elements 
• Select Countermeasures 

Assemble Comprehensive List of Countermeasures 
• Evaluate/Screen Countermeasures 
• Select Countermeasures for deployment 

• Prioritize Projects (Outside of Mobility) 
  



Activity – Description of work activity this reporting period, and progress on milestones and deliverables:  

Milestone/Deliverable Summary of Activity 

Complete, or 
Anticipated 
Completion Date 

Form stakeholder workgroup 
Workgroup members consist of 15 county 
engineers/staff, 1 FHWA, 1 WSDOT, 1 WTSC, 
and 9 CRAB 

Completed 
October, 2014 

Identify additional needed data 
elements 

Workgroup meeting occurred on 12/18/2014 to 
identify additional data elements.  6 new 
inventories were identified consisting of 
approximately 34 new project related data 
elements. 

Completed 
February, 2015  

Recruit and hire project employee 
Jacky Nguyen was hired as an ITS3 project 
developer starting on January 5th, 2015 

Completed 
January, 2015 

Add additional identified data 
elements to Mobility  

All identified inventories and additional data 
elements have been developed and tested 

Completed 
March, 2015 

Develop methodology for collecting 
additional data elements 

Workgroup meeting occurred on 4/28/2015 to 
discuss methods for collecting new inventory 
data.  

Completed April, 
2015 

Create decision tree reporting that 
identifies target crash types and risk 
Factors 

Identifying crash types, facility types, and risk 
factors is complete 

Completed June, 
2015 

Develop software decision tool in 
Mobility 

Tasks 4-6 are complete; tasks 7-9 are 
underway and approximately 70% complete. 

Sept, 2015 

Develop training plan for counties on 
use of system 

Help file for new inventories and data 
elements is 90% complete 

Sept, 2015 

 
Performance Measure - End-of-project data to demonstrate improvement of the designated performance measure 
indicated in the Interagency Agreement.   

Roadway – Accessibility 

Measure CRAB’s engineering customer’s ability to obtain a 
prioritized list of safety projects in the Mobility system, and 
their satisfaction with the speed of generating this list. 

Baseline 
Date:  

September 2014 

Final 
Date: 

September 2015 

Ability Rating: 2.2/5 
Satisfaction Rating: 2.3/5 

30/39 Counties Responded 
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July 2015 -- CRABoard 
 
Report from Jeff Monsen, P.E., Intergovernmental Policy Manager 
 

County Visits 

 
Travel to and meetings at the following County offices: 

 
Skagit – 5/29 
San Juan – 6/1  
Whatcom – 6/11  
Cowlitz – 6/25 
Lewis – 6/25 
Mason – 7/1 
Okanogan – 7/8  

 

Other meetings and activities 
 

NACE -- Annual Conference -- 4/19-23 (Daytona Beach) 
County Ferry Consortium  

-- Pierce Co – 4/27 (Tacoma) 
-- Pierce, Skagit, and Whatcom – 5/7 (Steilacoom) 

WTSC – Traffic Records Committee – 5/4, 6/8 (Olympia) 
WSACE -- NACE 2016 Conference Planning  

– 5/20 (Cle Elum) 
-- 6/15 (Ellensburg) 

WHUF -- legislative briefing – 5/28 (Olympia) 
SAO  – 6/4 (Port Orchard) 

-- 6/23 (Tumwater) 
-- 6/23 (Olympia) 

WSACE – Annual Conference -- 6/16-18 (Leavenworth)  
 

Office of the County Engineer Training 

 
3-Day CE Training – 5/12-14 (Olympia) – 12 participants from 8 counties 
 
Customized CE Training  

Clark – 4/29 (Vancouver) – 32 participants (2-hr) 
San Juan – 6/1 (Friday Harbor) – 6 participants (2-hr) 

 
Planned 

Whatcom – September -- TBD  
3-Day at CRAB – December 8-10 

 

Other items to be presented at time of CRABoard meeting: 
 

Mason County Audit Finding 
 
2015 Legislative Session -- Transportation Revenue 



COMPLIANCE & DATA ANALYSIS MANAGER’S REPORT 
Prepared by Derek Pohle, PE 

 

CRABoard Meeting – July 16-17, 2015 

Reporting Period:  May 2015 thru July 2015 

Agenda Item 11C 

 

COMPLIANCE 

 STANDARDS OF GOOD PRACTICE 

 May 1st, 2015 required submittals: Road Log Update 

All of the 39 counties submitted the required forms and documentation by the 
May 1st deadline. 

 

Vacancy in Position of County Engineer: 

 
Spokane County:  Bob Brueggeman has retired effective March 16th, 2015 and Mitch 
Reister has been named the new county engineer effective April 27th 2015.  CRAB staff 
was notified of the vacancy and interim appointment of Chad Coles in conformance with 
the standards of good practice.  Constructive notice to CRAB of the appointment of 
Mitch Reister did occur but the actual transmittal of written notice was late. 

  

Chelan County:  Mitch Reister has resigned and been named the new Spokane county 
engineer and Eric Pierson has been named the new county engineer effective April 20th, 
2015.  Crab staff was notified April 17th in accordance with the standards of good 
practice. 
 
Asotin County:  Jim Bridges has resigned effective June 5th 2015.  CRAB staff was 
notified on June 4th of the resignation in conformance with the standards of good 
practice.  In the interim, while the county searches for a replacement, Garfield county 
engineer, Grant Morgan has been contracted to provide the statutory services required.  
 

County Audits – For Fiscal Year 2013 

 No new audit issues, Re: the road fund, have been reviewed in the last quarter. 



 

Road Levy Diversion 

As discussed at the last Board meeting, there were a handful of counties that 
inadvertently over-Diverted (WAC 36.33.220) due to the counties financial business 
practices.  CRAB staff worked on this issue with the counties affected and all Counties 
have come into compliance by addressing the issue.    

 

Proposed New Standard of Good Practice – Traffic Law Enforcement 

 CRAB staff requests direction from the Board to move forward with the formal 
WAC rule making process regarding a new standard of good practice WAC 136-25 and 
amendments to WAC 136-150 Eligibility for RATA Funds.  Attachments. 

 

Proposed New WAC Language – Marine Navigation and Moorage 

 In the 2015 Legislative session EHB 1868 added a new eligible road purpose to 
RCW 36.82.070, marine navigation and moorage, for those counties comprised entirely 
of islands, effectively San Juan and Island counties.  It is CRAB staff’s position that due to 
the requirement for a special and identifiable account required to be set up within the 
Road Fund, for sequestration of road levy, rules and an annual certification should be 
developed and adopted.  CRAB staff requests direction from the Board to move forward 
with the formal WAC rule making process.  Please find attached to this report draft WAC 
rule language, WAC 136-150-024 and WAC 136-150-030 and a certification form.  
Attachments. 

 

OTHER ACTIVITIES OF THE C&DA MANAGER 

• RAP Online training for Snohomish County April 23rd, assisted Randy Hart. 
• Participated in meetings and workshops for the Systemic Safety project. 
• County Engineer’s training at Clark County, presentation to the Council. 
• Continued work with TS staff on Forms webitizing project. 
• County Engineer’s training in Olympia, May 12th – 14th. 
• Attended NE, SE, SW regional RAP meetings. 
• Presentation to San Juan County Council, informal county visit, June 1st. 
• WSACE Annual conference, June 16th – 18th 
• Meeting with SAO with Jeff Monsen regarding reporting streamlining. 
• Official county visit to Okanogan County, July 8th. 



Proposed New Standard of Good Practice 

WAC 136-25 – Traffic Law Enforcement Expenditures 
(all new proposed language) 

 

136-25-010 

Purpose and authority. 

RCW 36.79.140 sets forth the conditions under which counties are eligible to receive funds from 
the rural arterial trust account (RATA). WAC 136-150 describes how the RATA provisions will 
be implemented by the county road administration board.  This chapter is specific to WAC 136-
150-020, 021, 022, and 030 relating to road levy, road levy diversion, and traffic law 
enforcement. 

 

136-25-020 

Diversion of Road Levy Funds may only be for traffic law enforcement within 
unincorporated areas of the county. 

To preserve RATA eligibility, road levy funds diverted pursuant to RCW 36.33.220 may only be 
used for traffic law enforcement within the unincorporated areas of counties, except those 
counties with a population of less than eight thousand, RCW 36.79.140 and WAC 136.150.030. 

 

136-25-030 

Eligible traffic law enforcement activities on county roads. 

For purposes of maintaining RATA eligibility, should the legislative authority vote and budget to 
divert road levy funds, the following traffic law enforcement activities occurring in unincorporated 
county areas are the only activities that can be funded by county road levy funds. 

1. speed limit and other traffic law enforcement; 

2. collision investigation documenting/reporting; 

3. oversize vehicle (weight, length, width and height) enforcement; 
4. special emphasis patrols at the request of the county engineer or in cooperation with 

the WTSC or WSP; 
5. facilitating the removal of abandoned vehicles from the county road and rights-of-

way at the request of the county engineer; 
6. facilitating the removal of roadway and right-of-way obstructions at the request of 

the county engineer; 
7. investigating illegal littering and dumping on county road rights-of-way at the request 

of the county engineer; 

8. sign damage investigation and enforcement at the request of the county engineer; 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.79.140


9. road condition enforcement, including mud, water, debris, or spills; 

10. rights-of-way encroachment investigation and enforcement at the request of the 
county engineer; 

11. maintenance and construction zone traffic enforcement, typically at the request of 
the county engineer; 

12. road department vehicle collision investigation at the request of the county engineer; 
and 

13. other activities clearly related to county road law enforcement needs, as mutually 
agreed upon in writing by the county road engineer and the county sheriff. 

 
136-25-040 
Compliance and documentation. 
The certification required by WAC 136-150-022 shall be on a form provided by the County Road 
Administration Board.  Each county sheriff shall maintain adequate records of annual traffic law 
enforcement expenditures in such format and detail to demonstrate that the funds were used only 
for the traffic law enforcement activities set out in WAC 136-25-030.  
 
 
136-25-050 
Agreements. 
The County Road Administration Board shall provide model documents for counties to use to 
establish agreements (relationships) between the county legislative authority and the county 
sheriff and between the county road engineer and the county sheriff for the use of county road 
levy funds for traffic law enforcement.  The agreements should list which activities set out in WAC 
136-25-030 are subject to the agreement. 

 

 

 



Yes No

$

$
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$

$

$

$

Yes No

RCW 36.79.140 provides that only those counties that during the preceding twelve months have spent all revenues collected for road 
purposes only for such purposes, including marine navigation and moorage, as are allowed by Article II. Section 40 of the Washington State 
Constitution, are eligible to receive funds from the Rural Arterial Trust Account.

Note:  All the Information requested on this form is specifically related to the management of the Special MN&M Account 
required per RCW 36.82.070(2). All Capital Projects shall be on the Six Yr. and ACP.

Ending Special Account Balance

Maintenance Expenditures

Capital Expenditures

Amounts Expended on Marine Navigation and Moorage projects as 
Reported on the Annual Construction Report

Were All Expenditures for Marine Navigation and Moorage Projects 
and Maintenance Performed Contiguous With, Adjacent to, or 
Offshore Concomitant to the County Road Right of Way?

Revenue

Amounts Programmed for Revenue and Expenditure in the Road 
Fund Budget for Marine Navigation and Moorage Activities:

Beginning Special MN&M Account Balance

Amount Programmed in the Annual Construction Program for 
Marine Navigation and Moorage Projects

Did the County Deposit Road Levy Revenue Intended to be Used for 
Marine Navigation and Moorage into a Specific and Identifiable 
Account Within the County Road Fund Per RCW 36.82.070(2)?

Submitting County:

WASHINGTON STATE
COUNTY ROAD ADMINISTRATION BOARD

Certification of Road Fund Expenditures for Marine Navigation and Moorage

Budget Year:

WAC 136-150-024
Due Date April 1, ????
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Chapter 136-150 WAC
 

ELIGIBILITY FOR RURAL ARTERIAL TRUST ACCOUNT FUNDS
 

Last Update: 10/21/03
 

WAC
 

136-150-010
 

Purpose and authority.
 

136-150-020
 

Implementing the eligibility requirement.
 

136-150-021
 

Ascertaining the road levy.
 

136-150-022
 

Ascertaining the expenditures for traffic law enforcement.
 

136-150-023
 

Ascertaining the expenditures for fish passage barrier removal.
 

136-150-030
 

Identifying eligible counties.
 

136-150-040
 

Constraint of contract execution.
 

136-150-050
 

Certification required.
 

136-150-060
 

Post audit penalty.
 

DISPOSITION OF SECTIONS FORMERLY CODIFIED IN THIS CHAPTER
 

136-150-024
 

Constraint of contract execution. [Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 01-17-104, 

§ 136-150-024, filed 8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-024, filed 

12/7/98, effective 1/7/99. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 

66), § 136-150-024, filed 10/15/87; WSR 86-06-005 (Order 61), § 136-150-024, filed 

2/20/86.] Repealed by WSR 03-05-010, filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03. Statutory Authori-

ty: Chapter 36.79 RCW.
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WAC 136-150-010 Purpose and authority. RCW 36.79.140 sets forth 

the conditions under which counties are eligible to receive funds from 

the rural arterial trust account (RATA). This chapter describes how 

these provisions will be implemented by the county road administration 

board.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-010, 

filed 12/7/98, effective 1/7/99; WSR 97-24-069, § 136-150-010, filed 

12/2/97, effective 1/2/98. Statutory Authority: RCW 36.78.070 and 

36.79.060. WSR 96-17-013, § 136-150-010, filed 8/12/96, effective 

9/12/96. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 

66), § 136-150-010, filed 10/15/87; WSR 86-06-005 (Order 61), § 136-

150-010, filed 2/20/86; WSR 84-16-065 (Order 56), § 136-150-010, filed 

7/30/84.]
 

WAC 136-150-020 Implementing the eligibility requirement. The 

county road administration board will ascertain the amount of the to-

tal road levy fixed in each county and the amount diverted, if any, 

for any services to be provided in the unincorporated area of the 

county in accordance with RCW 36.33.220.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 01-17-104, § 136-150-020, 

filed 8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-020, filed 
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12/7/98, effective 1/7/99. Statutory Authority: RCW 36.78.070 and 

36.79.060. WSR 96-17-013, § 136-150-020, filed 8/12/96, effective 

9/12/96. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 

66), § 136-150-020, filed 10/15/87; WSR 86-06-005 (Order 61), § 136-

150-020, filed 2/20/86; WSR 84-16-065 (Order 56), § 136-150-020, filed 

7/30/84.]
 

WAC 136-150-021 Ascertaining the road levy. The county road ad-

ministration board will require that every county legislative authori-

ty submit, no later than February 1st of each year, a certification 

showing the amount of the road levy fixed and the amount, if any, 

budgeted for traffic law enforcement and/or any other purpose in ac-

cordance with RCW 36.33.220.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-021, 

filed 12/7/98, effective 1/7/99. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 

RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 66), § 136-150-021, filed 10/15/87.]
 

WAC 136-150-022 Ascertaining the expenditures for traffic law en-

forcement. In those counties in which diverted road levy or transfer 

of road funds has been budgeted for traffic law enforcement, the coun-

ty sheriff shall submit a certification showing the actual expenditure 
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for traffic law enforcement in the previous budget year, on a form 

provided by the County Road Administration Board, provided that coun-

ties with a population of less than eight thousand shall be exempt 

from this requirement. Such certification shall be submitted to the 

county road administration board no later than April 1 of each year.  

Each county sheriff shall maintain records of actual annual traffic 

law enforcement expenditures in such format and detail as to demon-

strate that the funds were used for traffic law enforcement. 

 

Definition of Traffic law Enforcement:  For purposes of this 

chapter, traffic law enforcement is defined as engaging in the activi-

ties listed in WAC 136-25-030 in unincorporated county locations. 

  

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-21-136, § 136-150-022, 

filed 10/21/03, effective 11/21/03; WSR 01-17-104, § 136-150-022, 

filed 8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 00-18-021, § 136-150-022, filed 

8/28/00, effective 9/28/00; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-022, filed 

12/7/98, effective 1/7/99; WSR 97-24-069, § 136-150-022, filed 

12/2/97, effective 1/2/98. Statutory Authority: RCW 36.78.070 and 
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36.79.060. WSR 96-17-013, § 136-150-022, filed 8/12/96, effective 

9/12/96. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 

66), § 136-150-022, filed 10/15/87.]
 

WAC 136-150-023 Ascertaining the expenditures for fish passage 

barrier removal. In those counties in which road funds have been used 

for removal of barriers to fish passage and accompanying streambed and 

stream bank repair as specified in RCW 36.82.070, the county engineer 

shall submit a certification showing that activities related to the 

removal of barriers to fish passage performed beyond the county right 

of way did not exceed twenty-five percent of the total costs for ac-

tivities related to fish barrier removal on any one project, and that 

the total annual cost of activities related to the removal of barriers 

to fish passage performed beyond the county rights of way did not ex-

ceed one-half of one percent of the county's annual road construction 

budget. Such certification shall be submitted to the county road ad-

ministration board no later than April 1 of each year.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-21-136, § 136-150-023, 

filed 10/21/03, effective 11/21/03; WSR 03-05-010, § 136-150-023, 

filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03; WSR 01-17-104, § 136-150-023, filed 

8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-023, filed 



  

WAC (7/7/2015 10:34 AM) [ 6 ] NOT FOR FILING 
  

12/7/98, effective 1/7/99; WSR 97-24-069, § 136-150-023, filed 

12/2/97, effective 1/2/98. Statutory Authority: RCW 36.78.070 and 

36.79.060. WSR 96-17-013, § 136-150-023, filed 8/12/96, effective 

9/12/96. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 87-21-046 (Order 

66), § 136-150-023, filed 10/15/87.]
 

WAC 136-150-024 Ascertaining the expenditures for marine naviga-

tion and moorage purposes.  In those counties in which road funds have 

been used for marine navigation and moorage purposes as specified in 

RCW 36.82.70, the county engineer shall submit a certification showing 

the amount of county road fund used for those activities related to 

marine navigation and moorage purposes performed contiguous with, ad-

jacent to, or offshore concomitant to the county road right of way.  

Such certification shall be submitted to the county road administra-

tion board no later than April 1st of each year. 

WAC 136-150-030 Identifying eligible counties. All counties with 

a population of less than eight thousand shall be eligible to receive 

RATA funds. Counties with a population greater than eight thousand 

shall be eligible to receive RATA funds only if, during the immediate-

ly preceding calendar year:
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(1) The actual expenditures for traffic law enforcement have been 

equal to or greater than either the amount of the diverted road levy 

budgeted for traffic law enforcement or the amount of road funds 

transferred to current expense to fund traffic law enforcement;
 

(2) The amount of county road funds used beyond the county right 

of way for activities clearly associated with removal of fish passage 

barriers that are the responsibility of the county did not exceed 

twenty-five percent of the total cost of activities related to fish 

barrier removal on any one project and the total cost of activities 

related to fish barrier removal beyond the county right of way did not 

exceed one-half of one percent of the county's total annual road con-

struction budget; 

(3) Any expenditures of the road levy for marine navigation and 

moorage by those counties eligible per RCW 36.82.070 were made from 

amounts deposited into a special account within the road fund for 

those purposes and, performed contiguous with, adjacent to, or off-

shore concomitant to the county road right of way.
 

(3)(4) All road funds that have been transferred to other funds 

have been used for legitimate road purposes;
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(4)(5) Revenues collected for road purposes have been expended on 

other governmental services only after authorization from the voters 

of that county under RCW 84.55.050; and
 

(5)(6) County road levy funds have been expended in accordance 

with chapter 36.82 RCW.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-05-010, § 136-150-030, 

filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03; WSR 01-17-104, § 136-150-030, filed 

8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-030, filed 

12/7/98, effective 1/7/99. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 

84-16-065 (Order 56), § 136-150-030, filed 7/30/84.]
 

WAC 136-150-040 Constraint of contract execution. The county road 

administration board shall not execute a contract with any county for 

any RAP project unless the appropriate certifications have been sub-

mitted and unless the county has been identified as being eligible to 

receive RATA funds.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-05-010, § 136-150-040, 

filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03; WSR 01-17-104, § 136-150-040, filed 

8/21/01, effective 9/21/01; WSR 99-01-021, § 136-150-040, filed 

12/7/98, effective 1/7/99. Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.78 RCW. WSR 
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86-06-005 (Order 61), § 136-150-040, filed 2/20/86; WSR 84-16-065 (Or-

der 56), § 136-150-040, filed 7/30/84.]
 

WAC 136-150-050 Certification required. The contract between the 

county road administration board and a county relative to a RAP pro-

ject shall contain a certification signed by the county executive or 

chair of the board of county commissioners, as appropriate, that the 

county is in compliance with the provisions of this chapter.
 

[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-05-010, § 136-150-050, 

filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03.]
 

WAC 136-150-060 Post audit penalty. Every RAP project shall be 

subject to final examination and audit by the state auditor. In the 

event such an examination reveals an improper certification on the 

part of a county relative to compliance with provisions of this chap-

ter, the matter shall be placed on the agenda of the next meeting of 

the county road administration board and may be cause for the board to 

withdraw or deny the certificate of good practice of that county. The 

board may also require that all or part of the RATA funds received by 

the county be returned to the county road administration board.
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[Statutory Authority: Chapter 36.79 RCW. WSR 03-05-010, § 136-150-060, 

filed 2/7/03, effective 3/10/03.]
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