
 
 

 
COMMUNITY PLANNING  BUILDING INSPECTION  PLAN REVIEW  ADMINISTRATION  PERMIT SERVICES  CODE ENFORCEMENT  FIRE INVESTIGATION 

KITTITAS COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
411 N. Ruby St., Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA  98926 

CDS@CO.KITTITAS.WA.US 

Office (509) 962-7506 

Fax (509) 962-7682 
 

                                                                                                                                                                         
AGENDA STAFF REPORT 

 

AGENDA DATE:   October 12, 2010 

 

ACTION REQUESTED:  Conduct public hearing to consider recommendations from the Planning 

Commission regarding the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan GMA 

Compliance issues. 

 

 

BACKGROUND:  
The County is addressing findings of the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, which issued 

an order of non-compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) and a determination of invalidity of the 

Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan, remanding the Plan to the County for revisions.   

 

Public notice for the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan GMA Compliance was given and published in the 

Daily Record on September 30, 2010 in the Daily Record and the Northern Kittitas County Tribune. 

  

A public hearing was held by the Kittitas County Planning Commission for the Kittitas County Comprehensive 

Plan GMA Compliance on August 10, 2010.  On August 24, 2010, the Planning Commission deliberated and 

made recommendations and adopted Findings on the Growth Management Act compliance issues. 

 

 

INTERACTION: Kittitas County Planning Commission, Community Development Services and 

Kittitas County Commissioners’ Office.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend the Board conduct public hearing, and take action on the Planning 

Commission recommendations regarding Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan 

GMA Compliance issues and direct staff to prepare enabling documents to reflect 

the decisions of the Board. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: Planning Commission Findings of Fact and the public record 

 

LEAD STAFF:   Jan Ollivier, Interim Planning Manager 





















































































































































































































































FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

 
Contact: Jan Ollivier 
Phone: (509) 962-7523 
Email: compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us 
 
 

Count Hosts Public Meetings On Growth Management Compliance 

The county is hosting two meetings to share information about recent progress to bring the county’s 

Comprehensive Plan into compliance with state growth management requirements.  On May 26, 

2010, the Eastern Washington Growth Hearings Board issued a Fourth Order, finding the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan to be in compliance for some issues and continued noncompliance for other 

issues.   

These public meetings will focus on the issues that received continued noncompliance; including the 

adopted City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area, the Vantage LAMIRD area, and the Snoqualmie Pass 

MPR area.  An informal discussion on these issues will take place at the following meetings: 

Tuesday, July 27, 6:00 p.m. Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fairgrounds Event Center, 

Ellensburg 

Thursday, July 29, 6:00 p.m. Summit at Snoqualmie West (Rositas), 1001 SR 906, 

Snoqualmie Pass 

 

# # # 

 

mailto:compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us
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PREAMBLE TO 

THE COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES 
 

 

These Planning Policies are to be used solely to establish a framework from which the 

comprehensive plans of the County and Cities within the county are developed and adopted, 

pursuant to RCW Ch. 36.70A, The Growth Management Act. 

 

These policies are adopted to ensure consistency and coordination among the comprehensive 

plans of the County and the Cities. 

 

Nothing in these policies shall be construed to alter the land use powers of the Cities or County. 

 

The statement which follows expresses a general vision of the future of our county, toward 

which this framework and these policies aim. 

 

 

VISION STATEMENT 
 

The people of Kittitas County value and want to protect and enhance their quality of life.  This 

quality of life includes the need to: protect the visual and physical environment; foster economic 

opportunity, diversity, and security; support a wide range of natural resource-based industries; 

ensure access to recreational opportunities; promote educational excellence; and provide for 

affordable housing and accessible transportation.  Planning for growth and change must be based 

on maintaining and enhancing this quality of life and the character of the county. 

 

Actualizing this vision requires a collaborative effort among public officials from all 

jurisdictions.  A partnership between citizens and these public officials is also essential for an 

effective planning process.  Recognizing that ultimate decision making responsibility lies with 

elected officials, active citizen involvement through a variety of venues must be encouraged and 

valued. 

 

Individual initiative, private property rights, and freedom from burdensome regulations are 

greatly valued by the people of Kittitas County.  Sometimes the cumulative effects of 

individuals’ activities may conflict with community values.  Therefore, growth must be based on 

reconciling the rights of the individual and the needs of the community of which each individual 

is a part.  The entire community must be willing to share the burden and the responsibility of 

achieving mutually identified planning goals. 
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INVENTORY OF ISSUES 

 

Urban Growth Areas 
 

Designation Criteria 

Joint Review of Development Proposals 

Consistent Development Regulations 

Municipal Service Extensions 

Comprehensive Planning Requirements in UGAs 

Annexation Procedures 

Major Commercial and Industrial Development 

Conflict Resolution 

Urban Service Areas 

Implementation 

 

Economic Development and Employment 
 

Overall Economic Development Plan 

County-wide Economic Vitality 

Financing for Public Facilities 

Economic Development Strategies 

 

Environment 
 

Environmental Concerns 

 

Affordable Housing 
 

Housing Types 

Manufactured Housing 

Multi-family and Special Housing 

Economic Development 

 

Siting of Essential Public Facilities 
 

Identification of Essential Public Facilities 

Siting Requirements 

Regional Planning of Public Facilities 

Types and Process for Siting of Essential Public Facilities 

Fair Share Distribution 

 

Transportation 
 

General Transportation Planning 

Growth Management Compliance 

Consistency and Compatibility 

Public Participation and Prioritization 

Multi-modal System 
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Community Needs 

Concurrency 

 

Contiguous and Orderly Development 
 

Subdivisions and Development 

Interlocal Agreements 

Density and Services 

Planned Unit Developments 

Density within Planned Unit Developments 

Planned Unit Development within the County 

Development Standards 

Local Improvement Districts 

 

Analysis of Fiscal Impacts 
 

Implementation 

Financing and Planning of Capital Facilities 

Development Impact Fees 

Coordinated Development 
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URBAN GROWTH AREAS 
 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Designation Criteria. 

 

Policy A: The County, in cooperation with the Cities, will designate Urban Growth Areas 

(UGAs).   

 

Policy B: Designation of UGAs adjacent to incorporated cities:  The designation of UGAs 

beyond the existing limits of incorporation will be based on a demonstration by the cities that 

municipal utilities and public services either already exist, or are planned for and can be 

effectively and economically provided by either public or private sources. 

Policy C: UGAs will be determined by projections of population growth in both rural and 

urban areas of the County.  These projections shall be reached through negotiation 

at the Kittitas County Conference of Governments (KCCOG), taking into account 

current growth rates and the Office of Financial Management (OFM) projections. 

The subdivision, rezone, capital improvements, and governmental service 

decisions of all County governmental jurisdictions should be directed by their 

projected share of growth and should be in proportion to that projected share of 

growth.  (See Attachment #1.)  These projections will be reviewed on an annual 

basis on or about July 1 each year.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

2.  Joint Review of Development Proposals in UGAs Adjacent to Incorporated Cities. 

 

Policy A: Development proposals and public projects within the UGAs shall be jointly 

reviewed by the County and the City. 

 

Policy B: The County should consider the use of joint lead agency status with the City, 

through the SEPA process to ensure coordination of activities. 

 

Policy C: Final development approval will continue to reside with the County for areas 

outside of City limits. 

 

3.  Consistent Development Regulations. 

 

Policy A: Consistent development regulations and development standards should be adopted 

for areas within UGAs. 

 

Policy B: Consistent development regulations and development standards should be evolved 

through the comprehensive planning process and addressed on a city-by-city 

basis. 

 

Policy C: Development standards shall address such improvements as street alignment and 
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grade, public road access, right-of-way, street improvements, sanitary sewer, 

storm water improvements, power, communications, utilities, park and recreation 

facilities, and school facilities. 

 

4.  Municipal Service Extension. 

 

Policy A: City services should be provided only within and not beyond UGAs.  Such 

services include central sewage collection and treatment, public water systems, 

urban street infrastructure, and stormwater collection facilities.  City services may 

be extended beyond UGAs to serve a master planned resort approved pursuant to 

the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies and RCW 36.70A.360. 

 

Policy B: Cities may provide water service beyond a designated UGA if the service areas is 

required by agreement through a Coordinated Water Supply Plan; provided, 

however, nothing in this section shall preclude the authorization of master 

planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 36.70A.360 and the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan MPR policies. 

 

Policy C: The availability of the full range of urban government services will be subject to 

the annexation policy of the adjacent municipality.  The time of utility extensions 

into the UGA shall be consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan and capital 

facilities plan of the utility purveyor. 

 

5.  Unincorporated County. 

 

Policy A:  In the rural unincorporated areas, the County may designate limited areas of more 

intensive rural development (LAMIRD). Any such designation shall be consistent 

with the provisions of RCW 36.70A.070(5).   

 

Policy B: All growth in the county shall be accomplished in a manner that minimizes 

impacts on agricultural land, forestry, mineral resources, and critical areas. 

 

6.  Comprehensive Planning Responsibilities in UGAs. 

 

Policy A: Comprehensive Growth Management planning within UGAs associated with an 

incorporated city shall be accomplished on a joint basis between the City and the 

County.  Primary planning responsibility should be vested with the City by virtue 

of the UGA designation. 

 

Policy B: All planning efforts by the Cities within the UGAs adjacent to their incorporated 

boundaries shall utilize a high degree of involvement and participation from 

unincorporated county residents, which shall be demonstrated to the satisfaction 

of the County.  The City and County may want to consider joint planning 

committees. 
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7.  Amendment Process and Procedure. 

 

Policy A: Amendments or changes to the UGA designation may only be proposed once a 

year and must be reviewed by the KCCOG every five years.  Amendments may 

only be proposed by a City or the County.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

Policy B: Amendments to the UGA shall be mutually agreed upon between the City and the 

County.  The KCCOG may review and make recommendations regarding the 

amendment as deemed appropriate.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

Policy C: An amendment to a UGA shall only be approved once the City or County has 

demonstrated that the UGA designation criteria (issue #1) has been met.    (See 

Attachment #2.) 

 

8.  Major Commercial and Industrial Development. 

 

Policy A: Commercial developments including retail, wholesale or service related activities 

having a gross floor area of 4,000 square feet or more, with associated parking 

facilities, shall be located only within UGAs.  When commercial facilities are 

developed in conjunction with an approved Master Planned Resort, those portions 

of hotel/motel, short-term visitor accommodations, residential uses, conference 

and meeting rooms, and eating and drinking, and active recreation service 

facilities which are not devoted to retail sales shall not be subject to the 4,000 

square foot limitation.  All other retail, wholesale, or service related facilities 

included in the Master Planned Resort shall be subject to the 4,000 maximum 

square foot size. 

 

 

Policy B: New industrial development which is not resource-based shall be located only 

within UGAs or industrial zoned land, if urban services and zoning permits are 

required.  Temporary industrial uses may be allowed within master planned 

resorts approved by the County pursuant to RCW 36.70A.360 and the County 

Comprehensive Plan MPR policies; provided, however, that any such use shall be 

limited to master planned resort construction, development, maintenance, and 

operational purposes and shall be subject to annual review and approval by the 

County.  Nothing in this section shall prohibit master planned resorts approved by 

the County from continuously maintaining on-site industrial uses which are 

limited to meeting the on-going maintenance and operational needs of such 

resorts. 

 

 

Policy C: Industrial developments which are solely resource based may be permitted 

beyond UGAs; provided, however, that nothing in this section shall preclude the 
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authorization of master planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 

36.70A.360 and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 

 

9.  Conflict Resolution. 

 

Policy A: The role of the KCCOG will be explored in matters of conflict resolution 

regarding interpretations and issues of clarification related to this document.   (See 

Attachment #2.) 

 

Policy B: Amendments to the KCCOG bylaws and/or formal agreements would be 

necessary to fully designated the KCCOG as a recognized mediation and 

arbitration participant.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

10. Urban Service Areas. 

 

Policy A: All jurisdictions of Kittitas County will jointly work to identify and address 

service areas and their impacts. 

 

11.  Implementation. 

 

Policy A: Implementing measures may include interlocal agreements, contracts, 

memorandums of understanding and joint ordinances or a combination thereof. 

 

 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND EMPLOYMENT 

 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Overall Economic Development Plan. 

 

Policy A: The jurisdictions in Kittitas County will cooperate with the Kittitas-Yakima 

Resource Conservation and Economic Development District in preparing an 

annual “Overall Economic Development Plan.”  Other appropriate agencies, 

businesses, and individuals will be involved in the process. 

 

2.  County-wide Economic Vitality. 

 

Policy A: Economic vitality and job development will be encouraged in all the jurisdictions 

consistent with all community growth policies developed in accordance with the 

Growth Management Act. 

 

3.  Financing for Public Facilities. 

 

Policy A: Planning and financing for public facilities to serve potential business and 
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industries except natural resource based should be limited to urban growth areas. 

 

4.  Economic Development Strategies. 

 

Policy A: Economic development activities will be implemented in a manner which 

supports our quality of life and growth management strategy.  This can be 

achieved by the following: 

 

1. Recognizing that education and training which produce a skilled work 

 

2. Basing the level of economic development activity on our ability to 

manage the resulting growth. 

3. Requiring non-resource based economic development activities to locate 

within designated UGAs or incorporated cities. 

4. Requiring economic development proposals to show how increased 

services and infrastructure support will be provided. 

5. Undertaking countywide and regional efforts to coordinate economic 

development activities. 

6. Ensuring that the economic development element of local comprehensive 

plans and countywide and regional growth management plans are 

compatible. 

 

 

ENVIRONMENT 
 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Environmental Concerns. 

 

Policy A: Kittitas County recognizes that a healthy economy which provides employment 

opportunities for diverse segments of the community are important to the quality 

of life in the area.  The quality of life shall be protected by balancing 

environmental concerns with economic development.  All jurisdictions shall 

protect critical areas through comprehensive plans and policies and develop 

regulations that are consistent with the adopted Critical Areas Ordinance. 

 

Policy B: Groundwater should be identified and protected, including appropriate protection 

of aquifer recharge areas.  Supplies of potable domestic water, irrigation water, 

and firefighting water should be ensured in the rural, suburban, and urban areas. 

 

Policy C: Water rights are those rights defined in state law, including RCW 90.03.010 and 

90.44.035, as well as those rights subject to adjudication and determined pursuant 

to the water basin adjudication generally described as State of Washington v. 

Acquavella.  Nothing in this policy document is meant to intended to interfere 
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with that process, and there is no intent to make claims on water rights by this 

policy document. 

 

 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Housing Types. 

 

Policy A: A wide range of housing development types and densities within the county will 

be encouraged and promoted.  This will include multiple-family and special needs 

housing to provide affordable housing choices for all. 

 

2.  Manufactured Housing. 

 

Policy A: Within UGAs, manufactured housing meeting the standards of the Manufactured 

Housing Code, not the Uniform Building Code, should be developed in the form 

of planned manufactured home parks or subdivisions.  The county and the cities 

should provide location criteria and appropriately zoned lands. 

 

3.  Multi-family and Special Housing. 

 

Policy A: The inclusion of all types of housing for individuals with special needs should be 

encouraged by all jurisdictions. 

 

Policy B: Multi-family housing that meets the needs of all income levels should be 

encouraged by all jurisdictions. 

 

4.  Economic Development. 

 

Policy A: The need for affordable housing will be part of the economic development 

strategy. 

 

Policy B: Jurisdictions are encouraged to consider innovative economic techniques and 

strategies for providing affordable housing. 

 

 

SITING OF ESSENTIAL PUBLIC FACILITIES 

 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Identification of Essential Public Facilities. 
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Policy A: The comprehensive planning process in each jurisdiction shall identify land for 

essential public facilities of city, countywide, or statewide significance, such as 

human service facilities, educational or solid waste handling facilities, 

transportation facilities, correctional facilities and in-patient care facilities. 

 

2.  Siting Requirements. 

 

Policy A: Siting requirements for County facilities within UGAs shall be jointly and 

cooperatively established with the municipalities. 

 

Policy B: Essential public facilities will not be located in Resource Lands or Critical Areas 

unless no feasible alternative site location exists, such as in the case of utility 

transmission facilities. 

 

Policy C: Essential public facilities whose nature require that they be sited outside cities or 

UGAs must be self-supporting and must not require the extension, construction, 

or maintenance of municipal services and facilities.  Criteria shall be established 

that address the provision of services when siting an essential public facility.  

Essential public facilities should not be located outside cities or urban growth 

areas unless the nature of their operations needs or dictates that they be sited in 

the rural area of the County. 

 

Policy D: 

development strategy and that encourage their efficient use by the public. 

 

3.  Regional Planning of Essential Public Facilities. 

 

Policy A: The Cities and the County shall develop a cooperative and structured process 

through KCCOG, which includes public involvement at an early stage, to 

consider siting of public facilities of a city, countywide, and statewide nature, 

such as solid waste disposal, correctional, transportation, education and human 

service facilities.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

Policy B: The comprehensive plans of all jurisdictions shall demonstrate how lands useful 

for public purposes are coordinated with adjacent jurisdictions and the County. 

 

4.  Types and Process for Siting of Essential Public Facilities. 

 

Policy A: All jurisdictions shall identify essential public facilities including but not limited 

to: 

 

1. Utility corridors, sewer, water, power and communication facilities; 

2. All transportation facilities; 

3. Landfills, solid waste handling, and disposal facilities; 
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4. Sewage treatment facilities; 

5. Recreational facilities 

6. Schools; 

7. Municipal facilities (city halls, fire stations, police stations, libraries, and post 

offices); 

8. Parks, 

9. State and local correctional facilities; 

10. In-patient facilities. 

 

Policy B: All jurisdictions shall establish a countywide process for siting essential public 

facilities of region-wide significance.  This process will include: 

 

1. An inventory of needed facilities; 

2. A method of fair share allocation of facilities; 

3. Economic and other incentives to jurisdictions receiving such facilities;  

4. A method of determining which jurisdiction is responsible for each facility; 

5. A public involvement strategy; and 

6. Assurance that the environment and public health and safety are protected. 

 

Policy C: Essential public facilities which are identified by the County, by regional 

agreement, or by State or Federal government shall be subject to the following 

process.  When essential public facilities are proposed the local government(s) 

will: 

 

1. Appoint an advisory Countywide Project Analysis and Site Evaluation 

Committee composed of citizen members selected to represent a broad range 

of interest groups.  It will be this committee’s responsibility to develop 

specific siting criteria for the proposed project and to identify, analyze, and 

rank potential project sites.  In addition, the committee shall establish a 

reasonable time frame for completion of the task. 

2. Ensure public involvement through the use of timely press releases, 

newspaper notices, public information meetings, and public hearings. 

3. Notify adjacent jurisdictions of the proposed project and solicit review and 

comment on the recommendations made by the Advisory Project Analysis and 

Site Evaluation Committee. 

 

Policy D: The siting of any essential public facility requires that the facility location be 

compatible with area land uses.  Local comprehensive plans and regulations will 

establish standards by which to judge and ensure such compatibility. 

 

5.  Fair Share Distribution. 

 

Policy A: All jurisdictions shall strive to locate regional and essential public facilities so as 

to distribute them equitably countywide.  No single community shall be required 
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to absorb an undue share of the impacts of regional and essential facilities. 

 

Policy B: In determining a local government’s fair share of siting of public facilities, the 

Advisory Countywide Project Analysis and Site Committee (see Policy 4C) shall 

consider at least the following: 

 

1. Existing public facilities and their effect on the community. 

2. The relative potential for re-shaping the economy, the environment, and the 

community character resulting from the siting of the facility. 

 

TRANSPORTATION 
 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  General Transportation Planning. 

 

Policy A: Transportation plans (i.e., transportation elements of comprehensive plans) shall 

promote the development and implementation of a safe, efficient, and 

environmentally sound multi-modal transportation system in accordance with 

federal and state requirements, including the State’s Growth Management Act and 

that is responsive to the community.  All other policies shall be consistent with 

the policy. 

 

2.  Growth Management Compliance. 

 

Policy A: Transportation plans will support the planning goals for comprehensive plans set 

forth in RCW 36.70A.020 and 36.70A.070(6), including promotion of economic 

development consistent with available resources and public services and facilities. 

 

3.  Consistency and Compatibility. 

 

Policy A: Transportation plans will be consistent with their respective comprehensive plans 

and will be compatible with the applicable components of other local and regional 

transportation plans (e.g., QUADCO Regional Transportation Planning 

Organization, bordering counties, WSDOT and local agencies). 

 

Policy B: The County and Cities shall cooperate in the analysis of and response to any 

proposed major regional industrial, retail/commercial, recreation, or residential 

development proposals that may impact the transportation system in Kittitas 

County. 

 

4.  Public Participation and Prioritization. 

 

Policy A: Transportation plans and project prioritization shall be developed in active 
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consultation with the public. 

 

5.  Multi-modal System. 

 

Policy A: The transportation plans will promote a coordinated and efficient multi-modal 

transportation system, including alternative forms of transportation for the 

movement of goods and people. 

 

6.  Community Needs. 

 

Policy A: The transportation plans will, to the maximum extent practical, provide a safe and 

environmentally sound system which responds to the needs of the community, 

including the elderly, disabled and low-income. 

 

7.  Concurrency. 

 

Policy A: Transportation improvements which are necessary to maintain the identified level 

of service standards shall be implemented concurrent with new development.  

Concurrent with development means that improvements are in place at the time of 

development, or that a financial commitment is in place to complete the 

improvements within six years. 

 

 

CONTIGUOUS AND ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT 

 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Subdivisions and Development in UGAs. 

 

Policy A: Subdivisions and development within UGAs shall be orderly and coordinated 

between county and city governments and utility service purveyors. 

 

Policy B: Development and subdivisions in the UGA will be subject to joint review with the 

Cities according to the development standards and comprehensive plans 

developed for that UGA, when those standards are developed.  The county shall 

enforce these standards in the permit review process. 

 

2.  Interlocal Agreements. 

 

Policy A: Cities, the County, and Special Districts shall execute interlocal agreements to 

coordinate and manage growth in UGAs.  Interlocal agreements shall 

acknowledge and implement the County-wide Planning Policies and shall 

incorporate uniform criteria for orderly annexation. 
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3.  Density and Services. 

 

Policy A: Within UGAs, the forming of unincorporated enclaves of suburban density shall 

be planned and coordinated. 

 

Policy B: Municipal services should be extended by Cities within unincorporated UGAs. 

 

Policy C: Municipal services should not be extended outside of UGAs; provided, however, 

municipal services may be extended to serve a master planned resort approved 

pursuant to RCW 36.70A.360 and the County Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 

 

4.  Planned Unit Developments. 

 

Policy A: PUDs which include commercial and/or industrial uses in addition to residential 

uses shall be located in UGAs; provided, however, that nothing in this section 

shall preclude the authorization of master planned resorts by the County pursuant 

to RCW 36.70A.360 and .362, and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR 

Policies. 

 

Policy B: The location of all PUDs shall be established to foster the efficient expansion and 

management of infrastructure and utilities and demonstrate compatibility with 

resource land uses; provided, however, that nothing in this section shall preclude 

the authorization of master planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 

36.70A.360 and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies.  Impact fees 

may be assessed to compensate the cost of increased demands upon infrastructure, 

services, and utilities. 

 

Policy C: Only residential PUDs will be allowed outside of UGAs and subject to the 

policies contained herein; provided however, that nothing in this section shall 

preclude the authorization of master planned resorts by the County pursuant to 

RCW 36.70A.360 and .362, and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 

 

Policy D: Standards shall be developed for residential PUDs outside of UGAsfor a 

maximum density adjustment to not exceed a 3:1 ratio of the underlying zone; 

provided however, that nothing in this section shall preclude the authorization of 

master planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 36.70A.360 and .362, and 

the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 

 

Policy E: A maximum of two years will be allowed from preliminary approval to final PUD 

approval providing other necessary approvals can be obtained within this time 

period; provided however, that nothing in this section shall preclude the 

authorization of master planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 

36.70A.360 and .362, and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies.  The 

final approval shall include a schedule for any phased development of the PUD.  
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PUDs should be required to achieve a fifty percent (50%) build out of each phase 

within four (4) years of the scheduled start date of each phase.  Fifty percent build 

out shall include phased construction of infrastructure improvements, required 

structural construction, and implementation of the required natural and social 

amenity bonuses.  If any of these requirements are not completed, the underlying 

zones shall be reinstated.  All phases to be completed within 16 years of the final 

approval. 

 

5.  Density within PUDs. 

 

Policy A: 

provisions.  The ability to alter or raise the underlying zoning for increased 

density shall be based on a density bonus system.  The bonus system shall allow 

greater density according to the developer’s ability to provide natural and social 

amenities beyond the required minimums contained in other regulations; provided 

however, that nothing in this section shall preclude the authorization of master 

planned resorts by the County pursuant to RCW 36.70A.360 and .362, and the 

County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 

 

Policy B: Bonus amenities shall include but not be limited to: critical areas buffering or 

protection measures; wildlife protection corridors; public access; pedestrian trail 

systems; affordable housing opportunities; open space; recreation opportunities; 

capital facilities improvements; avoidance of floodplain development; and others 

as specified by the local planning process. 

 

6.  PUD Density within the County. 

 

Policy A: KCCOG shall review the cumulative effects of PUD development when 

reviewing population allocations.  (See Attachment #2.) 

 

7.  Development Standards. 

 

Policy A: To encourage logical expansions of corporate boundaries into UGAs and to 

enable the most cost-efficient expenditure of public funds for the provision of 

municipal services into newly annexed areas, the County and the respective Cities 

shall jointly develop and implement development, subdivision and building 

standards, coordinated permit procedures, and innovative financing techniques 

including the possibility of development impact or other fees for the review and 

permitting of any new development within the separate UGAs. 

 

Policy B: Standards for the following shall be developed and adopted: 

 

1. Street locations, both major and secondary 

2. Street right-of-way 
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3. Street widths 

4. Curbs and gutters 

5. Sidewalks for secondary streets only 

6. Road construction standards 

7. Cul-de-sacs, location and dimensions 

8. Storm drainage facilities, quantity, quality, and discharge locations 

9. Street lights, conduit, fixtures, locations 

10. Sewer, septic regulations, private sewer, dry sewer facilities 

11. Water, pipe sizes, locations, construction standards 

12. Electrical and natural gas distribution systems 

13. Communication utilities, telephone, cable TV, etc. 

14. Fire protection, station locations, fire flows, uniform codes 

15. School facilities 

16. All building requirements 

17. Subdivision and platting requirements 

18. Mobile homes and manufactured home regulations 

19. Zoning ordinances: permitted uses in UGAs, setbacks, building heights, lot 

coverage, etc. 

20. Libraries 

21. Any other like services. 

 

8.  Local Improvement Districts. 

 

Policy A: The County and Cities should jointly sponsor the formation of Local 

Improvement Districts for the construction or reconstruction of infrastructure to a 

common standard which are located in the City and the Urban Growth Areas. 

 

 

ANALYSIS OF FISCAL IMPACTS 
 

I.  Issues 

 

1.  Implementation. 

 

Policy A: The implementation of County-wide Planning Policies will promote more 

efficient growth patterns which may result in reduced cost of public services and 

facilities in the long term due to more logical distribution of governmental 

services. 

 

2.  Financing and Planning of Capital Facilities. 

 

Policy A: Financing methods for infrastructure (such as, but not limited to, roads, schools, 

sewers, and parks) shall be used which minimize the taxpayer’s overall burden 

and provide equity between existing and new development. 
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Policy B: Capital facilities and development shall be concurrent.  (See “concurrency” in 

Glossary of Terms.) 

 

Policy C: The levels of service for capital facilities shall be cooperatively defined, planned 

and financed by all segments of the public and private sector involved in 

providing a particular service. 

 

Policy D: Financing methods for infrastructure serving residential needs could be mitigated 

for resource lands as designated by the County in keeping with anticipated levels 

of service impact. 

 

3.  Development Impact Fees. 

 

Policy A: A system of development impact fees should be developed and levied against all 

new development within the County in order to assign a fair and proportionate 

share of future infrastructure within UGAs and other designated service areas. 

 

Policy B: The Kittitas County Conference of Governments (KCCOG) shall serve as a first 

level conflict resolution mediation board among jurisdictions in addressing the 

enactment of development impact fees.  (See Attachment #2.) 

4.  Coordinated Development. 

 

Policy A: Joint funding arrangements, such as interlocal agreements, should be adopted for 

an initial period after annexations of developed properties to address the county’s 

loss of revenues and its capital facility expenditures prior to annexation.  Any 

city’s obligations to provide capital facilities to the area annexed will also be 

addressed. 

 

Policy B: All jurisdictions shall participate in identifying needed regional services.  All 

jurisdictions shall cooperate to identify adequate revenue sources and in creating 

financing mechanisms for regional services and infrastructure.  Financing 

mechanisms may include increment financing or tax base sharing. 

 

Policy C: All jurisdictions shall coordinate bond elections for capital facility planning and 

financing. 

 

 

MASTER PLANNED RESORTS 

 

I.  Issues 

 

1. Master Planned Resorts. 
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Policy A: The County may authorize master planned resorts in Kittitas County pursuant to 

RCW 36.70A.360 and .362, and the County’s Comprehensive Plan MPR Policies. 
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ATTACHMENT #1 
Population Allocations 

The Kittitas County population projections and distributions establish the growth forecasts to be used for 

planning purposes and the specific growth targets for each UGA. As established by the Washington 

Growth Management Act (RCW 43.62.035) the State of Washington Office of Financial Management 

(OFM) prepares twenty-year growth management planning population projections for each county 

planning under GMA. The OFM prepares high, medium and low forecasts for each county, with the 

middle range representing the most likely scenario. The county-level forecasts are reviewed and 

distributed among the jurisdictions in the County through a collaborative process. The Kittitas County 

Conference of Governments (KCCOG) is the body charged with leading this process. Once established, 

jurisdictions must develop plans that demonstrate the capacity to accommodate their 20-year population 

projection consistent with GMA. 

In 2005, the KCCOG updated the Kittitas County population allocation based on the 2002 OFM high 

forecast, which assumes a total population of 52,810 in 2025.  The allocation adopted by the KCCOG to 

all of the municipal UGAs, the unincorporated rural County and the County’s Urban Growth Nodes.  This 

allocation is shown below: 

Table 1.  2005 Population Allocation 

Jurisdiction % of total 

Population 

Allocation 

Roslyn/UGA 3% 1,584 

South Cle Elum/UGA 1.5% 792 

Kittitas/UGA 3% 1,584 

Cle Elum/UGA 19% 10,034 

Ellensburg/UGA 45% 23,764 

Kittitas County Urban Growth Nodes 10% 5,281 

Kittitas County Rural 18.5% 9,771 

Total 100% 52,810 
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ATTACHMENT #1 (continued) 

 
In 2008, the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board directed Kittitas County to (1) 

eliminate the Urban Growth Node designation and replace it with a GMA compliant land use designation 

and (2) show its work in justifying the City of Kittitas UGA boundary. Based on this effort and in 

collaboration with Kittitas County and its jurisdictions, the KCCOG adopted a revised population 

allocation for the County on November 25, 2009.   

Table 2.  2009 Population Allocation 

Jurisdiction % of total 

Population 

Allocation 

Reserve 

Population 

Allocation** 

Total 

Countywide 

Allocation 

Roslyn/UGA 3% 1,584 159  

South Cle Elum/UGA 1.5% 792 79  

Kittitas/UGA 4.26% 2,250 ---  

Cle Elum/UGA 19% 10,034 1,008  

Ellensburg/UGA 45% 23,764 2,387  

Kittitas County Rural 18.5% 9,771 982  

Reserve Population Allocation 8.74%    

Total 100% 48,195 4,615 52,810 

**The Reserve Population Allocation is the balance of population reallocated from the former Urban 

Growth Nodes to cities/UGAs and Kittitas County rural based on existing distribution percentages, 

excluding the City of Kittitas.
1
 Population reserve allocations should be incorporated into local 

government comprehensive plans after further detailed planning is conducted consistent with GMA and 

SEPA, addressing topics such as land use, capital facilities, and environmental conditions.  This review 

would occur as part of a local government’s docket or Comprehensive Plan review process. 

 

KCCOG has the ability to change population allocations at any time that it determines that such a change 

is appropriate. 

                                                 
1 
Pending ratification by the City of Ellensburg by December 7, 2009. 
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In 2010, the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board determined that the sizing of the 

Kittitas UGA remains invalid and directed Kittitas County to appropriately size the Kittitas UGA based 

on the urban growth projected to occur in the succeeding 20-years.  Therefore, Kittitas County requested 

that the KCCOG adopt a revised population allocation as shown in Table 3:   

Table 3.  2010 Population Allocation 

Jurisdiction % of total 

Population 

Allocation 

Reserve 

Population 

Allocation** 

Total 

Countywide 

Allocation 

Roslyn/UGA 3% 1,584 159  

South Cle Elum/UGA 1.5% 792 79  

Kittitas/UGA 4.26% 2,056 194  

Cle Elum/UGA 19% 10,034 1,008  

Ellensburg/UGA 45% 23,764 2,387  

Kittitas County Rural 18.5% 9,771 982  

Reserve Population Allocation 8.74%    

Total 100% 48,001 4,809 52,810 

**The Reserve Population Allocation is the balance of population reallocated from the former Urban 

Growth Nodes to cities/UGAs and Kittitas County rural based on existing distribution percentages, 

excluding the City of Kittitas.
2
 Population reserve allocations should be incorporated into local 

government comprehensive plans after further detailed planning is conducted consistent with GMA and 

SEPA, addressing topics such as land use, capital facilities, and environmental conditions.  This review 

would occur as part of a local government’s docket or Comprehensive Plan review process. 

                                                 
2 
Pending ratification by the City of Ellensburg by December 7, 2009. 
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ATTACHMENT #2 

 

For the purpose of this document, the role of the Kittitas County Conference of Governments is 

intended to be an advisory body to its members.  Nothing in this policy document is intended to 

grant KCCOG any legislative authority in matters of adopting public policy. 

 

In the event the Kittitas County Conference of Governments is non-existent, a review panel 

equal to KCCOG representation (two elected representatives from each city and the three County 

Commissioners) shall jointly carry out the function or duty. 

 

Following are those functions or duties as outlined in the County-wide Planning Policies: 

1. UGAs will be determined by projections of population growth in both rural and urban areas 

of the County.  These projections shall be reached through negotiation at KCCOG, taking 

into account current growth rates and the OFM projections.  The subdivision, rezone, 

capital improvements, and governmental service decisions of all County governmental 

jurisdictions should be directed by their projected share of growth and should be in 

proportion to that projected shares of growth.  (See Attachment #1).  These projections will 

be reviewed on an annual basis on or about July 1 each year. 

 

2. Amendments to the UGA shall be mutually agreed upon between the City and the County. 

KCCOG may review and make recommendations regarding the amendment as deemed 

appropriate. 

 

3. An amendment to a UGA shall only be approved once the City or County has demonstrated 

that the UGA designation criteria (issue #1) has been met. 

 

4. The role of KCCOG will be explored in matters of conflict resolution regarding 

interpretations and issues of clarification related to this document.  

 

5. Amendments to the KCCOG by-laws and/or formal agreements would be necessary to 

fully designate the KCCOG as a recognized mediation and arbitration participant. 

 

6. The Cities and the County shall develop a cooperative and structured process through 

KCCOG, which includes public involvement at an early state, to consider siting of public 

facilities of a city, countywide, and statewide nature, such as solid waste disposal, 

correctional, transportation, education and human service facilities. 

 

7. KCCOG shall review the cumulative effects of PUD development when reviewing 

population allocations. 

 

8. The KCCOG shall serve as a first level conflict resolution mediation board among 

jurisdictions in addressing the possible development of impact fees. 
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Glossary  of  Terms 

Kittitas County 

County-Wide Planning Policies 

 

Benefit Area.   Benefit area means an area designated as the sole recipient for any particular 

infrastructure improvement.  Benefit areas are used to amortize the total cost 

of the improvement by the number of properties or structures included in the 

benefit area. 

 

Capital Facilities: Capital facilities are those physical structures or assets which provide a 

public service such as, but not limited to, fire stations, water towers, police 

stations, libraries, highways, sewage treatment plants, communication and 

recreation facilities.  Each entity will establish criteria to define financial 

limits for capital facilities within its boundary. 

 

Concurrency:    Concurrency means that all infrastructure improvements are made at the 

time of new development or planned in a predictable and coordinated 

manner to coincide with new development. 

 

Development Impact Fees: Development impact fees mean a payment of money imposed 

upon development as a condition of development approval to pay for public 

facilities needed to serve new growth and development, and that is 

reasonably related to the new development that creates additional demand 

and need for public facilities, that is a proportionate share of the cost of the 

public facilities, and that is used for facilities that reasonably benefit the new 

development.  “Impact Fee” does not include a reasonable permit or 

application fee. 

 

Development Regulations: Development regulations means any controls placed on 

development or land use activities by a county or city, including, but not 

limited to, zoning ordinances, official controls, planned unit development 

ordinances, subdivision ordinances, and binding site plans ordinances. 

 

Development Standards: Development standards means any required minimal functional 

standard which describes or defines how development is to occur.  

Development standards are intended to serve as an established level of 

expectation by which development is required to perform. 

 

Essential Public Facilities: Essential public facilities include those facilities that are typically 

difficult to site, such as airports, state education facilities, and state or 

regional transportation facilities, state and local correctional facilities, solid 

waste handling and disposal facilities, and in-patient facilities including 
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substance abuse facilities, mental health facilities, group homes, hospitals 

and other health facilities. 

 

Fair Share Distribution: Fair share distribution means all jurisdictions shall serve in the 

responsibility or providing locations for regional and essential public 

facilities. 

 

Interlocal Agreements: Interlocal agreements shall mean any binding agreements, contracts or 

other stipulations between two or more governing entities which implement 

the provisions of the County-Wide Planning Policies. 

 

Level of Service: A level of service is an indicator of the extent or degree of service provided 

by, or proposed to be provided by a public facility, such as, but not limited 

to, fire protection, water supply, sewage treatment, library services, 

highways, and communications and recreational services.  Each entity will 

define level of service within its boundaries. 

 

Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD):  LAMIRDs are an optional 

designation available through GMA to recognize areas of rural development 

that are more intensive than the balance of the rural area. The LAMIRD 

designation allows for redevelopment and infill in historical rural towns and 

communities, as well as intensification and new development of isolated 

small businesses and small-scale recreational uses. Specific guidance for 

designation and development in LAMIRDs is provided in RCW 

36.70A.070(5). 

 

Local Improvement Districts: Local improvement district means the legislative 

establishment of a special taxing district to pay for specific capital 

improvements. 

 

Municipal Services:  Municipal services are those services in keeping with and/or required in 

incorporated cities such as, but not limited to, centralized sewage collection 

and treatment, public water systems, urban street infrastructure, power and 

storm water systems, emergency services, libraries, schools, and 

government. 

 

Planned Unit Development:  A planned unit development is the result of a site specific zone 

change, based on binding site plan.  The planned unit development zoning 

district is intended to encourage flexibility in design and development that 

will result in a more efficient and desirable use of land. 

 

Policy:  A broad based statement of intent that gives management direction or 
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guidance in the decision making process.  The policy statement is used to 

select a primary course of action. 

 

Resource Lands: Resource lands means those lands designated by the county which are to be 

protected from urban growth encroachments and incompatible land-uses.  

Resource lands include all lands designated as Commercial Forest Lands, 

Forest and Range, Agricultural Lands of Long-Term Commercial 

Significance and Mineral Resource Lands. 

   

Rural Lands: Rural lands are considered those lands outside of cities, urban growth areas 

and designated resource lands of long-term commercial significance. 

 

Self-Contained Communities: Self-Contained Communities are those mixed land use 

planned unit developments which are fully self-contained with utilities, 

roads, and other municipal services.  These communities are usually typical 

of new cities. 

 

Suburban Lands: Suburban lands are those lands within urban growth areas which provide all 

public and private services available inside an urban area but exhibit lower 

density.  Suburban lands are also planned to accommodate future urban 

development. 

 

Transferable Development Rights:  Transferable Development Rights are the conveyance of 

development rights to another parcel of land where restrictions placed on 

development of the original parcel prevent its previously allowed 

development.  Usually associated in a program which involves sending and 

receiving zones. 

 

Urban Growth Areas: Urban growth areas are those areas designated by the County or an 

incorporated city and approved by the County, in which urban growth is 

encouraged.  Urban growth areas are suitable and desirable for urban 

densities as determined by the sponsoring jurisdiction’s ability to provide 

urban services. 

 

Urban Lands:   Urban lands are located inside urban growth areas or cities and are generally 

characterized by densities of more than three units per acre and municipal 

services provided. 

 

Urban Service Area: Urban service areas are those areas mutually determined by a city and 

the county which receive or are subject to special, municipal services.  

Urban service areas may include those within and beyond designated urban  

growth areas.  Cities and the county may enter into special agreements to 
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provide such services and compensation within the designated urban service 

area.  

 

Utilities:   Utilities means the supply, treatment and distribution, as appropriate, of 

domestic water, sewage, storm water, natural gas, electricity, telephone, 

cable television, microwave transmissions and streets.  Such utilities consist 

of both the service activity along with the physical facilities necessary for 

the utilities to be supplied.  Utilities are supplied by a combination of 

general purpose local governments as well as private and community based 

organizations. 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: September 21, 2009 

TO: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 

CC:  Jennifer Barnes, ICF Jones and Stokes; Lisa Parks, Alliance Consulting Group, 
 Inc.; Fred Huber, Mayor, City of Kittitas 

FROM: Erik Rundell and Morgan Shook 

RE: City of Kittitas Capital Facilities Needs Analysis 

              

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Kittitas County (County) an analysis of capital 
facilities needed to support growth under two different alternatives in the Urban Growth Area 
(UGA) boundaries for the City of Kittitas (City) over the 20-year planning period. The existing 
2007 capital facilities element of the City Comprehensive Plan was used as the starting point for 
this assessment. Specifically, the inventory of facilities by type of service, City capital facility 
goals and policies, level-of-service (LOS) standards (where indicated), and the six-year capital 
facilities project list were used for reference. 

Analysis provided in this memorandum may be used by the County to augment the City’s capital 
facilities plan to address compliance issues raised about the County Comprehensive Plan, and 
to adapt the capital facilities assessment into the County Comprehensive Plan. However, , it 
would be appropriate for the City to consider incorporating the County’s updated capital facilities 
assessment (after the County has finalized the City UGA size and allocations) into its own 
capital facilities element, as part of its next Comprehensive Plan update because the City is the 
chief service provider of public services within the UGA,. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This analysis has been done in accordance with Section 36.70A.070 of the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) to address the need for and the financing of capital facilities in the City 
of Kittitas. The analysis evaluates capital facility needs under two different study options based 
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on the residential and employment options outlined in the August 31st, 2009 City of Kittitas Land 
Capacity Analysis Evaluation memorandum by ICF Jones and Stokes.  

Option 1 is intended to provide a high population and employment scenario for the analysis of 
capital facility needs. Under this option the Kittitas UGA is maintained and additional population 
is allocated to the UGA from other parts of the County to reflect the City’s vision and policies 
from its adopted Comprehensive Plan. The resulting 2025 population for the City is 2,250. The 
employment component assumes 1,512 additional employees from three new large format retail 
stores and additional commercial and industrial employment. 

In Option 2 the UGA boundaries are adjusted to reduce the overall size, the land use mix is 
altered, and population reallocated. The resulting 2025 UGA population under this option is 
2,056. Employment growth assumes 885 new employees through two new large format retail 
stores and additional commercial and industrial employment. Exhibit 1 shows the UGA parcels 
under each option. 

Exhibit 1 
UGA Parcels and Zoning 

 

Source: Kittitas County, 2009; ICF Jones and Stokes, 2009; BERK, 2009 

The analysis evaluates capital facility needs for all public facilities and services under each 
study option except transportation facilities; transportation facilities are addressed in a separate 
memorandum by ICF Jones and Stokes. Sections of the memorandum are generally organized 
in the following manner for each capital facility or service: 

• Inventory 
• Level of Service 
• Needs 
• Projects 

This approach is compliant with the GMA, which requires all Comprehensive Plans to include a 
capital facilities element which analyzes the need for future capital improvements to support the 
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development goals stated in the Land Use Element, as well as the funding mechanisms 
available for implementation.  

The Capital Facilities Element (CFE) includes the following: 

• Inventory of existing city-owned capital facilities, showing the approximate location and 
identifying the approximate capacities of those facilities; 

• Forecast of future needs (for the next six years minimum); 
• The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; 
• A six-year plan that also identifies potential revenue sources needed to fund the timely 

construction of the capital facilities, including specific identification of funding programs 
or sources of public money for such purposes; and 

• Coordination among the Land Use Element, Capital Facilities Plan Element, and 
Financial Planning Element of the Comprehensive Plan to provide consistency with one 
another. 

Goals and Policies 

Goals and policies from the City’s 2007 CFE are listed below and are referenced later in the 
memorandum. It is recommended that Kittitas County incorporate these policies into its 
Comprehensive Plan addressing the Kittitas UGA with an amendment to Policy CF2.3 regarding 
parks and recreation. 

GOAL CF 1: Ensure that adequate public facilities and services are planned for, located, 
designed, and maintained to accommodate the changing needs of all residents within the 
Kittitas urban area. 

Policy CF 1.1: Develop and maintain annually the Capital Facilities Element, including the 
Capital Improvement Plan and budget analysis, based on existing and future growth and 
development that will provide a guide for phased and orderly development of public services 
and facilities within the urban growth area. 

Policy CF 1.2: Use the phasing schedule for public facilities and services defined in the Capital 
Facilities Element as a basis for land use, development approval and annexation decisions. 

Policy CF 1.3: Ensure a coordinated timely process for development and review of the capital 
facilities, current and planned, with participation from all City departments. 

Policy CF 1.4: Establish adequate water rights for the community and a process for expanding 
water rights with new growth. City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan July, 2007 Page 35 of 80 

Policy CF 1.5: Provide needed public facilities in a manner which protects investments in and 
maximizes the use of existing facilities, and which promotes orderly compact urban growth. 

Policy CF 1.6: Require developments to provide safe access to schools. 

Policy CF 1.7: Encourage compatible, multiple uses of public facilities such as schools and 
parks, thereby increasing their usefulness and cost effectiveness. 

Policy CF 1.8: Coordinate land use, public works activities, development actions, and 
purveyor’s needs with planning activities in order to conserve fiscal resources. 
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Policy CF 1.9: Evaluate capital improvement projects through the comprehensive planning 
process to ensure consistency with the other elements of the plan. 

Policy CF 1.10: Encourage the coordination and joint development of capital facilities, utilities, 
and land use plans within the Urban Growth Area. 

Policy CF 1.11: Improvement standards for new development proposed within the Urban 
Growth Area should be jointly developed by the County and the City of Kittitas. Standards 
should address such improvements as street alignment and grade, public road access, right-of-
way widths, street improvements, sanitary sewer, storm water improvements, and park and 
recreation facilities. 

Policy CF 1.12: New development requiring and/or requesting the extension of the City’s public 
water and sewer systems will be required to pay for those extensions as well as providing a fair-
share investment in the existing systems; any water rights associated with the land will provide 
for proposed development impacts; public/private partnerships that provide overall community 
benefit are possible. 

Policy CF 1.13: Support community awareness of Capital Facilities issues through public 
participation, newsletters and postings. 

Policy CF 1.14: Maintain updated City Water Plan, Transportation Plan, Sanitary Water Plan 
and other capital facilities plans. 

Policy CF 1.15: Reassess the land use element of the comprehensive plan if probable funding 
falls short of meeting existing capital improvements. 

GOAL CF 2: Maintain a level of service that protects the public health, safety, and welfare. 

Policy CF 2.1: Policy adopted Level of Service standard for potable water is 135 gallons per 
capita per day raw water source including a 10% contingency; 189 gallons per capita per day 
treatment and piping capacity, plus 15 million gallons per day fire reserve, or as defined in the 
Water Plan. City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan July, 2007 Page 36 of 80 

Policy CF 2.2: Level of Service standard for sanitary sewer is 110 gallons per capita per day, or 
as defined in the Wastewater Plan. 

Policy CF 2.3: The following are recommended standards for a level of service (LOS) the city 
should provide for recreation: 

• Neighborhood parks: 0.125 acres per 1,000 residents, 
• Community parks: 1 acres per 1,000 residents, 
• Regional parks: 2 acres per 1,000 residents and,  
• Open space: 1% of total city area not including public rights-of-way 

Policy CF 2.4: Review and adjust Level of Service standards for police and fire to ensure 
adequate support and volunteer staffing are provided.  
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ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

Inventory 

Municipal Buildings 

Administrative facilities for the City include: 

• City Hall, which is located at 207 Main Street, houses the City’s administrative services 
and the Police Department;  

• Community Hall, located at Pierce Street and Second Street, includes the library, 
municipal court, and meeting space for the City Council and Planning Commission; and  

• The Clerf Building, which was recently purchased by the City, is immediately south of 
City Hall on Main Street and is being remodeled for the new fire station. 

Equipment 

The City also owns maintenance and operation equipment for public works. The list of 
equipment is from the City’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan and lists equipment valued over $3,000 
and/or has a life span of three years or more. 

• 1979 Grader  
• 1969 Water truck 
• 1997 Backhoe  
• 1978 Water truck 
• 1982 Vacuum Truck  
• 1994 Ford Taurus 
• 1989 1-ton truck with a dump box  
• 1962 Sand truck 
• 1989 Service pickup  
• 2006 60-inch Kabota mower 
• 1980 Ford Van Econoline with mainline camera 
• Various small equipment such as chain saw, mud pump, paint sprayer, weed eater, etc. 

Equipment is stored at the wastewater treatment plant or behind City Hall. 

Needs 

The current City Hall is shared with the Police Department and has limited space for growth in 
its current condition. In addition, Community Hall needs to be updated for maintenance as well 
as fire and safety issues. 

The Public Works Department has the need to replace a vacuum truck and service truck due to 
age and condition of the existing vehicles. In addition, the 2007 Comprehensive Plan lists a 
street sweeper. This service is currently provided through contracts and a new street sweeper 
would allow the City to provide its own service. 
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Projects 

The City is in the planning process for remodeling the City Hall/Police Station, and is expected 
to be done around the end of 2010. The remodel, which is being funded through grants and a 
loan, will allow for more usable work and meeting space in City Hall, and should accommodate 
the City’s administrative space needs over the planning period. 

The City has also applied for grants to fund an update of Community Hall, including a new roof 
and windows, an update of the electrical system, and making the building ADA compliant. 

 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Inventory 

The City of Kittitas has its own entirely volunteer fire department. Based on the City’s 2007 
Comprehensive Plan there are 14 volunteers in the department. In addition, the City has a 
cooperative agreement with Fire District No. 2 to provide service to the City, while the City 
provides service to the unincorporated area around the City. However, the City and Fire District 
are revisiting the financial terms of the agreement.  

Department equipment and apparatus include: 

• City Aid Car (ambulance) 
• City Fire Engine 
• City Brush Truck 
• FD#2 Fire Engine 
• DNR Brush Truck 

Needs 

The existing fire station needs to be upgraded for safety and regulation issues to meet State 
requirements; the existing facility does not have a gas extraction or sprinkler system.  

The department also has a need for upgrades in fire equipment and vehicles. PPE, S-C 
Breathing Apparatus are an ongoing need, and all radios need to be replaced by 2011 to meet 
Federal Communication Commission requirements. A new or refurbished fire engine is needed 
to meet code as well. 

Projects 

The City is starting the process for building a new fire station. The new station will be 
approximately 5,500 square feet in size with three bays. It will provide a central facility for the 
department and will have a bedroom and living facilities. These station improvements will allow 
the City to establish a resident firefighter program, which provides better coverage and 
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response time for the currently volunteer force. The fire station is expected to be finished around 
the end of 2010, and is being funded though grants and loans by the City. 

 

POLICE PROTECTION 

Inventory 

As of August 2007, the Police Department has three full time staff (one police chief and two 
officers), four reserve officers (one paid), and one volunteer clerk. The department is housed in 
an office in City Hall, and has two patrol cars. 

Needs 

The most pressing need for the Police Department is additional office space. The Department 
lacks the necessary secure evidence and records storage and interview facilities.  

Projects 

The City is starting the process for a remodel of the City Hall/Police Station. The remodel will 
increase the amount of space for the Department in City Hall, and it will add a new interview 
room and evidence room, as well as provide more office area. (See above for funding.) 

 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Inventory 

Park and recreational facilities in the City include two city parks and a portion of Iron Horse 
State Park. The City parks are Community Park and Palmiero Park.  

Community Park is located on Third and Piece Streets. It is 0.48 acres and is classified as a 
neighborhood park. Recreational facilities at the park include a playground.  

Palmiero Park is the City’s larger park. It is 3.73 acres and is classified as a community park, 
and is located just north of Patrick Avenue on Number 81 Road. Recreational facilities include a 
baseball diamond and some play equipment.  

Iron Horse State Park also occupies a portion of the City. The park includes the John Wayne 
Trail, which runs along the old railroad bed, and Wilson Park, which makes up a 0.5 acre portion 
of the park on Main Street and Railroad Avenue. The total portion in the City is 9.7 acres. The 
park is maintained by the City for a fee from the State.  
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Level of Service 

For this analysis and the County’s Comprehensive Plan update, the following LOS standards 
are used for parks and recreation: 

• Neighborhood parks: 0.125 acres per 1,000 residents, 
• Community parks: 1 acres per 1,000 residents, 
• Regional parks: 2 acres per 1,000 residents, and  
• Open space: 1% of the total city area (not including public rights-of-way) 

Needs 

Applying the above LOS standards to the Option 1 (the high growth option), the City does not 
have any current or future park or recreation needs.  The actual level-of-service for each park 
type at the Option 1 2025 population of 2,250 is listed below: 

• Neighborhood parks; 0.21 acres per 1,000 residents 
• Community parks: 1.66 acres per 1,000 residents 
• Regional parks: 4.31 acres per 1,000 residents 
• Open space: 1.7% of total city area (not including public rights-of-way) 

Each park type exceeds the standards established in the above section. 

Option 2, which has a lower 2025 population level, would thus meet the LOS standards in 2025 
as well. 

Projects 

No new park projects are needed over the planning period. 

 

PUBLIC SCHOOL 

Inventory 

The local school system is run by the Kittitas School District and serves the City of Kittitas as 
well as the surrounding rural area. The District has one elementary school (grades K through 5) 
and one secondary school (grades 6 through 12), both within the City of Kittitas on the north end 
of the City. The elementary school has capacity for up to 500 students, and the secondary 
school, which was constructed in 2006, has capacity for 400 students. 
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Needs 

The District does not have a current or near term need for additional facilities. In October 2008 
Kittitas Elementary School had an enrollment of 277 students and Kittitas Secondary School 
had an enrollment of 343 students1. Both schools are well below their capacities. 

To determine future facility needs for the District over the planning period, the analysis 
evaluated the number of new students that could result from either of the revised population 
allocations for the City of Kittitas. From 2000-2007 the District had an overall student generation 
rate of 1.22 students for each new household in the district2. Under Option 1 the UGA area 
would add 448 new homes yielding 547 new students to the District. Under Option 2 the UGA 
would have 370 new homes yielding 451 additional students. Exhibit 2 below shows the total 
district enrollments for the two options in 2025 compared to the District’s 2008 enrollment. 

Exhibit 2 
Projected District Enrollment 

2008 District 
Enrollment 

Option 1: Projected 2025 
District Enrollment 

Option 2: Projected 2025 
District Enrollment 

620 1167 1071 

Source: OSPI, 2008; BERK, 2009 

The two existing schools have a combined capacity of 900 students. Under either option the 
District would likely need to look at adding capacity. 

Projects 

The District’s long-term plans for facility expansion are not known. The District only has two 
schools, both in the City of Kittitas. Increasing the facility capacity could be done through the 
expansion of the two existing schools or the construction of a new school. The District’s land 
and facility needs should be monitored in case additional land within the UGA is needed by the 
district. If the District at some point does need additional land, the land capacity analysis would 
need to be updated to reflect the additional need for public uses. 

                       

1 Office of Public Instruction (OSPI), http://www.k12.wa.us/DataAdmin/ 

2 Generation Rate = the number of additional housing units by the additional number of students enrolled. 
Source: OSPI, 2008; OFM, 2008; BERK, 2008 
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STORMWATER 

Inventory 

The City has a limited stormwater system; there is one catch basin and detention pond for 
Pierce Street at its south end. Stormwater for the remainder of the city is dealt with on-site and 
addressed on a project basis for new development. 

Level of Service 

Chapter 16.10.070 of the City’s municipal code cites the need for all lots to be provided with 
adequate stormwater facilities approved by the City. 

Needs 

Since current stormwater needs are mainly addressed on-site in the City, there are no current 
needs for stormwater improvements. Any additional stormwater runoff resulting from 
development will be addressed through site mitigation as part of the development approval 
process. 

Projects 

No new city stormwater projects are anticipated to be needed over the planning period. 

 

WASTEWATER 

Inventory 

The City of Kittitas provides wastewater collection and treatment for the area within the UGA. 
The collection and treatment systems that serve the UGA are listed below. 

Collection system: 

• Two lift stations: One on the new secondary school site, and a second at the Wrangler 
Estates subdivision. 

• 4 inch pipe: 21,450 feet 
• 6 inch pipe: 4,340 feet 
• 8 inch pipe: 20,900 feet 
• 10 inch pipe: 760 feet 

Note, the inventory of sewer mains is from the 2007 Comprehensive Plan and does not include 
main extensions to new subdivisions. 

In addition, the UGA expansion properties lie adjacent to City wastewater treatment facilities. 
Previous plans for the property prepared by MDJ identified a preliminary layout for a lift station 
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and force main. Installation of such facilities are expected to be a future developer improvement 
(pers com, Jeff Stevens, Gray & Osborne, August 3, 2009, via ICF Jones & Stokes). 

Treatment System: 

The wastewater treatment system is located in the southwest portion of the UGA. The City 
recently completed upgrades to the existing sewer treatment plan. The facility now has a 
discharge permit for up to 0.45 million gallons per day (450,000 gallons per day). (pers com, Jeff 
Stevens, Gray & Osborne, August 3, 2009 and September 18, 2009). 

Level of Service 

Policy CF 2.2 identifies a LOS of 110 gallons per capita per day for sanitary sewer. 

Needs 

Using the 110 gallons per day per capita standard, the maximum population for the sewer 
system at that service level would be approximately 4,091 based on the treatment plants 
capacity (450,000 gallons per day/110 gallons per day per capita). This population capacity is 
well above the Option 1 or Option 2 2025 population projections.  

Under either option any sewer extensions and other new collection system improvements in the 
UGA would be required as part of developer improvements. 

Projects 

Existing collection system upgrades needed include an upgrade of the lift station at the Kittitas 
Secondary School and additional storage at the wastewater treatment plant. 

Treatment system improvements include the installation of a fine screen at the treatment plan, 
ORP controls, and two influent pumps, which are being funded by loans and grants. 

Under either option there would be no additional wastewater projects needed. 

WATER SYSTEM 

Inventory 

Based on the City of Kittitas’ 2008 Water System Plan, Warm Springs is the City’s main water 
supply. The City Well is also used as an emergency source. Water rights for the Warm Springs 
source are held by the Warm Springs Water Company. The City also does not have water rights 
for the City Well; however, the City has filed claims for the City Well3.  

Existing facilities include: 

                       

3 City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008, Chapter 1 Page 2. 
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• A well, 
• A 500,000 gallon reservoir, 
• 2.2 miles of transmission mains, and 
• 6 miles of distribution lines. 

Water is disinfected through gas chlorination before the water enters the reservoir.  

Exhibit 3 below outlines the transmission and distribution lines in more detail. 

Exhibit 3 
Existing Water System: Transmission and Distribution 

Size (in) 
Pipe Type (1) 

Subtotal % of Subtotal PVC Steel AC 
2  1,654 1,654 4%
4  3,171 3,171 7%
6 6,333 5,373 1,019 12,725 27%
8 1,097 5,339 6,436 14%
10 (2) 10,085 810 11,600 22,495 48%
Subtotal 17,515 16,347 12,619 46,481   
% of Subtotal 38% 35% 27% 100%   

(1) Pipe lengths are in feet. Pipe types include asbestos-cement (AC), polyvinyl chloride (PVC), 
ductile iron (DI), galvanized iron (GI), and steel (S). 

(2) The 10-in AC pipe listed represents the 2.2 mile transmission line from Warm Springs. 

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

Level of Service 

Policy CF 2.1 identifies an LOS standard of 189 gallons per capita per day (135 gallons per day 
plus a 10 percent contingency). In addition, 15 million gallons per day is established for fire 
reserve. The City’s 2008 Water System Plan also establishes general facility requirements, 
which can be found in Table 3-1 of the Plan.  

Needs 

The Water System Plan established the physical capacity of the water system based on the 
number of ERUs it could support. Capacity was determined for each component of the water 
system including the City’s water source (Warm Springs and the City Well) and the City’s 
storage capacity. Water source capacity evaluated both the average daily demand and the 
maximum daily demand (MDD) capacity. Storage capacity assessed equalization storage and 
standby storage. Equalization storage is the amount of water needed to make up for the 
difference in peak hour demand and the capacity of the system’s delivery system. Standby 
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storage is amount of water needed if an emergency limited the system to stored water use only. 
The component with the lowest capacity is the limiting factor for system.  

The maximum daily demand with 24 hours of pumping is the source capacity required by WAC 
246-290-222(4), but the MDD with 18 hours of pumping is the level recommended by the Water 
System Design Manual. As shown in Exhibit 4 below, the MDD with 18 hours of pumping has 
the lowest ERU capacity. However, the City’s equalization storage capacity of 1,257 ERUs is 
the limiting factor for required components. 

Exhibit 4 
System Component Physical Capacity in ERUs, 2026 

SYSTEM COMPONENT 
Capacity 

Available (ERUs) 
Surplus (+) 
Deficit (-) 

Source Average Daily Demand (18 hour day) (2) 2,085 +1,078
Source Max. Daily Demand (18 hour day) (3) 1,098 +  91
Source Max. Daily Demand (24 hour day) (4) 1,463 + 456
Equalization Storage (5) 1,257 + 250
Standby Storage (6)    (6) 

 
(1) Estimated 2026 ERU requirement = 1,007 ERU (Table 2-10). 
(2) Based on 950 gpm source capacity operating 18 hours per day, assumed leakage = 17 %, ADD = 

408 / (1 - 0.17) = 492 gpd/ERU (Table 2-8).  Eq. 6-1, WSDM. 
(3) Based on 950 gpm source capacity operating 18 hrs per day, assumed leakage = 17 %, MDD = ADD 

x 1.9 = 492 * 1.9 = 935 gpd/.  Eq. 6-2, WSDM. 
(4) Based on 950 gpm source capacity operating 24 hrs per day, MDD = 935 gpd/ERU.  Eq. 6-2, WSDM. 
(5) ES (avail)  = 81,000 gallons, 950 gpm  source capacity.  Eq. 6-4, WSDM. 
(6) SB (avail) = 90,000 gallons.  As discussed above, the Kittitas Fire Chief has indicated that the 

reliability of the City’s Warm Springs supply is sufficient to limit SB to 90,000, regardless of 
population, until at least 2026. 

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

To determine if the water system has the capacity to serve the Option 1 and/or Option 2 2025 
population and employment levels, the analysis projected number of ERUs under each option. 
The 2008 Water System Plan projected 1,007 ERUs for the City of Kittitas in 2026. Total ERUs 
represent the sum of single-family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, school, and 
municipal ERU projections. To be conservative, the Water System Plan’s 2026 ERU levels were 
used for the analysis’ 2025 ERU levels. Adjustments were made to the single-family and 
commercial 2026 ERU projections to reflect the higher population and employment levels in 
both of these options.  

Single-family ERUs were adjusted by simply adding the number of additional homes for each 
option to the base 2006 single-family ERUs from the Water System Plan. Commercial ERUs 
were projected using water usage assumptions from Guide for Non-Residential Water Demand 
from the Water System Design Manual4 and applying them to the employment estimate profiles 

                       

4 Water System Design Manual, 2001, Chapter 5, Table 5-2 
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for each study option. Exhibit 5 compares the projected ERUs for the two options and the Water 
System Plan. 

Exhibit 5 
Projected ERUs 

 

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008; Water System Design Manual, 2001; BERK, 2009 

Comparing projected ERUs with the system’s physical capacity, the water system does have 
capacity to meet the projected population and employment levels for both options over the 
planning period. Option 1 does not meet the Water System Design Manual recommended MDD 
capacity of 1,098 ERUs, however.  

Projects 

The City is pursuing a number of projects to maintain and increase its source capacity and 
maintain and upgrade existing infrastructure. One priority is extending its agreements for water 
supply. Water distribution and storage and fire flow improvements are addressed in the Water 
System Plan, and would not be affected by the additional UGA expansion (pers com, Jeff 
Stevens, Gray & Osborne, August 3, 2009, via ICF Jones & Stokes). A full list of water system 
capital improvements from the Water System Plan is shown in A. The financing plan for the 
projects can found in Table 5-5 of the Water System Plan. 

Exhibit 6 
2008 Water System Capital Improvement Plan 

 Project 

May 2007 

Cost (1) ‘07 ‘08 ‘09 ‘10 ‘11 ‘12 
‘13-
‘26 

SOURCE   
1. Water Right Acquisition $ 600,000   X     
2. Rehabilitate City Well $ 441,000   X     
 Rehabilitate Railroad Well (2) $ 445,000       X 

3. Drill & Equip Well No. 3 $ 1,033,000       X 
STORAGE         

 
No Improvements 
Scheduled   

      

TREATMENT         
4. New chlorination equipment  $ 40,000  X      

Total SF MF Com. School Muni.
Water Plan (2026) 1,007 781 78 41 35 72
Option 1 (2025) 1,138 860 78 93 35 72
Option 2 (2025) 1,048 782 78 81 35 72

ERUs
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TELEMETRY         
5. Radio telemetry system  $ 114,000    X    
TRANSMISSION         
6. New Warm Springs Main  (3) $ 1,362,000       X 
DISTRIBUTION         
7. Road No. 81 Pipeline. $ 424,000   X     
8. Third Avenue Pipeline (4) $ 369,000    X    
9. Cascade Loop Developer  X      
10. School Loop By School       X 
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE         
11. Radio-Read Meters $10,000/yr  X X X X X X 
12. Pipeline Replacement $20,000/yr  X X X X X X 
(1) Engineering News Record (ENR) National Construction Cost Index May 2007 = 7942. 
(2) Assumes City Well rehabilitation is successful.  If it is not, the City would attempt to rehabilitate the 

Railroad Well.  
(3) Assumes the City acquires Warm Springs water right, wells, transmission line, and easement. 
(4) The cost shown is for a conventionally bid public works project.  However, the City plans to begin this 

project using its own crews in 2009 and to complete it as finances and time allow.   

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

SUMMARY 

The Capital Facilities Element Analysis evaluated the capital facility needs for the Kittitas UGA 
under two options for all facility types. Option 1 was a high population and employment growth 
scenario for the current UGA boundaries, while Option 2 had lower population and employment 
growth and a used reduced UGA. Option 2’s population and employment figures are similar to 
those used in the County’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan. 

With its existing capital facilities and those planned for in the 2007 Comprehensive Plan, the 
City of Kittitas as the prime service provider can meet all its capital facility needs over the 
planning period up to 2025 for all the land capacity options outlined in ICF Jones and Stokes’ 
August 31st, 2009 City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation memorandum.  

 

Exhibit 7 lists the projects identified in the City’s six-year Capital Facilities Plan, their estimated 
cost, and funding source(s) from the 2007 Comprehensive Plan. No new projects have been 
added to the list as no additional capital facility needs were identified over the next six years in 
this analysis. A few projects that have been completed since the Comprehensive Plan was 
completed in 2007 have been removed to provide an up-to-date list. 

Because the comprehensive planning process is a continuing, evolving process, the six-year 
project list will need to be continually reviewed and updated. By outlining how the needed 
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capital facilities of the future can be successfully provided, the list will assist annual budget 
decisions which need to incrementally provide the funding for those facilities. This analysis is 
not intended as a substitute for those budget decisions, only as a tool to inform decision making. 

If the probable funding for capital facilities at any time is insufficient to meet existing needs, the 
Land Use Element must be reassessed. At the same time, funding possibilities and levels of 
service might also be reassessed.  

 
Exhibit 7 

Six-Year Capital Facilities List 

Projects Estimated Cost Funding 

Administrative Services $682,900  

City Hall/Police Department Remodel $522,9005 Grants, Local 

Community Hall Upgrades $150,000 Grants, Local 

Office Equipment $10,000 Local 

Fire Protection $901,100  

Fire Equipment $114,000 Grants, Local 

Fire Engine (New or Refurbished) $60,000 Grants, Local 

Fire Station $727,1006 Grants, Local 

Police Protection  

City Hall/Police Department Remodel See Above Grants, Local 

Parks and Recreation $0 NA 

Schools $0 NA 

Stormwater $0 NA 

Wastewater $818,235  

Lift Station Upgrade $16,000 City 

Equipment Storage at Treatment Plant $60,000 City 

                       

5 pers com, Calvin Jordan, Calvin Jordan Associates, Inc., September 16, 2009. 

6 pers com, Calvin Jordan, Calvin Jordan Associates, Inc., September 16, 2009. 
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Treatment Plant fine screen install, ORP 
controls, and 2 new influent pumps $742,235 Grants, City 

Water System $5,008,000  

Water Right Acquisition $ 600,000 Grants, Fees 

Rehabilitate City Well $ 441,000 Grants, Fees 

Rehabilitate Railroad Well (2) $ 445,000 Grants, Fees 

Drill & Equip Well No. 3 $ 1,033,000 Grants, Fees 

New chlorination equipment  $ 40,000 Grants, Fees 

Radio telemetry system  $ 114,000 Grants, Fees 

New Warm Springs Main  (3) $ 1,362,000 Grants, Fees 

Road No. 81 Pipeline. $ 424,000 Grants, Fees 

Third Avenue Pipeline (4) $ 369,000 Grants, Fees 

Cascade Loop NA Private 

School Loop NA By School 

Radio-Read Meters $10,000/yr Grants, Fees 

Pipeline Replacement $20,000/yr Grants, Fees 

Total Cost $7,410,235  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to be current and incorporate new analysis, it is recommended the County update its 
Comprehensive plan to include the updated policies, capital facilities inventory, and needs 
assessment from this analysis as an appendix. The County will also want to include the updated 
6-year capital facilities project list, which includes project from the City’s Water System Plan as 
well as updated figures for City Hall improvements and the construction of the City’s new fire 
station.  

In addition, the City of Kittitas may want to consider amending it Comprehensive plan based on 
this updated needs analysis during its next comprehensive plan update process. 
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this memo is to evaluate the City of Kittitas (City) Land Capacity Analysis on 
behalf of Kittitas County (County) in response to the Eastern Washington Growth Management 
Hearings Board (Board) orders that invalidated a proposed City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area 
(UGA) expansion that would principally add territory for commercial and industrial purposes. In 
its Final Decision and Order on August 20, 2007 (case 07-1-004c), the Board indicated that the 
County was obligated to make its own independent evaluation of the City UGA land capacity, 
and determine whether or not there was a need to expand the UGA based upon that evaluation. 
The Board indicated concern with the City’s land capacity analysis being accepted by Kittitas 
County, the need for additional information on economic development, and the potential 
agricultural land conversion. Results of our analysis prepared on behalf of the County are 
summarized below. 

Residential 
The City’s capacity for residential development appears greater than the capacity needed to 
support the population allocated by the Kittitas County Conference of Governments (KCCOG). 
The KCCOG allocation would result in the need for land capable of supporting about 180 homes. 
Our analysis of residential land capacity shows a range of 298-448 homes similar to the City’s 
expected subdivision homes projection of 357-379. Thus, our land capacity results and the City’s 
own projections exceed the amount of land needed to support the KCCOG allocation. 

Options to address the balance of residential land supply with population allocations include: 

Technical Memorandum 
Date: September 24, 2009 

To: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 

From: Lisa Grueter, AICP, Senior Planner 

cc: Jennifer Barnes, ICF Jones & Stokes; Lisa Parks, Alliance Consulting Group, Inc.; 
Fred Huber, Mayor, City of Kittitas 

Subject: City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation 
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 Continue with current UGA boundaries and reallocate population to the Kittitas UGA 
through an amendment to the KCCOG population allocations; or 

 Reduce UGA boundaries, change the land use mix and reallocate less population than above. 

Employment 
Through our research, we have identified and documented the following issues that indicate a 
need for additional jobs in Kittitas:  

 Various local government, business, and education stakeholders have emphasized the need to 
retain and grow local businesses and recruit new ones to Kittitas County; 

 Kittitas County experiences significant retail leakage. Retail leakage occurs when citizens of 
Kittitas County spend money at retailers located outside of the county such as by traveling to 
Yakima or Seattle to make purchases; 

 The City’s unemployment rate is higher than the County as a whole; 

 The City’s jobs-housing balance is much lower than the County as a whole; 

 The City’s assessed value per capita is lower than other cities in the County; and 

 The City lacks large parcel sizes for large format retail or manufacturing businesses. 

The County has discussed with the City the following questions. 

 Jobs-Housing Balance: What is the City’s vision of the balance between jobs and housing? For 
example, it could be to match the countywide jobs-housing balance, which is nearly at 1.0, or 
it could be to have a greater number of jobs than housing due to a local vision to be a County 
employment center as other communities have envisioned for themselves. 

 Tax Base and Ability to Provide Services: Does the City have additional budgetary or other 
information that it feels would support its vision and goals? Does the City have a sense of the 
commercial and industrial land needed to ensure the City is viable and can provide the levels 
of services it has planned for its citizens? The City’s Comprehensive Plan vision indicates a 
need to expand the city’s tax base. It says in part: “…a Community that strives to improve 
and increase the tax base to provide a high level of service to its residents, and to improve and 
increase employment opportunities by encouraging new businesses to join the community.” 
Data show the City’s per capita assessed value is lower than other cities in the county. 

 Priority Areas: Within the area that is planned for employment, are there higher and lower 
priority areas for development in the next 20 years? The amount of land needed could be 
based on jobs-housing balance, tax base needs, and need for large parcel sizes to attract large 
format commercial and industrial uses.   
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 Rational for Employment: Does the information provided in this memo adequately capture the 
City’s rationale for the need for additional employment land? Is there some other piece of 
information or local knowledge that should be added? 

Kittitas County and ICF Jones & Stokes presented the information and options regarding 
residential and employment lands to the Kittitas City Council at their meeting of September 8, 
2009.  The City Council discussed the following points: 

 Jobs-Housing Balance: The City Council indicated an intent for the City to be “job rich”. The 
City Council discussed that they are comfortable with any of the proposed approaches to 
calculate future jobs. 

 Tax Base: The City may have some sales tax history and anecdotal business loss information 
to add to the discussion. 

 Priority Areas: The rectangular parcel – i.e. the area close to the freeway – is most important. 

 Rationale for Employment:  City Council members generally indicated the employment rationale 
outline was appropriate.  They are concerned about out-commuting as noted in their 
Comprehensive Plan.  They believed the rationale would benefit from adding information 
about the number of owner-occupied versus rental housing.   

Based on the questions and City input, we have identified two options to take forward to the 
County Planning Commission and County Board of Commissioners regarding employment areas 
in the UGA: 

 Full UGA expansion proposal with industrial and mixed commercial/industrial uses 

 Partial UGA expansion proposal focusing on including the area to the east of the wastewater 
treatment facilities closest to I-90. 

Next Steps 
County staff and ICF Jones & Stokes staff attended the City Council meeting on September 8, 
2009 to review information and options. The City Council generally indicated the range of 
options offered by the County were appropriate, but intended to have further discussion before 
determining whether to provide additional direction on a preferred option. On September 22, 
2009, the City adopted a resolution affirming the independent analysis presented in this 
memorandum, and indicating that the reduction of the proposed UGA boundaries to exclude the 
residential area east of Road 81, and re-designating the area adjacent to the John Wayne Trail 
from residential to commercial, appears to be most consistent with the City Comprehensive Plan.   

Confirmation of the City’s input by October 5, 2009 would allow the County to consider it prior 
to the formal Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioner’s consideration and 
public hearings scheduled for October 13, 2009. 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  4 

Table of Contents 
Following is the table of contents for the remainder of this technical memorandum. 
1.  Purpose and Scope ................................................................................................................... 4 
2.  Study Area ............................................................................................................................... 5 
3.  Background and Key Issues .................................................................................................... 8 
4.  Method ................................................................................................................................... 12 
5.  Population and Employment Estimates and Forecasts .......................................................... 13 
6.  Land Capacity Guidelines and Case Studies ......................................................................... 18 
7.  UGA Expansion Location and Services ................................................................................ 22 
8.  Agriculture Designations ....................................................................................................... 22 
9.  Evaluation – City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis .......................................................... 23 
10.  Next Steps .......................................................................................................................... 39 
11.  References ......................................................................................................................... 40 
Appendix A: Growth Management Hearings Board Case Excerpts ............................................. 42 
Appendix B: Growth Management Act UGA Provisions ............................................................. 46 
Appendix C: Summary of Growth Management Hearings Board Cases ...................................... 50 
Appendix D: Economic Development Group Kittitas Information ............................................... 55 
Appendix E: Land Capacity Charts  ................................................................. Follows Appendix D 

1. Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of this memo is to evaluate the City Land Capacity Analysis on behalf of the County 
in response to the Board orders that invalidated a proposed UGA expansion that would add 
territory for commercial and industrial purposes. The County relied on City-generated land 
capacity analysis that primarily focused on residential land capacity, and that addressed 
employment capacity in less detail.  

In its Final Decision and Order on August 20, 2007 (case 07-1-004c), the Board indicated that the 
County was obligated to make its own independent evaluation of the City UGA land capacity, 
and determine whether or not there was a need to expand the UGA based upon that evaluation. 
Later, in the First Compliance Order dated August 7, 2008, the Board found that the UGA 
expansion was not supported by the residential capacity analysis; and while the proposed 
expansion focused on commercial/industrial lands, the analysis did not provide sufficient 
information to demonstrate a need for commercial and industrial lands. Most recently, in the 
Second Compliance Order dated February 4, 2009, the Board restated its concerns with the land 
capacity analysis and, in particular, with various assumptions regarding market factors and 
agricultural land conversion factors. The Board indicated that the combination of deductions and 
factors may be underestimating land supply. Appendix A contains excerpts of these decisions. 

This memo provides a review of available data, guidelines and case studies, and an evaluation of 
the City Comprehensive Plan land capacity analysis. This memo follows initial data review and a 
meeting with the City in July 2009. After a review of options and key issues by the County and 
City, the consultant team revised the memo and assumptions and prepared a revised land capacity 
analysis described in this memo.  The questions and options in this memo were shared with the 
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City Council on September 8, 2009. The City is requested to provide a motion, letter, or 
resolution confirming its employment rationale. 

There are two other issues that are being addressed separately from this memo.  

 First, the County is evaluating capital facility plans for the City UGA. Based on the Board 
decision, the County will need to show that current and/or planned facilities are in place to 
serve the UGA. 

 Second, agricultural resource land designation (and de-designation) criteria applicable 
countywide are under revision by Neil Caulkins, Deputy Prosecutor, Kittitas County.  The 
status of agricultural land in the Kittitas UGA expansion request was raised as an issue in the 
case before the Board. However, we do not believe it is applicable in this case. The UGA 
expansion area under review is designated as Rural in the County Comprehensive Plan with 
Ag-20 and other zoning. The sites do not appear to be designated as resource lands of long-
term commercial significance, as described later in this memo.  

2. Study Area 
For the purposes of this land capacity analysis, the proposed City UGA boundaries and proposed 
land uses presented in the City’s Comprehensive Plan were used.  Figures 1 and 2 identify current 
land uses and planned land uses. Hatched areas on Figure 1 were considered in the land capacity 
analysis review. 
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Figure 1. Existing Land Use Inventory 



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
7 

Figure 2. City of Kittitas Land Use Designations 
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3. Background and Key Issues 
The County has designated a UGA in its 2006 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map with the 
following designations on unincorporated lands: Low Density Residential-Kittitas, Industrial 
(Kittitas), and Rural. Figure 3 shows the County’s 2006 Comprehensive Plan map for Kittitas 
UGA and vicinity. 

Research completed for this assessment uncovered three different sets of zoning information for 
the unincorporated portions of the study area.1 

 As of 2005, implementing zoning in unincorporated areas was Suburban and Suburban 2, and 
Ag-20.  Figure 4a shows the County’s 2005 Zoning Map. 

 Based on the County’s online information, the Mapsifter 7.0 shows the following 
designations on unincorporated land in the UGA: Urban Residential and Ag-20.  Figure 4b 
shows Mapsifter zoning information. 

 Kittitas County GIS layers provided to the consultant team show an additional district, Rural 
Residential on the south and smaller Urban Residential boundaries (less extensive on the 
south near the wastewater treatment property) and correspondingly greater Ag-20.   

The correct zoning information needs to be confirmed by the County.  

Two property owners – Kevin Gibbs, 101 acres, and Ronald and Douglas Gibbs, 188.22 acres – 
requested a UGA expansion that was supported by the City. The properties are located between 
the City’s southern boundary and I-90, and are a part of the study area in Figures 1 and 2. The 
properties are designated Rural in the Comprehensive Plan (2006), and at the time of application 
in 2006 were zoned Ag-20 and Suburban 2. They requested new classifications of UGA/Suburban 
and UGA/General Commercial, respectively. Neither property is designated in the Kittitas 
County Comprehensive Plan as Commercial Agriculture (i.e. resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance). These properties are included in the City of Kittitas UGA expansion 
request under consideration now. 

                                                      
1 The purpose statements for the various zones per the County Zoning Code are: 

Suburban, Suburban 2, and Urban Residential are zone titles not represented in the 2007 Zoning Code.  It appears they may have been renamed 
Residential and Residential 2 and Urban Residential, which have similar purpose statements: The purpose and intent of the residential zone is to 
provide for and protect areas for homesite development designed to meet contemporary building and living standards where public water and sewer 
systems are provided. 
 
Rural Residential: The purpose and intent of the Rural Residential zone is to provide for and protect low density semi-rural residential development 
chiefly in outlying transitional areas where a mixture of residential and traditionally rural land uses will be compatible. 
 
Ag-20: The agricultural (A-20) zone is an area wherein farming, ranching and rural life styles are dominant characteristics. The intent of this zoning 
classification is to preserve fertile farmland from encroachment by nonagricultural land uses; and protect the rights and traditions of those engaged in 
agriculture. 
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As noted earlier in this memo, the Board indicated concern with the City’s land capacity analysis 
being accepted by Kittitas County, the need for additional information on economic development, 
and the potential agricultural land conversion. To address the Boards’ concerns, the following 
elements should be considered: 

 Aggressive versus conservative land capacity assumptions; 

 Historic versus projected plat development; 

 Job forecasts, desired employment sectors, and land area needed to meet forecast; 

 Relationship of proposed growth and land use plans to capital facilities planning; and 

 Relationship of UGA expansion requests to agricultural lands designations and zoning. 
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Figure 3. Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations 2006 



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
11 

 

Figure 4a. Kittitas County Zoning Classifications 2005 

 

Figure 4b. Mapsifter 7.0 Zoning Information 
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4. Method 

Key Steps 
To prepare an independent evaluation of the City UGA land capacity, and to determine whether 
or not there is a need to expand the UGA based upon that evaluation, we completed the following 
steps: 

 Collected population and economic information from state and local sources 

 Reviewed state and local laws and guidelines for land capacity analyses 

 Reviewed available utilities in the UGA 

 Considered the status of the UGA in terms of agricultural designations 

Available Data 
The following information was used in developing our review and analysis of the City UGA: 

 City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan 

 Alliance Consulting Group, Inc. GIS data 

 Kittitas County GIS data 

 Federal GIS data including FEMA floodplain and National Wetland Inventory data 

 Economic Development Group of Kittitas County Demographics Data Book, undated, data 
available through 2006 

 Washington State Employment Security Department, Kittitas County Labor Area Summary, 
May 2009 

 Local Area Unemployment Statistics estimated by the Washington State Employment 
Security Department, personal communication, Dale Smith, July 1, 2009 

 Kittitas County Regional Retail Market Analysis, Property Counselors, April 2005 

 A 2005 market analysis for Ellensburg prepared by ECONorthwest  

 A Kitsap County Almanac prepared in 2008 by The Daily Record. 

 City of Kittitas Employment Estimate, Robin Newcomb City Clerk/Treasurer; transmitted via 
Alliance Consulting Group, July 21, 2009 
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 Economic Development Strategic Plan. Release 1.0.  Kittitas County Economic Development 
Group. July 2009.  Issued August 20, 2009. Prepared by T.I.P Strategies. 

In addition, we met with Lisa Parks of Alliance Consulting Group, Inc. to review the land 
capacity analysis contained in the City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan. We also consulted with 
the City’s engineering consultant, Gray and Osborne. 

5. Population and Employment Estimates and Forecasts 
This section presents population and employment data from state and local agencies. 

Population 
This section describes current and projected population figures for the City and the County. 

The State of Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) prepares annual population 
estimates. Table 1 summarizes the OFM population estimate from 2000 to 2009.  The table shows 
that in 2005, the base year of County and City Comprehensive Plans, OFM estimated the 
countywide population to be 36,600, with just over 40% of the population located in 
unincorporated territory. Current population (as of April 2009) equals 39,900 with 45% of the 
population in unincorporated territory. OFM estimated that the City of Kittitas had a population 
of 1,135 in 2005, which has grown to 1,150 as of 2009. 

Table 1. County and City OFM Population Estimates: 2000-2009 

Area 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Kittitas 
County 33,362 34,000 34,800 35,200 35,800 36,600 37,400 38,300 39,400 39,900 
Unincorp-
orated 
County 13,614 14,120 14,520 14,785 14,910 15,375 15,780 16,510 17,465 18,060 

City of Kittitas 1,105 1,105 1,100 1,120 1,130 1,135 1,135 1,135 1,145 1,150 
Source:  State of Washington Office of Financial Management, April 1 Intercensal Population Estimates for the state, counties, and cities and 

towns for 1968 to 2000 and Postcensal Population Estimates for 2000 through 2009, State of Washington 1/ 

In addition to preparing population estimates, OFM develops projections of future population 
growth in accordance with the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). OFM 
prepared growth projection ranges in 2002 and again in 2007. At the time the KCCOG allocated 
growth for County and city Comprehensive Plan updates, the 2002 projections were available and 
were the basis for the County and city growth allocations to a horizon year of 2025. Table 2 
presents the 2002 data. 
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Table 2. OFM Population Projections for Kittitas County – Year 2002 

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Low 33,362 32,341 33,619 35,013 35,927 36,629 n/a 
Medium 33,362 34,314 36,742 39,451 41,776 43,999 n/a 
High 33,362 36,759 40,545 44,806 48,794 52,810 n/a 

Source:  State of Washington Office of Financial Management, Washington State County Growth Management Population Projections, 2002  

For the 2025 projection of County population, KCCOG selected the 2002 OFM high projection 
52,810 from a 2005 base of 36,759 persons.2 The KCCOG allocated 1,584 (3%) of the total 
projected future county 2025 population to the City and its UGA (KCCOG April 26, 2006). This 
reflects a projected increase of 449 persons by 2025.  

Employment 
This section documents various indicators of a need for additional jobs in the City. 

City and County Data 

Current Employment 
While the KCCOG allocates population, it does not allocate employment. The current State of 
Washington Employment Security Department (ESD) employment estimates for the County are 
15,790 non-farm jobs (as of May 2008). The current employment in the City was estimated by the 
City Clerk/Treasurer at 180 including school employment. 

Jobs-Housing Balance 
Jobs/housing balance is a measure of the degree of equilibrium between employment and 
dwelling units in a specific area. It is typically calculated based on the number of jobs in a 
community divided by the number of housing units in that community. A low jobs/housing ratio 
indicates a housing-rich “bedroom community”, while a high jobs/housing ratio indicates an 
employment center. 

Table 3 summarizes the jobs-housing balance for the City and for the County.  The Table shows 
that the County’s jobs-housing balance is approximately 0.96 while the City’s is approximately 
0.38, indicating the City’s jobs-housing balance is much lower than for Kittitas County as a 
whole.  

                                                      
2 Note, this 2002 projection falls within the range of medium and high 2007 OFM projections for the year 2025 which equal 46,970 to 56,376 persons 
respectively. 
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Table 3. Jobs-Housing Balance: Kittitas County and City 

Location Population 
Jobs: Non 

farm Housing 

Occupied 
Housing: 
Estimate 

Jobs-
Occupied 
Housing 

Ratio 

Jobs-
Population 

Ratio 

Kittitas County 39,900 15,550 20,010 16,254 0.96 0.39 

City of Kittitas 1,150 180 539 468 0.38 0.16 
Source: State Office of Financial Management, Population and Dwelling Units, April 1, 2009; US Census 2000, Housing Occupancy Rate 

Note: To determine Occupied Housing, the US Census 2000 Housing Vacancy Rate was applied to April 1, 2009 Dwellings estimated by the State 
Office of Financial Management. 

Unemployment 
Similar to the year 2000, the City is estimated in 2008 to have a higher unemployment rate than 
the County as a whole: 13.9% versus 5.8%, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Local Area Unemployment Statistics: Kittitas County and City 

County City 

2000 Avg 2008 2000 
Census 

Ratio Avg 2008 

Employment 15,509 19,900 447 0.028822 574 
Unemployment 1556 1,230 72 0.046272 57 
Labor Force 17065 21130 519 631 
Unemployment Rate 
(%) 9.1 5.8 13.9 9 

Source: Pers com, Dale Smith, Washington State ESD, July 1, 2009 

Notes:  

The census-share (cities 25,000 and higher in population use population claims starting 2005) method of disaggregation utilizes the ratios of 
employment and unemployment in a subarea to the respective total for the larger area according to the 2000 census. These ratios are applied to the 
current total employment and unemployment estimates for the larger area. This procedure is based on the assumption that the current geographic 
distribution of employment (or unemployment) is the same as that in the decennial census, or, equivalently, that employment (unemployment) in the 
subarea has changed by the same proportion since the census as that in the larger area. The current web site for collecting census labor force data 
is: 
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/SAFFPeople?_event=Search&geo_id=01000US&_geoContext=01000US&_street=&_county=&_cityTown=&_stat
e=04000US53&_zip=&_lang=en&_sse=on&ActiveGeoDiv=geoSelect&_useEV=&pctxt=fph&pgsl=010&_submenuId=people_6&ds_name=null&_ci_n
br=null&qr_name=null&reg=null%3Anull&_keyword=&_industry= 

Current county estimates are at:  http://www.workforceexplorer.com/admin/uploadedPublications/1886_laus_historical.xls.  

Tax Base 
In 2005, the Legislature created the City-County Assistance Account (CCAA) allocating a 
portion of state Real Estate Excise Tax revenues. The program provides funds to jurisdictions 
with low per capita sales tax revenues relative to the state average. The City of Kittitas is 
receiving funds from this account.  Based on information collected for the program by the State 
Department of Revenue, the City’s assessed value per capita is lower than other cities in the 
County. See Table 5.   
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Table 5. Per Capita Assessed Value: Local Cities 

City 2008 Population 
2008 Basic 0.5% 

Local Tax 
Distribution 

Sales Tax Per 
Capita 

2007 
Assessed 

Valuation for 
taxes due in 

2008 

2007 Per Cap 
Property 
Assessed 

Value 

 Cle Elum  1,865  514,442.12 275.84  195,761,658 104,966 
 Ellensburg  17,330  1,735,292.35 100.13  1,194,400,244 68,921 
 Kittitas  1,145  59,734.86 52.17  43,836,782 38,285 
 Roslyn  1,015  79,328.64 78.16  83,763,139 82,525 
 South Cle Elum  580  7,925.58 13.66  36,874,834 63,577 
Source: State Department of Revenue, http://dor.wa.gov/Content/DoingBusiness/6050Distributions.aspx, August 3, 2009 

Studies and Publications 
Economic studies and publications have indicated that large format retail and industrial 
businesses are opportunities in Kittitas County that require greater planning and “ready to go” 
sites: 

 Kittitas County experiences significant retail leakage with gross retail sales falling short of 
estimated resident spending by $81 million in 2003. The sectors with the largest leakage are 
auto sales/gas stations, miscellaneous retail, apparel/accessories, and furniture/ furnishings. A 
regional retail center in Kittitas County could capture a significant share of this potential 
demand. An anchor general merchandise store could capture general merchandise demand as 
well as demand in the apparel, furniture, and miscellaneous retail sectors. A building 
materials store could capture sales to construction contractors that are currently lost to other 
areas. Apparel, furniture, and miscellaneous specialty retailers would be attracted to the 
presence of the anchor stores. Business services such as copy centers and shipping services 
would also be attracted to such a center. (Property Counselors 2005) 

 Various economic development groups in the county, chambers of commerce, city and 
county government officials, Central Washington University representatives, real estate and 
development firms and individual businesses have put a strong emphasis on the need to retain 
and grow local businesses and recruit new ones to the area, including manufacturing and light 
industrial firms Jim Armstrong, member of the Economic Development Group of Kittitas 
County, believes smaller, highly technical manufacturing firms could be on the county’s 
economic horizon. (The Daily Record 2008) 

 The above results are supported by the recent Kittitas County Economic Development Group 
Economic Development Strategic Plan. The report indicates Kittitas County industry 
employment lacks substantial numbers of well-paying, private sector jobs. The only retail 
sectors where Kittitas leads the national average are gasoline stations and restaurants and 
bars. The number of employed residents in the county has grown faster than the job base, and 
affects commuting patterns. Economic Development Group’s strategic plan identifies priority 
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employment sectors including on the resource side – renewable energy, agricultural and 
natural resources – and on the service and manufacturing side – professional services, light 
industrial and transportation and logistics (warehousing and distribution). (T.I.P Strategies, 
2009) 

Additionally, the Economic Development Group Executive Director, Ron Cridlebaugh indicated 
(Appendix D): 

 Regarding Kittitas County, in the three studies of retail leakage prepared for properties in 
Ellensburg the leakage is estimated at between $81 and $330 million a year. 

 There is a deficit in the County of acres for large format commercial; however there is 
adequate space for retail.   

 There is a deficit of acres in the County for industrial and manufacturing.  

 Given the proper amount and location (between the city and interstate) of available land the 
city could be positioned for good growth in all (industrial/manufacturing) sectors.  

Growth Estimates – City of Kittitas 
The City estimated a range of population growth levels between 2005 and 2027 in its 
Comprehensive Plan, shown in Table 6. The year 2005 was the base year for the City 
Comprehensive Plan and the KCCOG growth projections. The year 2025 represents the horizon 
year of the KCCOG growth allocations, and the year 2027 represents the long-range planning 
horizon of the City Comprehensive Plan.  To meet the growth allocation 180 homes would be 
needed accommodate 449 additional persons.  This allocation can be compared to estimates of 
dwelling capacity. The City presented three estimates of dwelling capacity in its plan: 

 A land capacity analysis showing the potential for 168 additional dwelling units. 

 In contrast to the land capacity analysis, the number of lots recently approved in plats 
equaling 244. 

 A more likely growth estimate in the City and UGA based on subdivision potential including 
approved plats plus additional future plats and multifamily development equaling 357 to 379 
depending on a horizon year of 2025 or 2027. 
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Table 6. City of Kittitas Land Capacity and Development Projections 

 Dwellings1 Population 

2005 521 1,135 
KCCOG 2025 Allocation Not allocated 

180  
449 

City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan 
Projected Growth: Land Capacity 168 417 
Projected Growth: Recent Approved Plats 244 608 
Projected Growth: Subdivision Population 2025 357 910 
Projected Growth: Subdivision Population 2027 379 964 
1  For allocated growth the number of dwelling units is estimated based on a 2.49 household size. For projected growth, the number of dwelling 

units is estimated and the population is derived from a 2.49 household size. 

Source: City of Kittitas, July 2007; ICF Jones & Stokes 

The City’s Comprehensive Plan did not project employment growth, but did identify creation of 
local jobs as a goal in its plan to help reduce commute times, improve its tax base, and increase 
employment opportunities.  

The County Comprehensive Plan likewise does not make employment projections for the county 
as a whole, but does plan for economic uses and does include economic development goals.  

As part of the 1.49 million acres of unincorporated land, Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan 
identifies the following zoned acres for commercial and industrial uses: 

 Limited Commercial 21.3 acres 

 Highway Commercial 129.4 acres 

 General Commercial 399.9 acres 

 Light Industrial 347.9 acres 

 General Industrial 833.2 acres 

Some of the acres listed above are developed, and some may be vacant. 

Some County employment goals include: business retention, new business attraction, economic 
diversity including industries, research and education, and others. A jobs-housing balance is 
encouraged (Kittitas County 2006). 

6. Land Capacity Guidelines and Case Studies 
This section provides an overview of state laws, Board cases, and state agency guidance on land 
capacity studies. 
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Growth Management Act 
The GMA gives broad guidance on UGA sizing and boundaries that influence land capacity 
analyses. The most notable provisions are summarized as follows:  

 UGAs are to include areas characterized by urban growth, or territory adjacent to lands 
characterized by urban growth.  

 Area included is to be sufficient to meet 20-year growth projections. As part of ensuring area 
is sufficient to meet growth projections, each city within the county must include areas 
sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses that will accompany the 
projected urban growth including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, institutional, 
commercial, service, retail, and other nonresidential uses. (recently added with SHB-1825, 
effective 07/26/09) 

 UGAs are required to permit urban densities, but may also include greenbelt and open space 
areas.  

 Market factors are allowed: “An urban growth area determination may include a reasonable 
land market supply factor and shall permit a range of urban densities and uses. In determining 
this market factor, cities and counties may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties 
have discretion in their comprehensive plans to make many choices about accommodating 
growth.”  

 Urban growth should be located first in areas already characterized by urban growth that have 
adequate existing public facility and service capacities to serve such development, second in 
areas already characterized by urban growth that will be served adequately by a combination 
of both existing public facilities and services and any additional needed public facilities and 
services that are provided by either public or private sources, and third in the remaining 
portions of the urban growth areas. 

Appendix B provides the relevant text of RCW 36.70A.110, 115, and 130, summarized above. 

State of Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic 
Development (CTED) Guidelines3 
CTED prepared a guide to designating UGAs in 1992, “Issues in Designating Urban Growth 
Areas, Part I: Providing Adequate Urban Area Land Supply.”  The report suggests defining 
vacant, underutilized (land that could be more intensively used such as a single family home on a 
multifamily lot), and partially used land (land that can be further subdivided), and deducting the 
following areas from that acreage:  

 unbuildable areas (e.g. due to critical areas),  
                                                      
3 CTED is now known as the Department of Commerce as of July 26, 2009. 
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 lands for public purposes, and  

 land unlikely to be available due to property owners that do not intend to sell or develop the 
land.  

The guidebook reviews a range of studies regarding market factors to ensure that land is not over 
or undersupplied. It indicates that communities could either continuously monitor land supply, or 
if not monitoring land on a frequent basis, considering a market factor generally not more than 
25%.4 

Though the Buildable Lands Program applies only to six counties (Clark, King, Kitsap, Pierce, 
Snohomish, and Spokane), CTED guidance includes similar procedures to estimate vacant, 
partially-used, and under-utilized land, with discounts for lands required for public purposes, 
development requirements (e.g. stormwater, parks) or infrastructure, land unavailable, and critical 
areas. (CTED, June 2000) 

Growth Management Hearings Board Cases 
The Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, as well as the Western and 
Central Washington Boards, have previously reviewed cases similar to the Kittitas County-City 
of Kittitas case. In general, the decisions in these cases indicate the following: 

 Land Capacity Analysis: Counties are to perform independent analyses of land capacity and 
appropriate UGA boundaries even where cities or private applicants provide such 
information. 

 Market Factors: There has been more scrutiny of market factors above 25% (see Eastern and 
Central Board cases). There appears to be more discretion to have higher market factors for 
industrial development than for residential development in UGAs where the need is well 
documented (addressed in Central and Western Boards). More recently the Washington State 
Supreme Court ruled that Counties have broad discretion to set a market factor; there is no 
bright line, but the market factor must be “reasonable”.5 

                                                      
4 Most communities do not have actual data from property owners from which to base a market factor of lands unlikely to be available. One exception 
is Snohomish County. In 2005, the County funded a study based on a random sample of Snohomish County property owners regarding their intent to 
develop or redevelop their property within the Urban Growth Area (UGA) over time. About 21% of all respondents indicated that they would be 
unlikely or very unlikely to have their parcels developed in the next 20 years. (The Gilmore Research Group, June 2005, on behalf of Snohomish 
County) 

5 In Thurston County v. W. Wash. Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., No. 80115-1, the Washington State Supreme Court found “Thus, although the GMA 
does not explicitly limit the size of a UGA, to give meaning to the market supply factor provision and in light of the GMA goal of reducing sprawl, we 
hold a county’s UGA designation cannot exceed the amount of land necessary to accommodate the urban growth projected by OFM, plus a 
reasonable land market supply factor.” The ruling goes on to say “No bright-line rule regarding the reasonableness of a land market supply factor 
may be used by the GMHBs.  Viking Props., 155 Wn.2d at 129.  Depending on local circumstances, 15 percent may be reasonable in one county, 
while 40 percent may be reasonable in another.  A GMHB may not reject a UGA simply because the land market supply factor used is greater than 
25 percent nor may they subject higher percentages to greater scrutiny.  Instead, in determining whether a market supply factor is reasonable, a 
board must recognize counties have great discretion in making choices about accommodating growth and the land market supply factor may be 
based on local circumstances.  RCW 36.70A.110(2).  A board shall not find a county’s use of a land market supply factor unreasonable unless it is 
shown to be clearly erroneous in light of the entire record.”   
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 Combination of Assumptions: If all assumptions are on the high end, e.g. high population 
forecast, low densities, high market factors, there is more scrutiny by the Boards. An example 
is the Grant County case including the City of Ephrata UGA. However, if there are some 
conservative assumptions mixed with more liberal assumptions based on a local review, the 
Boards may be amenable if well documented. An example of this later case is Walla Walla 
County which assumed a low density of 3 units per acre, but no market factor when de-
designating agricultural land and placing it in a UGA. 

The relevant text from these cases is provided in Appendix C. 

Kittitas County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) 
Countywide Planning Policies address UGA designation and amendment focusing on population 
projections and available services.  

1. Designation Criteria 

• Policy A: The County, in cooperation with the Cities, will designate Urban Growth 
Areas (UGAs). The designation of UGAs beyond the existing limits of incorporation 
will be based on a demonstration by the cities that municipal utilities and public 
services either already exist, or are planned for and can be effectively and 
economically provided by either public or private sources. 

• Policy B: UGAs will be determined by projections of population growth in both 
rural and urban areas of the County. These projections shall be reached through 
negotiation at the Kittitas County Conference of Governments (KCCOG), taking into 
account current growth rates and the Office of Financial Management (OFM) 
projections. The subdivision, rezone, capital improvements, and governmental 
service decisions of all County governmental jurisdictions should be directed by their 
projected share of growth and should be in proportion to that projected share of 
growth … These projections will be reviewed on an annual basis on or about July 1 
each year. … 

7. Amendment Process and Procedure 

• Policy A: Amendments or changes to the UGA designation may only be proposed 
once a year and must be reviewed by the KCCOG every five years. Amendments 
may only be proposed by a City or the County. … 

• Policy B:  Amendments to the UGA shall be mutually agreed upon between the 
City and the County. The KCCOG may review and make recommendations 
regarding the amendment as deemed appropriate. … 

• Policy C:  Any amendment to a UGA shall only be approved once the City or 
County has demonstrated that the UGA designation criteria (issue #1) has been met. 
… 

The Countywide Planning Policies Appendix 3 indicates the KCCOG prepares population 
projections and is advisory to its members.  Kittitas County has legislative authority regarding the 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  22 

Countywide Planning Policies and amending UGA boundaries, though the KCCOG provides 
advice and recommendations. 

7. UGA Expansion Location and Services 
The UGA expansion sites are contiguous to the City of Kittitas city limits to the north and east.  
The predominant parcel size is larger than properties in the City limits; large parcels may help to 
advance some City economic development and tax base strategies. 

Due to location and shape of these sites adjacent to I-90, and due to nearby services, there has 
been developer interest in the subject properties.  The properties would support economic growth 
in the City and the broader region.  

Public services appear to be available. There is a water line that extends to the freeway 
interchange which would require looping at the time of development through developer 
improvements.  The City has a water system plan that it is implementing. The properties lie 
adjacent to City wastewater treatment facilities. Previous plans for the property prepared by MDJ 
identified a preliminary layout for a lift station and force main, also a future developer 
improvement. The City has ample wastewater treatment capacity.  (pers com, Jeff Stevens, Gray 
& Osborne, August 3, 2009) 

8. Agriculture Designations 
The lands proposed for addition to the Kittitas UGA are not designated Commercial Agriculture, 
but are designated Rural in the Comprehensive Plan.  However, Ag-20 zoning was retained for 
portions of the area. 

As part of its first Comprehensive Plan in the mid-1990s, Kittitas County developed a 
classification of resource lands of long-term commercial significance based on the following 
criteria contained in the Land Use Element: 

 The current zoning and parcel sizes of the area. 

 The availability of an adequate and dependable water supply. 

 The soil types (prime, unique, local, and statewide) of the area. 

 The criteria contained under WAC 365-190-050. 

Upon review of these considerations, Kittitas County determined that there were two different 
categories of land appropriate for designation: irrigated croplands and non-irrigated grazing 
lands. Irrigated croplands identified for designation were lands located within the 
Agricultural 20 zone, within an irrigation district, consisting primarily of prime or unique 
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soils, and complied with the other criteria under the GMA. Non-irrigated grazing lands were 
lands that lacked adequate water for crop growing purposes, but have a capacity for and 
historic use for grazing, and are lands that are predominately a section of land in size with 
contiguous blocks of ownership of those lots. 

Kittitas County was able to identify large, contiguous areas containing parcels, which met the 
review criteria. Kittitas County then reviewed the areas, which were consistent with the 
review criteria, taking into consideration topography and natural designation boundaries. The 
lands designated as agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance depict the final 
review of all the factors considered for designation. 

The County considered commercial agriculture criteria in the mid-1990s and classified the 
properties as Rural in the Comprehensive Plan rather than as Commercial Agriculture (which lies 
west of Fairview Road and South of I-90). 

9. Evaluation – City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis 
Based on our initial review of the City Comprehensive Plan, the Growth Management Hearings 
Board cases across the state, and other demographic information, we suggest application of some 
alternative assumptions towards a revised land capacity analysis in Table 7. We also discuss 
background information or other examples. 

Table 7. Land Capacity Evaluation and Options 

Topic Kittitas Comp Plan Potential Alternative 
Assumptions 

Discussion  

Land Considered Vacant, Ag land Option A. Vacant, Ag land 
Option B. In addition to 
vacant and ag land, consider 
adding partially developed 
property where land can be 
further divided. 
Also consider adding 
underutilized land if market 
conditions appropriate 
(where land value exceeds 
structure value by 50%). 

Option A: Addresses primary 
source of developable land 
for the City. Additionally, Ag 
land should capture partially 
developed land since there is 
typically a home with crops. 
Option A is selected for 
revised Land Capacity 
Analysis. 
Regarding Option B, 
communities experiencing 
market pressure typically see 
growth on partially developed 
or underutilized land. These 
lands could be included if the 
City has seen some history of 
turn over on these types of 
properties.  
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Topic Kittitas Comp Plan Potential Alternative 
Assumptions 

Discussion  

Residential Density R 1: 4 du/ac 
R 2: 10 du/ac 

Option A: R 1: 4 du/ac 
R 2: 10 du/ac 
Option B: Historic densities, if 
urban in nature (e.g. in city 
limits, current density 
appears to be:  
R-1: 344 units/71 acres = 
4.85 du/ac  
R-2: 130 units/22.86 acres = 
5.69 du/ac 
Option C: Recent platted 
densities appear to be: 
R 1 zone: 4.41 to 5.69 
du/acre based on three plat 
examples. 

Option A. Densities are urban 
in character and represent 
the City’s desired urban form. 
Option A is selected for 
revised Land Capacity 
Analysis. 
Options B and C. To the 
extent that either historic 
densities or platted densities 
are representative of what 
the City expects to see in the 
future, or to the extent a 
range of densities is allowed, 
the City may consider using 
these assumptions in its 
analysis. However, we 
understand the City recently 
changed its desired R1 
density from 6 to 4 units per 
acre. Thus the past may not 
represent the future.  

Employment Density Not included Option A: Use observed floor 
area ratios in example 
developments and known 
employment levels and 
determine employees per 
square feet. 
Option B: Calculate observed 
employees per acre in 
example developments and 
assume for the future. Vary 
by type of use. 

Options A or B: The benefit of 
reviewing employment 
density is the ability to 
compare land capacity to 
employment targets. 
However, the City has not yet 
developed employment 
targets.   
The ECONorthwest Study 
prepared for Ellensburg does 
not provide local 
development examples, but 
does include a range of 
assumptions for employment 
density, and may be a 
resource if local examples 
are not available. For 
example, the report considers 
10 employees per acre for 
commercial and industrial 
uses (typically these are 
more differentiated but not in 
this report); the report shows 
a low and high range of 
square feet per employee. 
If considering big box, based 
on store numbers and total 
employees, Home Depot 
would have 135 per store, 
Costco would have an 
average of 250 employees 
per store, and Wal-Mart 350 
per store. 
The US Census 2007 County 
Business Patterns indicate 
that 84% of industrial 
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Topic Kittitas Comp Plan Potential Alternative 
Assumptions 

Discussion  

businesses in Kittitas County 
have less than 20 
employees. Only two 
manufacturing operations in 
the County had between 100-
249 employees. Similarly, 
88% of wholesale and retail 
operations had less than 20 
employees.  Only one 
wholesale trade operation 
and one retail trade operation 
had between 100-249 
employees. 
Note: Employment density 
may not be as important as 
addressing parcel sizes. See 
below. 

Discounts    
Lands for Public Purpose 30% deduction See below  

ROW Included above Option A: Observed ROW: 
ROW City: 14% 
ROW UGA proposed: 20% 
Average: 17% 
Option B: Base on existing 
plus proposed road network 

Either option is appropriate. 
May be more speculative to 
use proposed road network if 
not all local streets have 
been determined. Option A is 
used in the revised land 
capacity analysis – average. 

Other Public Included above Option A. Mapped 
Parks/Utility City: 3.4% 
Parks/Utility UGA proposed: 
4.2% 
Average: 3.8% 
Option B: Base on existing 
plus proposed facilities 

Either option is appropriate. 
May be more speculative to 
use proposed facilities if not 
all facility locations have 
been determined. 
Option A is used in revised 
land capacity analysis – 
average. 

Critical Areas 5% deduction Option A. Mapped 
Mapped Floodplain, wetland, 
City: 13% 
Mapped Floodplain, wetland 
UGA proposed: 9% 
Average: 11% 
Option B. In addition to the 
above, review hydric soils 

Using mapped information is 
appropriate, including hydric 
soils if known. 
Option A is used in revised 
land capacity analysis – 
average. 

Ag Conversion 40% deduction None Board found that it was 
overestimating the market 
factor. 

Market Factor 25% Option A: 25% 
Option B: May consider 
different market factor based 
on the record. May wish to 
include a larger market factor 
for commercial or industrial if 
appropriate. 

Option A was once a bright 
line used by the GMHB. Now 
the test from the State 
Supreme Court is a 
reasonable market factor. For 
a conservative approach, 
Option A is used in the 
revised land capacity 
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Topic Kittitas Comp Plan Potential Alternative 
Assumptions 

Discussion  

analysis. 
Regarding Option B, lot size 
and the need for competition 
(e.g. more than just very few 
property owners) may be 
more appropriate 
considerations based on 
other County examples (e.g. 
Snohomish County and 
Kitsap County). 

Other    
Parcel size Not included Consider large parcels for 

economic purposes. 
City Limits 
Mixed Commercial-Industrial 
zoned land 

Mean: 5.34 acres 
Median: 0.81 acre 

Industrial zoned land 
Mean: 2.80 acres 
Median: 1.45 acres 

Proposed UGA 
Mixed Commercial-Industrial 
zoned land 

Mean: 32.04 acres 
Median: 13.34 acres 

Industrial zoned land 
Mean: 15.1 acres 
Median: 3.68 acres 

UGA amendment requests, 
alone: 

Gibbs, Kevin – 101 acres 
Gibbs, Ronald and 
Douglas – 188 acres 

Parcel size can be related to 
the job forecast/tax base 
needs and desired 
employment types. 
Snohomish County 
Countywide Planning Policies 
allow for communities to 
expand UGAs where 
exceeding 50% of land 
consumption or where large 
parcel sizes are needed.6 
South Kitsap Industrial UGA 
sized for large format 
industrial and office users. 
Comparable sizes: 
Big Box Retailers: Desired 
land area between 70 – 100 
Acres. Minimum 10 to 30 
acres each for two anchor 
regional retailers. Minimum 
20 to 30 additional acres for 
smaller retailers. (Property 
Counselors and Western 
Cities, Inc. April 2005) 
Truck Stops: Gearjammer in 
Yakima Valley – approx 36 
acres (February 2003 
information) 
Center Point Business Park, 
Ellensburg: 80 acres total 
(The Daily Record 2008) 
Eureka Park (Airport): 325 
acres (The Daily Record 
2008) 

 

                                                      
6 Policy UG-10 part 4 reads in part:: “ …the boundary of an individual UGA may be expanded to include additional commercial or industrial land if the 
expansion is based on an assessment that concludes there is a deficiency of larger parcels within that UGA to accommodate the remaining 
commercial or industrial growth projected for that UGA. …” 
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Residential Land Capacity 
The residential land capacity analysis considers vacant and agricultural land shown on Figure 1 
earlier in this memo having residential land uses designations shown in Figure 2. Public lands 
while designated R-1 are not considered vacant or agricultural and were not included. Based on 
alternative assumptions outlined in Table 7, the revised land capacity results equal 298-448 
additional dwellings (see Table 8).  Detailed worksheets are provided in Appendix E. 

Table 8. Revised Land Capacity Analysis 
Method A. All Raw Land 

Gross 
Develop- 
able Acres 

Total 
Deducted 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Market 
Factor: 
25% 

Revised 
Net Acres 

Dwelling 
Units Population 

 City Limits   
Residential 
 Residential 1  (excluding 
pipeline) 63 20 43 11 32 128 319 
 Residential 2   6 2 4 1 3 30 75 
Non-Residential 
 Downtown Commercial   0 0 0 0 0 
 Mixed 
Commercial/Industrial   50 16 34 9 26 
 Industrial   23 7 16 4 12 

 UGA                 
Residential 
 Residential 1   55 18 38 9 28 114 283 
 Residential 2   5 2 3 1 3 26 64 
Non-Residential 
 Downtown Commercial   0 0 0 0 0 
 Mixed Commercial/ 
Industrial   267 85 182 45 136 
 Industrial   75 24 51 13 39 
 TOTAL Capacity 545 173 372 93 279 298 742 
Note: Population determined by using 2.49 average housing size per US Census 2000. 
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Method B. Pipeline Development Added in at End 
Gross 
Develop- 
able Acres 

Total 
Deducted 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Market 
Factor: 
25% 

Revised 
Net Acres 

Dwelling 
Units Population 

 City Limits   
Residential 
 Residential 1  (excluding 
pipeline) 17 5 11 3 9 34 85 
 Residential 2   6 2 4 1 3 30 75 
Non-Residential 
 Downtown Commercial   0 0 0 0 0 
 Mixed 
Commercial/Industrial   50 16 34 9 26 
 Industrial   23 7 16 4 12 
 UGA   
Residential 
 Residential 1   55 18 38 9 28 114 283 
 Residential 2   5 2 3 1 3 26 64 
Non-Residential 
 Downtown Commercial   0 0 0 0 0 
 Mixed Commercial/ 
Industrial   267 85 182 45 136 
 Industrial   75 24 51 13 39 
 TOTAL Capacity 498 158 340 85 255 204 508 
Pipeline Development 244 608 
Grand Total 448 1115 
Note: Population determined by using 2.49 average housing size per US Census 2000. 

The 298-448 added dwellings are greater than the City’s land capacity estimate of 168 but the 
range captures the City’s “expected subdivision homes” projection of 357-379 homes for a 2025 
or 2027 horizon year, respectively.  The 298 dwelling estimate on the low range is based on 
treating all vacant and agricultural land as raw land, while the upper range of 448 removes 
acreage approved for preliminary plats, adding in the approved lots at the end of the analysis.  It 
should be noted that several of the preliminary plats were approved at densities between 4 and 6 
units per acre, but through the Comprehensive Plan Update the City revised its R-1 density to 4 
units per acre. Thus if the approved preliminary plats were to expire and be replatted, the lot yield 
would be lower (closer to 400 rather than 450).  The preliminary plats were approved around 
2006 and 2007 before the present economic climate. 

The revised land capacity analysis for the UGA and City limits as a whole illustrates that the 
population allocation by the KCCOG would be met, but there is some excess capacity of about 
29-67 net acres (118-268 homes or 293-666 population).  To be in balance given the revised land 
capacity assumptions, the future land use mix or population allocation would require adjustment.  
See below. 

Residential Options 
To provide for a balance between land capacity and population allocations, several options are 
possible: 

a. Reduce UGA boundaries to reduce residential capacity 
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b. Alter the land use mix to reduce residential uses and increase non-residential land uses 

c. Revise the population allocation 

d. Mix of UGA, land use, and population allocation changes 

Two options are recommended for further consideration based on Options “c” and “d”: 

1. Reallocate population to the Kittitas UGA through an amendment to the Countywide Planning Policies.  
Option 1 is based on maintaining the UGA boundaries that reflect the City’s vision and policy 
choices in its adopted Comprehensive Plan.  To ensure that the population allocation balances 
with the land capacity, population could be reallocated from the rural area (up to 666 
additional population above the allocation provided in 2005). This would recognize the 
logical growth boundaries studied by the City in its Comprehensive Plan (e.g. one lot deep on 
No. 81 Road rather than a road as a service boundary; residential opportunity along the Iron 
Horse Trail), and the small amount of developable residential areas once the pending plats are 
complete.  It may require some amendment of the demographic and capital facility 
information in the City and County comprehensive plan. 

This reallocation option would require consideration by the KCCOG.  In addition, because 
Kittitas County must make decisions about Countywide Planning Policies and UGA 
expansions, the Kittitas County Planning Commission would also make recommendations.  
The Kittitas County Board of County Commissioners would make the final legislative 
decision. 

2. Modify UGA boundaries, change the land use mix and reallocate population.  Option 2 is based on 
reassessing priority areas for residential growth and providing for a smaller UGA. For 
example, land east of No. 81 Road could be removed from the UGA, and put into an Urban 
Reserve designation (and subject to rural zoning) until ready for inclusion in the UGA in a 
future planning period.  The land designated R-1 south of the Iron Horse Trail could be 
redesignated as Mixed Commercial/Industrial.  If these changes were made, the population 
reallocation (drawn from the rural area) could be reduced to an additional 472 population 
instead of an additional 666 population.  This is more in line with the City’s “expected 
subdivision homes” projection and the related population assumptions of the City’s Water 
System Plan; thus, less modification of demographic and capital facility information may be 
needed. 

A similar review process would be required as for Option 1.  The KCCOG would consider 
the population reallocation.  The County Planning Commission would make 
recommendations about the Countywide Planning Policies and the UGA boundary expansion.  
The Board of County Commissioners is responsible for making a legislative decision 
regarding UGA boundaries based upon KCCOG population reallocations. 

One additional option was considered but is not recommended – i.e., to remove all of the 
residential UGA outside the City limits.  The reasons for not carrying this forward include: 
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 Redrawing the UGA to shrink to the City limits would maintain irregular service areas along 
the City limits, particularly to the north. 

 With the 244 lots approved in the City limits alone, the City would exceed its allocated 
population by 159. Tightening the boundaries to the City limits would not recognize that 
additional demand for single family residential development is possible in the 20-year period 
after the plats are developed since there is little developable land for single family 
development left in the City limits. 

Employment Land Capacity 

Capacity Methods 
There are several methods for determining the capability of the developable commercial land to 
support jobs (see Table 7) including: 

 Determining likely floor area ratio and determining employees per square feet for desired 
employment types 

 Use of employees per acre for desired employment types 

 Use of developed areas as models 

Any of these methods are appropriate, and can be considered by the City and County to determine 
employment land capacity. However, the use of employees per square foot and the use of 
employees per acre are based on “rules of thumb” from a study in Ellensburg, while the use of 
model developed areas are based on local and other examples in the state. 

Ultimately, the use of rules of thumb and examples will allow the City and County to determine 
the “supply of jobs”. Job supply can then be used to determine employment land “needed.” Table 
9 summarizes approximate calculations of land supply (based on net employment acres in Table 
8) show a potential for 885 to 2,126 jobs, depending on assumptions about employee rates and 
large format retail uses; the City may have alternative assumptions that relate more closely to its 
desired economic vision.  
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Table 9. Land Supply Methods and Relationship to Jobs-Housing Balance 

Method 
Job 

Capacity 
Jobs Housing Balance: 

Residential UGA Stays Same 
Jobs Housing Balance: 

Residential UGA Reduced 

1. employees per square foot [1] 1873 1.91 2.07 
2. employees per acre [2] 2126 2.17 2.35 

3. example development [3] 1512 1.54 1.67 

4. example development [4] 885 0.90 0.98 

Kittitas County Jobs-Housing Balance 0.96 
[1] ECONorthwest 2005. Mid range square feet per employees: commercial 1000; industrial 700. Presumes proposed UGA boundaries in City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

[2] ECONorthwest 2005. 10 per acre. Presumes proposed UGA boundaries in City Comprehensive Plan. The calculations are updated from a prior 
estimate of 1750 due to correction of a formula error, where 1,750 only accounted for the UGA capacity. 

[3] Assumes three large format stores or major industrial employers; average employees of 250. On non-large format sites, assume 10 employees 
per acre. Presumes proposed UGA boundaries in City Comprehensive Plan. 

[4] Assumes two large format stores or major industrial employers; average employees of 135. On non-large format sites, assume 10 employees per 
acre. On non-large format sites, assume employees per s.f. high range 1,500 commercial and 1000 industrial per ECONorthwest 2006. Presumes 
UGA reduction of approximately 30 net mixed commercial/industrial acres consistent with removing Mixed Commercial/Industrial Land 
west of the City’s wastewater facilities. 

Employment land needs may be determined by considering future employment growth goals, 
desired employment types, jobs-housing or jobs-population balance, tax base growth needs, 
parcel size, and capital facility plans.  

For example, based solely on achieving a jobs-housing balance of 1.0 there would be a need for at 
least 650 to 800 jobs (assuming current and projected dwelling unit capacity).  Some cities (like 
DuPont or Tukwila) have adopted goals of more jobs than housing. However, a jobs-housing 
balance is only one part of the picture. Other factors that will determine employment needs are 
tax base and fiscal sustainability, suitability of the land for desired economic uses (parcel size, 
shape, depth, proximity to transportation corridors, etc.7), and other factors. 

                                                      
7 Key locational criteria for regional centers (Property Counselors; Western Cities 2005 ) 
Land Use 
o Within the City Limits. 
o Within the Urban Growth Boundary. 
o Designated commercial in the Comprehensive Plan. 
o Zoned in a manner consistent with regional retail use. 
o Existing uses on the site compatible with regional retail. 
o Existing uses in the neighborhood compatible with regional retail. 
o Limited impact on single family residential neighborhoods in close 
proximity. 
o Limited impact on historical structures. 
Developable Land Area 
o Total land area between 70 – 100 Acres. 
o Minimum 10 to 30 acres each for two anchor regional retailers. 
o Minimum 20 to 30 additional acres for smaller retailers. 
Property Shape and Dimensions 
o Generally rectangular in shape for building and parking lot efficiency. 
o 900 feet of depth from the right of way is ideal for the regional retail 
development. 
Topography 
o Flat to lightly sloping topography for building efficiency and economy. 

Access 
o Close proximity to freeway interchange to serve customers from a large 
geographic area. 
o Existence of secondary roadways to carry traffic from the freeway to the 
site. 
o Suitability of secondary roadways for handling the projected traffic volume. 
Visibility 
o Clear visibility from the freeway and secondary roads to the buildings and 
signs. 
Traffic Count 
o Regional retailers required high drive by traffic volume. 
Utilities 
o Availability of water, sewer, power, telephone, storm water discharge. 
Sensitive Areas 
o Developable area must be free of sensitive areas and their buffers. 
Sensitive areas include natural water bodies such as rivers, streams, ponds, 
lakes, wetlands, as well as steep slopes, flood plains, wildlife habitat. 
Ownership 
o Private, fee simple ownership by one land owner or small assemblage to 
acquire required land. 
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Employment Rationale 
Below we provide an outline that documents a rationale for the City’s need of additional jobs 
based on the City’s vision and the information in the City’s plan and data otherwise collected to 
date. The highlighted questions are the same as those identified in the Executive Summary. The 
rationale outline was reviewed with the City on September 8, 2009. 

1) Vision and Goals:  The City and County Comprehensive Plan vision statements, goals and 
policies support economic development at the local and regional level.  See excerpts below.  

Kittitas County Goals 

Kittitas County goals support existing and new businesses and industry, a jobs-housing 
balance, and cooperation at the regional and local level on economic issues: 

GPO 10.1 Be a county the [that] supports the varied needs and demands of the 
community and surrounding area through the understanding and creation of a supportive 
and active environment for economic development in the community. 

GPO 10.2 Support the retention and expansion of existing local businesses/industries and 
recruitment of new business/industries in order to maintain a strong job and wage base. 

GPO 10.4 Encourage economic growth while protecting the rural character of the 
County. 

GPO 10.5 Encourage the promotion of tourism and tourist based businesses. 

GPO 10.6 Provide the infrastructure and public facilities to support economic activity and 
growth. 

GPO 10.7 Strive to maintain a balance of jobs and housing.  

GPO 10.9 Work in cooperation at the local and regional level to combine resources and 
build consistency in economic development strategies. 

City of Kittitas Vision Statement 

The City of Kittitas Vision Statement supports a larger tax base and increased employment 
opportunities. Policy LU 4.8 promotes existing industrial locations. The Land Use 
designations support this vision by showing industrial and mixed commercial/industrial areas 
(see Figure 2). 

We, the citizens of Kittitas, envision a Community that respects and preserves its 
historical and cultural resources and provides an effective stewardship of its outstanding 
scenic and natural features; a Community that maintains its historic identity while 
encouraging a balanced, cohesive yet diverse community as it grows; a Community that 
utilizes its location where residents’ various physical, educational, economic and social 
activities can be pursued in a safe, attractive and healthy environment; and finally, a 
Community that strives to improve and increase the tax base to provide a high level of 
service to its residents, and to improve and increase employment opportunities by 
encouraging new businesses to join the community. 
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POLICY LU 4.8: Actively support economic development measures that serve to 
revitalize and promote the growth of existing industrial locations. 

2) Current Conditions: The City’s economic measures lag those of other cities or the county as a 
whole. The City’s assessed value per capita is lower and its jobs-housing balance is lower 
than other communities in the County.  Its unemployment rate is higher than the County. 

a) Current City/County Tax Base. The City’s vision statement supports an expanded tax 
base.  The need for this is demonstrated in Table 5 earlier in this memo where the City’s 
assessed value per capita is lower than other cities in the County.   

Budget Information: Does the City have additional budgetary or other 
information that it feels would add to this part of the rationale? 

b) Current City/County Employment. The County presently has 15,550 non-farm jobs of 
which the City holds 180 jobs approximately 1.1% of the total County figure. See Table 3. 

c) Current City/County Unemployment Rate. Similar to the year 2000, the City is 
estimated in 2008 to have a higher unemployment rate than the County as a whole: 13.9% 
versus 5.8% (See Table 4). 

d) Current Housing Tenure. Approximately 66.2% of the housing units in the City in the 
Year 2000 were owner-occupied, and 33.8% were renter-occupied. (US Census 2000)   

e) Current City/County Commute Patterns. The City’s Comprehensive Plan quotes US 
Census information for the year 2000, and notes that nearly all residents commute out of 
Kittitas city boundaries for work: “Further evidence of the lack of employment within the 
City is seen in the work commute times. The City of Kittitas is a small community with a 
travel time of less then [than] 10 minutes for end to end. The City of Ellensburg is 
approximately 8 minutes away. When reviewing the US Census data for travel time to work 
and employment options within the City, it is determined that as many as 87% of residents 
find jobs outside the City.” 

f) Current City/County Jobs-Housing Balance. The City’s jobs-housing balance is much 
lower than for Kittitas County as a whole. The County’s jobs-housing balance is 0.96 while 
the City’s is 0.38, approximately. (See Table 3.)  

g) Economic conditions in County. Kittitas County industry employment lacks substantial 
numbers of well-paying, private sector jobs. The only retail sectors where Kittitas leads the 
national average are gasoline stations and restaurants and bars. Additionally, the County 
experiences significant retail sales tax leakage. The number of employed residents in the 
county has grown faster than the job base, and affects commuting patterns.  Economic studies 
and publications have indicated that large format retail and industrial businesses are 
opportunities in Kittitas County that require greater planning and “ready to go” sites.  See 
Section 5, Population and Employment Estimates and Forecasts, Studies and Publications 
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subsection. 

3) Forecast Employment 

a) Desired Number of Jobs. Employment land needs may be determined by considering 
future employment growth goals, desired employment types, jobs-housing or jobs-population 
balance, tax base growth needs, parcel size, and capital facility plans. Key discussion 
questions for the City to help sort out the desired number of jobs include: 

Jobs-Housing Balance: What is the City’s vision of the balance between 
jobs and housing? For example, it could be to match the countywide jobs-
housing balance, which is nearly at 1.0, or it could be to have a greater 
number of jobs than housing due to a local vision to be a County 
employment center as other communities have envisioned for themselves. 

b) Desired industries and relationship to parcel size. Based on the City’s vision and the 
mixed industrial/commercial designation, the City appears to desire large format commercial 
uses and industrial uses.  Parcel size information in Table 7 shows the City lacks larger 
parcels – the City average is 2 to 5 acres for commercial and industrial sizes.  When 
considering the proposed UGA, the average size increases to 15 to 32 acres. The proposed 
additions to the UGA would provide 100-188 acres of land. A study prepared by Property 
Counselors and Western Cities indicated that large format users need 70-100 acres of 
rectangular land with good visibility and depth from major highways.  The UGA addition 
would appear to help meet criteria for large format users (See footnote 5 for more 
information.) 

c) Competition – multiple owners. It may also be important to offer competition of 
possible sites by having multiple land owners. 

d) Land supply. The need for employment land will be based on numerous factors, such as 
desired employment types, parcel size, and employment density. 

Tax Base and Ability to Provide Services: The City’s Comprehensive Plan 
vision indicates a need to expand the city’s tax base. It says in part: a 
Community that strives to improve and increase the tax base to provide a 
high level of service to its residents, and to improve and increase 
employment opportunities by encouraging new businesses to join the 
community.” Does the City have a sense of the commercial and industrial 
land needed to ensure the City is viable and can provide the levels of 
services it has planned for its citizens?  

Priority Areas: The amount of land needed could be based on jobs-
housing balance, tax base needs, and need for large parcel sizes to attract 
large format commercial and industrial uses.  Within the area that is 
planned for employment, are there higher and lower priority areas?  



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
35 

 

City Action – Employment Rationale  
Kittitas County and ICF Jones & Stokes presented the information and options regarding 
residential and employment lands to the Kittitas City Council at their meeting of September 8, 
2009.  The City Council discussed the following points: 

 Jobs-Housing Balance: The City Council indicated an intent for the City to be “job rich”. The 
City Council discussed that they are comfortable with any of the proposed approaches to 
calculate future jobs. 

 Tax Base: The City may have some sales tax history and anecdotal business loss information 
to add to the discussion. 

 Priority Areas: The rectangular parcel – i.e. the area close to the freeway – is most important. 

 Rationale for Employment:  City Council members generally indicated the employment rationale 
outline was appropriate.  They are concerned about out-commuting as noted in their 
Comprehensive Plan.  They believed the rationale would benefit from adding information 
about the number of owner-occupied versus rental housing.   

We recommend that the City provide a motion, or letter, or resolution that identifies or confirms 
its rationale for employment areas in particular.  The above outline and City Council discussion 
on September 8, 2009 can be used as a base and can be modified where there is more information 
or local knowledge or additional clarification on the City’s economic vision. Having this by 
October 5, 2009 would allow the County to consider it prior to the formal Planning Commission 
and Board of County Commissioner’s consideration and public hearings scheduled for October 
13, 2009. 

Measures to Support Planned Growth: Capital Facilities – County and City Actions 
Based on the employment rationale confirmed or augmented by the City, the County will need to 
identify appropriate capital facilities supporting future planned development. Developer provided 
water and sewer lines and new local roads will likely be required.  (See Section 7 of this memo.)  
Additional information about capital facilities planning is available under separate cover prepared 
by Berk & Associates and ICF Jones & Stokes. 

As part of its compliance measures the County will be determining Countywide Planning Policy 
amendments and UGA boundaries as well as amending capital facility plans. Once these 
decisions are made by the County, the City would likely need to amend its Comprehensive Plan 
to match the UGA boundaries, population, and potentially updated capital facility information 
defined by the County. 
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Land Options to Support Planned Employment 
The analysis in this memo supports the need for additional land to meet the City and County 
visions and goals for employment uses.  The amount of land will be based on considering future 
employment growth goals, desired employment types, jobs-housing or jobs-population balance, 
tax base growth needs, parcel size, and capital facility plans. 

Based on the key questions outlined in this memo and City input, we have identified two options 
to take forward to the County Planning Commission and County Board of Commissioners 
regarding employment areas in the UGA: 

 Full UGA expansion proposal with industrial and mixed commercial/industrial uses 

 Partial UGA expansion proposal focusing on including the area to the east of the wastewater 
treatment facilities closest to I-90. 

Kittitas UGA Recommendations – Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan 
The City did not select a particular residential or employment option at its discussion on 
September 8, 2009, but seemed open to the options that reduced the UGA in lower priority areas 
for residential or commercial activities.   

For purposes of preparing initial recommendations for Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning recommendations and for the purposes of studying capital facility implications, the 
following assumptions are made: 

 Combined Residential and Employment Option 1: Current UGA boundaries with revised land 
capacity analysis:  

• Future population of 2,250 based on Residential Option 1. 

• Addition of 448 homes based on capacity of land. 

• Addition of 1,512 employees based on Employment Option 3. (See Table 9.) 

 Combined Residential and Employment Option 2: Revised UGA boundaries with revised land 
capacity analysis.  

• Future population of 2,056 based on Residential Option 2. 

• Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

• Addition of 885 employees based on Employment Option 4. (See Table 9.) 

• Urban Reserve designation for areas removed from consideration as UGA. 

The Options are depicted on Figures 5 and 6 using City classifications. 
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Figure 5. Combined Residential and Employment Option 1 (Current City of Kittitas 
Comprehensive Plan) 
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Figure 6. Combined Residential and Employment Option 2 (Reduced UGA and Urban 
Reserve) 

In order to translate the City land use and zoning designations into the Kittitas County 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning framework there are two choices as shown in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Options 

Designations Proposed for 
Unincorporated Area 

Kittitas County Comprehensive 
Plan 

Kittitas County Zoning 

Industrial Industrial Kittitas I-L Light Industrial Zone 
Mixed Commercial/Industrial Industrial Highway Commercial Kittitas C-G General Commercial Zone 
Residential 1 Low Density Residential Kittitas UR-II Urban Residential Zone 
Residential 2 High Density Residential Kittitas UR-II Urban Residential Zone 
Option 2 Proposed Designation Urban Reserve  Rural Residential east of No 81 Road 

Ag-20 west of sewer treatment plant 

Urban Reserve is a new proposed Comprehensive Plan designation associated with Option 2, to 
recognize the vision of the City recognized in its Comprehensive Plan.  If an Urban Reserve is 
carried forward as part of Option 2, the following language is recommended for addition to the 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element in section 2.3 as numbered in the 2008 plan as its own 
subsection: 

Urban Reserve 

The Urban Reserve designation is intended to identify a future addition to an Urban Growth 
Area that appear to be logical areas for potential future growth during the planning period or 
beyond. These lands may be added to the urban growth area when the need arises, when 
adequate public facilities and services can be provided, and when consistent with the Kittitas 
County Comprehensive Plan and the Kittitas County Countywide Planning Policies. 
Reclassification from Urban Reserve to UGA may be considered as necessary through 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 

10. Next Steps 
Based on the analysis provided in this memo, we anticipate the following steps in the process of 
the Kittitas UGA review: 

 City reviews the residential land capacity analysis and confirms residential land options. 

 City confirms County analysis or provides additional information or vision ideas regarding its 
employment rationale including motion, letter or resolution from City Council to Kittitas 
County by October 5, 2009. 

 County presents land use and zoning map options for public review process in advance of 
public workshops in late September or by public hearing process in October. 

 The County Planning Commission considers the City’s request and the County analysis and 
land use options. 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  40 

 The KCCOG considers potential amendment to the growth re-allocation options and advises 
member jurisdictions per the roles identified in the Countywide Planning Policies. 

 The Board of County Commissioners considers Planning Commission and KCCOG 
recommendations.  

 Following the Board of County Commissioners decision on UGA boundaries, the City 
updates its Comprehensive Plan. This would likely occur in 2010. 
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Appendix A: Growth Management Hearings Board Case 
Excerpts 
In its Final Decision and Order on August 20, 2007 (case 07-1-004c), the EWGMHB indicated 
that Kittitas County was obligated to make its own independent evaluation of the City of Kittitas 
UGA land capacity and whether there was a need to expand the UGA. 

Under the GMA, urban growth areas may not be expanded unless there is a need for 
additional capacity, based on the state Office of Financial Management (OFM) population 
projections, patterns of development, and other similar factors identified in RCW 
36.70A.110. The purpose of a land capacity analysis is to provide the information necessary 
to determine whether there is a need to expand an UGA. In the absence of a land capacity 
analysis, there is no demonstration of need and expansion is not justified. Alternatively, a 
proper land capacity analysis would provide Kittitas County with information to determine 
whether expansions of the UGAs adopted in Ordinance 2006-63 are appropriate. 

*** 

The County argues the City of Kittitas UGA expansion is supported by evidence in the 
record. County HOM Br. at 16.17. That may be, however, RCW 36.70A.110 requires not just 
the existence of evidence in the record that can be used to support an UGA expansion, but an 
affirmative assessment by the County as to whether: (1) there is a need to expand the UGA 
based on the OFM twenty-year population projections, and other considerations, such as the 
amount of developable land projected to be available within the existing UGA and (2) 
whether the particular land at issue is appropriate for inclusion in the UGA. See Moitke v. 
Spokane County, EWGMHB No. 05-1-0007, FDO, at 8-10 (Feb. 14, 2006). As this Board 
explained in McHugh v. Spokane County, EWGMHB, No. 05-1-0004, FDO, at 19-20 (Dec. 
16, 2005), [T]he County must conduct the analysis (or, at minimum, substantively verify an 
analysis provided by a proponent) and must include the analysis in the record so it can be 
evaluated by the public. The Board can find no land capacity analysis in the record. 

Later in the First Compliance Order dated August 7, 2008, the Board found that the UGA 
expansion was not supported by the residential capacity analysis and was focused on 
commercial/industrial lands, but that the analysis did not provide enough information on the need 
for commercial and industrial land needs: 

Therefore, the City’s own land analysis demonstrates Application Nos. 06-03 and 06-04 are 
not needed to accommodate expected residential growth within the UGA.79 The Board notes 
the two applications still at issue for the City of Kittitas were not designated as residential, 
but as Mixed Commercial Industrial, therefore any reliance on residential needs for the City 
is not supported. 

In regards to commercial and industrial lands, all that is noted in the City’s CP is that the City 
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wants to provide stronger tax base, reduce commute time, improve the quality of life and job 
opportunities, and fill a regional need for larger retail and industrial land. To achieve these 
goals, the City has designated a Mixed Commercial Industrial Area, covering most of the 
“recent lands brought into the UGA” – the pending applications - which it believes are ideal 
for large retail and industrial uses due to their proximity to the highway, public facilities, 
single ownership, and topography.80 However, the City’s CP contains no analysis, other than 
a conclusory statement, about commercial and industrial land needs. Without a more 
persuasive and complete analysis as to the commercial and industrial needs of the City, the 
Board continues to find the County has failed to provide, either through its own preparation 
or submittal of supporting documentation drafted by the City, the required land capacity 
analysis to support an expansion of the City of Kittitas’s UGA. 

Most recently, in the Second Compliance Order dated February 4, 2009, the Board restated its 
concerns with the land capacity analysis and in particular various assumptions regarding market 
factors and agricultural land conversion factors: 

…RCW 36.70A.110(2) places the ultimate responsibility of sizing UGAs with the County 
and this includes the designation of the urban growth boundary and any assumptions used to 
size the UGA. The mere fact that no party appealed the City of Kittitas’s CP does not 
transform the City’s LCA into a binding mandate the County was forced to follow. Nor does 
this alter the County’s ultimate responsibility and authority to designate UGAs for, as noted 
above, it is counties and not cities that size UGAs. In order to analyze whether the County has 
properly designated the UGA, a record which contains supporting documentation of the 
designation decision is required – an evidentiary record that has been termed “Show Your 
Work”. Although this phrase has not been specifically articulated in this compliance 
proceeding, the importance of Kittitas County in “showing its work” in regards to the City of 
Kittitas UGA is the foundation of the issue. The phrase “show your work” was first used by 
the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board to describe the explicit 
documentation of factors and data used by counties when undertaking the sizing of UGAs.95 
Because UGA sizing relies primarily on mathematical calculations and numerical 
assumptions, a “showing of work” is required in order to demonstrate the analytical rigor and 
accounting that support the sizing and designation of UGAs; without which both the Board 
and interested citizens would have no criteria against which to judge a County’s UGA 
delineation.96 

*** 

Therefore, what the Board continues to seek from Kittitas County are the facts and evidence 
supporting the sizing of the City of Kittitas UGA. There is no distortion of the presumption of 
validity; the presumption is rebuttable by evidence and legal argument for which the County 
must present contrary evidence from the Record. Without having the ability to review 
supporting evidentiary documentation, the Board’s ability to determine whether a jurisdiction 
has complied with the GMA would be irretrievably compromised. Since the Board has 
previously found Kittitas County’s actions substantially interfered with the GMA and issued 
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a Determination of Invalidity, the County is under an even greater burden to prove Kitittas 
County has fulfilled its mandated duty to ensure one of its UGA’s has been sized in 
accordance with the GMA. 

At the heart of the required analysis for determining the appropriate size of the UGA is a 
Land Capacity Analysis (LCA)102 in which the County determines if a UGA has sufficient 
capacity to absorb the projected growth. The LCA is a critical mechanism for the sizing of a 
UGA because it is utilized to determine how much urban land is needed. It is prospective – 
looking forward over the coming 20 years to see if there is enough land within the UGA to 
accommodate the growth allocated to the area. Because Futurewise’s original challenge set 
forth a prima facie case as to the sizing of the UGA, without the County’s analysis the Board 
is unable to determine if the City of Kittitas UGA was properly sized. The question before the 
Board is whether the County’s mere adoption of the City’s LCA, without more, satisfies 
Kittitas County’s duty under the GMA. 

As was noted above, the ultimate responsibility for sizing a UGA pursuant to the GMA’s 
mandate lies with Kittitas County. Thus, merely adopting the City’s LCA without reviewing 
that analysis to ensure it properly conformed to not only the GMA’s goals and requirements 
but to the goals and policies of Kittitas County’s existing CP does not satisfy this duty. This, 
the Board has stated before in regards to the incorporation of plans developed by water and/or 
sewer districts which a jurisdiction intends to utilize to demonstrate it has complied with the 
GMA as to capital facilities.103 The Board sees nothing different here. To reiterate – it is 
Kittitas County’s duty to size a UGA, not the City of Kittitas. Upon a challenge to the size of 
one of the County’s UGA’s, the County must provide the Board with the County’s analysis to 
support the sizing of the UGA. The record continues to be devoid of such an analysis.104 In 
addition, Futurewise points to an “Ag Conversion 60%” reduction within its briefing. In order 
to understand what this reduction was, the Board reviewed the City’s CP. The Board notes 
within its Land Use Element the City made the following basic assumptions, totaling 65 
percent, as reductions in the land available for development: 30 percent for roads, 5 percent 
for parks and trails, 5 percent for critical areas, and a 25 percent market factor. Prior to 
applying these reductions, the City reduced the amount of “Ag Land” by a 60 percent “Ag 
Conversion” factor.105 

The County contends Futurewise fails to understand the role of a market factor in GMA 
planning, asserting a market factor is not required to be shown unless the jurisdictions 
disagree. It is the County, not Futurewise, that misunderstands the application of a reasonable 
market factor to the sizing of a UGA. First, the City did explicitly state its market factor – 25 
percent. Second, the Thurston County Court did not state a market factor was only required to 
be shown when a County and its municipality disagreed on a UGA’s size. The Thurston 
County Court held once the size of an UGA has been challenged and a County asserts a 
market factor was used in designating the boundary then the petitioner may argue the factor 
was unreasonably based on the facts in the record. 

Third, the Court did not hold OFM population projection numbers do not establish the outer 
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limit for a UGA’s size, as the County asserts, rather the Court held:106  

[A]lthough the GMA does not explicitly limit the size of a UGA, to give meaning to the 
market supply factor provision and in light of the GMA goal of reducing sprawl, we hold 
a county's UGA designation cannot exceed the amount of land necessary to accommodate 
the urban growth projected by OFM, plus a reasonable land market supply factor. 

Thus, OFM’s population projections establish a limitation on the size of a UGA with a 
reasonable market factor permitted to adjust the UGA’s size. For clarity, a market factor is 
used to represent the estimated percentage of net developable acres contained within a UGA 
that, due to idiosyncratic market forces, are likely to remain undeveloped and/or 
underdeveloped over the course of the twenty-year planning cycle. Thus, the market factor 
acknowledges not all developable land will be put to its maximum use because of such things 
as owner preference, cost, stability, quality, and location; jurisdictions may include within a 
UGA acreage to offset this fact; this offset percentage is reflected by a reasonable market 
factor. But, because the Legislature only provided for a market factor, to size the UGA in 
excess of the acreage required by OFM population based upon any other reduction factor is 
simply not authorized by the GMA.107 

The Board sees the “Ag Conversion” factor as functioning similar to a market factor in that it 
reflects the fact 40 percent of land now under agricultural designation will not be developed 
during the 20-year planning period. Thus, under the auspice of a market factor, the City 
reduced developable land by 65 percent. By simply adopting the City’s LCA without 
conducting its own analysis, the County has passively accepted an unauthorized adjustment to 
the size of the UGA. 
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Appendix B: Growth Management Act UGA Provisions  

RCW 36.70A.110 Comprehensive plans — Urban growth areas.  
      (1) Each county that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall designate an 
urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which 
growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature. Each city that is located in such a county shall 
be included within an urban growth area. An urban growth area may include more than a single 
city. An urban growth area may include territory that is located outside of a city only if such 
territory already is characterized by urban growth whether or not the urban growth area includes a 
city, or is adjacent to territory already characterized by urban growth, or is a designated new fully 
contained community as defined by RCW 36.70A.350. 

     (2) Based upon the growth management population projection made for the county by the 
office of financial management, the county and each city within the county shall include areas 
and densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city 
for the succeeding twenty-year period, except for those urban growth areas contained totally 
within a national historical reserve. As part of this planning process, each city within the county 
must include areas sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses that will 
accompany the projected urban growth including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, 
institutional, commercial, service, retail, and other nonresidential uses. (sentence added with 
SHB-1825, effective 07/26/09) 

     Each urban growth area shall permit urban densities and shall include greenbelt and open 
space areas. In the case of urban growth areas contained totally within a national historical 
reserve, the city may restrict densities, intensities, and forms of urban growth as determined to be 
necessary and appropriate to protect the physical, cultural, or historic integrity of the reserve. An 
urban growth area determination may include a reasonable land market supply factor and shall 
permit a range of urban densities and uses. In determining this market factor, cities and counties 
may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in their comprehensive 
plans to make many choices about accommodating growth. 

     Within one year of July 1, 1990, each county that as of June 1, 1991, was required or chose to 
plan under RCW 36.70A.040, shall begin consulting with each city located within its boundaries 
and each city shall propose the location of an urban growth area. Within sixty days of the date the 
county legislative authority of a county adopts its resolution of intention or of certification by the 
office of financial management, all other counties that are required or choose to plan under RCW 
36.70A.040 shall begin this consultation with each city located within its boundaries. The county 
shall attempt to reach agreement with each city on the location of an urban growth area within 
which the city is located. If such an agreement is not reached with each city located within the 
urban growth area, the county shall justify in writing why it so designated the area an urban 
growth area. A city may object formally with the department over the designation of the urban 
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growth area within which it is located. Where appropriate, the department shall attempt to resolve 
the conflicts, including the use of mediation services. 

     (3) Urban growth should be located first in areas already characterized by urban growth that 
have adequate existing public facility and service capacities to serve such development, second in 
areas already characterized by urban growth that will be served adequately by a combination of 
both existing public facilities and services and any additional needed public facilities and services 
that are provided by either public or private sources, and third in the remaining portions of the 
urban growth areas. Urban growth may also be located in designated new fully contained 
communities as defined by RCW 36.70A.350. 

     (4) In general, cities are the units of local government most appropriate to provide urban 
governmental services. In general, it is not appropriate that urban governmental services be 
extended to or expanded in rural areas except in those limited circumstances shown to be 
necessary to protect basic public health and safety and the environment and when such services 
are financially supportable at rural densities and do not permit urban development. 

     (5) On or before October 1, 1993, each county that was initially required to plan under RCW 
36.70A.040(1) shall adopt development regulations designating interim urban growth areas under 
this chapter. Within three years and three months of the date the county legislative authority of a 
county adopts its resolution of intention or of certification by the office of financial management, 
all other counties that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall adopt 
development regulations designating interim urban growth areas under this chapter. Adoption of 
the interim urban growth areas may only occur after public notice; public hearing; and 
compliance with the state environmental policy act, chapter 43.21C RCW, and under this section. 
Such action may be appealed to the appropriate growth management hearings board under RCW 
36.70A.280. Final urban growth areas shall be adopted at the time of comprehensive plan 
adoption under this chapter. 

     (6) Each county shall include designations of urban growth areas in its comprehensive plan. 

     (7) An urban growth area designated in accordance with this section may include within its 
boundaries urban service areas or potential annexation areas designated for specific cities or 
towns within the county. 

      (8)(a) Except as provided in (b) of this subsection, the expansion of an urban growth area is 
prohibited into the one hundred year floodplain of any river or river segment that: (i) Is located 
west of the crest of the Cascade mountains; and (ii) has a mean annual flow of one thousand or 
more cubic feet per second as determined by the department of ecology. 

           (b) Subsection (8)(a) of this section does not apply to: 

                (i) Urban growth areas that are fully contained within a floodplain and lack adjacent 
buildable areas outside the floodplain; 

                (ii) Urban growth areas where expansions are precluded outside floodplains because: 
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                     (A) Urban governmental services cannot be physically provided to serve areas 
outside the floodplain; or 

                     (B) Expansions outside the floodplain would require a river or estuary crossing to 
access the expansion; or 

                (iii) Urban growth area expansions where: 

                     (A) Public facilities already exist within the floodplain and the expansion of an 
existing public facility is only possible on the land to be included in the urban growth area and 
located within the floodplain; or 

                     (B) Urban development already exists within a floodplain as of the effective date of 
this section and is adjacent to, but outside of, the urban growth area, and the expansion of the 
urban growth area is necessary to include such urban development within the urban growth area; 
or 

                     (C) The land is owned by a jurisdiction planning under this chapter or the rights to 
the development of the land have been permanently extinguished, and the following criteria are 
met: 

                          (I) The permissible use of the land is limited to one of the following: Outdoor 
recreation; environmentally beneficial projects, including but not limited to habitat enhancement 
or environmental restoration; storm water facilities; flood control facilities; or underground 
conveyances; and 

                          (II) The development and use of such facilities or projects will not decrease flood 
storage, increase storm water runoff, discharge pollutants to fresh or salt waters during normal 
operations or floods, or increase hazards to people and property. 

           (c) For the purposes of this subsection (8), "one hundred year floodplain" means the same 
as "special flood hazard area" as set forth in WAC 173-158-040 as it exists on the effective date 
of this section. (added with EHB-1967, effective 07/26/09) 

RCW 36.70A.115 Comprehensive plans and development regulations 
must provide sufficient land capacity for development. 
Counties and cities that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall ensure that, 
taken collectively, adoption of and amendments to their comprehensive plans and/or development 
regulations provide sufficient capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions 
to accommodate their allocated housing and employment growth, including the accommodation 
of, as appropriate, the medical, governmental, educational, institutional, commercial, and 
industrial facilities related to such growth, as adopted in the applicable countywide planning 
policies and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from the office of financial 
management. (including amendments per SHB-1825, effective 07/26/09) 



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
49 

RCW 36.70A.130 Comprehensive plans -- Review procedures and 
schedules -- Amendments. 
  (3)(a) Each county that designates urban growth areas under RCW 36.70A.110 shall review, at 
least every ten years, its designated urban growth area or areas, and the densities permitted within 
both the incorporated and unincorporated portions of each urban growth area. In conjunction with 
this review by the county, each city located within an urban growth area shall review the densities 
permitted within its boundaries, and the extent to which the urban growth occurring within the 
county has located within each city and the unincorporated portions of the urban growth areas. 

     (b) The county comprehensive plan designating urban growth areas, and the densities 
permitted in the urban growth areas by the comprehensive plans of the county and each city 
located within the urban growth areas, shall be revised to accommodate the urban growth 
projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year period. The review required by 
this subsection may be combined with the review and evaluation required by RCW 36.70A.215. 
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Appendix C: Summary of Growth Management Hearings 
Board Cases 

Eastern GMHB 

Benton County 
…“The Office of Financial Management projection places a cap on the amount of land a county 
may allocate to UGAs” [Diehl v. Mason County, 94 Wn.App. 645, 654, 972 P.2d 543 (1999)]. 
Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of Commissioners, et al., EWGMHB 
Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

Subjective factors may be considered. But a 56% increase above and beyond the figure calculated 
by the formula, which already includes a 25% market supply factor and is based on the high OFM 
projection, is contrary to the principals of the GMA and far in excess of any reasonable subjective 
factors. The Eastern Board didn’t contemplate authorizing sprawl when they held that local 
circumstances and a jurisdiction’s “community vision” among other things, are appropriate 
factors that may justify increasing the UGA beyond the OFM forecasts (Benton County, at p. 8 -
9). Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of Commissioners, et al., 
EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

The County and City of Richland did show their work in regards to the formula in CWPP #4. 
Their calculations, without increasing density, using the high OFM population allocation and a 
substantial market factor of 25%, came out to 2,116 acres. The County did not show its work 
concerning capital facilities, utilities and transportation plans, which is a major step in planning 
for an expanded UGA. In Diehl v. Mason County, 95 Wn.App. 645, 654, a market factor is 
consistent with a jurisdiction’s determination of their land supply, but they must demonstrate the 
reasons for the market factor. “Although a county may enlarge a UGA to account for a 
‘reasonable land market supply factor,’ it must also explain why this market factor is required and 
how it was reached.” Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of 
Commissioners, et al., EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

Grant County-City of Ephrata 
Local circumstance, traditions and identity will result in unique choices and solutions for each 
county and the cities within it. While such policy choices may be included in the sizing or 
configuration of the UGA, they must be made in a measurable way and with sufficient 
documentation as to the rational. The County and the city of Ephrata made those choices when 
they selected the densities of their residential lands. The County/City used the 60% reduction 
factor, a 25% increase using their market factor, extensive industrial and commercial areas, the 
larger population allocation and varieties of densities throughout the city. The existing city limits 
of Ephrata contain more available lands than needed to accommodate the OFM estimated 
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expected growth in the 20-year period. Greenfield Estates Homeowners Assoc. v. Grant County, 
et al., EWGMHB Case No. No. 04-1-0005, FDO, (Oct. 6, 2004). 

Expansive UGAs violate the goals and requirements of the GMA because they allow 
development in areas that would be prohibited within correctly sized UGAs. The existing city 
limits of Ephrata contain more available lands than needed to accommodate the expected growth 
in the next 20-year period. This was true even though the City and the County used the highest 
estimate of population growth, reduced the available lands by 60% reduction factor and increased 
the population by a 25% market factor. Bargmann v. Grant County; EWGMHB Case No. 99-1-
0013, FDO; (May 19, 2000) 

The county would not be out of compliance with the GMA if it used any number within the 
range. AN UGA determination may include a reasonable land market supply factor and shall 
permit a range of urban densities and uses. “In determining this market factor, cities and counties 
may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in their comprehensive 
plans to make many choices about accommodating growth.” RCW 36.70A.110(2). Bargmann v. 
Grant County; EWGMHB Case No. 99-1-0013, FDO; (May 19, 2000). 

Spokane County 
The County has the responsibility to prepare a land quantity analysis prior to any modification of 
the existing UGAs. The recent expansions of the UGAs, adopted by the County, include changes 
in the Airway Heights area, north of the City of Spokane and southeast of the City of Spokane 
Valley. In each of these changes the proponents argue that more land is needed within the 
County’s UGAs to accommodate the twenty-year projected population growth. There has been no 
comprehensive reexamination of the County’s land quantity or what population changes are 
expected, as is required by the GMA and the CWPPs. Such enlargements of the UGAs of 
Spokane County violate its own policies and the GMA’s requirements. (CWPP Urban #19, Urban 
Growth Area Revisions 9/30/97, RCW 36.70A.110(2) and RCW 36.70A.020(2)). 
Moitke/Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane v. Spokane County, et al, EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-
0007, FDO, (Feb. 14, 2006). 

Stevens County 
[Designation of UGA] WAC 365-195-335 clearly spells out what a jurisdiction must do to 
designate UGAs. The WAC may not designate the steps as a “land quantity analysis” or “land 
capacity analysis”, but if a county or city performs the necessary tasks, that terminology certainly 
describes what must be accomplished to fulfill the requirements of the GMA. Wilma v. Stevens 
County, EWGMHB Case No. 06-1-0009c, Order on Motions, at 20 (June 21, 2007). 

Walla Walla County 
While the Board does not condone a density less than four du/acre, it clearly understands that 
local governments have broad discretion in developing comprehensive plans and development 
regulations tailored to local circumstances, bounded of course by the goals and requirements of 
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the GMA. In this case, the County and City of Walla Walla decided that a minimum three du/acre 
fits their twenty-year planning horizon, but will adjust this density upwards in the future if 
necessary. The Board recognizes that this figure is a minimum and the density in this zone can be 
as high as five du/acre. Citizens for Good Governance, et al., v. Walla Walla County, et al., 
EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0013, FDO, at 18 (June 15, 2006). 

The question is does the record support that the County went through a process or analysis to de-
designate agricultural land of long-term commercial significance. 

The Board believes it does. 

First, the County has gone through a thorough buildable lands analysis, including a population 
analysis and allocation process and came to the conclusion it needs the additional expansion of 
the City of Walla Walla’s UGA to fulfill its predicted twenty-year population allocation. The 
County used the medium-high Office of Financial Management (OFM) projection, a density 
factor of three du/acre, and did not include a market factor quantity analysis. 

Second, the County studied the Pennbrook lands soil quality and compared it to similar land in 
Walla Walla County. The soil compared with 90% of the lands in the County. If soil type 
prohibited de-designation, then the cities in Walla Walla County could not expand their urban 
growth areas. The soils around the City of Walla Walla are either classified as “prime”, “unique” 
or “agricultural land of long-term commercial significance, so expansion would be impossible. 

Third, the minimum guidelines for the designation (or de-designation as the case may be), 
developed by CTED are found in WAC 365-190-050, which states in part, “Counties and cities 
shall also consider the combined effects of proximity to population areas and the possibility of 
more intense uses of the land as indicated by: (a) through (j)”. The Pennbrook lands satisfy de-
designation because of several of these criteria, including (a) The availability of public facilities 
(highway, airport) and (c) The availability of public services (water, sewer). 

Fourth, the Pennbrook lands, as determined by the Board in Issue No. 5, are adjacent to an 
already existing UGA and public services are available. 

Fifth, counties are authorized by RCW 36.70A.130(3) to revise their “comprehensive plan 
designating urban growth areas, and the densities permitted in the urban growth areas by the 
comprehensive plans of the county and each city located within the urban growth areas…” “…to 
accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year 
period.” The record shows Walla Walla County went through an adopted and thorough process to 
revise its Comprehensive Plan and has chosen to expand into the Pennbrook lands, rather than 
expand in alternative locations, increase density or change its development regulations to increase 
infill. 

Walla Walla County has designated its natural resource lands, including agricultural lands, under 
RCW 36.70A.170. This statute is not violated by the Counties actions. 
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Central GMHB 
Adoption of the Kingston Sub-Area Plan, expanding an individual UGA prior to the 10-year 
review of the county’s UGAs, countywide analysis, and collective consideration to accommodate 
the full 2025 population target did not comply with GMA. Expansion of the Kingston UGA in 
advance of adoption of “reasonable measures” did not comply with GMA. An urban land 
capacity analysis that discounted un-sewered areas of the existing UGA and a CFP that did not 
sufficiently provide services did not comply with GMA. The GMHB did find in favor of Kitsap 
County for other discount factors in the ULCA because they were tailored to local circumstances 
and were balanced by a relatively low market factor. The CPSGMHB remanded the Sub-Area 
Plan to the County for review and to take appropriate legislative action in concert with the 
10-Year Update. [July 26, 2006 case number 06-3-0007]. 

[The County’s CPP, allowing an individual UGA to be potentially expanded for economic 
development purposes to adjacent land that had previously been designated as resource lands, is 
permissible if a need for additional commercial or industrial land within the UGA is demonstrated 
in a land capacity analysis and if reasonable measures have been taken.] [CTED, 03-3-0017, 
FDO, at 39.] 

[The County adopted a subarea plan that included a residential component in an area originally 
envisioned as an industrial reserve.] The Board recognizes that both the City of Bremerton and 
Kitsap County have placed a high priority on identifying land for future economic development. 
[The record developed during the County’s decision-making process [on the subarea plan] 
indicates [the County has “shown its work” – citing various documents from the record]. [Kitsap 
Citizens, 00-3-0019c, FDO, at 14-15.] 

The market factor is a subjective judgment about how much of the total land in the jurisdiction 
may be held off the market for various reasons and therefore not be “available” for development. 
The statute does not specify any particular market factor to be used in conducting the BLR review 
and assessment. The King County BLR includes a range of market factors established and 
employed by different cities and for different zones. Therefore, the Board concludes that the 
market factor(s) selected by the County in doing the review and evaluation is a policy judgment 
that falls within the jurisdiction’s discretion to determine. Using a market factor that was less than 
that used on previous occasions for different purposes does not run afoul of any of the provisions 
of RCW 36.70A.215. [S/K Realtors, 04-3-0028, FDO, at 19-20.] 

Where counties adopt a land supply market factor between 1 and 1.25 (i.e., of 25 percent), the 
Board will presume that the factor is reasonable. In evaluating allegations that a county has used 
an unreasonable land supply market factor, the Board will give increased scrutiny to those cases 
where the factor exceeds the 25 percent bright line. In determining whether the county's choice 
was reasonable, the Board shall consider three general questions: (1) What is the magnitude of the 
"land supply market factor" beyond the 25 percent bright line? (2) Is there other evidence to 
suggest that the land supply market factor is not reasonable? (3) Has the county also availed itself 
of other approaches, such as continuously monitoring land supply and making necessary 
adjustments over the life of the plans for the county and its cities? [Bremerton, 95-3-0039c, FDO, 
at 42-44.] 

Western GMHB 
The WWGMHB has indicated that greater deference is given to size of industrial UGAs when 
measures to ensure efficient, phased, and well planned growth are incorporated:  
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Industrial UGA Sizes and Need for Phasing: “We have stated previously that at the CP 
[Comprehensive Plan] phase we would give greater deference to local governments as to the size 
of UGAs, particularly industrial UGAs. However, if local governments wish to delineate large 
UGAs they must have measures in place to ensure development is truly urban and efficiently 
phased. In the case of oversized industrial UGAs, conversion to other uses must be precluded to 
ensure the long-term preservation of industrial land. These oversized UGAs must not be allowed 
to enable sprawling, business-as-usual densities and usages.” (Abenroth et al. vs. Skagit County et 
al., Case 97-2-0060c FDO)   

Phasing Method – Holding Zones: One method of providing for effective infrastructure phasing 
inside of UGAs described above is a concept of “urban holding” areas, such as those included in 
the Clark County Comprehensive Plan (ACHEN, et. al., v. Clark County et al., case 95-2-0067, 
FDO): 

As part of its concurrency requirement, Clark County adopted policies in its comprehensive plan 
for “urban holding districts” and “contingent zoning” provisions. At page 12.4 of the CP, these 
concepts were explained as follows: 

 “The comprehensive plan map contemplates two land use methods to assure the adequacy of 
public facilities needed to support urban development within urban growth areas (1) 
Contingent Zoning which applies an “X” suffix with the urban zone and (2) applying an 
Urban Holding District combined with urban zoning. 

*** 

The urban holding residential areas have minimum lot sizes of 1 du/10 acres. Industrial urban 
holding zones have minimum lot sizes of 1 du/20 acres. Unlike the urban reserve areas, which 
are located outside the UGA, the urban holding areas are definitionally located within the 
boundary.  Each holding area is identified in the CP at page 12.5 and 6 for each individual 
city. Each area is required to maintain the “holding” designation until the city can assure 
adequate provisions are in place or will be made if the area is to be annexed. While we are 
unsure of how the County could enforce such a requirement if annexation did occur, we do 
not find a violation of the GMA on the basis of that possibility alone. The concept of the 
urban holding area within an urban growth area furthers the concurrency goals and 
requirements of the Act. The use of such a concept is in the discretion afforded to local 
decision makers. 

The stated goal of these two concepts was to prohibit urban growth within the urban growth area 
until sufficient infrastructure was in place or assured, or until annexation took place. Clark 
County used these two concepts within the UGA to support the concurrency goals and 
requirements of the Act and to provide a mechanism for tiering of urban growth.” 

Master Planned Employment: Also in the Abenroth et al. v. Skagit County et al. case cited earlier 
above, the WWGMHB left intact part of an industrial UGA when it found:   “The Port of Skagit 
County’s master planned portion of the [Bayview Ridge] UGA is in compliance with the Act. The 
Port’s analysis shows that its land is well planned for, will be efficiently served, and will provide 
for industrial uses compatible with the airport.” 
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Appendix D: Economic Development Group Kittitas 
Information 
From: Ron Cridlebaugh [mailto:director@kittitasedc.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 12:55 PM 
To: Lisa Grueter 
Subject: Kittitas information 

Hi Lisa, 

I have attached some answers to your questions. Please feel free to call me if you have any other 
questions. Our Economic Development Strategy will be released on August 20th and I will get 
you a copy once that happens. 

Thanks, 

Ron Cridlebaugh 
Executive Director 
Economic Development Group of Kittitas County 
Office - 509-962-7244 
Cell - 509-607-1470 
 

Current Conditions 

County level 
•         What is the County’s current employment base (total jobs, jobs by sector – 

commercial/industrial)?  
As of the end of June we had a workforce of 22,720.  
The breakdown is : 

Total Private - 9,600 

  Goods Producing - 1,780 

Natural Resources, Mining, and Construction - 1,080  

Manufacturing  - 700 

Services Providing  - 14,350  

Wholesale Trade - 530  

Retail Trade - 1,720 

Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities  - 310 

Information and Financial Activities - 590 
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All Other Services - 4,660 

Health Services and Social Assistance - 910 

  Accommodation and Food Services - 2,330 

Government - 6,530 

Federal Government - 180 

State and Local Government - 6,350  

State and Local Government Education - 4,670 
 

•         What are current commercial/retail conditions in the County?  What is the level of sales 
tax leakage in the County, and in what types of goods? The chart below gives an example 
of our retail leakage county wide.  In the three studies of retail leakage in Ellensburg the 
leakage is estimated at between 81 and 330 million a year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

•         What are the current industrial/manufacturing conditions in the County? 
  Like the other areas of the Country our Industrial and manufacturing has contracted due 

to the current economy. 
 

City of Kittitas 
•         Is there any current economic information specific to the City of Kittitas? Such as total 

jobs, economic conditions, etc.? None that we have. 

FIGURE 23: RETAIL SALES PER CAPITA, 2007

NAICS Description Kittitas County US Average

441 Motor vehicle & parts dealers $1,490 $2,660

452 General merchandise $1,404 $1,962

445 Food & beverages $1,648 $1,936

447 Gasoline stations $2,479 $1,600

722 Food services & drinking places $1,640 $1,508

444 Building & garden supplies $977 $1,068

454 Nonstore retailers $688 $1,038

446 Health & personal care $289 $810

448 Clothing & accessories $87 $732

453 Miscellaneous stores $243 $390

443 Electronics & appliances $22 $366

442 Furniture & home furnishings $241 $360

451 Sporting goods, books, & music $88 $291
NOTE:  Bubbles show the relative size of retail sales per capita by
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Monthly Advanced Retail Trade Survey; Moody's Analytics
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Future Conditions 

County level 
•         What is the Countywide jobs forecast for commercial/retail jobs? The remain stable 
•         Is there demand for large format retail (e.g. Big Box) near I‐90? Yes 
•         What is the Countywide jobs forecast for industrial/manufacturing? Uncertain. IN these 

industries our County is well below of national average for counties of comparable size. This 
could indicate a potential growth area however with the national contraction in these 
industries we are left with an uncertain future. 

•         Given the forecast, is there a surplus or deficit of acres for large format commercial? I feel 
we have a deficit for large format commercial however we do have adequate space for 
retail.    

•         Given the forecast, is there a surplus or deficit of acres for industrial/manufacturing 
businesses? We have a deficit for Industrial and Manufacturing.  
 

City of Kittitas 
•         Are any economic or employment forecasts made for the City of Kittitas? None that I am 

aware of. 
•         How much commercial/retail job growth can the City expect?  
•         How much industrial/manufacturing job growth can the City expect? Given the proper 

amount and location (between the city and interstate) of available land the city could be 
positioned for good growth in all sectors.  
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Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Kittitas County (County) an analysis of 
transportation facilities needed to support growth under two different alternatives in the Urban 
Growth Area (UGA) boundaries for the City of Kittitas (City) through 2025.  

This analysis has been done in accordance with Section 36.70A.070 of the Washington State 
Growth Management Act (GMA). GMA requires that transportation elements include the 
following: 

 Inventory of existing city-owned capital facilities, showing the approximate location and 
identifying the approximate capacities of those facilities; 

 Forecast of future needs (for the next six years minimum); 

 The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; 

 A six-year plan that also identifies potential revenue sources needed to fund the timely 
construction of the capital facilities, including specific identification of funding programs or 
sources of public money for such purposes; and 

 Coordination among the Land Use Element, Capital Facilities Plan Element, and Financial 
Planning Element of the Comprehensive Plan to provide consistency with one another. 

Analysis provided in this memorandum may be used by the County to augment the City’s capital 
facilities plan to address compliance issues raised about the County Comprehensive Plan, and to 
adopt the capital facilities assessment into the County Comprehensive Plan. However, it would be 
appropriate for the City to consider incorporating the County’s updated transportation assessment 

Technical Memorandum 
Date: September 24, 2009 

To: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 
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cc: Lisa Parks, Alliance Consulting Group, Inc.; Fred Huber, Mayor, City of Kittitas 

Subject: Kittitas County GMA Compliance, City of Kittitas Transportation Assessment 
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(after the County has finalized the City UGA size and allocations) into its own transportation and 
capital facilities elements, as part of its next Comprehensive Plan update. 

Future Land Use Options 
The analysis evaluates capital facility needs under two different study options based on the 
residential and employment options outlined in the City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis 
Evaluation memorandum (ICF Jones and Stokes 2009). Figure 1 shows the UGA parcels under 
each option. 

 

Figure 1. UGA Parcels and Zoning for Two City of Kittitas Land Use Options 

 
Source: Kittitas County 2009; ICF Jones and Stokes 2009; BERK 2009 

 

Option 1 reflects the high end of the range of future population and employment. Under this 
option, the Kittitas UGA boundaries defined in the City Comprehensive Plan would be 
maintained and additional population allocated to the UGA from other parts of the County. The 
City would have capacity for a 2025 population of 2,250 (~448 residences), and employment of 
1,512 new jobs. Future employment is assumed to occur in the form of three new large format 
retail stores and additional commercial and industrial employment. 

Option 2 reflects the lower end of the range of future population and employment. Under this 
option, the Kittitas UGA boundaries would be adjusted to reduce the overall UGA size, the future 
land use mix would be adjusted, and a lower population reallocated that would be reflected in 
Option 1. The City would have capacity for a 2025 population of 2,056 (~370 residences), and 
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employment of 885 new jobs. Future employment is assumed to occur in the form of two new 
large format retail stores and additional commercial and industrial employment.  

Transportation Assessment 
The transportation assessment for potential UGA expansion of the City of Kittitas consists of the 
following elements: 

 Transportation Inventory 

 Level of Service 

 Transportation Needs 

These are presented in the following sections. 

Transportation Inventory 
Table 1 summarizes key roads located in and adjacent to the Kittitas UGA, along with their 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT).  

Table 1. Inventory of Roads in the Vicinity of Kittitas 

Road Location 
Federal Functional 
Classification Average Daily Traffic 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 2,896 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 1,163 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 2,879 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 1,212 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 803 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 2,000 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 365 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek Road Local Road 399 
Badger Pocket Road East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 503 
Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 602 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 1,004 

1. Source of Main Street ADT is Wind Ridge Power environmental report (2003). All other ADT value based on Kittitas County counts 
collected in 2008 and 2009.  
 

In general, roads are two lanes (one lane in each direction), with functional classifications of 
Local Road, Minor Collector, or Major Collector. For planning purposes, this analysis assumes 
that typical capacity is 600 vehicles/lane/hour for local roads; 800 vehicles/lane/hour for minor 
collectors; and 1,000 vehicles/lane/hour for major collectors. This is a conservative average 
estimate, based upon typical capacity values presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board 2000). 
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Level of Service 
The County uses Highway Capacity Manual methods to calculate level of service (LOS) of its 
roadways. LOS is the primary measurement used to determine the operating quality of a roadway 
segment or intersection. The quality of traffic conditions is graded into one of six LOS 
designations: A, B, C, D, E, or F. Table 2 presents typical characteristics of the different LOS 
designations, as well as typical volume to capacity ratio (V/C) for each designation. V/C 
represents the volume of traffic on a road divided by the vehicle carrying capacity of the road. As 
the table shows, LOS A and B represent the fewest traffic slow-downs, and LOS C and D 
represent intermediate traffic operations. LOS E indicates that traffic levels are at or approaching 
congested conditions; and LOS F a high level of congestion and unstable traffic flow. 
(Transportation Research Board 2000) 

Existing LOS is based upon traffic counts. Future LOS is assessed by projecting future travel 
demand that will result from planned land use. Concurrency requirements under GMA indicate 
that facilities and services necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve existing 
and planned future land use without decreasing current LOS below locally established minimum 
standards. The County has established a standard of LOS C in rural areas, and LOS D in urban 
areas. Any road with LOS that exceeds these standards would be considered deficient, and out of 
compliance with the County’s concurrency management system. 

LOS standards for transportation facilities are provided in the transportation element of the City 
Comprehensive Plan (Policy T1.6). The City’s adopted standard of LOS C for roads is consistent 
with the County’s LOS standard for roads in rural areas.  

To estimate the existing LOS on the study area roads, the following assumptions were applied, 
based upon typical transportation planning guidelines: 

 Peak hour traffic volume is 10% of the ADT 

 Peak direction traffic volume is 60% of the peak hour traffic volume 

V/C for a road is calculated by dividing the peak direction of traffic volume per lane by the 
capacity per lane. Based upon these guidelines, the maximum V/C for each classification of road 
(based upon the ADT volumes presented in Table 1) is as follows: 

 Major Collector: V = 2,896 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 174; V/C = 174 / 1,000 = 0.17 

 Minor Collector: V = 503 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 30; V/C = 30 / 800 = 0.04 

 Local Road: V = 1,163 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 70; V/C = 70 / 600 = 0.12 

These maximum V/C values are well within the typical V/C range for LOS A, as shown in Table 
2. Thus, it is concluded that all roads within the Kittitas vicinity are currently operating at LOS A. 



 City of Kittitas CFP – Transportation Assessment 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
5 

Table 2. Roadway LOS Characteristics 

Level of Service Characteristic Traffic Flow 

A 

 

Free flow – Describes a condition of free flow with low volumes and high 
speeds. Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver within the 
traffic stream is extremely high. Stopped delay at intersections is minimal. 
Typical V/C: ≤0.60 

B 

 

Stable flow – Represents reasonable unimpeded traffic flow operations at 
average travel speeds. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is 
only slightly restricted and stopped delays are not bothersome. Drivers are 
not generally subjected to appreciable tensions. 
Typical V/C: 0.61 – 0.70 

C 

 

Stable flow – In the range of stable flow, but speeds and maneuverability 
are more closely controlled by the higher volumes. The selection of speed is 
now significantly affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream, 
and maneuvering within the traffic stream required substantial vigilance on 
the part of the user. The general level of comfort and convenience declines 
noticeably at this level. 
Typical V/C: 0.71 – 0.80 

D 

 

Stable flow – Represents high-density, but stable flow. Speed and freedom 
to maneuver are severely restricted, and the driver or pedestrian 
experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience- Small 
increases in traffic flow will generally cause operational problems at this 
level. 
Typical V/C: 0.81 – 0.90 

E 

 

Unstable flow – Represents operating conditions at or near the maximum 
capacity level. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely 
difficult, and it is generally accomplished by forcing a vehicle or pedestrian 
to "give way" to accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and convenience 
levels are extremely poor, and driver or pedestrian frustration is generally 
high. Operations at this level are usually unstable, because small increases 
in flow or minor disturbances within the traffic stream will cause 
breakdowns. 
Typical V/C: 0.91 – 1.00 

F 

 

Forced flow – Describes forced or breakdown flow, where volumes are 
above theoretical capacity. This condition exists wherever the amount of 
traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount that can traverse the point. 
Queues form behind such locations, and operations within the queue are 
characterized by stop-and-go waves that are extremely unstable. Vehicles 
may progress at reasonable speeds for several hundred feet or more, then 
be required to stop in a cyclical fashion. 
Typical V/C: >1.00 

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000 
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Transportation Needs 
Following is an assessment of the potential effect of traffic conditions that could result from land 
use Options 1 and 2, and transportation issues that would need to be addressed.  

2025 Baseline LOS 
Table 3 summarizes projected baseline conditions on the study area roads, without additional 
development defined under Options 1 and 2.  This reflects increases in traffic volumes that could 
be expected to result from regional growth. The table shows that with projected regional growth, 
all roads in the Kittitas area are projected to continue to operate at LOS A through 2025. 

Table 3. 2025 Baseline LOS on Kittitas Roads 

Road Location 

Federal 
Functional 
Classification 

Existing (2009) 
ADT 

Projected 
2025 

Baseline 
ADT1 

Estimated 
2025 

Baseline V/C2 
(LOS3) 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 2,896 3,396 0.20 (LOS A) 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 1,163 1,364 0.14 (LOS A) 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 2,879 3,376 0.20 (LOS A) 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 1,212 1,421 0.09 (LOS A) 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 803 942 0.09 (LOS A) 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 2,000 2,345 0.14 (LOS A) 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 365 428 0.03 (LOS A) 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek 

Road 
Local Road 399 468 0.05 (LOS A) 

Badger Pocket 
Road 

East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 503 590 0.04 (LOS A) 

Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 602 706 0.04 (LOS A) 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 1,004 1,177 0.07 (LOS A) 

1. Based upon a conservative estimate of average 1% traffic growth per year, between 2009 and 2025.  

2. V/C = (ADT * 0.10 * 0.60)  / capacity; Capacity assumed 1,000 veh/lane/hour for major collectors, 800 veh/lane/hour for minor collectors, 
and 600 veh/lane/hour for local roads. 

3. Based upon typical ranges summarized in Table 2. 

 

Traffic Generated by Land Use Options 
Traffic generated by new development under Options 1 and 2 was estimated based upon typical 
values in the Trip Generation Manual. (Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003) For each 
option, all future residential development is expected to be single family housing, and future jobs 
were assumed to be 50% retail and 50% industrial. Table 4 summarizes typical trip generation 
rates for land uses that have been identified under the options. 

 



 City of Kittitas CFP – Transportation Assessment 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
7 

 

Table 4. Typical Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use ITE Code Average Daily Trip Generation 

Single Family Residential 210 9.57 trips per dwelling unit 
Retail (based upon Free Standing Discount Store) 815 28.84 trips per employee 
General Light Industrial 110 3.02 trips per employee 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003. 

Table 5 summarizes the estimated total new trips generated under each of the options. The table 
shows that between 1,700 and 2,900 total peak hour trips are projected to result from build-out of 
residential and commercial development under UGA land use Options 1 and 2.  It is expected that 
total traffic generated by new development would distribute throughout the roadway network, so 
no one roadway would be expected to accommodate the total number of trips.  

Table 5. Trip Generation Estimate for Land Use Options 1 and 2 

  Option 1 Option 2 

Land Use 
Trip Generation Rate 
(trips/unit/day) Units Trips Units Trips 

Single Family Residential 9.57 trips/dwelling unit 448 4,287 370 3,541 

Retail 28.84 trips/employee 756 21,803 443 12,776 

Industrial 3.02 trips/employee 756 2,283 442 1,335 

Estimated Daily Traffic   28,374  17,652 
Estimated Peak Hour1   2,837  1,765 
1. Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003 

2. Assumed as 10% of total daily traffic  

Future LOS under Build-out of Options 1 and 2 
Table 6 summarizes the approximate number of additional peak hour trips that could be 
accommodated by the individual roads, so that they still maintain LOS C or better, based upon the 
volume projections and capacity assumptions presented above. The table shows that depending 
on how the additional traffic distributes onto the roadway network, additional capacity may be 
needed some roads under future build-out conditions. However, the estimates presented in this 
memorandum are based upon very conservative assumptions, and actual conditions could vary, 
depending on the following: 

 Traffic increases due to regional growth could occur at a lower rate than what was assumed in 
this analysis, in which case more road capacity would be available to accommodate traffic 
generated by new development in Kittitas. 
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 The actual mix of retail and industrial development would affect the total number of trips 
generated. As shown in Table 4, industrial development typically generates much less traffic 
than retail development. In addition, different types of retail generate different levels of 
traffic. The assumption of Free Standing Retail represents a conservative (high end) estimate 
of potential retail trips. 

 Capacity estimates for local and collector roads presented in this memorandum are planning 
level, and purposely conservative. Actual capacities for individual roads could be higher than 
what is presented in this memorandum. 

Since the existing road system has substantial available capacity, even with the conservative 
assumptions applied in this analysis, a considerable level of additional development would be 
able to occur before capacity improvements would be warranted. It is not expected that additional 
capacity improvements would be needed within the first six years of the planning period. 

However, as population and employment growth occurs, the City and County would need to 
monitor traffic conditions, and conduct more detailed traffic impact analysis as part of future 
development agreements. Transportation improvements (or impact fees to contribute toward 
transportation improvements) to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to support 
planned land use can be required as a condition of future development approval. 

Table 6. 2025 Baseline LOS on Kittitas Roads 

Road Location 

Federal 
Functional 
Classification 

Estimated 
2025 

Baseline V/C 

Approximate 
Additional Peak Hour 
Trips Accommodated 

While Maintaining 
LOS C1 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 0.20 1,000 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 0.14 660 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 0.20 1,000 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 0.09 1,200 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 0.09 700 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 0.14 1,100 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 0.03 1,000 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek Road Local Road 0.05 750 
Badger Pocket Road East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 0.04 1,000 
Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 0.04 1,300 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 0.07 1,200 

1. Based upon maximum additional two-directional peak hour trips that would allow V/C of 0.80 or better to be maintained. 

Access and Connectivity 
Areas within the potential UGA boundaries that are currently undeveloped, particularly in the 
potential commercial areas to the south the existing city, are not served by the existing roadway 
system. Additional roads will be needed to provide support access and circulation for 
development in these areas. Similar to potential capacity improvements on existing roads, new 
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access roads (or impact fees to contribute toward the roadway system) to ensure that the 
transportation system is adequate to support planned land use can be required as a condition of 
future development approval. The City has identified potential future roads to serve the expanded 
UGA in Appendix E of its Comprehensive Plan (included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum). 

Conclusion 
Under existing traffic conditions, all roads within and adjacent to the potential Kittitas UGA are 
estimated to be operating at LOS A, which is well within the City and County standard of LOS C. 
These roads are also expected to accommodate additional traffic resulting from typical regional 
growth through 2025, and still maintain operations at LOS A. Build-out of potential new 
residential and commercial development under the UGA land use options could generate 
substantial additional traffic in the area. However, even with the conservative assumptions 
applied in this analysis, a considerable level of additional development would be able to occur 
before capacity improvements would be warranted. It is not expected that additional capacity 
improvements would be needed within the first six years of the planning period. 

Areas within the potential UGA boundaries that are currently undeveloped, particularly in the 
potential commercial areas to the south the existing city, are not served by the existing roadway 
system. Additional roads will be needed to provide support access and circulation for 
development in these areas. The City has identified potential future roads to serve the expanded 
UGA in Appendix E of its Comprehensive Plan (included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum). 

As population and employment growth occurs, the City and County would need to monitor traffic 
conditions, and conduct more detailed traffic impact analysis as part of future development 
agreements. Transportation improvements (or impact fees to contribute toward transportation 
improvements) to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to support planned land use 
can be required as a condition of future development approval. 
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Attachment 1 
City of Kittitas Future Planned Roads 

(from Appendix E of City Comprehensive Plan) 
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Staff Recommendations 
Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010 

Introduction 
This document summarizes preliminary staff recommendations for compliance with the Growth Management 

Hearings Board for Eastern Washington findings regarding: 

 Land use designation in Snoqualmie Pass and Vantage unincorporated study areas 

 Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundary and land use designations for the City of Kittitas 

The staff recommendations provided in this document will be presented to the Planning Commission at the 

public hearing scheduled for August 10, 2010.  Recommendations reflect the Fourth Order finding continuing 

noncompliance and invalidity as to legal issues 2, 5, 6, 12, and 14, issued by the Growth Management Hearings 

Board for Eastern Washington.  Public meetings were held on July 27, 2010 and July 29, 2010 to inform the 

public on the Growth Management Hearings Board’s findings and the County’s considerations in response to the 

findings.   

The first part of this report contains specific recommendations and discussion of options for the two study areas 

and the City of Kittitas UGA.  This discussion is followed by recommended changes to the Kittitas County 

Countywide Planning Policies, the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan, and the Kittitas County Code that are 

generally applicable to the study areas.   

Study Area Recommendations  
The following section describes the specific recommendations for the Snoqualmie Pass and Vantage 

unincorporated study areas and the City of Kittitas UGA expansion.   

Snoqualmie Pass  
Designate the existing developed areas along the ski resorts as Rural Activity Center (Type 1) and the area with 

existing cabins in the eastern portion of the study area as Recreational Center (Type 2) LAMIRDs.   Type 1 

recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and redevelopment, but not new growth and would constrain 

future expansion and sewer service delivery outside the boundaries defined by pre-1990 development.  Type 2 

is consistent with recreational and resort uses and allows for infill, redevelopment, and limited new growth.  

They can provide higher level of public services, but cannot contribute to rural sprawl.  They must be defined by 

a logical outer boundary and once established, the LAMIRD boundary is fixed.  

 Combined LAMIRD I and II are 474 acres. 

 LAMIRD designations have the capacity for an additional 2,859 persons, 1,254 residences, and 120 jobs. 

 Designation is consistent with the adjoining Rural Village LAMIRD in King County. 
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Figure 1.  Snoqualmie Pass LAMIRD Type 1 and Type 2 proposal 
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Vantage 
The Rural Activity Center (Type 1) LAMIRD boundary has been reduced to the size shown in red in the figure.  

This reduction excludes the undeveloped land (about 150 acres) in the western half as shown within the blue 

boundary in the figure below.  The area within the blue boundary is predominately undevelopable steep sloped 

land.   

The Type 1 LAMIRD recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and redevelopment, but not new growth.  A 

higher level of public services can be provided, but this cannot contribute to rural sprawl. 

Figure 2.  Vantage LAMIRD Type 1 Revised Boundary 
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City of Kittitas UGA 
The City of Kittitas UGA expansion area has been reduced as illustrated in Figure 3 below and described as 

follows: 

 Revise the UGA boundaries with the revised land capacity analysis. 

 Future population of 2,056 based on Residential land capacity analysis. 

 Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

 Addition of 885 employees based on employment method 4. 

 Urban reserve designation for areas removed from consideration as UGA. 

This reduced UGA expansion is referred to as Option 2 in the technical memorandums prepared by Jones and 

Stokes, ICF and Berk and Associates (Attachment A).  This option has been studied for capital facility and 

transportation implications.  This option can be served based on the capital facility and transportation standards 

and facilities proposed, with option 2 having a population growth that is similar to that studied in the City’s 

capital facility plans and is more compatible with the City’s water plan. 

UGA boundaries exclude the area east of No. 81 Road and the area west of the wastewater facility.  These two 

areas will be designated as Urban Reserve.  Thus, if future growth in the City indicated that UGA boundary 

expansion is warranted, these are the areas that would be first considered for expansion. 

This reduced expansion area allows for future commercial development to be focused in the area of highest 

importance to the City, which is the area to the east of the wastewater facility and north of I-90.  This change is 

also a more measured approach that allows for priority areas to be developed first, and if there is a greater 

demand, to expand the UGA as needed. 
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Figure 3.  City of Kittitas UGA boundary Revised Expansion 
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Countywide Planning Policies 
Proposed amendments to the Countywide Planning policies are as follows: 

 

This proposed change reflects the changed population allocation for the City of Kittitas UGA from 2,250 to 2,056.  

The remaining 194 population allocation was moved to the “reserve population allocation” column and will only 

be allowed after further detailed planning is conducted that is consistent with GMA and SEPA, addressing topics 

such as land use, capital facilities, and environmental conditions. 

Comprehensive Plan 
Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text are as follows: 
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Description of Rural Lands 

Kittitas County lies within the Upper Yakima River watershed near the geographic center of Washington State. 

Lands range from coniferous forestlands of the mountains and foothills in the north and west to arid rangeland to 

the south and east. Mountains and high hills ring an extensive irrigated area known as the Kittitas Valley where 

most of the County’s residents live. The County Seat and Central Washington University reside on the valley 

floor in the city of Ellensburg. Other incorporated areas throughout Kittitas County include: Cle Elum, South Cle 

Elum, Roslyn, and Kittitas. These areas have adopted designated Urban Growth Areas (UGA’s). A rural lands 

designated “Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development” (LAMIRD) has been assigned to Snoqualmie 

Pass, Easton, Ronald, Thorp, and Vantage; and Snoqualmie Pass has been designated as an existing Master 

Planned Resort (MPR). Other un-incorporated communities presumably designated as rural areas include: 

Liberty, Thrall, Lauderdale, Sunlight Waters, Fairview, Denmark, Badger Pocket, Elk Heights, Teanaway, Reecer 

Creek, and Sky Meadows, as well as others. 

Kittitas County Code 
Revisions to the Kittitas County Code (KCC) that are recommended to implement the recommendations 

presented in this document are as follows: 

Chapter 15A.13 
SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Sections 
15A.13.010 Purpose. 
15A.13.020 Applicability. 
15A.13.030 Procedures. 
15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 
15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 
15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 

15A.13.010 Purpose. 
Site plan review is an evaluation of development plans to identify compliance with applicable regulations, 
requirements and standards; to ensure that the proposal is coordinated with known and planned development 
on adjacent sites and within the subarea; to determine whether roads, access, capital facilities and utilities 
are adequate to serve the proposed development; and to ensure that development will protect the health, 
safety and general welfare of County residents. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.020 Applicability. 
Site plan review and approval is required prior to the development, occupancy or use of any site within the 
Snoqualmie Subarea. Site plan review shall apply to all new development, redevelopment, expansion or site 
improvements that will change the physical conditions of a site and is required prior to issuance of building 
permit. Site plan review is not intended to review and determine the appropriateness of a given use on a 
particular site. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.030 Procedures. 

1. The process for review of a site plan shall be as follows:  

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.010
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.020
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.030
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.040
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.050
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.060


 

Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  Page 8 of 10 
 

KITTITAS COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
411 N. Ruby St., Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA  98926 

CDS@CO.KITTITAS.WA.US 

Office (509) 962-7506 

Fax (509) 962-7682 

 
a. Review of proposals that are consistent with the applicable land use designation in the 

Comprehensive Plan, Resort Plan, and Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with the applicable 
zoning designation shall be processed as an administrative decision and shall be determined by 
the Director of Community Development Services pursuant to KCC 15A.07.  

b. Review for proposals that also require preliminary subdivision approval or zoning 
reclassification shall be heard and decided by the Hearing Examiner, consistent with the 
procedures rezones specified in KCC 15A.03.  

2. Site plan review may be conducted independently or concurrently with any other development 
approval or permit required by this title.  

3. Preapplication conference. A preapplication conference between the applicant and County staff is 
optional but is recommended. Refer to KCC 15A.03.020.  

4. Application Requirements. An application for site plan review shall include the following:  
a. Narrative description of the proposal including: (a) site size, building size, and impervious 

surface coverage, and amount of area devoted to open space and recreation, landscaping and 
parking; calculations of gross and net density (b) designations of the property in the 
Comprehensive Plan, Snoqualmie Subarea Plan and zoning; (c) elevations and perspective 
drawings of proposed structures and other proposed improvements; (d) any agreements, 
covenants or other provisions that affect the proposal; and (e) signatures, mailing addresses 
and phone numbers of all owners of record or agents of the subject property.  

b. Vicinity map, showing site boundaries and existing roads and accesses within and bounding the 
site;  

c. Site plans, drawn to a scale no less than one inch equals fifty feet, showing the location and 
size of uses, buffer and open space areas, landscaped areas, areas of disturbance outside 
building footprints, and any existing structures, easements and utilities;  

d. Topographic map, based on a site survey, delineating existing contours at no less that 5-foot 
intervals, and which locates existing streams, wetlands and other natural features;  

e. Conceptual landscape plan;  
f. Parking and circulation plan;  
g. Preliminary stormwater management plan;  
h. Preliminary utilities plan;  
i. Other reports or studies as determined applicable by the Director, including but not limited to 

geotechnical, critical areas, and/or traffic;  
j. SEPA environmental checklist unless the proposal is categorically exempt per KCC 15.04, 

Environmental Policy, or the applicant has agreed to prepare an environmental impact 
statement;  

k. A list of the names and addresses of property owners of record within 500 feet of the project 
boundaries. The Director of Community Development Services may modify these requirements 
based on the size, scope and complexity of the proposal.  

5. Review and processing of applications for site plan review shall follow the procedures for review of 
other project permits as specified in KCC 15A.03. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 
To be approved, or approved with conditions, a site plan must be consistent with the County's Comprehensive 
Plan, Resort Plan, and the Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with all applicable development regulations, 
codes and other County requirements. A proposed site plan shall also satisfy the criteria of KCC 17.60B.050. 
(Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 
Proposed alterations to an approved site plan shall be processed consistent with KCC 17.36.070. (Ord. 2009-25, 
2009) 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.03.020
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.60B.050
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.36.070
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15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 
Appeals of decisions on site plans shall follow the procedures of KCC 15A.07. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

 

 

Table A 

  Step 1 
Public 

Comment  
Period 

Step 2 
Open 

Record 
Hearing 

Step 3 
Decision 

Step 4 
Open 

Record 
Appeal 

Step 5 
Closed 
Record 
Appeal 

Step 6 
Judicial 
Appeal* 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Site Plan Review: 15 days None Staff BOCC None Sup. Court 

Zoning Variance: 15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Zoning Administrative Conditional Uses5: 15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Short Plats: 15 days None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

Segregations/Lot Line Adjustments: None None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: Appeals of threshold 
determinations: 

15 days None Staff BOA/HE None 
BCC 

Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: The exercise of substantive 
SEPA authority and adequacy of an EIS1: 

15 days None Staff BOA/BCC2 None Sup. Court 

Independent administrative rulings: None None Staff BOA/BCC3 None Sup. Court 

QUASI-JUDICIAL 

Zoning Conditional Uses: 15 days BOA BOA None None Sup. Court 

Long Plats: 15 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Shorelines Substantial Development/Cnd. 
Use: 

15 days BOA BOA None None Shorelines 
Board 

Shorelines Setback Variance: 15 days HE BOA None None Shorelines 
Board 

Site-Specific Rezone to Zoning Map 
(Including PUD)4: 

30 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Development Agreement: 30 days BCC None None None Sup. Court 

(Ord. 2009-25, 2009; Ord. 2000-07; Ord. 98-10, 1998) 

1 See KCC 15A.01.040 for clarification of roles and responsibilities. 

2 Open record appeals of SEPA actions are heard by the hearing body making the decision on, or hearing the appeal of, the 
underlying application. 

3 BOA for all actions associated with a project before them, all independent actions regarding KCC Title 17, Zoning; BCC for 
all actions associated with a project before them, and for independent actions regarding all county policies, codes, and 
standards not associated with KCC Title 17, Zoning. 

4 Unless the rezone requires a comprehensive plan amendment which would then follow the comprehensive plan 
amendment process as outlined in KCC Title 15B. 

5 In the event that a procedural appeal is filed pursuant to Chapter 15A.04 KCC, the BOA shall consider and issue a final 
decision on both the administrative appeal and the underlying project permit application under a single consolidated open 
record hearing. In such an event, the BOA's decision on the underlying application shall be quasi-judicial. 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.01.040
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15b.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.04
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp
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 Legend: 
       BCC - Board of County Commissioners 
       BOA - Board of Adjustment 
       HE - Hearing Examiner 
       PC - Planning Commission 
       Staff - County administration 

NOTE: In the case of combined applications which require public hearings before the planning commission and the board of 
adjustment, a joint hearing shall be held, and the board of adjustment decision shall be final and the planning commission 
recommendation transmitted to the board of commissioners for decision. 

NOTE: In the case of application requiring combined legislative and quasi-judicial actions, a development agreement may 
provide for appropriate review and hearing body. 

* Please review state revised and administrative code for appropriate judicial reviewing bodies. 

 

 

17.37.050 Applications/approvals required for existing resorts. 

1. Designation. An existing resort may be designated by the county as a master planned resort, consistent 
with RCW 36.70A.362, through approval of a sub-area plan, resort plan, and adoption of an MPR zoning 
overlay. The sub-area plan, resort plan, and applicable zoning shall establish the range of uses, and the 
density, intensity and character of development that is permitted within the resort.  

2. Development applications. Following designation of the site as an MPR, a property owner may submit a 
site-specific development application to the County which shall include an application for site plan 
review per KCC 15A.13. A development agreement, consistent with KCC 15A.11 and RCW 36.70B.170, 
may be submitted in conjunction with each development application.  

3. Environmental review pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, RCW 43,21C), shall occur 
and shall address significant impacts associated with development and redevelopment of the existing 
resort. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

 

 

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.362
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.13
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.11
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70B.170
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.21C


Notification for 60-Day Review  

of Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106, the following hereby provides 60-day notice of intent to adopt the following 
comprehensive plan amendments. 
 

Jurisdiction Name: 

 

Kittitas County 

Address: 

411 N Ruby, Suite 1, Ellensburg 98926 

Date: 

7/29/2010 

 

Contact Name for Ordinance: 

Jan Ollivier 

Phone Number: 

509-962-7523 

Fax Number: 

509-962-7663 

E-Mail Address: 

jan.ollivier@co.kittitas.wa.us 

 

Brief Description of the 

Proposed Comprehensive 

Plan Amendment: 

 

  Check the box if this is 

Supplemental Material for an existing 
amendment already submitted to 
CTED.  Please also provide the date 
submitted and/or CTED Material ID 
number. 
 

 

Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan 

revision for the purpose of compliance 

with Case No. 07-1-0004c of the Eastern 

Washington Growth Management 

Hearings Board. 

Planned Public Hearing Date: 

October 5, 2010 

Planned Date of Adoption: 

October 26, 2010 

Please Attach a Draft of the 

Proposed Amendment.  

(Attachment Required) 

 

 

mailto:jan.ollivier@co.kittitas.wa.us




 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
128 - 10th Avenue SW    PO Box 42525    Olympia, Washington 98504-2525    (360) 725-4000 

www.commerce.wa.gov 
 

September 13, 2010 
 
 
 
 
The Honorable Mark McClain, Chair 
Kittitas County Commissioner 
205 West 5th Avenue Suite 108 
Ellensburg, Washington  98926‐2887 
 
RE:  Proposed revision of Kittitas County’s comprehensive plan for Snoqualmie Pass, Vantage, and the City of 
Kittitas urban growth area 
 
Dear Mr. McClain: 
 
Thank you for sending Growth Management Services the proposed amendments to Kittitas’s comprehensive 
plan and development regulations that we received on July 29, 2010, and processed with Material ID No. 
15948.  The materials represent a substantial investment in planning for Kittitas County’s future.  We have 
read the materials and offering the following comments for your consideration:  
 
Snoqualmie Pass Limited Area of More Intense Development (LAMIRD) 
The boundary proposed appears to have a logical outer boundary based on 1990 conditions.  The Department 
of Commerce (Commerce) supports the LAMIRD designations and categorization as proposed.  However, 
based on a telephone conversation with staff on Monday, August 30, 2010, it is our understanding that the 
Planning Commission will recommend that the area proposed for a Type 2 LAMIRD be adopted as a Type 1 
(Rural Activity Center) LAMIRD rather than a Type 2 (Rural Recreation Center) LAMIRD.  This is based on the 
fact that some residences may be occupied year‐round and based on comments submitted by Futurewise.  
Commerce does not oppose that proposed change. 
 
Vantage Limited Area of More Intense Rural Development (LAMIRD) 
Commerce supports the LAMIRD designation (Type 1, Rural Activity Center) and boundary proposed for 
Vantage. 
 
City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area Expansion 
RCW 36.70A.110 provides direction for how urban growth should be located.  The county’s analysis was 
conducted with those criteria considered, as well as the City of Kittitas’s vision for its future, including its 
economic development and employment goals.  Specifically, during the analysis the city was asked to prioritize 
the areas targeted for economic development.  In addition, the county’s analysis considered the city’s capacity 
to provide capital facilities and public services.  Based on all of the above, the recommendation to reduce the 
previously sought expansion is being proposed (identified as Option 2 in the technical memorandums prepared 
by Jones and Stokes/ICF and Berk and Associates).  The county’s analysis deliberately considered 
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transportation capacity and level of service, water and sewer capacity, and related services.  These were 
considered for current conditions as well as for anticipated future conditions based on plan implementation.  
Commerce is satisfied that the county’s assessment meets the land capacity and capital facilities analysis 
requirements for urban growth area (UGA) expansions.  While not entirely based on population growth alone, 
the proposal does provide for population growth, economic development, and the employment growth 
envisioned by the City of Kittitas in its comprehensive planning process.  The recommendation also considers 
the city’s capacity to provide urban services and meet transportation demands. 
 
The identification of a “Reserve Area” for any future urban growth area expansion is good.  It provides the city, 
county, and potential developers with information to help design and build any future transportation and 
utility networks in such a way as to allow for connection and/or expansion should the reserve area become 
part of the UGA in the future.  It also provides a certain level of predictability to the community as to how their 
city is likely to grow beyond the 20 year planning horizon of the Growth Management Act. 
 
Commerce supports the county’s analysis and recommendation for the reduced UGA expansion and 
identification of a Reserve Area, as proposed in Option 2 in the technical memorandums prepared by Jones 
and Stokes/ICF and Berk and Associates. 
 
Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work these amendments represent.  If you have any 
questions or concerns about our comments or any other growth management issues, please contact me at 
360.725.3045 or joyce.phillips@commerce.wa.gov.  We extend our continued support to the Kittitas County in 
achieving the goals of growth management. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joyce Phillips, AICP 
Growth Management Planner 
Growth Management Services 
 
JP:lw 
 
cc:  The Honorable Paul Jewell, Vice Chair, Kittitas County Board of Commissioners 
  The Honorable Alan Crankovich, Kittitas County Board of Commissioners 

Kirk Holmes, Interim Director, Kittitas County Community Development Services 
Jan Ollivier, Transportation Planner, Kittitas County Public Works 

  The Honorable John Camarata, Mayor, City of Kittitas 
  Lisa Parks, AICP, Alliance Consulting Group, Planner for City of Kittitas 

Leonard Bauer, AICP, Managing Director, Growth Management Services 
David Andersen, AICP, Plan Review and Technical Assistance Manager, Growth Management Services 
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“Building Partnerships – Building Communities” 

 

NOTICE OF APPLICATION 

 

To:  Interested County Departments & Agencies with jurisdictions 

 

From:  Jan Ollivier, Interim Planning Manager 

 

Date:  September 22, 2010 

 

Subject:  Notice of Application:  2010 Kittitas County Eastern Washington Growth Hearings 

Board Decision Compliance SEPA Environmental Review 

 

Enclosed please find a, SEPA Environmental Checklist for the referenced project.  Please retain these 

items for future reference.  Interested parties may obtain copies of related file documents by contacting 

our office. 

 

Pursuant to 36.70B RCW, notice is hereby given that Kittitas County did on September 21, 2010 deem 

complete a SEPA Environmental Checklist from Kittitas County for the non-project action for the 

Kittitas County Eastern Washington Growth Hearings Board Decision Compliance (Case No. 07-1-

0004c). 

 

Your comments are sought prior to issuance of an environmental threshold determination pursuant to the 

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Please be advised that this may be the only opportunity to 

comment on the environmental impacts of this proposal pursuant to SEPA, as a DNS is expected to be 

issued for this proposal (See WAC 197-11-355 – Optional DNS Process).  Written comments may be 

submitted no later than October 8, 2010 by 5:00 p.m. to the Kittitas County Community 

Development Services, 411 N. Ruby, Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA, 98926. Phone 509-962-7506. Fax 509-

962-7682.  Staff contact: Dan Valoff, Staff Planner. 

 

 

 

 



Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  

September 2010 SEPA Checklist 1 

WAC 197-11-960 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Purpose of checklist: 

 

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies 

to consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions.  An environmental impact 

statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the 

quality of the environment.  The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the 

agencies identify impacts from your proposal (and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can 

be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required. 

 

Instructions for applicants: 

 

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal.  

Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your 

proposal are significant, requiring preparation of an EIS.  Answer the questions briefly, with the most 

precise information known, or give the best description you can. 

 

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge.  In most cases, 

you should be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need 

to hire experts.  If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, 

write "do not know" or "does not apply."  Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary 

delays later. 

 

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark 

designations.  Answer these questions if you can.  If you have problems, the governmental agencies can 

assist you. 

 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of 

time or on different parcels of land.  Attach any additional information that will help describe your 

proposal or its environmental effects.  The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to 

explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be 

significant adverse impact. 

 

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals: 

 

Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not 

apply."  IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part 

D). 

 

For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property 

or site" should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively. 

 

A.  BACKGROUND 
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1. Name of the proposed project: 

Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010 

2. Name of Applicant: 

Kittitas County 

3. Address and telephone number of applicant and contact person: 

Jan Ollivier, Transportation and Planning Manager 

Kittitas County Department of Public Works 

411 North Ruby, Suite #1 

Ellensburg, WA 98926 

509.962.7523 

4. Date checklist prepared: 

September 2010 

5. Agency requesting checklist: 

Kittitas County 

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): 

All proposed Countywide Planning Policies, Comprehensive Plan and County Code 

amendments are scheduled to be adopted in October 2010. 

7. Plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected 

with this proposal: 

It is anticipated that property owners in the study areas may propose development or 

redevelopment of their property in the future. Future project specific development 

proposals within the study areas will be reviewed consistent with the provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code. 

8. Environmental information that has been prepared, or will be prepared, directly 

related to this project: 

Environmental information that has been prepared for this proposal includes this 

Environmental Checklist and an analysis of the study areas entitled “Assessment of Five 

County Areas for Land Use Designations” (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009). 

9. Applications that are pending for governmental approvals or other proposals 

directly affecting the property covered by the proposal: 

No known applications pending for governmental approval at this time. 

10. List of governmental approvals or permits that will be needed for the proposal: 

 Approval of amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies by the Kittitas County 

Conference of Governments 
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 Approval of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and County Code amendments by the 

Kittitas County Board of County Commissioners. 

 Review by the Washington State Department of Commerce as required by the 

Washington Growth Management Act. 

 Finding of Compliance from the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings 

Board. 

11. Brief, complete description of the proposal, including the proposed uses and the size 

of the project and site: 

This proposal is intended to address findings of the Eastern Washington Growth 

Management Hearings Board (EWGMHB), which issued an order of non-compliance 

with the GMA and a determination of invalidity of the County‟s Comprehensive Plan, 

remanding the Plan to the County for revisions.  The proposal seeks to address the 

EWGMHB‟s Fourth Order regarding compliance, Case No. 07-1-0004c, May 26, 2010: 

 

 Vantage LAMIRD.  Kittitas County‟s designation of land within the Vantage 

area as Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Dvelopment (LAMIRDs) does not 

comply with the GMA and the EWGMHB‟s previously issued Determination of 

Invalidity continues for the Vantage LAMIRD.   

 Snoqulamie Pass MPR.  The County‟s decision to designate the Snoqualmie Pass 

area as an existing Master Planned Resort (MPR) does not comply with the 

GMA and the EWGMHB‟s previously issued Determination of Invalidity 

continues for the Snoqualmie Pass MPR.   

 City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area. The EWGMHB found that Kittitas County 

failed to comply with the GMA when sizing the City of Kittitas UGA and the 

EWGMHB‟s previously issued Determination of Invalidity is warranted for the 

City of Kittitas UGA.   

As directed by the EWGMHB, the County has initiated this proposal to bring its adopted 

Comprehensive Plan in compliance with the State of Washington Growth Management 

Act. The proposed changes will address rural and urban land use designations in two 

study areas (Snoqualmie Pass and Vantage, see Figures 1 and 2 below), and to the City 

of Kittitas UGA (see Figure 3 below).  
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Figure 1.  Snoqualmie Pass LAMIRD Type 1  
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Figure 2.  Vantage LAMIRD Type 1 Revised Boundary 
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Figure 3.  City of Kittitas UGA boundary Revised Expansion 

 



Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  

September 2010 SEPA Checklist 7 

 
Proposed amendments include potential revisions to Comprehensive Plan land use map, 

zoning map, and Comprehensive Plan County Code Title 15 (Environmental Policy) and 

17 (Zoning) text. Amendments are also proposed to the Kittitas County Countywide 

Planning Policies.  Proposed amendments are summarized below. 

 
Countywide Planning Policies 
Proposed amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies are included in Appendix A 

and are summarized as follows: 

 Add “Table 3. 2010 Population Allocation” with the following changes: 

o Remove 194 persons from the City of Kittitas UGA population 

allocation and  

o add 194 persons in the City of Kittitas UGA reserve population 

allocation. 

 
Comprehensive Plan 

Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text, Chapter 82.2 Description of 

Rural Lands, are provided in Appendix B and are summarized below: 

 Remove references to Snoqualmie Pass as an existing Master Planned Resort 

(MPR) and include Snoqualmie Pass within the rural lands that are designated as 

Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD).  

 

Title 15A and 17 

Amendments to Kittitas County Code Title 15A Site Plan Review and Title 17 Zoning 

are provided in Appendix C and are summarized below: 

 Remove references to Snoqualmie Pass as an existing Master Planned Resort 

(MPR) and include Snoqualmie Pass within the rural lands that are designated as 

Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD).  

 Include the requirement of a Resort Plan for designating Master Planned Resorts. 

 Include map amendments to adjust zone boundaries in the study areas so that 

they follow parcel boundaries and to exclude public rights-of-way. New zoning 

designations would be implemented for the Snoqualmie Pass area that was 

previsouly designated as a Master Planned Resort (MPR), for the Vantage area 

that has been excluded from the Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural 

Development (LAMIRD), and for the City of Kittitas‟ Urban Growth Area 

(UGA).  Please see discussion of study areas and supported zoning maps, below.  
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Study Area Options 

In 2009, Kittitas County completed a comprehensive review of the five former Urban 

Growth Node study areas and the City of Kittitas UGA.  Options were identified for each 

of these areas when applicable.  These designation options reflect different policy 

decisions regarding the overall character of future development within the area.   

Snoqualmie Pass Study Area  

In 2009, three options were identified for the Snoqualmie Pass Study area including 

designating a Rural Activity Center Type 1 LAMIRD, a Rural Recreation Center 

Type 2 LAMIRD, a Master Plan Resort, an Urban Growth Area, and Rural Lands 

designation (no LAMIRD designation).  The Master Plan Resort was selected as 

reflecting the overall character of future development within the area, but declared 

invalid by the EWGMHB primarily due to a lack of adopting a Resort Plan before the 

MPR was designated 

The proposed change is to designate the existing developed areas along the ski resorts 

as a Rural Activity Center Type 1 LAMIRD and the area with existing cabins in the 

eastern portion of the study area as a Rural Activity Center Type 1 LAMIRD.   Type 1 

recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and redevelopment, but not new 

growth and would constrain future expansion and sewer service delivery outside the 

boundaries defined by pre-1990 development.  Type 1 can provide higher level of 

public services, but cannot contribute to rural sprawl.  Type 1 must be defined by a 

logical outer boundary and once established, the LAMIRD boundary is fixed.  

 

 Area is 474 acres. 

 Capacity for an additional 2,859 persons, 1,254 residences, and 120 jobs. 

 Consistent with the adjoining Rural Village LAMIRD in King County. 

Vantage Study Area  

In 2009, the only designation option identified within the Vantage study area 

was a Rural Activity Center Type 1 LAMIRD around the historical town center.   

The proposed change to this Rural Activity Center (Type 1) LAMIRD boundary is to 

reduce the size as shown in red in Figure 2 (above).  This reduction excludes the 

undeveloped land (about 150 acres) in the western half as shown within the blue 

boundary in the figure below.  The area within the blue boundary is predominately 

undevelopable steep sloped land.   

The Type 1 LAMIRD recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and 

redevelopment, but not new growth.  A higher level of public services can be 

provided, but this cannot contribute to rural sprawl. 

City of Kittitas UGA Review 

For purposes of preparing initial recommendations for Kittitas County 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning recommendations and for the purposes of studying 

capital facility implications, The County identified the following two options for 

sizing the City of Kittitas UGA: 
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Option 1:  Combined Residential and Employment: Current UGA boundaries with 

revised land capacity analysis:  

 Future population of 2,250. 

 Addition of 448 homes based on capacity of land. 

 Addition of 1,512 employees  

Option 2: Combined Residential and Employment: Revised UGA boundaries with 

revised land capacity analysis.  

 Future population of 2,056 

 Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

 Addition of 885 employees based on Employment Option 4 

 Urban Reserve designation for areas removed from consideration as UGA.  

A comprehensive discussion of the land capacity analysis and assumptions that led to 

these two options is contained in a September 22, 2009 Technical Memorandum from 

Lisa Grueter at ICF Jones & Stokes to Jan Ollivier, Kittitas County. 

 

Option 2 is the 2010 proposal for the City of Kittitas UGA expansion area, as 

illustrated in Figure 3 above and described as follows: 

 

 Revise the UGA boundaries with the revised land capacity analysis. 

 Future population of 2,056 based on Residential land capacity analysis. 

 Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

 Addition of 885 employees based on employment method 4. 

 Urban reserve designation for areas removed from consideration as UGA. 

 

Option 2 UGA expansion is explained further in the technical memorandums prepared 

by Jones and Stokes, ICF and Berk and Associates.  This option has been studied for 

capital facility and transportation implications.  This option can be served based on 

the capital facility and transportation standards and facilities proposed, with option 2 

having a population growth that is similar to that studied in the City‟s capital facility 

plans and is more compatible with the City‟s water plan. 

 

UGA boundaries exclude the area east of No. 81 Road and the area west of the 

wastewater facility.  These two areas will be designated as Urban Reserve.  Thus, if 

future growth in the City indicated that UGA boundary expansion is warranted, these 

are the areas that would be first considered for expansion. 

 

This reduced expansion area allows for future commercial development to be focused 

in the area of highest importance to the City, which is the area to the east of the 

wastewater facility and north of I-90.  This change is also a more measured approach 

that allows for priority areas to be developed first, and if there is a greater demand, to 

expand the UGA as needed. 
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12. Location of the proposal, including street address, if any, and section, township, 

and range; legal description; site plan; vicinity map; and topographical map, if 

reasonably available: 

Kittitas County is located between the Cascade Mountains and the Columbia River; it 

shares borders with Chelan County in the north, Douglas and Grant counties in the east, 

Yakima County in the south, and King County in the west. Over half of the County is 

covered with coniferous forest, 30% is in pasture and unimproved grazing land and about 

2% is developed with urban uses.  The proposal area includes the communities of 

Snoqualmie Pass, Vantage, and the unincorporated UGA around the City of Kittitas (see 

Figures 1 – 3 above). 

Snoqualmie Pass is located in the Cascade Mountains in western Kittitas County. The 

study area includes permanent and seasonal residences associated with The Summit at 

Snoqualmie ski resort. The 2000 Census estimated Snoqualmie‟s population to be 201 

persons and 330 dwellings; 242 of these dwellings were estimated to be vacant due to the 

seasonal nature of the area. The current land uses in Snoqualmie are recreation, vacation 

and cabin homes, commercial, and public. The study area contains approximately 2,100 

acres. 

Vantage is the easternmost community within the project area, located along the 

Columbia River. There are about 70 persons and 39 homes in Vantage according to the 

2000 Census. Current land uses include public, commercial, multifamily and single 

family homes, and undeveloped land. The Vantage study area contains approximately 

3,200 acres. 

The City of Kittitas UGA adjoins the incorporated City of Kittitas and extends south to 

the I-90 interchange (see Figure 3 above).  Existing land use consists primarily of 

agriculture, but also includes a small area of commercial development. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 

The environmental information below should be considered in the context of the 

County‟s 2010 Comprehensive Plan Compliance effort, and accompanying Future Land 

Use Map. The “Assessment of Five County Areas for Land Use Designations” report 

contains a thorough description of all significant natural features, critical areas, and fish 

and wildlife habitat conservation areas relevant to the project area. 

1. Earth 

a. General description of the site (underline): flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, 

mountainous, other 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Snoqualmie Pass is located in the Cascade Mountain range 

and consists primarily of mountainous terrain. Mapped steep slopes are 

concentrated along the largely developed wester side of the western section and 

along the largely undeveloped eastern side of the eastern section of the study 

area.  Areas with 25 to 50% slopes encompass approximately 509 acres and 

areas with greater than 50% slopes encompass approximately 124 acres.   
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Vantage:  The Vantage study area consists primarily of rolling terrain with 

steeps slopes around the coulees and along the Columbia River. Mapped steep 

slopes are concentrated along the largely undeveloped edges of the coulees and 

along the shoreline of the Columbia River and the bluffs located south of I-90.  

Approximately 432 acres have slopes of 25 to 50% and 83 acres have greater 

than 50% slope.  

City of Kittitas UGA:  The study area terrain is generally flat.  There are no 

steep slopes above 25% grade. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 

Please see the response to question 1.a, above. 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example clay, sand, 

gravel, peat, muck)?  Specify the classification of agricultural soils and note 

any prime farmland. 

Snoqualmie Pass: Soils types includes ashy sandy loam, stony ashy loam and 

rock outcrops in the Nimue, Chinkmin, and Vabus series.  

Vantage:  Most common soil classifications are for rocky outcrops and gravelly 

loam in the Malaga series and the Drino Fortyday complex, Sagehill-Timmerman 

complex and the Fortyday Drino Nevo complex. 

City of Kittitas UGA: Typical soils in the City of Kittitas UGA study area 

consist of alluvium soils mixed with volcanic ash.  Soils series include Mitta, 

Opnish, Nack and Bricknell. 

d. Are there any surface indications or a history of unstable soils in the 

immediate vicinity?  If so, describe. 

The study areas have not been surveyed for unstable soils.  However, it is likely 

that portions of the study areas contain unstable soils.  Future project specific 

development proposals within the study areas will be reviewed consistent with 

the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and the Kittitas County Code, which 

includes provisions for development on or near unstable soils. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or 

grading proposed.  Indicate the source of the fill. 

As a non-project action, the proposal does not propose fill or grading. Future 

project specific development proposals within the study areas that may include 

fill or grading will be reviewed consistent with the provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code.  

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? 

Please see the response to question 1.e, above. 
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g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces 

after project construction (for example buildings or asphalt)? 

 Please see the response to question 1.e, above. 

h. Describe the proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other 

impacts to the earth, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to result in impacts to the 

earth. No mitigating measures are proposed. Future project-specific development 

proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental 

Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable 

mitigating measures. 

2.  Air 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (e.g., dust, 

automobile, odors, industrial, wood smoke) during construction and when 

the project is completed?  If any, generally describe and give approximate 

quantities, if known. 

As a non-project action, the proposal will not directly result in impacts to air 

quality.   

The Comprehensive Plan does provide a framework that will guide future growth 

and development in the county. Indirectly, the Comprehensive Plan amendments 

could affect air quality in three ways: 

 During construction of infrastructure or private projects, dust from 

construction could be generated, even if localized and temporary.  

 Pollutants could be released during residential wood burning at new homes 

and from any new industrial facilities constructed in areas zoned according 

to the Comprehensive Plan.   

 Increased traffic due to population and employment growth will generate 

vehicle emissions. However, there are no existing operational transportation 

issues in any of the proposal areas that are likely to contribute to degraded 

air quality.  

Future project specific development proposals within the study areas that may 

result in air quality impacts will be reviewed consistent with the provisions of 

the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odors that may affect your 

proposal?  If so, generally describe. 

None. 

c. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts 

to air, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to result in impacts to the 

air quality. No mitigating measures are proposed. Future project-specific 
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development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County 

Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential environmental 

impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 

3.  Water 

a.  Surface: 

1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of 

the site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, 

lakes, ponds, and wetlands)?  If yes, describe type and provide 

names.  If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.  

Snoqualmie Pass: the headwaters and northern end of Keechelus Lake, 

Gold Creek, Coal Creek, Tunnel Creek, and wetlands. All three named 

creeks are headwater tributaries to Keechelus Lake.  

Vantage: the channel, floodplain and associated wetland and riparian 

areas of the Columbia River, as well as the Rocky, Schnebly, and 

Ryegrass Coulees. There are also three unnamed tributary streams.  

City of Kittitas UGA: Wetland and floodplain areas comprise 

approximately nine percent of the study area. 

2. Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 

200 feet) the described waters?  If yes, please describe and attach 

available plans.   

As a non-project action, the proposal does not include any work over, in 

or adjacent to water bodies.  Future project specific development 

proposals within the study areas that may include work over, in or 

adjacent to water bodies will be reviewed consistent with the provisions 

of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas 

County Code. 

3. Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that could be placed 

in or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area 

of the site that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill 

materials.   

Please see the response to question 3.a, 2. above. 

4. Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversion?  

Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities, if 

known.  

Please see the response to question 3.a, 2. above. 
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5. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year flood plain?  If so, note 

location on the site plan. 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Approximately 205 acres, primarily in the central 

and eastern sections, along both sides of Gold Creek and the shoreline of 

Keechelus Lake. 

Vantage:  Approximately 1,318 acres of the Columbia River channel 

and along its shoreline. 

Cityo f Kittitas UGA:  Floodplain areas are found in the northern and 

southern portions of the study area.  Floodplain and wetland areas 

combined comprise approximately nine percent of the study area. 

6. Does the proposal involve discharges of waste materials to surface 

waters?  If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of 

discharge. 

Please see the response to question 3.a, 2. above. 

b.  Ground 

1. Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to 

ground water?  Give general description, purpose, and approximate 

quantities if known. 

As a non-project action, the proposal will not withdraw or discharge to 

groundwater.  Future project specific development proposals within the 

study areas that may impact groundwater will be reviewed consistent 

with the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions 

of the Kittitas County Code. 

2. Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground 

from septic tanks or other sources, if any.  Describe the general size 

of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to 

be served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the 

system(s) is expected to serve. 

Please see the response to question 3.b, above. 

c.  Water Runoff (including storm water) 

1. Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of 

collection and disposal, if any (including quantities if known).  

Where will this water flow?  Will this water flow into other waters?  

If so, describe. 

As a non-project action, the proposal will not result in water runoff.  

Future project specific development proposals within the study areas that 

may result in runoff will be reviewed consistent with the provisions of 

the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas County 

Code. 
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2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, 

generally describe. 

Please see the response to question 3.c. above. 

d. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and 

runoff water impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to result in impacts to 

surface, ground or runoff water. No mitigating measures are proposed. Future 

project-specific development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and 

the County Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential 

environmental impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 

4.  Plants 

a. Types of vegetation found on site:   

Deciduous trees: see below 

Evergreen trees: see below 

Shrubs: see below 

Grass: see below 

 

Pasture: see below 

Wet Soil Plants: see below 

Water Plants: see below 

 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Forested slopes with a variety of evergreen and deciduous 

trees and shrubs.  Wetland areas are characterized by open water, emergent and 

shrub-scrub vegetation communities.  The study area contains cleared areas for 

development and alpine ski slopes. 

Vantage: Agricultural parcels south of the historical town, with undeveloped 

forest and range land surrounding the town in other directions.  Riparian 

vegetation is found in the wetlands along the Columbia River. 

City of Kittitas UGA:  Primarily agricultural crops. 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?  

As a non-project action, the proposal will not remove or alter vegetation.  Future 

project specific development proposals within the study areas that may remove 

or alter vegetation will be reviewed consistent with the provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code. 

c. List threatened or endangered species or critical habitat known to be on or 

near the site. 

Snoqualmie Pass:  The WDNR Natural Heritage Inventory database contains 

2004 records of swamp gentian (Gentiana douglasiana) and 1994 and 2003 

records of few-flowered sedge (Carex pauciflora) in and around the northern end 

of the western section of the Snoqualmie study area (i.e. the vicinity of the 

unnamed tributary to Coal Creek). Both species are listed as State Sensitive 
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species. Few-flowered sedge occurs in wet acidic environments; in Kittitas 

County swamp gentian also occurs in wet boggy areas that are undergoing a 

transition to conifer forest. 

The WDFW database does not contain additional records of federally listed 

endangered or threatened species within or adjacent to the Snoqualmie study 

area. However, the proximity of the study area to the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 

Area, immediately north along the Coal Creek and Gold Creek drainages, allows 

listed species such as grizzly bear and gray wolf, both of which may inhabit the 

North Cascades and move through the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area (Singleton 

and Lehmkuhl 1999). Snoqualmie Pass has been identified as a „fracture zone‟ 

between the Central and South Cascades that is permeable to grizzly bear 

movement between areas of suitable habitat (Peter H. Singleton, William L. 

Gaines, John F. Lehmkuhl 2004).  

Vantage:  The Columbia River (including the Vantage study area) is a migration 

corridor for both Columbia River bull trout and Middle Columbia River 

steelhead.  

The eastern half of the Vantage study area (i.e. the portion overlapping the 

Columbia River) is mapped by the WDFW PHS database as the Wanapum Pool 

waterfowl area, which supports 100,000 geese and 100,000 ducks, including red-

heads, canvasback, and mallard ducks. 

The database does not contain any current records of listed or rare plants in the 

Vantage study area, but the WDFW PHS database lists the eastern bank of the 

Columbia, immediately opposite the Vantage study area, as remnant shrub-

steppe habitat, lower Babcock Ridge basalt cliffs, sand hollows marsh and sand 

hollow beach front. These habitat types are all rare remnant types of Columbia 

Basin habitat that support upland game, birds and reptiles, and nesting waterfowl 

along the river. 

The WDFW database does not contain additional records of federally listed 

endangered or threatened species within adjacent to the Vantage study area. 

City of Kittitas UGA: The study areas does not contain any critical habitat or 

threatened or endangered species. 

d. Describe proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to 

preserve or enhance vegetation on site. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to result in impacts to 

vegetation. No mitigating measures are proposed. Future project-specific 

development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County 

Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential environmental 

impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 
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5.  Animals 

a. Underline any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the 

site or are known to be on or near the site: 

Fish:  bass, chinook salmon, coho salmon, steelhead, bull trout, cutthroat trout, 

herring, shellfish, other 

Amphibians:  Pacific treefrog, red-legged frog, northwestern salamander, long-

toed salamander, other 

Reptiles:  lizards, common garter snake, northwestern garter snake, painted 

turtle, other 

Birds:  red-tailed hawk, great blue heron, bald eagle, songbirds, ducks, crows, 

waterfowl, northern flicker, other 

Mammals:  raccoon, opossum, deer mouse, vagrant shrew, Townsend‟s vole, 

Townsend‟s mole, little brown rat, black-tailed deer, bear, elk, beaver, 

other 

It is anticipated that many of these animals are found throughout Kittitas County 

and within the study areas.  In addition, mountain goat, elk, grey wolf, and mule 

deer habitat are found in the study areas.   

b. List any threatened or endangered species or critical habitat near the site. 

Please see the response to question 4.c, above. 

c. Is the site part of a migratory route?  If so, explain. 

It is likely that portions of the study areas are part of one or more migratory 

routes.  The Columbia River, including the Vantage study area, is a migration 

corridor for both the Columbia River bull trout and the Middle Columbia River 

steelhead. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal will not impact wildlife.  No mitigating 

measures are proposed.  Future project-specific development proposals will be 

reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental Policy (KCC Title 

15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable mitigating 

measures. 
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6.  Energy and Natural Resources 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood, solar) will be used to 

meet the completed project's energy needs?  Describe whether it will be 

used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 

As a nonproject action, the proposal will not directly result in any additional 

need for energy.  Future site-specific developments may use electric, natural gas, 

oil, wood stove, or solar energy sources. 

b. Would the project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 

properties?  If so, explain. 

   As a non-project action, the proposal would not affect the use of solar energy. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this 

proposal?  List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy 

impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal does not directly impact energy 

consumption. No mitigating measures are proposed. Future project-specific 

development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County 

Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential environmental 

impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 

7.  Environmental Health 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic 

chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spills, or hazardous waste that could 

occur as a result of this proposal?  If so, describe. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to cause nvironmental 

health hazards. Use of any hazardous materials on a project-by-project basis 

would be subject to federal and state law and the County Building Code (KCC 

Title 14). 

1. Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

No special emergency services are required for this non-project 

proposal. Long-term use of specific parcels would be subject to 

applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code. 

2. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control environmental 

health hazards. 

As a non-project action, the proposal will not result in increased 

environmental health hazards.  Future project-specific development 

proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County 

Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15), and applicable state and federal 

hazardous materials regulations to identify potential environmental risks 

and applicable mitigating measures. 
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b. Noise 

1. What types of noise exist in the area, which may affect your project 

(for example:  traffic, equipment operation, other)? 

Kittitas County is primarily a rural county with very low noise levels 

that would be expected in a rural environment.  Existing noise levels in 

the study areas range from very low levels in undeveloped rural lands to 

noise levels typical to small communities and along highways and 

arterials.   

2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated 

with the project on a short-term or long-term basis (for example:  

traffic, construction, operation, other)? 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expectd to create noise.  In 

the future, as project-specific development occurs, construction activities 

could result in noise impacts. Future development may also add traffic, 

adding to background traffic noise.   

Planned land uses would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, 

and are not expected to be associated with any unusual noise sources and 

would be generally consistent with the nature of existing uses in the 

community.   

3. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if 

any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not directly impact noise 

levels and no mitigation is proposed. Future project-specific 

development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the 

County Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential 

environmental impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 

Future development would also be subject to state requirements, 

including the maximum environmental noise levels established pursuant 

to the Noise Control Act of 1974, (RCW 70.107) and the State of 

Washington Motor Vehicle Noise Performance Standards (Chapter 173-

62 WAC).   
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8.  Land and Shoreline Use 

a. What is the current use of the site adjacent to the properties? 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Predominant land uses in the Snoqualmie study area include 

recreation, vacation and cabin homes, commercial, and public. Undeveloped land 

is located in pockets, and particularly to the east. A few small parcels of single 

family and multifamily are found along local roads. While the eastern third of 

the study area is shown for vacation/cabin homes based on an approved planned 

unit development, there are minimal fewer improvements or homes in 

existencecompared to the remainder of the study area. 

Vantage: The study area contains public uses, including the Gingko Petrified 

Forest State Park‟s boat launch and park area, some foothills territory and the 

Columbia River water; commercial businesses along Main Street flanked to the 

west by multifamily property and to the east by single family and undeveloped 

property; and other resource oriented uses include two small mining properties 

and three agricultural lots. 

City of Kittitas UGA: The study area consists primarily of agricultural uses and 

also includes commercial and industrial land uses. 

b. Has the site been used for agriculture?  If so, describe. 

The City of Kittitas UGA contains areas that are currently and historically in use 

for agriculture. The other study areas may also contain scattered agricultural 

areas. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

Please see the response to Question 8.a, above. 

d. Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? 

No structures will be demolished as part of the non-project proposal. 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

Snoqualmie Pass: Zoning classifications consist of Forest and Range, Planned 

Unit Development and Highway Commercial based on a 2005 zoning map.  

Forest and Range allows the following lot sizes: 20 acres; 0.5 acre minimum for 

any lot within an approved platted cluster subdivision, served by public water 

and sewer; and 6,000 square feet for lots on existing municipal sewer and water 

systems. Planned Unit Development densities are not specified. Highway 

Commercial is intended for “for motorist- tourist dependent businesses having 

little interdependence and requiring convenient access to passing traffic.” 

Vantage: The current zoning is Residential, Forest and Range, and General 

Commercial.  
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City of Kittitas UGA: Zoning designations include. Urban Residential, Rural 

Residential and Agriculture-20. 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

Snoqualmie Pass: Designations include Public Recreation, Residential 

Snoqualmie, Community Commercial Snoqualmie, Highway Commercial 

Snoqualmie, Commercial Lodging Snoqualmie, Light Industrial Snoqualmie, 

Community Public Snoqualmie, Open Space Snoqualmie, and Commercial 

Forest. Public Recreation and Residential Snoqualmie are the most prevalent.  

Vantage: The current Comprehensive Plan land use designation is Rural. 

City of Kittitas UGA: Comprehesive Plan designations include Rural, Industrial 

and Highway Commercial. 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of 

the site? 

Snoqulamie Pass: Keechelus Lake is designated as Conservancy. 

Vantage: North of I-90 the shoreline of the Columbia River is designated Urban, 

with a change to a Natural designation further to the north.  South of I-90, the 

Columbia River is designated as Rural, with a change to Conservancy further to 

the south.  

City of Kittitas UGA: No area within shoreline jurisdiction. 

h. Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" 

area?  If so, specify. 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Approximately 149 acres of mapped wetlands, located 

predominately in the central and eastern sections, along both sides of Gold Creek 

and along the shoreline of Keechelus Lake. Mapped steep slopes are 

concentrated along the largely developed wester side of the western section and 

along the largely undeveloped eastern side of the eastern section of the study 

area.  Areas with 25 to 50% slopes encompass approximately 509 acres and 

areas with greater than 50% slopes encompass approximately 124 acres.  Please 

see response to Question 3.a.5 for floodplain information. 

Vantage:  Approximately 1,360 acres of mapped wetlands, nearly all associated 

with the channel of the Columbia River and its shoreline.  Mapped steep slopes 

are concentrated along the largely undeveloped edges of the coulees and along 

the shoreline of the Columbia River and the bluffs located south of I-90.  

Approximately 432 acres have slopes of 25 to 50% and 83 acres have greater 

than 50% slope. Please see response to Question 3.a.5 for floodplain 

information. 

City of Kittitas UGA: See response to Question 3.a.1 and 3.a.5. 
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i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed 

project? 

Snoqualmie Pass:  The LAMIRDs would provide capacity for an additional 

2,859 residents and 120 new jobs.   

Vantage:  The LAMIRD would provide capacity for 220 new residents and 32 

new jobs. 

City of Kittitas UGA:  Option 2 would provide for 2,056 new residents and 850 

new jobs. 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 

The non-project proposal is not expected to displace any residents.  

k. Describe proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if 

any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not directly cause displacement and 

no mitigation is proposed. Future project specific development proposals within 

the study areas that may result in displacement will be reviewed consistent with 

the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the 

Kittitas County Code. 

l. Describe proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with 

existing and projected land uses and plans, if any. 

The proposal is intended to ensure that the Countywide Planning Policies, 

Comprehensive Plan and County Code are consistent and compatible. 

9.  Housing 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate 

whether high, middle, or low-income housing. 

Snoqualmie Pass:  Option S1, which would establish LAMIRD designations, 

would provide capacity for an additional 1,254 dwelling units.  Likely cost of 

future housing is not known. 

Vantage: The LAMIRD would provide capacity for an additional 79 housing 

units.  Likely cost of future housing is not known. 

City of Kittitas UGA: Option 2 would provide for an additional 370 dwelling 

units.  Likely cost of future housing is not known. 

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate 

whether high, middle, or low-income housing. 

The non-project proposal is not expected to eliminate any housing units. 
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c. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result in housing impacts and 

no mitigation is proposed. Future project-specific development proposals will 

be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental Policy (KCC 

Title 15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable mitigating 

measures. 

10.  Aesthetics 

a. What is the tallest height of any of the proposed structure(s), not including 

antennas?  What is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 

The proposal is a non-project action that does not include any proposed 

structures.  Future development would be required to meet the height 

requirements of the Kittitas County Code. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 

The proposal is a non-project action that will not alter or obstruct views.   

c. Describe proposed measures to reduce aesthetic impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result in aesthetic impacts and 

no mitigation is proposed. Future project-specific development proposals will 

be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental Policy (KCC 

Title 15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable mitigating 

measures. 

11.  Light and Glare 

a. What type of light and glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day 

would it mainly occur? 

The proposal is a non-project action that would not directly produce light and 

glare.  Future project specific development proposals that may result in increased 

light and glare would be subject to review under the applicable provisions of the 

Kittitas County Code. 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere 

with views? 

See response to Question 11.a, above.   

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 
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Light and glare in the study areas is typical of small town, rural and undeveloped 

areas.  Existing light and glare does not affect the proposal.  

d. Describe the proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare 

impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result in light and glare impacts 

and no mitigation is proposed. Future project-specific development proposals 

will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental Policy (KCC 

Title 15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable mitigating 

measures. 

12.  Recreation 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the 

immediate vicinity? 

Kittitas County has a variety of recreational opportunities. The Snoqualmie Pass 

study area contains the Summit at Snoqualmie, a regional alpine and Nordic ski 

resort, the Pacific Crest Trail, and numerous other hiking, climbing and snow 

sport opportunities. The Vantage study are contains the Ginko Petrified Forest 

State Park and Wanapum Recreational Area, and is a regional rock climbing 

destingation. The John Wayne Trail extends through Kittitas County from 

Snoqualmie Pass to the Columbia River, including portions of the study areas. 

All of the study areas offer local recreation opportunities for area residents.  

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, 

describe. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not displace exsting recreational 

uses. 

c. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, 

including recreational opportunities to be provided by the project or 

applicant. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result impacts on recreational 

opportunities and no mitigation is proposed. Future project specific development 

proposals within the study areas that may result in recreation  impacts will be 

reviewed consistent with the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and 

applicable provisions of the Kittitas County Code. 

13.  Historic and Cultural Preservation 

a. Are there any places or objects listed on or eligible for national, state, or 

local preservation registers known to be on or next to the site?  If so, 

generally describe. 

Sites in or near the study areas that are on the national or state register include: 

Snoqualmie Pass:  The Lake Keechelus Snowshed Bridge, located on I-90 near 

Snoqualmie Pass (National Register, Washington Heritage Register) 
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Vantage:  None 

Cityo f Kittitas UGA:  The Kittitas Depot of the Chicago, Milwaukiee, St. Paul 

and Pacific Railroad, located in the City of Kittitas. (National Register, 

Washington Heritage Register) 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archeological, 

scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site. 

There are no known landmarks or evidence of historic, archeological, scientific 

or cultural importance known in the study areas.  However, it is likely that the 

study areas contain such features.   

c. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any. 

As a non-project action, the proposal is not expected to impact historic or 

cultural features and no mitigation is proposed. Future project-specific 

development proposals will be reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County 

Environmental Policy (KCC Title 15) to identify potential environmental 

impacts and applicable mitigating measures. 

Future site-specific project actions would be subject to further environmental 

review on a case-by-case basis.  Future projects would be required to adhere to 

and comply with all State and Federal historical/archaeological preservation 

laws, should any artifacts or items be discovered during construction.  

Washington cultural resource laws (RCW 27.53) state that no known 

archaeological resources or site can knowingly be damaged without obtaining a 

certified permit from the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (OAHP).  Also under Washington State law, all archaeological sites 

and resources are protected on private and public lands (RCW 27.53). Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, stipulates 

early, often, and continuous consultation with the project's Federal/State lead 

agency and affected Native American Tribe(s) depending on the jurisdiction of 

the proposed project.   

14.  Transportation 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed 

access to the existing street system.  Show on site plans, if any. 

Snoqualmie Pass:  I-90 and SR 906 and numerous county roads serve the area.  

Highest volumes are at Hyak Drive E at two locations and Snoqualmie Drive at 

two locations.  Future roadway capacity and operating efficiency have not been 

identified as an issue.  However, depending on the future level of development, 

there is a possibility for the intersections along Hyak Drive E and SR 906 to 

exceed the adopted level of service (LOS) standard. 

Vantage:  Of the county roads serving the area, Vantage Highway and 

Huntzinger Road have the highest volumes.  Future roadway capacity and 

operating efficiency are not constraints. 
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City of Kittitas UGA:  Under existing traffic conditions, all roads within and 

adjacent to the potential Kittitas UGA are estimated to operate at LOS A, which 

is well within the City and County standard of LOS C. These roads are also 

expected to accommodate additional traffic resulting from typical regional 

growth through 2025, and still maintain operations at LOS A. Build-out of 

potential new residential and commercial development under the UGA land use 

options could generate substantial additional traffic in the area. However, a 

considerable level of additional development would be able to occur before 

capacity improvements would be warranted. It is not expected that additional 

capacity improvements would be needed within the first six years of the planning 

period. Areas within the potential UGA boundaries that are currently 

undeveloped, particularly in the potential commercial areas to the south the 

existing city, are not served by the existing roadway system. Additional roads 

will be needed to provide support access and circulation for development in 

these areas. The City has identified potential future roads to serve the expanded 

UGA in Appendix E of its Comprehensive Plan. As population and employment 

growth occurs, the City and County would need to monitor traffic conditions, 

and conduct more detailed traffic impact analysis as part of future development 

agreements. Transportation improvements (or impact fees to contribute toward 

transportation improvements) to ensure that the transportation system is adequate 

to support planned land use can be required as a condition of future development 

approval. 

b. Is the site currently served by public transit?  If not, what is the 

approximate distance to the nearest transit stop? 

Snoqualmie Pass:  No regular transit service.  Private charter buses provide 

access to the ski resort in the winter. 

Vantage:  No regular transit service.   

City of Kittitas UGA: No regular transit service. 

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many 

would the project eliminate? 

The non-project proposal would not provide or eliminate parking spaces.  

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to 

existing roads or streets, not including driveways?  If so, generally describe. 

Please refer to the response to Question 14.a, above. 

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 

transportation?  If so, generally describe. 

The non-project proposal would not use water, rail or air transportation. 

f.  How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed 

project?  If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur. 
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The non-project proposal woulc not generate vehicular trips. Please refer to the 

response to Question 14.a, above. 

 g. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if 

any. 

As a non project action, the proposal will not impact transportation and no 

mitigation is proposed.  Future project-specific development proposals will be 

reviewed pursuant to SEPA and the County Environmental Policy (KCC Title 

15) to identify potential environmental impacts and applicable mitigating 

measures. 

In general, roads segments and intersections that are approaching the adopted 

LOS standard would be evaluated and improved as needed before additional 

development could be allowed.  Issues that would be reviewed include access, 

circulation, paving and safety, among others. 

15.  Public Services 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for 

example:  fire protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)?  If 

so, generally explain. 

The non-project proposal would not directly result in an increased need for 

public services. Existing services are briefly summarized below. 

Police: The Kittitas County Sheriff Department provides law enforcement 

throughout the County. Calls for service have generally increased in recent 

years, particularly in fast-growing Snoqualmie Pass area.  

Fire and Emergency Medical Services: County fire districts provides 

emergency response to fire and medical emergencies through out the County. In 

addition, the Snoqualmie Pass Fire and Rescue District serves the Snoqualmie 

Pass area in both King and Kittitas counties. 

Schools: The study areas are served by the Easton School District and the 

Kittitas School District. Student enrollment in these disctricts has been stagnant 

or declining in recent years, with the exception of the Kittitas School District 

which serves the Vantage area.  

b. Describe proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public 

services. 

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result in public service impacts 

and no mitigation is proposed. Future project specific development proposals 

within the study areas that may result in public service impacts will be reviewed 

consistent with the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable 

provisions of the Kittitas County Code.   

16.  Utilities 

a. Underline utilities currently available at the site: 



Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  

September 2010 SEPA Checklist 28 

Electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic 

systems, other 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing 

the service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the 

immediate vicinity, which might be needed. 

Snoqualmie Pass: The Snoqualmie Pass Utility District provides water and 

sewer service to most of the western and central portions of the study area.  A 

portion of the eastern part of the study area is served by a private water system 

and does not have sanitary sewer service. 

Vantage: Based on information provided by representatives of the Vantage 

Water System there are lines that effectively serve the town and area west of 

town. To the south of the freeway, there is a 6-inch steel main, wells, original 

fire hydrants, and spur lines that cover the bulk of that property. While it is not 

currently connected to the Vantage Water System, representatives of the Vantage 

Water System understand that development plans allow for a complete 

infrastructure replacement and potential operating agreement. To the north of 

town, the State Park museum is served by Vantage Water System, and there 

appears to be an easement and means to service the private parcel north of the 

museum. That area also has old exempt wells, septic systems, and means of 

service.  

Sanitary sewer service is provided by Kittitas County Water District #6, which 

serves the area around the town and areas to the north and south along the 

Columbia River.   

City of Kittitas UGA:  With its existing capital facilities and those planned in 

the 2007 Comprehensive Plan, the City of Kittitas as the prime service provider 

can meet all its capital facility needs (administrative services, fire, police, parks 

and recreation, schools, stormwater, sewer, and water) over the planning period 

up to 2025 for all the land capacity options being considered for the 

Comprehensive Plan update.  

As a non-project action, the proposal would not result in impacts on utilities and 

no mitigation is proposed. Future project specific development proposals within 

the study areas that may result in impacts on utilities will be reviewed consistent 

with the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and applicable provisions of the 

Kittitas County Code.   

C.  SIGNATURE 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that the lead 

agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Signature: __________________________________________ 

Date Submitted: _____________________________________ 



Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  

September 2010 SEPA Checklist 29 

D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS  

(DO NOT USE THIS SHEET FOR PROJECT ACTIONS) 

 

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the 

list of the elements of the environment. 

  

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities 

likely to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate 

than if the proposal were not implemented.  Respond briefly and in general terms. 

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions 

to air; production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or 

production of noise? 

See Sections B 2, 3 and 7.   

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 

See Sections B 2, 3 and 7.   

2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine 

life? 

Please refer to Sections B 4 and 5.  

 Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine 

life are: 

Please refer to Sections B 4 and 5.  

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources? 

Please refer to Section B.6.a. 

 Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are: 

Please refer to Section B.6.c. 

4. How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive 

areas or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental 

protection; such as parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or 

endangered species habitat, historic or cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, 

or prime farmlands? 

Please refer to Section B. 
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 Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts 

are: 

Please refer to Section B. 

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including 

whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible 

with existing plans? 

See Section B8. 

 Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are: 

See Section B8. 

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or 

public services and utilities? 

See Sections B14 and 16. 

 Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 

See Sections B14 and 16. 

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, State, or 

Federal laws or requirements for the protection of the environment. 

See Section B. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

Countywide Planning Policies 
 

Proposed amendments to the Countywide Planning policies are as follows: 

 

 
 
This proposed change reflects the changed population allocation for the City of Kittitas UGA from 2,250 

to 2,056.  The remaining 194 population allocation was moved to the “reserve population allocation” 

column and will only be allowed after further detailed planning is conducted that is consistent with GMA 

and SEPA, addressing topics such as land use, capital facilities, and environmental conditions. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Comprehensive Plan  

Chapter 8.2.2 Description of Rural Lands 
 

 

Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text related to the Snoqualmie Pass land use 

designation are as follows: 

 

8.2.2.  Description of Rural Lands 

Kittitas County lies within the Upper Yakima River watershed near the 

geographic center of Washington State. Lands range from coniferous forestlands 

of the mountains and foothills in the north and west to arid rangeland to the south 

and east. Mountains and high hills ring an extensive irrigated area known as the 

Kittitas Valley where most of the County‟s residents live. The County Seat and 

Central Washington University reside on the valley floor in the city of Ellensburg. 

Other incorporated areas throughout Kittitas County include: Cle Elum, South Cle 

Elum, Roslyn, and Kittitas. These areas have adopted designated Urban Growth 

Areas (UGA‟s). A rural lands designated “Limited Area of More Intensive Rural 

Development” (LAMIRD) has been assigned to Snoqualmie Pass, Easton, Ronald, 

Thorp, and Vantage; and Snoqualmie Pass has been designated as an existing 

Master Planned Resort (MPR). Other un-incorporated communities presumably 

designated as rural areas include: Liberty, Thrall, Lauderdale, Sunlight Waters, 

Fairview, Denmark, Badger Pocket, Elk Heights, Teanaway, Reecer Creek, and 

Sky Meadows, as well as others. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Development Code Revisions 

Title 15A Site Plan Review and Title 17 Zoning 
 

Revisions to the Kittitas County Code (KCC) related to the Snoqualmie Pass land use 

designation that are recommended to implement the recommendations presented in this 

document are as follows: 

 

Chapter 15A.13 

SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Sections 

15A.13.010 Purpose. 

15A.13.020 Applicability. 

15A.13.030 Procedures. 

15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 

15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 

15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 

15A.13.010 Purpose. 

Site plan review is an evaluation of development plans to identify compliance with applicable 

regulations, requirements and standards; to ensure that the proposal is coordinated with known and 

planned development on adjacent sites and within the subarea; to determine whether roads, access, 

capital facilities and utilities are adequate to serve the proposed development; and to ensure that 

development will protect the health, safety and general welfare of County residents. (Ord. 2009-25, 

2009) 

15A.13.020 Applicability. 

Site plan review and approval is required prior to the development, occupancy or use of any site within 

the Snoqualmie Subarea. Site plan review shall apply to all new development, redevelopment, 

expansion or site improvements that will change the physical conditions of a site and is required prior 

to issuance of building permit. Site plan review is not intended to review and determine the 

appropriateness of a given use on a particular site. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.030 Procedures. 

1. The process for review of a site plan shall be as follows:  

a. Review of proposals that are consistent with the applicable land use designation in the 

Comprehensive Plan, Resort Plan, and Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with the 

applicable zoning designation shall be processed as an administrative decision and shall 

be determined by the Director of Community Development Services pursuant to KCC 

15A.07.  

b. Review for proposals that also require preliminary subdivision approval or zoning 

reclassification shall be heard and decided by the Hearing Examiner, consistent with 

the procedures rezones specified in KCC 15A.03.  

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.010
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.020
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.030
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.040
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.050
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.060
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03
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2. Site plan review may be conducted independently or concurrently with any other development 

approval or permit required by this title.  

3. Preapplication conference. A preapplication conference between the applicant and County staff 

is optional but is recommended. Refer to KCC 15A.03.020.  

4. Application Requirements. An application for site plan review shall include the following:  

a. Narrative description of the proposal including: (a) site size, building size, and 

impervious surface coverage, and amount of area devoted to open space and 

recreation, landscaping and parking; calculations of gross and net density (b) 

designations of the property in the Comprehensive Plan, Snoqualmie Subarea Plan and 

zoning; (c) elevations and perspective drawings of proposed structures and other 

proposed improvements; (d) any agreements, covenants or other provisions that affect 

the proposal; and (e) signatures, mailing addresses and phone numbers of all owners of 

record or agents of the subject property.  

b. Vicinity map, showing site boundaries and existing roads and accesses within and 

bounding the site;  

c. Site plans, drawn to a scale no less than one inch equals fifty feet, showing the location 

and size of uses, buffer and open space areas, landscaped areas, areas of disturbance 

outside building footprints, and any existing structures, easements and utilities;  

d. Topographic map, based on a site survey, delineating existing contours at no less that 

5-foot intervals, and which locates existing streams, wetlands and other natural 

features;  

e. Conceptual landscape plan;  

f. Parking and circulation plan;  

g. Preliminary stormwater management plan;  

h. Preliminary utilities plan;  

i. Other reports or studies as determined applicable by the Director, including but not 

limited to geotechnical, critical areas, and/or traffic;  

j. SEPA environmental checklist unless the proposal is categorically exempt per KCC 

15.04, Environmental Policy, or the applicant has agreed to prepare an environmental 

impact statement;  

k. A list of the names and addresses of property owners of record within 500 feet of the 

project boundaries. The Director of Community Development Services may modify these 

requirements based on the size, scope and complexity of the proposal.  

5. Review and processing of applications for site plan review shall follow the procedures for 

review of other project permits as specified in KCC 15A.03. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 

To be approved, or approved with conditions, a site plan must be consistent with the County's 

Comprehensive Plan, Resort Plan, and the Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with all applicable 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.03.020
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03
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development regulations, codes and other County requirements. A proposed site plan shall also satisfy 

the criteria of KCC 17.60B.050. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 

Proposed alterations to an approved site plan shall be processed consistent with KCC 17.36.070. (Ord. 

2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 

Appeals of decisions on site plans shall follow the procedures of KCC 15A.07. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

 

 

Table A 

  Step 1 

Public 

Comment  

Period 

Step 2 

Open 

Record 

Hearing 

Step 3 

Decision 

Step 4 

Open 

Record 

Appeal 

Step 5 

Closed 

Record 

Appeal 

Step 6 

Judicial 

Appeal* 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

Site Plan Review: 15 days None Staff BOCC None Sup. Court 

Zoning Variance: 15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Zoning Administrative Conditional 

Uses5: 

15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Short Plats: 15 days None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

Segregations/Lot Line Adjustments: None None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: Appeals of threshold 

determinations: 

15 days None Staff BOA/HE None Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: The exercise of 

substantive SEPA authority and 

adequacy of an EIS1: 

15 days None Staff BOA/BCC2 None Sup. Court 

Independent administrative rulings: None None Staff BOA/BCC3 None Sup. Court 

QUASI-JUDICIAL 

Zoning Conditional Uses: 15 days BOA BOA None None Sup. Court 

Long Plats: 15 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Shorelines Substantial 

Development/Cnd. Use: 

15 days BOA BOA None None Shorelines 

Board 

Shorelines Setback Variance: 15 days HE BOA None None Shorelines 

Board 

Site-Specific Rezone to Zoning Map 

(Including PUD)4: 

30 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Development Agreement: 30 days BCC None None None Sup. Court 

(Ord. 2009-25, 2009; Ord. 2000-07; Ord. 98-10, 1998) 

1 See KCC 15A.01.040 for clarification of roles and responsibilities. 

2 Open record appeals of SEPA actions are heard by the hearing body making the decision on, or hearing the appeal 

of, the underlying application. 

3 BOA for all actions associated with a project before them, all independent actions regarding KCC Title 17, 

Zoning; BCC for all actions associated with a project before them, and for independent actions regarding all 

county policies, codes, and standards not associated with KCC Title 17, Zoning. 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.60B.050
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.36.070
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.01.040
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp
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4 Unless the rezone requires a comprehensive plan amendment which would then follow the comprehensive plan 

amendment process as outlined in KCC Title 15B. 

5 In the event that a procedural appeal is filed pursuant to Chapter 15A.04 KCC, the BOA shall consider and issue a 

final decision on both the administrative appeal and the underlying project permit application under a single 

consolidated open record hearing. In such an event, the BOA's decision on the underlying application shall be 

quasi-judicial. 

Legend: 

       BCC - Board of County Commissioners 

       BOA - Board of Adjustment 

       HE - Hearing Examiner 

       PC - Planning Commission 

       Staff - County administration 

NOTE: In the case of combined applications which require public hearings before the planning commission and the 

board of adjustment, a joint hearing shall be held, and the board of adjustment decision shall be final and the 

planning commission recommendation transmitted to the board of commissioners for decision. 

NOTE: In the case of application requiring combined legislative and quasi-judicial actions, a development 

agreement may provide for appropriate review and hearing body. 

* Please review state revised and administrative code for appropriate judicial reviewing bodies. 

 

 

17.37.050 Applications/approvals required for existing resorts. 

1. Designation. An existing resort may be designated by the county as a master planned resort, 

consistent with RCW 36.70A.362, through approval of a sub-area plan, resort plan, and adoption 

of an MPR zoning overlay. The sub-area plan, resort plan, and applicable zoning shall establish 

the range of uses, and the density, intensity and character of development that is permitted 

within the resort.  

2. Development applications. Following designation of the site as an MPR, a property owner may 

submit a site-specific development application to the County which shall include an application 

for site plan review per KCC 15A.13. A development agreement, consistent with KCC 15A.11 

and RCW 36.70B.170, may be submitted in conjunction with each development application.  

3. Environmental review pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, RCW 43,21C), shall 

occur and shall address significant impacts associated with development and redevelopment of 

the existing resort. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15b.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.04
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.362
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.13
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.11
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70B.170
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.21C
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Notice of Application 

Kittitas County Eastern Washington Growth Hearings Board Decision Compliance 

SEPA Environmental Review 

 

 

Pursuant to 36.70B RCW, notice is hereby given that Kittitas County did on September 21, 2010 

deem complete a SEPA Environmental Checklist from Kittitas County for the non-project action 

for the  Kittitas County Eastern Washington Growth Hearings Board Decision Compliance (Case 

No. 07-1-0004c). 

 

Any person desiring to express his views or to be notified of the action taken on this application 

should contact the Kittitas County Community Development Services Department (CDS).  The 

submitted application and related filed documents may be examined by the public at the CDS 

office between 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. at 411 North Ruby, Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA 98926.  

Phone (509) 962-7506.  Staff Planner: Dan Valoff 

 

Written comments from the public may be submitted to the Kittitas County Community 

Development Services no later than October 8, 2010 at 5:00 p.m., after which a SEPA threshold 

determination will be issued pursuant to 43.21C RCW (State Environmental Policy Act) and 

WAC 197-11-355 (Optional DNS Process).  This may be the only opportunity to comment on 

the environmental impacts of this proposal pursuant to SEPA, as a Determination of Non-

Significance (DNS) is expected to be issued.  A copy of this subsequent threshold determination 

will be available to the public upon request.  This proposal may include, incorporate or require 

mitigation measures under applicable codes regardless of whether a Determination of 

Significance (DS) is issued and subsequent Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared.  

 

 

Dated:  September 21, 2010 

Publish Daily Record:  September 23, 2010, September 30, 2010 

Publish NKC Tribune:  September 23, 2010 
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KITTITAS COUNTY 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

 
AGENDA STAFF REPORT 

 
 
AGENDA DATE:   September 21, 2010 
  
ACTION REQUESTED:      Set a Public Hearing on October 12, 2010 to 

consider revisions to the Kittitas County 
Comprehensive Plan for compliance with GMA. 

            
 
BACKGROUND:   To hold a public hearing to consider the 

Planning Commission’s recommendations 
addressing the Eastern Washington Growth 
Management Hearings Board’s (EWGMHB), 
which issued an order of non-compliance with 
the GMA and a determination of invalidity of 
the County’s Comprehensive Plan, remanding 
the Plan to the County for revisions.  The 
proposal to address the EWGMHB decision in 
summary addresses: 
 

 Snoqualmie Pass: New designation for 
former UGN area 

 Vantage: New designation for former UGN 
area 

 City of Kittitas UGA analysis: Boundary, 
land capacity, capital facilities 
assessments. 

 Measures to implement above 
recommendations: a) Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Designations and Zoning, b) 
Revisions to Countywide Planning Policies; 
c) Comprehensive Plan Policies; and d) 
Revisions to Kittitas County Code. 

 
INTERACTION:   Community Development Services 
   
RECOMMENDATION: Set a Public Hearing 
 
HANDLING: Return one signed copy to CDS 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Notice of Public Hearing 
  
LEAD STAFF:   Jan Ollivier 
     Interim Planning Manager 
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Staff Recommendations 
Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010 

Introduction 
This document summarizes preliminary staff recommendations for compliance with the Growth Management 
Hearings Board for Eastern Washington findings regarding: 

• Land use designation in Snoqualmie Pass and Vantage unincorporated study areas 

• Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundary and land use designations for the City of Kittitas 

The staff recommendations provided in this document will be presented to the Planning Commission at the 
public hearing scheduled for August 10, 2010.  Recommendations reflect the Fourth Order finding continuing 
noncompliance and invalidity as to legal issues 2, 5, 6, 12, and 14, issued by the Growth Management Hearings 
Board for Eastern Washington.  Public meetings were held on July 27, 2010 and July 29, 2010 to inform the 
public on the Growth Management Hearings Board’s findings and the County’s considerations in response to the 
findings.   

The first part of this report contains specific recommendations and discussion of options for the two study areas 
and the City of Kittitas UGA.  This discussion is followed by recommended changes to the Kittitas County 
Countywide Planning Policies, the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan, and the Kittitas County Code that are 
generally applicable to the study areas.   

Study Area Recommendations  
The following section describes the specific recommendations for the Snoqualmie Pass and Vantage 
unincorporated study areas and the City of Kittitas UGA expansion.   

Snoqualmie Pass  
Designate the existing developed areas along the ski resorts as Rural Activity Center (Type 1) and the area with 
existing cabins in the eastern portion of the study area as Recreational Center (Type 2) LAMIRDs.   Type 1 
recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and redevelopment, but not new growth and would constrain 
future expansion and sewer service delivery outside the boundaries defined by pre-1990 development.  Type 2 
is consistent with recreational and resort uses and allows for infill, redevelopment, and limited new growth.  
They can provide higher level of public services, but cannot contribute to rural sprawl.  They must be defined by 
a logical outer boundary and once established, the LAMIRD boundary is fixed.  

• Combined LAMIRD I and II are 474 acres. 

• LAMIRD designations have the capacity for an additional 2,859 persons, 1,254 residences, and 120 jobs. 

• Designation is consistent with the adjoining Rural Village LAMIRD in King County. 
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Figure 1.  Snoqualmie Pass LAMIRD Type 1 and Type 2 proposal 
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Vantage 
The Rural Activity Center (Type 1) LAMIRD boundary has been reduced to the size shown in red in the figure.  
This reduction excludes the undeveloped land (about 150 acres) in the western half as shown within the blue 
boundary in the figure below.  The area within the blue boundary is predominately undevelopable steep sloped 
land.   

The Type 1 LAMIRD recognizes historical rural towns, allows for infill and redevelopment, but not new growth.  A 
higher level of public services can be provided, but this cannot contribute to rural sprawl. 

Figure 2.  Vantage LAMIRD Type 1 Revised Boundary 
 

 

 

 
  



Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2010  Page 4 of 10 
 

City of Kittitas UGA 
The City of Kittitas UGA expansion area has been reduced as illustrated in Figure 3 below and described as 
follows: 

• Revise the UGA boundaries with the revised land capacity analysis. 

• Future population of 2,056 based on Residential land capacity analysis. 

• Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

• Addition of 885 employees based on employment method 4. 

• Urban reserve designation for areas removed from consideration as UGA. 

This reduced UGA expansion is referred to as Option 2 in the technical memorandums prepared by Jones and 
Stokes, ICF and Berk and Associates (Attachment A).  This option has been studied for capital facility and 
transportation implications.  This option can be served based on the capital facility and transportation standards 
and facilities proposed, with option 2 having a population growth that is similar to that studied in the City’s 
capital facility plans and is more compatible with the City’s water plan. 

UGA boundaries exclude the area east of No. 81 Road and the area west of the wastewater facility.  These two 
areas will be designated as Urban Reserve.  Thus, if future growth in the City indicated that UGA boundary 
expansion is warranted, these are the areas that would be first considered for expansion. 

This reduced expansion area allows for future commercial development to be focused in the area of highest 
importance to the City, which is the area to the east of the wastewater facility and north of I-90.  This change is 
also a more measured approach that allows for priority areas to be developed first, and if there is a greater 
demand, to expand the UGA as needed. 
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Figure 3.  City of Kittitas UGA boundary Revised Expansion 
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Countywide Planning Policies 
Proposed amendments to the Countywide Planning policies are as follows: 

 

This proposed change reflects the changed population allocation for the City of Kittitas UGA from 2,250 to 2,056.  
The remaining 194 population allocation was moved to the “reserve population allocation” column and will only 
be allowed after further detailed planning is conducted that is consistent with GMA and SEPA, addressing topics 
such as land use, capital facilities, and environmental conditions. 

Comprehensive Plan 
Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan text are as follows: 

 

Description of Rural Lands 

Kittitas County lies within the Upper Yakima River watershed near the geographic center of Washington State. 
Lands range from coniferous forestlands of the mountains and foothills in the north and west to arid rangeland to 
the south and east. Mountains and high hills ring an extensive irrigated area known as the Kittitas Valley where 
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most of the County’s residents live. The County Seat and Central Washington University reside on the valley 
floor in the city of Ellensburg. Other incorporated areas throughout Kittitas County include: Cle Elum, South Cle 
Elum, Roslyn, and Kittitas. These areas have adopted designated Urban Growth Areas (UGA’s). A rural lands 
designated “Limited Area of More Intensive Rural Development” (LAMIRD) has been assigned to Snoqualmie 
Pass, Easton, Ronald, Thorp, and Vantage; and Snoqualmie Pass has been designated as an existing Master 
Planned Resort (MPR). Other un-incorporated communities presumably designated as rural areas include: 
Liberty, Thrall, Lauderdale, Sunlight Waters, Fairview, Denmark, Badger Pocket, Elk Heights, Teanaway, Reecer 
Creek, and Sky Meadows, as well as others. 

Kittitas County Code 
Revisions to the Kittitas County Code (KCC) that are recommended to implement the recommendations 
presented in this document are as follows: 

Chapter 15A.13 
SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Sections 
15A.13.010 Purpose. 
15A.13.020 Applicability. 
15A.13.030 Procedures. 
15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 
15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 
15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 

15A.13.010 Purpose. 
Site plan review is an evaluation of development plans to identify compliance with applicable regulations, 
requirements and standards; to ensure that the proposal is coordinated with known and planned development 
on adjacent sites and within the subarea; to determine whether roads, access, capital facilities and utilities 
are adequate to serve the proposed development; and to ensure that development will protect the health, 
safety and general welfare of County residents. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.020 Applicability. 
Site plan review and approval is required prior to the development, occupancy or use of any site within the 
Snoqualmie Subarea. Site plan review shall apply to all new development, redevelopment, expansion or site 
improvements that will change the physical conditions of a site and is required prior to issuance of building 
permit. Site plan review is not intended to review and determine the appropriateness of a given use on a 
particular site. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.030 Procedures. 

1. The process for review of a site plan shall be as follows:  
a. Review of proposals that are consistent with the applicable land use designation in the 

Comprehensive Plan, Resort Plan, and Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with the applicable 
zoning designation shall be processed as an administrative decision and shall be determined by 
the Director of Community Development Services pursuant to KCC 15A.07.  

b. Review for proposals that also require preliminary subdivision approval or zoning 
reclassification shall be heard and decided by the Hearing Examiner, consistent with the 
procedures rezones specified in KCC 15A.03.  

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.010�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.020�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.030�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.040�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.050�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.13.060�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03�
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2. Site plan review may be conducted independently or concurrently with any other development 
approval or permit required by this title.  

3. Preapplication conference. A preapplication conference between the applicant and County staff is 
optional but is recommended. Refer to KCC 15A.03.020.  

4. Application Requirements. An application for site plan review shall include the following:  
a. Narrative description of the proposal including: (a) site size, building size, and impervious 

surface coverage, and amount of area devoted to open space and recreation, landscaping and 
parking; calculations of gross and net density (b) designations of the property in the 
Comprehensive Plan, Snoqualmie Subarea Plan and zoning; (c) elevations and perspective 
drawings of proposed structures and other proposed improvements; (d) any agreements, 
covenants or other provisions that affect the proposal; and (e) signatures, mailing addresses 
and phone numbers of all owners of record or agents of the subject property.  

b. Vicinity map, showing site boundaries and existing roads and accesses within and bounding the 
site;  

c. Site plans, drawn to a scale no less than one inch equals fifty feet, showing the location and 
size of uses, buffer and open space areas, landscaped areas, areas of disturbance outside 
building footprints, and any existing structures, easements and utilities;  

d. Topographic map, based on a site survey, delineating existing contours at no less that 5-foot 
intervals, and which locates existing streams, wetlands and other natural features;  

e. Conceptual landscape plan;  
f. Parking and circulation plan;  
g. Preliminary stormwater management plan;  
h. Preliminary utilities plan;  
i. Other reports or studies as determined applicable by the Director, including but not limited to 

geotechnical, critical areas, and/or traffic;  
j. SEPA environmental checklist unless the proposal is categorically exempt per KCC 15.04, 

Environmental Policy, or the applicant has agreed to prepare an environmental impact 
statement;  

k. A list of the names and addresses of property owners of record within 500 feet of the project 
boundaries. The Director of Community Development Services may modify these requirements 
based on the size, scope and complexity of the proposal.  

5. Review and processing of applications for site plan review shall follow the procedures for review of 
other project permits as specified in KCC 15A.03. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

15A.13.040 Criteria for approval. 
To be approved, or approved with conditions, a site plan must be consistent with the County's Comprehensive 
Plan, Resort Plan, and the Snoqualmie Pass Subarea Plan, and with all applicable development regulations, 
codes and other County requirements. A proposed site plan shall also satisfy the criteria of KCC 17.60B.050. 
(Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

15A.13.050 Amendments to approved site plans. 
Proposed alterations to an approved site plan shall be processed consistent with KCC 17.36.070. (Ord. 2009-25, 
2009) 

15A.13.060 Appeals of site plan determinations. 
Appeals of decisions on site plans shall follow the procedures of KCC 15A.07. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009) 

 
 

Table A 

  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.03.020�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.03�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.60B.050�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp#17.36.070�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.07�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp�
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Public 
Comment  

Period 

Open 
Record 
Hearing 

Decision Open 
Record 
Appeal 

Closed 
Record 
Appeal 

Judicial 
Appeal* 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
Site Plan Review: 15 days None Staff BOCC None Sup. Court 

Zoning Variance: 15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Zoning Administrative Conditional Uses5: 15 days None Staff BOA None Sup. Court 

Short Plats: 15 days None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

Segregations/Lot Line Adjustments: None None Staff BCC None Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: Appeals of threshold 
determinations: 

15 days None Staff BOA/HE None 
BCC 

Sup. Court 

SEPA Actions: The exercise of substantive 
SEPA authority and adequacy of an EIS1: 

15 days None Staff BOA/BCC2 None Sup. Court 

Independent administrative rulings: None None Staff BOA/BCC3 None Sup. Court 

QUASI-JUDICIAL 
Zoning Conditional Uses: 15 days BOA BOA None None Sup. Court 

Long Plats: 15 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Shorelines Substantial Development/Cnd. 
Use: 

15 days BOA BOA None None Shorelines 
Board 

Shorelines Setback Variance: 15 days HE BOA None None Shorelines 
Board 

Site-Specific Rezone to Zoning Map 
(Including PUD)4: 

30 days HE BCC None None Sup. Court 

Development Agreement: 30 days BCC None None None Sup. Court 

(Ord. 2009-25, 2009; Ord. 2000-07; Ord. 98-10, 1998) 

1 See KCC 15A.01.040 for clarification of roles and responsibilities. 

2 Open record appeals of SEPA actions are heard by the hearing body making the decision on, or hearing the appeal of, the 
underlying application. 

3 BOA for all actions associated with a project before them, all independent actions regarding KCC Title 17, Zoning; BCC for 
all actions associated with a project before them, and for independent actions regarding all county policies, codes, and 
standards not associated with KCC Title 17, Zoning. 

4 Unless the rezone requires a comprehensive plan amendment which would then follow the comprehensive plan 
amendment process as outlined in KCC Title 15B. 

5 In the event that a procedural appeal is filed pursuant to Chapter 15A.04 KCC, the BOA shall consider and issue a final 
decision on both the administrative appeal and the underlying project permit application under a single consolidated open 
record hearing. In such an event, the BOA's decision on the underlying application shall be quasi-judicial. 

Legend: 
       BCC - Board of County Commissioners 
       BOA - Board of Adjustment 
       HE - Hearing Examiner 
       PC - Planning Commission 
       Staff - County administration 

NOTE: In the case of combined applications which require public hearings before the planning commission and the board of 
adjustment, a joint hearing shall be held, and the board of adjustment decision shall be final and the planning commission 
recommendation transmitted to the board of commissioners for decision. 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#15A.01.040�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title17.asp�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15b.asp�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.04�
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NOTE: In the case of application requiring combined legislative and quasi-judicial actions, a development agreement may 
provide for appropriate review and hearing body. 

* Please review state revised and administrative code for appropriate judicial reviewing bodies. 

 

 

17.37.050 Applications/approvals required for existing resorts. 

1. Designation. An existing resort may be designated by the county as a master planned resort, consistent 
with RCW 36.70A.362, through approval of a sub-area plan, resort plan, and adoption of an MPR zoning 
overlay. The sub-area plan, resort plan, and applicable zoning shall establish the range of uses, and the 
density, intensity and character of development that is permitted within the resort.  

2. Development applications. Following designation of the site as an MPR, a property owner may submit a 
site-specific development application to the County which shall include an application for site plan 
review per KCC 15A.13. A development agreement, consistent with KCC 15A.11 and RCW 36.70B.170, 
may be submitted in conjunction with each development application.  

3. Environmental review pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, RCW 43,21C), shall occur 
and shall address significant impacts associated with development and redevelopment of the existing 
resort. (Ord. 2009-25, 2009)  

 

 

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.362�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.13�
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/boc/countycode/title15a.asp#Chapter_15A.11�
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70B.170�
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.21C�


Dear Ms. Ollivier:

Transportation Planner
Kittitas County
411 North Ruby Street Suite 1
Ellensburg, Washington  98296          

Thank you for sending the Washington State Department of Commerce (Commerce) the following materials as 
required under RCW 36.70A.106.  Please keep this letter as documentation that you have met this procedural 
requirement.

August 10, 2010

Jan Ollivier

County of Kittitas - Proposed revision of its comprehensive plan for the purpose of compliance with 
Case No. 07-1-0004c of the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board.  These materials 
were received on July 29, 2010 and processed with the Material ID # 15948.

We have forwarded a copy of this notice to other state agencies.

If you have any questions, please call me at 360.725.3045.

Sincerely,

Joyce Phillips
Growth Management Planner
Growth Management Services

If this submitted material is an adopted amendment, then please keep this letter as documentation that you 
have met the procedural requirement under RCW 36.70A.106.

If you have submitted this material as a draft amendment, then final adoption may occur no earlier than sixty 
days following the date of receipt by Commerce.  Please remember to submit the final adopted amendment 
to Commerce within ten days of adoption.



 

KITTITAS COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
411 N. Ruby St., Suite 2, Ellensburg, WA  98926 

CDS@CO.KITTITAS.WA.US 

Office (509) 962-7506 

Fax (509) 962-7682 

 
 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

KITTITAS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE PROJECT 

 
On August 10, 2010 at 6:30 pm the Kittitas County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at the Kittitas 

County Courthouse, Commissioners’ Auditorium Room 109, 205 West 5
th
 Avenue, Ellensburg, WA to make 

recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners addressing findings of the Eastern Washington Growth 

Management Hearings Board and Kittitas County Code amendments regarding Transfer of Development Rights.  

The Planning Commission may make a final decision upon close of the public hearings or continue them to specific 

dates and times for review of the record, deliberation, and decision.  Verbal and written testimony will be accepted 

during the hearings.  Written comments may be submitted during regular business hours at:  Kittitas County 

Community Development Services (CDS), 411 N. Ruby, Ellensburg, WA 98926.  The draft documents can be 

viewed at the CDS office or website: www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compplan 

 
Publish: July 30 and August 5, 2010 Daily Record; and August 5, 2010 NKC Tribune 

 

 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compplan
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Suggested amendments to the County’s Compre-

hensive Plan are docketed with Community De-

velopment Services each year for consideration 

by the Kittitas County Planning Commission and 

Board of County Commissioners (KCC 

15B.03.030).  The 2010 docket is as follows:  

1. Ellensburg UGA Commercial Ag De-designation.  

2. Thorp Resource Land Reserve Evaluation.  

3. BDG Forest Land De-Designation.  

4. Murphy Forest Land De-Designation.  

5. Keechelus Forest Land De-Designation.  

6. Hirsch Forest Land De-Designation.  

7. Mapping Correction in Easton Vicinity - Rural Residential 

to Forest and Range.  

8. Mapping Correction in Southwest Ellensburg Vicinity- 

Urban Residential to General Commercial.  

9. Adoption by Reference of the Ellensburg Economic De-

velopment Group Plan.  

10. Development Regulation  Amendments for Consistency 

and Clarity - KCC 15.04 SEPA Regulations, KCC 15A 

Project Permit Application Process, KCC 15B Amend-

ments to County Plans, Codes, and Standards, KCC 16 

Subdivision, and KCC 17 Zoning. 

11. KCC 16.09 Performance Based Cluster Platting Amend-

ment to Revise Criteria and Rating System. 

12. Thorp LAMIRD III Expansion, Ellison Thorp Estate appli-

cant.  

13. Thorp Travel Center Rezone, Ellison Thorp Estate appli-

cant. 

14. Concrete Batch Plants Conditional Use Clarification, 

Ellensburg Cement Products applicant.  

15. Midvale Rezone, Van de Graaf Ranches, Inc. applicant. 

 

2010 Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 

How does the 

amendment process 

work? 

Suggested changes are submitted 

by 6/30 of each year. 

 
Docket is created and available 

for public review of all suggested 

amendments. 

 
Written comments accepted up 

to the closing of the Board of 

Commissioners’ public hearing. 

 
Public notice provided for any 

study sessions and hearings 

regarding amendments. 

 
A newsletter shall be distributed 

and copies of proposed amend-

ments made available. 

 
The Planning Commission and 
County Commissioners review 

testimony and decide by 12/31 of 

each year. 

 
Notice of Decision is be pub-

lished. 

Inside this issue: 

2010 Annual Compre-

hensive Plan Amend-

ment 

1 

Growth Management 

Act: Comprehensive 

Plan Compliance  

1 

Public Meetings 2 

  
  
  
  

KITTITAS 

COUNTY 

July 2010 Annual Newsletter 

Comprehensive 

Plan 

Growth Management Act: Comprehensive Plan Compliance 

The Eastern Washington 

Growth Hearings Board has 

found the County to be 

noncompliant with GMA 

regarding the adopted City 

of Kittitas Urban Growth 

Area, the Vantage LAMIRD 

area, and the Snoqualmie 

Pass MPR area.   

 
The Eastern Washing-

ton Growth Hearings Board 

Findings are posted on the 

County's website at the 

following location:  

 
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/

cds/compplan2009-

reports.asp 

 
The County will present a 

revised land use designation 

for the three areas at two 

public meetings on July 27th 

and July 29th.    

 
These revised designations 

will then be presented to 

the Planning Commission 

and the Board of County 

Commissioners for approval 

prior to the Hearings Board 

deadline of November 22nd.  

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compplan2009-reports.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compplan2009-reports.asp
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compplan2009-reports.asp


 

 

Community Development 
Services 

411 North Ruby Street, Suite 2 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 

Phone: 509-962-7506 
Fax: 509-962-7682 

E-mail: 
compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us 

Community Development Services and Public Works are sharing staffing resources for the sec-

ond year in a row on major planning activities such as the Annual Comprehensive Plan amend-

ment and the GMA compliance work. The planning team for 2010 includes: 

Dan Valoff, CDS Planner 

Jeff Watson, PWD Planner 

Anna Nelson, Contract Planning Official 

Jan Ollivier, CDS Interim Planning Manager 

Neil Caulkins, Deputy Prosecutor 

KITTITAS COUNTY 

Tuesday, August 24 

Planning Commission Public Hearing 

GMA Compliance & Annual Comp. Plan 

Amendment  

6:00 p.m.  Commissioners’ Auditorium 

 205 West Fifth Street, Ellensburg 

 

Tuesday, October 5 

Board of County Commissioners Public Hearing 

GMA Compliance & Annual Comp. Plan 

Amendment  

6:00 p.m.  Commissioners’ Auditorium 

 205 West Fifth Street, Ellensburg 

 

 

Tuesday, July 27 

GMA Compliance Public Meeting 
6:00 p.m.  Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fair-

grounds Event Center, Ellensburg 

 

Thursday, July 29 

GMA Compliance Public Meeting 
6:00 p.m.  The Summit at Snoqualmie West, 1001 

SR 906, Snoqualmie Pass 

 

Tuesday, August 17 

Annual Comp. Plan Amendment Open House 
4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Upper District Court, 700 

East 1st Street, Cle Elum 

 

Thursday, August 19 

Annual Comp. Plan Amendment Open House 
4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Community Development 

Services, 411 North Ruby, Ellensburg 

 

Upcoming Public Meetings 

From the Cascades ... to the Columbia 

We’re on the Web! 

www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/

compplan 
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