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1. Introduction 

1.1   Purpose 

This report is intended to identify and define the rural character as seen from the perspective of a group of 
Kittitas County citizens.  A questionnaire was developed in January 2012 by the staff of Kittitas County to 
aid in this task. The questionnaire, shown in Appendix A, provides a number of questions designed to 
assist the County in amending the “Rural Element” of the Comprehensive Plan as required by the Eastern 
Washington Growth Management Hearings Board. 

 

Issues intended to be addressed from this early citizens outreach action include: 

 Defining what citizens consider to be “rural,” 

 Justifying why a policy or objective is included in the County’s “rural” element of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and  

 Potentially identifying some of the options for plan and regulation amendment that are acceptable 
to citizens, and discovering those regulations that they understand and agree with. 

 

1.2   Scope 

“Stakeholders” in the context of this questionnaire and report are persons or organizations having some 
potential gain or loss with a particular action, such as the required  Comprehensive Plan amendment. The 
stakeholders in the identification of the “rural” element of the comprehensive plan include those groups and 
individuals who have interest in the development of the Plan.  These individuals and organizations were 
identified through past public meetings, public phone conversations, meetings with County staff and elected 
officials, and other events.  Public agencies that review State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) documents 
are often considered “stakeholders” and were asked to participate for this reason. Citizens with past 
involvement in planning and building issues are identified as stakeholders and are recorded within the 
County’s email list of contacts.  Private interest groups, such as “Futurewise,” members of “Kittitas County 
Conservation Coalition,” “Ridge,” and Native American tribes, such as the Yakama Nation, are also 
identified as stakeholders.   

 

The questions were developed by Kittitas County staff after hearing concerns from a number of interest 
groups and individuals participating in prior Comprehensive Plan compliance project public meetings and 
conversations. Over twenty questions were initially developed by staff in order to obtain responses from 
citizens about issues relating to Kittitas County in general, about the existing Comprehensive Plan, and 
about the regulations within the County all relating to rural character.   The number of questions was 
reduced to ten in three different categories for easing potential time needed to respond.  All issues brought 
out by the participating groups and citizens were planned to be addressed by those ten questions.  

 

Once the questionnaire was developed, it was distributed to these stakeholders.  A total of 317 groups, 
organizations, and private citizens were sent this questionnaire by mail or email.  The stakeholders sent 
this questionnaire were representatives from local, State and Federal agencies, agricultural groups, 
conservation groups, fire districts, the media, tribes and residents. The questionnaire was also placed on 
the County’s website in order to permit other interested citizens the opportunity to respond. 
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1.3   Materials 

All material that was presented to respondents for the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire is located in Appendix 
A.   In Appendix A there is a letter signed by Dan Valoff, planner with the County’s Community 
Development Service, the questionnaire sent to the 317 stakeholders identified, the notice placed upon the 
website for the general public to obtain access to the questionnaire, and an introductory memo that was 
sent via email along with the questionnaire to identified stakeholders. This questionnaire was also placed 
on the County’s website under the “Hot Topics” list for greatest observation and to allow citizens not 
identified as stakeholders the opportunity to answer the questionnaire that were. 

 

2. Results 

2.1   Summary of Participation 

The Stakeholders’ Questionnaire involved 18 respondents, all residing in Kittitas County. The average 
length of residence of those participating in the questionnaire was almost 34 years but varied from 3.5 
years to almost 65 years.  The median time of residence in the County from those responding was 
approximately 30 years, suggesting the length of residence in Kittitas County of the respondents varied but 
not significantly.  The number of respondents living in the County fewer than 34 years was higher than the 
number living in the County more than 34 years.  Three respondents of the questionnaire have resided in 
the County fewer than 10 years. 

The exact responses made to the questionnaire are included in Appendix B. 

 
2.2   Summary of Responses 

It was clear from the responses received from the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire that respondents fell within 
two groups.  One group was pro-development within the “rural” environment.  The other group was for little, 
if any, development within the “rural” environment.  Following is a brief description of the responses. 

 
2.2.1   General Questions 

The purpose of the General Questions was to get an idea of the concept of the “rural” character as 
perceived by respondents and ways they thought such qualities should be protected.  The questions were 
designed to obtain adjectives and common patterns of what the term “rural” meant to respondents. 

 
The first question was designed to obtain some idea of the length of residency of respondents and obtain 
an idea of how long-time residents might view “rural” differently from newer residents.  All of the 
respondents were residents of Kittitas County.  As stated above, the average length of residency in Kittitas 
County of the respondents is approximately 34 years, which is lengthy when compared to more populated 
areas. 

 
The second question was designed to obtain an idea of what people think of when someone suggests a 
“rural” environment –  a characteristic that tells them that this is a “rural” environment.  The purpose of such 
information is to get an idea of the things that people think are important and may be important to protect.  
The responses to this question can be broken into two groups - those who think that physical development 
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is part of being rural and those who believe that less development is relative to a “rural” environment.  
There were extreme answers to both sides, where one respondent felt that rural meant “more development” 
and another respondent felt that no development can be considered “rural.”  A total of 33% of the 
respondents indicated that some type of development could be considered rural in nature, often indicating a 
need for cluster development, small towns, and smaller residential areas.  Most respondents (56%) 
indicated that “rural” meant some form of agriculture, such as large and small farms, ranches and intensive 
agricultural activity.  Almost half of the respondents indicated forest as something that suggested “rural” in 
Kittitas County.   Twenty-two percent (22%) indicated that recreational activities were an indication of “rural” 
environment.  Others provided descriptions such as “quiet,” ‘low density,” ”low traffic,” and “small 
population” when describing rural environment. 

 

The third question in the “General” section of the questionnaire was designed to obtain some idea of how 
the respondents thought their description of “rural” could be protected.  Most of the respondents provided 
indications that more regulations were necessary, while approximately 33% indicated that some form of 
development was necessary to preserve the “rural” environment, directly correlated with those indicating 
that “rural” to them meant some form of development.  Some were proposing that development be 
permitted in order to increase economic opportunity so that other rural lands were not in as much demand 
for development, while others indicated that it was necessary to provide farmers some opportunity to 
develop their land so that they could continue to farm.  Most respondents suggested that some form of 
development is necessary to preserve “rural” environment indicated that the development would have to be 
controlled in some way, such as re-examining, or eliminating, cluster development and controlling all non-
residential development in “rural” areas. 

 
A larger group indicated that little, if any, development was needed to preserve the “rural” environment as 
they defined it.  They suggested that existing ordinances and regulations needed enforcement, while others 
felt that new ones needed to be developed.  Several wanted a “record of ‘rural’ definition” so that proposed 
new ordinances could be measured as to how “rural” environment was being protected and considered by 
future decisions.  One indicated that development near “federal roads” needed to be limited in order to 
preserve the vision of “rural” to travelers.  Several indicated that existing regulations that permitted 
administrative segregations, one-time splits, and cluster developments needed to be changed so that these 
land use actions were no longer permitted.  A number of respondents suggested moratoria on development 
altogether or limiting development to areas adjacent to established UGAs until studies were conducted to 
indicate where development could be accommodated.  Others suggested creating incentives for developers 
within County ordinances to encourage more open space. 

 
A fourth question within the “General Questions” section was designed to obtain ideas from respondents 
suggesting ways to increase economic development.  Specifically, respondents were asked what economic 
growth or development they would like to see “while preserving the rural character” of the County.  There 
was a wide variety of suggestions received.  Almost half of the respondents felt it was necessary to expand 
or encourage recreation activities and opportunities in Kittitas County for economic development, while 
preserving the rural environment, and just over 10% of the respondents felt it was necessary to decrease 
reliance on recreational activities and place more emphasis on sustainable industries, though few 
sustainable industries were actually identified.  Approximately 22% of the respondents to the Stakeholders’ 
Questionnaire indicated it was important to make it easier for people to get to retail areas by improving 
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roads to such establishments, providing more parking, or providing more business opportunities at the 
Airport in order to capture potential economic benefit.  Other comments included “attracting clean 
industries,” although no indication was provided as to what would be considered “clean.”  Many suggested 
that greater fees be charged for businesses established in rural areas that were not rural in nature, or 
limiting commercial development to areas within or adjacent to defined and adopted Urban Growth Areas.  
A number of respondents suggested an easier permitting process for particular industries, such as wind 
farm expansion, use of commercial forests, and use of mineral resources, is necessary. 

  

2.2.2   Comprehensive Plan 

Questions within the questionnaire relating to the Comprehensive Plan were designed to obtain feedback 
from respondents regarding issues relating to the Growth Management Act and the Rural Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan. The issue of adequacy of water was also presented as a question within this section. 

 
The first question directly related to the decision of the Supreme Court remanding the Growth Management 
Act compliance issues back to the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, and the 
Board allowing the County to demonstrate how the rural character, however it is defined, is being protected.  
Many of the respondents did not or could not answer the question.  Those that did respond offered a 
number of suggestions, many of which they had offered in previous questions.  Suggestions including 
“determine lands suitable and unsuitable for development,” “permit development according to land 
suitability and water availability,” and “eliminate all 3 Acre and 5-acre zones” were dominant.  It was 
suggested that the record of the Supreme Court’s decision be reviewed and that standards for development 
be created on the basis of that decision.  One suggested the adoption of impact fees to mitigate impacts 
upon the rural area, and another suggested an update of the Critical Areas Ordinance and the Shoreline 
Management Program in determining those rural areas to not be developed.1  On the side of the group 
favoring some development, some indicated that it was necessary to preserve the cluster and PUD concept 
in the preservation of rural character and could be done so in light of the Supreme Court decision. 

 
The second question dealt with the City of Kittitas’ request to expand its Urban Growth Area (UGA) 
boundary in order to aid economic development.  Few respondents answered this question.  Those that did 
were again in two groups.  The pro-development group indicated that  they perceived no issue in expanding 
the City’s UGA and maintaining the rural character.  Some indicated that the City should be allowed to do 
whatever it wanted.  On the other side respondents indicated that there should be no expansion unless 
appropriate studies are provided to justify such expansion.  Some indicated that it was already too large 
and that it should be retracted to preserve the agricultural ground. 

 
The final question in this section of the questionnaire was intended to obtain respondents’ perception of 
whether water availability was an issue in preserving rural character.  It was also intended to obtain some 
idea of whether they thought there was enough water for the types of development that had and could 

                                                      

1Note: Kittitas County and the Cities of Ellensburg, Cle Elum, and the Town of South Cle Elum are currently participating in a 
multi-year process to develop a regional Shoreline Master Program (SMP), resulting in adoption of an independent SMP for each 
jurisdiction. In conjunction with the regional SMP update process, Kittitas County has initiated an update to its Critical Areas 
Ordinance (CAO).   
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occur within the County.  Again, responses were generally divided into two groups. One group indicated 
that water was adequate and the other group felt water was limited for development and needed to be 
adequately monitored. 

 
Respondents indicated that:  

 more wells should be drilled,  

 the public should be allowed to utilize permit exempt wells, and  

 the opportunity for more Type A wells should be provided.    

 

There were suggestions to provide incentives, not regulations, to conserve water at developments, and with 
such incentives, the market would take care of the water situation.  There was a suggestion to permit 350-
gallons per day for water consumption for single family-units, rather than requiring 5,000 gallons per day. 

 
On the opposite side some indicated that no more drilling should be allowed before there was adequate 
study to indicate water availability in the County.  Some indicated that all non-agriculture water 
consumption for development should occur only near existing cities.  Others suggested that water metering 
should be required in rural areas to insure that water was not being over-consumed by residents.  It was 
clear that this second group that desired non-agricultural development should pay the “true cost” of water, 
suggesting that they did not believe that the entire costs of water use was being considered in development 
proposals. 

 

2.2.3   Development Regulations 

The final section of the questionnaire included three questions designed to get an idea of what regulations 
were needed in order to preserve the rural character within Kittitas County.  Again, the respondents to the 
Stakeholders’ Questionnaire were largely in two groups, those who suggested having fewer regulations and 
those suggesting having more regulations. 

 
The first question asked respondents to consider what regulations were effective and which were non-
effective in preserving rural character in the County.  Several suggested that the existing land use codes 
were all that was needed.  Some thought the codes were adequate but needed more strict enforcement.  
Several (22% of respondents) felt that the Fire Codes were adequate and protected the rural environment.  
The majority of the respondents to question 1 of this section indicated that most of the regulations in 
existence were ineffective in preserving the rural character and needed to be created, amended, or 
replaced.  This group suggested cleaning up the cluster concept so that less development occurred in the 
rural area.  Several indicated that there were too many lots allowed in Ag-20 zones that were less than 20 
acres and wanted such development stopped.  Several indicated that the subdivision and zoning 
ordinances were not effective and needed to be amended. Respondents indicated that the work  conducted 
in 2009 should be reviewed to determine what ordinances were effective and ineffective at that time. There 
was one respondent who indicated that none of the regulations were effective and none were needed. 

 
The second question was intended to obtain thoughts on needed regulations to preserve natural resources.   
Many of the responses were reiterations or expansions of the previous question’s responses.  Several 
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again, approximately 28%, indicated that no new regulations were needed, just greater enforcement of 
existing ones.  Several indicated that large buffers were necessary to preserve agricultural and forestry 
areas. Again, several indicated that the County’s Critical Areas Ordinance and Shorelines Ordinance 
needed updating designed to adequately preserve existing resources.  They suggested that no 
development occur in water areas or floodways.  Some recommended not permitting any development in 
property zoned for 20-acre minimum lot sizes and others suggested requiring or encouraging creation of 
large open spaces to preserve natural resources.  One respondent, again, indicated that no development 
should occur except near urban areas to preserve and protect natural resources in the County. 

 
The final question of this section of the questionnaire was intended to obtain an idea of respondents’ 
outlook on preservation of agriculture within the County and how to protect those endeavors.  Many of the 
responses were very similar to the previous ones.  There were a large number of respondents who did not 
answer the question.  One respondent indicated that there existed too much agriculture in the County and 
additional incentives were not needed.  Most of the respondents to this question indicated that existing 
agricultural uses should be protected through various means including: 

 Requiring any agricultural land owner to preserve a percentage of their agricultural land to remain 
in agriculture use 

 Providing large buffers around agricultural lands 

 Eliminating all platting activity in agricultural lands 

 Limiting trails near or upon agricultural lands and enforcing trespass laws 

 Limiting development to 20-acre minimum lot sizes or improve cluster development criteria 

 Placing a moratorium on rezoning of agricultural lands. 

 

Respondents were permitted to provide final comments in the questionnaire and responses were generally 
in favor of guidelines protecting rural areas.  Comments included statements to not be reluctant to make 
fundamental changes that were necessary to protect Kittitas County’s rural character.  One respondent 
indicated that real estate groups had too many influences upon land use decisions and wanted that 
influence to stop.  Another indicated that housing development had become the County’s main economic 
base and wanted the influence of the construction industry to be lessened in land use decisions.  Another 
comment re-emphasized the importance of using incentive-based guidelines to preserve rural character 
rather than relying on use-restricting regulations.  There was a comment from one respondent who 
indicated that it was necessary to attempt to control “new-incoming speculators,” suggesting that existing 
problems were caused by those from “the western side of the mountains.”  
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2.3  Consideration of Responses in Achieving Compliance 

Responses to the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire and the comments received at the upcoming Open House 
public meeting will again be evaluated in terms of the definition of “rural” for use within amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Washington Supreme Court seemed to make it clear that it was important for 
the County to provide some measurement of what “rural” means in the County before it can determine what 
ordinances or policies can be adopted to protect that characteristic.  The answers to this public outreach 
will be key in this definition of “rural character” and will be the foundation for future work to present to the 
Hearings Board.   

Responses from citizens of the County will continue to be accepted to aid in the definition of “rural” within 
Kittitas County.  The questionnaire will remain available for public response and will be used throughout the 
amendment process.  Responses will be utilized in outlining objectives and policies with the proposed 
amended plan and presented to the public for input on the resulting plan. 

2.3.1   Open House Public Meeting 

An Open House is tentatively planned to be held on March 27, 28 and/or 29, 2012, to display mapped data 
that has been obtained regarding land use development in Kittitas County.  Such maps will show changes 
in land use within this decade, existing constraints on land development, and potential development 
opportunities.  The public is going to be invited to this Open House for their comment on the information 
presented and for their concept of the rural character within Kittitas County needing protection and/or 
enhancement.   This information will be provided in a report to assist in the action of the County in updating 
its Comprehensive Plan’s “Rural” element and complying with the Growth Management Act. 

2.3.2   Preliminary Analysis by County Staff  

Upon review of the responses from the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire, it is clear there is a difference of 
opinion as to what “rural” means to the citizens of Kittitas County and what they believe should be 
protected. Generally, respondents could be placed in one of two groups responding to the questionnaire, 
one being supportive of continued development while protecting the rural environment, and another leaning 
towards limiting and even eliminating development in the area in order to protect rural character.  A large 
majority of respondents to the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire identified “agriculture,” “recreational 
opportunity,” and “forests” as key to the “rural” environment, which merits consideration when creating 
changes to the “Rural” section of the Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives and policies. Many felt that 
these characteristics should be highly regarded when creating changes in our current ordinances designed 
to protect these values. 

 
A portion of the respondents also suggested that “rural” to them also meant small development, housing in 
clusters and small-scale towns. While rural descriptions from both groups included “quiet,” “open spaces,” 
and “large lots with limited development,” many respondents also indicated that responsible development 
was an integral part of the rural environment they appreciated.   



 February 2012 

Page 8 

 

2.3.3   Recommendations by County Staff 

From the responses we received from the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire, people find it important to preserve 
agriculture and to enhance recreational opportunities, while preserving the “rural” character of the area.  A 
number felt it also important to permit some development opportunity.   
 
Based on the limited number of responses received and in order to reach out and involve the public and 
other interested parties in amendment of the Comprehensive Plan, staff recommends conducting a broader 
public outreach, possibly using a simpler questionnaire.  While the Stakeholders’ Questionnaire responses 
are very important in defining and protecting “rural” character in Kittitas County, the Stakeholders’ 
Questionnaire was designed to obtain an initial idea of what was on residents’ minds in defining “rural” in 
the amendment of our Comprehensive Plan.  The purpose of this and other questionnaires is to discover 
residents’ perception of “What is ‘rural’?” and ways to preserve or manage characteristics of the rural 
environment they value. The Open House questionnaire will be designed to have a more direct approach in 
discovering people’s perception of “rural” and its value, with less emphasis upon ways to preserve it.  
Questions will be limited in number and should result in answers from a larger number of people who often 
attend Open House events. To more fully determine the value and meaning of “rural” by Kittitas County 
residents, it is suggested to reach a broader base of the County’s population.  This can be accomplished 
with personal interviews at public events, such as fairs and farmers’ markets where simple questions to the 
public can be asked and answered quickly.  It is recommended that this be done if time and resources 
permit this additional public participation outreach activity. 
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Appendix B 

Comments Received 

 

No. Name 
Response Type 

Date 
LTR EM Q 

B-1 Miller, Jim  X X 01/23/12 

B-2 DeVaux, Dan  X X 01/26/12 

B-3  James, Paul  X X 01/26/12 

B-4 Williams, Mitch  X X 01/26/12 

B-5 No Name    01/26/12 

B-6 Hallisey, Judy E.I.  X X 01/30/12 

B-7 Bland, Larry & Harriet  X X 02/06/12 

B-8 Clerf, Catherine  X X 02/06/12 

B-9 “Jim”  X X 02/06/12 

B-10 Watanabe, Anne  X X 02/06/12 

B-11 Weis, Nathan   X 02/06/12 

B-12 No Name   X 02/06/12 

B-13 No Name   X 02/06/12 

B-14 Shara, Kurt  X X 02/07/12 

B-15 Schmidt, Andy  X X 02/07/12 

B-16 Tracy Rooney  X X 02/08/12 

B-17 No Name  X X  

B-18 No Name  X X  
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