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1. Introduction 
In order to obtain the values of the citizens of Kittitas County in relation to their perception of what is 
“rural” in the County, Community Development Services staff hosted the first of a series of open 
house events in March to meet and talk with people wishing to participate in the process of amending 
the Rural Element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan.  The format of the first Open House was 
informal, with residents, property owners and staff sharing and discussing information regarding 
twelve rural subareas in the County.  Discussions also included land use issues in the County and 
the existing Rural Comprehensive Plan Element. 
 

1.1 Open House Goals 
Goals of the first open house include: 

 Meeting citizens on a one-to-one basis to discuss personal land use issues in the County or 
their particular area; 

 Having people fill out a general questionnaire designed to find out their perception of what 
the term “rural” meant to them; 

 To inform attendees of following meetings and what they might expect at future meetings; 

 To answer any questions citizens might have about the process or about planned processes. 
  

1.2 Notification 
On March 16, 2012 notification of the two meetings was placed on the official website of the County 
and an email was sent to subscribers of the County web page update alert service.  An 
announcement and press release was sent to the Daily paper on March 16.  
After the “rural” area outside the cities and the Commercial Agriculture and Commercial Forestry 
addresses were identified, owners of AG-3, AG-5, R-3 and R-5 zoned property were mailed a specific 
postcard-sized announcement of the meetings.  The postcard was also sent to interested parties 
listed on the master mailing list for the Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project.  A sample of 
this postcard is provided in Appendix A.  Almost 5000 of these postcards were mailed by the County 
to persons or corporations identified as the owners of the property.  The postcard notices indicated 
the time and place of both meetings, the locations of each open house #1 meeting, and the purpose 
of the meetings. 
The Planning Official was interviewed on Friday, March 23 by the Daily to obtain background of the 
upcoming meetings and the process that was planned to occur.  An editorial was completed on the 
upcoming process in the March 27 edition of the Daily, the day of the first meeting.  A full page report 
of the meetings’ was printed in the March 29 edition of the paper.  The story is included in Appendix 
C.  

    
1.3 Materials 

A handout was provided indicating the purpose of the meeting, outlining the related RCW to be 
addressed, a brief summary of the issues to be addressed based upon the outstanding compliance 
issues, and the schedule of the completion of the process.  The handout was also posted on the 
website to provide information for those who were unable to attend so that they could plan for future 
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events.  The general questionnaire that was posted on the website prior to the Open House was 
printed for attendees in order to increase the number of responses.  A handout of the Home and 
Reports page of the website was available for future reference.  Cards were placed at each table set 
up for the individual subareas to encourage comments outside the information to be provided in the 
questionnaire.  A set of maps for each subarea along with a description of each of the maps was 
available for distribution and for review. 
 

  

1.4 Format 
Tables were spread around the auditoriums where the meetings were held in order to encourage 
individual interaction.  A sign-in table was set at the entry of each auditorium where attendees were 
each provided the printed handout summarizing the purpose of the meeting, the general 
questionnaire, and a paper copy of the website page describing the meetings.  Attendees were 
greeted as they arrived and described the purpose of the meeting.  Staff directed participants to a 
table displaying the map of the subarea in which they resided or owned land, and at the table or near 
the map, they could ask staff questions about the process or make comment about their particular 
concerns or issues.   
A general announcement was made at approximately 7:00 p.m. at both meetings summarizing the 
purpose of the meeting and indicating future meetings.  All were encouraged to complete the 
questionnaire before they left the meeting.  Staff met as many participants as possible by roaming 
throughout the auditorium and providing information about the process and listening to issues and 
concerns.  Most people had left each meeting by 8:00 p.m. when the meetings were scheduled to 
end. 

  

1.5 Attendance 
At Open House #1 in Cle Elum, it is estimated that approximately 60 people attended the meeting.  
Twenty-eight (28) attendees signed in on the sign-in sheet who wanted follow-up notice of future 
meetings and activities regarding the process. Twenty (20) questionnaires were received at the time 
of this summary.  More questionnaires are expected since all the attendees had taken at least one 
questionnaire with them. 
The Open House #1 in Ellensburg was less attended than the previous night’s meeting with 
approximately 45 people showing up.  Seven (7) questionnaires were obtained from the Lower 
County attendees, and a number of participants took questionnaires with them when they left.  
Additional responses to the questionnaire are expected. 

  
1.6    Project Schedule and Next Steps 

Open House #2, scheduled to be held on Tuesday, April 17 and Wednesday, April 18, has been 
announced in the local paper, on the County’s website and to attendees of Open House #1.  Open 
House #2 is intended to describe the outcome of the first Open House and display areas within each of 
the subareas of potential change in the Plan.  The meeting will be set in the same individual table 
layout so that people can examine potential areas that are likely to change in some manner and explain 
the options of change in those areas.  It is intended to obtain response from attendees regarding the 
potential changes and address issues they see with these potential changes.  This input will be 
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examined in the final suggested change to the Plan and related regulations at the final Open House 
scheduled to held near the end of May.  

2. Results 

 

2.1     Open House Location 1:  Cle Elum 

The first Open House at Cle Elum was started on schedule at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, March 27, 
2012 at the Walter Strom Middle School in the Multipurpose Room.  The second and final Open 
Houses are planned in this location as well. 

 

2.2.1 Post-Presentation Questions/Comments 

There was no formal presentation before the group that congregated for the session.  
Announcement was provided at the middle of the group gathering briefly explaining the 
purpose of the meeting, what was scheduled in the future, brief description of the material 
available to them and the importance of their comments and the completion of the 
questionnaire provided them.  There were no overall comments or questions from the whole 
audience at this announcement.   

Comments and questions were generally face-to-face individual conversation between 
attendees, and numerous questions were posed by individuals and staff representatives.  
Many of the attendees were very interested in the map displays and discovering how their 
property was presently viewed by the County in its brief description of subareas.  Most 
expressed optimism in the process and were taking a “wait-and-see” attitude towards the 
County’s new effort.    

 

2.2.2 Comments Received 

Most of the comments received from people attending from the Upper Kittitas Open House 
were in favor of preserving the “rural” environment in which they lived.  The people responding 
to the questionnaire had lived in the County an average of 18 years. One person indicated that 
they did not live within the County, but owned land within the County.  Respondents lived 
throughout the Upper Kittitas area, at least one representing all of the subareas identified.   

Most of the respondents indicated that they thought of open space, wildlife, agriculture 
activities and smells, light traffic and wooded areas.  As many of the respondents liked the 
Agriculture 3 and Rural 3 zones as those that disliked these zones.  Many liked the three acre 
zones because they felt it allowed for an open, rural environment, while those who disliked the 
zones indicated that such zones prevented the preservation of the open environment that they 
cherished.   

Individual comments outside the questionnaire were generally in face-to-face conversations 
with County staff who attended the gathering.  Several were inquisitive on the amount of 
potential parcels that existed for development, many were concerned about the things that 
others would be able to do with their land which would abolish the kinds of “rural” character 
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they wanted to preserve.  Actual comments received by the submitted questionnaires made 
available to all participants are included in Appendix D. 

 

2.2 Open House Location 2:  Ellensburg 

The first Open House at Ellensburg for the Lower Kittitas County residents was held on March 28, 
2012 at the Teanaway Hall at the Kittitas County Fairgrounds. The second and final Open Houses 
are planned in this location as well. 

 

2.2.1 Post-Presentation Questions/Comments 

There was no formal presentation before the group that congregated for the session.  
Announcement was provided at the middle of the group gathering briefly explaining the 
purpose of the meeting, what was scheduled in the future, brief description of the material 
available to them and the importance of their comments and the completion of the 
questionnaire provided them.  There were no overall comments or questions from the whole 
audience at this announcement.   

In general, as with the previous Open House in Cle Elum, staff addressed individual questions 
asked by attendees about the process, and most were concerned how the planning activity 
was going to affect them or the environment.  Many did not express particular opinions to the 
staff at the meeting.  Comments were generally hopeful that the process would provide for 
actions that they were hoping for in the past, and participants were divided as to what types of 
policies should be developed in the amendment process. 

 

2.2.2 Comments Received 

Most of the comments received from those submitting the questionnaire reside in the “West 
Ellensburg” subarea identified in this report.  One respondent has lived in the area for 74 
years.  The average length of residency for those responding to the questionnaire was 33 
years.  Most have lived in the County for more than 20 years and only one respondent had 
lived in the County less than 10 years. 

Almost all of the respondents indicated that they associated rural with agriculture in the Lower 
Kittitas County and agriculture and open space is what is most desirable.  Only two 
respondents indicated that rural to them represented opportunity for development (“compatible 
to business and schools,” and “mixed use.”)  Several mentioned that open space and lack of 
noise was what they liked in a rural environment. 

In regards to what respondents did not like about the rural character within Kittitas County 
related to increased development.  They were generally concerned about the increase in 
housing within the agriculture and flooding areas and wanted some control to prevent 
development in such areas in the future.  One respondent indicated that they disliked the wind 
towers and most wanted the Agriculture 3 and Rural 3 zones reduced or eliminated so that 
open lands could remain.  Only two respondents indicated the need for more development 
opportunity.  Actual comments received by the submitted questionnaires made available to all 
participants are included in Appendix D. 
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Appendix A:  Meeting Notification Materials 

 
Following is the notification materials mailed or notified of the Open House event.  The postcard 
shown was sent to almost 5000 residents owning or residing upon lands within a rural designated 
area. Press releases were sent to a number of sources, and emails were sent to a list of persons 
wishing to be notified of upcoming County events.  Finally, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From:                                            no‐reply@co.kittitas.wa.us 

Sent:                                             Friday, March 16, 2012 12:09 PM 

To:                                                Mandy Weed 

Subject:                                        Update Regarding Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 Project 

  

You are subscribed to the Kittitas County website auto notification service for Comprehensive Plan Announcements and 
Development Code Updates.  Thank you for your interest in the County’s planning efforts. The County’s website has recently 
been updated with information and draft materials for the upcoming March public meeting open house events (March 27 and 
March 28). More information is available at: 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance-2012/ 

  

For more information, contact: 

Robert “Doc” Hansen 

Planning Official 

Phone: 509-962-7506 

Email: doc.hansen@co.kittitas.wa.us 

  

Thank you for your participation. 
 
Kittitas County Community Development Services 

You have received this email message because you subscribed to Kittitas County's Email Notification Subscription service. If 
you wish to be removed from this notification service, please login at http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/opt/ to update your 
subscription. Every effort has been taken to ensure unwanted email is not sent to you. If you receive an email from a 
notification list to which you did not subscribe, please notify the webmaster. Thank you. 

Page 1 of 1

4/10/2012file://\\arda\Teams\CDS\Document\Comp Plan\Comp Plan Compliance\2012 GMA Compliance\Compliance 1-...



From:                                            no‐reply_ENSS@co.kittitas.wa.us 

Sent:                                             Friday, March 16, 2012 12:09 PM 

To:                                                Mandy Weed 

Subject:                                        ENSS summary 

  

Your e-mail, Update Regarding Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 Project, was sent to the following recipients:  

 mandy.weed@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 jim.goeben@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 lindseyozbolt@gmail.com  
 Land@SteveJensenHomes.com  
 sean@sapphireskies.net  
 jilla@cascadeland.org  
 tappy.ocain@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 ralitascott@msn.com  
 highlead@eburg.com  
 schwantnere@cwu.edu  
 joanna.valencia@gmail.com  
 leriandvicki@hotmail.com  
 jonine@inlandnet.com  
 eric.pennala@esmcivil.com  
 micaelaj@johnlscott.com  
 fennelle@kvalley.com  
 jskvarla@aol.com  
 sherrier@johnlscott.com  
 larry.dcd@att.net  
 ngoodrich@encompasses.net  
 scottking1987@hotmail.com  
 dreier@inlandnet.com  
 cnshawk@comcast.com  
 dandevaux@aol.com  
 teskemst@dfw.wa.gov  
 chad@futurewise.org  
 FallLineConstruction@centurytel.net  
 susanblack@seanet.com  
 dbrewster.sl@boothcreek.com  
 gerrylindaski1@msn.com  
 tlenihan@snopassutility.com  
 gw_sea@hotmail.com  
 mvanderson03@aol.com  
 traci@shallbetterlaw.com  
 jwatkins@conservationnw.org  
 bday@raedeke.com  
 efis@aol.com  
 info@clovecrest.com  
 abakalian@hansonbaker.com  
 p2oh@yahoo.com  
 rangrisano@purenickel.com  
 bob@ramedved.com  
 allison@vernon.cc  
 barbara@nashjonesanderson.com  
 kevin@pillardevelopment.us  
 marty.knudson@elltel.net  
 jwalsh@cwhba.org  
 casey@matheuslumber.com  
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 terrijester@qwestoffice.net  
 rfcb@elltel.net  
 officersharp@yahoo.com  
 brad@knudsonlumber.com  
 paulc@marsonandmarson.com  
 jeffm@vhwindows.com  
 lrwa@att.net  
 jtmco@inbox.com  
 jerrym@hansellmitzel.com  
 ron@ellensburg-chamber.com  
 jastubbs98@msn.com  
 eds@emypeople.net  
 grahamedward@msn.com  
 jjhutch@ellensburgcement.com  
 michaeld@southernchilexp.com  
 ke7fdm@cablespeed.com  
 snoqualmieproperty@yahoo.com  
 osseward@juno.com  
 wssparks@gmail.com  
 jbt@elltel.net  
 fish_carver@hotmail.com  
 thad@jtcustomhomes.com  
 windbreak@fairpoint.net  
 normdrotning@inlandnet.com  
 vene@shultsconstruction.com  
 jose@wilbertprecast.com  
 denwray@fairpoint.net  
 habakj@yahoo.com  
 jcrconstructioninc@hotmail.com  
 Rick.Leib@gmail.com  
 tcg@wabroadband.com  
 artrounds@elltel.net  
 glen@4darchitects.com  
 steve@stevesenger.com  
 rick@nashjonesanderson.com  
 jay@kcwconstruction.com  
 admin@mfwilliams.net  
 hillemann@fairpoint.net  
 allseasons@elltel.net  
 wedge23@comcast.net  
 robert@cityofcleelum.com  
 earthinspace@hotmail.com  
 smonahan@ahbl.com  
 mark.oneil@wachoviasec.com  
 frankistorlie@yahoo.com  
 ronlschneider@yahoo.com  
 stevethomas@tsaarchitects.com  
 marty@knudsonlumber.com  
 pjc_architect@fairpoint.net  
 ron_whitman@yakima.hilinehomes.com  
 jewett@pageandbeard.com  
 katk@mfwilliams.net  
 darren@coyotedesignonline.com  
 info@4darchitects.com  
 stoneriver@inlandwireless.com  
 gary@nashjonesanderson.com  
 romppel@fairpoint.net  
 david.bowen@pse.com  
 TravisG@NinePineDevelopments.com  
 slawler411@msn.com  
 jimplatt@aol.com  
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 skips@cascadeland.org  
 sledhead.dave@comcast.net  
 lmorrison@ellensburgcement.com  
 lawhoeburg@yahoo.com  
 chazel@premiergc.com  
 dbrewster@summiti90.com  
 robertckruse@comcast.net  
 bala.ce@gmail.com  
 brianmurphy@comcast.net  
 russeldelgesso@gmail.com  
 michael@mmoorearchitects.com  
 gary.hammons@earthlink.net  
 mkeller@triadassociates.net  
 kselby@nbbj.com  
 phenixmaps@aol.com  
 michaeldar@halcyon.com  
 dnjpiercy@yahoo.com  
 tkostanich@summiti90.com  
 chris@stargazerprop.com  
 pappasj@kvalley.com  
 greggdohrn@comcast.net  
 jmarvin@yakama.com  
 ctbena@msn.com  
 ygsmith@fairpoint.net  
 lynnk@cted.wa.gov  
 wayne@wlsandassociates.com  
 alane@cairncross.com  
 hoef1069@yahoo.com  
 lindaatkins@dwt.com  
 paul.jewell@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 davisbi@cleelum.wednet.edu  
 dmarshall@kellerrohrback.com  
 pwolfson@gordonderr.com  
 cosmictraveler@comcast.net  
 mkhoban@inlandnet.com  
 davissteffens@hotmail.com  
 vicmonahan@hotmail.com  
 tracyr@msn.com  
 anelson@gordonderr.com  
 lanakdb@fairpoint.net  
 skomorowski@eburglaw.com  
 jim.denison@lwhsd.com  
 angela.bugni@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 jslothower@lwhsd.com  
 neil.caulkins@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 shannon.harwood@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 lance@technologycat.com  
 lisa.osborn@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 kathy.boots@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 deankatz@msn.com  
 manastashconcrete@hotmail.com  
 bailey_lance@yahoo.com  
 jan.ollivier@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 ksalvo@cwcmh.org  
 annew@inlandnet.com  
 mwicklander@comcast.net  
 kcfd1@elltel.net  
 markledwards@comcast.net  
 dbowen@forestllc.com  
 markcraemer@comcast.net  
 joconsol@hotmail.com  
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 jim@goeben.com  
 gemnette@fairpoint.net  
 mykejw@gmail.com  
 sprgk247@msn.com  
 ryan.munsey@sterlingsavings.com  
 gkurtz@windermere.com  
 gocougs9798@yahoo.com  
 mark@evergreenvalleyutilities.com  
 takingiteasy24@yahoo.com  
 curtish@inlandnet.com  
 jennifer.scott@dfw.wa.gov  
 seginr@clearwire.net  
 bowens@kvnews.com  
 millerjond@gmail.com  
 dschott@doharchitects.com  
 lcorcoran@uskh.com  
 rcridlebaugh@kvalley.com  
 cindy@nkctribune.com  
 chiefkfd@cityofkittitas.com  
 trsconstruction@msn.com  
 brooksideconsulting@gmail.com  
 t.burrows@comcast.net  
 mark@hmsarchitectures.com  
 bhuber82@gmail.com  
 g.garcia-flores@co.kittitas.wa.us  
 catherine.a.clerf@hotmail.com  
 hburgess@eisenhowerlaw.com  
 mottrjsk@msn.com  
 vernon@inlandnet.com  
 sandymacham@yahoo.com  
 steve@lwhsd.com  
 barnesinc@elltel.net  
 rjcreamer@msn.com  
 ty.goodman@probuild.com  
 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net  
 mike_collison@kvalley.com  
 ryanw@gretteassociates.com  
 elanderson@stoel.com  
 lyounger32@yahoo.com  
 wanda_taylor6@yahoo.com  
 erica@sapphireskies.net  
 tim@futurewise.org  
 debbiestrand@gmail.com  
 bchrisman@realestatesolve.com  
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KITTITAS COUNTY                                       
                    Community Development Services

411 N. Ruby St, Suite 2          
Ellensburg, WA 98926                    

                                   
KITTITAS COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE 2012 PROJECT  

PUBLIC MEETINGS:  6:30 P.M. TO 8:00 P.M.  
March 27th at 2694 SR 903, Cle Elum, WA 98922 
March 28th at 512 N Poplar St, Ellensburg, WA 98926 

 

 
 
 
 
The County will be hosting two public meeting open house events to update the community 
about recent progress on the County’s Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project, the 
County's current effort to revise its Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations to meet 
state Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements.   
 
These public meetings will focus on providing a preliminary assessment of the “rural character” 
of the County, including information on existing and past land use patterns and landscapes, 
identification of issues necessary to protect or enhance “rural” in Kittitas County, and change 
that is occurring to rural land uses.  Information on the expansion of the City of Kittitas Urban 
Growth Area will also be available. An informal discussion on these issues will take place at the 
following meetings: 
 
Tuesday, March 27, 6:30 p.m. Walter Strom Middle School, Multi-Purpose Room, Cle 

Elum  
Wednesday, March 28, 6:30 p.m. Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fairgrounds Event            

Center, Ellensburg 
 
Background:  The Eastern Washington Growth Hearings Board issued an Order Following Remand from the 
Washington State Supreme Court in matters 07-1-0004c and 07-1-0015 dated November 7th of 2011, finding the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations to be in compliance for some issues and continued 
noncompliance and invalidity for other issues.   
 
More Information:   For more information and to track this project's progress, please visit 
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance-2012. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

 
Contact: Robert “Doc’ Hansen 
Phone: (509) 962-7506 
Email: compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us 
 
 

County Hosts Public Meetings On Growth Management Compliance 

The County will be hosting two public meeting open house events to update the community about 
recent progress on the County’s Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project, the County's current 
effort to revise its Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations to meet state Growth 
Management Act (GMA) requirements.   

These public meetings will focus on providing a preliminary assessment of the “rural character” of 
the County, including information on existing and past land use patterns and landscapes, 
identification of issues necessary to protect or enhance “rural” in Kittitas County, and change that is 
occurring to rural land uses.  Information on the expansion of the City of Kittitas Urban Growth 
Area will also be available. An informal discussion on these issues will take place at the following 
meetings: 

Tuesday, March 27, 6:30 to 8:00p.m. Cle Elum-Roslyn Elementary School, Multi-Purpose 
Room, Cle Elum, at 2694 SR 903, Cle Elum, WA 
98922  

Wednesday, March 28, 6:30 to 8:00p.m  Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fairgrounds Event 
Center, Ellensburg, at 512 N Poplar St, Ellensburg, 
WA 98926 

For more information, visit http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance-2012/. 

# # # 

 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Contact: Robert “Doc’ Hansen 
Phone: (509) 962-7506 
Email: compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us 

 

County Hosts Public Open House Events for GMA Compliance 

 

ELLENSBURG, WA (March 14, 2009)– On Tuesday, March 27, Kittitas County will kick-off the 

first round of public meeting open house events to talk with community members about future 

growth in rural Kittitas County. The open house will be held at the following dates, times and 

locations: 

 

Tuesday, March 27, 6:30 to 8:00p.m. Cle Elum-Roslyn Elementary School, Multi-Purpose 
Room, Cle Elum, at 2694 SR 903, Cle Elum, WA 
98922  

Wednesday, March 28, 6:30 to 8:00p.m  Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fairgrounds Event 
Center, Ellensburg, at 512 N Poplar St, Ellensburg, 
WA 98926 

 

These public meetings will focus on providing a preliminary assessment of the “rural character” of 

the County, including information on existing and past land use patterns and landscapes, 

identification of issues necessary to protect or enhance “rural” in Kittitas County, and change that is 

occurring to rural land uses.  Information on the expansion of the City of Kittitas Urban Growth 

Area will also be available.   

 

The open house events are just one way the County is reaching out for public input. The County’s 

Web site includes information about this project and can be accessed at  

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance‐2012/		 Community members can submit comments 

electronically, by direct email, or by calling Robert “Doc” Hansen at (509) 962-7509.  

# # # 



Kittitas County GMA Compliance 
Upcoming Public Meeting Open House 
Public Service Announcement 
 

 

PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

To be aired: March 16 through March 28, 2011 

Contact: Robert “Doc’ Hansen 
Phone: (509) 962-7506 
Email: compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us 
 

COUNTY HOSTS PUBLIC WORKSHOPS ABOUT GROWTH 

In order to comply with state Growth Management Act requirements, the county is hosting two 
public meeting open house events to share information and obtain feedback about the county’s 
Comprehensive Plan. The meetings are scheduled at the following times, dates and locations: 

Tuesday, March 27, 6:30 to 8:00p.m. Cle Elum-Roslyn Elementary School, Multi-Purpose 
Room, Cle Elum 

Wednesday, March 28, 6:30 to 8:00p.m. Teanaway Hall, Kittitas County Fairgrounds Event 
Center, Ellensburg 

The project team will share information and ask for public input about future growth in the rural 
area of Kittitas County.  Please attend the workshop most convenient for you or visit 
http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance-2012/  for more information. 



 

6                 March 2012 
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Appendix B:  Open House Materials 

 

The following materials were provided those attending the Open House meetings.  Each was 
provided a general handout indicating the process of compliance activities, the Washington Laws 
related to the Growth Management Act being addressed, and an announcement of future Open 
House meetings.  Those attending the meeting were also provided a paper copy of the website 
indicating where they could obtain additional or updated information related to the Compliance issue.  
The General Questionnaire, placed upon the website, was also provided each meeting participant for 
their response.  A set of maps for each subarea along with a description of each of the maps was 
available for review at each subarea table of discussion.  A copy of the subarea report was provided 
to those wishing to have the report.  The Nelson Siding/Westside subarea report is provided in this 
appendix as an example of all subarea reports available at the meetings since providing all reports 
would be voluminous. 
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3.2.3 Nelson Siding/Westside  

“Nelson Siding\Westside” subarea has similar characteristics to the Salmon La Sac subarea but has intermittent 
industrial activity and more agricultural activity than the previous subarea.  Activity consists of recreational 
communities, large residential lots with minor agriculture use, and small agricultural use.  Residential activity, while 
visibly present, is less intense than that north of I-90.  

Maps 3.2-3a through 3.2-3e describe the land use patterns within the identified Nelson Siding\Westside subarea.  
The subarea is outlined with a distinct black line on each of the maps.  As seen from these maps, the subarea has 
changed very little between 2004 and 2011. 

Map 3.2-3a shows the Comprehensive Plan land use designations of the subarea determined in 2006 and 2011.  
Almost all of the area in 2006 and 2011 was designated “Rural” as seen from the map.  A small spot of Commercial 
Forest land exists in the north part of the subarea in 2011 that was not so designated in 2006.  Lands designated as 
“Commercial,” “Rural,” and “Rural Residential” remained within these designations in both years examined.   

Map 3.2-3b  displays zoning in 2006 and 2011. While an “Agriculture 5” zone did not exist in the subarea in 2006, a 
small space of land was zoned such in the northwestern spot of the subarea.  Most all of the land within the Nelson 
Siding\Westside subarea was zoned “Agriculture 3” or “Rural 3” in both 2006 and 2011.  One small spot of “Rural 5” 
existed in the southern part of the subarea in 2006 while more areas were zoned “Rural 5” in 2011, though the 
increase in land area of such zone was not significant.  Large places of “Forest and Range” existed in 2006 and 2011 
in the southern portion of the subarea.  One small space of this zone exists in the northern portion of the subarea 
along I-90.  Changes in zoning are not significant.  

Map 3.2-3c illustrates tax parcels created since 2004.  The red lines line on the map show new parcels created in 
this period.  Large numbers of small parcels compared to the size of most rural lots have been created since 2004 
throughout the subarea.  Most of the increase in tax parcels occurs in the most western portion of the area examined.  
A number of smaller parcels have also been created in the central portion of the subarea.  Most of the tax parcels 
created are 3 acres in size. Two areas of intense parcel creation are seen approximately one and three miles west 
and southwest of Cle Elum.  

Map 3.2-3d illustrates existing land use patterns in 2011 within the “Nelson Siding\Westside” based upon tax 
information.  The grey, slashed areas represent areas that are most likely vacant and available for some type of 
development since they have less than $10,000 of improvements upon them.  As seen from the map, most of the 
parcels in the “Nelson Siding\Westside” subarea have improvements of less than $10,000.  Such land occurs 
throughout the area most likely vacant or ready to build upon.  Parcels with residence are scattered throughout the 
subarea forming a long line of residential activity along local roads and private drives.  Larger lots in the eastern 
portion of the subarea, south of Cle Elum and I-90 are identified as being a farm with residence, permitting one to 
assume that adjacent properties with less than $10,000 of improvements may be associated with a farm.  Properties 
designated as “Public Ownership” are spotted along the southern border of the subarea with one public area 
designated in the northwestern portion north of I-90.   

These observations are confirmed by aerial photos taken in 2006 and 2011 of the “Nelson Siding\Westside” subarea 
as shown on Map 3.2-3e.  Very few actual land use changes can be seen when evaluated by the aerial.  The 
dominant east-west BPA easement can easily be seen on the aerials, and very little development occurred in the 
subarea between 2006 and 2011. There was some development in the central portion of the subarea between 2006 
and 2011 where roads were developed as a result of some land division activity.  Trails and minor amount of 
residential and recreational development can be seen southward along Casassa Road.  While the scale of the 
photographs is small in the display, this conclusion was reached by reviewing a greater detail of this map. 
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Map 3.2-3a
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Land Use Designations:

Comparison of 2006 and 2011
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Map 3.2-3b

Nelson Siding/Westside
Zoning: Comparison of 2006 and 2011
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3.3.3 Nelson Siding/Westside 

Map 3.3-3a is designed to illustrate zoning as it relates to parcel size that exists within the Nelson Siding/Westside 
subarea.  It demonstrates areas that have subdivision potential.  Darker colored portions of the subarea indicate 
smaller parcels in relation to lighter colors.  This subarea map shows large tracts of lands available within “Rural 3,” 
“Agriculture 3,” and “Forest and Range” zoning.  A large strip through the central part of the Nelson subarea shows 
large parcels zoned Rural 3.  There are a number of pockets of land zoned Rural 3 and Agriculture 3 already 
approximately 3 acres in size.  The lighter shaded parcels indicate that they are large parcels available for 3-acre 
development.  Many of these lighter shaded parcels exist near the Yakima River and/or along I-90.   

Map 3.3-3b illustrates the natural constraints upon lands in the subarea.  Steep slopes are prevalent in the south 
central portion where large parcels exist.  Such slopes can restrict development from occurring in these rural areas.  
Few wetlands are identified within the map, the most prevalent wetlands occurring in the southeastern portion of the 
subarea. Some wetlands exist near I-90 in areas that are already divided into smaller lots.  The Shorelines 
Regulations restrict some development in rural areas in the subarea. These areas occur along the Yakima River 
and streams that flow into the river, such as Tucker Creek and Big Creek. 

Map 3.3-3c displays man-made constraints such as rights-of-way and public ownership.  Areas on the map that are 
light yellow in color are not currently developable in a rural areas since these lands are greater than 100 feet from 
any public access, and will require roads to permit development. The large east-west BPA utility easement is 
prevalent in this subarea and would deny development in this area, although the land area could be used to create 
cluster plats under the current regulations. Only a few parcels in this subarea are designated in public ownership and 
they are not currently available for development..  This could change in the future with public to private ownership 
exchange. 

Map 3.3-3d exemplifies lands utilizing the State tax benefits programs where owners of such lands conserve the land 
for specific purposes.  Such lands are designated on this map as “Agriculture Land,” “Open Space,” or “Forest Land.”  
Individual land owners receive tax benefits for land that cannot be developed due to the existence of natural 
constraints such as wetlands, steep slopes, or because the owner wishes to preserve the land for recreational and 
scenic opportunities.  Such lands are considered “constraints” since the landowner will have to pay “back taxes” on 
all lands that are converted and no longer meet the standards in order to receive the tax benefit.  Within the Nelson 
Siding/Westside subarea there is a substantial amount of land designated “Agriculture” at the eastern portion with a 
small number of parcels so designated at the western portion.   Lands identified as “Forest” taxed lands exist 
throughout the subarea mostly located in the southern portion. 

Map 3.3-3e displays the potential development sites within the subarea when all of the constraints are overlain.  
White areas on the map indicate where these lands exist.  While the map shows that very little land is available for 
development, large parcels existing within areas designated as being “constrained” in previous maps, may have 
minor limits and may have development potential.  Most of the lands shown for development potential in the Nelson 
Siding/Westside subarea exist near existing development or small parcels. 

Finally, Map 3.3-3f displays areas that have received preliminary approval for land division (e.g., plats and 
Performance Based Cluster Plats, etc.), or are vested land division applications, some of which are being reviewed 
concurrently with Planned Unit Developments.  While some of these vested land use activities are located in the 
lands identified for potential development in the previous map, most are located on lands that exist in areas 
considered “constrained” from one of the other maps in this section.  A number of pending cluster plats and long plats 
are located in the south, central portion of the subarea.  Short plats are spotted throughout the area, and a relatively 
high number of land use division activity exists in the eastern portion of the subarea. 
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The Washington State Growth Management Act requires that counties adopt 
Comprehensive Plans in conformance with RCW 36.70A. 

Kittitas County’s 2006 Comprehensive Plan and related Development Regulations 
were rejected in part by the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings 
Board, which hears disputes arising from the adoption of comprehensive plans and 
development regulations.  Over the last few years, the County has amended the 
Comprehensive Plan to comply with the decision by the Hearings Board.  Some 
issues remain to be addressed, particularly with identifying the “Rural” element 
within the County’s Comprehensive Plan to protect conflicts with agriculture and to 
protect rural character.   Remaining legal issues that need to be addressed include: 

 Use of 3-acre densities in the County and how they impact the “rural” character 
 The variety of rural densities and determine how it meets rural objectives  
 Impacts of urban uses in rural areas and agriculture lands of long-term 

significance 
 Highway commercial zones in rural areas 
 Use of “one-time splits,” “performance-based cluster platting” and “Planned Unit 

Development” (PUD) zoning and impact upon rural use 
 Protection of water quality and quantity during subdivision of lands held in 

common ownership 
 The expansion of City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area 

 

The purpose of this project and the request for your involvement is 
to address these issues. 
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What is considered “Rural” by the Growth Management Act? 

RCW 36.70A.030  Definitions,  defines “Rural” in this way. 

“(15) "Rural character" refers to the patterns of land use and development established by a county in the rural element of 
its comprehensive plan: 
     (a) In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation predominate over the built environment; 
     (b) That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural-based economies, and opportunities to both live and work in rural 
areas; 
     (c) That provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found in rural areas and communities; 
     (d) That are compatible with the use of the land by wildlife and for fish and wildlife habitat; 
     (e) That reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development; 
     (f) That generally do not require the extension of urban governmental services; and 
     (g) That are consistent with the protection of natural surface water flows and groundwater and surface water recharge 
and discharge areas. 
     (16) "Rural development" refers to development outside the urban growth area and outside agricultural, forest, and 
mineral resource lands designated pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170. Rural development can consist of a variety of uses and 
residential densities, including clustered residential development, at levels that are consistent with the preservation of 
rural character and the requirements of the rural element. Rural development does not refer to agriculture or forestry 
activities that may be conducted in rural areas.” 
 

The bold, underlined sections of the above text illustrate that “Rural Character” is largely left up to the 
individual jurisdiction to establish. 

RCW.36.70A.070 Comprehensive Plans, describes what is to be included in the Rural Element . 
 
“(5) Rural element. Counties shall include a rural element including lands that are not designated for urban growth, 
agriculture, forest, or mineral resources. The following provisions shall apply to the rural element: 
     (a) Growth management act goals and local circumstances. Because circumstances vary from county to county, in 
establishing patterns of rural densities and uses, a county may consider local circumstances, but shall develop a 
written record explaining how the rural element harmonizes the planning goals in RCW 36.70A.020 and meets the 
requirements of this chapter. 
     (b) Rural development. The rural element shall permit rural development, forestry, and agriculture in rural 
areas. The rural element shall provide for a variety of rural densities, uses, essential public facilities, and rural 
governmental services needed to serve the permitted densities and uses. To achieve a variety of rural densities 
and uses, counties may provide for clustering, density transfer, design guidelines, conservation easements, and 
other innovative techniques that will accommodate appropriate rural densities and uses that are not characterized 
by urban growth and that are consistent with rural character. 
     (c) Measures governing rural development. The rural element shall include measures that apply to rural 
development and protect the rural character of the area, as established by the county, by: 
     (i) Containing or otherwise controlling rural development; 
     (ii) Assuring visual compatibility of rural development with the surrounding rural area; 
     (iii) Reducing the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development in 
the rural area; 
     (iv) Protecting critical areas, as provided in RCW 36.70A.060, and surface water and groundwater resources; and 
     (v) Protecting against conflicts with the use of agricultural, forest, and mineral resource lands designated 
under RCW 36.70A.170. 
     

The determination of what is “Rural” is laid upon the community and County to define 
and establish in a manner that is acceptable to the State through the Eastern 

Washington Growth Management Hearings Board. 
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So tell us…What is “Rural” to you? 

Three Open Houses have been planned to hear from you. 

 

Tonight: 

 The purpose of tonight’s meeting is: 

 To obtain your idea of what “rural” means to you in your area of Kittitas 
County and what characteristics need to be protected 

 To give you a chance to examine the descriptions County staff have 
made of your area and what needs to be corrected 

 To request you to answer the questionnaire which is on the County’s 
website, and 

 To have you to make any comments about what should be considered 
in changing the Comprehensive Plan or ask any questions about this 
process. 

April 17th and 18th: 

The purpose of the next open house is:  

 To share potential amendments to the Plan and regulations that may 
be necessary to meet requirements of the Hearings Board, and  

 To incorporate ideas and comments we hear tonight. 

Late May: 

The last open house is not yet scheduled, but is planned for late May.  
Specific County staff recommendations for changes in the Comprehensive 
Plan map and policies, the zoning map, and the existing regulations will be 
shared, based upon your input and the requirements of the Growth 
Management Act. 
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Planned Schedule to Achieve Compliance 

 

March 27 (in Cle 
Elum) and March 
28 (in Ellensburg)  

Public Meeting Open House #1  
 Present results of preliminary technical assessments and analysis to 

community 
 Obtain feedback on draft preliminary assessment of subareas in 

Preliminary Analysis report (March 2012) 

April 9 (tentative 
date)  

Staff preliminary recommendations for GMA compliance for Board of 
County Commissioners briefing  

April 16, 17 and/or 
18- May 

Public Meeting Open House #2 
 Present recommendations for GMA compliance 
 Obtain feedback from community 

Early May  Staff Preliminary Analysis report for public review 
 

Late - May Public Meeting Open House #3 
 Present recommendations for GMA compliance 
 Obtain feedback from community 

Early June  Staff final recommendations for GMA compliance for Board  of 
County Commissioners briefing  

June – July  
 
 
 
 
 

June 27 
(as needed) 

Draft policies and development regulations 
 Draft policies and mapping for Rural Element, and other elements as 

needed (e.g. Land Use Element, Housing Element, Resource Lands 
Element, Comprehensive Plan Land Use map, Zoning map)) 

 Draft development regulations (e.g. PBCP, MPR, PUD, subdivisions, 
water availability) 

 Kittitas County Conference of Governments (KCCOG) review of 
Kittitas UGA and Countywide Planning Policies, as needed, for PUDs 
outside of UGAs 

August – 
September   

Public Hearings  
 Planning Commission review – public hearing  
 SEPA Review and threshold determination  
 Board of County Commissioners review – public hearing 

September Board of County Commissioners adopt enabling documents 

 

Check for any schedule changes at Kittitas County Community Development 
Services | Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012. 

http://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/cds/compliance-2012/  
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Welcome 

Welcome to the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project, the 
County's current effort to revise its Comprehensive Plan to meet state Growth 
Management Act (GMA) requirements. 

What's This All About? 

The County is seeking input to revise the current Comprehensive Plan and related 
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Process I Timeline 
Meetings I Materials 
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Development Code. Some aspects of the County's current Plan and Code are not consistent with state laws that guide land use 
planning. This effort will make the County's Plan and Code consistent and provide a blueprint for future development. 

How Did We Get Here? 

The County's Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2006, but was rejected in part by the Eastern Washington Growth 
Management Hearings Board \J+ (EWGMHB), which hears disputes arising from the adoption of comprehensive plans. Over the 
last few years, the County has amended the Comprehensive Plan to comply with the decision by the EWGMHB. The EWGMHB 
iS5ued an Order Folluwing Rellltllld f rom W1i3hlngton State Supreme CourL III moLLel ~ 07 -1-0004L dl ld 0/ -1-00 1 ~ udLeu 

November 7th of 2011 ~ 372 KB, finding the County's Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations to be in compliance 
for some issues and continued noncompliance and invalidity for other Issues. The remaining legal issues to be address include: 

Case No. 07-1-0004c 

• Issue 1: Three -acre densities 
• Issue 6: Expansion of City of Kittitas UGA 
• Issue 10: Variety of rural densities 
• Issue 11: KCC 16.09 (Performance Based Cluster Platting) and KCC 17.36 (PUD Zone) 
• Issue 14: Expansion of City of Kittitas UGA 

Case No. 07-1-0015 

• Issue 1: Rural densities 
• Issue 2: Urban uses in rural areas 
• Issue 3: Urban uses in agricultural lands of long-term significance 
• Issue 4: Water quality and quantity of land with common ownership 
• Issue 6: Highway Commercial Zone 
• Issue 7: One-time splits 
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Reports I Analyses 

Stakeholder Early Outreach 

The County conducted early outreach activities in January 2012. These activities included 
preparation and distribution of a questionnaire that was responded to by various 
stakeholders. The results of this effort are presented in a Stakeholder Early Outreach 
report m 7.8 MB dated February 2012. As recommended by County staff in this report, the 
County has prepared a revised questionnaire. The purpose of the revised questionnaire is 

Welcome 
FAQs 
Links 
Get Involved 

Process I Timeline 
Meetings I Materials 

Reports I Analyses 
Contact 

to discover residents' perception of "What is 'rural'?" and ways to preserve or manage characteristics of the rural environment 
they value. 

Preliminary Analysis 

As a result of the Order Following Remand from Washington State Supreme Court in matters 07-1 -0004c and 07-1-0015 dated 
November 7th of 2011 m 372 KB, the County has identified twelve subareas in the rural area of the County that will be studied 
to assess their rural character. Based on this assessment, County staff will prepare a Preliminary Analysis report with a 
recommendation for potential amendments to the County Comprehensive Plan pollcfes, land use designation map, zoning map 
and development regulations. The main sections of this Preliminary Analysis are outlined below, some of which are still being 
prepared and some of which will be available at upcoming County hosted Open House events. 

1. Introduction 
2. Rural Character 
3. Preliminary Assessm ent of Rural Area m 1,572 KB 

3.2 Land Use Patterns 
3.2.1 Snoqualmie I Easton ~ 7,636 KB 

3.2.2 Salmon La Sac ~ 13,297 KB 

3.2.3 Nelson Siding I Westside ~ 14,442 KB 

3.2.4 Teanaway I Swauk Prairie ~ 17,870 KB 

3.2.5 Thorp Prairie m 1,279 KB 

3.2.6 Lauderdale I Liberty m 5,124 KB 

3.2.7 Reecer Creek m 11 ,186 KB 

3.2.8 Vantage ~ 7,255 KB 

3.2.9 West Ellensburg ~ 17,387 KB 

3.2.10 Badger Pocket ~ 13.127 KB 

3.2 11 Manatash ~ 1,565 KB 

3.2.12 Yakima River ~ 1,319 KB 

3.3 Potential Future Land Use Pattern m 88 KB 

3.3 ,1 Snoqualmie I Easton ~ 10,756 KB 

3.3 ,2 Sa lmon La Sac m 18,431 KB 

3.3.3 Nelson Sidino I Westside m 16,479 KB 

3.3.4 Teanaway I Swauk Prairie m 29,505 KB 

3.3.5 Thorp Prai ri e m 1,916 KB 

3.3 .6 Lauderdale I liberty ~ 9,274 KB 

3.3.7 Reecer Creek ~ 13,607 KB 

3.3,8 Vantage 1a 18,576 KB 

3.3.9 West Ellensburg ~ 21 ,342 KB 

3.3.1 0 Badger Pocket m 17,154 KB 

3.3. 11 Manatash m 2,446 KB 

3.3. 12 Yakima River ~ 2,121 KB 

3.4 Population Information 
4. Comprehensive Plan 
5. Development Regulations 
6. Recommendations for Compliance 
Appendix A m 82 KB 

City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area Assessment 
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General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of 

Kittitas County and what of that character that is important to you.  The request for your name and 

email at the bottom is completely voluntary and provided if you would like to be notified of the results 

of the questionnaire.  Thank you. 

 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County?  If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in?  See map on back.  

 

 

3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and 

what do you like about that character?  Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that 

depict your description(s)?  

 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 

 

5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, 

one-time lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 

 

Name:  (optional)________________ 

Email address: (optional)___________________ 

Date:__________________________     
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Appendix C:  News Report of the Open House 

Following are two news articles in the Daily that described the Open House events.  They were 
printed on March 28th and March 29th. 
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Appendix D:  Responses to General Questionnaire  

Following are the responses received to the General Questionnaire and comments received at the 
Open House meetings.  Comments obtained are shown on the post-card sized pages.  Responses 
are divided into the Upper Kittitas County, the Lower Kittitas County, and the City of Kittitas areas. 
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Sign In Sheets from Open House #1 

March 27th, 2012 Cle Elum 
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Sign In Sheets from Open House #1 

March 28th, 2012 Ellensburg 
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Responses from Cle Elum Open House 

March 27th, 2012 



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

yes - since 2003

Westside. Map is too hard to read; do really think people will use this? I-90 isn't even clear.

Open space for agriculture and recreation;
Unimpeded views, preferably with out wind farm SPRAWL
Quiet (except when annoying flight school is flying around; and I-90);
Seeing livestock/wildlife;
Dark skies (except UGLY Casino sign and Pilot/Flying J light);
No traffic.

Absolutely ridiculous giant houses on small parcels with lawn (see west side of Cove between
Weaver and Hanson; and Weaver west of Cove). Aside from immoral use of resources, also
ugly.
Good old boys, especially with regard to land use and, oh yeah, water
Neighbors who aren't transparent and don't play by the rules; Exhibit "Mountain Springs
Estates" (or whatever) on Weaver. What a joke. And he'll get away with it.
People who speed and litter
Short-sighted planning that is allowing this wind farm sprawl; really completely foolish decisions
that have permanently degraded the Valley.
Ugly light pollution and Fast Food alley; makes Eburg look like a boring anywhere

That's a lot of lingo so it's hard to answer. Bottom line is that people who buy Ag 20 should not
be able to subdivide when they decide to sell. Zoning should be real; not up for sale. And if the
county is serious about agriculture either for economic, cultural, or to preserve open space for
quality of life, then it needs to evaluate zoning based on its agricultural impact. See WSDA's
"Future of Farming" report for details



Anonymous Citizen 6 

Extended Responses to questions 5 

4.   Absolutely ridiculous giant houses on small parcels with lawn (see west side of Cove between 

Weaver and Hanson; and Weaver west of Cove). Aside from immoral use of resources, also ugly.  

Good old boys, especially with regard to land use and, oh yeah, water 

Neighbors who aren't transparent and don't play by the rules; Exhibit "Mountain Springs Estates" (or 

whatever) on Weaver. What a joke. And he'll get away with it. 

People who speed and litter 

Short‐sighted planning that is allowing this wind farm sprawl; really completely foolish decisions that 

have permanently degraded the Valley. 

Ugly light pollution and Fast Food alley; makes Eburg look like a boring, anywhere 

5.  That's a lot of lingo so it's hard to answer. Bottom line is that people who buy Ag 20 should not 

be able to subdivide when they decide to sell. Zoning should be real; not up for sale. And if the county is 

serious about agriculture either for economic, cultural, or to preserve open space for quality of life, then 

it needs to evaluate zoning based on its agricultural impact. See WSDA's "Future of Farming" report for 

details. 



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

10 years

salmon la sac or possibly Urban growth outside of Ronald bakers acres Bad map hard to tell

Access to recreation, lack of traffic and multiple housing units. vacation / weekend feel that goes
away during the slack times of no recreation

Lack of road maintenance and culvert knowledge by the county when plowing blocking culverts
causing floods.
Intrusion of Suncadia which is a near neighbor but seems to not have to follow any rules unless
they make them

They are fine as long as the existing residents have a say in what happens and it is not left to
developers with lots of cash and lawyers to ruin a PUD and go multi unit. Also make the PUD
abide by the timeline for final development

















































 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Barbara Peters

petersbb@comcast.net

3/7/2012

Yes, since 1997

Teanaway

Lots of Open Space. Multiple Use-logging, farming, cattle grazing, abundant wildlife, recreation
opportunities (hiking,skiing,snowmobile,horseback,bicycle,hunting,fishing,photograpy...almost
everything that is attractive to someone!)

I do NOT like the land being split up into small parcels. Rural 3 and Ag 3 is ridiculous in this
area. I feel this way even though I own property which can legally be divided into 3 lots and
could potentially be a benefit to me financially. I would love to see developement in the areas
where it makes since, that is the UGA's. Leave the open space alone, preserve it for the uses of
the natural resources on it, the way it has been for centuries.

See above #4. I don't think any residential development on agriculture and natural resource land
should be allowed.



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Betty L Barnes, MUP, ASA, MRICS

barnesinc@elltel.net

March 7, 2012

Yes, 16 years

Badger Pocket

Predominant use is hay production, secondary use is cattle/horse production and training.

Most like LONG view corridors across beautiful pristine valley to mountain ranges beyond. Also
appreciate clean air, ability to hear/see wildlife (eagles, quail, pheasant, hummingbirds, hawks,
coyotes, etc), absence of congestion, and good well water quality.

Pictures: Yes of course

Dislike nothing about rural character, or area.

Re: Kittitas County, dislike entrenched political corruption that intrudes upon the planning
process in ways that result in us looking like one of the stupidest counties in the state.

It's embarrassing, not to mention costly and a bad use of scarce public money. For example, our
library has cut hours and books, but the county continues to spend atrocious amounts on the
legal defense of 'planning' idiocy. This behavior doesn't benefit our community, nor does it
promote the county's image to others.

I consider one-time parcel splits of 20+ acre parcels a reasonable and necessary concession to
rural family economic well-being; but all the other listed options are NOT OK because they
exceed the requirements for family farm economic feasibility. Note: PUD's etc. are fine
elsewhere, i.e. suburban periphery areas -- just not in agricultural areas.



Betty L. Barnes 

Extended Responses  

4.  Dislike nothing about rural character, or area. 

 

Re: Kittitas County, dislike entrenched political corruption that intrudes upon the planning process in 

ways that result in us looking like one of the stupidest counties in the state.   

 

It's embarrassing, not to mention costly and a bad use of scarce public money. For example, our library 

has cut hours and books, but the county continues to spend atrocious amounts on the legal defense of 

'planning' idiocy.   This behavior doesn't benefit our community, nor does it  promote the county's 

image to others.  

 

The remedial response to the current situation is for the politicians to say 'sorry, now we get‐it, and we'll 

let competent planners move on with writing a proper land use plan'. 

5.  I consider one‐time parcel splits of 20+ acre parcels a reasonable and necessary concession to 

rural family economic well‐being; but all the other listed options are NOT OK because they exceed the 

requirements for family farm economic feasibility.  Note: PUD's etc. are fine elsewhere, i.e. suburban 

periphery areas ‐‐ just not in agricultural areas.   

 

Rezones of AG‐20 to Ag/Rural‐3 are all about one‐time profiteering, often by developers.  These 3‐acre 

lots usually house a couple of critters and turn into dusty weed lots, which are visually and 

environmentally detrimental, not to mention often conflict‐provoking with surrounding 20+ acre 

working farms and ranches.   

 

Cluster & PUDs are clearly developer‐oriented options (as opposed to productive family farm 

operations) that skew land values well above agricultural use feasibility, thereby defeating the primary 

purpose of the AG‐20 zone, which is to protect the viability of agricultural uses (financial feasibility is a 

First Principle of farm viability; working farms can't pay ~3‐acre homesite land prices).   

 

When a family farm/ranch is redeveloped to multiple 3‐acre homesites, the land's utility for agriculture 

is lost, probably forever.  The short‐sighted/one‐time financial bonus that motivates ‐‐ and accrues to ‐‐ 

the seller in these situations, steals the family farm‐option from future generations.  Nice legacy.   



 

Public Planning came into existence because individuals reliability exhibit propensities toward avarice, 

even when their actions harm the larger community.  Care for the long term viability of the community 

should prevail, if Planners are allowed to competently practice their craft,  

 

Apparently the political environment in this county has made the exercise of community care 

impossible, substituting individual avarice in its stead.  I suggest that planning professionals' most ethical 

response should be a refusal to collaborate.  Although its likely that a "revolving‐door" of planner hire‐

fire carnage would result, perhaps it would create a learning opportunity for The Deciders. Until they get 

a clue however, I suppose the circus will continue.  How embarrassing is that?        



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Kathy Gano

Kathy@stevegano.com

253-5810334

I have a home in Kittitas but it's a second home

Teanaway Valley

I love the fact that neighbors care about one another and watch out for our respective homes
and land. It's a great feeling to come to the Valley and relax and enjoy nature, solitude and
peacefulness. I like walking in the woods, going to the top of the Teanaway road and hikeing
and just experiencing what we have. Wild animals, elks bugleing and coyotes stopping by to
check out the humans are just part of the experiences.

Sometimes it's too quiet. Winters are cold and when the snow dumps it really dumps.

I like Suncadia and the quality nature of the development. I think it helps with economic
development in our county.



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Linda McAskill (McKinnon)

lmcask1@aol.com

March 22, 2012

15 years

Teanaway Swauk

open fields, public river access, equestrian friendly non motorized areas to ride in or hike in.
Wildlife such as osprey, numerous hawks, turkeys, elk, deer and bear often seen in mornings
and evenings. Very enjoyable to go for slow drive and enjoy the scenery and wildlife, if not
already out my window.

I do not like the free ranging sheep and cattle. Wander through people yards, road, and
campgrounds. the cattle / sheep are getting an extremely low cost method of feeding and
profiting off the public / private lands. The sheep grazing up on Mason creek drainage, ate all
vegetation to the ground and trampled many areas. I think public recreation should be a priority
over a couple of cattle ranchers, and a sheep rancher.

5 acres parcels as a minimum would maintain the integridy of a farming / open space
environment. The 2 lane road can not reasonably support high influx of residents on Teanaway
road.



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Mark Craemer

markcraemer@gmail.com

March 12, 2012

No, however I purchased vacation property there 12 years ago and now have a cabin.

The cabin is in the Teanaway/Swuak Prairie.

The rural character of this area is why we chose to purchase land and build a cabin. It is rich in
scenic beauty, wildlife, variable weather with four distinct season, and abundant recreational
opportunities, including hiking, mountain biking, backpacking, snow shoeing and cross-country
skiing. The Teanaway River is especially beautiful and a major feature of our property. We also
love the relative solitude and serenity of this area.

I have trouble thinking of anything I dislike unless the things I mentioned above were to change
significantly.

I think Ag-3/Rural-3 zones are not a good idea in the Teanaway area. This is because it will
definitely downgrade the rural character of the area and put further stress on the water supply.



 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Pam Z

palominopam@yahoo.com

3/22/2012

Yes, 2 years

Cle Elum/Granite Creek

We really appreciate the open space/natural beauty (mountains, valleys, trees, creeks,
meadows, rivers, flora, fauna, granite slide) of our area as well as the entire Teanaway Valley.
From Stuart views to wildlife viewing to hiking to snow shoeing we really enjoy & covet the
recreational opportunities in Kittitas Co. I enjoy the fact that it is not over-populated so you can
enjoy your property w/o bumping into neighbors.

The BPA power lines/towers that obstruct views. In fairness, they were there first.

The primary dislike is the land sales & swaps that take place between the various owners
(USFS, DNR, F&W, timber companies, private in-holdings, etc.). With all this going behind the
scenes, you could wake up one day and find your pristine setting becoming a cluster
development in your backyard. No matter how careful & resourceful you are on the front end
BEFORE you purchase you can still be trumped by a sale of surrounding properties to another



Pam Z 

Extended Responses to questions 5 

5.  The primary dislike is the land sales & swaps that take place between the various owners (USFS, 

DNR, F&W, timber companies, private in‐holdings, etc.).  With all this going behind the scenes, you could 

wake up one day and find your pristine setting becoming a cluster development in your backyard.  No 

matter how careful & resourceful you are on the front end BEFORE you purchase, you can still be 

trumped by a sale of surrounding properties to another source or development allowed. 





 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Roger Olsen

ke7fdm@cablespeed.com

3-25-2012

I’ve lived in Kittitas County for 13 years.

I live in the Nelson Siding area.

I will first start with the GMA’s definition of rural character since I am in agreement with it.

RCW 36.70A.030-Definitions
(15) "Rural character" refers to the patterns of land use and development established by a
county in the rural element of its comprehensive plan:

(a) In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation predominate over the built
environment;

(b) That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural-based economies, and opportunities to both
live and work in rural areas;

I don’t like the fact that most of the area has already been subdivided into 3-acre parcels and
that there are cluster plats and PUDs either approved or in the process of approval. There is no
doubt that as the existing 3-acre parcels are developed rural character will be impaired and
there will be damage to the environment.

In the Nelson Siding area we also have the Sun Country golf course development which is a
major source of air pollution in the winter. We also have Elk Meadows that should never have
been allowed. The cleanest air in our area is at Suncadia.

East of Cle Elum there is the Lannigan Meadows cluster development that should never have

There should be no rural PUD’s in rural areas. Cluster plats should only be allowed if the
average density is five acres or more and the distance between them is sufficient to protect rural
character. For example, it might be possible to protect rural character by clustering 4 homes in
the middle of a 20 acre parcel. But 14 homes on 21 acres, as has been the practice in Kittitas
County doesn’t begin to protect rural character Nor does 3-acre zoning protect rural character



Roger Olsen 

Extended Responses  

3.  I will first start with the GMA’s definition of rural character since I am in agreement with it. 

 

RCW 36.70A.030‐Definitions 

(15) "Rural character" refers to the patterns of land use and development established by a county in the 

rural element of its comprehensive plan: 

     (a) In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation predominate over the built 

environment; 

     (b) That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural‐based economies, and opportunities to both live and 

work in rural areas; 

     (c) That provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found in rural areas and communities; 

     (d) That are compatible with the use of the land by wildlife and for fish and wildlife habitat; 

     (e) That reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low‐density 

development; 

     (f) That generally do not require the extension of urban governmental services; and 

     (g) That are consistent with the protection of natural surface water flows and ground water and 

surface water recharge and discharge areas. 

 

Although the area I live in has been rezoned into hundreds of 3‐acre parcels, most have not been 

developed. Most of my neighbors could be said to be surrounded by 6 acres or larger because of lack of 

development. If only half the parcels were to ever be or allowed to be developed, the area might comply 

with the GMA requirements for rural character. 

 

There is just no way to preserve rural character with 3‐acre zoning or zoning that averages 1 du 

(dwelling unit) per 3 acres. The County can say that the rural area is characterized by 3‐acres zoning but 

that doesn’t mean the area conforms to the definition of rural character. The County must first define 

rural character within the confines of the GMA. 

 



There is an area just west of me on Richards Drive that has eight 5‐acre parcels. The built environment 

does not predominate over the natural environment. Even 5‐acre lot sizes would be pushing the limits if 

everyone in that development developed their lot by placing a large home, large garage and large barn 

on the parcel as some in our area have. The rural area is an area where you can do things that are not 

allowed in an urban setting but rural character must be maintained. 

 

The built environment pushes the limits of the natural environment predominating over the built 

environment where lot sizes approach 5 acres. In areas of 3‐acre lots where there are three or four 3‐

acre lots adjacent to each other, the built environment clears dominates over the natural environment, 

open space and vegetation. An effort should be made to encourage lot sizes smaller than 5 acres to 

merge together to create lots that are compatible with rural character and GMA compliant. 

 

Although the GMA does not clearly draw a line at 5‐acre minimum lots sizes, it hasn’t been shown by 

any county recently that small lot sizes protect rural character or the rural environment. That same 

holds true in Kittitas County. Once you get below that 5‐acre lot size, troubles begin and GMA 

compliance is elusive. 

4.  I don’t like the fact that most of the area has already been subdivided into 3‐acre parcels and 

that there are cluster plats and PUDs either approved or in the process of approval. There is no doubt 

that as the existing 3‐acre parcels are developed rural character will be impaired and there will be 

damage to the environment. 

 

In the Nelson Siding area we also have the Sun Country golf course development which is a major source 

of air pollution in the winter. We also have Elk Meadows that should never have been allowed. The 

cleanest air in our area is at Suncadia. 

 

East of Cle Elum there is the Lannigan Meadows cluster development that should never have been 

approved. It is a classic example of why they are inappropriate. The build environment clearly dominates 

the landscape. These 14 homes tower above the rural landscape like skyscrapers tower above 

downtown New York City. 

 

 

 



 I am sure the County has experienced a lot of complaints about this development. At that density it is 

clear that urban services like a storm water system is necessary but there are no urban services in the 

rural area. Not only does the Lannigan Meadows are flood during spring runoff, so do the properties 

downhill from the development. 

 

Allowing development that requires urban services like storm water runoff in flooded farmland and 

flooded rural land is not GMA compliant. At the 5‐acre density level, the environment can handle it 

without urban services. Anything less than starts requiring urban services and by the time we get down 

to cluster lot sizes and PUD lot sizes, urban like services are mandatory. 

 

Densities higher than the generally recognized statewide 5‐acre minimum also make GMA mandated 

protection of water quality and quantity all that much harder. 

 

With regard to the water issue, first and foremost the county must acquire water rights to cover existing 

exempt well users. The amount must cover not only in home domestic use but also an amount for lawn, 

garden, stock watering and other rural lifestyle activities. The County has set itself up for legal action 

because they have relied upon water for rural use that doesn’t belong to them. 

 

For the most part I agree with the provisions of the DWRP (Domestic Water Reserve Program). It is not 

asking too much of rural resident to pay a small yearly fee for water. All other residents of the County 

pay for their water and are backed up with water rights. Some would require each individual property 

owner to acquire water rights. That is too great a burden to put on people who had every expectation 

that the County had them covered. There are too many greedy sharks and unscrupulous sellers out 

there. I don’t agree with throwing people to the wolves. 

 

This is a County problem, caused by the County and it should be solved by the County. The County has 

the ways and means to get the job done that each individual doesn’t have. Most things are best served 

by a well regulated private sector but this is not one of them. 

 

Since all actions by the County must be consistent with the goals and requirements of the GMA, I quote 

just a couple of goals that are key to rural development: 

 

RCW 36.70A.020 Planning goals.  













(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and services 

exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. 

(2) Reduce sprawl. Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low‐

density development. 

 

The above GMA goals mandate that growth be directed towards urban areas. One tool is the population 

allocation for each county put out by the Financial Management Office. Counties then devise allocation 

goals to direct growth to urban areas. Rural growth is exceeding projections and County policies are not 

directing growth toward urban areas. The rural element of the Comprehensive Plan will have to have 

policies that direct growth to urban areas. If there is too much growth in rural areas, down zoning may 

be needed to meet population allocations. Kittitas County has created so many cluster plats, PUDs and 

lots less than 5 acres that minimum lot size may have to be 20 acres or more county wide just to satisfy 

growth projections. 

 

Give the size of the UGAs of Cle Elum, Kittitas and Ellensburg the population allocation for rural areas 

should be zero until those cities grow into their allocations.  

5.  There should be no rural PUD’s in rural areas. Cluster plats should only be allowed if the average 

density is five acres or more and the distance between them is sufficient to protect rural character. For 

example, it might be possible to protect rural character by clustering 4 homes in the middle of a 20 acre 

parcel. But 14 homes on 21 acres, as has been the practice in Kittitas County, doesn’t begin to protect 

rural character. Nor does 3‐acre zoning protect rural character. 

 

The County’s lack of a Comprehensive Plan and development regulations have been reckless and 

irresponsible. They have left current property owners vulnerable and many have been harmed because 

of a lack of protection over the quality and quantity of water. 
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General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Yes I am a resident of Kittitas County. About 34 years.

I reside in the Wilson Creek - Naneum Creek Basin.

Rural in my area has always been ranches/farms with irrigated pastures, sagebrush dry land,
creeks flowing, livestock, farm houses, big old barns, neighbors helping neighbors, quite
evenings, cattle being moved to mountains in spring coming come in the fall. Cattle bawling at
weaning time, large gardens, large yards. Slow traffic as everyone knows animals get out, kids
playing, deer in roadway.

Over the years land has been sold in small acreages, dirt roads put in but not kept up, People
move to "Rural" think they can do as they please. No respect for nature and what can happen if
you don't respect area. Complaints of our country lifestyle. No respect for large ranch property,
but heaven help if animals get into some ones landscaped yard that isn't fenced, their dogs run
loose and kill or injure our livestock, response "They were just playing". Too much development
in rural areas. My ranch is my backyard, it is just larger than my neighbor with there 3 acres.
Respect my backyard!

I was raised to believe that Ag land was 20 acres smallest and then one time split with that
owner. I think there are areas for Rural 3 zones, just not in productive ag land. One time split
on 29 acres is ok but with saying that all this does is raise the taxes on our property because
someone comes in and builds a mini mega mansion and is gone in 7 years because they don't
have the city life in the country As much as I believe everyone should have the right to do with



Anonymous Citizen 1 

Extended Responses to questions 5 

5.   I was raised to believe that Ag land was 20 acres smallest and then one time split with that 

owner.  I think there are areas for Rural 3 zones, just not in productive ag land.  One time split on 29 

acres is ok but with saying that all this does is raise the taxes on our property because someone comes 

in and builds a mini mega mansion and is gone in 7 years because they don't have the city life in the 

country.  As much as I believe everyone should have the right to do with their land as they choose, with 

the growth of our valley and to keep our "rural" way of life I believe there has got to be rules to follow 

and those should be back to our AG 20 not AG 3 or 2 or 1 if that is what people want then buy land 

adjacent to town and let the farmers/ranchers live our lives. 



 
General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of 
Kittitas County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the 
County as part the Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email 
at the bottom is completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your 
participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County?             yes; since June 
2010 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.      Ellensburg (city) proper   

3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what 
do you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict 
your description(s)?  

It doesn't seem absolutely rural now.  There are lots of small, non‐agricultural residences ("hobby farms" 
or "estates") that don't contribute to agriculture but occupy 3 to 20 or more acres for a house and 
associated buildings for motorized "toys". 

The parts of the county that still are most rural are areas where the above‐described development has 
not occurred, and agriculture is the prime use of the land. 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County?  

I dislike the waste of good, agricultural land and valuable open space and "greenways" by 
allowing subdivision of large agricultural properties into 2 to 20+ acre single family residential 
OR into densely packed subdivisions of monotonous tract homes (Elk Heights, etc.). 

I don't dislike the appropriate agricultural use of land in the rural areas of the county. 

5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, 
one‐time lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag‐3/Rural‐3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 
 Waste of valuable land, sprawl of non‐agricultural development, inappropriate reduction of 
minimum acreage per single family residence in primarily agricultural land areas.  If Kittitas Co. 
wants to become the Puyallup valley, then keep subdividing and sprawling.   

Name: (optional) _____________________________________ Emailaddress:(optional) 
______________________________ Date:_______________________________________________ 

  
 

 









 
 
 
 

General Questionnaire About Rural Kittitas County 

The objective of this questionnaire is to learn more about your perspective of the rural character of Kittitas 
County and what of that character is important to you. This information will be used by the County as part the 
Comprehensive Plan Compliance 2012 project. The request for your name and email at the bottom is 
completely voluntary. If provided, your contact information will be added to the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
Compliance 2012 project email notification list. Thank you for your participation. 

1. Do you live in Kittitas County? If so, how long have you lived in the County? 

2. What area of Kittitas County do you live in? See map on back.  

 
3. How would you describe the “rural” character of the area you live in and/or Kittitas County, and what do 

you like about that character? Do you have or can we contact you for any pictures that depict your 
description(s)?  

 
 

 

4. What do you dislike about the “rural” character or the area you live in and/or Kittitas County? 

 

 
 

 
5. What do you like or dislike about residential cluster developments, planned unit developments, one-time 

lot splits on agriculture land, or Ag-3/Rural-3 zones in the rural area of Kittitas County? 

 

 
Name: (optional) _____________________________________  

Email address: (optional) ______________________________  

Date: _______________________________________________  

Roberta J. Clark

robertaclark@elltel.net

March 29th, 2012

Yes. I have lived here since 2000.

City of Ellensburg

Population density is one of the pieces of data that I find most informative. The fact that the city
has about 18,000 people and that about 8,000 are students is important to the rural character.
Also the fact that the population is mostly centered in the cities themselves and not spread
throughout the county is important. I think the rural character is held because of the zoning
limitations on the farm land. Long term farming is an important element to support with tax
incentives, zoning limitations, irrigation system support,water rights, strict water well
management and restrictions on any kind of housing development on the farm lands. We are
just now beginning to see small farms producing intensive agricultural methods which are
economically secure and which protect the land and produce organic food close to our homes

Nothing. I love the rural character and the small town. Thank you for this effort to
 keep it this way.

I dislike all of these efforts to support developers. I think there should be a 5 acre limitation
instead of 3. The data prove that developments in the outlying areas NEVER pay for
themselves for the cost of delivering services and it is definitely not fair to those of us who then
must support these costs through our taxes. Recent efforts to adjust Impact Fees not only fell
far short of actually paying for these costs but the developers added insult to injury when they



Roberta Clark 

Extended Responses to questions 3 and 5 

 

3.  Population density is one of the pieces of data that I find most informative.  The fact that the 

city has about 18,000 people and that about 8,000 are students is important to the rural character.  Also 

the fact that the population is mostly centered in the cities themselves and not spread throughout the 

county is important.  I think the rural character is held because of the zoning limitations on the farm 

land.  Long term farming is an important element to support with tax incentives, zoning limitations, 

irrigation system support,water rights, strict water well management and restrictions on any kind of 

housing development on the farm lands.  We are just now beginning to see small farms producing 

intensive agricultural methods which are economically secure and which protect the land and produce 

organic food close to our homes.  These must be protected legislatively so they are not compromised by 

housing developments and overuse of the water resource. 

 

Slow growth could be managed through increasing the population density of the cities.  Zoning could be 

the vehicle to develop more second story housing downtown and allowances for more multiple housing 

units in underused sections within the city limits. 

 

I do not believe the city limits should be expanded further.  Public support, in the form of loans should 

be given to restoring rental housing units that have been bought by new owners thereby providing 

lower cost housing. 

 

5.   I dislike all of these efforts to support developers.  I think there should be a 5 acre limitation 

instead of 3.  The data prove that developments in the outlying areas NEVER pay for themselves for the 

cost of delivering services and it is definitely not fair to those of us who then must support these costs 

through our taxes.  Recent efforts to adjust Impact Fees not only fell far short of actually paying for 

these costs, but the developers added insult to injury when they actually fought the small increases that 

were made.  I am proud of this county and very grateful that I am able to pay my taxes but am very tired 

of paying for others profits at our expense. 
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Responses from City of Kittitas Questionnaire 

March 28th, 2012 
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