
















 

Department of Community Development Services 
Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 
RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 
October 2, 2012 
 
Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) Response to the 
September Draft for Comprehensive Plan Compliance – GPO’s and 
Rural Lands sections. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the September draft for Comprehensive Plan 
compliance.  It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future 
drafting of the documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners in the near future. 
 
We focus on the revised chapter 8 document dated September 2012.  We 
submit the following on proposed Rural Lands 8.2 and subsequent sections. 
 
We begin with an overriding concern.  The fact that current zoning and designation 
figures for existing parcels and the potential build out numbers drafted by staff 
several months ago are not provided to the public to review through the open house 
process.  This is a key area of information and without it, the public is left guessing. 
 
8.2.1 – We suggest addition of visual dominance of the natural environment over the built 
environment be included. 
 
8.2.3 -  We suggest a bullet reading “Protect critical areas. “ be added. 
 
 Revised GPO 8.9 we see as somewhat of an oxymoron – doesn’t development 
internally conflict with enhance and preserve? 
 
 Revised 8.38 needs grammar check. 
 
8.2.4 – Bullet one delete “enhance” as rural character requires natural environment 
dominance.  
 
Table 8.2-1 should read 8.2.4-1. 
 
6th paragraph - We question the need for this designation and recommend deletion 
without GMA compliant justification. 
 
Table 8.2.4-1 – We recommend deletion of Rural Recreation designation and 
classifications Planned Unit Development and Rural 10.  Forest and Range should 
include “20.” 
 



 

8.2.4.1- We recommend bullet 5 under Purpose read as follows; “Protect flooding areas 
and hazardous areas from residential development.”  In the case of floodplains, 
residential structures impede their ability to function properly. 
 
 
Second paragraph last sentence delete “subject to” and insert “encourage.”  We believe a 
voluntary incentive can be found.  Forced aggregation is legally questionable. 
 
5th 8.xx GPO add “and distance between clusters or similar limits.  Please note – there is 
no cluster development language available for comment at this time and we reserve 
opinion on whether we feel clusters are needed in Kittitas County until other density 
issues are resolved. 
 
GPO 8.xx (Recreation) - Future amendments to what? 
 
GPO 8.xx Public benefits…. Delete “should” and replace with “shall.” 
 
4th GPO 8.xx - add “forest land.” 
 
6th GPO 8.xx – Begin with “ Identify and…” 
 
8.2.4.3 – As it now exists it cannot be justified against definition of Rural Element in 
RCW 36.70A. 
 
8.3 Resource Lands 
 
Sincerely, 
Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 
Jan Sharar 09-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 

mailto:jkshar2@fairpoint.net


 
 

Department of Community Development Services 
Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 
RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 
October 2, 2012 
 
Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) Response to the 
September Draft for Comprehensive Plan Compliance. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the September draft for Comprehensive Plan 
compliance.  It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future 
drafting of the documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners in the near future. 
 
We focus on the revised chapter 8 document dated September 2012.  We 
submit the following on proposed Rural Lands policies. 
 
An overriding concern is we do not see significant protections of rural lands in this draft.  
All proposed policies should be measured against the definition of rural lands in the 
Growth Management Act. 
 

We suggest, as we did in June, that policies should be tied to population increases 
adopted for the planning period ending in 2025.  We suggest that significant downzoning 
of areas of incompatible densities is a recommended tool to achieve this. 

 
Any proposed net increase in rural lands densities will have to include convincing 

evidence on why it is needed.  With well over the number of parcels needed to account 
for the projected population increase expected, we believe this is not the approach to take. 
We have more than enough small parcels in rural lands to meet population projections.  
Build out on those existing parcels will drastically change the look of rural Kittitas 
County to something likely not definable as rural. 

 
The county must make a better case for the need to include Rural Recreation and 

Rural 10.  With existing non-conforming lots and a remaining mix of minimum lot size 
zones, the county has met its requirement for a variety of lot sizes. 

 
The statement on aggregation of non-conforming lots must be more clear – meaning 

how and when and why it will be done. One way to achieve this is to offer an incentive 
such as an exchange for a development right for an aggregation through Transfer of 
Development Rights - KCC 17.13.  We do not believe forced aggregation will stand a 
legal test and suggest voluntary aggregation will have a positive effect. 

 
 



We highly recommend that a policy statement(s) addressing how the county will 
satisfy the Supreme Court Decision with regard to procurement of legal water for rural 
development in it’s planning and development codes be included.  

 
General and Highway Commercial and Planned Unit Developments in rural lands are 

not compliant now and must be justified against definition of Rural Lands and associated 
requirements in the GMA.  We do not believe this has been accomplished in this draft. 

 
Add to 8.1.2 a new GPO requiring review of development and land use proposals 

before the Hearings Examiner and the Planning Commission be evaluated against RCW 
36.70A definition of rural lands.  1./ 
 
This concludes our comments for the section on “County-Wide Rural and Resources 
Policies” in the September Draft.  We are also offering comments and suggestions to 
8.2.3 Purpose of Rural Lands and 8.2.4 Rural Designations in another letter.  We are 
happy to answer any questions you may have on this submittal.  Available are KCCC 
Chair Marge Brandsrud and KCCC Spokesperson Jan Sharar. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 
Jan Sharar 09-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
 
1./ 
 
 (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. 
 
Oct. 2, 2012 MB/ JS 
 
 

mailto:jkshar2@fairpoint.net
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http://www.mrsc.org/mc/rcw/RCW%20%2036%20%20TITLE/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A%20CHAPTER/RCW%20%2036%20.%2070A.170.htm


From: k fischer
To: Doc Hansen
Cc: Wendy Heiman; Stacey F. Ferris
Subject: land use draft for 211 riverbottom rd. ellensburg, wa
Date: Friday, September 28, 2012 3:12:26 PM

TO: Kittitas land use planning
 
Hello!
 
Our lot on 211 Riverbottom Road is 14.77 acres currently designated to become ag-5.
 
This land is NO LONGER AGRICULTURAL LAND. We are currently surrounded by 3-acre lots. The
only reason we did not also sub-divide was due to my mother being very ill for the last few years. She
passed away this spring. It is extremely frustrating that because of gross excesses in other parts of the
county we are now being penalized with how we sub-diide our land.
 
I do not understand why the greater Riverbottom area is not all rural-3. There is a school, a lake, it is
extremely close to current city limits. I do not understand why this area isn't being considered as part
of the greater city expansion.
 
PLEASE SETUP SOME SORT OF APPEALS PROCESS FOR SPECIAL CASES.
 
If our lot cannot be re-designated as rural-3, at least give us the ability to either:
 
1) annex .23 acres from a neighbering property or
2) allow us to hae one slightly smaller lot at 4.77 acres.
 
It just seems ridculous that we could only subdivide a 14.77 acre lot into 2 lots under the proposed
rules.
 
Please let us know what we can do further to appeal this zoning as it pertains to 211 Riverbottom Rd. 
It is my own goal to attend the meeting October 9th.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kurtis Fischer
kurtlfischer@yahoo.com
503-753-4679
 
Wendy Heiman
wendyfheiman@yahoo.com>
 
Stacey Ferris
staceyff@fairpoint.net
509-929-4993
 
211 Riverbottom Rd.
Ellensburg, Wa 98926
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TO: Kittitas County Community Development Services 
RE: 2012 Compliance Effort 
Date: October 1, 2012 
FROM: Roger B. Olsen 
  2130 Nelson Siding Road 
  Cle Elum, WA. 98922 
  (509) 674-3881 
 
Just a few notes: 
1. Eliminate Rural Residential zoning. It is an attempt to create a type ii LAMIRD for residential 

development that is not allowed as a type ii LAMIRD. Any “recreational” area must be able to 
accommodate all activities at the height of use. Planning should be done considering “full” or 
near full occupancy during peak recreational times. There is no advantage to considering “part 
time” occupancy in rural areas. A new Rural Residential Zone looks like an attempted “run 
around”. Allowing clustering in rural lands, even if called Rural Residential, at a density greater 
than 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres is a run around. 

2. I can see clustering being advantageous as long as the underlying density is in place and in no 
case would a minimum average of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres be allowed. An example would 
be clustering in the Forest and Range lands where the houses are clustered, fences are not 
allowed and wildlife can then use the open spaces to migrate. Clustering, in this case would be 
allowed or even encouraged in order to maintain migration routes for animals. I am afraid, 
however, that so many small lots have been created in some areas that this wouldn’t be 
possible unless some kind of TDR program could be devised. 

3. PUDs are not appropriate for rural areas and shouldn’t even be allowed in rural areas. 
Certainly at this point, and for the purpose of GMA compliance, PUDs should be deleted. If, in 
the future, there is a need and it can be shown to be beneficial, it can be considered. 

4. The Comp Plan and regulations need certain sunsets on all planned or in process cluster 
developments and PUDs. Five years should be more than enough time to complete any 
project that is worthy and needed. The practice of “grandfathering” speculative practices 
should not be allowed. It looks to me there might be some good language in the proposals for 
limitations on PUDs. The goal should be to limit and contain the damage already done and 
prevent it from happening in the future. 

5. How many nonconforming lots are there Kittitas County and how is Kittitas County going to 
reduce sprawl and prevent areas where he built environment would predominate? I am sure 
the Growth Board wants to see a “plan” for reducing sprawl and limiting or otherwise 
controlling rural development. The large number of non-conforming lots is a reality that was 
created in the past and has to be dealt with today and in the future. 

6. The current number of small lots encourage sprawl. We need a policy that will counter it. 
Perhaps we can encourage “aggregating” small lots less than 5 acres via a TDR system where 
a developer can, in some areas, create 5-acre parcels if they purchase the development rights 
to lots smaller than 5 acres. OR the county might implement the water right purchasing plan 
that has been proposed. Then the county could offer those who aggregate their lots into 
conforming lots the same water right rates that existing exempt well owners would enjoy. The 
goal is to reduce sprawl through incentives. No new 5-acre rezones without ether a TDR or 
aggregation. For every 5 acre aggregation, they would get that 5-acre parcel plus one new 5-
acre parcel via subdivision. That might mean all the Ag-5 and Rural 5 in the area would have 
to become 20-acre zoning with targeted areas available for 5-acre subdivision with a TDR. 

7. We need some acreage figures to determine current capacity of major areas and how we can 
change policy to meet population goals and preservation of rural character goals. Planning 
needs to provide to us, the public and the hearings board, a table of rural lands only, as 
depicted on the land use and zoning maps. The table would show us existing zoning acreages 
and to proposed zoning acreages. We also need another table showing the “build out” 



potential of existing zoning with and without clusters and PUDs and we need “build out figures” 
for proposed zoning with and without clusters and PUDS. When talking about rural lands we 
should only be talking about rural lands. 

8. If the county has not been meeting their population allocation goals, then maybe they are 
encouraging too much growth in the rural areas. The Comprehensive plans needs to not only 
state goals for urban and rural growth, the plan needs to implement remedies when rural 
growth exceeds projections. Such a policy in the comp plan would go a long way toward 
meeting the GMA goals of measuring rural development and containing or otherwise 
controlling rural development. 

9. Air quality suffers in the winter. A couple of rural areas can be as bad as any urban areas. The 
Salmon La Soc area and Nelson Siding area come to mind. Both areas have high density 
developments. I would suggest that all new construction not allow wood, coal, etc. burning 
devices. 

10. One of the GPOs should adopt the GMA definition of rural character as a goal and policy or the 
GMA definition should be stated in Chapter 17.08, Definitions, and referred to in Chapter 8 
section 8.1.2. If GMA goals and policies are stated as GPOs, they can easily be referred to in 
the comp plan and you then have an opportunity to show how they comply with the GMA. If 
you choose to include the GMA definition of rural character in 17.08, then anytime you refer to 
rural character, it can be found under that definition. 

11. I am not convinced that a lot of Ag-20 land is not in fact or could be designated as Commercial 
Ag. If any land in Kittitas County qualifies as Commercial Ag, it should be designated as such. 

12. Nelson Siding has too little forest and range. All land sections adjacent to public and 
commercial forests lands should be Forest and Range 20. There should be no Rural 
Recreation Land Use and no Rural 10 zoning on Nelson Siding. 



Marge Brandsrud          
PO Box 638         September 28, 2012 
Easton, WA 98925 
 

Kittitas County Community Development Services 
Robert “Doc” Hansen 
411 North Ruby, Suite 1 
Ellensburg WA 98026 
 
2012 Comprehensive Plan Compliance 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the ongoing process of Compliance with the Growth 
Management Act.  I offer the following comments in response to materials provided at the September 
open house. 
 
While reviewing the Table 17.5 concurrently with the EXIBIT ____ 17.36 Planned Unit Development Zone 

I realized the uses are not consistent.   The discrepancies are clear and must be reconciled.  I 
believe the use of PUDs in Rural Lands is inappropriate as are Cluster Plats as they are easily 
abused and can easily have a net negative effect on the preservation of Rural Character and the 
containment and control of rural development creating areas of low density sprawl. 

 
 
 
The remainder comments will be limited to the Rural and Resource Lands - Revised Draft Revised 
Chapter 8  
 
GPO 8.2.3 Purpose of Rural Lands 
 
I find the statement “Provide rural economic opportunity” troubling.  There is little language in this 
chapter to describe how such opportunity might be provided.  The only opportunities that are clear are 
that there will be many opportunities for developers and land speculators to continue with and even 
expand the development of rural lands inappropriately.   This statement must be deleted or revised to 
more clearly describe economic opportunity. 
 
The statement “Provide for infrastructure and services necessary for rural development.”  This 
statement begs the question – at who’s expense would the infrastructure and services be provided.  It 
also indicates the County is encouraging further inappropriate development in rural areas.  The purpose 
of Compliance is to contain and control rural development in order to preserve and protect the 
traditional rural character of the County.  This statement will have to be deleted if there is truly an effort 
at compliance in progress. 
 
GPO.XX Page 4 “Allow for a variety of rural densities which maintain and recognize rural character ***”.   
The words maintain and recognize should be changed to protect and preserve to provide more 
emphasis on the goal in this GPO. 
 
GPO XX Page 4 “Limit development in rural areas through density requirements and that protect and 
maintain existing rural character, natural open spaces, critical areas and recreation areas.  Encourage 



development on lands that have adequate public services.  Insert the words rural level and after 
adequate to clarify that urban levels of public services should not be expected or allowed. 
 
GPO 8.XX Page 4 “Develop buffer standards and regulations that will be used between incompatible 
rural uses.”   What is the intention of this GPO?  Why would uses in rural lands be incompatible with 
other uses in rural lands?  This GPO requires more information. 
 
GPO 8.2.4 Rural Designations 
 Purpose 
 *** 
 *** 
 *** 
 Provide opportunity for limited development of rural community 
Delete or change this statement of purpose. The term community is too abroad and could be widely 
interoperated and abused.  Rural designations should be intended to control and contain rural 
development not develop communities. 
 
Statement page 5“Rural Residential lands are those which are adjacent or near identified UGAs or 
LAMRIDS and have an infill potential at similar residential density.   
The description of this designation as written would not protect Rural Character, foster rural lifestyles, 
enhance rural-based economies, or provide visual landscapes traditionally found in rural areas.  
Encouraging or allowing infill in this designation would only serve to allow urban densities of 
development to occur in rural lands.  This would effectively extend the boundaries of UGAs and 
LAMRIDS without the required process making those established boundaries only a map exercise with 
no real meaning.   Zones in Rural Residential Lands are R-5, Ag-5 and PUDs.  Proposed Zoning maps 
indicate there are many of those zones which are not adjacent to or near designated UGAs or LAMRIDS.  
If interrupted literally infill at densities at the same levels as UGAs and LAMRIDS would be encouraged 
and allowed in those zones.  This is a statement that must be removed from this paragraph. 
 
Rural Recreation  
I object to this proposed designation and zone as there are no proposed zoning codes available for 
comment and review.  What would the minimum lot size be?  Uses in Table 17.15 are not in keeping 
with the protection and preservation of rural character.  In particular the creation of new PUDs and R10 
a zone also with our any proposed code for review and comment.  Rural Recreation as described would 
be tailored to private land owners who would use their property for their own private recreational uses.   
(I have no problem with that as a property right.)  As a County that depends upon tourist activity that is 
not the type of rural recreation that should be encouraged.  Current private development has already 
blocked access to many recreational activities.  As proposed the creation of this as a new land use and 
zone would only further discourage tourist activity in the recreational areas of the County.  Rural 
Recreation lands would provide much more economic value if they had uses geared to tourism instead 
of private personal uses.  Uses such as campgrounds, RV parks, rental cabins, guide services, and other 
tourist oriented uses.  Seasonal property owners only stimulate the County’s economy during 
development of their property and as time goes by historically such residences have become full time 
residences.  This is clearly demonstrated with the areas of Elk Meadows, Sunlight Waters, Sun Island and 
Easton Village among other high density developments.  Tourism on the other hand would be an 
ongoing economic booster.  
 
 



LAMRIDS 
The LAMRID designation must be clear on the requirement for development included in such a 
designation must be “existing”.   LAMRIDS are not intended to create new development. 
 
Cluster Plats 
All references to Cluster Plats in Rural Lands must be deleted as Cluster Plats are not appropriate as a 
rural land use or zone. 
 
Incompatible Land Uses 
There should be no mitigation for land uses which are incompatible with rural or resource lands.  
Mitigation will encourage the misuse of rural and resource lands there by not protecting the rural 
character of those lands. 
 
Development Standards 
Standards for access, lot size and configuration etc.  “will be adopted”.  This goal is too open ended.  If 
standards are not adopted during this process, a meaningful time frame and schedule for adoption must 
be provided to assure the public those standards will be addressed and adopted. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments on this most important process 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marge Brandsrud 
 
 
 



From: deidre link
To: compplan
Cc: Doc Hansen
Subject: comments to draft material from Open House 9-18-2012
Date: Friday, September 28, 2012 3:51:50 PM

 
 
To:   Mr. Hanson
        CDS
        411 Ruby Street
        Ellensburg, WA  98926
 
From: Deidre Link
          560 Hawk Haven Rd.
          Cle Elum, WA  98922
 
Re:  Comment on draft material received at Open House 9-18-2012 - Comp
Compliance
 
To Whom it May Concern,
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  My over view is this effort does very little
to protect the rural character or otherwise control rural development of the land in
Kittitas County.
 
There are good new additions, examples would be on pages 3 & 4, 8.2.1 and 8.2.3 of
the Rural Lands Intro GPOs.  The new proposed chapter  'Chapter 17.15 Allowed
Uses' is easy to read and follow.   The creation of a 10 acre zone is also good but
only if it is used to down zone Ag 3.  I would not approve up zoning any Ag 20 or R
20.
 
The draft maps presented at the open house are another excellent creation.
 
The problems I see are: 
There is no need for PUDs in rural lands.  PUDs need to be situated in UGAs.  This
draft simply deals with PUDs.   There is still the problem of Performance Based
Cluster Plats. 
17.36.070 needs to be restored. 
There are some inconsistencies between Chapter 17.15 and Chapter 17.36. 
Under 17.36.020 Allowed Uses number 2.a., most allowed uses in this section
are NOT included in the table in 17.15.
 
I find no documentation to support the creation of a new zone called "Rural
Recreation". 
 
The current level of available building lots in rural lands far exceeds projected
populations numbers.  I realize a lot of tax payer dollars have gone into the proposed
draft material but I do not believe you have met the Supreme courts ruling on the

mailto:linkdal@televar.com
mailto:compplan@co.kittitas.wa.us
mailto:doc.hansen@co.kittitas.wa.us


compliance issue.
 
I thank you again for this opportunity to comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Deidre Link
509-674-2420
 
 







TO: Kittitas County Community Development Services 
RE: 2012 Compliance Effort 
Date: October 1, 2012 
FROM: Roger B. Olsen 
  2130 Nelson Siding Road 
  Cle Elum, WA. 98922 
  (509) 674-3881 
 
Just a few notes: 
1. Eliminate Rural Residential zoning. It is an attempt to create a type ii LAMIRD for residential 

development that is not allowed as a type ii LAMIRD. Any “recreational” area must be able to 
accommodate all activities at the height of use. Planning should be done considering “full” or 
near full occupancy during peak recreational times. There is no advantage to considering “part 
time” occupancy in rural areas. A new Rural Residential Zone looks like an attempted “run 
around”. Allowing clustering in rural lands, even if called Rural Residential, at a density greater 
than 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres is a run around. 

2. I can see clustering being advantageous as long as the underlying density is in place and in no 
case would a minimum average of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres be allowed. An example would 
be clustering in the Forest and Range lands where the houses are clustered, fences are not 
allowed and wildlife can then use the open spaces to migrate. Clustering, in this case would be 
allowed or even encouraged in order to maintain migration routes for animals. I am afraid, 
however, that so many small lots have been created in some areas that this wouldn’t be 
possible unless some kind of TDR program could be devised. 

3. PUDs are not appropriate for rural areas and shouldn’t even be allowed in rural areas. 
Certainly at this point, and for the purpose of GMA compliance, PUDs should be deleted. If, in 
the future, there is a need and it can be shown to be beneficial, it can be considered. 

4. The Comp Plan and regulations need certain sunsets on all planned or in process cluster 
developments and PUDs. Five years should be more than enough time to complete any 
project that is worthy and needed. The practice of “grandfathering” speculative practices 
should not be allowed. It looks to me there might be some good language in the proposals for 
limitations on PUDs. The goal should be to limit and contain the damage already done and 
prevent it from happening in the future. 

5. How many nonconforming lots are there Kittitas County and how is Kittitas County going to 
reduce sprawl and prevent areas where he built environment would predominate? I am sure 
the Growth Board wants to see a “plan” for reducing sprawl and limiting or otherwise 
controlling rural development. The large number of non-conforming lots is a reality that was 
created in the past and has to be dealt with today and in the future. 

6. The current number of small lots encourage sprawl. We need a policy that will counter it. 
Perhaps we can encourage “aggregating” small lots less than 5 acres via a TDR system where 
a developer can, in some areas, create 5-acre parcels if they purchase the development rights 
to lots smaller than 5 acres. OR the county might implement the water right purchasing plan 
that has been proposed. Then the county could offer those who aggregate their lots into 
conforming lots the same water right rates that existing exempt well owners would enjoy. The 
goal is to reduce sprawl through incentives. No new 5-acre rezones without ether a TDR or 
aggregation. For every 5 acre aggregation, they would get that 5-acre parcel plus one new 5-
acre parcel via subdivision. That might mean all the Ag-5 and Rural 5 in the area would have 
to become 20-acre zoning with targeted areas available for 5-acre subdivision with a TDR. 

7. We need some acreage figures to determine current capacity of major areas and how we can 
change policy to meet population goals and preservation of rural character goals. Planning 
needs to provide to us, the public and the hearings board, a table of rural lands only, as 
depicted on the land use and zoning maps. The table would show us existing zoning acreages 
and to proposed zoning acreages. We also need another table showing the “build out” 



potential of existing zoning with and without clusters and PUDs and we need “build out figures” 
for proposed zoning with and without clusters and PUDS. When talking about rural lands we 
should only be talking about rural lands. 

8. If the county has not been meeting their population allocation goals, then maybe they are 
encouraging too much growth in the rural areas. The Comprehensive plans needs to not only 
state goals for urban and rural growth, the plan needs to implement remedies when rural 
growth exceeds projections. Such a policy in the comp plan would go a long way toward 
meeting the GMA goals of measuring rural development and containing or otherwise 
controlling rural development. 

9. Air quality suffers in the winter. A couple of rural areas can be as bad as any urban areas. The 
Salmon La Soc area and Nelson Siding area come to mind. Both areas have high density 
developments. I would suggest that all new construction not allow wood, coal, etc. burning 
devices. 

10. One of the GPOs should adopt the GMA definition of rural character as a goal and policy or the 
GMA definition should be stated in Chapter 17.08, Definitions, and referred to in Chapter 8 
section 8.1.2. If GMA goals and policies are stated as GPOs, they can easily be referred to in 
the comp plan and you then have an opportunity to show how they comply with the GMA. If 
you choose to include the GMA definition of rural character in 17.08, then anytime you refer to 
rural character, it can be found under that definition. 

11. I am not convinced that a lot of Ag-20 land is not in fact or could be designated as Commercial 
Ag. If any land in Kittitas County qualifies as Commercial Ag, it should be designated as such. 

12. Nelson Siding has too little forest and range. All land sections adjacent to public and 
commercial forests lands should be Forest and Range 20. There should be no Rural 
Recreation Land Use and no Rural 10 zoning on Nelson Siding. 



Marge Brandsrud          
PO Box 638         September 28, 2012 
Easton, WA 98925 
 

Kittitas County Community Development Services 
Robert “Doc” Hansen 
411 North Ruby, Suite 1 
Ellensburg WA 98026 
 
2012 Comprehensive Plan Compliance 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the ongoing process of Compliance with the Growth 
Management Act.  I offer the following comments in response to materials provided at the September 
open house. 
 
While reviewing the Table 17.5 concurrently with the EXIBIT ____ 17.36 Planned Unit Development Zone 

I realized the uses are not consistent.   The discrepancies are clear and must be reconciled.  I 
believe the use of PUDs in Rural Lands is inappropriate as are Cluster Plats as they are easily 
abused and can easily have a net negative effect on the preservation of Rural Character and the 
containment and control of rural development creating areas of low density sprawl. 

 
 
 
The remainder comments will be limited to the Rural and Resource Lands - Revised Draft Revised 
Chapter 8  
 
GPO 8.2.3 Purpose of Rural Lands 
 
I find the statement “Provide rural economic opportunity” troubling.  There is little language in this 
chapter to describe how such opportunity might be provided.  The only opportunities that are clear are 
that there will be many opportunities for developers and land speculators to continue with and even 
expand the development of rural lands inappropriately.   This statement must be deleted or revised to 
more clearly describe economic opportunity. 
 
The statement “Provide for infrastructure and services necessary for rural development.”  This 
statement begs the question – at who’s expense would the infrastructure and services be provided.  It 
also indicates the County is encouraging further inappropriate development in rural areas.  The purpose 
of Compliance is to contain and control rural development in order to preserve and protect the 
traditional rural character of the County.  This statement will have to be deleted if there is truly an effort 
at compliance in progress. 
 
GPO.XX Page 4 “Allow for a variety of rural densities which maintain and recognize rural character ***”.   
The words maintain and recognize should be changed to protect and preserve to provide more 
emphasis on the goal in this GPO. 
 
GPO XX Page 4 “Limit development in rural areas through density requirements and that protect and 
maintain existing rural character, natural open spaces, critical areas and recreation areas.  Encourage 



development on lands that have adequate public services.  Insert the words rural level and after 
adequate to clarify that urban levels of public services should not be expected or allowed. 
 
GPO 8.XX Page 4 “Develop buffer standards and regulations that will be used between incompatible 
rural uses.”   What is the intention of this GPO?  Why would uses in rural lands be incompatible with 
other uses in rural lands?  This GPO requires more information. 
 
GPO 8.2.4 Rural Designations 
 Purpose 
 *** 
 *** 
 *** 
 Provide opportunity for limited development of rural community 
Delete or change this statement of purpose. The term community is too abroad and could be widely 
interoperated and abused.  Rural designations should be intended to control and contain rural 
development not develop communities. 
 
Statement page 5“Rural Residential lands are those which are adjacent or near identified UGAs or 
LAMRIDS and have an infill potential at similar residential density.   
The description of this designation as written would not protect Rural Character, foster rural lifestyles, 
enhance rural-based economies, or provide visual landscapes traditionally found in rural areas.  
Encouraging or allowing infill in this designation would only serve to allow urban densities of 
development to occur in rural lands.  This would effectively extend the boundaries of UGAs and 
LAMRIDS without the required process making those established boundaries only a map exercise with 
no real meaning.   Zones in Rural Residential Lands are R-5, Ag-5 and PUDs.  Proposed Zoning maps 
indicate there are many of those zones which are not adjacent to or near designated UGAs or LAMRIDS.  
If interrupted literally infill at densities at the same levels as UGAs and LAMRIDS would be encouraged 
and allowed in those zones.  This is a statement that must be removed from this paragraph. 
 
Rural Recreation  
I object to this proposed designation and zone as there are no proposed zoning codes available for 
comment and review.  What would the minimum lot size be?  Uses in Table 17.15 are not in keeping 
with the protection and preservation of rural character.  In particular the creation of new PUDs and R10 
a zone also with our any proposed code for review and comment.  Rural Recreation as described would 
be tailored to private land owners who would use their property for their own private recreational uses.   
(I have no problem with that as a property right.)  As a County that depends upon tourist activity that is 
not the type of rural recreation that should be encouraged.  Current private development has already 
blocked access to many recreational activities.  As proposed the creation of this as a new land use and 
zone would only further discourage tourist activity in the recreational areas of the County.  Rural 
Recreation lands would provide much more economic value if they had uses geared to tourism instead 
of private personal uses.  Uses such as campgrounds, RV parks, rental cabins, guide services, and other 
tourist oriented uses.  Seasonal property owners only stimulate the County’s economy during 
development of their property and as time goes by historically such residences have become full time 
residences.  This is clearly demonstrated with the areas of Elk Meadows, Sunlight Waters, Sun Island and 
Easton Village among other high density developments.  Tourism on the other hand would be an 
ongoing economic booster.  
 
 



LAMRIDS 
The LAMRID designation must be clear on the requirement for development included in such a 
designation must be “existing”.   LAMRIDS are not intended to create new development. 
 
Cluster Plats 
All references to Cluster Plats in Rural Lands must be deleted as Cluster Plats are not appropriate as a 
rural land use or zone. 
 
Incompatible Land Uses 
There should be no mitigation for land uses which are incompatible with rural or resource lands.  
Mitigation will encourage the misuse of rural and resource lands there by not protecting the rural 
character of those lands. 
 
Development Standards 
Standards for access, lot size and configuration etc.  “will be adopted”.  This goal is too open ended.  If 
standards are not adopted during this process, a meaningful time frame and schedule for adoption must 
be provided to assure the public those standards will be addressed and adopted. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments on this most important process 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marge Brandsrud 
 
 
 



Department of Community Development Services 

Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 

RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 

 

October 22, 2012 Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) Response to the 

October Draft for Kittitas County Code Revisions 

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the proposed code changes for Comprehensive Plan 

compliance.  It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future drafting of the 

documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners in the near 

future. 

 
13.35 ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY DETERMINATION 
Add the word legal after each reference to adequate water throughout this code section. 
For clarity add the following to 13.35.040, 13.35.050, and 13.35.060 as a requirement:   
Verification that the system is in the Yellow or Green status area. 

16.09 CLUSTER PLATTING and CONSERVATION PLATTING and 17.36 Planned Unit 
Developments 
KCCC has reservations regarding these types of platting in rural or resource lands as they do 
little to preserve rural character.  These plats would allow increased density by using lands that, 
by their physical character, may not be suitable for development. 
For example if a 20 acre parcel in a five acre zone is characterized by 15 acres of critical areas, 
clustering would allow a density increase in an area that should only allow, by its physical 
character, one unit to be developed at the underlying zone of five acres.  This is akin to allowing 
bonus density for unbuildable lands thereby increasing density in rural lands that could not 
otherwise occur.  The only incentive for development through Cluster Platting, Conservation 
Platting and Planned Unit Developments in rural areas is to profit from the increased density 
allowed for unbuildable lands. Clustering and  Conservation platting in rural or resource lands 
does not, preserve rural lands, conserve water resources, and protect public health by reducing 
the number of septic drain fields, under that scenario.  Clustering, Conservation Platting and 
Planned Unit Developments, in rural lands and resource lands circumvents the natural physical 
character that defines rural character in the County.  Currently established small lots in rural 
areas more than adequately provide for a verity of rural densities making clustering 
unnecessary.  The GMA says that the County must provide for a verity of rural densities – 
Kittitas County has done such a good job in the past of providing that verity of density, that it is 
not necessary to provide additional density through clustering.  Making development 
economically feasible for future increased rural density is not what the GMA describes.  Given 
the current water issues in the basin, encouraging development at higher densities will only 
serve to exacerbate the problem.  Kittitas County must recognize that increasing density in an 
over allocated water basin is not the way to assure the health safety and welfare of its citizens.  



Residential development by default will become very difficult in the near future and the County 
cannot and should not, in good conscience, continue to pursue it as a long term economic 
benefit.  Commissioner Jewell stated, at a recent public meeting, that there are currently 1,700 
residential hook-ups available in the water banks.  The numbers of undeveloped parcels in rural 
and recreation lands, just in the upper county, far exceed the number of hook-ups available.  
Given that information it would be prudent to work toward minimizing the number of new parcels 
until such time the water issue is resolved.  In addition if Clusters or Conservation Plats are to 
be allowed there must be controls in place which do not allow increased density by 
circumventing the natural physical features of a parcel. The special features of geography, 
topography, natural vegetation and views are a large part of what defines rural character and 
should not be used to increase density where they limit the ability to build on a parcel. PUDs are 
only appropriate in UGAs where the advantages of such development will allow the logical 
extension of urban services while directing increased density to the cities.  Any application of 
these zones must also require verification that the water system is in the Yellow or Green status 
area along with other requirements for quality, quantity and legal access 
 
16.09.040 Development Regulations F.  The phrase “density bonuses under the Public Benefit 
Rating System.” must be removed as that system is proposed for deletion. 
 
ADD:  Cluster and Conservation plats must satisfy the requirements of Chapter13.35 prior to 
approval. 
 
17.08 DEFINITIONS 
Why are the definitions 17.08.320 Hotel and 17.08.400 Motel proposed for deletion?  They are 
listed in the allowed use table and should be defined. 
 
17.3019.040 Lot size required – delete the phrase “except as provided for in Kittitas County 

Code 16.09, Performance Based Cluster Platting.” 
 
Access   
Lot access should be addressed in all zones and include suitable code for emergency ingress 
and egress. 
 

17.15 ALLOWED USES 

Allowing Accessory Dwelling units as a use in rural and resource lands effectively doubles the 
density of any parcel.  Such an increase in possible density would not serve to protect rural 
character, water quality or health safety and welfare of the citizens of the County.  Accessory 
Dwelling units should be a conditional use which would allow public input.  Additional reviews 
that look at the density already existing in the neighborhood and the effects an additional unit 
would have on the rural character elements in the area.  How would the requirement for the 
owner to reside in one of the dwellings be monitored or enforced?  The possible abuse of this 
use should be recognized, particularly in the rural recreation areas.  Two dwellings on one 
parcel could become a great source of weekend rental income for an absent owner.   



Just a few notes: 

1. Eliminate Rural Residential zoning. It is an attempt to create a type ii LAMIRD for 
residential development that is not allowed as a type ii LAMIRD. Any “recreational” area 
must be able to accommodate all activities at the height of use. Planning should be done 
considering “full” or near full occupancy during peak recreational times. There is no 
advantage to considering “part time” occupancy in rural areas. A new Rural Residential 
Zone looks like an attempted “run around”. Allowing clustering in rural lands, even if 
called Rural Residential, at a density greater than 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres is a run 
around. 

2. Clustering could be advantageous as long as the underlying density is in place and in no 
case would a minimum average of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres be allowed. An example 
would be clustering in the Forest and Range lands where the houses are clustered, 
fences are not allowed and wildlife can then use the open spaces to migrate. Clustering, 
in this case would be allowed or even encouraged in order to maintain migration routes 
for animals. I am afraid, however, that so many small lots have been created in some 
areas that this wouldn’t be possible unless some kind of TDR program could be devised. 

3. PUDs are not appropriate for rural areas and shouldn’t even be allowed in rural areas. 
Certainly at this point, and for the purpose of GMA compliance, PUDs should be deleted. 
If, in the future, there is a need and it can be shown to be beneficial, it can be 
considered. 

4. The Comp Plan and regulations need certain sunsets on all planned or in process 
cluster developments and PUDs. Five years should be more than enough time to 
complete any project that is worthy and needed. The practice of “grandfathering” 
speculative practices should not be allowed. It looks to me there might be some good 
language in the proposals for limitations on PUDs. The goal should be to limit and 
contain the damage already done and prevent it from happening in the future. 

5. How many nonconforming lots are there Kittitas County and how is Kittitas County going 
to reduce sprawl and prevent areas where he built environment would predominate? I 
am sure the Growth Board wants to see a “plan” for reducing sprawl and limiting or 
otherwise controlling rural development. The large number of non-conforming lots is a 
reality that was created in the past and has to be dealt with today and in the future. 

6. The current number of small lots encourage sprawl. We need a policy that will counter it. 
Perhaps we can encourage “aggregating” small lots less than 5 acres via a TDR system 
where a developer can, in some areas, create 5-acre parcels if they purchase the 
development rights to lots smaller than 5 acres. OR the county might implement the 
water right purchasing plan that has been proposed. Then the county could offer those 
who aggregate their lots into conforming lots the same water right rates that existing 
exempt well owners would enjoy. The goal is to reduce sprawl through incentives. No 
new 5-acre rezones without ether a TDR or aggregation. For every 5 acre aggregation, 
they would get that 5-acre parcel plus one new 5-acre parcel via subdivision. That might 
mean all the Ag-5 and Rural 5 in the area would have to become 20-acre zoning with 
targeted areas available for 5-acre subdivision with a TDR. 

7. We need some acreage figures to determine current capacity of major areas and how 
we can change policy to meet population goals and preservation of rural character goals. 
Planning needs to provide to us, the public and the hearings board, a table of rural lands 
only, as depicted on the land use and zoning maps. The table would show us existing 
zoning acreages and to proposed zoning acreages. We also need another table showing 
the “build out” potential of existing zoning with and without clusters and PUDs and we 
need “build out figures” for proposed zoning with and without clusters and PUDS. When 
talking about rural lands we should only be talking about rural lands. 



8. If the county has not been meeting their population allocation goals, then maybe they 
are encouraging too much growth in the rural areas. The Comprehensive plans needs to 
not only state goals for urban and rural growth, the plan needs to implement remedies 
when rural growth exceeds projections. Such a policy in the comp plan would go a long 
way toward meeting the GMA goals of measuring rural development and containing or 
otherwise controlling rural development. 

9. Air quality suffers in the winter. A couple of rural areas can be as bad as any urban 
areas. The Salmon La Soc area and Nelson Siding area come to mind. Both areas have 
high density developments. I would suggest that all new construction not allow wood, 
coal, etc. burning devices. 

10. One of the GPOs should adopt the GMA definition of rural character as a goal and policy 
or the GMA definition should be stated in Chapter 17.08, Definitions, and referred to in 
Chapter 8 section 8.1.2. If GMA goals and policies are stated as GPOs, they can easily 
be referred to in the comp plan and you then have an opportunity to show how they 
comply with the GMA. If you choose to include the GMA definition of rural character in 
17.08, then anytime you refer to rural character, it can be found under that definition. 

11. KCCC is not convinced that a lot of Ag-20 land is not in fact or could be designated as 
Commercial Ag. If any land in Kittitas County qualifies as Commercial Ag, it should be 
designated as such. 

12. Nelson Siding has too little forest and range. All land sections adjacent to public and 
commercial forests lands should be Forest and Range 20. There should be no Rural 
Recreation Land Use in the Nelson Siding area. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 

Jan Sharar 09-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
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From: deidre link
To: compplan
Cc: Doc Hansen
Subject: comments to draft material from Open House 9-18-2012
Date: Friday, September 28, 2012 3:51:50 PM

 
 
To:   Mr. Hanson
        CDS
        411 Ruby Street
        Ellensburg, WA  98926
 
From: Deidre Link
          560 Hawk Haven Rd.
          Cle Elum, WA  98922
 
Re:  Comment on draft material received at Open House 9-18-2012 - Comp
Compliance
 
To Whom it May Concern,
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  My over view is this effort does very little
to protect the rural character or otherwise control rural development of the land in
Kittitas County.
 
There are good new additions, examples would be on pages 3 & 4, 8.2.1 and 8.2.3 of
the Rural Lands Intro GPOs.  The new proposed chapter  'Chapter 17.15 Allowed
Uses' is easy to read and follow.   The creation of a 10 acre zone is also good but
only if it is used to down zone Ag 3.  I would not approve up zoning any Ag 20 or R
20.
 
The draft maps presented at the open house are another excellent creation.
 
The problems I see are: 
There is no need for PUDs in rural lands.  PUDs need to be situated in UGAs.  This
draft simply deals with PUDs.   There is still the problem of Performance Based
Cluster Plats. 
17.36.070 needs to be restored. 
There are some inconsistencies between Chapter 17.15 and Chapter 17.36. 
Under 17.36.020 Allowed Uses number 2.a., most allowed uses in this section
are NOT included in the table in 17.15.
 
I find no documentation to support the creation of a new zone called "Rural
Recreation". 
 
The current level of available building lots in rural lands far exceeds projected
populations numbers.  I realize a lot of tax payer dollars have gone into the proposed
draft material but I do not believe you have met the Supreme courts ruling on the
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compliance issue.
 
I thank you again for this opportunity to comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Deidre Link
509-674-2420
 
 



Department of Community Development Services 

Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 

RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 

October 10, 2012 

 

Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) Response to the 

September Draft for Comprehensive Plan Compliance – Resource 

Lands sections. 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the September draft for Comprehensive Plan 

compliance.  It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future 

drafting of the documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of 

County Commissioners in the near future. 

 

We focus on the revised chapter 8 document dated September 2012.  We 

submit the following on proposed Resource Lands 8.3 and subsequent 

sections. 

 
We continue to have an overriding concern.  The fact that current zoning and 

designation figures for existing parcels and the potential build out numbers drafted 

by staff several months ago are not provided to the public to review through the 

open house process.  This is a key area of information and without it; the public is 

left guessing what is the baseline from which to assess the county’s proposals on the 

rural character, etc... 

 

8.3.1 Planning of Resource Lands (new) – first paragraph last sentence reads to us that 

cluster plats will be allowed in resource lands.  If that is what is meant, does this refer to 

the recently released revised Ch. 16.09?  We would object to anything cluster except 

clustering homes that would otherwise meet the minimum lot size of 20 acres in 

agriculture and forest resource lands. 

 

Table 8.3.1 – says it shows acreage for designations and zones but we see no acreage. 

 

Page 21 – 4
th

 8.XX from top, what does “encumbrance” mean in this context? 

 

Page 23 – A. Land Grade Consideration – The KCCC still maintains that the land 

grades are too limited and do not reflect the fact that additional soils types in fact are very 

productive and support family farms. 

      C. Designation – Needs re-wording – confusing as to meaning. 

3. De-designation criteria – B. – we suggest inclusion of “designation” because there 

may be opportunities for lands to be added to the designation.  

 

Page 24 - After D. - “Following are goals….employment of…use.”  We question the use 

of “employment.” We suggest substitute with “preserve.” 



 

 

Page 25 – Comment - Several of the GPO 8XX are current language in the comp plan.  

Have the 1
st 

- 3
rd

 and 6
th

 on this page been done?  Started? 

 

 8.3.3 – Commercial Forest Land – pages 28 – Same comment as above – include 

“designation” in the criteria. 

 

Page 29 - 6th GPO.8XX – Does this include such things as suspending enforcement of 

CAO or Shorelines regulations? 

 

Page 29 - 9th GPO.8XX – Is this stated in the new Ch. 16.09 also? 

 

8.3.4 – 2
nd

 paragraph – first sentence - “…shall identify and classify…” has this been 

done? 

 

Finally, there are several proposed changes to the Resource Lands section that we like 

and would comment on those if time permitted. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 

Jan Sharar 09-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
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Department of Community Development Services 
Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 
RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 
 
October 23, 2012 Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) 
Response to the October Draft for Kittitas County Code Revisions 
 
Once again, thank you for this opportunity to respond to the proposed code changes for 
Comprehensive Plan compliance.  We are grateful for all of the hard work you and your 
staff have put in to this process. 
 
It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future drafting of the 
documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of County 
Commissioners in the near future. 

MAP COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

We recommend Forest and Range 20 zoning be located adjacent to Commercial Forest 
Lands.  The intended effect is to provide a protective buffer to the resource lands with 20 
acre minimum lot sizes. RCW 36.70A.020 (8) and RCW 36.70A.060 (1) 

We have commented on the proposed Rural Recreation designation and zone.  In addition 
to our belief there is inadequate justification at this time for these, we see it on the maps 
as located adjacent to Commercial Forest Lands.  With uses in zones such as master 
planned resorts general commercial, highway commercial, etc., we believe it poses a 
threat for protection of these resource lands.  

On the Cle Elum area map, the recent (12-11?) annexation of the property known as City 
Heights is not shown within the cities’ boundaries. 

The Appendices shown on the CDS website shows the original approximate parcels by 
zone and the potential parcels by zone if divided according to those densities.  Our 
questions – (1) do we rely on these for our comments?  (2) is the staff using these 
numbers in proposals in the process? (3) should we consider these numbers in our 
analyses? 

As an example, the preceding question is relevant to the large area proposed for rural 
residential areas combined from all of the maps.  If we proceeded to calculate potential 
lots under this scenario, it appears the numbers would be hard to justify considering the 
existing number of lots of 5 and less acres in existence now. 1/ (1) 
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We request the fact that the Thorp LAMIRD (SE portion of the I-90 interchange) being 
contested in the 3rd District Court of Appeals be noted on the map and/or in the text.  In 
addition, please note the Thorp Commercial Agriculture overlay is still in effect. 

There are maps dating back to the summer for areas in the northwest portion of the 
county (Liberty, Swauk, etc. that do not appear to be as recent as the others.  Does this 
mean those are still the proposed maps for comment?  

OTHER COMMENTS 

On the matter of resource lands position within the text, we recommend it be clarified 
that Resource Lands are not part of the Rural Element.  After designation of UGA’s and 
Resource Lands the remainder is rural lands. 1/ (5) 

Because of the large number of non-conforming sized lots in rural lands, we do not see 
the addition of a cluster code necessary at this time.  One exception that would promote 
the rural character would be some form of encouragement too cluster homes in Forest and 
Range 20 lands where the benefits to animal migration would be a benefit. 

DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES 

Throughout the sections proposed in 13.35 KCCC, we see a need to include clarifying 
language that addresses the legality of the proposed water supply.  We acknowledge the 
current components of adequacy and potability and believe the legal component must be 
included in order to satisfy the 2011 Supreme Court case.   

The reference to yellow and green zones should be footnoted for descriptive purposes. 

We hope these comments can be included in the packet for the Planning Commission 
Hearing on Oct. 23, 2012.  

Again thank you for all of your hard work on this process. 

Sincerely, 
 
Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 
Jan Sharar 509-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
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1/ 

RCW 36.70A.070 

(1) A land use element designating the proposed general distribution and general location 
and extent of the uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, 
housing, commerce, industry, recreation, open spaces, general aviation airports, public 
utilities, public facilities, and other land uses. The land use element shall include 
population densities, building intensities, and estimates of future population growth. The 
land use element shall provide for protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater 
used for public water supplies. Wherever possible, the land use element should consider 
utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity. Where applicable, the 
land use element shall review drainage, flooding, and storm water run-off in the area and 
nearby jurisdictions and provide guidance for corrective actions to mitigate or cleanse 
those discharges that pollute waters of the state, including Puget Sound or waters entering 
Puget Sound. 

(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: 



 

Department of Community Development Services 

Attn: Robert “Doc” Hansen, Director 

RE: Comp Plan Compliance Sept. Draft 

 

October 23, 2012 Kittitas County Conservation Coalition (KCCC) 

Response to the October Draft for Kittitas County Code Revisions 
 

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to respond to the proposed code changes for 

Comprehensive Plan compliance.  We are grateful for all of the hard work you and your 

staff have put in to this process. 

 

It is our intent to provide constructive input to CDS staff for use in future drafting of the 

documents to be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of County 

Commissioners in the near future. 

MAP COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

We recommend Forest and Range 20 zoning be located adjacent to Commercial Forest 

Lands.  The intended effect is to provide a protective buffer to the resource lands with 20 

acre minimum lot sizes. RCW 36.70A.020 (8) and RCW 36.70A.060 (1) 

We have commented on the proposed Rural Recreation designation and zone.  In addition 

to our belief there is inadequate justification at this time for these, we see it on the maps 

as located adjacent to Commercial Forest Lands.  With uses in zones such as master 

planned resorts general commercial, highway commercial, etc., we believe it poses a 

threat for protection of these resource lands.  

On the Cle Elum area map, the recent (12-11?) annexation of the property known as City 

Heights is not shown within the cities’ boundaries. 

The Appendices shown on the CDS website shows the original approximate parcels by 

zone and the potential parcels by zone if divided according to those densities.  Our 

questions – (1) do we rely on these for our comments?  (2) is the staff using these 

numbers in proposals in the process? (3) should we consider these numbers in our 

analyses? 

As an example, the preceding question is relevant to the large area proposed for rural 

residential areas combined from all of the maps.  If we proceeded to calculate potential 

lots under this scenario, it appears the numbers would be hard to justify considering the 

existing number of lots of 5 and less acres in existence now. 1/ (1) 

 



 

We request the fact that the Thorp LAMIRD (SE portion of the I-90 interchange) being 

contested in the 3
rd

 District Court of Appeals be noted on the map and/or in the text.  In 

addition, please note the Thorp Commercial Agriculture overlay is still in effect. 

There are maps dating back to the summer for areas in the northwest portion of the 

county (Liberty, Swauk, etc. that do not appear to be as recent as the others.  Does this 

mean those are still the proposed maps for comment?  

OTHER COMMENTS 

On the matter of resource lands position within the text, we recommend it be clarified 

that Resource Lands are not part of the Rural Element.  After designation of UGA’s and 

Resource Lands the remainder is rural lands. 1/ (5) 

Because of the large number of non-conforming sized lots in rural lands, we do not see 

the addition of a cluster code necessary at this time.  One exception that would promote 

the rural character would be some form of encouragement too cluster homes in Forest and 

Range 20 lands where the benefits to animal migration would be a benefit. 

DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES 

Throughout the sections proposed in 13.35 KCCC, we see a need to include clarifying 

language that addresses the legality of the proposed water supply.  We acknowledge the 

current components of adequacy and potability and believe the legal component must be 

included in order to satisfy the 2011 Supreme Court case.   

The reference to yellow and green zones should be footnoted for descriptive purposes. 

We hope these comments can be included in the packet for the Planning Commission 

Hearing on Oct. 23, 2012.  

Again thank you for all of your hard work on this process. 

Sincerely, 

 

Marge Brandsrud 509-656-2963 dmbrandsrud@comcast.net 

Jan Sharar 509-925-7216 jkshar2@fairpoint.net 
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1/ 

RCW 36.70A.070 

(1) A land use element designating the proposed general distribution and general location 

and extent of the uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, 

housing, commerce, industry, recreation, open spaces, general aviation airports, public 

utilities, public facilities, and other land uses. The land use element shall include 

population densities, building intensities, and estimates of future population growth. The 

land use element shall provide for protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater 

used for public water supplies. Wherever possible, the land use element should consider 

utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity. Where applicable, the 

land use element shall review drainage, flooding, and storm water run-off in the area and 

nearby jurisdictions and provide guidance for corrective actions to mitigate or cleanse 

those discharges that pollute waters of the state, including Puget Sound or waters entering 

Puget Sound. 

(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: 
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	MAP COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
	We recommend Forest and Range 20 zoning be located adjacent to Commercial Forest Lands.  The intended effect is to provide a protective buffer to the resource lands with 20 acre minimum lot sizes. RCW 36.70A.020 (8) and RCW 36.70A.060 (1)
	We have commented on the proposed Rural Recreation designation and zone.  In addition to our belief there is inadequate justification at this time for these, we see it on the maps as located adjacent to Commercial Forest Lands.  With uses in zones suc...
	On the Cle Elum area map, the recent (12-11?) annexation of the property known as City Heights is not shown within the cities’ boundaries.
	The Appendices shown on the CDS website shows the original approximate parcels by zone and the potential parcels by zone if divided according to those densities.  Our questions – (1) do we rely on these for our comments?  (2) is the staff using these ...
	As an example, the preceding question is relevant to the large area proposed for rural residential areas combined from all of the maps.  If we proceeded to calculate potential lots under this scenario, it appears the numbers would be hard to justify c...
	We request the fact that the Thorp LAMIRD (SE portion of the I-90 interchange) being contested in the 3rd District Court of Appeals be noted on the map and/or in the text.  In addition, please note the Thorp Commercial Agriculture overlay is still in ...
	There are maps dating back to the summer for areas in the northwest portion of the county (Liberty, Swauk, etc. that do not appear to be as recent as the others.  Does this mean those are still the proposed maps for comment?
	OTHER COMMENTS
	On the matter of resource lands position within the text, we recommend it be clarified that Resource Lands are not part of the Rural Element.  After designation of UGA’s and Resource Lands the remainder is rural lands. 1/ (5)
	Because of the large number of non-conforming sized lots in rural lands, we do not see the addition of a cluster code necessary at this time.  One exception that would promote the rural character would be some form of encouragement too cluster homes i...
	DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES
	Throughout the sections proposed in 13.35 KCCC, we see a need to include clarifying language that addresses the legality of the proposed water supply.  We acknowledge the current components of adequacy and potability and believe the legal component mu...
	The reference to yellow and green zones should be footnoted for descriptive purposes.
	We hope these comments can be included in the packet for the Planning Commission Hearing on Oct. 23, 2012.
	Again thank you for all of your hard work on this process.
	1/
	RCW 36.70A.070
	(1) A land use element designating the proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, housing, commerce, industry, recreation, open spaces, general aviation air...
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