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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

15 Palouse Street    Wenatchee, WA 98801    Office 509.886.3265    Fax 509.886.9255    www.SCJAlliance.com 

TO: Doc Hansen 

FROM: Jerry Litt 

DATE: September 10, 2012 

PROJECT #: 705.02 

SUBJECT: KITTITAS COUNTY – CITY OF KITTITAS LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS – 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

INTRODUCTION: 

The most recent Kittitas County compliance order found the City of Kittitas UGA remains out of 
compliance because the record does not supports the size of the UGA.  In consideration of that finding, 
the City of Kittitas and Kittitas County did an initial review of the previous study. The initial review and 
found some confusing statements, some inaccuracies in the 2008 land capacity analysis (LCA) and some 
misleading or misunderstanding of what was presented.  Based on those observations, collectively the 
two jurisdictions decided to clarify the record and proceed with a new LCA for the City of Kittitas UGA.  

 A new analysis on a regional basis (countywide) of existing industrial lands was completed.  This analysis 
was conducted in context with a new regional economic study and County Economic Development 
Strategy (CEDS), quantifying the amount of industrial land need.  Then in context with the regional 
industrial need it is clear that the City of Kittitas UGA expansion area is an integral part of the regional 
economic development strategy, and will only partially fulfill the County’s overall industrial land needs. 
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Conclusions: 

• The recommended UGA expansion as proposed in 2006 was primarily proposed for 
Industrial/Commercial land with only a small percentage for residential lands. 

• The 2008 LCA that led to the decision that the UGA was too large was inaccurate, and led to 
a recommendation that removed land from the UGA that was in the City of Kittitas UGA since 
1997. Some of that land is already served with City services (water) and that service was 
extended into the unincorporated growth area based on the approved growth area. 

• The City of Kittitas 2006 Comprehensive Plan update was not appealed and is presumed 
valid and the CFP updated in 2007 supporting the updated plan included services provision to 
the proposed/recommended UGA area. 

• Based on actual land use and land area, the UGA as proposed in 2010 or as existing since 
2001 does not have adequate area to fully accommodate the County Wide Planning Policies 
population allocations, which were based on the most recent Office of Financial Management 
population estimates. 

• The City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies to reduce its dependency on 
being a bedroom community, reduce commute trips out of town for employment, reduce 
unemployment and help financially support the municipal services provided to its residents, 
were the drivers for the expansion of the growth area in 2006. 

• To fulfill those goals, and considering 2012 statewide employment forecasts, the focus of 
the 2012 LCA became provision of family wage jobs. 

• Family wage jobs cannot be considered on a municipality-by-municipality basis, but rather 
needs to be considered on a regional (County Wide) basis. 

• Based on the Economic Development Group of the Kittitas County Chamber of Commerce, 
and state wide employment forecast, there is a shortage of land countywide for “large format” 
parcels that can support industrial parks and individual large format users, especially in the 
transportation and logistics economic sector. The 2012 LCA inventory of industrial and 
commercial parcels and industrial analysis quantifies these studies. 

• The proposed expansion area of the City of Kittitas UGA is 197 acres, of which 148 acres is 
net developable area.  Countywide there are 329 net developable acres of parcels ranging from 
10 acres in area to 80+ acres in area.   

• The existing land base will accommodate about 37% of the forecasted employment increase 
over the next twenty years. 

• If the proposed City of Kittitas expansion is approved the countywide land base could 
accommodate approximately 53% of the forecasted employment increase over the next 20 
years. 
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• The City of Kittitas UGA expansion area helps provide land needed for the regional industrial 
land base that has adequate access to I-90 and a full range of municipal services. 

• The proposed expansion area is critical component of beginning to build an adequate 
industrial land base for Kittitas County. 

Recommendations 

• Considering the most current population allocations and the 2012 LCA, we recommend that 
the area designated for residential uses in the Growth Area remain as approved in 2001 and not 
be expanded for residential uses at this time. 

• The 2006 proposed expansion area needs to be reduced from that proposed at that time 
specific to the area west of the City of Kittitas sewer treatment facilities and south of the John 
Wayne Trail.  Based on the industrial inventory and the analysis, this area does not tie in well 
with the area east of the sewer plant and based on the residential capacity needs, this area 
should be analyzed for the future residential expansion. 

• The land use designation should be changed.  In 2006 the land was proposed to be changed 
to Urban and was proposed to be zoned General Commercial in the County plan and Mixed 
Commercial/Industrial in the City plan.  We recommend that this area be designated Urban–
Industrial to better accommodate family wage jobs. 

• The City of Kittitas should update their comprehensive plan map and designation at the first 
available annual update similarly or concurrent with annexation if annexation were to occur 
prior to the first available annual update. 

• Industrial zoning in the City needs to preserve large format parcels for efficient and 
coordinated development.   Language can be added within the site development section of each 
jurisdiction’s development regulations similar to:  

Minimum development size.  All undeveloped parcels of ten (10) acres or larger shall be 
developed with business/industrial uses and master planned in a manner to maximize the 
development potential of adjacent large format parcels (10 acres or larger) specifically 
addressing the expansion of transportation systems and infrastructure extensions.    

• The County could immediately address the issue of large parcel preservation for industrial 
uses by entering into an interlocal agreement to adopt the City of Kittitas Zoning regulations to 
implement the land use designations within the City of Kittitas UGA. 
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CAPACITY TO SERVE 

 CITY OF KITTITAS PROPOSED 2012 UGA EXPANSION AREA 

Summary: (From Berk and Associates September 21, 2009 memorandum to Jan Ollivier, Project 

Manager, Kittitas County) 

With its existing capital facilities and those planned for in the 2007 comprehensive Plan, the City of 

Kittitas as the prime service provider can meet all its capital facility needs over the planning period up 

to 2025 for all the land capacity options outlined in ICF Jones and Stokes’ August 31st, 2009 City of 

Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation memorandum.” 

1. The City of Kittitas adopted its current Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) in 2007.  During that process, 

the City anticipated that the Urban Growth Area (UGA) would be expanded based on the City’s 

adopted and not challenged Comprehensive Plan Update.  Therefore, the CFP was developed 

around the assumption that the newly added land in the UGA would require a full range of 

municipal services consistent with the Growth Management Act (GMA) and their 

Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The City of Kittitas CFP remains the same today, although some significant facilities have been 

completed consistent with the plan. 

3. It is still anticipated that the City will provide municipal services to the 2012 proposed expansion 

area.  Based on the land use designation now proposed for the expansion area and Option 2 of 

the 2010 County proposed expansion area, the CFP was prepared based on an assumption that 

the City would have to serve 84 acres more area than what is now proposed.  The land use 

designation now proposed is Industrial vs. the Mixed Commercial/Industrial proposed in 2006 

and 2010.  Land uses in the City’s use charts are very similar, but some bigger water consumers 

i.e. for example restaurants are not permitted in the Industrial zoning classification. 

4. Consistent with the GMA, the County would rely upon the municipality to provide municipal 

services in the UGA. 

5. The County had an analysis conducted of the City of Kittitas CFP based on two different options 

for the growth area expansion in 2009 by Berk and Associates.  That study was done in 

accordance with Section 36.70A.070 of the GMA and was submitted by memorandum on 

September 21’ 2009.  The analysis included the City of Kittitas 2007 capital facilities element.  

Specifically, the inventor of facilities by type of service, City of Kittitas CFP goals and policies, 

level-of-service (LOS) standards (where indicated), and the six-year capital facilities project list 

were used for reference. 

6. Option 2 of the analysis of the expansion area as proposed for the 2010 expansion area is the 

same area as the 2012 compliance submittal, except the land use designation has changed to 

include all of the proposed expansion area as Industrial vs. the Mixed Commercial/Industrial 

designation proposed in 2010. 

7. Based on the analysis and memorandum of September 21, 2009, Berk and Associates concluded 

on page 15, “With its existing capital facilities and those planned for in the 2007 Comprehensive 

Plan, the City of Kittitas as the prime provider can meet all its capital facility needs over the 
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planning period up to 2025 for all the land capacity options outlined in the ICF Jones and Stokes 

August 31st, 2009 City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation memorandum”. 

8. The 2012 LCA and industrial analysis has determined that there is a shortage of land in the 

County for family wage jobs and large format industrial users, including land for industrial park 

development.  Based on this need, the better designation for this expansion area and immediate 

need to fulfill some of the shortage of industrial lands, the change to an industrial classification 

would not affect the findings and conclusions of the 2009 Berk and Associates analysis.  Large 

format users, particularly the Transportation and Logistics sector are not large consumers of 

municipal services and would fall within the averages of the Berk Analysis.  The restrictions of 

the Industrial classification for larger consumers, such as restaurants, will keep the average use 

of Equivalent Residential Units (ERU) on par with the existing analysis.  The same can be said for 

the professional services/technical parks that are very similar to residential when looking at 

ERU’s. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

It is recommended that the County update its Comprehensive plan to include the updated 

policies, capital facilities inventory, and needs assessment from the appendix from the Berk 

report.  (attached)  The County will also want to include the updated 6 year capital facilities 

project list, which includes projects from the City’s Water System Plan as well as updated (now 

complete) figures for the City Hall improvements and the construction of the City’s new fire 

station. 

 

The City of Kittitas may want to consider amending its Comprehensive plan based on this 

updated needs analysis during its next comprehensive plan update process, amend the CFP to 

show City hall and the fire station complete, the expansion area as industrial in both 

Comprehensive Plan Map and CFP. 
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TO: Doc Hansen, Planning Official 

FROM: Jerry Litt, Office Principal 

DATE: August 3, 2012 

PROJECT #: 0705.02 

SUBJECT: Kittitas County GMA Compliance, City of Kittitas UGA 
Land Capacity Analysis-2012  
Industrial Demand Report  
and Clarification of the Record  
2012 UGA Recommendation 

INTRODUCTION 

On February 16, 2011 the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board (EWGMHB) issued 
its Fifth Order finding that parts of the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan update remained out of 
compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA.)  Within that decision the EWGMHB concluded 
that the sizing of the City of Kittitas (City) UGA exceeded the amount of land necessary to accommodate 
the population allocations in the Kittitas County-Wide Planning Policies.  Though the EWGMHB indicated 
that its decision was based on the entire record before them and the goals and requirements of the 
GMA, they also highlighted statements in the Land Capacity Analysis 2009 (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009); 
Kittitas County (County) relied upon the LCA 2009 to size the Kittitas UGA. This was the County’s third 
attempt to bring the City’s UGA under compliance.  While other issues remain out of compliance, this 
memo will focus on the City of Kittitas UGA.  

Kittitas County and the City of Kittitas decided late in 2011 to work collaboratively on this matter of 
compliance. In order to do that, the consulting firm SCJ Alliance, Inc. was asked by Kittitas County to 
review the previous UGA configurations and recommendations, and to recommend a UGA that is sized 
to accommodate the urban growth projected by OFM, meets the goals of the City, and is compliant with 
the GMA. The result of the collaboration is this Land Capacity Analysis 2012 (LCA 2012) presented for 
the County as an independent land capacity analysis of the City’s current UGA and any potential need 
for expansion. The preparation of this technical memorandum incorporated a review and comparison of 
the LCA 2009, new census data, new economic development reports, and a county-wide inventory and 
analysis of industrial lands. 

Based on the analysis of current employment need and economic trends, the City’s available land 
capacity, and the goals, policies, and requirements of the Growth Management Act, SCJ Alliance makes 
two specific recommendations regarding the City of Kittitas’ Urban Growth Area.  Regarding residential 
designation, it is recommended that no changes be made to the UGA adopted in 2001. SCJ Alliance’s 
findings are contrary to the previous land capacity analyses which found that the City had excess 
capacity for residential growth; therefore there is no need to reduce the size of the UGA as previously 
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recommended.  Though SCJ Alliance finds that there is not an adequate amount of residential lands  
within the City’s UGA to accommodate the expected growth, it is practical that the City address this 
during the next required comprehensive plan update, rather than in response to a compliance order 
that previously concluded there was excess residential capacity (based on inaccurate information.)  

Regarding industrial lands, SCJ Alliance’s analysis confirms other studies that there is a need for 
additional acreage to support living wage jobs. This confirmation/justification was based on a county-
wide inventory and analysis of industrial and commercial lands, regional employment forecasts, and 
new economic development policies adopted by Kittitas County’s adoption of  the Economic 
Development Strategic Plan, Release 1.0 as their Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 
(CEDS) and the City of Kittitas Economic Element of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan Update.  Based on 
State of Washington approved employment forecasts, adjusted for the 20 year planning horizon, the 
Kittitas County region will need to accommodate approximately 9,000 new jobs.  The current land 
supply of reasonably well positioned developable parcels is 636 gross acres; including the land area in 
the City’s recommended and financially planned for growth area expansion.  The 636 gross acres leaves 
a deficit of approximately 423 net acres to meet the regional (county-wide) potential demand.  If the 
growth area is not expanded and designated industrial the deficit would grow to 529 net acres.  

It is recommended that the City’s UGA be expanded to supply a portion of this need, and that the 
expansion area be designated Urban Industrial rather than Industrial/Commercial as previously 
recommended.  It is also recommended that Kittitas County take necessary steps to assure that this 
industrial land is preserved for industries and support businesses that have the highest probability of 
providing living wage jobs. 

Review of the Land Capacity Analysis 2009 

In reviewing the LCA 2009 completed for Kittitas County a significant number of discrepancies regarding 
factual statements in the LCA were found to warrant a completely new LCA for the Kittitas Urban Area 
and yields concerns that flawed conclusions of the data led to the Hearings Board non-compliance 
decision. Following is a sampling of the errors/or misrepresentations:  

1. Throughout the process of amending the City’s UGA, considerable confusion was created as to 

which part of the UGA was being amended, expanded, or reduced and as presented to the 

EWGMHB. To clarify the misrepresentation of the previously proposed expansion area a series 

of maps (Appendix A) is included in the LCA 2012 that illustrate the UGA from its first approved 

configuration in 1997, its first expansion for the school district property in 2001 (adopted by the 

Kittitas Board of County Commissioners by Ordinance #2001-22,) and distinguishes the 

proposed expansion in 2006 from the existing UGA. The submittals for the most recent 

compliance attempts to the EWGMHB are also included.  

2. The consultant stated in the  LCA 2009 (# 7, page 22): 

The UGA expansion sites are contiguous to the City of Kittitas city limits to the north and 
east. (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009) 

This statement is in error as there have been no land application requests to expand the UGA 
adopted in 1997 to the north and east. The 2006 UGA City of Kittitas amendment (KCO2006-03 
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2006) that is subject of the EWGMHB petition did not request expansion in those areas. This 
statement may be a source of confusion encountered when working with County staff, the 
Board of County Commissioners, and the EWGMHB who were likely unaware that the area was 
first, not part of the amendment, and second, is currently being provided with municipal 
services from the City of Kittitas. The statement may have likely led to a proposal that reduced 
the size of the UGA by removing the uncontested residential land east of Number 81 Rd.  The 
industrially designated land east of the current City limits has also been in the UGA since 1997, 
and not part of an expanded UGA.  It is commonly understood that an option to purchase this 
particular property is viable, subject to its inclusion in the UGA. Crucial to this potential 
development is that the property can receive municipal services from the City of Kittitas and 
that the land be designated for a major industrial user.  

3. On page 23 of the LCA 2009 the consultant proposed the evaluation be based on general 

assumptions consistent with assumptions made in other areas of the state, e.g. public lands 

were “discounted” from the total land base at 3.8%. This ratio may be applicable in larger 

municipalities per some hearings board cases, but for small municipalities it is reasonable to use 

actual land area currently consuming the land base, especially in small communities with public 

schools. In the City of Kittitas, existing school sites alone take 12% (63 acres) of the gross area of 

UGA and 44% of the gross residentially designated areas. 

4. Page 28 of the  LCA 2009 states:  

The revised land capacity analysis for the UGA and City limits as a whole illustrates that the 
population allocation by the KCCOG would be met, but there is some excess capacity of 
about 29-67 net acres (118-269 homes or 293-666 population).  To be in balance given the 
revised land capacity assumptions, the future land use mix or population allocation would 
require adjustment.  

Inexplicably between the text and table 60+ acres were added to the net developable residential 
acres, resulting in an “excess capacity.” Coincidently, the school properties comprise about 63 
acres. By removing the school lands from the developable land inventory, the LCA 2009 analysis 
and this LCA 2012 analysis would be very similar. It appears the statement was made on 
incomplete or at least misleading information. Unfortunately, that misstatement appears to be a 
major consideration in the EWGMHB’s most recent finding of non-compliance and invalidity 
regarding the City of Kittitas UGA. The LCA 2012 applies different discounts for public uses that 
are more appropriate for small communities.  

 

New Census Data 

Changes from the LCA 2009 (used for both the 2009 and 2010 compliance submittals) are few but 
significant.  With the release of the 2010 US Census and reallocation of populations from the Kittitas 
County Conference of Governments, the LCA 2012 for the City of Kittitas presents a different picture 
than that presented in the LCA 2009.  
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City of Kittitas Population Changes- 2009-2011 

 2009 2011 

City Population 1105 1430 

Population Allocation 1599 2056 

    Change 449 626 

Household Size 2.49 2.69 
 

Published Economic Reports 

Economic Development Strategic Plan release 1.0   

 During the preparation of the 2009 County’s LCA and its recommendations, there was not a 
documented strategic plan or organized supporting agency/group to promote economic development in 
Kittitas County. At that time promotion of economic development and commerce issues were addressed 
informally by the Kittitas County Chamber of Commerce. The Economic Development Group (EDG) of 
Kittitas County formed as a subgroup of the Chamber and engaged the services of Theory Into Practice 
Strategies (TIP Strategies) from Austin Texas to develop and prepare the county-wide Economic 
Development Strategic Plan, Release 1.0 (Strategic Plan.) Kittitas County adopted this Strategic Plan and 
is now part of its formal Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).   

The Strategic Plan identifies transportation and logistics as a vital economic sector and that it should be 
a target industry in Kittitas County. The Strategic Plan also recognized that there is limited industrial land 
county wide. 

To ensure renewed growth and sustained economic vitality for the county, we believe the 
following sectors should receive priority attention in the EDG’s industrial retention and 
recruitment efforts: renewable energy, professional services, agriculture & natural 
resources, light industrial, and transportation & logistics. STRATEGIC PLAN Pg 58, Priority 
Sectors 

When determining targets for recruitment, the Strategic Plan looked at all economic development 
sectors and selected Professional Services as the number one target sector for the primary growth 
industry and recruitment. The Professional Services sector was selected to take advantage of the 
abundance of commercial property in Ellensburg’s vacant historical buildings. There is significant growth 
projected in this sector and Central Washington University resources could be tapped to encourage 
businesses to locate there. 

In addition, regulatory review (land use entitlements) was critical in the report and jobs in the core area 
in existing buildings require very little regulatory review. The Strategic Plan identified other sectors of 
the economy including Transportation and Logistics as important to the local economy. The analysis and 
evaluation provided in the Strategic Plan is based on Demographics, Economy and Workforce, and Data 
Benchmarks. The entire Strategic Plan document is included in Appendix C.  

Other items of note in the STRATEGIC PLAN:  
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Pg 69, Kittitas County’s industry employment lacks substantial numbers of well-paying, private 
sector jobs. Of the County’s 20,000 jobs, four sectors account for at least ten percent. These include 
state and local government (which includes public education) as well as retail stores, restaurants, 
bars, and hotels.” 

 Pg 75, Based on the South Central Region (10 yr) industry wide employment forecast there will be 
approximately 47,810 total jobs over the next 10 years.  Kittitas County represents approximately 
10% of the regional employment base.  Over the next 20 years, based on the Compound Annual 
Growth Rate, the County can expect to need to provide for almost 9,000 new jobs.  Based on 
current designations (including Kittitas UGA) land area to provide for new industry is well short of 
supplying adequate land area that is fully served and not encroaching on critical areas or other 
inconsistent land uses.  

Other STRATEGIC PLAN findings include:  

 Too few industrial sites 

 Retail leakage 

 Negative growth perception 

 Lack of family wage employment opportunities 

 Planning and zoning barriers to new investment 

 Encroachment of residential development on farming lands 

 Changing location criteria for Transportation and Logistics firms 

 Acknowledgement of importance of ease of access for Transportation and Logistics firms to 
Interstates 

 Importance of large format parcels (those parcels over ten acres in area) to support large format 
users 

 Industrial land use inventory county wide of industrially zoned property to verify parcel size, 
services available to sites and influence of critical areas on such sites 
 

Strategic Transportation Investments to Strengthen Washington’s Economy and Create Jobs 

In July 2011 Governor Christine Gregoire convened the Connecting Washington Task Force, comprised of 
key leaders of the Legislature, local and tribal governments, port authorities, transit agencies, business, 
labor, and the environmental community. The Task Force was charged with creating a ten-year strategy 
to maintain and improve the state’s transportation system, with the goal of having that strategy ready 
for action by the 2012 Legislature. The result was the report Strategic Transportation Investments to 
Strengthen Washington’s Economy and Create Jobs prepared by Community Attributes Inc. (cai) for the 
Governor’s Connecting Washington Task Group in 2011. 

Particular attention for the LCA 2012 was given to the Economic Assessment Section Job Development 
and Growth Rates projected in the Strategic Plan for Kittitas County and the South Central region of the 
State which was further corroborated in the strategies developed by the Governor’s Task Force. Both 
studies projected a steady 1.8% compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for the south Central Region of 
the State. A condensed version of that study as presented to the Washington State Transportation 
Commission on March 12, 2012 is provided as Appendix D.  Based on the CAGR the County needs to 
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accommodate a minimum of 3,906 new jobs over the next ten years 2011-2021 when looking at the 
total job estimate in 2008 of 20,000. 

Like the Strategic Plan, the Task Force study predicts the highest job growth will be in the professional 
services sector and the second highest will be in the Trade, Transportation, and Utilities sector.  
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CITY OF KITTITAS LAND CAPACITY ANALYSIS 2012 

In accordance with RCW 36.70A.110 and WAC 365.196.310 this updated LCA 2012 for the City of Kittitas 
UGA addresses the proposed UGA being submitted in response to the fifth compliance order issued for 
Kittitas County by the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board.   

The new analysis is shown in two parts, the residentially designated categories and how those meet 
population allocations including the land within the UGA at the time of the proposed expansion. 
Following that is a separate county-wide Industrial /Commercial inventory, based on a parcel by parcel 
analysis completed not with assumptions of percentages of land categories, but actual land use as it 
exists today. 

Land Capacity Analysis -Residential 

The Kittitas County Conference of Governments allocated a population of 20561 to the City of Kittitas as 
its year 2030 planning populations.”2 This represents an additional population of 626 that the city must 
accommodate within its Urban Growth Area through the year 2030. The average Household (HH) size in 
Kittitas is 2.69 persons in the 579 existing Housing Units (HU). In order to accommodate the additional 
626 population, Kittitas needs an additional 233 HUs to meet the 2030 housing needs (626/2.69= 232.7.) 

City of Kittitas-   Population Projection Year 2030 

2011Population KCCOG 20-Year Pop Allocation Additional Population in 2030 

14303 2056 626 

City of Kittitas-   Housing Units Projected Need 

Average HH 
Size 

HUs 2010 Total HUs Needed 2030 Additional HUs Needed in 2030 

2.694 5794 764 233 

 
This residential land capacity analysis for the City of Kittitas is based on the assumptions that: 

 New residential development will occur on vacant, residentially designated land, 

 Development consumes 20% of the land for streets, sidewalks, utilities, and easements, 

 Critical areas will decrease the amount of available land by 5%,  

 Twelve percent of residential land is consumed by schools, 

  The density is 4 HUs/acre in the R1 designations, 

 The density is 10 HUs/acre in the R2 designations, 

                                                      

1
 Kittitas Countywide Planning Policies Table 3 2010 Population Allocation Updated 7/26/2010 

2
 There is an additional Reserve Population of 194 allocated to the City. The County-Wide Planning Policies 

recommends  “…the reserve allocation should be incorporated into local government comprehensive plans after 
further detailed planning is conducted consistent with GMA and SEPA addressing topics such as land use, capital 
facilities, and environment.” The Reserve Population Allocation is not included in this analysis. 
3
 Source: April 1, 2011, Washington State Office of Financial Management 

4
 Source US Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 
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The Table below shows the number of vacant acres available in each residential zoning district. There is 
no vacant land in the RR zone.  

City of Kittitas-    2012 Residential Land Capacity Analysis 

Zone-Density Vacant Acres Net Vacant Acres (Less 37%) 
Deductions  

HUs- 2030 
Accommodated 

R1- 4 HU/Acre 50 31.5 126 

R2-10 HU/Acre 7 4.4 44 

Total Additional Housing Units Accommodated by Proposed 2012 UGA  170 

Total Additional Housing Units Needed 2030  233 

Difference -63 

Based on the Updated 2012 Residential Land Capacity Analysis above, the residentially designated lands 
in the proposed 2012 UGA can accommodate an additional 170 HUs, leaving a deficit of 63 housing units 
not accommodated to meet the City’s housing needs in 2030.  

Land Capacity Analysis- Industrial/Commercial (I/C) 

The county-wide industrial and commercial land inventory originated as a specific response to a specific 
order of the EWGMHB to document or “do the work” to show the need for additional industrial areas; 
therefore, a county-wide analysis of all under-utilized or under-developed parcels was not conducted.  
Based on the economic reports, the defined deficit was for “Industrial Parks” and assumed large parcels 
(in excess of 10 acres) for the Transportation and Logistics economic sector.  The assumed demand for 
the Transportation and Logistic sector, which commonly can consume 40 to 100 acres of land is 
validated by Connect Washington’s forecast that freight volumes are expected to triple to 975 million 
tons by 2035”. The focus was originally on commercial and industrial designated lands. After review of 
the two reports, the Strategic Plan, and the Connect Washington Task Force report, additional analysis 
was performed to include an inventory of large format parcels. Large format land is defined as parcels 
ten acres or larger.  Ten acres also appears to be the minimum land necessary for economic viability for 
industrial parks based on review of successful industrial parks in the surrounding counties of Chelan, 
Grant and Yakima. 

In all cases where Industrial/Commercial lands are shown as developed in the Kittitas County GIS 
records, the remaining undeveloped area of a parcel is too small to be categorized as a large format 
parcel. In this review, Industrial/ Commercial lands (C/I,) are not considered “large format” parcels if 
encumbered by a wetland, flood plain, or floodway (as shown by best available science5) which yielded a 
parcel of less than ten acres. However, because these types of parcels are difficult to pinpoint in a 
cursory review, all parcels shown within the Planning Units as vacant in the County records are included, 
but may have characteristics that limit their suitability for development. All of the Planning Units 
designated within Kittitas County are encumbered to some degree by wetlands and other critical areas 

                                                      

5
 National Wetlands Inventory Map, FIRM Maps 
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(environmentally sensitive) including flood plain, floodways, and wildlife habitat; only floodway could be 
quantified. The Planning Units are summarized below:  

Planning Units 

 Cle Elum- The City of Cle Elum has 101 parcels designated for industrial uses and 312 parcels 
designated for commercial use. Of these, 28 industrial parcels are vacant as well as 24 
commercial parcels for a total of 52 parcels vacant. Only two of the vacant parcels are large 
format parcels, and one is located within the floodway, leaving Cle Elum with one large format 
parcel in the industrial designation. 

 Ellensburg. The City of Ellensburg is the largest city in Kittitas County and is the County Seat. 
Consequently Ellensburg has the most available industrial and commercial lands. As the closest 
city, the City of Kittitas has become a “bedroom community” for Ellensburg. This has put the 
responsibility of providing residential services on Kittitas without the additional revenue 
generated by thriving commercial/industrial industries, exhausting the small city’s resources. In 
response, the City of Kittitas has identified in its comprehensive plan a desire to transform from 
a bedroom community to one with a vital and robust economy.  

The Ellensburg Planning Unit has a total of 84 vacant parcels of land for commercial uses, and 59 
vacant parcels designated for industrial uses. Six of the commercial parcels are large format as 
are 12 of the industrial parcels. The vacant lands adjacent or proximate to I-90 are generally 
poorly configured. 

Another significant Industrial area in Ellensburg is located around the Airport (Bowers Field,) and 
is comprised of 1203 acres. A majority of the area is consumed by the airport and its safety 
zones, reducing the buildable area significantly. Kittitas County owns the airport and most of the 
surrounding industrial lands.  

Other factors limiting industrial development near the airport include incompatible residential 
properties, wetlands/buffers, undeveloped road system, and difficult access to I-90. It appears 
several small lot industrial sites are located south of the airport. There are seven large format 
parcels. Within the airport property the existing infrastructure supports taxi-ways and 
approaches that appear to be for future hangers. The taxi-ways only provide access to the 
airfield.   

 City of Kittitas. The City of Kittitas’ proposed urban growth area has 22 parcels designated for 
commercial/industrial uses, and 21 parcels designated industrial.  There are 9 industrial parcels, 
and two are large format parcels. 

All municipal services are available to the property, including water and sewer. All of the 
properties are visible to I-90 and have direct access via a fully developed diamond interchange. 

 Nelson Siding/Westside- The Nelson Siding/Westside Planning Unit has 4 commercially 
designated parcels that are fully developed. There is no area designated for industrial use. 
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 Rosyln- The city of Roslyn has six parcels designated for industrial uses and 120 parcels 
designated for commercial uses. There are no large format vacant parcels. 

 Salmon La Sac- The Salmon La Sac Planning unit has 7 parcels designated for industrial uses and 
2 vacant. Eight of the 32 parcels designated for commercial uses are vacant. None of the vacant 
parcels are large format parcels. 

 Snoqualmie/Easton- The Snoqualmie/Easton Planning Unit has 117 parcels designated for 
commercial uses, with 35 vacant, one of which is a large format parcel. There are 13 parcels 
designated for industrial use, three of which are vacant. One of the vacant parcels is a large 
format parcel. The Snoqualmie Pass Utility District provides sewer and water services to the 
Snoqualmie area. Water is available in the Easton area.  

 South Cle Elum- The city of South Cle Elum has ten vacant parcels designated for commercial 
uses and none designated for industrial uses. There are no large format parcels in South Cle 
Elum.   

 Teanaway/Swauk Prairie- The Teanaway/Swauk Prairie Planning Unit has one vacant parcel 
designated for industrial use, but it is not a large format parcel.   

 Thorp Prairie- The Thorp Prairie Planning Unit does not have any vacant large format parcels.  

 Vantage- The Vantage Planning Unit does not have any large format vacant parcels. 

 West Ellensburg /Badger Pocket- - The West Ellensburg Planning Unit has 4 vacant commercial 
parcels, three of which are large format. The Planning Unit has 4 vacant industrial parcels, none 
of which are large format.  

Kittitas County Industrial- Net Vacant Large Format Parcels Inventory 

Planning Area Parcels# Acres 

Cle Elum 1 25 

Ellensburg Industrial 12 253 

Kittitas Commercial/Industrial 5 243 

Kittitas Industrial 2 84 

Snoqualmie/Easton Industrial 1 31 

Totals 16 636 

 

The numbers in this chart represent the gross area of industrial/commercial large format parcels.  As 
with residential property, discounts need to be made to accommodate roads and infrastructure, critical 
areas and market factors.  It is commonly estimated that 20% of the available land will be consumed by 
roads, infrastructure and public lands. Based on those discounts 477 net acres are available for industrial 
parks and large format industrial development.   
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Based on the employment forecast for the 20 year planning horizon of approximately 9,000 new jobs, 
and using 10 jobs per acre as an average in similar areas for industrial parks and large format industrial, 
the Region will need approximately 900 net acres of developable industrial lands during the planning 
horizon.  Therefore, regionally Kittitas County can expect a deficit of approximately 423 acres of net 
developable large format land.   It should be noted that the City of Kittitas parcels in the above chart are 
included as part of the regional inventory while not yet designated industrial or included in the City of 
Kittitas Growth area.  Excluding the above parcels would result in a regional deficit of approximately 145 
net acres. 

Kittitas Employment Forecast/Evaluation: 

Kittitas County does not have locally adopted Employment Forecasts; therefore, all evaluations and 
forecasts are based on regional forecasts provided by the State of Washington. The basis of this 
evaluation is consistent with the most recently prepared LCA for Kittitas County. A goal of the City of 
Kittitas and the STRATEGIC PLAN is to provide opportunities for local job growth that can support the 
future population forecast and ameliorate the City’s high unemployment rate. The increasing trend of 
commuter trips leaving Kittitas County to meet employment needs must be reversed for long term 
sustainability. 

County-wide the number of jobs per household is .96 to 1.  The City of Kittitas’ ratio is .38 to 1 and 
unemployment is hovering around 13 %. While the goal of the City is to become sustainable by providing 
more jobs at the critical I-90 interchange, the designation of industrial and commercial lands, along with 
the ability to serve new jobs is a significant contribution of the overall economic well being of the 
County region. The Industrial designation provides the foundation to meet the City goal of being “more 
than a bedroom” community and presents a significant opportunity to improve the “marketability” for 
new jobs regionally, especially for large format industrial users. 

Kittitas- Projected Employment  

Current 
Employment 

(.38/Household) 

Current 
Employment 
Deficit 

Additional 
Projected 
Employment  

Total 
Projected 
Employment 
Need 

220 359 233 592 

The City of Kittitas residents hold approximately 220 jobs, based on 579 households @ .38 jobs per 
household.  This leaves a current deficit of 359 jobs that would be necessary to bring the City up to the 
County wide average.  Add this to the additional 233 needed to accommodate the projected 
households; the UGA needs to be able to accommodate 592 living wage jobs in order to meet the needs 
of the City of Kittitas.  

If the entire 200 acres of the proposed expansion area were dedicated and developed by the 
transportation and logistics sector, it would most likely not be an adequate amount to support the 
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desired 592 jobs necessary to equalize the housing unit to jobs ratio of 1:1. Net developable acreage of 
the 200 acres is approximately 136 acres. Using the average jobs per acres as shown on page 16 of 16, 
this expansion area could accommodate 544 living wage jobs. Areas already in the City of Kittitas UGA 
could absorb the remainder of estimated jobs/industries necessary to support the transportation and 
logistics sector.  

The 600 jobs is a fairly low percentage of the 9,000+ CAGR jobs projected to occur in the Kittitas County 
region over the next twenty years (2008-2028.) It remains questionable if regionally Kittitas County has 
enough net developable acreage to accommodate the estimated CAGR employment forecast of 9,600 
jobs over the next twenty years. 
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CITY OF KITTITAS UGA RECOMMENDATION 

The 2006 Kittitas UGA expansion requests were instigated by three property owners who wished to be 
within the City’s UGA in order to be in a position for future development.  The requests were made in an 
economic climate characterized by rapid residential development and significant industrial and 
commercial growth across Washington State. The economic shift since then has dramatically changed 
the priorities of state and local government. Job creation is now a major emphasis state-wide. While 
commercial development is still extremely important to municipalities because Washington is a “sales 
tax” state, economic models building from jobs first, on a regional basis is even more important than it 
was in 2006. It is a GMA goal that jobs locate near job centers/municipalities and within Urban Growth 
Areas for the most efficient use of resources and to discourage resource based industries from removing 
vital agricultural lands from production for processing. State-wide there is an emphasis on growing 
productivity at Washington’s deep water ports. Kittitas County, especially the City of Kittitas, is uniquely 
positioned to support the state’s priorities serving as logistics and transportation support facilities. It 
should be noted here that the recommendation for establishing the City of Kittitas UGA is not in 
consideration of the original land applications. The different iterations in attempting to achieve 
compliance have effectively voided those requests as proposed. 

Residential Lands 

The City of Kittitas in collaboration with the County agreed that the 2010 US Census confirmed the  
population projections (as well as the Conference of Governments) that there was no supporting 
evidence that addressed why the residential areas of the City’s 2001 UGA should be reduced. The 
residential land capacity analysis shows that the UGA needs to accommodate an additional 63 housing 
units. However it is recommended that no additional residential lands be included in the UGA at this 
time. The City will need to update its comprehensive plan again in 2016 and at that time the City should 
revisit the residential land use designations and revise as necessary. The City will be able to include the 
Reserve Population Allocation and in light of the current housing market, there is no urgency to 
designate additional residential lands at this time. Postponing the review for the designation of the 
residential land need will provide ample time for public involvement and consideration of various 
alternatives should the UGA need to be expanded.  Another consideration is that the County and City 
are currently working within the time frame of a compliance order to address the current UGA. 

Industrial Land Capacity 

When designating urban growth areas, GMA instructs counties to establish the UGA based on the 
growth management population projections issued by the Office of Financial Management. This 
directive is rather straight forward when designating residential lands, providing housing units for the 
projected population. However when delineating areas to provide job opportunities there are factors to 
consider in addition to jobs per household; what are the economic trends of the overall economy? What 
are the inherent competitive advantages of the area? What are the economic goals of the region and 
the City? What is the capacity of the municipal services? 

The City is cognizant that in order to change its current position as a bedroom community for the City of 
Ellensburg, it needs to provide an area to attract industries that will provide living-wage jobs. More 
importantly, the entire region needs land to accommodate a far greater number of jobs to overcome the 
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regionally high unemployment rate. As stated in the Strategic Plan industrial lands are “limited,” this 
limits the opportunities to attract new industries. The LCA 2012 as presented demonstrates the need for 
additional employment capacity and in turn the need for additional areas to be designated for industrial 
uses throughout the County.  

The recommended 2012 UGA expands the Industrial Mixed Use designation of the 2001 adopted UGA 
by about 200 Industrial designated acres. The expansion area is contained between the southern city 
limits and I-90 and the western city limits and very low density residential development to the west. This 
area was selected because of its proximity and easy access to I-90, a cross-country interstate; it is near 
the intersection of two interstate highways; it is separated from urban residential and other 
incompatible uses; it is shovel ready for development; and its potential to accommodate the growing 
transportation and logistics industries. In total this area has a distinct competitive advantage in 
attracting industries that require large parcels of land.  The possibility of rezoning other areas within the 
existing UGA was considered and rejected because it would force industrial truck traffic into residential 
neighborhoods and usurp the residential area needed to accommodate the projected population (see 
Appendix A Map 7.)  

Now that there is a formal Economic Development organization, activities can be directed towards 
attracting the logistics and transportation economic sector, as stated in the Strategic Plan:  

 Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Kittitas County is currently home to warehouse and 
distribution operations primarily related to timothy hay. The pursuit of additional logistics 
operations could leverage the county’s central location within the state and proximity to the 
intersection of two significant transportation routes – Interstate 90 and Interstate 82.  In 
addition, the county does have some available land that is a fit for this type of activity.  
However, targeting this sector presents a number of challenges. Logistics firms generally 
consume large tracts of land, which may limit the county’s ability to accommodate these 
operations. While requirements vary widely, a minimum lot size of 50 acres is not unusual, due 
to the size of facilities (buildings can range from 250,000 to well over 1 million square feet), as 
well as the need for parking and traffic circulation within the site. In addition, increased truck 
traffic and an influx of truck-oriented businesses (truck stops), can have a negative effect on the 
image of a community. Finally, competition from surrounding counties particularly Yakima, 
cannot be overlooked.  From the EDG STRATEGIC PLAN - release 1.0., Page 34. 

The competition angle for Yakima bears out statistically when you look at the growth of this industry by 
the Governor’s Task Force evaluation. Yakima has capitalized on this growth industry by setting it as 
their priority target and developing an abundance of shovel ready sites. According to Yakima County’s 
Economic Development Council website, they have over 1,000 acres of land available with a full range of 
municipal services adjacent to the Interstate. Since a full range of municipal service can only be provided 
inside UGA’s, Kittitas County is very limited where they can provide this type of Industrial land and 
compete for this growth industry. The full diamond interchange near the City of Kittitas can provide 
access to I-90 without directing industrial traffic through residential or incompatible commercial lands, 
making it an ideal location for the transportation and logistics sector of the economy. Based on the 
industrial lands inventory analysis it is in fact the only location with a full access diamond interchange in 
the lower Kittitas County, making this land in the proposed City of Kittitas urban growth area critical on a 
regional basis for large format industrial users and support commercial uses. 
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As stated in the Strategic Plan, the central location of Kittitas County and the ease of access to I-90 
(Seattle to Boston) and I- 82 makes this area particularly attractive to the Transportation and Logistics 
sector, if land is available. Decisive factors in locating transportation and logistics facilities as determined 
by the industry (according to “Inbound Logistics” industry association) includes sites  within three hours 
distance from a major deep water port, and within three hours from a major airport(s.) The Kittitas UGA 
is located within: 

 Two hours to SeaTac Airport 

 Two hours to the Port of Seattle  

 Two hours and twenty minutes to Port of Tacoma 

 One hour forty  minutes to the Port of Pasco 

 Three hours to Spokane International Airport 

Large format users in the Logistics and Transportation economic sector commonly require a minimum of 
50 acres of usable land to locate a facility. Based on the land area configuration of the area proposed to 
be designated industrial in the Kittitas UGA, one can anticipate that four such facilities could locate in 
the City/County. There does not appear to be any other lands within the County’s designated UGA’s 
other than Ellensburg to support this sector of the economy. As stated earlier, the City of Kittitas needs 
to provide the opportunity for job creation separate from Ellensburg for its own viability. 

The promotion of industrial growth area will help not only the City but it will foster the achievement of 
economic development goals as stated in the Strategic Plan: 

Goal 1 Formalize and enhance baseline economic activities (Adoption of CEDs) 

Goal 2 Support and leverage Central Washington University for economic development (can provide 
more opportunity with a full range of economic activities.) 

Goal 3 Build on recreational tourism opportunities in the county and surrounding region (provide lands 
for service oriented development on I-90) 

Goal 4 Focus on priority sectors (provides consolidated service area for “large format” uses as well as 
services for large format users such as Transportation and Logistics sector 

Goal5 Implement talent development, retention, and recruitment strategy (Provides area for 
development of “industrial parks” which are identified as lacking in the current market place.) 

Goal 6 Address organizational and marketing considerations (Provides a place that is large enough for 
the private sector to develop that can be part of a regional effort to have shovel ready 
development sites.) 

The LCA 2012 also provides detailed analysis regarding the County’s need to provide additional 
industrial lands. This new information supports the County’s and City’s desire to have more job 
generating land available for economic development and increased revenue to maintain and update 
their community and the overall economic viability of the County. 
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With the likelihood of a future of providing lands for family wage jobs in the Transportation and Logistics 
economic sector, the lands proposed to be within the City of Kittitas UGA could be consumed quickly.  
Known examples of the type of acreage required for this sector prove out that large format parcels 
actually need much more than ten acres to accommodate large warehouses.  In Lacey, Washington, the 
Home Depot Distribution Center employs approximately 175 workers in a 750,000 square foot 
warehouse on 42 acres (no onsite stromwater facilities due to a regional system) or 4.2 employees per 
acre, Target Import Center employs approximately 275 in a 2,000,000 square foot facility on 142 acres 
or 1.94 employees per acre; Harbor Wholesale employs 220 in a 260,000 square foot facility on 
approximately 40 acres or 5.5 employees per acre.  The number varies greatly due to the type of 
distribution, the handling or “breaking down” of product from received goods.  But it is consistent that 
large parcels of ground are necessary and based on the State of Washington strategic position with deep 
water ports, the need for distributing imported goods and exporting significant agricultural products will 
continue to grow.  Anderson Hay and Feed from Ellensburg is one of the largest exporters of agricultural 
products at the Port of Seattle.  Based on LCA 2012, there is not currently adequate area in designated 
industrial areas to accommodate major expansion of their existing facilities. 
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Evolution of the City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area and Proposal 

 

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires each county planning under it to designate urban 

growth areas (UGA). All GMA cities are designated UGA’s by the GMA; areas outside of a city may be 

associated with its UGA, but remains in the County’s jurisdiction until annexation. Therefore the 

County is the legislative authority responsible for designating the UGA. Some Counties have chosen 

to adopt and implement the cities’ land use designations, zoning, and development regulations in 

efforts to maintain consistency and prepare the area for eventual annexation. Kittitas County has 

not chosen this method to achieve consistency so there are differences between the land use 

designations and zoning applied within the UGA and adopted by the city, and the land use 

designations and zoning applied by the County.   

 

The summaries provided below describe the designations of the City of Kittitas UGA from its original 

adoption in 1997 through the current proposal, as depicted on the accompanying maps. This report 

references the County’s designations. 

 

MAP 1, Kittitas County Ordinance No. 97-20 

The first Urban Growth Area adopted for the City of Kittitas pursuant to the GMA expanded the 

City’s planning area to include the land use designations and property: 

 

 Highway Commercial- South of I-90 properties near the interchange; 

 Industrial- Property to the east of the city limits between I-90 and the John Wayne Trail; 

 Low /Medium Density Residential -property to the east of the city limits including the 
Palmiero Short Plat and property east of North 81 Rd.; and 

 Low/Medium Density Residential-Property north of the northern city limits and north of the 
canal. 

 

Map KCO 2, Kittitas County Ordinance No. 2001-022 

The first request for a change to the City’s UGA was submitted to the County by the City of Kittitas 

on behalf of the Kittitas School District to construct a new high school complex as well as a 

transportation center. The Kittitas Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) found that the 

appropriate land use designation for the property is “Public Schools.” The County approved the 

request to include the 53 acre site for inclusion in the UGA for public school improvements. 

 

The Kittitas School District requested annexation of the entire parcel in 2004; the request was 

approved by the Kittitas City Council with an R-1 zoning classification. The annexation included three 

residential lots not owned by the Kittitas School District.  
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Map KCO 3a, 3b, and 3c Kittitas County Ordinance No. 2006-63 

Kittitas County received three requests to amend the City of Kittitas’ UGA in 2006. Two requests 

were submitted by landowners Kevin Gibb, and Ronald and Douglas Gibb, and one by the City of 

Kittitas to include its wastewater treatment facility in the UGA. 

 Kevin Gibb (Map KCO 3a) requested re-designating approximately 101 acres from Rural, 

Suburban 2, and AG-20 to inclusion in the Kittitas UGA with a Suburban designation.  This 

property is located just south of the current city limits between Fairview Rd and the west 

side of City’s wastewater treatment facility. 

 Ronald and Douglas Gibb (Map KCO 3b) requested approximately 188 acres be re-

designated from Rural to Commercial and to be included in the City of Kittitas UGA. This 

property is enclosed by the current city limits to the north and east, I-90 to the south, and 

residential development to the west. 

  The City of Kittitas (Map KCO 3c) submitted a request to re-designate approximately 

eleven acres from Rural to Industrial and be included in the City of Kittitas UGA. 

 

The Kittitas BOCC’s Ordinance No. 2006-63 adopting the 2006 Update of Title 20 Kittitas County 

Comprehensive Plan and 2006 Annual Amendment to Title Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan on 

December 11, 2006 included all three requests. 

 

In February 2007 a petition for review of the Kittitas County 2006 amendments was filed with the 

Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board, and the City of Kittitas’ UGA designation 

was included in the petition. The portion of the UGA that included the City’s amendment request 

(Map KCO 3c) was not included in the petition, and was subsequently annexed in 2007. In the Final 

Order and Decision the EWGMHB issued an order of invalidity and found the County to be out of 

compliance in regards to the City’s UGA. The EMGMHB stated in Finding 9 that:   

 

The County expanded the Kittitas and Ellensburg UGAs without conducting a 
land capacity analysis that shows more land is needed for urban development 
and without developing a Capital Facilities Plan addressing the expanded UGAs. 
(Kittitas County Conservation et al.,V Kittitas County Final Decision and Order 
2007) 

 

Maps KCO 3a and 3b Kittitas County Ordinance 2008-13 

In its first compliance attempt, Kittitas County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) adopted 

Ordinance 2008-13 in which the County adopted by reference the City of Kittitas Comprehensive 

Plan (2007) and used the analysis and justification contained within the plan to approve land 

applications 06-03 (Kevin Gibb) and 06-04 (Ronald and Douglas Gibb,) with the properties as shown 

in the application maps (Maps KCO 3a and 3b,) approving the expansion of the City of Kittitas UGA.  

 

In response, the EWGMHB issued a Finding of Continuing Non- Compliance and Invalidity in 

February 2009 and concluded that: 
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The Board finds and concludes the expansion of the City of Kittitas UGA by 
Kittitas County is not supported by an analysis conducted by the County as to 
whether or not the UGA is sized in accordance with RCW 36.70A.110 and capital 
facilities are adequate to serve the expansion area over the 20-year planning 
horizon as required by RCW 36.70A.070(3). The County, in passively accepting 
the City’s LCA and CFP, failed to perform its GMA-mandated duty to ensure its 
UGAs are properly sized and its UGAs will have the necessary infrastructure to 
serve the area during the planning period. (Kittitas Conservation et al, V Kittitas 
County Finding Continuing Noncompliance and Invalidity as to Legal Issues 4 and 
13 (RE: Application Nos. 06-03 and 06-04) and Legal Issues 6 and 14 (RE: City of 
Kittitas UGA) 2009) 

 

Maps KCO 4a and 4b Kittitas County Ordinance 2009-25 

In response to the Finding of Continuing Non-compliance Kittitas County hired private 

consultants who completed an independent analysis of the City of Kittitas’ Comprehensive Plan, 

confirmed the City’s analysis and recommended a UGA based on its independent analysis. The 

Kittitas BOCC accepted the independent analysis and recommendations and through Ordinance 

2009-25 approved the applications of Kevin Gibb, and Ronald and Douglas Gibb. The language in 

the Ordinance referenced “…the properties shown on figures 11 and 12 and approves the 

expansion of the City of Kittitas Urban Growth Areas as provided for in these application…” 

Figures 11 and 12 of the Ordinance are the attached maps KCO 4a Kittitas County and Map KCO 

4b. (Note: as shown, the maps do not differentiate between the UGA as it existed and the UGA 

expanded by the approval of land applications 06-03 (Map KCO 3a) and 06-04 (Map KCO 3b.) 

 

In its Fourth Order, the EMGMHB did not accept the analysis as justification to expand the UGA 

and maintained the Order of Noncompliance and Invalidity. The EMGMHB was critical of the 

analysis on several points. Regarding the UGA expansion to accommodate additional residential 

lands, the EWGMHB indicated that the County appeared to tweak the population numbers to 

retain the non-compliant UGA as opposed to preparing an LCA based on pre-expansion UGA 

lands. Regarding the expansion of commercial and industrial lands the EWGMHB stated that: 

 

 …nothing in the Record supports why the existing commercial/industrial 

lands-approximately 100 acres-could not serve this purpose, especially given 

the fact that much of this acreage is located immediately adjacent to the 

expansion lands. 

Since the Board fails to find the Kittitas UGA is appropriately sized based on 

the urban growth projected to occur in the succeeding 20-years, the Board 

will not, at this time, review the County’s analysis as to whether the capital 

facilities and transportation planning for the area could adequately serve the 

area. Although the provision of public facilities and services is vital to an 
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appropriately sized UGA, the initial determination is driven by urban growth 

needs. (Kittitas County Conservation et al. V Kittitas County Order Finding 

Continuing Noncompliance and Invalidty... 2010) 

 

Map KCO 5a and 5b Kittitas County Ordinance 2010-012 

In response to the EWGMHB’s Fourth Order, Kittitas County contracted consultants prepared 

independent evaluations of the City’s land capacity (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009) and capital 

facilities (Berk & Associates 2009). The Kittitas BOCC accepted the reports and through Kittitas 

County Ordinance 2010-0012. The adopting language read: 

 

 BE IT FURTHER Ordained that the Board of Kittitas County Commissioners, after due 
deliberation hereby approves the reduced urban growth area for the City of Kittitas and 
approves of the analysis provided by the City of Kittitas, as well as presents its own 
analysis as to the appropriateness of these changes in land use as shown in figures five 
and six and justified in exhibit “E”; 

 

This ordinance: 

 Reduced the UGA, removing an area designated as “High Density Residential” included 

in the original UGA adopted in 1997, and changed the zoning to “Urban Reserve” 

 Changed the area encompassed by land application 06-03 to an “Urban Reserve” zone, 

but did not include it in the UGA 

 Expanded the UGA adding area encompassed by land application 06-04, with and 

“Urban” land use designation and “General Commercial” zoning. 

 

Maps KCO 5a and 5b depict the 2010-0012 UGA. (Note: The adopting ordinance does not 

approve or deny the original land applications 06-03 and 06-04. Also, the map labels the 

“Proposed UGA” by Dashed Pink Lines, the dashed line does not differentiate between the area 

within the existing UGA, and that amended through the ordinance.) 

 

The EWGMHB’s Fifth Order cited two findings in the adopting ordinance that were quoted from 

the land capacity analysis (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009) to issue another Finding of Noncompliance 

on February 16, 2011: 

 

In reviewing Kittitas County’s legislative action, the Board looks at both the 
operative language of the legislation and at any detailed findings of fact and 
conclusions of law. Ordinance 2010-012 has no specific finding/conclusion 
stating the size of this UGAS expansion corresponds to the amount of land 
necessary to accommodate the urban growth projected by OFM. There is 
however, Finding #53 of the Ordinance which states: 
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The County’s analysis of residential land capacity shows a range of 298-448 
homes similar to the City’s expected subdivision homes projection of 357-
379. Thus, land capacity results and the City’s own projections exceed the 
amount of land needed to support the KCCOG allocation. 

Ordinance Finding #56 states in part the adopted “Option 2” for the City of 
Kittitas UGA expansion provides a capacity for “370 homes,” whereas the City’s 
Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation states the Kittitas County population 
allocation would result in the need for land capable of supporting “180 homes.” 
The LCA goes on to state: 

The City’s capacity for residential development appears greater than the 
capacity needed to support the population allocated by the Kittitas County 
Conference of Governments (KCCOG)… Thus, our land capacity results and 
the City’s own projections exceed the amount of land needed to support 
the KCCOG allocation. 

(Kittitas County Conservation et al. V K ittitas County Fifth Order on Compliance 

Finding Noncompliance) 2011) 

 

Map 6a Proposed City of Kittitas UGA Expansion Area 2012 

Map 6a shows only the area proposed for expansion, differentiating it between the current and 

valid UGA adopted in 2001. No residentially designated areas are added to the existing UGA, 

and no area is proposed for removal. The area proposed for expansion is contained by the 

current city limits to the north and east, existing residential development to the west, and I-90 

to the south.  

 

Map 6b Proposed City of Kittitas UGA Land Use Designations 

Map 6b shows the land use designations applied to the current UGA and also the expansion 

area, all of the entire City of Kittitas UGA is proposed to have an “Urban” land use designation.  

 

Map 6c Proposed City of Kittitas UGA Zoning (County) 

Map 6c depicts the County zoning designations within the proposed UGA. The expansion area is 

proposed to be designated “Urban” in a “Light Industrial” zone. The UGA (including the current 

city limits) north of the John Wayne Trail is mostly designated and developed for residential 

uses and the downtown business core. These uses are not compatible with general commercial 

or industrial uses. Also as shown in the most recent Land Capacity Analysis, the City needs the 

designated residential land to accommodate its future growth. 

 

Map 7 Proposed City of Kittitas Available Residential Areas 

Map 7, the “Black Out” map is provided for illustrative purposes, demonstrating the location 

and limited availability of developable residential land.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Great Recession – as it is being called – has resulted in the most severe job losses in 

over a generation. And it is not over. Traditional economic development activities centered on 

industrial recruitment are unlikely to yield results. Major corporations are continuing to 

retrench, and their supply base of smaller companies is similarly at risk. Major metropolitan 

areas (with a few notable exceptions) are seeing unprecedented declines in all economic 

activity. States are facing severe budget shortfalls. And there are new and severe constraints 

on cities and counties. These conditions require a different approach to economic 

development. Recruitment prospects cannot drive economic planning in and out of a major 

recession. 

With this national context in mind, the Economic Development Group of Kittitas County 

(EDG) engaged Austin-based TIP Strategies (TIP) to prepare a comprehensive economic 

development strategic plan, or CEDS, for the county. The purpose of the plan is to help the 

EDG understand their competitive position and to coalesce around a vision for promoting the 

region. This vision will capitalize on strategic niches for industry and talent recruitment, 

business retention and expansion, and recreational tourism promotion. As a CEDS, this plan 

will allow the county to position itself for additional federal economic development funding. 

Approach 

The EDG staff and leadership guided the writing of this plan. A broad cross-section of citizens 

and interest groups informed the content, along with a comprehensive data analysis 

conducted by TIP. Benchmarks reflected counties with similar issues, but with different 

philosophies for dealing with growth and with economic development. Based on this work, 

TIP and the EDG assembled a SWOT analysis for the county (strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, and threats), which provided the foundation for this plan. 

The following table highlights the results of the SWOT analysis. Broadly speaking, economic 

development strategies emerge directly from this approach. Weaknesses – even if not 

directly related to economic development – must be addressed, and strengths must be 

supported and reinforced. Similarly, threats to the economic well-being of the community 
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must be anticipated and responded to before they become crises. Opportunities, on the other 

hand, should be acted upon aggressively and, if possible, collaboratively. 

FIGURE 1.1 SWOT ANALYSIS 

STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES 

 Geographic location (including proximity to Puget Sound area) 

 Recreation/outdoor activities 

 Natural beauty, open space 

 Climate 

 Central Washington University 

 Small-town/rural character 

 Natural resources 

 History (including Western history) 

 Downtowns 

 Strong population growth 

 Net gain in commuters and rapid job growth in recent years  

 Stable international agricultural market for timothy hay 

 Transportation network and improvements 

 Gorge Amphitheater 

 Renewable and alternative energy 

 Development of Suncadia Resort 

 Growth of talent, research, and facilities at CWU 

 Recreational tourism 

 Regional professional services and retail 

 Light industry 

 Creative arts culture 

WEAKNESSES THREATS 

 Few industrial and commercial development sites 

 Lack of economic development resources and incentives 

 No industrial/trade workforce and skills training provider in county 

 Industrial energy costs are not competitive with neighboring counties 

 Relatively small professional services employment base 

 Retail leakage 

 Lack of unified county vision 

 Anti-growth perception 

 Lack of family wage employment opportunities 

 Population growth without accompanying employment growth 

 Aging population 

 Economic recession (including housing bubble) 

 Loss of young talent 

 Inability to attract new private investment 

 Lower state funding levels for CWU 

 Planning and zoning barriers to new investment 

 Encroachment of residential development on farming lands 
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The Response 

Economic vitality is not something to be taken for granted. A county rich in assets does not by 

itself translate into a vibrant business climate. Sustainability and diversification require close 

cooperation between private companies, public entities, and entrepreneurs.  

The goals and strategies that make up the plan seek to meet the following criteria: 

 ensuring economic sustainability (by providing for higher wages, balancing growth and 

the environment, and ensuring varied employment options), 

 providing responsible and creative development opportunities, and 

 reflecting the values of the citizens of Kittitas County. 

Given the relationship to Puget Sound, and to neighboring central Washington counties, it is 

clear that issues of growth management (in the broadest sense) dominate discussion. Is 

growth good for the region? Does it bring stresses we will not be able to manage? Is 

economic vitality dependent on population increases? These and similar questions cannot 

help but influence the direction of the plan. Many of the residents of the county have personal 

experience with the negative affects of unplanned growth. They want to see the values of 

Kittitas County preserved, while at the same time not wanting wages and job opportunities to 

stagnate. This is not an easy balance to preserve, but it is certainly the overarching goal. 

TIP’s definition of economic development guided the planning effort: ―the use of public 

resources to stimulate private investment.‖ This point of view was relevant before the 

recession, and it is especially relevant now. It argues on behalf of public investment that fuels 

tangible results – results tied to the willingness of private sector companies, developers, and 

individuals to commit to the county.  
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The goals that follow are in priority order. Strategies and action items are outlined for each 

goal, while specific tasks are included in the implementation portion of the study.  

Goal 1 > Formalize and enhance baseline economic development activities. 

Goal 2 > Support and leverage Central Washington University for economic 

development.   

Goal 3 > Build on recreational tourism opportunities in the county and surrounding region. 

Goal 4 > Focus on priority sectors. 

Goal 5 > Implement talent development, retention, and recruitment strategy. 

Goal 6 > Address organizational and marketing considerations. 

The findings and recommendations outlined in this plan should serve as a framework for 

making investment decisions, and for providing guidance in growth that is both realistic and 

sustainable. Some issues raised in the plan affect other organizations and will require a 

coordinated approach. These issues are raised here — even though they may be outside the 

direct purview of the EDG — because we view them as central to the county’s economic 

future.
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1 BASELINE ACTIVITIES 

While economic development organizations can provide a wide range of services, at the most 

basic level they are charged with organizing and presenting information about the community 

and facilitating access to relevant resources. On the following pages, we present three 

―baseline‖ functions for economic development organizations: providing technical assistance, 

conducting a business retention and expansion (BRE) program, and working with companies 

making location and facility planning decisions. These programs can be some of the most 

cost-effective means of promoting economic and employment growth in an area. In addition, 

they align with the responsibilities assigned to the EDG in its capacity as an associate 

development organization for the State of Washington. 

We have placed the profiles of the functions in order of priority, considering their 

effectiveness and cost. Formalizing these activities will enable the EDG and Kittitas County to 

become more competitive for attracting new investment and talent.  

Technical Assistance 

In Area Development’s most recent corporate survey, 61 percent of companies surveyed 

used the Internet to obtain site selection information. Of these companies, 90 percent found 

economic development websites to be most useful in making site and facility planning 

decisions. In addition, 71 percent of those making site visits meet with community 

representatives to obtain information. 

As these survey results demonstrate, one of the key roles an economic development 

organization plays is providing information needed to help prospects make informed site 

location decisions. A current and professional website is now a necessary component of 

fulfilling this role, in addition to having a hard-copy information packet. 

The following actions support this strategy: 

1.1 Redesign the EDG website. The current EDG website lacks many of the functions 

and informational assets considered standard for basic site selection requirements, 

including an updated database of available sites. In addition, much of the basic 

THE ROLE OF ADOS 

The EDG is the associate development 

organization (ADO) for Kittitas County. As 

such, the EDG is required by the state 

Legislature to deliver the following scope of 

services: 

 Develop a countywide economic 

development plan. 

 Collect and maintain an inventory of 

sites available for development and 

assist with site selection and 

development. 

 Market the county and state as an 

excellent place to locate a business. 

 Provide permitting and licensing 

assistance to businesses considering 

locating in the county. 

 Assist small business development 

centers and other assistance providers. 

 Provide business retention and 

expansion services. 

 Collect and maintain data for use in 

program and system evaluation. 

 Participate in region-wide economic 

development planning and research. 
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information found on the site is out of date. The site also lacks the style and design 

elements that project Kittitas County or the organization in a positive manner. 

Basic components a redesigned EDG website should include the following: 

 Community profile. This section should contain information on area 

demographics (population, households, age profile, race/ethnicity profile, socio-

economics, educational attainment). Services such as DemographicsNow, 

Claritas, and ESRI are reputable data sources and provide community profiles 

that are updated each year and include 5-year projections. The profiles should be 

made available for download from the website, preferably with an option to export 

to a spreadsheet program. 

Community profiles also often highlight primary quality of place assets, such as 

school district descriptions and basic statistics, higher education institutions 

description and location, neighborhood profiles, arts and entertainment facilities, 

and any other amenities.  

 Business climate. This section should contain information on the area’s 

workforce, major employers, target industry profiles, tax rates, utility providers 

and rates (if available), transportation access, and available incentives. 

 News. The news section should contain announcements of any new initiatives of 

the economic development organization as well as any events or happenings in 

the community that have economic development implications. 

The following sections are beyond the basic components of a website, but can be 

valuable sources of information for prospects: 

 Available sites. This section should feature properties that are available in the 

region. It should be current and searchable by type of space, price, and square 

footage. 

SETTING THE STANDARDS 

The International Economic Development 

Council has prepared a comprehensive set of 

data standards for communities to use when 

presenting themselves to site selectors or 

prospective businesses. The data standards 

matrix and related information is available at: 

http://www.iedconline.org/?p=Data_Standards. 
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 GIS maps. Maps of the region can help to orient prospects and can highlight key 

properties and community assets. While a GIS specialist can be contracted to 

create a wide array of useful maps, free tools like Google Maps allow economic 

development organizations to create interactive maps where they can post 

pictures, mark places of interest, and shade available parcels.  

Each component should be formatted for printing or download off of the website, 

preferably with an option to export data-intensive files to a spreadsheet.  

1.2 Continue to improve on-line presence. Take action to improve the EDG site’s 

ranking with search engines such as Google and Yahoo. This can include the use of 

meta-tags or keywords, increasing the number of links to the EDG page (by having 

the EDG site as a featured link on partner organizations’ websites), or payment of 

direct fees. 

1.3 Maintain professional print materials. In addition to having a professional website, 

the EDG should maintain an information packet for visiting prospects or prospects 

who request information by mail. These materials should be designed to meet a 

variety of needs, including trade shows and promotional events. In all cases however 

emphasis should be placed on driving traffic to the website.  

1.4 Compile information on incentives. As part of EDG’s role as an ADO, staff should 

be knowledgeable about available incentives at the local, state, and federal level. 

Relevant information should be incorporated into electronic and printed materials. 

The subject of incentives should be addressed broadly and can include non-cash 

incentives such as fast-track permitting or other methods for reducing development 

costs.  

1.5 Consider benchmarking program. Benchmarking can provide an important source 

of information for economic development programs, particularly with regard to the 

identification of best practices. Communities or regions with similar economic 

conditions should be selected. If possible, local leaders should schedule an annual 

visit to benchmark communities. (See best practice in text box to the right). 

BEST PRACTICE: GLIDE 

Greater Louisville Inc. is the Metro Chamber of 

Commerce and leading economic development 

agency for the Greater Louisville, Kentucky 

metro region. Through advocacy efforts, 

networking opportunities and cost saving 

initiatives, GLI provides a wide range of 

programs and services that support member 

businesses, encourage entrepreneurial 

enterprises, and contribute to business and 

community growth and prosperity.  

GLIDE is an annual invitation-only executive 

program with local business, civic, and elected 

leaders participating. This annual program 

studies a competitor city’s best practices and 

brings ideas back to Greater Louisville for 

implementation. Below are recent GLIDE 

benchmarks. 

 Jacksonville, Florida (2004) 

 Kansas City, Kansas (2005) 

 Denver, Colorado (2006) 

 Dublin, Ireland (2007) 

 Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota (2008) 
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1.6 Participate in regional planning initiatives. In accordance with state requirements, 

the EDG should identify opportunities to participate in planning initiatives that affect 

the region. Examples of groups to consider include transportation planning, workforce 

development, and tourism organizations. The level of participation will be dependent 

upon available resources and specific priorities, but could include tracking 

announcements and publications issued by each group; attending regularly 

scheduled meetings; or holding a position on a board or working group. 

Business Retention and Expansion 

Business retention and expansion should be the heart of any economic development 

program. A solid BRE program can help communities protect and even grow their existing 

base of employers. Focusing on existing employers makes sense as they are already 

invested in the community. In the context of the private sector, a business retention program 

is like the adage that says you must attend to your existing customers first. If you don’t, you 

jeopardize your base. This is especially true in light of current economic conditions, which 

mean fewer recruitment prospects and more existing businesses in distress.  

At its simplest, a BRE program helps the economic development organization develop a clear 

understanding of the businesses already in the community and helps keep tabs on any 

changes and challenges area businesses face. The primary functions of a BRE program are 

threefold: 

1) to ensure that at-risk businesses receive support, especially when that risk is the result of 

labor issues or other factors the community can influence in some way; 

2) to expand and support growing businesses; and 

3) to act as an ombudsman for local businesses generally, by identifying their issues and 

needs. 

A basic BRE program entails the following elements and activities:  

A BIRD IN THE HAND 

Existing businesses form the backbone of a 

thriving economy. They typically represent the 

best opportunity for increasing the employment 

and tax base of a community and the greatest 

economic threat if they close or relocate. But 

local firms are often overlooked in a 

community's enthusiasm to recruit new, 

headline-generating businesses.  

Given the fiercely competitive environment 

for business attraction and the myriad of 

issues facing most communities with regard 

to the recruitment of new business, business 

retention should be a baseline activity for 

economic development organizations. In 

other words, all other initiatives, including 

business recruitment, should be considered 

in light of their ability to complement and 

support the existing business network. 
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1.7 Maintain an inventory of existing businesses and available properties. Publicly 

available business records, such as DBA filings, tax records, utility hookups, and 

ownership transfers, can be good sources of information. This inventory should be 

recorded and maintained in an electronic database or a Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM) System. 

1.8 Administer a regularly scheduled survey of employers. This survey will identify 

which companies may be at risk of leaving the community and which companies plan 

to expand. In addition, these surveys can uncover employers’ issues. If possible, the 

survey should be administered annually. The use of online survey tools, such as 

Survey Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com), Zoomerang (www.zoomerang.com), 

SurveyGizmo (www.surveygizmo.com), and PollDaddy (www.polldaddy.com) make 

this an inexpensive method for keeping in touch with area employers. 

1.9 Conduct business visitations. To supplement findings from the survey, the EDG 

should visit at least 20 businesses per year. The purpose of the visits should be to 

gauge the ability and needs of local businesses to operate successfully and possibly 

expand in the community. These visits can be conducted by EDG staff or with the 

support of interested board members. A set procedure should be established for 

these visits to ensure that consistent information is gathered. 

1.10 Create a forum. Provide opportunities for local businesses to meet regularly with 

economic and community development staff. The purpose of these meetings is 

similar to that of the employer survey, but the face-to-face approach often stimulates 

discussion that a survey cannot. This could be accomplished by holding a quarterly 

business forum or industry roundtables. Forums could be organized around a specific 

topic of interest (such as planning and zoning issues or transportation infrastructure) 

or could be used as a moderated discussion about general concerns. These 

meetings do not need to be elaborate. Local restaurants will often donate meeting 

space in return for the lunch or dinner traffic. The goal is simply to keep an open line 

of communication between employers and public officials.  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
http://www.zoomerang.com/
http://www.surveygizmo.com/
http://www.polldaddy.com/
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1.11 Provide networking opportunities. In addition to the forums discussed above, 

networking opportunities can be an invaluable part of a BRE program. Hosting a 

monthly luncheon or ―after hours‖ event has been a mainstay of chambers and 

economic development organizations. Unlike the forums, these events should be 

solely designed to facilitate business-to-business contact. Business card exchanges, 

―speed networking‖ events, or featuring a small number of businesses are examples 

of formats that are frequently used for these events. Supporting existing events – 

rather than introduce competing events – should be the focus of this task. Currently, 

the Ellensburg Chamber organizes a monthly business after hours event. 

1.12 Have an intervention strategy. Develop a ―rapid response‖ strategy for dealing with 

potential layoffs or plant closures. Under the Federal Worker Adjustment and 

Retraining Notification Act (WARN) of 1989, companies with 100 or more employees 

must notify local governments and state workforce organizations about plant closings 

or mass layoffs at least 60 days in advance of the event. However, at this point, it is 

frequently too late to do anything. Identify ―at-risk‖ companies early-on and develop 

an aggressive intervention strategy. As part of this effort, the community should 

identify the tools available to help avert such actions or ameliorate their impact.  

Examples of these tools include: 

― Identifying assistance programs for at-risk companies, such as the 

manufacturing modernization services offered through the U.S. Department 

of Commerce's Manufacturing Extension Partnership (MEP) program.  

― Partnering with the state and local workforce development boards’ rapid 

response teams to provide assistance to workers facing dislocation. 

― Cultivating relationships with site selectors, developers, and real estate 

brokers to ensure prompt reuse of a closed facility by a new tenant. 

To be effective, intervention must occur early. As such, this strategy relies heavily on 

the information-gathering steps outlined above. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF 
CONNECTIONS 

Helping local businesses connect to trade 

associations, think tanks, academic institutions, 

and other similar companies is a key element 

of the economic gardening approach 

introduced by Littleton, Colorado: 

We are aware of research in network theory 

that indicates that an increase in the number of 

business connections increases the innovation 

levels of companies. In particular, "weak ties" to 

"hubs" outside a business's normal daily 

connections are important for bringing in new 

ideas. 

We have made a point of connecting our 

businesses to our local community college and 

the University of Colorado, as well as the work 

of interesting research organizations like The 

Santa Fe Institute and The Colorado Issues 

Network.  

http://www.littletongov.org/bia/economicgardening/ 
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1.13 Report on progress. Provide ongoing evaluation and reporting by preparing an 

annual report to the community on progress-on-goal. This effort could be tied to state 

reporting requirements or could be expanded to include specific business issues and 

relevant partner initiatives (such as a joint report on labor issues with local workforce 

organizations. 

Business Recruitment and Prospect Management 

The attraction of companies is the activity which is perhaps most commonly associated with 

economic development organizations. Indeed, target industry recruitment is often a 

cornerstone of many programs. Recruitment can be thought of has having three separate 

stages: 1) generating leads, 2) managing prospects, and 3) facilitating company locations 

when they occur. 

1.14 Conduct lead generation activities. While marketing and direct outreach to 

prospective companies is often a large component, indirect channels can yield more 

promising leads in a more cost-effective manner. For this reason, EDG should focus 

on creating a strong network of relationships that will generate high quality leads. To 

do so, the EDG should focus on building relationships with regional developers, 

brokers, and site selectors and with state and regional organizations. Forging 

relationships with these groups can help staff stay abreast of local private 

development efforts, tap into new networks of businesses, and become aware of 

prospects looking to relocate in the state. The following actions support this task: 

1.14.a Database. Create and maintain a database of developers, brokers, and site 

consultants. Due to its relative geographic proximity, the EDG should initially 

focus on the Pacific Northwest. Eventually, the database should be 

expanded to include West Coast metropolitan areas. 

1.14.b Information. Continue to maintain and update information typically of interest 

to commercial and industrial developers on the EDG website. (See Tasks 1.1 

and 1.7). 
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1.14.c Newsletter. Develop and distribute a quarterly e-newsletter to local 

businesses, regional public officials, site selectors, real estate developers, 

investment prospects, and other key stakeholders. In addition to 

communicating the EDG’s achievements, each issue should highlight a 

different opportunity in the region. Services such as Constant Contact make 

this a low-cost option for reaching your target audience. Email addresses can 

be gathered with a link on the EDG website and via contacts with individuals 

and organizations during the course of conducting the EDG’s work. 

1.14.d Visitation program. To the extent feasible, staff should call on site consultants 

in the Seattle area as well as other major metropolitan areas in the Pacific 

Northwest (Spokane, Portland, Tri-Cities). While a formal program of visits 

(i.e., quarterly) is most effective, resources may limit this action to visits 

made in conjunction with attendance at trade shows or other events. 

1.14.e Marketing assistance. Offer assistance to market developers’ and land 

owners’ properties and buildings to future tenants. This could include adding 

the properties to the EDG website or including links to the owners’ site, 

featuring the property in relevant materials (such as e-newsletters), and 

having printed materials available in the EDG office. 

1.14.f Events. The EDG should periodically host luncheons that showcase specific 

assets, such as available land and buildings or new projects. Local and 

regional developers, site consultants and industrial and commercial brokers 

may be invited to attend. In addition, luncheons centered around a specific 

target industry should include potential prospects. 

1.15 Establish prospect management system. Once a lead expresses interest in 

relocation assistance in the community, it should be entered into a formal prospect 

management system. Use of a formal system will help set the prospect’s 

expectations and allow the EDG to track the status of prospects quickly and easily. 

Having a transparent and efficient process can be an effective way to gain an edge in 



  
KITTITAS COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GROUP  1: BASELINE ACTIVITIES 
Economic Development Strategic Plan –  Release 1.0  
 

TIP STRATEGIES Theory Into Practice Page 13 

business recruitment by allowing staff to respond to requests in a timely, coordinated 

fashion. The following worksteps address this task:  

1.15.a Process. The first step is formalizing the process by which prospects can 

indicate interest, receive information packets, visit the community, and apply 

for relocation assistance. This documentation should cover the prospect 

lifecycle – from lead generation through evaluation to receiving of relocation 

assistance.  

1.15.b Intake questionnaire. Post an electronic form on the website that prospects 

can use to request an information packet, set up a visit and tour, and indicate 

interest in locating in the community. This questionnaire can also collect 

information on the prospect that the organization can use to tailor its 

response. 

1.15.c Response. Create a standard information packet that is provided to 

prospects. Adapt pieces such as suitable sites and maps as well as 

workforce availability to respond specifically to the needs of the prospect. 

Arrange a visit for the prospect to tour the community and view the area’s 

primary assets.  

1.16 Provide relocation assistance. For prospects who are interested in locating in the 

community and who have been evaluated to significantly benefit the community, the 

organization should provide assistance in navigating the local development process, 

negotiating incentives, and structuring training programs for new employees, as 

necessary. Due diligence and an incentives policy are important elements of this 

strategy.
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2 CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY  

The presence of an institution of higher education can be a ―game-changing‖ asset for a 

community. Kittitas County’s greatest strength is Central Washington University (CWU). The 

comprehensive, four-year public university is a primary economic engine driving the local 

economy. With a student body totaling 9,000 FTE and rising, and an employment base of 

approximately 1,500, CWU’s direct economic impact (capital investment, employment, 

expenditures) on Kittitas County and Ellensburg is tremendous. The university’s indirect and 

intangible benefits are substantial as well. In addition to offering educational opportunities for 

existing residents, CWU provides social and political capital to the county and delivers 

entertainment and recreation options for the local population. Equally important is the 

university’s role as a conduit for bringing young, educated people to the region. A university 

also brings important state and national exposure to the region and can be directly related to 

image. Strengthening the formal connection with the university and understanding its role in 

economic development should be the central focus of this plan. 

The following actions will help the EDG support and leverage Central Washington University 

for economic development: 

2.1 Engage in cooperative marketing with CWU. EDG and CWU should establish a 

coordinated marketing message highlighting the county’s economic development, 

quality of life, and higher education assets. 

2.1.a EDG should incorporate information regarding specific academic and training 

programs at CWU in its economic development marketing materials. Training 

and academic programs that support EDG economic development goals and 

priority sectors (see Goal 4) should be highlighted. 

2.1.b CWU should provide updated county-wide information, data, and events on 

its website and in their student recruitment materials. 

2.1.c CWU should also consider inviting community and chamber representatives 

to participate in student and faculty recruitment events. 
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2.1.d The EDG should help promote conferences and events at CWU that relate to 

priority sectors. These meetings can serve an economic development role by 

providing opportunities for local companies to network with suppliers, 

customers, and peers. In addition, they provide a mechanism for introducing 

talent in desired fields to the area.  

2.2 Leverage university instruction and research activities for economic 

development in Kittitas County. Work with CWU, communities, chambers, and 

other appropriate parties to establish a formal mechanism for raising greater regional 

awareness of the potential for capitalizing on university research and instruction. 

2.2.a Support the university’s efforts at increasing the number of external grants 

and contracts awarded to CWU through the Central Washington University 

Research Foundation (CWURF). For example, EDG is currently assisting 

CWU and CTED to jointly pursue a $12 million grant from the U.S. 

Department of Energy to fund curriculum development and R&D for the wind 

energy industry at CWU. EDG should support such efforts by providing 

technical assistance to CWU and by publicizing initiatives to the community. 

 EDG should work to establish a formal relationship with the CWURF to 

assist and facilitate technology transfer and commercialization within the 

region. Such a relationship may include an EDG representative on the 

CWURF Board. In addition, the EDG could establish a formal Innovation 

Park Committee involving faculty, staff, and students engaged in 

sponsored research and development. 

2.2.b Market the education, training, and facility assets offered by Hogue 

Technology Building. 

 EDG should work with staff and faculty within the Department of Industrial 

and Engineering Technology to identify internship, apprenticeship, and 

employment opportunities for students and graduates. 

CWU RESEARCH FOUNDATION 

In 2007, CWU established the Central 

Washington Research Foundation (CWURF) 

as a not-for-profit corporation. The purpose of 

CWURF is to support and encourage the 

transformation of intellectual inquiry and 

exploration into applications that facilitate 

economic development. In the Kittitas Valley 

and surrounding regions Furthermore, through 

its Innovation Park, CWURF will ―provide space 

for businesses and entities that may help 

develop, improve, or license university 

intellectual properties and university-created 

technology, and transfer that intellectual and 

technology into use.‖ To be located adjacent to 

the campus, the Innovation Park will assemble 

critical research, administrative, and lab 

functions into a single complex. 
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 Within its marketing materials, EDG should highlight information regarding 

the programs, degrees, and facilities housed within the Hogue 

Technology Center. 

 Lobby the Washington Legislature to provide the remaining $20 million in 

funding needed to renovate the existing building. 

2.2.c Lobby state legislative and higher education officials to expand the ability of 

Washington’s public comprehensive universities to engage in basic research 

and development. Currently, state law restricts most research and 

development to the University of Washington and Washington State 

University, the state’s two public research universities.  

2.2.d Identify area leaders and prominent alumni that might serves as ―champions‖ 

to support (financially or otherwise) technology transfer efforts. 

2.2.e Work with CWU officials to catalog and publicize research efforts that have 

the greatest potential for local commercialization such as renewable energy 

and geospatial sciences. 

2.2.f Explore the potential for the creation of a local seed capital program to fund 

local startups with the assistance of area financial institutions and business 

leaders, as well as prominent alumni. 

2.2.g Celebrate local success stories (when startups are launched or significant 

contracts are secured) in the local media with press releases and through a 

newsletter to alumni and the business community. 

2.3 Strengthen relationships between CWU and the regional business community. 

2.3.a Establish a university/business alliance to explore options for leveraging 

faculty and institutional expertise to assist existing employers, startups, and 

HOGUE TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

In 2009, CWU successfully secured $27 

million from the State of Washington to fund 

a major addition to Hogue Hall. This project 

will add 80,000 square feet to the west side 

of Hogue and will house engineering labs, 

offices, and classrooms. 

The addition will house the Department of 

Industrial Engineering Technology (IET), 

which has seen enrollment grow by 20 

percent in the last five years. The program 

enhances economic development and 

innovation by increasing the availability of 

technologically skilled employees in the 

area. Such a potential labor pool can attract 

high-tech or industrial technology firms, 

large and small, to relocate or start up in the 

county.‖ 

The IET program includes a master’s degree 

program in engineering technology. 

Bachelor of science degree programs 

include: 

 Construction management 

 Industrial technology 

 Mechanical engineering technology 

 Electrical engineering technology 

 Technology education 

 Safety and health management 

 Bachelor of applied science 
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entrepreneurs in Kittitas County. This alliance would serve as the umbrella 

organization responsible for all related activities. 

2.3.b Foster stronger ties between the university and the county’s business 

community and policy makers through networking activities with university 

faculty and the business community (e.g., annual event to honor academic 

award recipients or new patent recipients, regular newsletter distributed to 

local area highlighting ongoing R&D, quarterly round-table discussions etc.). 

2.3.c Leverage job placement programs at CWU to assist current students and 

recent graduates in finding local career options at local businesses in Kittitas 

County. 

 Explore the potential for employment opportunities for students and 

graduates during periodic visits with existing businesses. 

 Meet with job placement counselors at CWU on a periodic basis to better 

understand the skill sets of students and graduates. 

2.4 Investigate feasibility of a downtown incubator for professional services firms. 

The creation of an incubator could serve as a catalyst for the growth of professional 

services in the region. The incubator should be aligned with the university’s areas of 

expertise – including accounting, geotechnical services, and geographic information 

systems – and the needs of local business. Ideally, the incubator would be located in 

downtown Ellensburg to serve as a catalyst for new professional services start-ups. 

(See Strategy 4.10). 

2.5 Work with CWU to connect students to community life. One of the best strategies 

for retaining graduates or recapturing alumni is to ensure they have a positive 

experience during their stay in the community. Identifying projects that fill a specific 

community need is one strategy that can be a win-win. Communities benefit by 

having fresh ideas about local issues and opportunities, while students gain valuable 

―real-world‖ experience. Volunteer programs and internships perform a similar 
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function. Creating a connection may increase the likelihood that non-native students 

will consider remaining in or returning to the region after graduation. 

2.6 Link development to CWU. As CWU prepares its Master Plan, the EDG can help 

identify opportunities to improve linkages between the campus and the community 

through the physical environment. Innovative strategies, such as moving some 

student-related functions into the community or creating corridor plans that link 

campus facilities to downtown, should be supported. 

2.7 Expand and promote university-sponsored events. In addition to bringing visitors 

to the area, high-profile events can help boost the county’s image as a place where 

education is at the forefront. Conferences on cutting-edge issues can attract media 

attention that goes beyond what any paid advertising campaign can accomplish. 

Industry-focused conferences can aid in economic development efforts by attracting 

high-level talent to the region and providing economic developers the opportunity to 

meet with company executives. 
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3 RECREATIONAL TOURISM 

Tourism should be an essential component of any economic development plan for a region 

with Kittitas County’s transportation access and natural features. Kittitas offers abundant 

recreation opportunities that already draw people from outside the area, especially from 

Puget Sound. Within minutes, visitors to the county from Puget Sound can take advantage of 

fishing, skiing, hiking, and climbing opportunities in upper Kittitas County. Suncadia Resort’s 

new championship golf courses also serve as a major recreational attraction for visitors. 

Tourism is important to economic development because it represents a unique opportunity to 

expand consumer spending, create new residents, and cement the county’s reputation as an 

area with a strong sense of place. Involving multiple organizations in this effort will ensure 

this opportunity is viewed from all perspectives.  

3.1 Conduct inventory of specific tourism assets. The first step in implementing a 

tourism strategy is to conduct an inventory of the county’s tourism assets. This effort 

should not recreate the wheel, but rather should leverage resources that have 

already been compiled by others. Potential partners in this effort include federal 

agencies (such as the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife), state agencies 

(such as CTED), local jurisdictions, and tribal areas. Once compiled, the inventory 

should be used to promote local attractions and events on appropriate websites and 

publications.  

3.2 Coordinate with retail strategy. Tourism initiatives must be considered in the 

context of their relationship to retail. In other words, attracting tourists only benefits 

local jurisdictions directly if they have a mechanism for capturing retail sales dollars. 

The county has a number of assets in this regard ranging from natural amenities to 

museums to festivals and other attractions. These include long-standing events, like 

the 109
th
 Annual Kittitas County Fair and the 86

th
 annual Ellensburg Rodeo as well as 

new entries, like the Fresh Air Artists Festival, which will hold its inaugural event in 

Cle Elum in August.  
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 Raise awareness. Work with relevant groups to raise awareness of the county’s 

tourism assets among local retailers and hospitality-related establishments. This 

will help to ensure that local businesses are prepared to capture retail spending 

associated with specific tourism-related activities.  

 Tailor retail offerings. Where possible, retail activities should be tailored to 

specific events or attractions. This may mean offering extended hours of 

operation to accommodate specific events or designing sales and marketing 

efforts around a related theme. For large or regularly occurring events, consider 

making special arrangements, such as providing shuttle service to shopping 

areas (like downtown Ellensburg). 

3.3 Take an “inside-out” tour. Assign a small group the responsibility of touring the 

community from a visitor’s point of view. This effort requires an ―inside-out‖ 

perspective and should evaluate the county across a number of topics. What options 

are available for lodging? How easy is it to identify them prior to arrival (travel 

planning via the Internet)? How easy is it to figure out how to get around the county? 

Is there appropriate ―way-finding‖ signage to guide visitors to downtown shopping 

areas and major attractions? 

3.4 Expand and coordinate marketing efforts. Creation of joint calendars and joint 

marketing materials is one aspect of this task. These initiatives should be tied to the 

image and marking initiatives discussed in Goal 6.  

3.5 Monitor passenger rail initiatives. While direct support for this initiative may be 

outside the purview of the EDG, the presence of passenger rail could have a direct 

impact on tourism in the region.  
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4 PRIORITY SECTORS 

Identifying target sectors is an important focus of the plan and a required activity under the 

EDG’s contract with the state of Washington. Given the available resources (time, money, 

and people), it becomes apparent that recruitment efforts must focus on industries that 

provide the greatest opportunities for success. This is not to say that other prospects should 

be ignored, simply that proactive efforts should be concentrated in these areas.  

Our approach to identifying sectors for Kittitas began with the economic assessment. This 

assessment analyzed demographic and economic factors affecting the region. Our 

understanding of the county’s strengths and potential opportunities was then filtered through 

employment growth predictions at the global, national, and regional level. These trends point 

to lower private sector capital investment and hiring, increased public sector investment and 

employment, and persistent shortages of talent in high-demand occupations. 

To ensure renewed growth and sustained economic vitality for the county, we believe the 

following sectors should receive priority attention in the EDG’s industrial retention and 

recruitment efforts: renewable energy, professional services, agriculture & natural 

resources, light industrial, and transportation & logistics. For each sector, we provide a 

rationale for selection and related action items. General guidance on recruitment activities is 

provided in Tasks 1.14 through 1.16.  

Renewable energy 

Why does this sector matter? Volatile fuel prices along with growing concern about global 

warming and our dependence on foreign oil have focused national attention on the need to invest 

in alternate sources of energy. Consumer preferences are likely to continue to move towards 

products and services that help to reduce their footprint on the natural world and increase 

efficiency, as they become more focused on the impacts of consumption and rising energy costs.  

These factors will continue to affect the way people live and work and the regulatory landscape in 

which businesses operate for the foreseeable future, making renewable energy a growth sector 

both nationally and internationally. 
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In addition to its potential for growth, renewable energy and related technologies are attractive 

targets from a talent perspective. The workforce required to support this strategy includes a range 

of skills from engineers to researchers to utility workers. Energy technology has been identified as 

a significant source of ―middle skills‖ jobs – those requiring some level of training but less than a 

college degree. Furthermore, regions that are viewed as champions of environmentally friendly 

technologies will have an advantage in talent recruitment and development. For a growing share of 

the workforce, particularly those in the next generation, employment choices are more likely to be 

value-based than in the past, making an energy-friendly image an even greater asset.  

Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Kittitas County is well-suited to pursue business 

investment and growth in the alternative energy sector. The county is unique in that it boast a 

variety of renewable energy sources, including wind, solar, biomass, and hydroelectric. The 

most well known and well developed alternative energy source in the county is wind power. 

Soon, the county will be home to four operating wind farms. The recently constructed 

Renewable Energy Center at Puget Sound Energy’s (PSE) Wild Horse Wind and Solar 

Facility is one of only a handful of wind energy visitor centers in the nation. With over 18,000 

visitors in 2008, the center presents substantial potential for alternative energy tourism.  

Much of Kittitas County also enjoys abundant sunshine, making solar energy production a 

real opportunity. Already, the City of Ellensburg is nearing completion on Phase 3 of its solar 

array, the first community solar power project in the United States. Additionally, PSE operates 

the state’s largest utility-scale solar array in the Pacific Northwest.  

Another alternative energy sector with development potential in the county is biomass. The 

county’s substantial timber lands offer a potential long-term fuel source for biomass energy 

generation in the county. This also presents the opportunity for new targeted, small-scale 

logging operations and employment in the county. There is also growing interest in renewable 

energy research and development at CWU, particularly in biomass and biofuels technology. 

4.1 Promote alternative energy research at CWU.  

4.1.a Create a center of excellence.  
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4.1.b Heighten awareness among policy makers and industry of ongoing research 

and development activities at CWU. 

4.1.c Establish formal partnerships with companies involved in alternative energy 

generation, equipment manufacturing, maintenance and repair, and 

marketing.  

4.1.d Catalog and support research at local companies. 

4.1.e Establish regular meetings among local companies to explore avenues for 

cooperative research alliances. 

4.1.f Foster stronger ties between local companies and CWU. 

4.2 Support workforce training in the region. 

4.2.a Coordinate regional workforce training programs with needs of area 

alternative energy companies 

4.2.b Identify state and federal workforce training programs that support alternative 

energy. 

4.2.c Develop associated curriculum for secondary and post-secondary students. 

4.2.d Identify curriculum required to support alternative energy (e.g., biology, 

chemistry, computer science, and related special programs). 

4.3 Support recruitment and expansion of alternative energy-related firms. 

4.3.a Recruit targeted companies to Kittitas County. Potential targets include 

small- and medium sized companies involved in the research and production 

of solar panels, wind generation equipment, and biomass power plants. 
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4.3.b Support the expansion of existing companies and support new ventures 

through the following: 

 Meet with executives and managers of existing companies on a regular 

basis to better understand their needs and explore avenues for 

assistance. 

 Organize regular roundtable meetings of existing companies to explore 

potential synergies and production contracting services. 

 Create assistance program for alternative energy related start-up 

ventures (to include service providers as well as science-based 

companies). 

 Work with CWU to establish an alternative energy research and 

technology park. Currently, Kittitas County is applying for the designation 

of an Innovation Partnership Zone in the county. The zone would most 

likely be located at the Bowers Field. Partners in the application include 

CWU, EDG, Kittitas County, the City of Ellensburg, Department of 

Natural Resources, Puget Sound Energy, and other private companies. 

The goal is to establish a zone to host renewable energy R&D, including 

wind, solar, water, and biomass technologies. 

4.4 Initiate a capital and financing strategy. 

4.4.a Seek new federal and state grants for research at CWU. 

4.4.b Lobby the State of Washington for more financial support for new alternative 

energy research programs at CWU. 

4.4.c Seek local private donations for the CWU Research Foundation to expand 

alternative energy research and development capacity. 

INNOVATION PARTNERSHIP ZONES 

In 2007, Governor Chris Gregoire designated the 

first 11 Innovation Partnership Zones (IPZ) in 

Washington. IPZs are designed to bring together 

research and higher education opportunities, 

innovation, and economic activity to be a strong 

engine for regional economies. 

Areas designated as Innovation Partnership Zones 

receive special access to state funding and 

resources that otherwise might not have been 

available. The Department of Community, Trade 

and Economic Development (CTED) administers 

the state's Innovation Partnership Zone program. 

Community organizations receiving an IPZ 

designation include: 

 Port of Bellingham 

 Port of Grays Harbor 

 Port of Whitman County 

 Greater Spokane Inc. 

 City of Walla Walla 

 Workforce Development Council 

Snohomish County 

 Clallam Economic Development Council 

 City of Bothell 

 Columbia River Economic Development 

Council 

 City of Seattle 

 Port of Benton 
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4.4.d Initiate a venture capital fund.  

 Consult with local private investors on feasibility of creating a venture 

capital fund for alternative energy related startups in Kittitas County. 

 Initiate venture capital fund based in Kittitas County to support alternative 

energy startup companies in the area. 

4.4.e Provide public incentives for start-ups and existing companies. 

4.4.f Develop incentives programs to assist alternative energy start-ups. 

4.4.g Develop incentives programs structured to encourage expansions at existing 

alternative energy related companies. 

4.5 Expand base of alternative energy related service providers. 

4.5.a Identify support services and regional providers. 

4.5.b Identify support services needed, including legal, banking, marketing, 

construction, and engineering. 

4.5.c Identify existing area firms that have potential to act as suppliers to 

alternative energy cluster. 

4.5.d Identify gaps that can only be met through recruitment or new start-ups. 

4.5.e Establish relationships with professional firms. 

4.5.f Identify and meet with professional firms in the Seattle area with a capability 

to support alternative energy related firms. 

4.5.g Establish working relationship with alternative energy related professional 

service firms. 
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4.5.h Recruit professional firms to Kittitas County. 

4.5.i Ensure adequate supply of Class A office available in the county to house 

professional services firms. 

4.5.j Launch program to market the county to outside professional firms who 

service alternative energy related activities. 

4.6 Emphasize alternative energy in county-wide image and branding. 

4.6.a Highlight alternative energy assets and initiatives in county and local 

marketing 

4.6.b Work with local partners to incorporate images and portrayals of alternative 

energy into marketing materials. 

4.6.c Tailor and utilize imagery in marketing efforts for business recruitment, talent, 

attraction, and tourism. 

Professional Services 

Why does this sector matter? While economic developers are accustomed to providing 

incentives to manufacturing firms, they rarely turn their attention to the service sector. This is 

both possible and desirable. Continued loss of manufacturing jobs, coupled with increasing 

use of technology and the growing trend of outsourcing of non-core functions, means that 

future U.S. employment growth will be concentrated in the service sector. Much of this growth 

has come in the form of low wage jobs in retail and personal services. However, this sector 

also includes firms that provide high-end support services—such as computer programming, 

legal services, accounting, and marketing—to other companies. In addition to providing a 

source of relatively high-wage employment, the presence of a well-rounded professional 

services sector is key to the retention of existing businesses and the recruitment of new 

industries of all types. The growth of this sector, which is heavily dependent on Class A office 

space, can also serve as a catalyst for real estate development and redevelopment. Office 



  
KITTITAS COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GROUP  4: PRIORITY SECTORS 
Economic Development Strategic Plan –  Release 1.0  
 

TIP STRATEGIES Theory Into Practice Page 27 

buildings represent a source of tax revenue, they help revitalize downtown, and they in turn 

create a demand for retail activity associated with the professionals who work in those 

buildings. 

Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Our quantitative analysis, coupled with anecdotal 

evidence, suggests professional services are underrepresented in the county. This means 

companies are likely going outside the region for these services. Retaining this value, rather 

than having it leak to surrounding markets, such as Seattle or Yakima, is advantageous for 

local jurisdictions from a revenue standpoint. Occupations in this sector often require a 

college degree, making it a better match with CWU’s strengths than are targets like 

manufacturing or logistics. Creating employment opportunities in professional services can 

help retain graduates, leverage the university’s assets, and continue to support high levels of 

educational attainment in the county. The sector also matches well with the interests of both 

the upper and lower county; it is a source of high-wage employment while having a relatively 

low impact on the county’s infrastructure and environment when compared with other sectors. 

Enhancing this sector calls for action on a number of fronts including direct recruiting, 

creative financing, and general support. 

4.7 Build sector from within. While recruitment has its place in this strategy, the main 

focus should be to build the sector from within. This strategy relies directly on CWU 

and is implicit in the strategies and actions outlined on pages 14 to 17.  

4.8 Identify targets. Professional services firms should be targeted for recruiting in ways 

similar to traditional manufacturing recruitment. This means identifying gaps; 

targeting specific firms capable of, and interested in, expanding; and offering 

incentives. Filters for this strategy include: 

 Existing strengths. Targets that support existing sectors are an appropriate 

starting point. These include green energy, agriculture, consumer needs, 

government contracting, wine and supply chain management, and natural 

resource support functions (forestry, streams and rivers). Matching target 

occupations against CWU’s strengths – including geographic information 
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systems, geotechnical services, and accounting – will best leverage this 

important asset. 

 Geographic connections. Competition from the Seattle area makes recruitment of 

large professional services firms impractical. However, targeting specific firms in 

the Puget Sound area with ties to Central Washington may yield some prospects 

for expansion (i.e., firms that may be interested in establishing satellite offices to 

service central and eastern Washington clients similar to what has already taken 

place with ESM). 

4.9 Implement direct recruiting strategy. Professional service companies are typically 

not recruited using the standard approach of attending trade shows and marketing to 

site consultants. The following actions should be taken once specific industries or 

occupations have been targeted: 

4.9.a Associations. The first step is to identify relevant trade associations for each 

occupation or industry group.  

4.9.b Database. Once relevant organizations have been identified, the EDG should 

prepare a database of potential firms and individuals for marketing purposes. 

This database should focus on small firms and individual practitioners.  

4.9.c Strategy. Information obtained in Action Items 4.9.a and 4.9.b should be 

used to craft a marketing strategy for this sector. The strategy should 

address a variety of communication channels, including direct mail, e-mail, 

and word-of-mouth. 

4.10 Ensure appropriate space is available. Having an appropriate mix of commercial 

office space options plays an important role in promoting professional services 

development. This is important for central areas of Ellensburg, Cle Elem, and Roslyn, 

as well as areas outside of the central business districts. While appropriate to 

encourage professional service firms to locate in central business districts, some 
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firms, even small firms may require flexibility in the location and sizes of available 

office space.  

4.10.a Working with county real estate professionals, EDG should inventory the 

sites in the county appropriate for commercial office space. This information 

should be fed into a database and updated regularly. The database should 

be built as part of Strategy 1.7. 

4.10.b Work with CWU and local real estate developers to explore the feasibility of 

establishing a one-stop Entrepreneur Center in downtown Ellensburg. The 

center could be wholly owned and managed by CWU or developed as a joint 

venture with a private developer. Features and services of the center could 

include: 

 Affordable, high quality space with shared administrative services. If 

pursued, pricing for this incubator space should be structured to 

encourage ―graduation‖ to market rate office space within a specified 

period of time. This space should also be reserved for high-growth 

entrepreneurs rather than business owners and the self-employed. 

 Access to information resources and databases to provide entrepreneurs 

with knowledge of resources available (financing, business services, 

educational opportunities) to them as well as competitive information. 

 Personalized technical assistance for both existing and new businesses. 

 Continuing education geared towards entrepreneurs on topics such as 

starting a business, basic and advanced financial management, 

accessing capital, marketing on a shoe-string, legal issues, and human 

resource management. In addition, formal entrepreneurship ―boot camps‖ 

should also be offered. 
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 Graduate-level business administration courses to support existing 

professionals located downtown.  

 Succession planning and business transfer services to help aging and 

retiring business owners find successors for their businesses. 

 Access to a mentor network and angel investor network. 

4.10.c Work with the City of Ellensburg to eliminate the 5,000 square foot per single 

occupant zoning requirement for commercial office space in areas zoned 

Light Industrial. The intent of the requirement is to discourage commercial 

office development outside of the central business district (CBD). Promoting 

higher density in Ellensburg’s downtown, both for commercial and residential 

uses, is appropriate. However, not all professional service firms require or 

desire to be located in Ellensburg’s CBD. The existing zoning requirement 

makes the city less competitive for new professional service developments. 

4.11 Target incentives to this sector. Professional service firms who pay wages above 

the median and who are in an expansion mode should have access to incentives. 

These incentives can include low interest loans for building improvement and capital 

equipment (machinery and equipment ranging from copiers to computers). Other 

creative financing options might consist of favorable lease rates in downtown 

buildings that are currently unoccupied. 

4.12 Engage the “free agent economy.” Another opportunity is to engage the ―free 

agent economy‖ of individuals (both recent graduates and extending up through 

retirees) who want to ply their trade in the county. This strategy hinges largely on 

marketing the county’s quality of place.  

4.13 Provide general support. Qualified firms should be offered general support 

including job training assistance, help in accessing new clients, and participating in 

networking events that match them with potential clients. This task mirrors many of 

those under the heading of business retention (Tasks 1.7 through 1.13). 
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Light Industrial & Assembly 

Why does this sector matter? While national trends suggest manufacturing job growth 

will remain flat, there is still value in adding this sector to the EDG’s target list. A healthy 

manufacturing sector contributes to the local economic base and can provide a source of 

employment for entry-level workers and those without advanced credentials. Competition for 

manufacturing jobs is fierce and the cost of recruitment initiatives (in terms of marketing 

dollars, incentives, and infrastructure improvements) can be significant. 

Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Admittedly, the county faces some constraints with 

regard to the recruitment of manufacturing operations. Kittitas is at a competitive 

disadvantage in comparison with neighboring counties in terms of utility costs. According to 

local officials, industrial users in Kittitas County will pay approximately $.06 per kWh of 

electricity. While nationally competitive, the rate is higher that the $.01 per kWh paid in Grant 

County. For energy-intensive users (e.g., food, bulk chemicals, refining, glass, cement, steel, 

and aluminum), the difference in cost is significant. Another major constraint is the lack of a 

large pool of local workers who possess basic manufacturing skills (e.g., welding, CNC 

machining, tool and dye making). 

Nevertheless, EDG should engage in reasonable marketing and recruitment activities 

targeted at out-of-state companies engaged light industrial and assembly. The county’s highly 

desirable quality of life, attractive scenery, and proximity to a major metropolitan area makes 

it a logical destination for executives seeking to relocate a facility from a high-cost, high-

stress environment. 

4.14 Build on core industries. Companies already established in the region should 

represent the first tier of economic development opportunity. Existing state and 

regional clusters to consider include OEMs for aviation/aerospace, alternative energy 

equipment, construction materials and equipment, or agricultural equipment. 

Exceptions to this rule are important, however. If the industries are contracting, or if 

they add little value (through wages or capital investment), public support for them 

must be more measured and more cautious.  
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4.15 Target specific characteristics. As with professional services, we recommend 

selecting specific companies using a series of filters:  

 Firm size. Given the county’s growth concerns and labor market trends, targeting 

efforts are likely to be most successful with firm sizes under 50 employees.  

 Energy usage. Because of the county’s competitive situation, energy usage is 

another factor that can be used to refine targeting efforts. Non-energy intensive 

industries include metal-based durables, fabricated metals, machinery, 

computers and electronics, transportation equipment, electrical equipment, and 

wood products.  

 Site requirements. Land consumption patterns should also be considered.  

4.16 Increase local skills training options. Explore opportunities to increase the 

availability of skills training locally. This should be done in conjunction with the South 

Central Washington Workforce Council, WorkSource and Central Washington and 

should be aligned with needs of local business. Longer-term strategies could include 

bringing additional programs and resources to the Yakima Valley Community College 

satellite campus in the Kittitas County. 

Agriculture/Natural Resources 

Why does this sector matter? Agricultural and natural-resource-based operations are a 

significant component of the U.S. economy. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

(USDA), farms and natural resources operations are forecast to bring in nearly $295 billion in 

cash receipts in 2009. Exports continue to play a vital role in this sector, creating an 

additional $1.40 of activity for every dollar of goods exported, according to the USDA’s 

Economic Research Service. Agricultural exports are also an important source of jobs, 

providing employment for an estimated 808,000 Americans in 2007. These trends are 

expected to increase as America continues to expand its network of trading partners and as 

demand for American goods increases. 
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Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Agriculture and natural resource-based industries 

have played a significant role in the county’s development. With strengths in timothy hay and 

livestock production, agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting accounted for roughly 4 percent 

of total employment in the county in 2006. Current economic conditions, volatile energy 

prices, and water availability raise concerns for some producers. In addition to strengthening 

and stabilizing existing sectors, organic farming represents an emerging niche for the county. 

Within the agricultural sector, organic food represents one of the fastest growing segments, 

with U.S. sales approaching $18 billion in 2007. Washington State has among the highest 

number of organic producers with more than 600 certified producers in 2007. 

Strategies to support this sector include: 

4.17 Work with state officials to attract new small-scale, targeted timber operations. Link to 

biomass strategy. 

4.18 Work with national hay association, the state, and USDA to development new export 

markets for timothy hay. 

4.19 Promote diversification of the county’s agricultural base, especially in emerging 

organic farming. 

4.20 Organize an annual county agricultural roundtable. Provide a forum for area farmers 

and other agricultural-related businesses to discuss common challenges and 

opportunities. 

4.21 Support preservation of long-term water sources. Advocate on behalf of local farmers 

to state officials. 

4.22 Preserve farm land. Work with county officials to balance the need for new residential 

development and agriculture. 
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Transportation and Logistics 

Why does this sector matter? Once known as ―warehousing and distribution,‖ the 

process of moving goods to market has evolved significantly in recent years. What was once 

a matter of simply storing large quantities of goods and shipping them in bulk (when end-

users placed orders) is now an increasingly sophisticated science. This process seeks to 

minimize inventories and respond to the growing demand for next-day – or even several-

times-a-day – delivery. Competitive shifts within the industry have been accelerated by global 

trade, containerization and standardized packaging, just-in-time (JIT) inventory management, 

outsourcing of delivery services, and increased technological capabilities. 

With the decline of manufacturing jobs nationwide, logistics has become an attractive target 

for many communities because it provides some of the advantages once inherent in 

manufacturing employment. Most notable among these is the presence of well-defined skill 

ladders with opportunities for advancement based on experience and on-the-job learning. 

The industry’s ability to provide relatively good paying jobs for unskilled workers, coupled with 

the county’s locational advantages makes logistics a logical target for Kittitas. 

Why is it a fit for Kittitas County? Kittitas County is currently home to warehouse and 

distribution operations primarily related to timothy hay. The pursuit of additional logistics 

operations could leverage the county’s central location within the state and proximity to the 

intersection of two significant transportation routes – Interstate 90 and Interstate 82. In 

addition, the county does have some available land that might be a fit for this type of activity. 

However, targeting this sector presents a number of challenges. Logistics firms generally 

consume large tracts of land, which may limit the county’s ability to accommodate these 

operations. While requirements vary widely, a minimum lot size of 50 acres is not unusual, 

due to the size of facilities (buildings can range from 250,000 to well over 1 million square 

feet), as well as the need for parking and traffic circulation within the site. In addition, 

increased truck traffic and an influx of truck-oriented businesses (truck stops), can have a 

negative effect on the image of a community. Finally, competition from surrounding counties, 

particularly Yakima, cannot be overlooked. 
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Strategies to support this sector include: 

4.23 Support improvements to I-90. The condition of Interstate 90 affects all sectors, but 

it is fundamental to the movement of goods. Where possible, the EDG and its 

partners should participate in planning initiatives related to I-90 and other 

transportation-related projects. Doing so not only supports priority sectors like 

logistics and agriculture, it also helps satisfy the EDG’s regional planning requirement 

under its ADO contract.  

4.24 Build on existing strengths. The county’s strengths in agriculture and natural-

resource industries should form the starting point for targeting efforts.  

4.25 Focus on technology. Within the logistics and distribution sector, the EDG should 

focus on firms using the most sophisticated supply chain management technologies. 

Specialized software and inventory control systems, such as radio frequency 

identification (RFID), are becoming standard tools within the industry.  

4.26 Explore potential to attract specialized services. Specialized services, such as multi-

temperature warehousing or certified food-grade facilities, represent a specific niche 

within logistics that could be linked with regional industries. 

4.27 Continue exploring the potential of intermodal transportation opportunities 

related to utilizing empty containers returning from the Puget Sound region.  

ABOUT LOGISTICS  

Supply chain management (SCM) companies 

oversee the flow of materials, information, and 

finished goods as they move from supplier to 

manufacturer to retailer and final consumer. 

These companies typically have a large 

information technology component designed to 

enhance inventory control and just-in-time 

manufacturing to help control costs. 

Third-party logistics, or 3PL, is a growing 

segment of the logistics industry. 3PL firms 

provide a variety of services, including 

assembling and repackaging materials, 

consolidating orders and shipments, and 

physically delivering goods to customers. 3PLs 

typically serve a number of clients from a single 

facility. 

Reverse logistics is an increasingly important 

segment of logistics and distribution activities. 

Reverse logistics focuses on the movement 

and management of products and resources 

after the sale and after delivery to the customer. 

The concept includes product returns for repair 

and/or credit, as well as the growing trend 

towards re-manufacturing and recycling. 

E-commerce fulfillment centers are another 

aspect of logistics that is growing rapidly. These 

firms provide distribution-related functions for 

goods purchased via the Internet by 

consumers and/or businesses, providing a 

cost-effective means for ―unit of one‖ shipping 

to consumers who make purchases online. 



  
KITTITAS COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GROUP  5: TALENT 
Economic Development Strategic Plan –  Release 1.0  
 

TIP STRATEGIES Theory Into Practice Page 36 

5 TALENT 

The primary purpose of traditional economic development marketing is to generate interest 

from companies with expansion or relocation plans. However, given the importance of a 

skilled workforce to corporate recruitment, economic development initiatives should also 

focus on talent attraction and retention. This focus is particularly important as part of a long-

term strategy. While national economic trends may have pushed back retirement for many, 

mitigating the impact of the baby boom retirement, the country will still face a shortage of 

workers in many parts of the country. 

For Kittitas, this strategy is likely to be less about attracting talent than it is about leveraging 

the talent already in the county and retaining those that pass through CWU. The following 

strategies support this goal:  

5.1 Strengthen Kittitas County’s leadership base and involvement in economic 

development. Promoting and retaining leadership is a long-term, invaluable 

component to economic development. Without committed leaders, economic 

development practitioners often find themselves lacking the necessary support to 

undertake needed initiatives. Not only can local leaders aid in the improvement of the 

local business climate, but they can also be effective in marketing Kittitas County in 

the course of their business-related interactions. 

5.1.a Raise awareness of economic development issues and build support among 

Kittitas County’s leadership and citizenry. 

 Economic Summit. Establish an annual Kittitas County Economic Summit 

to keep leaders and citizens informed of economic opportunities and 

challenges in the community, metropolitan area, and Central Washington. 

The summit should include information regarding economic trends and 

business climate issues (e.g., taxation, initiatives, and business 

announcements). As an alternative to establishing a new event, EDG 

could approach the CWU College of Business about participating in their 

Annual Economic Outlook Conference. 

LABOR SHORTAGE AHEAD?  

In the years ahead, a growing portion of the 

experienced working age population in Kittitas 

County will begin to pass age 65. By 2030, the 

senior age cohort is expected to account for 

18 percent of the population, signaling a 

potential squeeze in the size of the available 

labor force. 
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 Meet quarterly with existing leadership organizations, key individuals, and 

other decision makers to provide opportunities for private discussions and 

input on Kittitas County’s business climate issues. 

 Establish a long-term planning process for updating progress on specific 

goals and priority projects. Consider coordinating process with annual 

economic summit. 

5.2 Develop a new generation of leaders. A concern expressed to the consulting team 

by some long-serving leaders is an apparent generational gap among the region’s 

political, civic, and business leaders and volunteers. Most have been actively 

involved in the region’s affairs for years or decades. They fear that without a younger 

generation prepared and motivated to succeed them these and other initiatives will 

fail over the long term. 

5.2.a Create a Next Generation Leadership Initiative. Ellensburg, like hundreds of 

communities, is currently served by a Leadership Ellensburg organization. 

While programs such as these provide a valuable service to both participants 

and the community, there is a need to elevate the issue of generational 

leadership to a higher plane. The issue of long-term civic engagement by 

younger generations should be addressed at the community level. Most 

importantly, in order to succeed, this initiative must be organized and led by 

young people themselves. 

Local economic development partners should form a countywide Next 

Generation Task Force comprised of professionals and volunteers in their 

20s and 30s. The purpose of the task force is twofold: (1) understand the 

primary barriers to this generation’s civic engagement; and (2) design 

innovative methods of outreach and engagement. 

 Needs Assessment. The task force should conduct a needs assessment 

that identifies the issues and barriers to civic engagement by young adults 

in the county. The needs assessment should include a regional survey 
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and focus groups to identify the primary issues and barriers to civic 

engagement.  

 Social mapping. A young adult social network mapping initiative should 

also be a goal of the survey and focus groups. The idea is to map 

relationships between people, groups, and places in order to identify 

common interests, relationships, and locations for interaction. Once the 

nodes are identified, targeted strategies for engaging young adults can be 

designed. 

5.2.b Look for innovative approaches to civic engagement. Initiatives such as the 

―Annie’s List‖ Campaign School (see box) are tailored to encourage 

participation in the political process by a specific segment of the population, 

namely pro-choice Democratic women in Texas. However, a more inclusive 

approach could be applied to this model. 

5.3 Target specific segments for recruitment. While talent development and retention 

is the focus of this strategy, there are specific groups where an attraction strategy 

may be relevant. Attention should be given to these segments during the 

development of marketing and image campaigns for the county.   

5.3.a Healthcare. While this plan does not advocate healthcare as a sector for 

company recruitment, the county’s lack of healthcare professionals is a 

concern. The following actions could support a healthcare recruitment 

initiative:  

 Support new ancillary healthcare programs at CWU and link these 

programs to Pacific Northwest University Medical School in Yakima 

(examples include pharmacy, physical therapy, diet and nutrition). Can 

joint programs be developed? 

 Recruit medical students at Pacific Northwest to complete their residency 

training at Kittitas Valley Community Hospital. Statistics indicate many 

ANNIE’S LIST  

The ―Annie’s List‖ Campaign School selects a 

small number of recent female college 

graduates to participate in an intense week-

long training on all aspects of political 

campaign taught by local campaign 

professionals. Upon graduation, participants 

are placed on campaigns of candidates the 

organization endorses for the last three 

months of the election (www.annieslist.org). 
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physicians will remain in the same area to practice medicine. Pacific 

Northwest’s first class just completed its first year of school. These 

students will be able to start their own practices in seven years. 

 The EDG could help with physician recruitment by helping to find 

employment opportunities for spouses. Under this approach, the EDG 

would serve as a liaison making contacts with local employers based on 

information about the spouse’s education and career aspirations provided 

by the hospital. 

5.3.b Military. The presence of the Yakima Training Center (YTC), a portion of 

which lies in Kittitas County, provides an opportunity to attract military 

veterans and retirees into the county. While most YTC personnel are not 

likely to end their military careers while training at the Post, Kittitas County 

should make every effort to make the soldiers feel welcome in the county and 

convey a good impression of the county. Instilling a positive feeling about 

Kittitas County may convince some soldiers to return to the county after their 

service ends. 

 The EDG executive director and other area officials should meet with YTC 

Garrison Commander to establish personal ties, hear about issues of 

mutual concern, and offer to assist YTC meet its mission. 

 Local partners should consider organizing a Yakima Training Center 

Appreciation Day in the county. Local officials should organize an event 

that recognizes the impact of YTC on the region and importance of the 

facility to the nations’ defense. Military officials and soldiers stationed at 

the post should be invited to attend the event held in their honor.  

5.3.c Creative arts. The county is home to a growing creative arts community and 

scene. CWU, especially its highly regarded music department, fuels this 

growth. Local partners should seek to leverage this asset from a talent 

standpoint. As an example, Austin markets itself as the Live Music Capital of 

APPEAL OF MILITARY VETERANS TO 
PRIVATE EMPLOYERS 

 Demonstrated leadership and 
managerial skills 

 Training to industry standards 

 The ability to adapt quickly to 
change 

 Knowledge of advanced 
technologies 

 Experience working effectively 
under extreme pressure 

 Education and professional 
certification credentials 

 Strong work ethic 

 Experience working within 
and/or leading diverse teams 

 Effective written and verbal 
communications skills 

 Security clearances 

 History of accepting and 
following orders from superiors 
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the World. Without quite so much ambition, local tourism and arts 

organizations could position Ellensburg as an emerging focal point for 

creative arts development in the Pacific Northwest. 

5.4 Formalize education’s role in talent recruitment. The attraction and retention of 

alumni from local educational institutions is a promising strategy for developing the 

region’s talent base. Ensuring that all institutions have a formal approach to 

reconnecting with alumni should not be overlooked. This would include compiling 

alumni databases, conducting surveys, and developing promotional materials, e-mail 

newsletters, and blogs to keep the region fresh in the minds of former students. 

5.5 Leverage tourism marketing for talent attraction. Kittitas County is already a 

popular tourist destination. However, the county has not leveraged existing tourism 

marketing for talent and business attraction. As a result, the county is missing a 

prime opportunity to translate local tourists into local talent. This strategy can touch 

on a number of areas:  

5.5.a Identify a complementary theme. Finding a common theme between tourism 

marketing and talent attraction can be an effective strategy. For example, the 

2009 leadership class in New Braunfels, Texas, developed a post card 

campaign to advertise the communities many amenities. Using the slogan 

―Never the Same Day Twice,‖ these cards will be used to guide tourists to 

specific attractions and events, as well as to promote the area to potential 

new residents.   

5.5.b Tie to meetings and conventions. Focus a convention and meeting strategy 

on targeted occupations, groups, and industries. This brings people who fit 

talent needs to the region and exposes them to the area’s amenities. The 

types and size of these conventions and meetings would be dependent on 

meeting and hotel space. For Kittitas, this strategy may also need to rely on 

targeting events in adjacent counties.  
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5.6 Explore social media. An increased use of social media and networking should be 

an essential part of any talent campaign, as these tools are rapidly becoming the 

media that young professionals rely on to communicate and get information. For 

example, YouTube videos are an inexpensive way to highlight amenities, festivals, or 

cultural events. To successfully implement this strategy, there must be a recognition 

that this market changes rapidly. These tools continually evolve – for example, last 

year’s MySpace users today use Facebook. In six months, the most popular social 

networking tool may be one that has not even launched today. Fortunately, the 

―investment‖ in these technologies is limited primarily to time. 
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6 ORGANIZATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Organizational issues arise in virtually any planning effort, and particularly in economic 

development. This plan is no exception. Its purpose is to provide the EDG and its partners 

with specific guidance regarding the commitment of resources for enhancing the economic 

vitality of Kittitas County. Integrating the interests of the upper and lower county -- in other 

words, presenting the county as a single region -- should be a focus of this strategy.  

Thinking regionally means thinking beyond political boundaries to the boundaries of those 

sharing a common interest. It means understanding that planning within a region is not 

synonymous with regional planning. It means building coalitions – often informal – that are 

tailored to specific issues, many of which cross jurisdictions. Examples of cross-jurisdictional 

concerns include job creation, workforce development, tourism, transportation, land use, 

housing, and environmental quality.  

We have separated the supporting actions into two broad categories: organizational structure 

and image and marketing. 

Organizational Structure 

Perhaps the greatest challenge to successful economic development is organizational 

structure. Too often, efforts are hampered by the existence of numerous organizations with 

overlapping and poorly defined missions – none of which may have adequate funding to carry 

out their duties. Alternatively, the lead organization may be understaffed, under-funded, or 

uncertain of its mission. Such is the case for EDG. Failure to address these concerns will 

dramatically decrease the EDG’s ability to conduct an effective retention and recruitment 

effort.  

In this admittedly sensitive area, TIP recommends a reconsideration of EDG staffing and the 

commitment of greater resources by which to implement this plan. In arriving at this 

recommendation we have considered the ways in which economic development 

organizations should be assessed: 

1. The authority by which they conduct economic development. 

THINKING REGIONALLY 

Regions can be defined by geography, 

economic interaction, institutional or 

governmental jurisdiction, or by social or 

cultural characteristics. The benefits of a 

regional approach include: 

Coordination. By working together to attract 

industry, local organizations can maximize 

their resources while demonstrating to 

prospective businesses that the region is 

dedicated to supporting business growth. 

Cost savings. Economies of scale, 

especially where fixed costs are high can 

provide tremendous cost savings to 

participating communities. 

Leveraging funds. Local governments acting 

together typically have a better chance of 

attracting state and federal resources. 

Increased market. Regional marketing for 

tourism and economic development is more 

effective than a single local effort. By 

drawing on the strengths of each 

community, a regional approach can be 

more balanced and more holistic in its 

offerings to prospective businesses and 

tourists. 

Environmental quality. Among the 

―boundary-spillover‖ issues are 

environmental impacts on water, air, and 

other natural resources. Purely local 

approaches to most environmental problems 

do not work. 
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2. The funding that allows the organizations to carry out that authority. 

3. The organization’s relationship to other entities in the community. 

4. The capacity, including staffing and other resources, to execute a plan. 

Authority > The Economic Development Group of Kittitas County was created in 1998 and 

designated by the Kittitas County Commissioners as the Associate Development Group for 

the county. In 2004, the name of the organization was changed from Phoenix Economic 

Development Group to the current name. EDG is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation led by a 

21-member board of directors. The EDG is charged with carrying out economic and industrial 

development and redevelopment within the county.  

Funding > Current funding for the EDG is insufficient to catalyze the plan. Wholly dependent 

on the county, the cities, and the state of Washington, EDG finds itself in a difficult position if 

it wants to expand its capacity. The options for doing so are limited: 

 additional city and county funding  

 private funding (corporations) 

 regional initiative (cooperative agreements) 

 foundations 

 state and federal 

A capital campaign can, of course, include all of the above options. Regardless of the funding 

options pursued, implementation of the plan will require a significant investment by local 

constituents over an extended period of time. 

Relationship > A key consideration is clarity of mission across all organizations. This is what 

marks the strongest economic development efforts. In addition to the EDG, there are a 
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handful of local chambers of commerce and associations with some relationship to economic 

development. 

While it is not within the purview of this plan to address these organizations directly, we 

recommend a formal merger of the EDG and local chambers into a countywide chamber 

responsible for all economic and business development functions in Kittitas County. Such a 

merger would act to pool scarce resources and eliminate duplicative efforts. To address the 

business and economic development needs of upper Kittitas County, the new organization 

should staff an office in either Cle Elum or Roslyn two days a week along with maintaining the 

visitors information centers in Ellensburg and Cle Elum which are open seven days a week. 

Such a merger is not unprecedented in the state of Washington. In 2007, the Spokane 

Chamber of Commerce and the area’s economic development council merged to form 

Greater Spokane Incorporated. The objective of the merger was to establish a single, go-to 

organization for all economic development activities. 

Other issues to consider include: 

 A single, unified economic development structure is useful, even in a diverse region. 

 To combine existing organizations, strong and influential leadership must take the lead 

in advocating 

 Consider staffing issues in the merger – not just the obvious things like layoffs, but how 

personnel will handle things such as new titles or different ranks. 

 Capitalize on opportunities for structural change. 

 Maintain a presence in communities throughout the county. Key to maintaining 

countywide support is regular communication. 

 Local-level involvement (such as the advisory boards) is important. 
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 Local interests do not have to override or conflict with the broader county’s interests 

and economic development activities. 

Capacity > The current lack of staffing (two people) at EDG makes it difficult to address the 

many strategies identified in this plan. A new consolidated organization presents the 

opportunity to expand staffing capacity. Ideally, a new economic development organizational 

structure for the county will designate a president/executive director to manage the 

organization. Two additional staff positions – one directing business attraction and another 

directing business retention and expansion – should be established. A position dedicated to 

marketing and communications may also be considered. The organization should also 

establish needed office and administrative support positions. 

Image & Marketing 

Marketing is implicit in a number of the strategies laid out in this plan. We have suggested 

specific strategies for marketing to companies as part of a recruitment initiative and to 

individuals as part of a talent strategy. These strategies all relate to a larger goal – to present 

a unified image of the county for economic development. To accomplish this, we suggest 

organizing marketing initiatives along two areas of focus: an internal marketing campaign 

aimed at existing businesses and residents and an external campaign designed to raise 

awareness of Kittitas among decision makers and individuals outside the county.   

6.1 Initiate a local positive image campaign. One of the most important targets of any 

marketing effort should be the people and businesses already in the county. They are 

the ones who have already made an investment in the area and they represent 

Kittitas County on a daily basis. Making sure that existing residents and local 

business leaders have a positive image of their community is critical to the success of 

any external campaign, as these are the people who can best tell the Kittitas story to 

the outside world. 

6.1.a Develop and implement an internal marketing effort. This is designed to 

promote a positive image of Kittitas County among residents and build 

awareness regarding current economic and community development 
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initiatives. This effort should promote a positive image of Kittitas County not 

only to local residents, but those living throughout central Washington. The 

campaign should be coordinated with the cities, the county, downtown 

organizations, educational institutions, and other partners. 

Some cost effective initiatives that can be utilized to market Kittitas internally 

include: 

 Develop a single county-wide ―calendar of events.‖ The calendar can be 

established on a new stand-alone site or within a social networking site 

such as Facebook. This would allow various community organizations 

and individuals to manually update their events on the calendar and link 

to it on their own websites.  

 EDG and its partners should work with the local media, including both 

print and broadcast media, to promote positive stories about the 

community. Something as simple as highlighting local business 

achievements or including human interest stories can help create a 

positive image of the community for local residents. 

 Develop a ―speakers bureau‖ of professionals that are available to speak 

at community meetings and promote local initiatives. 

6.2 Enhance the image of Kittitas County within the Pacific Northwest. Beyond 

standard economic development marketing strategies, EDG should work with local 

partners to utilize non-traditional social networking tools for enhancing the image of 

Kittitas County within the region. 

6.2.a Influence the image of Kittitas County portrayed on the Web. 

 Assume ownership of Kittias County’s entry on Wikipedia. Regularly update 

the information and data with references. 
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 Establish a new Facebook page for EDG. Join other Kittitas-related 

Facebook groups to influence content. 

 Create a Twitter account to update and inform regional residents and 

followers of new announcements, upcoming events, and salient issues. 

 Create a blog section of the EDG website to provide content and connect to 

other sites.  

 Coordinate social media strategies with other organizations in the county 

such as local chambers and downtown organizations. 

6.3 Continue to raise awareness of Kittitas County as a destination for new 

investment. An externally-directed economic development marketing campaign 

should include the following targets audiences described below. 

6.3.a Brokers & developers. Initial targets should be brokers & developers in 

central Washington and Puget Sound. Continuing to build on these 

relationships will require high-profile exposure. 

6.3.b Other professionals. Site location consultants and real estate professionals 

should be made aware of the area as a prime business location.  

6.3.c Target companies. Select companies within priority sectors to build 

awareness and encourage them to visit the area.  

6.3.d Current prospects. The best prospects for recruitment are those that have 

already expressed an interest in the county. This group should be kept up to 

date on new developments. 

6.3.e Intelligence gathering. The EDG should compile and maintain resource 

information for each target industry sector. This would include identifying 

associations for each industry sector as well as following industry trends. 

This can be accomplished by monitoring trade publications or purchasing 
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industry data and reports from private sources, such as Hoover’s, 

Economy.com, or relevant trade associations. Participation in industry trade 

events (trade shows) should be part of this effort, as it provides a means for 

increasing Kittitas County’s exposure as well as staying current on industry 

needs. 

6.3.f Marketing materials. The bulk of the county’s promotion effort should be 

focused on creating marketing materials for key development opportunities. 

In addition to these long-term projects, materials should be designed for 

specific industry targets as the timing becomes appropriate. This effort could 

begin with a simple marketing letter and expand to more expensive options 

as appropriate. 

6.3.g Strategy. The intelligence gathered in item 6.3.e should be used to help 

identify the best channels for reaching the target audience. Options include 

direct mail, e-mail, and specialized websites. This task should also consider 

the question of timing. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

GOAL ONE: FORMALIZE AND ENHANCE BASELINE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE       

1.1 Redesign the EDG website. 

EDG 

█ █ █     

1.2 Continue to improve on-line presence.  █ █ █    

1.3 Maintain professional print materials.  █ █    

1.4 Compile information on incentives. █ █     

1.5 Consider benchmarking program.   █    

1.6 Participate in regional planning initiatives.     █  

BUSINESS RETENTION AND EXPANSION       

1.7 
Maintain an inventory of existing businesses and available 
properties. 

EDG 

 █ █ █    

1.8 Administer a regularly scheduled survey of employers.   █ █   

1.9 Conduct business visitations. █ █ █     

1.10 Create a forum.   █ █   

1.11 Provide networking opportunities.     █  

1.12 Have an intervention strategy.    █   

1.13 Report on progress.   █ █ █   

BUSINESS RECRUITMENT AND PROSPECT MANAGEMENT       

1.14 Conduct lead generation activities. EDG  █ █ █ █   
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

1.15 Establish prospect management system.  █ █ █ █   

1.16 Provide relocation assistance.  █ █ █ █   

GOAL TWO: SUPPORT AND LEVERAGE CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. 

2.1 ENGAGE IN COOPERATIVE MARKETING WITH CWU. 

2.1a 
EDG should incorporate information regarding specific academic 
and training programs at CWU in its economic development 
marketing materials. 

EDG  █ █    

2.1b 
CWU should provide updated county-wide information, data, and 
events on its website and in their student recruitment materials. 

CWU  █ █    

2.1c 
CWU should also consider inviting community and chamber 
representatives to participate in student and faculty recruitment 
events. 

CWU   █    

2.1d 
The EDG should help promote conferences and events at CWU 
that relate to priority sectors. 

EDG   █    

2.2 LEVERAGE UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN KITTITAS COUNTY. 

2.2a 
Support the university’s efforts at increasing the number of external 
grants and contracts awarded to CWU through the CWURF. 

EDG, CWU, 
CWURF 

    █ █ 

2.2b 
Market the education, training, and facility assets offered by Hogue 
Technology Building. 

CWU, EDG   █ █   

2.2c 
Lobby state legislative and higher education officials to expand the 
ability of Washington’s public comprehensive universities to 
engage in basic research and development. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS, 
CITIES, COUNTY 

    █ █ █ 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

2.2d 
Identify area leaders and prominent alumni that might serve as 
“champions” to support (financially or otherwise) technology 
transfer efforts. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

   █   

2.2e 
Work with CWU officials to catalog and publicize research efforts 
that have the greatest potential for local commercialization. 

CWU, EDG   █ █   

2.2f 
Explore the potential for the creation of a local seed capital 
program to fund local startups with the assistance of area financial 
institutions and business leaders, as well as prominent alumni. 

CWU, EDG, 
FINANCIAL 
COMMUNITY 

   █ █  

2.2g 

Celebrate local success stories (when startups are launched or 
significant contracts are secured) in the local media with press 
releases and through a newsletter to alumni and the business 
community. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

█ █ █     

2.3 STRENGTHEN RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CWU AND THE REGIONAL BUSINESS COMMUNITY. 

2.3a 
Establish a university/business alliance to explore options for 
leveraging faculty and institutional expertise to assist existing 
employers, startups, and entrepreneurs in Kittitas County. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

 █ █ █    

2.3b 
Foster stronger ties between the university and the county’s 
business community and policy makers. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

  █ █ █   

2.3c 
Leverage job placement programs at CWU to assist current 
students and recent graduates in finding local career options at 
local businesses in Kittitas County. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

   █   

2.4 INVESTIGATE FEASIBILITY OF A DOWNTOWN INCUBATOR FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FIRMS. 

2.4 
Investigate feasibility of a downtown incubator for professional 
services firms. 

CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBER, EDA 

  █ █ █   
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

DEVELOPERS 

2.5 WORK WITH CWU TO CONNECT STUDENTS TO COMMUNITY LIFE. 

2.5 Work with CWU to connect students to community life. 
CWU, CHAMBER, 
CITY 

  █ █   

2.6 LINK DEVELOPMENT TO CWU.       

2.6 Link development to CWU. 
CWU, EDG, 
CHAMBER, EDA 
DEVELOPERS 

  █    

2.7 EXPAND AND PROMOTE UNIVERSITY-SPONSORED EVENTS. 

2.7 Expand and promote university-sponsored events. 
CWU, CITY, 
CHAMBER 

    █ █ 

GOAL THREE: BUILD ON RECREATIONAL TOURISM OPPORTUNITIES IN THE COUNTY AND SURROUNDING REGION. 

3.1 Conduct inventory of specific tourism assets. 
CHAMBERS, 
EDG, STATE & 
FED PARTNERS 

 █ █ █    

3.2 Coordinate with retail strategy. 
CHAMBERS, 
EDG 

  █ █ █   

3.3 Take an “inside-out” tour. CHAMBERS  █ █    

3.4 Expand and coordinate marketing efforts. 
CHAMBERS, 
EDG 

  █ █ █   

3.5 Monitor passenger rail initiatives. ALL     █  
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

GOAL FOUR: FOCUS ON PRIORITY SECTORS. 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY 

4.1 Promote alternative energy research at CWU. 
CWU, CWURF, 
EDG 

  █ █ █   

4.2 Support workforce training in the region. 
CWU, 
WORKSOURCE, 
EDG 

  █ █   

4.3 
Support recruitment and expansion of alternative energy-related 
firms. 

EDG, EBDA, 
CWU 

    █ █ █ 

4.4 Initiate a capital and financing strategy. 
EDG, EBDA, 
CWU 

   █ █  

4.5 Expand base of alternative energy related service providers. EDG, EBDA   █ █   

4.6 Emphasize alternative energy in county-wide image and branding. EDG █ █ █     

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

4.7 Build sector from within. 
EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

  █ █ █   

4.8 Identify targets. EDG, CWU   █ █ █   

4.9 Implement direct recruitment strategy. 
EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

   █ █  

4.10 Ensure appropriate space is available. 
EDG, CWU, CITY, 
DEVELOPERS 

  █ █ █   

4.11 Target incentives to this sector. EDG, CITY,    █ █  
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

DEVELOPERS 

4.12 Engage the “free agent economy.” 
EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

   █ █  

4.13 Provide general support. 
EDG, 
CHAMBERS, 
CITIES 

    █ █ 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL & ASSEMBLY 

4.14 Build on core industries. EDG   █ █   

4.15 Target specific characteristics. EDG   █ █   

4.16 Increase local skills training options. 
WORKSOURCE, 
STATE, EDG 

   █ █ █  

AGRICULTURE/NATURAL RESOURCES       

4.17 
Work with state officials to attract new small-scale, targeted timber 
operations. Link to biomass strategy. 

EDG, STATE 
AGENCIES 

  █ █   

4.18 
Work with national hay association, the state, and USDA to 
development new export markets for timothy hay. 

EDG, STATE, 
USDA, HAY 
ASSN. 

   █ █  

4.19 
Promote diversification of the county’s agricultural base, especially 
in emerging organic farming. 

STATE, AG 
SECTOR 

   █   

4.20 Organize an annual county agricultural roundtable. EDG, COUNTY   █ █   

4.21 Support preservation of long-term water sources. ALL     █ █ █ 

4.22 Preserve farm land. COUNTY   █    
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

TRANSPORTATION AND LOGISTICS 

4.23 Support improvements to I-90. COUNTY, EDG     █ █ █ 

4.24 Build on existing strengths. 

EDG 

  █ █   

4.25 Focus on technology.   █ █   

4.26 Explore potential to attract specialized services.   █ █   

4.27 
Continue exploring the potential of intermodal transportation 
opportunities related to utilizing empty containers returning from the 
Puget Sound region. 

  █ █   

GOAL FIVE: IMPLEMENT TALENT DEVELOPMENT, RETENTION, AND RECRUITMENT STRATEGY. 

5.1 STRENGTHEN KITTITAS COUNTY’S LEADERSHIP BASE AND INVOLVEMENT IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. 

5.1a 
Raise awareness of economic development issues and build 
support among Kittitas County’s leadership and citizenry. 

EDG   █ █ █   

5.2 DEVELOP A NEW GENERATION OF LEADERS. 

5.2a Create a Next Generation Leadership Initiative. CHAMBERS, 
COMMUNITY 
ORGANIZATIONS 

   █ █  

5.2b Look for innovative approaches to civic engagement.    █   

5.3 TARGET SPECIFIC SEGMENTS FOR RECRUITMENT. 

5.3a Healthcare EDG, 
CHAMBERS, 
COMMUNITY 
ORGANIZATIONS 

   █ █  

5.3b Military    █   

5.3c Creative Arts    █   
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

5.4 FORMALIZE EDUCATION’S ROLE IN TALENT RECRUITMENT. 

5.4 Formalize education’s role in talent recruitment. 
CHAMBERS, 
CWU, K-12, EDG 

   █ █  

5.5 LEVERAGE TOURISM MARKETING FOR TALENT ATTRACTION. 

5.5.a Identify a complementary theme. EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

  █ █   

5.5.b Tie to meetings and conventions.    █ █  

5.6 EXPLORE SOCIAL MEDIA.       

5.6 Explore social media. 
CHAMBERS, 
COMMUNITY 
ORGANIZATIONS 

  █ █   

GOAL SIX: ADDRESS ORGANIZATIONAL AND MARKETING CONSIDERATIONS. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 
Merge EDG and local chambers into a countywide chamber 
responsible for all economic and business development functions 
in Kittitas County. 

EDG, 
CHAMBERS, 
CITIES, COUNTY, 
BUSINESS 
COMMUNITY 

  █ █ █   

 Increase countywide economic development funding. 

EDG, 
CHAMBERS, 
CITIES, COUNTY, 
BUSINESS 
COMMUNITY 

  █ █ █   
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IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGY / ACTION ITEMS 

 
TIMELINE 

Description 
Lead 

Organization(s) 
0-6 MOS 6-12 MOS 2-3 YRS 4-5 YRS On-going 

█ - Lower Priority;   █ █ - Medium Priority;   █ █ █ - Higher Priority 

 Increase economic development staffing. 
EDG, 
CHAMBERS 

  █ █ █   

6.1 INITIATE A LOCAL POSITIVE IMAGE CAMPAIGN. 

6.1.a Develop and implement an internal marketing effort. 

CHAMBERS, 
CITIES, 
COMMUNITY 
ORGS, EDG 

   █ █  

6.2 ENHANCE THE IMAGE OF KITTITAS COUNTY WITHIN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST. 

6.2.a Influence the image of Kittitas County portrayed on the Web. 
CHAMBERS, 
COMMUNITY 
ORGS, EDG 

█ █ █     

6.3 CONTINUE TO RAISE AWARENESS OF KITTITAS COUNTY AS A DESTINATION FOR NEW INVESTMENT. 

6.3.a Brokers & developers 

EDG 

█ █ █     

6.3.b Other professionals  █ █ █    

6.3.c Target companies   █ █   

6.3.d Current prospects     █ █ 

6.3.e Intelligence gathering   █ █   

6.3.f Marketing materials █ █ █   █ █  

6.3.g Strategy      
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ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

The primary goal for the assessment is to arrive at a common understanding of Kittitas 

County’s unique economic strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. This analysis is 

expressed in the context of the metropolitan, regional, and national economies as a means 

for understanding the community’s relative position and highlighting its latent and potential 

competitive advantages.  

Methodology & Background 

TIP has drawn upon our knowledge of current economic and demographic trends affecting 

the Pacific Northwest, as well as our experience working in areas throughout the nation. We 

have applied this knowledge and experience to both qualitative and quantitative analysis 

methods for developing a full understanding of the Kittitas County economy, including specific 

barriers to growth and development. 

We based our findings on the following elements: 

 A review of relevant studies, plans, and other material provided by the Economic 

Development Group of Kittitas County (EKGKC) and others; 

 A review of economic and demographic data from primary and secondary sources, 

including population growth, migration and commuting patterns, employment distribution 

and growth, housing patterns, and sales trends (included within this data assessment); 

and 

 Tours of Kittitas County from a development and land-use perspective. 

Input > For any plan to be effective, it must respond to the needs of those who will be 

affected by the plan (residents and businesses) and to the community leaders charged with 

its implementation. Throughout the Discovery phase, we capitalized on opportunities 

presented by interviews and focus groups to solicit input from key stakeholders. In addition to 

the individual business and community leaders who gave their valuable time to participate in 

Organiza t ions  &  Groups 
Represented  

 Economic Development Group of Kittitas 

County 

 Kittitas County 

 City of Ellensburg 

 City of Cle Elum 

 City of Roslyn 

 City of Kittitas 
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this process, TIP would like to thank representatives of the organizations listed in the 

adjacent text box.  

Assessment > After reviewing past plans and studies and meeting with local partners and 

interested parties, we completed a targeted analysis of demographic and economic factors 

that are of greatest concern to business leaders, site selectors, and other economic decision 

makers. This assessment included an analysis of: 

Demographics 

 Population patterns 

 Age structure 

 Migration patterns 

 Housing and income 

 Traffic and commuting 

 

Economy and Workforce 

 Job growth 

 Industry employment 

 Educational Attainment 

 Occupational distribution 

 Salaries 

 

Data Benchmarks 

 Population 

 Commuting patterns 

 Housing 

 Agriculture & tourism 

 Industry employment 

ORGANIZATIONS & GROUPS 
REPRESENTED 

 Economic Development Group of Kittitas 

County 

 Kittitas County 

 City of Ellensburg 

 City of Cle Elum 

 City of Roslyn 

 City of Kittitas 

 Central Washington University 

 Ellensburg Chamber of Commerce 

 Kittitas Valley Community Hospital 

 Suncadia Resort 

 Puget Sound Energy 

 Young professionals representatives 

 Real estate development representatives 

 Downtown business owners 

 Agricultural representatives 

 Small manufacturers 

 Historic Ellensburg 

 Kittitas County Conservation Coalition 

 Citizens Against Sprawl 

 Cle Elum Chamber of Commerce 
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Demographics 

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Kittitas County’s population remained flat, 

hovering around 25,000 residents. Beginning in 1989, however, the county’s 

population started surging. Since then, the county has added nearly 15,000 

new residents and the population is now approaching 40,000. Moody's 

Analytics expects this robust growth to continue, projecting the county’s 

population to surpass 50,000 within the next 20 years. 

Figure 3 reveals Kittitas County's population growth was more erratic in the 

1970s and 1980s, but has steadied in recent years. The county's population 

has grown for the past 21 consecutive years, in some years adding as many 

as 1,000 new residents. Moody's projects county population gains ranging 

between 300 and 800 new residents per year over the next 20 years. 0
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SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census (history) and Moody's Analytics (forecast)

FIGURE 2: KITTITAS COUNTY RESIDENT POPULATION
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FIGURE 3: KITTITAS COUNTY NET RESIDENT POPULATION GROWTH
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Over the past quarter-century, Kittitas County’s labor force has aged. Like 

many areas of the nation, the percentage of the county’s experienced 

working-age population (35 to 64) has increased relative to the percentage 

of less experienced working-age residents (20 to 34). In 1970, 

experienced working age residents accounted for 35 percent of the 

population. By 2000, this percentage had risen to 46 percent. 

Furthermore, in the years ahead, a growing portion of the experienced 

working age population will begin to pass age 65. By 2030, the senior age 

cohort is expected to account for 18 percent of the population, signaling a 

potential squeeze in the size of the available labor force.  

Figure 5 compares Kittitas County’s age distribution in 1970 to the 

projected distribution in 2030, providing more detail to the county’s 

evolving age structure. The current year (2009) falls near the mid-point of 

this 50-year period of change. College students give Kittitas County a 

population "bubble" of young adults, but as the overall population of the 

county grows, the relative share of college-age students recedes. 

Meanwhile, the senior share of the population continues to expand. In the 

nearly 40 years since 1970, seniors have grown from 9 percent to 12 

percent of the county's population. The figure also shows this share will 

increase to 18 percent over the next 20 years. Beyond available workforce 

issues, such an age structure may place increased pressure on local 

governments in the form of reduced tax revenue and greater demand for 

local social and health services. 
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FIGURE 4: KITTITAS COUNTY RESIDENT POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY AGE
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FIGURE 5: KITTITAS COUNTY RESIDENT POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY AGE, 1970 vs 2030
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Migration 

Population growth is driven by three factors, which are tracked by the US 

Census Bureau: natural increase, domestic migration, and international 

migration. Natural increase (number of births minus deaths) and 

international immigration typically change gradually over time. The third – 

and most volatile – component of growth is domestic migration, which 

measures US residents moving into or out of Kittitas County.  

According to Figure 6, net international migration into Kittitas County has 

decreased significantly since 1998. While a tightening of immigration 

restrictions since 2001 has affected the entire US, the downward trend in 

international migration to Kittitas County started in 1999, when there was 

an actual net out-migration of international residents.  

Throughout the 1990s and 2000s, domestic migration into Kittitas County 

has been extensive. With the exception of 1998 when there was a net out-

migration, domestic migration has ranged from 129 residents to over 

1,000. 

US Census estimates of domestic migration represent a net change. IRS 

data allows one to assess the gross flows of residents (as represented by 

the number of exemptions claimed). The IRS tracks the movement of 

income tax filers from year to year at the county level. An analysis of IRS 

filings corroborates the US Census estimates. Figure 7 shows the net 

number of US income tax filers for Kittitas County has been positive in 

each year of the past two decades except for 1998.  
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FIGURE 6: KITTITAS COUNTY COMPONENTS OF RESIDENT POPULATION GROWTH
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FIGURE 7: KITTITAS COUNTY IN- & OUT-MIGRATION TOTALS
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Further analysis of IRS data shows that even though total net domestic 

migration has been mostly positive from year to year, the net totals are 

much different when separated into in-state and out-of-state migration 

flows. Figure 8 demonstrates that net migration patterns within 

Washington State tend to be consistent net inflows from other counties. 

Meanwhile, the net patterns with other states tend to be steady net 

outflows of Kittitas County residents.  

Kittitas County exchanges the most residents with adjacent counties in 

Washington State. As seen in Figure 9, of the top 10 counties from which 

Kittitas County residents moved, eight are adjacent to Kittitas County. 

Likewise, of the top 10 counties to which Kittitas County residents moved, 

six are adjacent. Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix) is the only out of 

state county that attract residents of Kittitas County. 

Figure 10 below shows the top four migration flow patterns for Kittitas 

County from 1990 to 2007. King County is by far the largest origin of new 

Kittitas County residents, consistently accounting for over 200 new 

residents. On net, residents most often move from King, Snohomish, and 

Pierce Counties to Kittitas County. In contrast, on net, residents most often 

move from Kittitas County to Yakima County. 

FIGURE 8: NET MIGRATION FLOWS TO/FROM KITTITAS COUNTY BY TYPE
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Housing & Income 

Housing trends mirror the population growth patterns of the past three 

decades. Figure 11 reveals that during the 1980s, when population growth 

was relatively flat, the county permitted about 100 units per year. In every 

year since 1991 as population growth accelerated, Kittitas County has 

approved at least 200 new residential units annually.   

Single family units have most often accounted for the majority of the permits 

issued each year. However, in the 1990s there were large numbers of multi-

family units approved. Since the late 1990s, the balance has shifted heavily 

toward single-family units. 

The end of the national homebuilding boom in 2008 is reflected in Kittitas 

County's residential permit statistics. Growth of single-family units was steep 

during the first part of the 2000s. However, the number of new permits 

issued in 2008 dropped sharply from the previous year, marking a tightening 

of the credit markets and economic recession. 

Figure 12 illustrates that for most of the last three decades, housing in 

Kittitas County has remained relatively affordable for average buyers. 

Moody's index of housing affordability assumes that a score of 100 

represents equilibrium. In short, equilibrium occurs when a median income 

household has the minimum income needed to afford the payments on a 

median-priced home. The lower the score, the less affordable the housing.  

Rampant inflation and high interest rates in the early 1980s cut into 

affordability, both locally and nationally. This was followed by more than 20 

years when Kittitas County's housing affordability scored well above 100 on 

the Moody index. At the height of the national housing bubble between 2003 

and 2006, the county’s index score fell more rapidly than the US average, 

reflecting a surge in demand for housing in the county. Affordability has 

since improved as the national market has corrected. 
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FIGURE 12: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY INDEX*, US vs KITTITAS COUNTY
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FIGURE 11: KITTITAS COUNTY HOUSING UNITS PERMITTED ANNUALLY
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Figure 13 displays median household income for the US and Kittitas 

County since 1980. When adjusted for inflation, the median US household 

income has grown 12.7 percent over the past quarter century. In Kittitas 

County, the median household income has grown from $32,515 in 1980 to 

$41,886 in 2007, or 28.8 percent. As a result, the margin between the 

county’s and national median income has narrowed. 

Kittitas County’s inflation-adjusted household income grew rapidly 

between 1994 and 1998, peaking at $42,050 in 1998. This growth was not 

sustainable, however, as household income levels began a three-year 

decline. By 2001, median household income in the county had dropped to 

$36,428. Thereafter, household income began rising again and had 

recovered almost all lost ground by 2007. 

Finally, Figure 14 looks at housing affordability and income in the county 

by comparing the median sales price of an existing single-family home to 

actual local construction costs for a new single-family home. Comparing 

averages and medians can be precarious, especially in lightly populated 

areas or areas with skewed incomes. Nevertheless, such a comparison is 

still a useful rule-of-thumb for measuring affordability and identifying 

potential bubbles in residential values. 

In many areas of the country where housing prices in recent years spun 

out of control, this type of sales price-to-construction cost comparison 

shows that median sale prices far exceeded average construction values, 

thus indicating a potential price bubble. In Kittitas County, the two 

indicators had historically shown little divergence until 2008, when average 

permit values substantially exceeded the median sales prices. This local 

trend line demonstrates that Kittitas County avoided a price bubble 

although it did see a significant rise in housing values. 
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TRAFFIC & COMMUTING 

Figure 15 compares the traffic growth patterns of Kittitas County with the 

statewide average in five-year increments since 1987. Over the past two 

decades, the growth rate of traffic volume in Washington State has been 

steadily falling from a high of 3.8 percent to a low of 0.3 percent. In 

contrast, traffic volume in the county continues to grow between 2 and 3 

percent annually. This indicates that traffic congestion may be a growing 

concern in the county. 

Figure 16 below includes inbound and outbound commuting trends for the 

county. The Journey-to-Work dataset, collected every 10 years with the 

decennial census, shows that outbound commuting from Kittitas County 

began to accelerate in the 1980s and has continued to rise steadily.  

The Census Bureau's most recent Longitudinal Employer-Household 

Dynamics (LEHD) estimates for commuting in 2006 indicate a big surge in 

inbound commuting from the 2000 Census. In fact, 2006 is the first year 

since 1960 that Kittitas County is estimated to receive more commuters 

than it lost. This trend reversal may be tied to new construction activity in 

the county.  

 

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

1987-1992 1992-1997 1997-2002 2002-2007

Kittitas County

Washington State

SOURCE:  Washington State Department of Transporation, Annual Traffic Report (various years)

FIGURE 15: TRAFFIC GROWTH PATTERNS: KITTITAS COUNTY vs STATE AVERAGE, 1987-2007 
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FIGURE 16: KITTITAS COUNTY INBOUND & OUTBOUND COMMUTING
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More than 4,000 Kittitas County residents work outside the county. Two out of five of the 

county's outbound commuters head for King County each day. 

Conversely, more than 4,000 jobs located in Kittitas County are held by residents from 

outside the county. These inbound commuters arrive primarily from Yakima and King 

Counties. 

According to the 2006 LEHD estimates, Kittitas County experienced a net loss of 668 workers 

to King County and a net gain of 649 workers from Yakima County. 

 

FIGURE 17: MAJOR COMMUTING PATTERNS FOR KITTITAS COUNTY

Outbound Commuters

Top 5 destinations for Kittitas County residents working in other counties

King County, WA 1,775

Yakima County, WA 779

Snohomish County, WA 356

Grant County, WA 274

Spokane County, WA 192

Inbound Commuters

Top 5 county origins for those commuting to jobs in Kittitas County

Yakima County, WA 1,428

King County, WA 1,107

Pierce County, WA 348

Snohomish County, WA 310

Spokane County, WA 176

SOURCE:  US Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2006
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Kittitas County's commuting relationship with King and Yakima Counties has 

tightened in recent years, as the charts below show. While commuting 

patterns exist with other counties, the relationship remains strongest with 

King and Yakima. 

FIGURE 19: KITTITAS COUNTY'S EVOLVING LOCAL COMMUTER PATTERNS, 1960-2006
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SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, Journey-to-Work dataset (accessed via Moody's Analytics) & Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2006

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

0
300
600
900

1,200
1,500
1,800

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

0
0

0
6

FIGURE 18: THE NEW INBOUND  PATTERN
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ECONOMY 

Job growth in Kittitas County has not paralleled US patterns. For example, 

job losses here in the late 1990s occurred just as the nation was amid a 

major expansion period, but then during the national recession of the early 

2000s, Kittitas was adding jobs. In the past few years, job growth in Kittitas 

has far exceeded the national growth rate. 

Kittitas County's industry employment lacks substantial numbers of well-

paying, private sector jobs. Of the county's 20,000 jobs, four sectors account 

for at least 10 percent. These include state and local government (which 

includes public education) as well as retail stores, restaurants, bars, and 

hotels.   

One area of concern is the healthcare sector. It ranks only eighth out of 

some 20 sectors. This is unusually small compared to most US counties. 
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FIGURE 20: ANNUAL JOB GROWTH (%), KITTITAS COUNTY vs US AVERAGE, 1985-2007

FIGURE 21: KITTITAS COUNTY INDUSTRIES

Industry 2007 Employment

State government 2,465

Retail trade 2,319

Accommodation & food services 2,039

Local government 2,022

Construction 1,934

Farms 1,258

Personal & other services 1,175

Health care & social assistance 1,149

Manufacturing 877

Real estate 805

Professional & technical services 681

Wholesale trade 609

Arts, entertainment, & recreation 566

Transportation & warehousing 435

Finance & insurance 384

Information 306

Educational services 262

Federal government (civilian) 160

Federal government (military) 127

Utilities 44

Other miscellaneous sectors* 957

Total 20,574
SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (accessed via Moody's Analytics)

*NOTE 1:  Includes 4 sectors with data suppression by the BEA:  mining, forestry/fishing, corporate offices, & administrative services

NOTE 2:  Public education (primary, secondary, and higher) is included in local and state government employment.  The 

educational services sector is limited largely to privately provided training and other related activities

each 10% 
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U n d e r s t a n d i n g  L Q s  

A location quotient (LQ) is calculated as a local 
occupation’s share of total local employment 
divided by the same occupation’s share of 
employment at the national level: 

Local jobs in occupation/ 
Total local jobs 

LQ = ——————————— 
US jobs in occupation/ 

Total US jobs 

If the local occupation and national occupation are 
perfectly proportional, the location quotient will be 
1.00. If an occupation is heavily concentrated at 
the local level, then the location quotient will be 
higher than 1.00. Conversely, if the occupation is 
sparsely concentrated at the local level, the 
location quotient will be lower than 1.00. 

Public education and timothy hay help give the state government and farm sectors high 

location quotients. This means that in comparison to the national average, Kittitas County has 

a much higher concentration of jobs in these two sectors. 

The building and opening of the Suncadia Resort has also helped to boost the construction 

and accommodation sectors as the biggest job gainers since 2002. The real estate sector 

was the third largest gainer, which reflects the population and job growth of the past decade. 

As already noted in the previous exhibit, the healthcare sector is smaller than most counties 

this size. Moreover, the BEA recorded job losses in this sector in the county between 2002 

and 2007. This is highly unusual for a sector that is generally stable with steady expansion. 

 FIGURE 22: KITTITAS COUNTY INDUSTRIES

Industry 2002-2007 Net Chg. 2007 Location Quotient

State government +170 4.17

Farms -177 3.89

Accommodation & food services +290 1.46

Construction +913 1.46

Arts, entertainment, & recreation +178 1.33

Local government +136 1.25

Retail trade +6 1.06

Personal & other services +117 1.02

Real estate +271 0.87

Wholesale trade +96 0.80

Information -17 0.76

Utilities +17 0.67

Transportation & warehousing -18 0.65

Educational services +64 0.60

Other miscellaneous sectors* +257 0.56

Health care & social assistance -85 0.56

Federal government (military) -10 0.55

Manufacturing +86 0.53

Federal government (civilian) -19 0.51

Professional & technical services +130 0.50

Finance & insurance +70 0.40

Total +2,475 1.00
SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (accessed via Moody's Analytics)

*NOTE:  Includes 4 sectors with data suppression by the BEA:  mining, forestry/fishing, corporate offices, & administrative services
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Figure 23 provides insight into the county’s retail sector. Estimates from 

Moody's Analytics indicate that consumer retail spending in Kittitas County 

lags the national average in most categories. This indicates retail leakage 

from the county. 

The only retail categories where Kittitas leads the national average 

(indicated as green dots) are gasoline stations (which is typical for a 

county with an interstate highway and large numbers of commuters) and 

restaurants and bars (also common along highways or in college towns). 

The lagging categories (red dots) indicate areas where Kittitas residents 

may be making a share of their purchases outside the county.  

FIGURE 23: RETAIL SALES PER CAPITA, 2007

NAICS Description Kittitas County US Average

441 Motor vehicle & parts dealers $1,490 $2,660

452 General merchandise $1,404 $1,962

445 Food & beverages $1,648 $1,936

447 Gasoline stations $2,479 $1,600

722 Food services & drinking places $1,640 $1,508

444 Building & garden supplies $977 $1,068

454 Nonstore retailers $688 $1,038

446 Health & personal care $289 $810

448 Clothing & accessories $87 $732

453 Miscellaneous stores $243 $390

443 Electronics & appliances $22 $366

442 Furniture & home furnishings $241 $360

451 Sporting goods, books, & music $88 $291

NOTE:  Bubbles show the relative size of retail sales per capita by

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Monthly Advanced Retail Trade Survey; Moody's Analytics
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WORKFORCE 

Comparing employment data from two separate collection processes can 

be problematic. However, in places where commuter flows are large, it is 

important to understand the distinct differences between what labor 

economists call "household employment" and "establishment 

employment". This means counting jobs either by where people live or by 

where they work. 

By comparing the BEA's establishment-based wage and salary 

employment series to the BLS's household survey, we see a small, but 

emerging gap. The number of employed residents in Kittitas County has 

grown faster than the job base, and the gap appears to be widening 

gradually.  

While the pattern shown here fits well with the historical long-term trend in 

commuting data, it is at odds with the recent surge we observed in the 

Census Bureau's 2006 estimate of inbound commuters from Yakima 

County. 

Kittitas County has a highly educated workforce. Its educational attainment 

levels are solidly above average. The share of the population with at least 

a four-year degree is four points above the national average. Meanwhile, 

the share of the county's population lacking high school equivalency is six 

points below the national average. 
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FIGURE 24: JOBS IMBALANCE - MORE EMPLOYED RESIDENTS THAN LOCAL JOBS

FIGURE 25: EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Kittitas County U.S. Average

Lacking high school equivalency 10.4% 16.0%

High school diploma or GED 28.7% 30.0%

Some college but less than a 4-year degree 30.5% 27.0%

Bachelor's degree or higher 30.4% 27.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2005-2007 average
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The Washington State Employment Security Department releases 

occupational statistics by workforce development area, but not by 

individual county. The South Central Washington workforce development 

area covers four counties, including Kittitas, Klickitat, Skamania, and 

Yakima.  

The occupational composition of the four-county region demonstrates the 

significance of natural resources to the economy of South Central 

Washington, with over 21,000 people working in Farming, Fishing, and 

Forestry occupations. Other large employment occupations in the region 

include Office and Administrative Support as well as Transportation and 

Material Moving. 

The relative weakness of healthcare employment in Kittitas County 

extends to occupational composition of the four-county region, as 

healthcare occupations do not constitute a large share of the region's labor 

force. In addition, high-skill occupations in science, engineering, 

computers, and law also show up as small components of the overall 

regional workforce. 

FIGURE 26: SOUTH CENTRAL WASHINGTON* OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Occupational Group 2006 Employment

Farming, fishing, & forestry 21,173

Office & administrative support 16,242

Transportation & material moving 12,198

Sales 11,251

Food preparation & serving 9,770

Education, training, & library 9,286

Production 8,208

Construction & extraction 6,935

Personal care & service 5,725

Property maintenance 5,590

Installation, maintenance, & repair 5,322

Healthcare (technical) 5,306

Management 3,163

Community & social services 2,868

Business & financial operations 2,750

Healthcare (support) 2,687

Arts, entertainment, & media 2,275

Protective service 2,080

Life, physical, & social science 1,437

Architecture & engineering 923

Computer & mathematical 890

Legal 671

Total 136,750
*NOTE: South Central Washington includes Kittitas, Klickitat, Skamania, and Yakima counties

SOURCE: Washington State Employment Security Department
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Figure 27 shows projected net job change 

for each occupational group as well as its 

location quotient. 

The region’s fastest growing occupations 

are expected to be Office and 

Administrative Support, Education, and 

Transportation. 

Healthcare occupations -- while still within 

the average LQ range -- nevertheless 

score well below the state benchmark of 

1.0. However, the region is expected to 

add almost 2,000 combined jobs in the 

Healthcare technical and support sectors 

by 2014. 

FIGURE 27: SOUTH CENTRAL WASHINGTON* OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Occupational Group Projected Net Job Chg., 2004-2014 2004 Location Quotient

Farming, fishing, & forestry +607 5.63

Transportation & material moving +1,341 1.31

Community & social services +621 1.23

Education, training, & library +1,659 1.19

Property maintenance +880 1.15

Production +487 1.08

Personal care & service +1,065 1.02

Installation, maintenance, & repair +543 0.99

Food preparation & serving +1,059 0.94

Protective service +297 0.91

Healthcare (technical) +1,306 0.90

Healthcare (support) +610 0.87

Arts, entertainment, & media +298 0.82

Office & administrative support +2,232 0.80

Sales +1,070 0.78

Construction & extraction +348 0.76

Life, physical, & social science +118 0.72

Management +394 0.66

Legal +69 0.60

Business & financial operations +284 0.45

Architecture & engineering +118 0.27

Computer & mathematical +119 0.20

Total +15,525 1.00
*NOTE 1: South Central Washington includes Kittitas, Klickitat, Skamania, and Yakima counties

NOTE 2: Location quotients here are calculated against the state average rather than the national average.

SOURCE: Washington State Employment Security Department
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The net increase in jobs over time is essentially a count of "new" jobs, but 

it doesn't reflect job openings at any given time. The difference between 

job openings and new jobs is the replacement or turnover factor. 

It can be helpful for workforce planning purposes to view job creation in 

this context. Within each occupational group, it becomes clearer what 

share of the job openings are actually new jobs rather than replacement or 

turnover jobs. 

The occupational groups with the largest number of replacement jobs in 

are Agriculture, Sales, and Food Preparation and Serving. In terms of 

percent growth, however, Protective Service, Healthcare, and Legal 

occupations are projected to experience rapid expansion. 

FIGURE 28: SOUTH CENTRAL WASHINGTON* OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Occupational Group Total Projected Openings, 2006-2016

Protective service +940

Healthcare (support) +930

Legal +185

Arts, entertainment, & media +885

Personal care & service +2,620

Sales +4,805

Production +2,275

Farming, fishing, & forestry +5,795

Education, training, & library +3,580

Computer & mathematical +355

Life, physical, & social science +520

Business & financial operations +790

Healthcare (technical) +2,390

Architecture & engineering +340

Management +1,140

Food preparation & serving +4,455

Property maintenance +1,935

Installation, maintenance, & repair +1,365

Community & social services +1,155

Office & administrative support +5,825

Transportation & material moving +4,005

Construction & extraction +1,520

Total +47,810
*NOTE 1: South Central Washington includes Kittitas, Klickitat, Skamania, and Yakima counties

NOTE 2: Location quotients here are calculated against the state average rather than the national average.

SOURCE: Washington State Employment Security Department
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DATA BENCHMARKS 

In selecting benchmarks for Kittitas County, TIP chose 3 comparison counties with similar 

economic and geographic characteristics. The counties selected include one adjacent county 

(Yakima, WA) and two other counties in the region (Deschutes, OR and Blaine, ID) with 

similar economic strengths like recreation and agriculture. Deschutes and Blaine counties 

both have major resorts that play a dominant role in their economies. The Sunriver Resort 

(owned by Destination Hotels and Resorts) is in Deschutes County, and the Sun Valley 

Resort is in Blaine County. 

Kittitas County's population does differ from the other benchmarks. Yakima is six times larger, 

and Deschutes is four times larger, but Blaine is only half as big as Kittitas. Most of the 

benchmark counties, with the exception of Yakima County, have experienced annual 

population growth rates over the past 10 years that were higher than the national average. 

Moody’s Analytics projects all four counties will outpace the US growth rate over the coming 

decade. 

FIGURE 30: BENCHMARK POPULATION & GROWTH RATES

10-Year Historical 10-Year Projected

County 2008 Population 1998-2008 CAGR* 2008-2018 CAGR*

Yakima, WA 234,564 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll0.7% llllll 1.2% llllllllllll

Deschutes, OR 158,456 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 4.0% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 1.3% lllllllllllll

Kittitas, WA 38,951 lllllllllllllllllll 1.8% llllllllllllllllll 1.1% lllllllllll

Blaine, ID 21,731 llllllllll 1.8% lllllllllllllllll 1.9% llllllllllllllllll

US average na 1.0% lllllllll 1.0% lllllllll

*CAGR = compound annual growth rate

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census (history); Moody's Analytics (projections)

FIGURE 29: BENCHMARK COUNTIES

County State

Kittitas Washington

Yakima Washington

Deschutes Oregon

Blaine Idaho
SOURCE: TIP Strategies, Inc.
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Figure 31 below displays the 20-34 age cohort as a share of 

the population for each county and the nation. As US 

demographics have changed over the years, young adults 

have declined as a share of the overall US population. 

Deschutes and Yakima counties have closely paralleled this 

national trend.  

In Blaine County, the plunge since 1980 has been dramatic. 

As living costs rose, relatively low-paid tourism industry 

workers were forced to commute in from surrounding 

counties with lower housing costs. Meanwhile, retirees and 

wealthy second-home owners settled in the county, driving 

the cost of living up further. 

Kittitas County has successfully bucked this national trend. 

The young adult share of total population actually increased 

slightly as the same ratio fell nationally. The stability of this 

age cohort in Kittitas County is due largely to the presence 

of Central Washington University, which draws in new 

streams of young adults. However, a growing influx of 

retirees to the upper Kittitas County surrounding Suncadia 

Resort could cause demographic pressures similar to those 

experienced in Blaine County. 

 

 

Kittitas, WA

Blaine, ID

US average
Yakima, WA

Deschutes, OR
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SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census (history); Moody's Analytics (projections)

FIGURE 31: BENCHMARKS - YOUNG ADULTS (AGE 20-34) AS A SHARE OF POPULATION
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The scale of population growth in Yakima and Deschutes distorts more important trends 

among the four counties. Kittitas and Deschutes, despite differences in overall size, have 

experienced population growth driven by consistently positive trends in domestic net in-

migration. In Blaine, this variable has been far more volatile. Both Yakima and Blaine 

Counties have consistently experienced significant levels of international in-migration. In 

Yakima County, the surge of international in-migration has been accompanied by a domestic 

out-migration of equal degree.  

 

FIGURE 32: BENCHMARKS - ANNUAL DRIVERS OF POPULATION GROWTH

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census (accessed via Moody's Analytics)
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Three of the four counties have at some point in the past 40 years had more outbound 

commuters than inbound. However, both Kittitas and Deschutes Counties have seen this 

trend reverse. Deschutes has been a net gainer of commuters since 1980 while Kittitas 

County reversed this trend in 2006. Yakima was the only county in 2006 (the most recent 

year with data available) to experience a net daily outflow of commuters. In contrast, Blaine 

County has consistently attracted commuters from surrounding counties. A significant portion 

of Blaine’s in-bound commuters work at Sun Valley resort but are unable to afford housing in 

the county. 

FIGURE 33: BENCHMARKS - NET INBOUND COMMUTERS

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, Journey-to-Work series (accessed via Moody's Analytics); U.S.Census Bureau, 

Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) Program
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Figure 34 shows U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) estimates for 

the cost of rental housing. Of the four counties, Kittitas’ rents are lowest at $926 a month for a 

3-bedroom unit. Rents are highest in Blaine County, reaching almost $1,300 a month for a 3-

bedroom unit. 

Inflation-adjusted residential rents have increased most in Blaine and Kittitas, with steep 

accelerations in rents since 2004. Rents in Yakima and Deschutes Counties have remained 

relatively stable since 1996.  

In the mid-1990s, fair market rents were less in Kittitas than in Yakima. By 2008, rents in the 

two counties were in much closer alignment, which may be influencing commuting patterns. 

FIGURE 34: BENCHMARKS - INFLATION-ADJUSTED FAIR MARKET RENTS

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (accessed via Moody's Analytics)
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Housing affordability varies across the four counties. As seen in Figure 35, Blaine has 

historically experienced below-average affordability while Kittitas has historically had above-

average affordability since 1980. 

A 2008 index of 118 indicates that more than half of Kittitas households can afford a median-

priced home, but housing is even more affordable in Yakima (146 in 2008) and Deschutes 

(128 in 2008). The relatively low score of 86 in Blaine means that fewer than 50 percent of 

households can afford a median-priced home. 

Kittitas County has become less affordable since its peak score of 206 in 1997 and has seen 

a steep decline in housing affordability since 2003. The other counties have also seen 

decreases in housing affordability, but not as dramatic as in Kittitas County. 

FIGURE 35: BENCHMARKS - MOODY'S HOUSING AFFORDABILITY INDEX

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  National Association of Realtors; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis; U.S. Bureau of the Census; Moody's 

Analytics

*NOTE:  Moody's housing affordability index (based on the Texas A&M Real Estate Center's original methodology) 

measures the degree to which a median-income family can afford the mortgage payments on a median-priced, 

existing single-family home based on a conventional mortgage at prevailing interest rates with 20% down and a 

qualifying ratio of 25%.  An index of 100 indicates that 50% of families in a geographic area have the minimum 

income necessary to qualify for the median-priced home in that area.  Scores above 100 indicate more than 50% 

of families can afford a median priced home; an index below 100 indicates fewer than 50%.

118

1
9
8
0

2
0
0
8

more 

affordable

less  

affordable

100 = 

equilibrium

146
1
9
8
0

2
0
0
8

128

1
9
8
0

2
0
0
8

86

1
9
8
0

2
0
0
8

more 

affordable

less  

affordable

100 = 

equilibrium



  
KITTITAS COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GROUP  ASSESSMENT 
Economic Development Strategic Plan –  Release 1.0  
 

TIP STRATEGIES Theory Into Practice Page 82 

Comparing averages to medians is usually unwise, especially among sparse populations or 

in areas with skewed income distributions. With that caveat, however, such a comparison can 

still be a useful rule-of-thumb when looking at the median sale price of an existing single-

family home against actual local single-family construction costs.  

In many areas of the country where housing prices in recent years spun out of control, the 

sales price-to-construction cost comparison shows that median sale prices far exceed 

average construction values, thus indicating a potential price bubble. Figure 36 show this not 

to be the case in the four counties. Indeed, in Blaine County, where new construction for 

affluent in-migrants carries a wide premium, the trend is exactly opposite. 

FIGURE 36: BENCHMARKS - MEDIAN SALES PRICE OF EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY 

HOMES vs. AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY PERMIT VALUE

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, National Association of Realtors; Moody's Analytics
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Figure 37 addresses the composition of the 

housing stock for each county and the US 

average. Excluding Yakima County, the 

benchmarks have a high level of vacant (including 

seasonal) housing units. In Kittitas and 

Deschutes, one in every five units is vacant. In 

Blaine, the ratio is two in five units. These rates 

are far above the national vacancy rate of 12 

percent. 

While tenure trends (i.e., occupancy and vacancy) 

deviate from the national average, the actual 

composition of housing units is quite similar. In all 

four counties, at least two-thirds of housing units 

are single family, which is in line with the national 

housing stock. 

Ownership trends in Kittitas County and Blaine 

County also deviate from the national average. 

Nationwide 59 percent of housing units are owner-

occupied. In Kittitas County, only 46 percent are 

owner-occupied; only 41 percent are owner-

occupied in Blaine County. 

FIGURE 37: BENCHMARKS - COMPOSITION OF THE HOUSING STOCK, 2008

*includes mobile homes

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Census Estimates; Moody's Analytics

Single Multi Other

Family Family Housing All

Units Units Units* Units

Kittitas, WA Owner Occupied 39% 1% 6% 46%

Renter-Occupied 14% 17% 2% 33%

Vacant 14% 4% 3% 21%

All Units 67% 21% 11% 100%

Yakima, WA Owner Occupied 50% 1% 10% 61%

Renter-Occupied 15% 14% 4% 33%

Vacant 3% 2% 1% 6%

All Units 68% 18% 14% 100%

Deschutes, OR Owner Occupied 49% 0% 10% 59%

Renter-Occupied 13% 9% 0% 22%

Vacant 16% 2% 1% 19%

All Units 77% 12% 11% 100%

Blaine, ID Owner Occupied 36% 3% 2% 41%

Renter-Occupied 11% 8% 2% 21%

Vacant 22% 15% 2% 39%

All Units 69% 26% 6% 100%

US average Owner Occupied 52% 3% 5% 59%

Renter-Occupied 9% 19% 1% 29%

Vacant 7% 3% 1% 12%

All Units 68% 25% 7% 100%
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Since the early 1970s, the percentage of vacant housing units in Kittitas 

County has risen sharply, even as it declined slightly in the three 

benchmark counties. 

In the early 1970s, the share of vacant housing units in Kittitas County 

was closer to the national average than it is today. While the US average 

and the Kittitas County average both rose, Kittitas’ share increased at a 

faster pace. In contrast, the other three counties have seen their 

vacancy rates decline. 

Housing construction generally moves in line with household growth 

rates. In other words, 100 new families would be expected to require 100 

units of suitable housing. In counties with large volumes of seasonal 

housing, it is not uncommon for housing construction to outpace 

household growth rates in some years. 

Figure 39 shows the change in housing units in Kittitas County has 

outpaced the change in number of households since 2004. This 

is most likely responsible for the higher vacancy rate between 

2004 and 2008. 
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US average
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SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Census Estimates; Moody's Analytics

FIGURE 38: BENCHMARKS - VACANT HOUSING UNITS AS A SHARE OF COUNTY STOCK

FIGURE 39: BENCHMARKS - HOUSEHOLD GROWTH vs. HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (accessed via Moody's Analytics)
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As Figure 40 reveals, single-family housing permits 

historically dominate planned residential construction in all 

four counties. In Kittitas County, very few multifamily units 

have been permitted since 1998, while the number single 

family units permitted has accelerated. 

The recent US financial crisis has curtailed the number of 

residential permits being pulled in all four counties. 

Deschutes experienced the most dramatic drop, with a 

decline of almost 58 percent. The number of residential 

permits dropped the least in Blaine County, with a decline 

of 28 percent. The number of residential permits declined 

in Kittitas and Yakima Counties by 49 percent and 38 

percent, respectively. 

Figure 41 tracks median household income relative to the 

nation. Since 1980, inflation-adjusted median household 

income for all four counties has risen relative to the US 

median.  

In 1980, all four had median household incomes below the 

US median. However, Blaine pulled ahead of the nation in 

the 1980s. Deschutes followed in the 1990s. While 

incomes in Kittitas and Yakima both remained below the 

US median in 2007, they continued to move toward 

convergence, especially Kittitas. Kittitas County’s lower 

income levels are likely influenced by the significant 

college student population residing in the county. 

FIGURE 41: BENCHMARKS - MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME RELATIVE TO THE U.S.

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey; Moody's Analytics
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FIGURE 40: BENCHMARKS - TRENDS IN HOUSING PERMITS

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of the Census (accessed via Moody's Analytics)
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About 16 percent of US farm operations have actual commodity sales exceeding $100,000 

per year. Kittitas and Deschutes fall below this level with just 11 percent and 2 percent of 

farms hitting this level of sales. The scale of operations in 

Yakima and Blaine is broader, with nearly one-quarter of 

all farms reaching this threshold. 

Valuing farm operations can vary. Based on average 

annual commodity sales per farm, Kittitas and Deschutes 

fall well below the US average, but based on real property 

assets -- land and building values per farm acre -- both 

Kittitas and Deschutes exceed the national average. 

 

FIGURE 45: BENCHMARKS - TWO VIEWS OF FARM VALUATIONS

Avg. Annual Commodity Sales Avg. Value of Land & Bldgs.

County Per Farm Per Farm Acre

Yakima, WA $340,058 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll $1,530 lllllllllllllll

Blaine, ID $136,979 llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll $1,611 llllllllllllllll

Kittitas, WA $58,717 llllllllllllll $3,908 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Deschutes, OR $14,063 lll $6,885 llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

US average $134,807 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll $1,892 llllllllllllllllll

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistical Service, 2007 Census of Agriculture

FIGURE 44: BENCHMARKS - SHARE OF FARMS WITH ANNUAL COMMODITY SALES EXCEEDING $100,000

Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID US average

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistical Service, 2007 Census of Agriculture
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Farming is increasingly a part-time occupation. In the 2002 

Census of Agriculture, more than half of farmers in the US (as 

well as in Kittitas, Blaine, and Yakima Counties) claimed 

farming as their primary occupation. Just five years later, only 

Yakima could claim that more than half of its farmers were full-

time.  

Figure 47 below illustrates the economic activity associated 

with tourism for each county and the nation. There are various 

ways to measure the role of tourism and recreation in the 

economy. As a rule-of-thumb, a high level of restaurant/bar 

sales as share of the overall retail base or a high level of 

accommodation (hotel) jobs in the overall employment base 

are reasonable barometers. Blaine and Kittitas Counties show 

rates above the US average for both of these indicators. In 

Kittitas County, the presence of CWU also contributes to these 

above average rates. 

Kittitas

Yakima

Deschutes

Blaine
US

35%

40%

45%

50%

55%

60%

65%

70%

2002 2007

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistical Service, 2002 & 2007 Census of Agriculture

FIGURE 46: BENCHMARKS - 

SHARE OF PRINCIPAL FARM OPERATORS WHO CLAIM "FARMER" AS PRIMARY OCCUPATION

FIGURE 47: BENCHMARKS - ECONOMIC ACTIVITY ASSOCIATED WITH TOURISM

Restaurants & Bars Accommodation Services

County as a % of Retail Sales as a % of Employment Base

Blaine, ID 14.0% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 12.6% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Kittitas, WA 14.5% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll9.9% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Yakima, WA 9.1% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 8.5% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Deschutes, OR 8.6% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 5.1% lllllllllllllllllllllllll

US average 10.2% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 6.8% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau and  Moody's Analytics (2007 retail sales); U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis via Moody's 

Analytics (2006 employment)
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A comparison of commuting patterns in Figure 48 shows more than 70,000 people who live in 

Yakima County also work there too. In Deschutes County, there are more than 50,000 

employed residents who never leave the county for work. Because Yakima and Deschutes 

are such large counties in terms of population and employment, the scale of the net 

commuting numbers can mask other trends in smaller counties like Kittitas and Blaine. 

In Yakima and Deschutes, the ratio of inbound and outbound commuters to the total job base 

is about 20 percent each. In Kittitas and Blaine, even though the population and job bases 

are smaller, the commuting ratios are much larger. In Kittitas County the ratios for both 

inbound and outbound exceed 30 percent of the local job base and in Blaine they exceed 40 

percent. (It is worth noting that in Blaine, a substantial portion of the outbound share includes 

telecommuters.) 

FIGURE 48: BENCHMARKS - COMMUTING PATTERNS

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, LEHD Origin-Destination Database

Total Living Total Total Net Total Inbound Total Outbound

& Working Inbound Outbound Inbound Commuters as a % of Commuters as a % of

in County Commuters Commuters Commuters Job Base Employed Residents

Kittitas, WA 8,752 4,665 4,173 +492 35% 32%

Yakima, WA 72,363 15,817 18,496 -2,679 18% 20%

Deschutes, OR 50,551 12,458 10,687 +1,771 20% 17%

Blaine, ID 6,476 5,988 4,295 +1,693 48% 40%
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Location quotient (LQ) analysis shows how the economic structure of Kittitas is more similar 

to Deschutes and Blaine than to Yakima. The notable difference is Kittitas County’s large LQ 

for state government employment (which includes public universities). The strength of the 

healthcare sector in Yakima County (1.20) may explain the relative weakness of the sector in 

Kittitas County (.56). 

FIGURE 49: BENCHMARKS - LOCATION QUOTIENTS BY SECTOR

County Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

State government 4.17 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 0.85 llllllll 0.31 lll 0.06

Farms 3.89 llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 7.21 llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll1.06 llllllllll 0.86 llllllll

Accommodation & food services 1.46 llllllllllllll 0.75 lllllll 1.26 llllllllllll 1.87 llllllllllllllllll

Construction 1.46 llllllllllllll 0.69 llllll 1.93 lllllllllllllllllll 2.37 lllllllllllllllllllllll

Arts, entertainment, & recreation 1.33 lllllllllllll 0.71 lllllll 1.65 llllllllllllllll 1.68 llllllllllllllll

Local government 1.25 llllllllllll 1.31 lllllllllllll 0.75 lllllll 0.69 llllll

Retail trade 1.06 llllllllll 0.95 lllllllll 1.16 lllllllllll 0.96 lllllllll

Personal & other services 1.02 llllllllll 0.81 llllllll 1.00 llllllllll 1.23 llllllllllll

Real estate 0.87 llllllll 0.65 llllll 1.36 lllllllllllll 2.84 llllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Wholesale trade 0.80 llllllll 1.09 llllllllll 0.58 lllll 0.41 llll

Information 0.76 lllllll 0.43 llll 1.06 llllllllll 1.01 llllllllll

Utilities 0.67 llllll 0.54 lllll 1.06 llllllllll 0.26 ll

Transportation & warehousing 0.65 llllll 0.94 lllllllll 0.49 llll 0.33 lll

Educational services* 0.60 llllll 0.63 llllll 0.70 lllllll 0.67 llllll

Health care & social assistance 0.56 lllll 1.20 lllllllllll 1.00 lllllllll 0.40 lll

Federal government (military) 0.55 lllll 0.56 lllll 0.39 lll 0.33 lll

Manufacturing 0.53 lllll 0.94 lllllllll 0.81 llllllll 0.33 lll

Federal government (civilian) 0.51 lllll 0.68 llllll 0.53 lllll 0.33 lll

Professional & technical services 0.50 lllll 0.41 llll 0.92 lllllllll 1.11 lllllllllll

Finance & insurance 0.40 llll 0.48 llll 0.79 lllllll 0.72 lllllll

Administrative services 0.34 lll 0.43 llll 1.04 llllllllll 1.05 llllllllll

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (accessed via Moodys Analytics)

*NOTE:  Eduucational services include training and private educational facilities.  Primary, secondary, and higher education are typically included with state or local government employment.

above average (>1.25)

below average (<0.75)
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Unlike Deschutes and Blaine, Kittitas County has not experienced explosive double-digit 

growth across broad economic sectors over the past five years. Like the US overall, job 

growth in Kittitas and Yakima has been mixed across sectors. Kittitas has shown the 

strongest employment growth in sectors closely related to population growth, including 

construction, real estate, and to some extent utilities. 

 

 
FIGURE 50: BENCHMARKS -- FIVE-YEAR JOB GROWTH RATES BY SECTOR, 2002-2007

County US average Kittitas, WA Yakima, WA Deschutes, OR Blaine, ID

Real estate 43.4% lllllllllllllllllllll 50.7% lllllllllllllllllllllllll 44.0% lllllllllllllllllllll 22.7% lllllllllll 82.0% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Construction 20.4% llllllllll 89.4% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll30.5% lllllllllllllll 59.4% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 18.0% llllllll

Educational services 19.8% lllllllll 32.3% llllllllllllllll 20.4% llllllllll 55.6% lllllllllllllllllllllllllll 34.6% lllllllllllllllll

Administrative services 16.1% llllllll 7.7% lll 5.9% ll 61.0% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 18.3% lllllllll

Professional & technical services 13.4% llllll 23.6% lllllllllll -0.2% 35.6% lllllllllllllllll 11.1% lllll

Health care & social assistance 13.2% llllll -6.9% lll 15.5% lllllll 33.7% llllllllllllllll 11.2% lllll

Accommodation & food services 12.1% llllll 16.6% llllllll 8.2% llll 27.8% lllllllllllll 11.8% lllll

Arts, entertainment, & recreation 11.8% lllll 45.9% llllllllllllllllllllll 11.8% lllll 37.8% llllllllllllllllll 14.1% lllllll

Transportation & warehousing 10.2% lllll -4.0% l 19.2% lllllllll 15.0% lllllll 11.9% lllll

Total 8.6% llll 13.7% llllll 5.9% ll 28.0% lllllllllllll 21.8% llllllllll

Wholesale trade 8.4% llll 18.7% lllllllll 15.3% lllllll 44.2% llllllllllllllllllllll 19.4% lllllllll

Personal & other services 7.7% lll 11.1% lllll -1.6% 26.4% lllllllllllll 16.8% llllllll

Finance & insurance 6.5% lll 22.3% lllllllllll 5.2% ll 35.1% lllllllllllllllll 16.3% llllllll

Local government 4.5% ll 9.1% llll 7.9% lll 10.2% lllll 21.2% llllllllll

Retail trade 4.4% ll 0.3% 6.7% lll 14.3% lllllll 19.7% lllllllll

State government 2.7% l 9.3% llll 4.6% ll 19.9% lllllllll 0.0%

Federal government (civilian) 1.7% -10.6% lllll -3.0% l -0.6% 8.5% llll

Federal government (military) -2.7% l -7.3% lll -11.9% lllll 7.6% lll 3.7% l

Utilities -4.5% ll 63.0% lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 4.4% ll 10.7% lllll 18.8% lllllllll

Information -5.0% ll -5.3% ll -25.2%llllllllllll 22.7% lllllllllll 64.7% llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

Farms -7.7% lll -12.3% llllll -9.9% llll -3.9% l -8.8% llll

Manufacturing -8.3% llll 10.9% lllll -11.1% lllll 5.1% ll 21.6% llllllllll

SOURCE:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (accessed via Moodys Analytics)

sectors with double-digit growth rates

declining sectors
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Connecting Washington 

Executive Summary 

In July 2011 Governor Christine Gregoire convened the 
Connecting Washington Task Force, a diverse group of thirty-
one members representing business, local government, labor, 
and environmental interests, with the purpose of creating a 
ten-year strategy to maintain and improve the state’s 
transportation system. This Executive Summary contains the 
key findings and recommendations that emerged from their 
work. 

Findings 

The transportation system is the backbone of Washington’s 
economy, providing the vital connections that link our homes 
to our work places and carry our products to market. State 
highways and ferries, county and tribal roads and city streets, 
transit systems, rail networks, airports and seaports, must all 
be well-coordinated and well-maintained to enable people 
and goods to move safely and efficiently throughout the state. 

Our state’s population is projected to grow by more than  
28 percent during the next decade, placing greater demands 
upon our transportation system. The number of vehicle miles 
traveled each year in Washington is projected to reach 60 
billion by 2020; annual freight volumes are expected to triple 
by 2035; and the number of passengers using transit across 
the state is expected to increase; and transit ridership in the 

central Puget Sound region alone is expected to grow by 90 
percent by 2040. 

At the same time the demands on our transportation system 
are growing, we are losing the purchasing power we need to 
maintain and improve the system.  
 

• Fuel tax revenue, which accounts for the largest share 
of state transportation funding, is declining. 
Washington residents are driving fewer miles per 
capita, vehicles are becoming more fuel efficient, and 
new federal efficiency requirements and the 
emergence of electric vehicles will accelerate this 
trend. Between March 2007 and 2023, fuel tax 
revenues are projected to fall by more than $5 billion. 
 

• The elimination of the Motor Vehicle Excise Tax cut 
revenue by $750 million annually, much of which had 
been dedicated to public transportation. 

 
• The sales tax, which provides 70 percent of the funding 

for local transit agencies, plummeted during the 2008 
recession, and has left many transit agencies severely 
short of funds. 
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• The purchasing power of fees and charges that help to 
fund the transportation system is steadily declining 
because they are not indexed to inflation or adjusted 
annually. 

 
Past actions by the Legislature have provided funding to 
finance critical construction projects, but there is not enough 
ongoing funding for maintenance and operations, or for 
future improvements. Fuel tax increases in 2003 and 2005 
made it possible to issue bonds to pay for 421 transportation 
projects throughout the state. That means the funding 
generated by those increases is fully committed to debt 
service, and the remaining revenue is not sufficient to meet 
current needs. Since 2001, real funding for maintenance and 
operations of the system has declined by 49 percent while 
construction costs have risen 77 percent. 
 
Without additional funding, the quality of our transportation 
system will decline. 
 

• The State Department of Transportation will not be 
able to preserve the state’s highways and bridges, and 
maintain ferry service at current levels. 
 

• Counties will not have enough money to maintain 
county roads, fix unsound bridges, and address storm-
water problems. 

 

• Cities will not have sufficient funds to maintain streets 
and bridges, and pavement conditions will continue to 
decline. 

 
• Washington’s public transit systems, which have 

already been faced with severe budget cuts, will be 
forced to cut services even more at a time when 
demand for transit services is increasing dramatically. 

Recommendations 

1. The Task Force recommends the Legislature adopt a ten-
year strategy to make transportation investments that 
will strengthen our economy and protect and create jobs. 
The investments should be guided by the following 
principles: 
 
• Preserve existing transportation systems and services. 

 
• Improve mobility for people and commerce. 

 
• Enhance the safety and efficiency of the transportation 

system. 
 

• Provide community and environmental improvements 
that help attract, keep, and expand private businesses 
and a highly skilled work force. 
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2. The Task Force recommends that the Governor and 
Legislature select specific investments to meet the 
following performance objectives: 

 
• System Preservation – Investments to repair and 

maintain our statewide system of roads, streets and 
bridges, and to operate and maintain ferries and 
transit services. 
 

• Strategic Mobility Improvements – Investments in 
projects and services that will relieve congestion in 
specific corridors, improving the movement of people 
and goods. 

 
• System Efficiency – Investments that improve 

connections among modes (e.g., rail-truck, ferry-
transit, car-transit), enhance speed and reliability, and 
improve the cost effectiveness of our existing 
transportation system. 

 
• Safety – Investments that reduce fatalities and serious 

injuries across all modes. 
 
3. The Task Force recommends an investment of $21 billion 

in state funding during the next ten years to preserve the 
transportation system and make strategic investments in 
the corridors that hold the key to job creation and 
economic growth. The Task Force estimates the amount 
needed to fully address the objectives is approximately 
$50 billion. In recognition of the difficult economic 

conditions our state is facing, the Task Force proposes a 
lower level of investment, but one that will prioritize 
preserving the system, and then provide funds for 
strategic investments to strengthen Washington’s 
economy and create jobs. 

 
4. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature consider 

the potential funding options identified in Figure 9 on 
page 22 to pay for the needed investments. The options 
fall into two categories: fee increases that could be 
enacted by the legislature by a simple majority vote; and 
increases in taxes that require either a two-thirds vote of 
the legislature or a majority vote of the people.  

 
5. The Task Force recommends that the Legislature expand 

the funding options that can be enacted at the local level 
to support the transportation system. A list of potential 
local options is shown in Figure 10 on page 26 of the full 
report. 

 
6. The Task Force recommends that the State begin 

planning now for a transition to more sustainable funding 
sources for transportation. This could include mechanisms 
such as a direct user fee that is based on miles traveled, 
wear-and-tear on the roadways, or other direct impact 
upon the transportation system, allowing the system to be 
managed and funded as a statewide transportation utility, 
with rates based upon use. 
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7. The Task Force recommends that State and local 
transportation agencies ensure accountability for their 
performance in meeting these objectives by:  

 
• Improving coordination. 

 
• Developing performance management systems that 

improve the functioning of the transportation 
system, streamline decision-making, and reduce 
costs.  

 
• Tying resource allocations and grant programs to 

quality standards. 
 

• Developing clear and concise metrics to measure 
progress and provide the Legislature and the public 
with the means to monitor the performance of the 
transportation system as a whole.  

8. The Task Force urges the Legislature to act now on these 
recommendations. The needs of our transportation 
system are urgent. If we delay making the needed 
investments, costs will rise, our citizens will lose more time 
in traffic congestion, and our products will take longer to 
get to market, making our enterprises less competitive in 
world markets. If we act boldly, as earlier generations 
have, to invest in our transportation system, we can lift 
our economy, create jobs and help to build the future 
prosperity of Washington. The members of the Task Force 
stand ready to help in that effort. 
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Connecting Washington 

Strategic Transportation Investments to Strengthen Washington’s Economy and 
Create Jobs 

The Charge 

In July 2011 Governor Christine Gregoire convened the 
Connecting Washington Task Force, comprised of key 
leaders of the Legislature, local and tribal governments, 
port authorities, transit agencies, business, labor, and the 
environmental community. The Task Force was charged 
with creating a ten-year strategy to maintain and improve 
the state’s transportation system, with the goal of having 
that strategy ready for action by the 2012 Legislature. The 
Task Force met in five full-day sessions between July and 
December 2011 to review estimates of the needs of the 
various components of the transportation system, develop 
consensus on investment principles, identify a package of 
essential investments, and provide the Legislature with 
options to pay for those investments. As part of the 
process, public comments were made during each 
meeting, and more than 400 comments were received 
through the project website. A summary of those 
comments can be found in Appendix A. This report 
contains the findings and recommendations that emerged 
from the work of the Task Force. 
 

Background 

The transportation system is the backbone of 
Washington’s economy. It provides the vital connections 
that link our homes to our work places and carry the goods 
we produce to markets, here and across the globe. The 
system is comprised of state highways and ferries, county 
and tribal roads and city streets, local and regional transit 
systems, rail networks, airports and seaports that are 
operated by multiple government agencies and private 
companies. When these components are well-maintained 
and effectively coordinated, they strengthen our economy 
and improve our quality of life, providing the means for 
people and goods to move safely and efficiently 
throughout the state. 
 
Historically Washington’s transportation system has been 
a tremendous public asset that has provided competitive 
advantages in the global economy. It has enabled the 
state’s agricultural producers and manufacturers to 
compete in global markets, and workers in all sectors to 
move to and from their jobs. However, as the population 
of our state continues to grow, and the global economy 
becomes even more competitive, ever greater demands 
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are being placed upon the system. Our investments in the 
system must keep pace if our communities are to thrive. 
 

The Governor and the legislature have taken action 
during the past decade to improve the transportation 
system. In 2003 and again in 2005, the Legislature 
approved increases in the fuel tax and transportation-
related fees to provide funding for significant 

improvements in the transportation system. The 2003 
“Nickel Package” funded 160 specific transportation 
projects with a five cent per gallon increase, and the 2005 
Transportation Partnership Package provided a nine and 
one-half cent increase to complete 261 additional projects. 
Figure 1 shows the distribution of these improvements 
across the state. (For a complete list of the projects, see 
Appendix B.) 

 
Figure 1 
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Both of these improvement packages were financed by 
issuing bonds to secure the necessary capital, with fuel tax 
revenue providing the funds to service the debt. This 
financing strategy enabled the state to move forward with 
critical improvements during a time when construction 
costs were relatively low, saving taxpayers millions of 
dollars.  
 
The Department of Transportation has a solid track 
record of delivering projects on time and on budget. To 
date, more than 300 of the 421 projects funded by the 
2003 and 2005 investment packages have been 
completed. More than 90 percent of those projects were 
finished on time and within or below budget. These 
investments have produced substantial benefits for the 
public: reducing traffic fatalities by 6 percent from 2008 
and 2009, and cutting travel delays 21 percent between 
2007 and 2009. Since these goals were achieved by 
bonding the revenue generated by the 2003 and 2005 gas 
tax increases, that revenue is fully committed to debt 
service until the bonds are retired. This means the state 
must identify additional resources to maintain the system, 
and to make additional improvements.  

Population and economic growth will continue to drive 
demand for investment in our transportation system. 
Within the next ten years, the population of Washington 
state is projected to grow by more than 28 percent, and 
employment is expected to increase by 25 percent, placing 
growing demands on our transportation system. 

• Statewide, the number of Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) is projected to increase by 4 billion, reaching 
60 billion by 2020. 

• The number of passengers using transit in the 
central Puget Sound region is expected to grow by 
90 percent between now and 2040. 

• Freight volumes are expected to triple to 975 
million tons annually by 2035. 
 

These trends are already evident in the traffic congestion 
in some areas of the state, costing businesses and 
travelers millions of dollars in lost time and productivity. 
 
The Challenge:  Growing Needs and Shrinking 
Resources 

While population and economic growth are placing 
greater demands on the transportation system, we are 
losing the purchasing power needed to maintain and 
improve the system. The State of Washington has 
traditionally built and maintained the transportation 
system with taxes and fees that directly or indirectly 
charge those who use the system to pay for maintenance 
and improvements. These funding sources have included a 
fuel tax, a motor vehicle excise tax, passenger fares for 
ferries and transit, and a variety of smaller fees and 
charges. In recent years, the purchasing power of these 
sources has diminished significantly. 

• In 1999, voters approved Initiative 695, which 
reduced the revenue collected through the Motor 



8 | P a g e  

 

Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) by more than $750 
million annually. Although the Initiative was later 
ruled unconstitutional, the Legislature sub-
sequently enacted one of its major provisions, 
eliminating the statewide MVET. The loss of MVET 
revenue, which had been partly allocated to transit 
agencies and local governments, has meant that 
those agencies have become more dependent on 
sales taxes and other local revenues to pay for 
transit services, street maintenance, and bridge 
repair. Since a portion of the MVET had also been 
used to support the state ferries, the loss of that 
funding source has also made the ferry system 
more dependent on passenger fares and transfers 
from other transportation accounts. 

• With the loss of the MVET, nearly 75 percent of the 
funding for local transit agencies now comes from 
the sales tax, which is especially sensitive to 
changes in the economy. Sales tax revenues 
plummeted during the 2008 recession and have yet 
to fully recover. This trend has markedly reduced 
funding for transit agencies at the very time 
demand for service is increasing throughout the 
state. In addition, federal mandates to provide 
alternative transportation options for populations 
with special needs are placing an added strain on 
the budgets of transit agencies as Washington’s 
population ages and more people require those 
services.  

• The purchasing power of the various fees and 
charges that help to fund the transportation 
system is also declining because the fees are not 
indexed to inflation and many have not been 
adjusted for several years. 

• Most importantly, the fuel tax, which accounts for 
the largest share of all state transportation 
funding, is trending downward due to greater 
vehicle fuel efficiency, rising fuel prices, the 
introduction of hybrid and all-electric vehicles, and 
a decline in vehicle miles traveled per capita. These 
trends have already caused the state to reduce its 
projected estimates of future gas tax revenue, and 
the trend is likely to accelerate as automakers 
respond to the new federal fuel efficiency 
requirements recently approved by Congress. 
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Figure 2 
Increased fuel efficiency and changes in driving habits have reduced forecasts of future state fuel tax revenue. 
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The decline in fuel tax revenue is a problem for 
government at all levels. 
 

• 76 percent of all state transportation investments 
are financed by the state fuel tax. 

• On average, 27 percent of county transportation 
revenues and 16 percent of city transportation 
funds are derived from the fuel tax. 

• The fuel tax is also the primary source of 
allocations from the federal government. Federal 
aid for transportation projects through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is 
nearing an end, and Congressional action on new 
transportation funding is stalled. 

 

As it is currently structured, the fuel tax is a flat tax on 
each gallon sold. It is not indexed to inflation, and does not 
rise as the price of fuel goes up. Between March 2007 and 
2023, fuel tax revenues are projected to fall by more than 
$5 billion, as shown in Figure 2. This sharp decrease in 
projected revenues is especially problematic for the state’s 
balance sheet because debt payments are now due for 
bonds sold to pay for the 2003 and 2005 transportation 
construction projects. While the fuel tax rate increases in 
2003 and 2005 made it possible to fund specific 
transportation improvement projects, the amount of fuel 
tax revenues available to support highway preservation, 
maintenance, and operations has remained relatively flat. 
In fact, when considering inflation, the state’s purchasing 
power is actually declining significantly, as illustrated in 
Figure 3. Since 2001, real funding for transportation 
maintenance and operations has declined by 49 percent 
while construction costs have risen 77 percent.
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Figure 3 
The purchasing power of the state fuel tax is declining. 
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The immediate challenge, then, is to restore the purchasing 
power of Washington’s transportation revenues and focus 
that purchasing power on investments that will preserve and 
improve the system for the benefit of Washington’s citizens. 
In the longer term, the challenge will be to find new ways to 
fund the transportation system that are fair to all users and 
more stable over time. 
 
The Dimensions of the Need 

The Task Force began its work to meet that challenge with a 
review of the needs of each component of the transportation 
system. The Task Force felt it was important to understand the 
needs of the state, local governments, transit agencies, ports, 
and tribes so that those needs could be fully integrated in 
planning a funding strategy for the system as a whole. The 
review revealed the following key facts. 
 
Without additional funding, the Washington State 
Department of Transportation cannot preserve the state’s 
highways and bridges and maintain ferry service at current 
levels. During the next ten years, $3.1 billion in additional 
funding will be needed to keep at least 90 percent of the 
state’s roadways in good or fair condition and operate the 
ferry system at current levels. This estimate does not include 
the additional funding that would be required to complete 
essential improvement projects that have not yet been 
funded.  
 

Counties lack the resources to maintain county roads, fix 
unsound bridges, and address stormwater problems. County 
roads comprise 46 percent of the total lane miles in 
Washington, and account for 16 percent of the miles traveled. 
Counties own and maintain just over 3,300 bridges, and one-
fifth of those bridges are either structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete. More than 200 county bridges currently 
have a sufficiency rating low enough to qualify for federal 
funding, but at the current level of federal funding, it would 
take twenty years to replace them. New stormwater and fish 
passage requirements pose added challenges on county road 
projects. Counties will need $1.5 billion in the next decade to 
address these needs.  
 
Cities are not able to keep up with the need to repair streets 
and bridges, and pavement conditions in urban areas are 
declining. The number of lane miles in cities has increased 47 
percent since 1990, due to urban growth and annexations. 
Today, 27 percent of all trips in the state occur on city streets. 
With the loss of the MVET, cities have had to rely more heavily 
on their general fund dollars for transportation, and there is 
fierce competition for those dollars from other essential 
services, such as fire and police. As a result, pavement 
conditions in most cities are deteriorating, and the number of 
lane miles that will require expensive reconstruction is 
increasing statewide. Cities will need an estimated $3.4 billion 
in the next ten years to maintain and repair city streets and 
bridges. 
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Washington’s public transit systems have been forced to cut 
services while demand for service is increasing dramatically. 
Washington’s thirty-one public transit systems (regional, 
urban, small urban, and rural systems) currently reach 85 
percent of the state’s population and provide more than 215 
million passenger trips annually, including nearly five million 
trips by individuals with special needs. Seventy-three percent 
of revenue for transit comes from the sales tax, and as sales 
tax revenues have plummeted following the 2008 recession, 
transit systems have been forced to increase fares, defer or 
cancel capital projects, cut service, lay off workers, and 
eliminate options for some transit-dependent people. For 
example, Pierce Transit reduced service by 35 percent in 2011. 
Community Transit cuts will approach 37 percent by 2012. 
King County Metro Transit has increased fares by 80 percent in 
the past four years. It will take an estimated $2 billion in 

funding during the next ten years to restore transit services to 
pre-recession levels. 
 
These needs are displayed in Figure 4. It should be noted that 
the estimates included in Figure 4 are the amounts required to 
maintain the components of the transportation system during 
the coming decade. They do not include the amounts required 
to make improvements in the system to relieve congestion; 
improve freight mobility; replace obsolete roads, bridges, 
ferry terminals, and transit vehicles; and increase transit 
services to meet the demands of a growing population. The 
total amount of additional funding required to meet that more 
comprehensive assessment of the need is illustrated in Figure 
5. This estimate totals approximately $50 billion over ten 
years.
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Figure 4 
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Figure 5  
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Charting a Course of Action 

In the context of these needs, the Task Force developed a set 
of principles and performance objectives to guide the state’s 
transportation investments during the coming decade. 
 
Investment Principles 
The ten-year strategy must focus on transportation 
investments that strengthen the economy, protect and create 
jobs, and provide lasting community benefits throughout the 
entire state. It will: 
 

1. Preserve existing transportation systems and services. 
 

2. Improve mobility for people and commerce. 
 

3. Enhance the safety and efficiency of the transportation 
system. 

 
4. Provide community and environmental improvements 

that help attract, keep, and expand private businesses 
and a highly skilled work force. 

 
Performance Objectives 
Investments selected by the Governor and Legislature will fall 
into one of the following categories: 

 
1. System Preservation – Investments to repair and 

maintain our statewide system of roads and bridges, 
and to operate and maintain ferries and transit 
services. 

2. Strategic Mobility Improvements – Investments in 
projects and services that will relieve congestion in 
specific corridors, improving the movement of people 
and goods. 
 

3. System Efficiency – Investments that improve 
connections among modes (e.g., rail-truck, ferry-
transit, car-transit), enhance speed and reliability, and 
improve the cost effectiveness of our existing 
transportation system. 
 

4. Safety – Investments that reduce fatalities and serious 
injuries across all modes. 
 

In applying these principles and objectives, it should be 
recognized that safety should be a pre-eminent goal for all 
components of the transportation system, and measures to 
improve safety should be incorporated in all maintenance and 
improvement projects. In a similar vein, system efficiency, and 
community and environmental benefits must be integral to 
any proposed improvement projects if they are to receive 
public support to move forward. With that understanding, the 
Task Force developed a strategy to meet two major goals:  
first, and foremost, to preserve, maintain, and operate the 
transportation system, and second, to make strategic 
investments to improve the system’s performance.  
 
The amount of funding required to carry out all of the 
potential improvements identified in the needs estimate ($50 
billion) is likely well beyond what Washington residents will be 
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willing and able to support under the current economic 
conditions. In light of that reality, the Task Force worked to 
identify and prioritize investments that will do the most to 
strengthen Washington’s economy, and to protect and create 
jobs. 
 
To that end, the Task Force focused on the transportation 
needs of the “economic clusters” that provide the majority of 
jobs in Washington’s economy: aerospace and manufacturing; 
agriculture and food processing; construction; research, 
health, and life sciences; information technology, software, 
and e-commerce; trade, transportation, and logistics; the 
military; professional and retail services; and tourism and 
recreation.  
 
These economic clusters have different needs. For example, 
agriculture and international trade rely on the efficient 
movement of freight across the state to ports on Puget Sound 
or the Columbia River. Figure 6 illustrates the key freight 
corridors that meet the needs of those sectors. 
 

Other clusters, such as information technology, research, 
health care and life sciences, depend on the transportation 
system to enable employees and clients to move to and from 
their facilities each day without losing time (and productivity) 
in traffic jams.  
 
In light of the rugged topography of our state, where only a 
few roads cross the Cascade Mountains, and bridges and 
ferries are required to travel across the Columbia River, Lake 
Washington, and Puget Sound, it is not surprising that the 
diverse needs of the major economic clusters often converge 
within the same corridors. It is the performance of those “key 
economic corridors” that holds the key to our future economic 
competitiveness and quality of life. Figure 7 shows the key 
economic corridors, including both the primary corridors and 
the key connectors that reach into the rural areas of 
Washington. 
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Figure 6 
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Figure 7 
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Improving mobility within these key corridors will require 
teamwork. The challenge of improving the performance of 
the key corridors can only be met through the combined 
efforts of the state, local governments, transit agencies, port 
authorities, and other partners. While adding lanes to state 
highways makes sense in certain areas of the state, that 
strategy is not viable in many sections of these corridors 
because the costs and community impact of that approach are 
simply too great. We can often do more to improve mobility at 
less cost in those areas by increasing transit service, 
encouraging transit-oriented development, adding 
transportation management technology, and/or by 
implementing variable tolling. To implement that new 
approach, the state, local governments, and transit agencies 
must work together more effectively, across jurisdictions and 
across modes, to find and implement the best strategies to 
enable people and goods to move safely and swiftly to their 
destinations. 
 
Today, there are major freight corridors that pass through 
several local communities, with each of those communities 
responsible for maintenance of its section of the road. Freight 
mobility in those corridors will not improve unless all of those 
communities are able to keep their sections of the road in 
good repair. In other corridors, mobility could be improved 
with more transit service, but the local transit agencies are 
cutting service levels because sales tax revenues have 
plummeted. Transit providers will need new revenue if they 

are to play their part in improving mobility. In each of the key 
economic corridors, the responsible agencies must work 
together to bring state and local objectives into alignment, 
secure the resources to achieve those objectives, and hold 
each agency accountable for doing its part to improve 
performance. 
 
Task Force Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: The Task Force recommends the 
Legislature adopt a ten-year strategy to make transportation 
investments that will strengthen our economy and protect 
and create jobs. As discussed above, the investments should 
be guided by the following principles: 

 
• Preserve existing transportation systems and services. 

 
• Improve mobility for people and commerce. 

 
• Enhance the safety and efficiency of the transportation 

system. 
 

• Provide community and environmental improvements 
that help attract, keep, and expand private businesses 
and a highly skilled work force. 
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Recommendation 2: The Task Force recommends that the 
Governor and Legislature select specific investments to meet 
four performance objectives (as discussed above): 

• System Preservation  
• Strategic Mobility Improvements  
• System Efficiency 
• Safety 

Recommendation 3: The Task Force recommends an 
investment of $21 billion in state funding during the next ten 
years to preserve the transportation system and make 
strategic investments in the corridors that hold the key to job 
creation and economic growth. The proposed $21 billion in 
funding is intended to support a comprehensive package 
comprised of the components shown in Figure 8.  

Figure 8 
Transportation System Investments 

(Please note that the allocation amounts shown are for illustrative purposes only.  
The Task Force did not attempt to reach a consensus on the amounts allocated to each component.) 

 Dollars (in 
billions) 

18th Amend Eligible 
(Yes/No) 

Bond Eligible 
(Yes/No/Some) 

Potential State Investments    
Public Transportation    
Operating Distribution for Special Needs Transportation $0.5 No No 
Strategic Investments to Improve Mobility in Key Economic Corridors $2.0 No No 
 Total Public Transportation $2.5   
Cities and Counties    
Direct Distribution Dedicated to Maintenance $2.8 Yes No 
Grants Related to Improving Mobility in Key Economic Corridors $1.3 Yes Some 
Stormwater and Culvert Investments $0.5 Yes Some 
 Total to Cities and Counties $4.5   
State    
Operations and Maintenance of State Highways and Ferries $3.0 Yes No 
Stormwater and Culvert Investments $0.6   
Mobility Improvements in Key Economic Corridors $11 Yes Yes 
 Total to WSDOT $14   
Total State Investments $21   
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The Task Force recognizes that the state is facing tough 
economic times, and that the amount of public investment we 
are recommending is very significant. However, these 
investments are certainly no greater, in terms of real dollars, 
than those that have been made in previous decades to create 
the system we benefit from today. We firmly believe that the 
investment level proposed is urgently needed if we are to 
preserve our transportation system, and improve mobility in 
the key corridors that are the major arteries of our economy. 

Recommendation 4: The Task Force recommends that the 
Legislature consider the following potential funding options 
to pay for the needed investments. The options fall into two 
categories: fee increases that could be enacted by the 
Legislature by a simple majority vote; and increases in taxes 
that require either a two-thirds vote of the Legislature or a 
majority vote of the people. See Figure 9.  

 
Figure 9 

Potential Funding Sources 
 

Sources 10-year 
estimate 

(2014-2023) 

Background and Considerations 

Sources Authorized by legislature without 2/3 Majority Vote  
Flexible Funding Sources) 
Tolling Depends on 

individual 
facility 

• Available as a tool to generate revenue and manage traffic. 
• Decisions to toll one part of the system potentially have operational 

impacts on other parts of the system. 
• May not be an effective revenue source for all projects. 

Driver Record Abstract Fees (fee 
increase of $2 based on 2011 SHB 2053) 

    $ 65 m • Currently $10.00. 
• Does not keep up with inflation without regular increases. 

Vehicle Title Fees (fee increase of $10 
based on 2011 SHB 2053) 

    $ 237 m • Currently $30.00. 
• Does not keep up with inflation without regular increases. 

Drivers License Fees (originals increase 
by $20 and renewals increase by $15) 

    $ 185 m • Currently $45.00 for an original license and $25.00 for renewals. Drivers 
must renew every 5 years. 
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Sources 10-year 
estimate 

(2014-2023) 

Background and Considerations 

• Does not keep up with inflation without regular increases. 
Studded Snow Tire Fee ($5 per tire fee 
at the time of purchase only) 

    $ 7 m • Currently fee of $1.00 for the retail sale of new replacement tires. 
• There is a relationship between the use of studded snow tires and 

impacts on pavement in the existing system. This source may not have 
long-term benefits based on developments in all-weather tire technology. 

• An alternative suggestion from the task force is a permit for the use of 
studded tires. Off-road vehicle use permits were provided as an example. 
Those permits are forecast to generate $3.5 million in 2009-11. 

Electric Vehicle Fee ($100 annually)     $ 10 m • This source may be more useful over time if the use of electric vehicles 
increases. 

• Task force suggested exploring application to both electric and hybrid 
vehicles. 

Gross Vehicle Weight Fee 
(10% increase) 
Existing fee varies based on the vehicle 

    $ 130 m • Paid by trucks with gross weight of 4,000 pounds or more and commercial 
trailers. 

• There is a strong relationship between the weight of the vehicle and the 
impact on the existing system.  

State Impact Fees or Tax Increment 
Financing 

 • The task force suggested exploring ways for the state to receive some 
economic benefit from state transportation investments. For instance, if 
the state builds an interchange to accommodate local development, the 
state should either receive impact fees or a portion of the expanded tax 
revenue resulting from the construction. 

Passenger Weight Fee ($50 increase) $ 2.5 b • Currently $10/$20/$30. 
• There is a strong relationship between the weight of the vehicle and the 

impact on the existing system.  
Passenger Weight Fee ($30 increase) $ 1.514 b 
Passenger Weight Fee ($15 increase) $ 757 m 
Sources that Require a Two-Thirds Vote of the Legislature or Voter Approval 
Tax Increase Deposited in Dedicated 
Fund for Maintenance  

Depends on 
source of funds 

• Source of funds would be deposited in a dedicated account for operating 
and maintaining the system.  

• Evaluate whether some portion of existing funds could also be deposited 
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Sources 10-year 
estimate 

(2014-2023) 

Background and Considerations 

in a dedicated maintenance fund. 
• Any toll project must dedicate funds to operations and maintenance as 

part of the bond covenants. 
Fuel Tax (20 cent total increase): 6 cent 
increase in 2014, 6 cents in 2015; penny 
per year starting in 2016—Cash only 

$ 4.7 b • 18th amendment restricted. 
• Without regular increases, this is a flat revenue source that does not grow 

with inflation. 
• Bonding the full amount requires other sources of funds for operating 

and maintaining the system. 
 

Fuel Tax (15 cent total increase): 5 cent 
increase in 2014, 5 cent increase in 
2015, 5 cent increase in 2016—Cash 
Only 

$ 4.3 b 

Fuel Tax (15 cent total increase): 6 cent 
increase in 2014, penny per year 
starting in 2015—Cash Only 

$ 3.3 b 

Bond Proceeds (assumes 100% bonded 
and interest rates of 5%-6% for debt 
service) 

 

$1 billion in bond proceeds (need 
additional tax rate of 2 cents to 2.3 
cents per gallon) 

$ 1.0 b 

$5 billion in bond proceeds (need 
additional fuel tax rate of 10.2 cents to 
11.4 cents per gallon)  

$ 5.0 b 

$10 billion in bond proceeds (need an 
additional fuel tax rate of 20.3 cents to 
22.7 cents per gallon) 

$ 10.0 b 
 
 

Statewide Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (1% 
of value of the vehicle) 

$ 4.0 b • Flexible fund source. 
• Used as a source of funds for ferries, transit and local governments prior 

to elimination in 2000. 
• Implementation would require review of the interaction with local option 

MVET. 
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Sources 10-year 
estimate 

(2014-2023) 

Background and Considerations 

Barrel Tax ($0.5 per barrel tax on oil 
products refined in Washington) 

$ 1.1 b • A fee that can be assessed on a per barrel basis at the wholesale level. 
• New infrastructure at the Department of Licensing would be necessary to 

collect. 
Hazardous Substance Tax (0.6% 
increase) 

$ 1.8 b • A tax on the first possession of hazardous substances. Funds are used to 
clean up and manage solid and hazardous waste. Use of funds for 
transportation purposes would have to compete with nontransportation 
purposes. 

Sales Tax on Motor Vehicles Sales or 
Lease  
 

Each 1% sales 
tax on the sale 
of vehicles 
generates $249 
million per 
biennium. 

• Currently there is a retail sales tax of 0.3% of the selling price of a vehicle 
for transportation purposes. The forecast for 09-11 is $54 million. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Tax  Framework is 
not in place to 
estimate. 

• Flexible fund source. 
• The VMT fee is a direct user charge based on actual system use, like other 

public utility charges (water, electricity).  
• There would be a cost associated with establishing the infrastructure for a 

VMT fee and at least one significant pilot project is necessary. The 
estimated ramp-up time to full implementation is 8-10 years. 

Emissions Tax (Representative Example 
Based on British Columbia Experience) 

At B.C’s initial 
rate, could 
generate $433 
million per year. 

• An environmental tax levied on the carbon content of fuels.  
• British Columbia introduced a carbon tax in 2008, with a $10 per ton 

charge, annually increasing by $5 per ton. In the first two years, the 
carbon tax generated $848 million.  

• There would be a cost associated with establishing the infrastructure to 
assess the tax.  

• Flexible fund source. 
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Recommendation 5: The Task Force recommends that the 
Legislature expand the funding options that can be enacted 
at the local level to support the transportation system. Doing 
so would strengthen the ability of cities, counties and local 

transit agencies to play their essential roles in maintaining and 
improving the transportation system. Figure 10 lists options 
that could be authorized or expanded. 
 

 
Figure 10 

Potential Local Option Funding Sources 
 

Source Background 
Potential Local Option Sources 
Local Option MVET • Mix of transit service and local road maintenance investments. 
Local Option Fuel Tax • Local Improvements on 2011 Top 20 list. 

• Local maintenance needs not addressed at state level. 
• Available in current law. Examples of changes to the existing authority 

include transitioning to a flat rate and granting councilmanic approval 
authority. 

Local Property Tax  • Increase limit on county road property tax or pursue a city option for 
transportation purposes. 

• Available in current law. 
Local Tolling • Available for mix of street and transit investments. 

• Available in current law. 
Parking Stall Fee • Available for mix of street and transit investments. 
City Street Utility Authority • Available for maintenance. 
Transportation Benefit District Vehicle License Fee • Available in current law. Examples of changes to the existing authority 

include increasing the current $20 councilmanic authority to $40. 
Expanded Use of Employee Tax—currently is $2 per 
employee per month 

• Available in current law.  

Local Emissions Fees  
Eliminate Exemption for Sales Tax on Gas  
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Recommendation 6: The Task Force recommends that the 
State begin planning now for a transition to more sustainable 
funding sources for transportation. Doing so would recognize 
the problems inherent in continuing to rely upon the fuel tax 
as the primary source of funding for transportation. 

The investment strategy the Task Force has recommended, if 
implemented, will maintain the transportation system and 
enable the state to make strategic improvements to 
strengthen our economy in the near term. However in the 
longer term, higher standards of vehicle fuel efficiency, the 
emergence of electric vehicles, changes in development 
patterns and other factors will continue to erode the viability 
of the fuel tax as the primary source of funding for 
maintenance and improvement of the transportation system. 
Therefore, the Task Force urges the Legislature to support the 
exploration of alternative mechanisms that could provide 
more stable and predictable funding over the long term. This 
would include mechanisms such as a direct user fee that is 
based on miles traveled, wear-and-tear on the roadways, or 
other direct impact upon the transportation system, allowing 
the system to be managed and funded as a statewide 
transportation utility with rates based upon use. 

The Task Force recognizes that federal action would be 
desirable before the state implements a revenue system 
based upon vehicle miles traveled. However, we believe 
Washington should begin to test alternative methods to 
implement such a system and prepare for the transition to an 
alternative of that kind. The state should also look for every 
opportunity to simplify tax and fee structures so that they are 

more understandable by the public and better match the on-
going needs of the transportation system. 

Recommendation 7: The Task Force recommends that State 
and local transportation agencies ensure accountability for 
their performance in meeting the objectives we have 
outlined.  

The investment strategy we are recommending represents an 
important step toward creating a more fully-integrated 
transportation system for our state. The strategy will require a 
new level of coordination, across jurisdictions and across 
modes, to improve mobility in the key economic corridors. To 
achieve that goal, all partners in the system must be 
transparent and accountable to one another, and to the 
public. This will require the State Department of 
Transportation to work with local jurisdictions, transit 
agencies, and port authorities to:  

• Improve coordination. 
• Develop performance management systems that 

improve the functioning of the transportation 
system, streamline decision-making, and reduce 
costs.  

• Tie resource allocations and grant programs to 
quality standards. 

• Develop clear and concise metrics to measure 
progress and provide the Legislature and the public 
with the means to monitor the performance of the 
transportation system as a whole.  
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Recommendation 8: The Task Force urges the Legislature to 
act now (in the 2012 session) on these recommendations. 
 
The needs of our transportation system are urgent. If we delay 
making the needed investments, costs will rise, our citizens 
will lose more time in traffic congestion, and our products will 
take longer to get to market, making our enterprises less 
competitive in world markets. If we act boldly, as earlier 
generations have, to invest in our transportation system, we 
can lift our economy, create jobs and help to build the future 
prosperity of Washington. The members of the Task Force 
stand ready to help in that effort. 
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APPENDIX A 
Public Comments for the Connecting Washington Task Force 

 
Executive Summary 

In August, the Governor’s Office sent out requests for public 
comment on state transportation issues. These comments, 
which will be considered by the Connecting Washington Task 
Force, were collected from a web-based questionnaire that 
asked people to identify priorities for improving the state’s 
transportation system, based on Transportation for 
Washington’s three main principles: (1) maintain and preserve 
the existing infrastructure; (2) expand transit choices; (3) build 
healthy communities.  
 
Three hundred and twenty-six people from across the state 
responded. 
 
Seventy-five percent of the respondents live in King County. 
The next largest group of respondents is from San Juan 
County, representing nearly 12 percent. Comments came in 
from 18 of the 39 Washington counties; five from Eastern 
Washington counties. 
 
Combining all comments, the priorities are: 
 

1. Develop more mass transit options (41.5%)   

2. Fund/maintain the Washington State Ferry System 
(large number of respondents from San Juan, Island, 
Kitsap, and Jefferson counties) (15%) 

3. Maintain and improve the existing infrastructure   
(15%) 

4. Develop a sustainable funding source for all 
transportation (8.5%) 

 
 
Mass Transit Options: 
 

• Additional light rail stretching north/south/east/west 
• Additional buses and bus routes 
• Larger and more park & ride lots 
• Expanded train (Amtrak & Sounder) service 
• More ride share/Zip Car options 
• Streetcars/trams 
• Passenger-only ferries; water taxis 

 
Infrastructure Improvements: 
 

• Fix existing roadways, bridges 
• Upgrade ferry system 
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Suggestions for Sustainable Funding: 
 

• Carbon tax 
• Reinstating the Motor Vehicle Excise Tax; percent of 

valuation of car 
• Tolling on highways/bridges 
• Raise fuel tax; index to inflation 
• Mileage-based assessments; user fees 
• City-based Transportation Utility Fees 
• State income tax 
• Bicycle tab fees 
• Bonds to finance projects 
• City sales tax on all vehicle-related sales (tires, parts, 

service, etc.) 
 

 
Statewide Interests 
 
Respondents offered opinions that were often specific to their 
own interests or geographic areas. King, San Juan ,and Pierce 
County residents provided the most comments. A summary of 
the priorities for those three counties follows. In the next 
section, summaries of comments from respondents from all 
counties are listed.  
 
King County (243 comments) 
Most of the respondents from King County cited the three 
Transportation for Washington principles (see above). In many 
instances, all three were mentioned in their comments, but 
priorities were established. Nearly half of the respondents 

listed mass transit as the most important issue facing the 
state’s transportation future.  
 
The next most mentioned need was to preserve and maintain 
the existing infrastructure. While very few people listed 
“building healthy communities” as their priority, it was 
frequently mentioned in the comments. 
 
Priorities were not limited to the three main principles. 
Several respondents (about 5%) listed developing a 
sustainable funding source as their main concern.  
 
San Juan County (34 comments) 
As the second highest group of respondents to the survey, 
residents of San Juan County were most concerned about the 
Washington State Ferry System. A majority of the respondents 
feel very strongly that the Washington State Ferry System is, 
by statute, part of the State Highway System and should be 
funded as such, by a sustainable funding source. 
 
Pierce County (14 comments) 
Mass transit and maintaining and preserving existing 
infrastructure received the same amount of support (5 each). 
Several comments concerned the City of Tacoma and rail 
connectivity.  
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Other Priorities: 
• Inter-modal transportation system 
• Bike paths/sidewalks 
• Access for disabled  
• Affordability for low-income 
• Tourist-friendly modes of transportation 

 
County-by-County Summary 
 
Benton County (1 comment) 

• Develop more mass transit 
• Secure private funding for roads; use public funds for 

transit/rail 
• Fix the existing infrastructure 
• Expand transit 
• Create healthy communities 

 
Clark County (2 comments) 

• Develop more light rail 
• Fix the existing infrastructure 
• Expand transit 
• Create healthy communities 

 
Cowlitz County (3 comments) 

• Stop using the gas tax for anything but transportation; 
manage the state budget 

• Develop an inter-modal system that supports 
economic development statewide 

• Develop highway and rail systems that link to seaports 
to keep the economy vital 

 
Grays Harbor County (1 comment) 

• Raise fuel taxes; a gas tax user fee 
• Develop a way to tax hybrid cars so owners pay their 

fare share for road use 
• Invest in maintaining existing infrastructure 

 
Jefferson County (7 comments) 

• Recognize that the Washington State Ferry (WSF) 
system is part of the state highway system by statute 

• Develop a regional transportation district with a 
combination of auto and passenger ferries 

• Develop a statewide public/private transportation 
system with a universal fare system 

• Create a 100 percent public transportation tax levy 
with dedicated capital going to the WSF system 

• Create a 30 percent public transportation tax levy for 
operational funding of WSF and passenger-only ferries 

• Create dedicated lanes for mass transit away from 
other traffic 

• Reintroduce the “Mosquito Fleet”    
 
King County (243 comments) 

• More bus routes/buses 
• Increased light rail running north/south/east/west 
• Fix roadways 
• Focus on building fewer roads, more mass transit 

options like light rail 
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• More bike paths; safety measures for non-vehicle 
commuters (i.e., sidewalk repair, signage, lights, etc.) 

• More park and ride lots 
• Tolls for people coming through Seattle 
• Increase Sounder coverage 
• Improve inter-modal transportation 
• Improve freight transportation options 
• Sustainable funding 
• Healthy communities 
• More streetcars/trams 
• Disability/elderly/low-income considerations 
• More programs like Zipcar/ride sharing 
• Amtrak service to Eastern Washington 
• Better communication between transit agencies 

 
Kitsap County (10 comments) 

• Develop a sustainable means of funding for state ferry 
system  

• Loss of MVET has wasted a lot of time trying to patch 
together funding sources 

• Increased fares will decrease ferry ridership 
• Questions a ferry system that is only affordable to high 

income users 
• Create a use tax on vehicles and earmark the funds for 

mass transit 
• Streamline the management of the ferry system; cut 

fat 
• Build bigger ferries 

• If the ferry system can’t provide service to the Kitsap 
Peninsula, then build bridges to connect it to the east 
side 

 
Kittitas County (1 comment) 

• Maintain and improve existing infrastructure 
• Transportation corridors, such as I-90, are important to 

state’s economic health. Too much funding goes 
instead to support commuter corridors 

 
 
Mason County (1 comment) 

• Complete major freight and commuter projects 
• Raise the gas taxes or create a “miles traveled” tax 
• Place tolls on highways 
• Higher taxes for maintenance and capacity-building 

 
Pierce County (14 comments) 

• Fix the existing infrastructure 
• Expand transit  
• Create healthy communities 
• Expand street car and light rail in Tacoma 
• Run Sounder and Amtrak trains from Union Station to 

keep city core vital 
• Implement progressive income tax to fund state 

services 
• Develop high speed rail from Everett to Centralia 
• Develop complete inter-modal system 
• Develop east/west service on trains 
• Improve freight mobility 
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• Add an HOV lane from Ft. Lewis to Fife 
 
San Juan County (39 comments) 

• Introduce passenger-only ferries in the San Juan 
Islands 

• Eliminate summer surcharges 
• Provide free parking in Anacortes for ferry riders 
• Issue tourist passes; limit the number of visitors to the 

islands; use ferries as “tour boats” 
• Find funding to build more energy efficient ferries 
• Earmark sales tax revenues from San Juan County 

specifically for ferry funding 
• Make sure staffing is efficient/cost-effective 
• Use volunteers 
• Increase the number of stops on Lopez 
• Make commuter travel affordable 
• Increase car tab rates; reinstate MVET 
• Let ferries be built outside of Washington state 

 
Snohomish County (5 comments) 

• Start charging for road use the same way utilities 
charge for use; create a statewide Transportation 
Utility Fee program (use a GPS system per vehicle); 
distribute funds equitably around the state 

• Develop more light rail 
• Improve inter-modal system 
• Develop more rail options connecting South King 

County to North King and the Eastside 
• Develop more rail corridors throughout county; use old 

Burlington Northern lines 

Spokane County (3 comments) 
• Invest in highways that will help industries grow in the 

state 
• Complete the I-90 corridor in Spokane; connect 

north/south for better access to Canada 
• Provide better access to new areas of commerce in the 

Spokane Valley 
 
Stevens County (2 comments) 

• Develop more electric rail 
• Develop inter-modal transportation system that 

supports agricultural interest and local economic 
development 

• Raise the fuel tax 
 
Thurston County (4 comments) 

• Expand the “One Bus Away” program to include 
ferries, trains, ride share and other commuter options 
to encourage alternatives to driving 

 
Whatcom County (2 comments) 

• Extend Sounder train from Canadian border to 
Portland; make it affordable 

 
Yakima County (1 comment) 

• Develop more mass transit options within urban areas 
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APPENDIX B 
2003 Nickel and 2005 Transportation Partnership Funding Packages Project List 
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this memo is to evaluate the City of Kittitas (City) Land Capacity Analysis on 
behalf of Kittitas County (County) in response to the Eastern Washington Growth Management 
Hearings Board (Board) orders that invalidated a proposed City of Kittitas Urban Growth Area 
(UGA) expansion that would principally add territory for commercial and industrial purposes. In 
its Final Decision and Order on August 20, 2007 (case 07-1-004c), the Board indicated that the 
County was obligated to make its own independent evaluation of the City UGA land capacity, 
and determine whether or not there was a need to expand the UGA based upon that evaluation. 
The Board indicated concern with the City’s land capacity analysis being accepted by Kittitas 
County, the need for additional information on economic development, and the potential 
agricultural land conversion. Results of our analysis prepared on behalf of the County are 
summarized below. 

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

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

Technical Memorandum 
Date: September 24, 2009 

To: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 
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cc: Jennifer Barnes, ICF Jones & Stokes; Lisa Parks, Alliance Consulting Group, Inc.; 
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Subject: City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis Evaluation 
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 Continue with current UGA boundaries and reallocate population to the Kittitas UGA 
through an amendment to the KCCOG population allocations; or 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The County has discussed with the City the following questions. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Confirmation of the City’s input by October 5, 2009 would allow the County to consider it prior 
to the formal Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioner’s consideration and 
public hearings scheduled for October 13, 2009. 
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1. Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of this memo is to evaluate the City Land Capacity Analysis on behalf of the County 
in response to the Board orders that invalidated a proposed UGA expansion that would add 
territory for commercial and industrial purposes. The County relied on City-generated land 
capacity analysis that primarily focused on residential land capacity, and that addressed 
employment capacity in less detail.  

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

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

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

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

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

2. Study Area 
For the purposes of this land capacity analysis, the proposed City UGA boundaries and proposed 
land uses presented in the City’s Comprehensive Plan were used.  Figures 1 and 2 identify current 
land uses and planned land uses. Hatched areas on Figure 1 were considered in the land capacity 
analysis review. 
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Figure 1. Existing Land Use Inventory 
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Figure 2. City of Kittitas Land Use Designations 
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3. Background and Key Issues 
The County has designated a UGA in its 2006 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map with the 
following designations on unincorporated lands: Low Density Residential-Kittitas, Industrial 
(Kittitas), and Rural. Figure 3 shows the County’s 2006 Comprehensive Plan map for Kittitas 
UGA and vicinity. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Suburban, Suburban 2, and Urban Residential are zone titles not represented in the 2007 Zoning Code.  It appears they may have been renamed 
Residential and Residential 2 and Urban Residential, which have similar purpose statements: The purpose and intent of the residential zone is to 
provide for and protect areas for homesite development designed to meet contemporary building and living standards where public water and sewer 
systems are provided. 
 
Rural Residential: The purpose and intent of the Rural Residential zone is to provide for and protect low density semi-rural residential development 
chiefly in outlying transitional areas where a mixture of residential and traditionally rural land uses will be compatible. 
 
Ag-20: The agricultural (A-20) zone is an area wherein farming, ranching and rural life styles are dominant characteristics. The intent of this zoning 
classification is to preserve fertile farmland from encroachment by nonagricultural land uses; and protect the rights and traditions of those engaged in 
agriculture. 



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
9 

As noted earlier in this memo, the Board indicated concern with the City’s land capacity analysis 
being accepted by Kittitas County, the need for additional information on economic development, 
and the potential agricultural land conversion. To address the Boards’ concerns, the following 
elements should be considered: 

 Aggressive versus conservative land capacity assumptions; 

 Historic versus projected plat development; 

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

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

 Relationship of UGA expansion requests to agricultural lands designations and zoning. 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  10 

 
Figure 3. Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations 2006 
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Figure 4a. Kittitas County Zoning Classifications 2005 

 

Figure 4b. Mapsifter 7.0 Zoning Information 
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4. Method 

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

 Collected population and economic information from state and local sources 

 Reviewed state and local laws and guidelines for land capacity analyses 

 Reviewed available utilities in the UGA 

 Considered the status of the UGA in terms of agricultural designations 

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

 City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan 

 Alliance Consulting Group, Inc. GIS data 

 Kittitas County GIS data 

 Federal GIS data including FEMA floodplain and National Wetland Inventory data 

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

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

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

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

 A 2005 market analysis for Ellensburg prepared by ECONorthwest  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Area 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

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

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

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

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

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

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

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

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

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

City and County Data 

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

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

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

                                                      
2 Note, this 2002 projection falls within the range of medium and high 2007 OFM projections for the year 2025 which equal 46,970 to 56,376 persons 
respectively. 



 City of Kittitas UGA Review 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
15 

Table 3. Jobs-Housing Balance: Kittitas County and City 

Location Population 
Jobs: Non 

farm Housing 

Occupied 
Housing: 
Estimate 

Jobs-
Occupied 
Housing 

Ratio 

Jobs-
Population 

Ratio 

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

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

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

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

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

County City 

2000 Avg 2008 2000 
Census 

Ratio Avg 2008 

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

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

Notes:  

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

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

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

City 2008 Population 
2008 Basic 0.5% 

Local Tax 
Distribution 

Sales Tax Per 
Capita 

2007 
Assessed 

Valuation for 
taxes due in 

2008 

2007 Per Cap 
Property 
Assessed 

Value 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Dwellings1 Population 

2005 521 1,135 
KCCOG 2025 Allocation Not allocated 

180  
449 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Limited Commercial 21.3 acres 

 Highway Commercial 129.4 acres 

 General Commercial 399.9 acres 

 Light Industrial 347.9 acres 

 General Industrial 833.2 acres 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Designation Criteria 

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

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

7. Amendment Process and Procedure 

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

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

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

The Countywide Planning Policies Appendix 3 indicates the KCCOG prepares population 
projections and is advisory to its members.  Kittitas County has legislative authority regarding the 
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Countywide Planning Policies and amending UGA boundaries, though the KCCOG provides 
advice and recommendations. 

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

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

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

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

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

 The current zoning and parcel sizes of the area. 

 The availability of an adequate and dependable water supply. 

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

 The criteria contained under WAC 365-190-050. 

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

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

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

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

Table 7. Land Capacity Evaluation and Options 

Topic Kittitas Comp Plan Potential Alternative 
Assumptions 

Discussion  

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

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

Discussion  

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion  

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

Discounts    
Lands for Public Purpose 30% deduction See below  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion  

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

Other    
Parcel size Not included Consider large parcels for 

economic purposes. 
City Limits 
Mixed Commercial-Industrial 
zoned land 

Mean: 5.34 acres 
Median: 0.81 acre 

Industrial zoned land 
Mean: 2.80 acres 
Median: 1.45 acres 

Proposed UGA 
Mixed Commercial-Industrial 
zoned land 

Mean: 32.04 acres 
Median: 13.34 acres 

Industrial zoned land 
Mean: 15.1 acres 
Median: 3.68 acres 

UGA amendment requests, 
alone: 

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

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

 

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

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

Gross 
Develop- 
able Acres 

Total 
Deducted 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Market 
Factor: 
25% 

Revised 
Net Acres 

Dwelling 
Units Population 

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

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

Total 
Deducted 
Acres 

Net  
Acres 

Market 
Factor: 
25% 

Revised 
Net Acres 

Dwelling 
Units Population 

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

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

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

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

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

c. Revise the population allocation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

One additional option was considered but is not recommended – i.e., to remove all of the 
residential UGA outside the City limits.  The reasons for not carrying this forward include: 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  30 

 Redrawing the UGA to shrink to the City limits would maintain irregular service areas along 
the City limits, particularly to the north. 

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

Employment Land Capacity 

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

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

 Use of employees per acre for desired employment types 

 Use of developed areas as models 

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

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

Method 
Job 

Capacity 
Jobs Housing Balance: 

Residential UGA Stays Same 
Jobs Housing Balance: 

Residential UGA Reduced 

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

3. example development [3] 1512 1.54 1.67 

4. example development [4] 885 0.90 0.98 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Access 
o Close proximity to freeway interchange to serve customers from a large 
geographic area. 
o Existence of secondary roadways to carry traffic from the freeway to the 
site. 
o Suitability of secondary roadways for handling the projected traffic volume. 
Visibility 
o Clear visibility from the freeway and secondary roads to the buildings and 
signs. 
Traffic Count 
o Regional retailers required high drive by traffic volume. 
Utilities 
o Availability of water, sewer, power, telephone, storm water discharge. 
Sensitive Areas 
o Developable area must be free of sensitive areas and their buffers. 
Sensitive areas include natural water bodies such as rivers, streams, ponds, 
lakes, wetlands, as well as steep slopes, flood plains, wildlife habitat. 
Ownership 
o Private, fee simple ownership by one land owner or small assemblage to 
acquire required land. 

 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  32 

Employment Rationale 
Below we provide an outline that documents a rationale for the City’s need of additional jobs 
based on the City’s vision and the information in the City’s plan and data otherwise collected to 
date. The highlighted questions are the same as those identified in the Executive Summary. The 
rationale outline was reviewed with the City on September 8, 2009. 

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

Kittitas County Goals 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

City of Kittitas Vision Statement 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3) Forecast Employment 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Priority Areas: The amount of land needed could be based on jobs-
housing balance, tax base needs, and need for large parcel sizes to attract 
large format commercial and industrial uses.  Within the area that is 
planned for employment, are there higher and lower priority areas?  
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City Action – Employment Rationale  
Kittitas County and ICF Jones & Stokes presented the information and options regarding 
residential and employment lands to the Kittitas City Council at their meeting of September 8, 
2009.  The City Council discussed the following points: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Addition of 448 homes based on capacity of land. 

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

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

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

• Addition of 370 homes based on capacity of land. 

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

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

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

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

Designations Proposed for 
Unincorporated Area 

Kittitas County Comprehensive 
Plan 

Kittitas County Zoning 

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

Ag-20 west of sewer treatment plant 

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

Urban Reserve 

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

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

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

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

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

 The County Planning Commission considers the City’s request and the County analysis and 
land use options. 
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 The KCCOG considers potential amendment to the growth re-allocation options and advises 
member jurisdictions per the roles identified in the Countywide Planning Policies. 

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

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

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

*** 

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

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

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

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

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

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

*** 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thus, OFM’s population projections establish a limitation on the size of a UGA with a 
reasonable market factor permitted to adjust the UGA’s size. For clarity, a market factor is 
used to represent the estimated percentage of net developable acres contained within a UGA 
that, due to idiosyncratic market forces, are likely to remain undeveloped and/or 
underdeveloped over the course of the twenty-year planning cycle. Thus, the market factor 
acknowledges not all developable land will be put to its maximum use because of such things 
as owner preference, cost, stability, quality, and location; jurisdictions may include within a 
UGA acreage to offset this fact; this offset percentage is reflected by a reasonable market 
factor. But, because the Legislature only provided for a market factor, to size the UGA in 
excess of the acreage required by OFM population based upon any other reduction factor is 
simply not authorized by the GMA.107 

The Board sees the “Ag Conversion” factor as functioning similar to a market factor in that it 
reflects the fact 40 percent of land now under agricultural designation will not be developed 
during the 20-year planning period. Thus, under the auspice of a market factor, the City 
reduced developable land by 65 percent. By simply adopting the City’s LCA without 
conducting its own analysis, the County has passively accepted an unauthorized adjustment to 
the size of the UGA. 
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Appendix B: Growth Management Act UGA Provisions  

RCW 36.70A.110 Comprehensive plans — Urban growth areas.  
      (1) Each county that is required or chooses to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall designate an 
urban growth area or areas within which urban growth shall be encouraged and outside of which 
growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature. Each city that is located in such a county shall 
be included within an urban growth area. An urban growth area may include more than a single 
city. An urban growth area may include territory that is located outside of a city only if such 
territory already is characterized by urban growth whether or not the urban growth area includes a 
city, or is adjacent to territory already characterized by urban growth, or is a designated new fully 
contained community as defined by RCW 36.70A.350. 

     (2) Based upon the growth management population projection made for the county by the 
office of financial management, the county and each city within the county shall include areas 
and densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city 
for the succeeding twenty-year period, except for those urban growth areas contained totally 
within a national historical reserve. As part of this planning process, each city within the county 
must include areas sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses that will 
accompany the projected urban growth including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, 
institutional, commercial, service, retail, and other nonresidential uses. (sentence added with 
SHB-1825, effective 07/26/09) 

     Each urban growth area shall permit urban densities and shall include greenbelt and open 
space areas. In the case of urban growth areas contained totally within a national historical 
reserve, the city may restrict densities, intensities, and forms of urban growth as determined to be 
necessary and appropriate to protect the physical, cultural, or historic integrity of the reserve. An 
urban growth area determination may include a reasonable land market supply factor and shall 
permit a range of urban densities and uses. In determining this market factor, cities and counties 
may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in their comprehensive 
plans to make many choices about accommodating growth. 

     Within one year of July 1, 1990, each county that as of June 1, 1991, was required or chose to 
plan under RCW 36.70A.040, shall begin consulting with each city located within its boundaries 
and each city shall propose the location of an urban growth area. Within sixty days of the date the 
county legislative authority of a county adopts its resolution of intention or of certification by the 
office of financial management, all other counties that are required or choose to plan under RCW 
36.70A.040 shall begin this consultation with each city located within its boundaries. The county 
shall attempt to reach agreement with each city on the location of an urban growth area within 
which the city is located. If such an agreement is not reached with each city located within the 
urban growth area, the county shall justify in writing why it so designated the area an urban 
growth area. A city may object formally with the department over the designation of the urban 
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growth area within which it is located. Where appropriate, the department shall attempt to resolve 
the conflicts, including the use of mediation services. 

     (3) Urban growth should be located first in areas already characterized by urban growth that 
have adequate existing public facility and service capacities to serve such development, second in 
areas already characterized by urban growth that will be served adequately by a combination of 
both existing public facilities and services and any additional needed public facilities and services 
that are provided by either public or private sources, and third in the remaining portions of the 
urban growth areas. Urban growth may also be located in designated new fully contained 
communities as defined by RCW 36.70A.350. 

     (4) In general, cities are the units of local government most appropriate to provide urban 
governmental services. In general, it is not appropriate that urban governmental services be 
extended to or expanded in rural areas except in those limited circumstances shown to be 
necessary to protect basic public health and safety and the environment and when such services 
are financially supportable at rural densities and do not permit urban development. 

     (5) On or before October 1, 1993, each county that was initially required to plan under RCW 
36.70A.040(1) shall adopt development regulations designating interim urban growth areas under 
this chapter. Within three years and three months of the date the county legislative authority of a 
county adopts its resolution of intention or of certification by the office of financial management, 
all other counties that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall adopt 
development regulations designating interim urban growth areas under this chapter. Adoption of 
the interim urban growth areas may only occur after public notice; public hearing; and 
compliance with the state environmental policy act, chapter 43.21C RCW, and under this section. 
Such action may be appealed to the appropriate growth management hearings board under RCW 
36.70A.280. Final urban growth areas shall be adopted at the time of comprehensive plan 
adoption under this chapter. 

     (6) Each county shall include designations of urban growth areas in its comprehensive plan. 

     (7) An urban growth area designated in accordance with this section may include within its 
boundaries urban service areas or potential annexation areas designated for specific cities or 
towns within the county. 

      (8)(a) Except as provided in (b) of this subsection, the expansion of an urban growth area is 
prohibited into the one hundred year floodplain of any river or river segment that: (i) Is located 
west of the crest of the Cascade mountains; and (ii) has a mean annual flow of one thousand or 
more cubic feet per second as determined by the department of ecology. 

           (b) Subsection (8)(a) of this section does not apply to: 

                (i) Urban growth areas that are fully contained within a floodplain and lack adjacent 
buildable areas outside the floodplain; 

                (ii) Urban growth areas where expansions are precluded outside floodplains because: 



City of Kittitas UGA Review 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  48 

                     (A) Urban governmental services cannot be physically provided to serve areas 
outside the floodplain; or 

                     (B) Expansions outside the floodplain would require a river or estuary crossing to 
access the expansion; or 

                (iii) Urban growth area expansions where: 

                     (A) Public facilities already exist within the floodplain and the expansion of an 
existing public facility is only possible on the land to be included in the urban growth area and 
located within the floodplain; or 

                     (B) Urban development already exists within a floodplain as of the effective date of 
this section and is adjacent to, but outside of, the urban growth area, and the expansion of the 
urban growth area is necessary to include such urban development within the urban growth area; 
or 

                     (C) The land is owned by a jurisdiction planning under this chapter or the rights to 
the development of the land have been permanently extinguished, and the following criteria are 
met: 

                          (I) The permissible use of the land is limited to one of the following: Outdoor 
recreation; environmentally beneficial projects, including but not limited to habitat enhancement 
or environmental restoration; storm water facilities; flood control facilities; or underground 
conveyances; and 

                          (II) The development and use of such facilities or projects will not decrease flood 
storage, increase storm water runoff, discharge pollutants to fresh or salt waters during normal 
operations or floods, or increase hazards to people and property. 

           (c) For the purposes of this subsection (8), "one hundred year floodplain" means the same 
as "special flood hazard area" as set forth in WAC 173-158-040 as it exists on the effective date 
of this section. (added with EHB-1967, effective 07/26/09) 

RCW 36.70A.115 Comprehensive plans and development regulations 
must provide sufficient land capacity for development. 
Counties and cities that are required or choose to plan under RCW 36.70A.040 shall ensure that, 
taken collectively, adoption of and amendments to their comprehensive plans and/or development 
regulations provide sufficient capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions 
to accommodate their allocated housing and employment growth, including the accommodation 
of, as appropriate, the medical, governmental, educational, institutional, commercial, and 
industrial facilities related to such growth, as adopted in the applicable countywide planning 
policies and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from the office of financial 
management. (including amendments per SHB-1825, effective 07/26/09) 
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RCW 36.70A.130 Comprehensive plans -- Review procedures and 
schedules -- Amendments. 
  (3)(a) Each county that designates urban growth areas under RCW 36.70A.110 shall review, at 
least every ten years, its designated urban growth area or areas, and the densities permitted within 
both the incorporated and unincorporated portions of each urban growth area. In conjunction with 
this review by the county, each city located within an urban growth area shall review the densities 
permitted within its boundaries, and the extent to which the urban growth occurring within the 
county has located within each city and the unincorporated portions of the urban growth areas. 

     (b) The county comprehensive plan designating urban growth areas, and the densities 
permitted in the urban growth areas by the comprehensive plans of the county and each city 
located within the urban growth areas, shall be revised to accommodate the urban growth 
projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year period. The review required by 
this subsection may be combined with the review and evaluation required by RCW 36.70A.215. 
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Appendix C: Summary of Growth Management Hearings 
Board Cases 

Eastern GMHB 

Benton County 
…“The Office of Financial Management projection places a cap on the amount of land a county 
may allocate to UGAs” [Diehl v. Mason County, 94 Wn.App. 645, 654, 972 P.2d 543 (1999)]. 
Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of Commissioners, et al., EWGMHB 
Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

Subjective factors may be considered. But a 56% increase above and beyond the figure calculated 
by the formula, which already includes a 25% market supply factor and is based on the high OFM 
projection, is contrary to the principals of the GMA and far in excess of any reasonable subjective 
factors. The Eastern Board didn’t contemplate authorizing sprawl when they held that local 
circumstances and a jurisdiction’s “community vision” among other things, are appropriate 
factors that may justify increasing the UGA beyond the OFM forecasts (Benton County, at p. 8 -
9). Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of Commissioners, et al., 
EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

The County and City of Richland did show their work in regards to the formula in CWPP #4. 
Their calculations, without increasing density, using the high OFM population allocation and a 
substantial market factor of 25%, came out to 2,116 acres. The County did not show its work 
concerning capital facilities, utilities and transportation plans, which is a major step in planning 
for an expanded UGA. In Diehl v. Mason County, 95 Wn.App. 645, 654, a market factor is 
consistent with a jurisdiction’s determination of their land supply, but they must demonstrate the 
reasons for the market factor. “Although a county may enlarge a UGA to account for a 
‘reasonable land market supply factor,’ it must also explain why this market factor is required and 
how it was reached.” Roberts/Taylor v. Benton County and Benton County Board of 
Commissioners, et al., EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0003, FDO, (Sept. 20, 2005). 

Grant County-City of Ephrata 
Local circumstance, traditions and identity will result in unique choices and solutions for each 
county and the cities within it. While such policy choices may be included in the sizing or 
configuration of the UGA, they must be made in a measurable way and with sufficient 
documentation as to the rational. The County and the city of Ephrata made those choices when 
they selected the densities of their residential lands. The County/City used the 60% reduction 
factor, a 25% increase using their market factor, extensive industrial and commercial areas, the 
larger population allocation and varieties of densities throughout the city. The existing city limits 
of Ephrata contain more available lands than needed to accommodate the OFM estimated 
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expected growth in the 20-year period. Greenfield Estates Homeowners Assoc. v. Grant County, 
et al., EWGMHB Case No. No. 04-1-0005, FDO, (Oct. 6, 2004). 

Expansive UGAs violate the goals and requirements of the GMA because they allow 
development in areas that would be prohibited within correctly sized UGAs. The existing city 
limits of Ephrata contain more available lands than needed to accommodate the expected growth 
in the next 20-year period. This was true even though the City and the County used the highest 
estimate of population growth, reduced the available lands by 60% reduction factor and increased 
the population by a 25% market factor. Bargmann v. Grant County; EWGMHB Case No. 99-1-
0013, FDO; (May 19, 2000) 

The county would not be out of compliance with the GMA if it used any number within the 
range. AN UGA determination may include a reasonable land market supply factor and shall 
permit a range of urban densities and uses. “In determining this market factor, cities and counties 
may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in their comprehensive 
plans to make many choices about accommodating growth.” RCW 36.70A.110(2). Bargmann v. 
Grant County; EWGMHB Case No. 99-1-0013, FDO; (May 19, 2000). 

Spokane County 
The County has the responsibility to prepare a land quantity analysis prior to any modification of 
the existing UGAs. The recent expansions of the UGAs, adopted by the County, include changes 
in the Airway Heights area, north of the City of Spokane and southeast of the City of Spokane 
Valley. In each of these changes the proponents argue that more land is needed within the 
County’s UGAs to accommodate the twenty-year projected population growth. There has been no 
comprehensive reexamination of the County’s land quantity or what population changes are 
expected, as is required by the GMA and the CWPPs. Such enlargements of the UGAs of 
Spokane County violate its own policies and the GMA’s requirements. (CWPP Urban #19, Urban 
Growth Area Revisions 9/30/97, RCW 36.70A.110(2) and RCW 36.70A.020(2)). 
Moitke/Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane v. Spokane County, et al, EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-
0007, FDO, (Feb. 14, 2006). 

Stevens County 
[Designation of UGA] WAC 365-195-335 clearly spells out what a jurisdiction must do to 
designate UGAs. The WAC may not designate the steps as a “land quantity analysis” or “land 
capacity analysis”, but if a county or city performs the necessary tasks, that terminology certainly 
describes what must be accomplished to fulfill the requirements of the GMA. Wilma v. Stevens 
County, EWGMHB Case No. 06-1-0009c, Order on Motions, at 20 (June 21, 2007). 

Walla Walla County 
While the Board does not condone a density less than four du/acre, it clearly understands that 
local governments have broad discretion in developing comprehensive plans and development 
regulations tailored to local circumstances, bounded of course by the goals and requirements of 
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the GMA. In this case, the County and City of Walla Walla decided that a minimum three du/acre 
fits their twenty-year planning horizon, but will adjust this density upwards in the future if 
necessary. The Board recognizes that this figure is a minimum and the density in this zone can be 
as high as five du/acre. Citizens for Good Governance, et al., v. Walla Walla County, et al., 
EWGMHB Case No. 05-1-0013, FDO, at 18 (June 15, 2006). 

The question is does the record support that the County went through a process or analysis to de-
designate agricultural land of long-term commercial significance. 

The Board believes it does. 

First, the County has gone through a thorough buildable lands analysis, including a population 
analysis and allocation process and came to the conclusion it needs the additional expansion of 
the City of Walla Walla’s UGA to fulfill its predicted twenty-year population allocation. The 
County used the medium-high Office of Financial Management (OFM) projection, a density 
factor of three du/acre, and did not include a market factor quantity analysis. 

Second, the County studied the Pennbrook lands soil quality and compared it to similar land in 
Walla Walla County. The soil compared with 90% of the lands in the County. If soil type 
prohibited de-designation, then the cities in Walla Walla County could not expand their urban 
growth areas. The soils around the City of Walla Walla are either classified as “prime”, “unique” 
or “agricultural land of long-term commercial significance, so expansion would be impossible. 

Third, the minimum guidelines for the designation (or de-designation as the case may be), 
developed by CTED are found in WAC 365-190-050, which states in part, “Counties and cities 
shall also consider the combined effects of proximity to population areas and the possibility of 
more intense uses of the land as indicated by: (a) through (j)”. The Pennbrook lands satisfy de-
designation because of several of these criteria, including (a) The availability of public facilities 
(highway, airport) and (c) The availability of public services (water, sewer). 

Fourth, the Pennbrook lands, as determined by the Board in Issue No. 5, are adjacent to an 
already existing UGA and public services are available. 

Fifth, counties are authorized by RCW 36.70A.130(3) to revise their “comprehensive plan 
designating urban growth areas, and the densities permitted in the urban growth areas by the 
comprehensive plans of the county and each city located within the urban growth areas…” “…to 
accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in the county for the succeeding twenty-year 
period.” The record shows Walla Walla County went through an adopted and thorough process to 
revise its Comprehensive Plan and has chosen to expand into the Pennbrook lands, rather than 
expand in alternative locations, increase density or change its development regulations to increase 
infill. 

Walla Walla County has designated its natural resource lands, including agricultural lands, under 
RCW 36.70A.170. This statute is not violated by the Counties actions. 
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Central GMHB 
Adoption of the Kingston Sub-Area Plan, expanding an individual UGA prior to the 10-year 
review of the county’s UGAs, countywide analysis, and collective consideration to accommodate 
the full 2025 population target did not comply with GMA. Expansion of the Kingston UGA in 
advance of adoption of “reasonable measures” did not comply with GMA. An urban land 
capacity analysis that discounted un-sewered areas of the existing UGA and a CFP that did not 
sufficiently provide services did not comply with GMA. The GMHB did find in favor of Kitsap 
County for other discount factors in the ULCA because they were tailored to local circumstances 
and were balanced by a relatively low market factor. The CPSGMHB remanded the Sub-Area 
Plan to the County for review and to take appropriate legislative action in concert with the 
10-Year Update. [July 26, 2006 case number 06-3-0007]. 

[The County’s CPP, allowing an individual UGA to be potentially expanded for economic 
development purposes to adjacent land that had previously been designated as resource lands, is 
permissible if a need for additional commercial or industrial land within the UGA is demonstrated 
in a land capacity analysis and if reasonable measures have been taken.] [CTED, 03-3-0017, 
FDO, at 39.] 

[The County adopted a subarea plan that included a residential component in an area originally 
envisioned as an industrial reserve.] The Board recognizes that both the City of Bremerton and 
Kitsap County have placed a high priority on identifying land for future economic development. 
[The record developed during the County’s decision-making process [on the subarea plan] 
indicates [the County has “shown its work” – citing various documents from the record]. [Kitsap 
Citizens, 00-3-0019c, FDO, at 14-15.] 

The market factor is a subjective judgment about how much of the total land in the jurisdiction 
may be held off the market for various reasons and therefore not be “available” for development. 
The statute does not specify any particular market factor to be used in conducting the BLR review 
and assessment. The King County BLR includes a range of market factors established and 
employed by different cities and for different zones. Therefore, the Board concludes that the 
market factor(s) selected by the County in doing the review and evaluation is a policy judgment 
that falls within the jurisdiction’s discretion to determine. Using a market factor that was less than 
that used on previous occasions for different purposes does not run afoul of any of the provisions 
of RCW 36.70A.215. [S/K Realtors, 04-3-0028, FDO, at 19-20.] 

Where counties adopt a land supply market factor between 1 and 1.25 (i.e., of 25 percent), the 
Board will presume that the factor is reasonable. In evaluating allegations that a county has used 
an unreasonable land supply market factor, the Board will give increased scrutiny to those cases 
where the factor exceeds the 25 percent bright line. In determining whether the county's choice 
was reasonable, the Board shall consider three general questions: (1) What is the magnitude of the 
"land supply market factor" beyond the 25 percent bright line? (2) Is there other evidence to 
suggest that the land supply market factor is not reasonable? (3) Has the county also availed itself 
of other approaches, such as continuously monitoring land supply and making necessary 
adjustments over the life of the plans for the county and its cities? [Bremerton, 95-3-0039c, FDO, 
at 42-44.] 

Western GMHB 
The WWGMHB has indicated that greater deference is given to size of industrial UGAs when 
measures to ensure efficient, phased, and well planned growth are incorporated:  
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Industrial UGA Sizes and Need for Phasing: “We have stated previously that at the CP 
[Comprehensive Plan] phase we would give greater deference to local governments as to the size 
of UGAs, particularly industrial UGAs. However, if local governments wish to delineate large 
UGAs they must have measures in place to ensure development is truly urban and efficiently 
phased. In the case of oversized industrial UGAs, conversion to other uses must be precluded to 
ensure the long-term preservation of industrial land. These oversized UGAs must not be allowed 
to enable sprawling, business-as-usual densities and usages.” (Abenroth et al. vs. Skagit County et 
al., Case 97-2-0060c FDO)   

Phasing Method – Holding Zones: One method of providing for effective infrastructure phasing 
inside of UGAs described above is a concept of “urban holding” areas, such as those included in 
the Clark County Comprehensive Plan (ACHEN, et. al., v. Clark County et al., case 95-2-0067, 
FDO): 

As part of its concurrency requirement, Clark County adopted policies in its comprehensive plan 
for “urban holding districts” and “contingent zoning” provisions. At page 12.4 of the CP, these 
concepts were explained as follows: 

 “The comprehensive plan map contemplates two land use methods to assure the adequacy of 
public facilities needed to support urban development within urban growth areas (1) 
Contingent Zoning which applies an “X” suffix with the urban zone and (2) applying an 
Urban Holding District combined with urban zoning. 

*** 

The urban holding residential areas have minimum lot sizes of 1 du/10 acres. Industrial urban 
holding zones have minimum lot sizes of 1 du/20 acres. Unlike the urban reserve areas, which 
are located outside the UGA, the urban holding areas are definitionally located within the 
boundary.  Each holding area is identified in the CP at page 12.5 and 6 for each individual 
city. Each area is required to maintain the “holding” designation until the city can assure 
adequate provisions are in place or will be made if the area is to be annexed. While we are 
unsure of how the County could enforce such a requirement if annexation did occur, we do 
not find a violation of the GMA on the basis of that possibility alone. The concept of the 
urban holding area within an urban growth area furthers the concurrency goals and 
requirements of the Act. The use of such a concept is in the discretion afforded to local 
decision makers. 

The stated goal of these two concepts was to prohibit urban growth within the urban growth area 
until sufficient infrastructure was in place or assured, or until annexation took place. Clark 
County used these two concepts within the UGA to support the concurrency goals and 
requirements of the Act and to provide a mechanism for tiering of urban growth.” 

Master Planned Employment: Also in the Abenroth et al. v. Skagit County et al. case cited earlier 
above, the WWGMHB left intact part of an industrial UGA when it found:   “The Port of Skagit 
County’s master planned portion of the [Bayview Ridge] UGA is in compliance with the Act. The 
Port’s analysis shows that its land is well planned for, will be efficiently served, and will provide 
for industrial uses compatible with the airport.” 
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Appendix D: Economic Development Group Kittitas 
Information 
From: Ron Cridlebaugh [mailto:director@kittitasedc.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 12:55 PM 
To: Lisa Grueter 
Subject: Kittitas information 

Hi Lisa, 

I have attached some answers to your questions. Please feel free to call me if you have any other 
questions. Our Economic Development Strategy will be released on August 20th and I will get 
you a copy once that happens. 

Thanks, 

Ron Cridlebaugh 
Executive Director 
Economic Development Group of Kittitas County 
Office - 509-962-7244 
Cell - 509-607-1470 
 

Current Conditions 

County level 
•         What is the County’s current employment base (total jobs, jobs by sector – 

commercial/industrial)?  
As of the end of June we had a workforce of 22,720.  
The breakdown is : 

Total Private - 9,600 

  Goods Producing - 1,780 

Natural Resources, Mining, and Construction - 1,080  

Manufacturing  - 700 

Services Providing  - 14,350  

Wholesale Trade - 530  

Retail Trade - 1,720 

Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities  - 310 

Information and Financial Activities - 590 
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All Other Services - 4,660 

Health Services and Social Assistance - 910 

  Accommodation and Food Services - 2,330 

Government - 6,530 

Federal Government - 180 

State and Local Government - 6,350  

State and Local Government Education - 4,670 
 

•         What are current commercial/retail conditions in the County?  What is the level of sales 
tax leakage in the County, and in what types of goods? The chart below gives an example 
of our retail leakage county wide.  In the three studies of retail leakage in Ellensburg the 
leakage is estimated at between 81 and 330 million a year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

•         What are the current industrial/manufacturing conditions in the County? 
  Like the other areas of the Country our Industrial and manufacturing has contracted due 

to the current economy. 
 

City of Kittitas 
•         Is there any current economic information specific to the City of Kittitas? Such as total 

jobs, economic conditions, etc.? None that we have. 

FIGURE 23: RETAIL SALES PER CAPITA, 2007

NAICS Description Kittitas County US Average

441 Motor vehicle & parts dealers $1,490 $2,660

452 General merchandise $1,404 $1,962

445 Food & beverages $1,648 $1,936

447 Gasoline stations $2,479 $1,600

722 Food services & drinking places $1,640 $1,508

444 Building & garden supplies $977 $1,068

454 Nonstore retailers $688 $1,038

446 Health & personal care $289 $810

448 Clothing & accessories $87 $732

453 Miscellaneous stores $243 $390

443 Electronics & appliances $22 $366

442 Furniture & home furnishings $241 $360

451 Sporting goods, books, & music $88 $291
NOTE:  Bubbles show the relative size of retail sales per capita by
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Monthly Advanced Retail Trade Survey; Moody's Analytics
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Future Conditions 

County level 
•         What is the Countywide jobs forecast for commercial/retail jobs? The remain stable 
•         Is there demand for large format retail (e.g. Big Box) near I‐90? Yes 
•         What is the Countywide jobs forecast for industrial/manufacturing? Uncertain. IN these 

industries our County is well below of national average for counties of comparable size. This 
could indicate a potential growth area however with the national contraction in these 
industries we are left with an uncertain future. 

•         Given the forecast, is there a surplus or deficit of acres for large format commercial? I feel 
we have a deficit for large format commercial however we do have adequate space for 
retail.    

•         Given the forecast, is there a surplus or deficit of acres for industrial/manufacturing 
businesses? We have a deficit for Industrial and Manufacturing.  
 

City of Kittitas 
•         Are any economic or employment forecasts made for the City of Kittitas? None that I am 

aware of. 
•         How much commercial/retail job growth can the City expect?  
•         How much industrial/manufacturing job growth can the City expect? Given the proper 

amount and location (between the city and interstate) of available land the city could be 
positioned for good growth in all sectors.  
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Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Kittitas County (County) an analysis of 
transportation facilities needed to support growth under two different alternatives in the Urban 
Growth Area (UGA) boundaries for the City of Kittitas (City) through 2025.  

This analysis has been done in accordance with Section 36.70A.070 of the Washington State 
Growth Management Act (GMA). GMA requires that transportation elements include the 
following: 

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

 Forecast of future needs (for the next six years minimum); 

 The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; 

 A six-year plan that also identifies potential revenue sources needed to fund the timely 
construction of the capital facilities, including specific identification of funding programs or 
sources of public money for such purposes; and 

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

Analysis provided in this memorandum may be used by the County to augment the City’s capital 
facilities plan to address compliance issues raised about the County Comprehensive Plan, and to 
adopt the capital facilities assessment into the County Comprehensive Plan. However, it would be 
appropriate for the City to consider incorporating the County’s updated transportation assessment 
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To: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 
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cc: Lisa Parks, Alliance Consulting Group, Inc.; Fred Huber, Mayor, City of Kittitas 

Subject: Kittitas County GMA Compliance, City of Kittitas Transportation Assessment 
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(after the County has finalized the City UGA size and allocations) into its own transportation and 
capital facilities elements, as part of its next Comprehensive Plan update. 

Future Land Use Options 
The analysis evaluates capital facility needs under two different study options based on the 
residential and employment options outlined in the City of Kittitas Land Capacity Analysis 
Evaluation memorandum (ICF Jones and Stokes 2009). Figure 1 shows the UGA parcels under 
each option. 

 

Figure 1. UGA Parcels and Zoning for Two City of Kittitas Land Use Options 

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

 

Option 1 reflects the high end of the range of future population and employment. Under this 
option, the Kittitas UGA boundaries defined in the City Comprehensive Plan would be 
maintained and additional population allocated to the UGA from other parts of the County. The 
City would have capacity for a 2025 population of 2,250 (~448 residences), and employment of 
1,512 new jobs. Future employment is assumed to occur in the form of three new large format 
retail stores and additional commercial and industrial employment. 

Option 2 reflects the lower end of the range of future population and employment. Under this 
option, the Kittitas UGA boundaries would be adjusted to reduce the overall UGA size, the future 
land use mix would be adjusted, and a lower population reallocated that would be reflected in 
Option 1. The City would have capacity for a 2025 population of 2,056 (~370 residences), and 
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employment of 885 new jobs. Future employment is assumed to occur in the form of two new 
large format retail stores and additional commercial and industrial employment.  

Transportation Assessment 
The transportation assessment for potential UGA expansion of the City of Kittitas consists of the 
following elements: 

 Transportation Inventory 

 Level of Service 

 Transportation Needs 

These are presented in the following sections. 

Transportation Inventory 
Table 1 summarizes key roads located in and adjacent to the Kittitas UGA, along with their 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT).  

Table 1. Inventory of Roads in the Vicinity of Kittitas 

Road Location 
Federal Functional 
Classification Average Daily Traffic 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 2,896 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 1,163 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 2,879 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 1,212 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 803 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 2,000 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 365 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek Road Local Road 399 
Badger Pocket Road East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 503 
Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 602 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 1,004 

1. Source of Main Street ADT is Wind Ridge Power environmental report (2003). All other ADT value based on Kittitas County counts 
collected in 2008 and 2009.  
 

In general, roads are two lanes (one lane in each direction), with functional classifications of 
Local Road, Minor Collector, or Major Collector. For planning purposes, this analysis assumes 
that typical capacity is 600 vehicles/lane/hour for local roads; 800 vehicles/lane/hour for minor 
collectors; and 1,000 vehicles/lane/hour for major collectors. This is a conservative average 
estimate, based upon typical capacity values presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board 2000). 
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Level of Service 
The County uses Highway Capacity Manual methods to calculate level of service (LOS) of its 
roadways. LOS is the primary measurement used to determine the operating quality of a roadway 
segment or intersection. The quality of traffic conditions is graded into one of six LOS 
designations: A, B, C, D, E, or F. Table 2 presents typical characteristics of the different LOS 
designations, as well as typical volume to capacity ratio (V/C) for each designation. V/C 
represents the volume of traffic on a road divided by the vehicle carrying capacity of the road. As 
the table shows, LOS A and B represent the fewest traffic slow-downs, and LOS C and D 
represent intermediate traffic operations. LOS E indicates that traffic levels are at or approaching 
congested conditions; and LOS F a high level of congestion and unstable traffic flow. 
(Transportation Research Board 2000) 

Existing LOS is based upon traffic counts. Future LOS is assessed by projecting future travel 
demand that will result from planned land use. Concurrency requirements under GMA indicate 
that facilities and services necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve existing 
and planned future land use without decreasing current LOS below locally established minimum 
standards. The County has established a standard of LOS C in rural areas, and LOS D in urban 
areas. Any road with LOS that exceeds these standards would be considered deficient, and out of 
compliance with the County’s concurrency management system. 

LOS standards for transportation facilities are provided in the transportation element of the City 
Comprehensive Plan (Policy T1.6). The City’s adopted standard of LOS C for roads is consistent 
with the County’s LOS standard for roads in rural areas.  

To estimate the existing LOS on the study area roads, the following assumptions were applied, 
based upon typical transportation planning guidelines: 

 Peak hour traffic volume is 10% of the ADT 

 Peak direction traffic volume is 60% of the peak hour traffic volume 

V/C for a road is calculated by dividing the peak direction of traffic volume per lane by the 
capacity per lane. Based upon these guidelines, the maximum V/C for each classification of road 
(based upon the ADT volumes presented in Table 1) is as follows: 

 Major Collector: V = 2,896 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 174; V/C = 174 / 1,000 = 0.17 

 Minor Collector: V = 503 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 30; V/C = 30 / 800 = 0.04 

 Local Road: V = 1,163 * 0.10 * 0.60 = 70; V/C = 70 / 600 = 0.12 

These maximum V/C values are well within the typical V/C range for LOS A, as shown in Table 
2. Thus, it is concluded that all roads within the Kittitas vicinity are currently operating at LOS A. 
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Table 2. Roadway LOS Characteristics 

Level of Service Characteristic Traffic Flow 

A 

 

Free flow – Describes a condition of free flow with low volumes and high 
speeds. Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver within the 
traffic stream is extremely high. Stopped delay at intersections is minimal. 
Typical V/C: ≤0.60 

B 

 

Stable flow – Represents reasonable unimpeded traffic flow operations at 
average travel speeds. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is 
only slightly restricted and stopped delays are not bothersome. Drivers are 
not generally subjected to appreciable tensions. 
Typical V/C: 0.61 – 0.70 

C 

 

Stable flow – In the range of stable flow, but speeds and maneuverability 
are more closely controlled by the higher volumes. The selection of speed is 
now significantly affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream, 
and maneuvering within the traffic stream required substantial vigilance on 
the part of the user. The general level of comfort and convenience declines 
noticeably at this level. 
Typical V/C: 0.71 – 0.80 

D 

 

Stable flow – Represents high-density, but stable flow. Speed and freedom 
to maneuver are severely restricted, and the driver or pedestrian 
experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience- Small 
increases in traffic flow will generally cause operational problems at this 
level. 
Typical V/C: 0.81 – 0.90 

E 

 

Unstable flow – Represents operating conditions at or near the maximum 
capacity level. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely 
difficult, and it is generally accomplished by forcing a vehicle or pedestrian 
to "give way" to accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and convenience 
levels are extremely poor, and driver or pedestrian frustration is generally 
high. Operations at this level are usually unstable, because small increases 
in flow or minor disturbances within the traffic stream will cause 
breakdowns. 
Typical V/C: 0.91 – 1.00 

F 

 

Forced flow – Describes forced or breakdown flow, where volumes are 
above theoretical capacity. This condition exists wherever the amount of 
traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount that can traverse the point. 
Queues form behind such locations, and operations within the queue are 
characterized by stop-and-go waves that are extremely unstable. Vehicles 
may progress at reasonable speeds for several hundred feet or more, then 
be required to stop in a cyclical fashion. 
Typical V/C: >1.00 

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000 

 



City of Kittitas CFP – Transportation Assessment 

 2009 Comprehensive Plan Update  Kittitas County  6 

Transportation Needs 
Following is an assessment of the potential effect of traffic conditions that could result from land 
use Options 1 and 2, and transportation issues that would need to be addressed.  

2025 Baseline LOS 
Table 3 summarizes projected baseline conditions on the study area roads, without additional 
development defined under Options 1 and 2.  This reflects increases in traffic volumes that could 
be expected to result from regional growth. The table shows that with projected regional growth, 
all roads in the Kittitas area are projected to continue to operate at LOS A through 2025. 

Table 3. 2025 Baseline LOS on Kittitas Roads 

Road Location 

Federal 
Functional 
Classification 

Existing (2009) 
ADT 

Projected 
2025 

Baseline 
ADT1 

Estimated 
2025 

Baseline V/C2 
(LOS3) 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 2,896 3,396 0.20 (LOS A) 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 1,163 1,364 0.14 (LOS A) 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 2,879 3,376 0.20 (LOS A) 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 1,212 1,421 0.09 (LOS A) 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 803 942 0.09 (LOS A) 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 2,000 2,345 0.14 (LOS A) 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 365 428 0.03 (LOS A) 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek 

Road 
Local Road 399 468 0.05 (LOS A) 

Badger Pocket 
Road 

East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 503 590 0.04 (LOS A) 

Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 602 706 0.04 (LOS A) 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 1,004 1,177 0.07 (LOS A) 

1. Based upon a conservative estimate of average 1% traffic growth per year, between 2009 and 2025.  

2. V/C = (ADT * 0.10 * 0.60)  / capacity; Capacity assumed 1,000 veh/lane/hour for major collectors, 800 veh/lane/hour for minor collectors, 
and 600 veh/lane/hour for local roads. 

3. Based upon typical ranges summarized in Table 2. 

 

Traffic Generated by Land Use Options 
Traffic generated by new development under Options 1 and 2 was estimated based upon typical 
values in the Trip Generation Manual. (Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003) For each 
option, all future residential development is expected to be single family housing, and future jobs 
were assumed to be 50% retail and 50% industrial. Table 4 summarizes typical trip generation 
rates for land uses that have been identified under the options. 

 



 City of Kittitas CFP – Transportation Assessment 

00474.09   September 24, 2009 
7 

 

Table 4. Typical Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use ITE Code Average Daily Trip Generation 

Single Family Residential 210 9.57 trips per dwelling unit 
Retail (based upon Free Standing Discount Store) 815 28.84 trips per employee 
General Light Industrial 110 3.02 trips per employee 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003. 

Table 5 summarizes the estimated total new trips generated under each of the options. The table 
shows that between 1,700 and 2,900 total peak hour trips are projected to result from build-out of 
residential and commercial development under UGA land use Options 1 and 2.  It is expected that 
total traffic generated by new development would distribute throughout the roadway network, so 
no one roadway would be expected to accommodate the total number of trips.  

Table 5. Trip Generation Estimate for Land Use Options 1 and 2 

  Option 1 Option 2 

Land Use 
Trip Generation Rate 
(trips/unit/day) Units Trips Units Trips 

Single Family Residential 9.57 trips/dwelling unit 448 4,287 370 3,541 

Retail 28.84 trips/employee 756 21,803 443 12,776 

Industrial 3.02 trips/employee 756 2,283 442 1,335 

Estimated Daily Traffic   28,374  17,652 
Estimated Peak Hour1   2,837  1,765 
1. Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers 2003 

2. Assumed as 10% of total daily traffic  

Future LOS under Build-out of Options 1 and 2 
Table 6 summarizes the approximate number of additional peak hour trips that could be 
accommodated by the individual roads, so that they still maintain LOS C or better, based upon the 
volume projections and capacity assumptions presented above. The table shows that depending 
on how the additional traffic distributes onto the roadway network, additional capacity may be 
needed some roads under future build-out conditions. However, the estimates presented in this 
memorandum are based upon very conservative assumptions, and actual conditions could vary, 
depending on the following: 

 Traffic increases due to regional growth could occur at a lower rate than what was assumed in 
this analysis, in which case more road capacity would be available to accommodate traffic 
generated by new development in Kittitas. 
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 The actual mix of retail and industrial development would affect the total number of trips 
generated. As shown in Table 4, industrial development typically generates much less traffic 
than retail development. In addition, different types of retail generate different levels of 
traffic. The assumption of Free Standing Retail represents a conservative (high end) estimate 
of potential retail trips. 

 Capacity estimates for local and collector roads presented in this memorandum are planning 
level, and purposely conservative. Actual capacities for individual roads could be higher than 
what is presented in this memorandum. 

Since the existing road system has substantial available capacity, even with the conservative 
assumptions applied in this analysis, a considerable level of additional development would be 
able to occur before capacity improvements would be warranted. It is not expected that additional 
capacity improvements would be needed within the first six years of the planning period. 

However, as population and employment growth occurs, the City and County would need to 
monitor traffic conditions, and conduct more detailed traffic impact analysis as part of future 
development agreements. Transportation improvements (or impact fees to contribute toward 
transportation improvements) to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to support 
planned land use can be required as a condition of future development approval. 

Table 6. 2025 Baseline LOS on Kittitas Roads 

Road Location 

Federal 
Functional 
Classification 

Estimated 
2025 

Baseline V/C 

Approximate 
Additional Peak Hour 
Trips Accommodated 

While Maintaining 
LOS C1 

Vantage Highway West of No. 81 Road Major Collector 0.20 1,000 
Fairview Road North of Kittitas Highway Local Road 0.14 660 
Kittitas Highway East of Fairview Road Major Collector 0.20 1,000 
No. 81 Road North of Clerf Road Major Collector 0.09 1,200 
Clerf Road East of No. 81 Road Local Road 0.09 700 
Main Street1 North of 1st Avenue Major Collector 0.14 1,100 
Parke Creek Road West of Hemingston Road Minor Collector 0.03 1,000 
Hemingston Road South of Parke Creek Road Local Road 0.05 750 
Badger Pocket Road East of Cleman Road Minor Collector 0.04 1,000 
Tjossem Road West of Cleman Road Major Collector 0.04 1,300 
Cleman Road South of Tjossem Road Major Collector 0.07 1,200 

1. Based upon maximum additional two-directional peak hour trips that would allow V/C of 0.80 or better to be maintained. 

Access and Connectivity 
Areas within the potential UGA boundaries that are currently undeveloped, particularly in the 
potential commercial areas to the south the existing city, are not served by the existing roadway 
system. Additional roads will be needed to provide support access and circulation for 
development in these areas. Similar to potential capacity improvements on existing roads, new 
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access roads (or impact fees to contribute toward the roadway system) to ensure that the 
transportation system is adequate to support planned land use can be required as a condition of 
future development approval. The City has identified potential future roads to serve the expanded 
UGA in Appendix E of its Comprehensive Plan (included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum). 

Conclusion 
Under existing traffic conditions, all roads within and adjacent to the potential Kittitas UGA are 
estimated to be operating at LOS A, which is well within the City and County standard of LOS C. 
These roads are also expected to accommodate additional traffic resulting from typical regional 
growth through 2025, and still maintain operations at LOS A. Build-out of potential new 
residential and commercial development under the UGA land use options could generate 
substantial additional traffic in the area. However, even with the conservative assumptions 
applied in this analysis, a considerable level of additional development would be able to occur 
before capacity improvements would be warranted. It is not expected that additional capacity 
improvements would be needed within the first six years of the planning period. 

Areas within the potential UGA boundaries that are currently undeveloped, particularly in the 
potential commercial areas to the south the existing city, are not served by the existing roadway 
system. Additional roads will be needed to provide support access and circulation for 
development in these areas. The City has identified potential future roads to serve the expanded 
UGA in Appendix E of its Comprehensive Plan (included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum). 

As population and employment growth occurs, the City and County would need to monitor traffic 
conditions, and conduct more detailed traffic impact analysis as part of future development 
agreements. Transportation improvements (or impact fees to contribute toward transportation 
improvements) to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to support planned land use 
can be required as a condition of future development approval. 
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City of Kittitas Future Planned Roads 

(from Appendix E of City Comprehensive Plan) 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: August 31, 2009 

TO: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 

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

FROM: Erik Rundell and Morgan Shook 

RE: Kittitas County GMA Compliance, City of Kittitas Capital Facilities Plan 

              

Purpose 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide to Kittitas County (County) an assessment and 
recommendations for a capital facilities plan needed to support the Urban Growth Area (UGA) 
boundaries it defines for the City of Kittitas (City). The capital facilities element of the City 
Comprehensive Plan was used as the starting point for this assessment. Recommendations 
provided in this memorandum may be used by the County to augment the City’s capital facilities 
plan to address compliance issues raised about the County Comprehensive Plan; and to adapt 
the capital facilities assessment into the County Comprehensive Plan. However, as the City is 
the logical provider of services within its UGA, after the County has finalized the City UGA size 
and allocations, it would be appropriate for the City to consider incorporating the County’s 
updated capital facilities assessment to support those recommendations into its own capital 
facilities element, as part of its next Comprehensive Plan update. 

Background 
On August 20, 2007 in its Final Decision and Order for Kittitas County Conservation et al. v. 
Kittitas County the Growth Management Hearings Board for Eastern Washington (Hearings 
Board) found the Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan non-compliant with the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) on 14 issues. Specifically related to the City of Kittitas (City)  were 
Issues 6 and 14, in which the Hearings Board found there was insufficient land capacity and 
capital facilities analyses to justify the proposed Kittitas Urban Growth Area (UGA) expansion. 
The County’s approval of the UGA expansion was found invalid. 

After addressing the issues raised by the Hearings Board decisions, the County resubmitted the 
Comprehensive Plan to the Hearings Board. On August 7, 2008 the Hearings Board’s First 
Order Re: Compliance found the Comprehensive Plan was still non-compliant on six issues and 
invalid on three issues, including Issues 6 and 14. 
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This memorandum provides the following information, to address the capital facilities portion of 
the Hearings Board decisions: 

• Regulatory Requirements – Summarizes relevant requirements under the GMA and 
Countywide Planning Policies 

• Identified Issues –Summarizes issues with the current capital facilities assessment that 
need to be addressed for the County to demonstrate compliance, and  

• Assessment – Outlines what the County can to do to provide a capital facilities analysis 
that meets the Hearings Board requirements. 

Regulatory Requirements 
GMA Requirements 

The GMA has 14 overall goals that a comprehensive plan must address. Specifically related to 
capital facilities planning, Goal 12 (Public Facilities and Services) states that public facilities and 
services to support growth shall be adequate at the time of development and not decrease 
current service levels below the minimum standards. (RCW 36.70A.020(12))  

Goal 12 addresses the GMA’s concurrency requirement. Concurrency is enacted through the 
capital facilities and transportation elements of a comprehensive plan. There are two different 
levels concurrency. At the broader policy level, communities must be able to finance the capital 
facilities needed to meet the planned growth. At an individual project level, traffic generated by 
that project must meet transportation level of service (LOS) standards in order for that project to 
be approved. Other state and local laws influence requirements for adequate facilities (e.g. 
ensuring water and wastewater service availability). 

A capital facilities element is a mandatory part of a comprehensive plan under the GMA and 
consists of five requirements: 

1. “An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the location 
and capacities of the capital facilities;  

2. A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities; 

3. The proposed location and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; 

4. At least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding 
capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes; and 

5. A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting 
existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, 
and financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and 
consistent.” (RCW 36.70A.070(3)) 

The last requirement links the capital facilities element with the land use element of a 
comprehensive plan. The GMA requires that UGAs (including incorporated city and 
unincorporated areas of the UGA) be able to accommodate 20 years of planned urban growth. 
This is established in RCW 36.70A.115, which requires that amendments to comprehensive 
plans provide enough land to accommodate population and housing growth that is consistent 
with the Office of Financial Management’s GMA 20-year population forecasts. 
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Countywide Planning Policies 

The Countywide Planning Policies, prepared by the Kittitas County Conference of Governments 
(KCCOG) and adopted by the County, outline how the County and cities within the county plan 
for growth, and they serve as a guide to coordinate comprehensive plans between jurisdictions. 
The Countywide Planning Policies address the issues of UGAs, economic development, 
environmental issues, affordable housing, essential public facilities, transportation, contiguous 
development, and fiscal impacts. Policies most relevant to the capital facilities planning for the 
City include: 

• Urban Growth Areas 1A&B: UGA Designation Criteria – Establishes that UGA 
designations and the related capital improvements should be based on a jurisdictions 
share of population growth based on the Office of Financial Management’s projections. 

• Urban Growth Areas 4A,B&C: Municipal Service Extension – Establishes the 
responsibility of cities for providing services within a designated UGA. 

• Economic Development and Employment 3A: Financing Public Facilities – 
Establishes that the planning and financing of facilities to serve businesses should be 
limited to the UGAs. 

• Siting of Essential Public Facilities 4A: Types and Process for Siting of Essential 
Public Facilities – Outlines essential public facilities each jurisdiction needs to consider 
in its planning process, including utility corridors, transportation facilities, solid waste 
handling and disposal facilities, recreational facilities, schools, municipal facilities, parks, 
correctional facilities, and in-patient facilities. 

• Contiguous and Orderly Development 3B: Density and Services – As with UGA 4A, 
requires that municipal services should be extended by cities within UGAs. 

• Analysis of Fiscal Impacts 2A,B,C&D: Financing and Planning of Capital Facilities 
– Addresses minimizing taxpayers overall burden for financing infrastructure, requires 
concurrency with development, and establishing LOS with the involvement of those 
public and private sectors involved in providing a service.  

Identified Issues  
A review of the County Comprehensive Plan, the City Capital Facilities Element, GMA 
requirements, and the Hearings Board decisions, identified several issues relating to the County 
Comprehensive Plan compliance. The Hearings Board cited in its decisions that it needs to 
know the City UGA will have adequate urban services over a 20-year period.  This requirement 
includes the following components: 

• It is demonstrated that the UGA expansion areas were factored in the update of the 
City’s capital facilities element, 

• A capital facility needs analysis shows there are adequate public facilities to support 
development in the expansion areas over the 20-year period, and  

• It is shown that providing services to the expansion area will not decrease the level of 
service for the existing City below minimum standards. 
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From a capital facilities perspective, the key issue and the focus of the Hearings Board decision 
is determining if the capital facility needs are met in the UGA expansion area. The County 
needs to present documentation that shows that capital facilities needed to support planned 
development within the recommended UGA will be provided. 

Assessment 
To address the Hearings Board’s concerns, the County’s capital facilities element needs to 1) 
definitively link capital facility needs with the UGA expansion analysis and 2) demonstrate that 
the capital facilities element supports the the entire UGA as expanded, at the present and over 
the 20-year planning period.  

BERK’s evaluation assessment is based on the City’s capital facilities element and assumes 
that the City’s capital facilities element will be the basis for County adaptation and refinement to 
ensure it provides for appropriate capital facilities in the UGA. As part of this assessment, BERK 
identified three specific issues related to the capital facilities element that the County must 
resolve to address the Hearings Board’s requirement: 

1. The Hearings Board cited that the capital facilities element did not demonstrate that the 
Kittitas UGA expansion areas (comprehensive plan amendments 06-03 and 06-04), 
were factored in the development of the capital facilities element and its six-year project 
list. Based on discussions with the City, we have confirmed that the entire UGA was 
evaluated in development of the City’s Capital Facilities Element. In addition, maps from 
Appendix E of the City Comprehensive Plan show the expansion areas included in the 
UGA. To address this issue, the County  can clarify  that the UGA expansion area was 
evaluated as part of the development of the capital facilities element. 
 

2. A second issue depends on the UGA analysis. ICF Jones & Stokes is providing land 
capacity analysis within the recommended UGA boundaries. Depending on the outcome 
of the UGA analysis, the capital facilities element could  be updated in one of two ways, 
which would affect the current capacity and future capital facility needs of the UGA.  

• The City and its UGA may end up with a new population allocation. In this case, the 
City’s capital facility needs would have to be reassessed based on the new number, 
and the capital facilities element would need to be updated to forecast the new 
capital facility needs and add any potential new projects to the six-year plan. 

• The City and its UGA population allocation may stay the same, but land uses and 
development assumptions are adjusted. In this case, the capital facilities element 
would still need to be updated (according to Issue #1 above) to demonstrate that the 
six-year project list meets the capital facility needs for the entire UGA over the 
planning period. 

 

3. A third issue is the current Parks and Recreation component of the City’s capital facilities 
element, which shows a deficit for Neighborhood and Regional Parks. The capital 
facilities element cites a LOS standard for three different categories of parks 
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(Neighborhood, Community, and Regional) and an overall standard for open-space, but 
the current inventory does not meet the standards for Neighborhood and Regional parks. 
 
If the County decides to use the City’s LOS standard for parks, there would be a deficit. 
In this case, the Parks and Recreation component of the capital facilities element would 
need to be addressed since the Hearings Board cited the need to show that there are 
adequate public facilities to support development in the expansion areas. Based on the 
City’s standard, the evaluation of the UGA analysis indicates that this current deficit 
would need to be addressed. The capital facilities element can be updated by either 
adjusting the LOS standard or adding additional park projects to the six-year project list. 

Assessment by Facility Type 

Each facility type, with the exception of transportation facilities (addressed by ICF Jones & 
Stokes in a separate memorandum), was reviewed to see how they compared with the issues 
identified above. Steps to address the issues for each facility type are listed below.  

Administrative Services/Fire/Police/Schools/Public Works/Stormwater 

• For all facility types it appears the expanded UGA was factored into the City’s 2007 
capital facilities element.  For these six facility types, the capital facilities element needs 
to update the language/assessments to clearly demonstrate that the UGA expansion 
areas were factored in the analysis and that there are adequate public facilities over the 
20-year planning period to meet the needs of the UGA expansion.  

• If the UGA analysis results in a new population target, these facility needs would have to 
be reevaluated for future needs and possible new projects identified for each facility 
type. 

Parks and Recreation:  

• Based on the current LOS standard, the City has a deficit for Neighborhood and 
Regional Parks, which needs to be addressed through adding park projects the six-year 
project list and/or adjusting the LOS standards.  

• If a higher population allocation results from the UGA analysis, development of 
additional park projects may be needed to meet the parks LOS standard, if the LOS 
standard is not adjusted. 

Wastewater:  

• The current facilities plan was adopted in 1998, and does not address the expanded 
UGA. However, the 1998 wastewater plan’s 20-year population growth was fairly 
aggressive, and had a projected 2017 population of 1,627, which is above the City’s 
2025 KCCOG population allocation (1,584). This indicates that there is sufficient 
capacity for the current population allocation.  

• In addition, the City’s 2007 capital facilities element cites upgrades at the wastewater 
treatment plant as satisfying the City’s treatment capacity needs for the planning 
horizon, though it does not explicitly link the new treatment plant’s capacity with the UGA 
analysis. After talking to the City’s engineering consultant (pers com, Jeff Stevens, Gray 
& Osborne, August 3, 2009, via Jones & Stokes), this should not be an issue since the 
plant has enough capacity to accommodate approximately 2,400 individuals.  
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• If the UGA analysis results in a new population target outside of this capacity, these 
facility needs would need to be reevaluated and possible new projects identified. 

• The UGA expansion properties lie adjacent to City wastewater treatment facilities. 
Previous plans for the property prepared by MDJ identified a preliminary layout for a lift 
station and force main, also a future developer improvement. The City has ample 
wastewater treatment capacity.  (pers com, Jeff Stevens, Gray & Osborne, August 3, 
2009, via ICF Jones & Stokes) 

Water Systems:  

• The April 2008 Water System plan did factor in an expanded UGA. The needs 
assessment is based on 2026 population figures from the April 2007 draft of the City 
Comprehensive Plan (2,072), which are higher than KCCOG allocation and consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan’s 2026 population figure. The Water System Plan 
addresses the minimum 2025 horizon year and exceeds the KCCOG allocation. 
However, the Water Plan’s need figures are only for population growth and does not 
account for additional employment in the expanded UGA.  

• In addition, water use will likely need to be estimated for potential commercial/industrial 
development in the expanded UGA, which was not factored in the current Water Plan. In 
either of the UGA analysis outcomes this would have to be done to demonstrate that the 
City’s water needs can be met.  

• With or without the UGA, the City is pursuing extending its agreements for water supply. 
Water distribution and storage and fire flow improvements are addressed in the plan, 
and would not be affected by the additional UGA expansion. There is a water line that 
extends to the freeway interchange which would require looping at the time of 
development in the UGA through developer improvements.  (pers com, Jeff Stevens, 
Gray & Osborne, August 3, 2009, via ICF Jones & Stokes) 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: September 21, 2009 

TO: Jan Ollivier, Project Manager, Kittitas County 

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

FROM: Erik Rundell and Morgan Shook 

RE: City of Kittitas Capital Facilities Needs Analysis 

              

PURPOSE 

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

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

 

INTRODUCTION 

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

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

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

Exhibit 1 
UGA Parcels and Zoning 

 

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

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

• Inventory 
• Level of Service 
• Needs 
• Projects 

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

The Capital Facilities Element (CFE) includes the following: 

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

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

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

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

Goals and Policies 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Inventory 

Municipal Buildings 

Administrative facilities for the City include: 

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

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

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

Equipment 

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

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

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

Needs 

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

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



City of Kittitas Capital Facilities Element Analysis 

                                                      
6 

Projects 

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

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

 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Inventory 

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

Department equipment and apparatus include: 

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

Needs 

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

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

Projects 

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

 

POLICE PROTECTION 

Inventory 

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

Needs 

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

Projects 

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

 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Inventory 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Needs 

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

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

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

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

Projects 

No new park projects are needed over the planning period. 

 

PUBLIC SCHOOL 

Inventory 

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

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

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

Exhibit 2 
Projected District Enrollment 

2008 District 
Enrollment 

Option 1: Projected 2025 
District Enrollment 

Option 2: Projected 2025 
District Enrollment 

620 1167 1071 

Source: OSPI, 2008; BERK, 2009 

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

Projects 

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

                       

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

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

Inventory 

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

Level of Service 

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

Needs 

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

Projects 

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

 

WASTEWATER 

Inventory 

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

Collection system: 

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

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

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

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

Treatment System: 

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

Level of Service 

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

Needs 

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

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

Projects 

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

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

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

WATER SYSTEM 

Inventory 

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

Existing facilities include: 

                       

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

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

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

Exhibit 3 
Existing Water System: Transmission and Distribution 

Size (in) 
Pipe Type (1) 

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

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

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

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

Level of Service 

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

Needs 

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

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

Exhibit 4 
System Component Physical Capacity in ERUs, 2026 

SYSTEM COMPONENT 
Capacity 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

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

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

                       

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

Exhibit 5 
Projected ERUs 

 

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

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

Projects 

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

Exhibit 6 
2008 Water System Capital Improvement Plan 

 Project 

May 2007 

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

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

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

 
No Improvements 
Scheduled   

      

TREATMENT         
4. New chlorination equipment  $ 40,000  X      

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

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

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

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

Source: City of Kittitas Water System Plan, 2008 

 

SUMMARY 

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

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

 

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

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

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

 
Exhibit 7 

Six-Year Capital Facilities List 

Projects Estimated Cost Funding 

Administrative Services $682,900  

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

Community Hall Upgrades $150,000 Grants, Local 

Office Equipment $10,000 Local 

Fire Protection $901,100  

Fire Equipment $114,000 Grants, Local 

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

Fire Station $727,1006 Grants, Local 

Police Protection  

City Hall/Police Department Remodel See Above Grants, Local 

Parks and Recreation $0 NA 

Schools $0 NA 

Stormwater $0 NA 

Wastewater $818,235  

Lift Station Upgrade $16,000 City 

Equipment Storage at Treatment Plant $60,000 City 

                       

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

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

Water System $5,008,000  

Water Right Acquisition $ 600,000 Grants, Fees 

Rehabilitate City Well $ 441,000 Grants, Fees 

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

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

New chlorination equipment  $ 40,000 Grants, Fees 

Radio telemetry system  $ 114,000 Grants, Fees 

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

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

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

Cascade Loop NA Private 

School Loop NA By School 

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

Pipeline Replacement $20,000/yr Grants, Fees 

Total Cost $7,410,235  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

In addition, the City of Kittitas may want to consider amending it Comprehensive plan based on 
this updated needs analysis during its next comprehensive plan update process. 

 



 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I 
 

CCiittyy  ooff  KKiittttiittaass  CCaappiittaall  FFaacciilliittiieess  EElleemmeenntt  22000077  
 
 
   



 



City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan July, 2007 Page 34 of 80 

CAPITAL FACILITIES ELEMENT 
 
For the purposes of this Comprehensive Plan, capital facilities are those things necessary to 
maintain the livelihood of a community, as provided by local governmental agencies that.  
Capital facilities and services play a large role in determining what kind, where, when and how 
much development will occur.  The intent of this element is to serve as an objectively derived 
guide/framework to encourage coordinated and comprehensive planning efforts, including 
routine maintenance, upgrading schedules, new construction, timing and funding sources and 
capabilities, to more efficiently provide these services.  
 
The Capital Facilities Element identifies and budgets projects indicated as important to the 
community needs to ensure adequate public facilities and services, funding, programming, and 
maintenance are available to meet future demands.  Projects that require large amounts of 
funding may limit the ability of the City to accomplish other projects. Having a clear 
understanding of the fiscal impacts of any given project is a valuable assessment tool for policy 
makers facing land use decisions.   
 
The Capital Facilities Element must be consistent with, and demonstrate agreement or 
harmony with all of the elements of the Comprehensive Plan and the budget decisions of the 
City.  If identified projects can not be completed due to lack of funding the City may need to 
review it’s land use element to determine if changes are needed to ensure all residents are 
receiving adequate public facilities.   
 

GOALS AND POLICIES 
  
GOAL CF 1: Ensure that adequate public facilities and services are planned 
for, located, designed, and maintained to accommodate the changing needs 
of all residents within the Kittitas urban area. 
 
Policy CF 1.1: Develop and maintain annually the Capital Facilities Element, including the 
Capital Improvement Plan and budget analysis, based on existing and future growth and 
development that will provide a guide for phased and orderly development of public services 
and facilities within the urban growth area. 
 
Policy CF 1.2: Use the phasing schedule for public facilities and services defined in the Capital 
Facilities Element as a basis for land use, development approval and annexation decisions. 
 
Policy CF 1.3: Ensure a coordinated timely process for development and review of the capital 
facilities, current and planned, with participation from all City departments. 
 
Policy CF 1.4: Establish adequate water rights for the community and a process for expanding 
water rights with new growth. 
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Policy CF 1.5: Provide needed public facilities in a manner which protects investments in 
and maximizes the use of existing facilities, and which promotes orderly compact urban 
growth. 
 
Policy CF 1.6: Require developments to provide safe access to schools. 
 
Policy CF 1.7: Encourage compatible, multiple uses of public facilities such as schools and 
parks, thereby increasing their usefulness and cost effectiveness. 
 
Policy CF 1.8: Coordinate land use, public works activities, development actions, and 
purveyor’s needs with planning activities in order to conserve fiscal resources.  
 
Policy CF 1.9: Evaluate capital improvement projects through the comprehensive planning 
process to ensure consistency with the other elements of the plan. 
 
Policy CF 1.10: Encourage the coordination and joint development of capital facilities, utilities, 
and land use plans within the Urban Growth Area. 
 
Policy CF 1.11:  Improvement standards for new development proposed within the Urban 
Growth Area should be jointly developed by the County and the City of Kittitas. Standards 
should address such improvements as street alignment and grade, public road access, right-of-
way widths, street improvements, sanitary sewer, storm water improvements, and park and 
recreation facilities. 
 
Policy CF 1.12: New development requiring and/or requesting the extension of the City’s 
public water and sewer systems will be required to pay for those extensions as well as 
providing a fair-share investment in the existing systems; any water rights associated with the 
land will provide for proposed development impacts; public/private partnerships that provide 
overall community benefit are possible.   
 
Policy CF 1.13:  Support community awareness of Capital Facilities issues through public 
participation, newsletters and postings. 
 
Policy CF 1.14: Maintain updated City Water Plan, Transportation Plan, Sanitary Water Plan 
and other capital facilities plans. 
 
Policy CF 1.15: Reassess the land use element of the comprehensive plan if probable funding 
falls short of meeting existing capital improvements. 
 
GOAL CF 2: Maintain a level of serves that protects the public health, safety, and welfare. 
 
Policy CF 2.1: Policy adopted Level of Service standard for potable water is 135 gallons per 
capita per day raw water source including a 10% contingency; 189 gallons per capita per day 
treatment and piping capacity, plus 15 million gallons per day fire reserve, or as defined in the 
Water Plan.  
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Policy CF 2.2: Level of Service standard for sanitary sewer is 110 gallons per capita per day, 
or as defined in the Wastewater Plan.  
 
Policy CF 2.3: The following are recommended standards for a level of service (LOS) the 
city should provide for recreation:  
 

Neighborhood parks  
1.6 acres per 1,000 residents;  
Community parks  
2.6 acres per 1,000 residents;  
Regional parks  
20 acres per 1,000 residents; and,  
Open space  
25% of the total 350 acres of city area (includes public rights-of-way), thus 87.5 acres  

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

FINANCING 
It is understood that some capital needs may go beyond the resources available through the 
general City revenues.  Furthermore, future issues may develop quickly in response to changes 
in community standards or circumstances.  This element is designed to be flexible to these 
situations, in part, by identifying multiple funding sources and projects and laying a framework for 
providing needed services.  
 
There are numerous potential financing options the City of Kittitas will need to consider to 
implement the Capital Facilities Element.  The plan presumes that funding for needed capital 
improvements will be obtained from a variety of sources, including private, local, state and 
federal agencies. 
 
Local Funding 
 
Local funding for projects will come primarily from the City of Kittitas’s General Fund, or 
from specific reserves built from utility rate revenues.  The City may also need to consider 
bonds, levies and other revenue sources as needed for specific projects.  The City’s ability to 
finance identified improvements through many funding sources, will depend partly on its 
current indebtedness.  Revising the rate structures for utilities/services will also help provide 
the revenue needed to generate local match for state and/or federal dollars. 
 
State/Federal Funding 
 
Federal and State funding may be available to provide portions of the funding necessary to 
implement improvements contemplated in this plan.  Timely and up-front contact with the 
appropriate agencies should be made early in the planning process for a project to determine 
the applicability of the proposed funding source.  To obtain this type of funding it is important 
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for the community to attempt to fund projects on its own, to carefully document the need 
for assistance, as well as demonstrate the ability generate some matching funds. 
 

AMENDMENT PROCESS 
 
Because the CFE is not intended to be a static and unchanging document, amendments to it 
should occur on an annual basis in response to changing conditions within the community.  
The most appropriate time for it to be amended is during the City’s annual budget process.  
Amendments can be in many forms, such as the addition of projects which arise as result of 
unique opportunities or the unexpected availability of special funding; or deleting projects that 
are deemed unnecessary.  The amendments can be proposed by individual citizens, City staff, 
the Planning Commission or City Council, but amendments must be formally adopted by the 
City Council through the same process as the initial CFE. 
 
The CFE should guide the annual budget process by outlining desired and necessary projects 
and determining needed revenue for the completion of those projects.  By yearly reviewing 
the projects and the funding options the City will be able to maintain a clear picture of it 
financial goals.   
 
Because there will almost always be more projects than available funding, a rating system is 
proposed that projects can be evaluated against in determining their priority.  A project’s 
status should be based on a combination of things, primarily the goals and policies of the 
comprehensive plan, identified deficiencies in the existing systems, citizen input, and the 
feasibility of obtaining funding.  The following criteria and rating system is intended to provide 
at least a beginning quantification of these factors which can be used to initiate discussions on 
a project’s merits. 
 
Capital Facilities Decision Matrix 

Key/Rating Criteria Explanation 

Life, Health & 
Safety 

5 

Is the proposed 
improvement needed to 
protect public health, 
safety and welfare? 

This criterion should be considered one of the 
most important since one of the basic functions 
of government is to protect the public health, 
safety and welfare. 

Legal Mandate 

5 

Is the proposed 
improvement required 
to comply with a legal 
mandate? 

Compliance with legal mandates is often a 
prerequisite to obtaining state or federal funding 
assistance needed for utility improvements and 
failure to comply can result in severe penalties to 
the City. 
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Key/Rating Criteria Explanation 

Tax Base 

4 

Does the proposed 
improvement contribute 
to or directly improve 
the community’s tax 
base? 

It is important to judge a proposed 
improvement’s impact on the local tax base.  For 
example, an improvement which extends water 
service to an area outside the corporate limits in 
most circumstances does little to improve the 
City’s tax base while upgrading services to an 
area within the corporate limits that would allow 
for more commercial or industrial development 
would. 

Funding 
Available 

4 

Is funding available? It is important to separate improvements that 
have an identifiable and available source of 
funding from those that require applications for 
funding, bond issues or other financing 
mechanisms that may or may not be approved.  
For example, an improvement which could be 
directly budgeted out of the City’s Current 
Expense or General Fund would rate higher than 
one which required a lengthy grant or loan 
application and approval process. 

Revenue 
Generation 

4 

Is the proposed 
improvement part of a 
service that generates 
revenue? 

Improvements to revenue-generating utilities 
(water and wastewater) are better able to pay 
for themselves or at least generate matching 
dollars for loans/grants. 

Maintenance 

4 

Does the proposed 
improvement have a 
clearly identified source 
of revenue for ongoing 
maintenance and 
operation? 

It is important to provide an opportunity to 
incorporate a project’s long term maintenance 
needs into the prioritization process.  A 
project with high maintenance costs and no 
identified funding source for maintenance 
would rate low, while a project with a clear 
source of maintenance funds would rate high. 

Cost Effective 
Service 

4 

Will the proposed 
improvement result in 
cost effective service 
delivery? 

There should be some consideration of the 
proposed improvement’s long term impact on 
the City’s financial situation.  For example, an 
improvement which corrects an existing 
maintenance problem or a project which 
results in an improvement with low 
maintenance requirements should rate better 
than an improvement which does not correct 
an existing maintenance or will result in higher 
maintenance costs. 
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Key/Rating Criteria Explanation 

Coordination 

4 
Is the proposed 
improvement a part of 
another project? 

This criterion gives projects that, considered 
alone would not rate well, a chance to be given 
a higher priority because it is part of another 
improvement.  For example a street is 
scheduled for an overlay and there are water 
and/or sewer lines under the street that are 
not planned to be upgraded for several more 
years.  These water and/or sewer lines should 
be upgraded prior to the street overlay and 
thus become part of that project 

Partnership 

3 

Does the proposed 
improvement create 
opportunities for 
public/private 
partnerships, 
intergovernmental 
cooperation or further 
existing commitments to 
private or public parties? 

Improvements that involve other private or 
public entities are important.  For example, a 
developer is extending a City’s water main to 
serve a new private development in an area 
that is presently undeserved.  The partnership 
in this instance could be that the City would 
participate in increasing the size of the line 
over that required for the new development as 
a means of improving service to existing 
customers. 

Consistency 

3 

Is the proposed 
improvement consistent 
with the elements of the 
comprehensive plan, 
including the goals and 
policies of the capital 
facilities element? 

Planned improvements, particularly utility 
upgrades and expansions, must be consistent 
with the comprehensive plan.  The issue of 
consistency also comes into play if the City 
seeks outside funding for all or parts of planned 
improvements. 

Level of 
Service 

3 

Will the proposed 
improvement enhance 
the provision of that 
service for existing 
residents? 

This criterion is used to determine a project’s 
impact on the current residents. 

Forecast 
Demand 

2 

Is the proposed 
improvement needed to 
help meet forecasted 
demand? 

This criterion is used to determine a project’s 
impact on forecasted demand. 
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INVENTORY OF EXISTING CAPITAL FACILITIES 
 
Water System 
The City of Kittitas is currently revising the Water System Plan for possible adoption in the 
fall of 2007.  This new Plan will provide important information on the function and service 
available for current and future residents, and is being developed based on the goals, policies 
and projections for land use, population, housing, etc. in this comprehensive plan.  As 
required by State law, the comprehensive Water System Plan specifically identifies the existing 
system, as well as the required improvements to serve the future needs of the Kittitas Urban 
Growth Area, as it is presented in this comprehensive plan.   The following information on 
the existing system is excerpted from the draft plan currently being prepared by Gray and 
Osbourne.  Once the Water System Plan has been reviewed and approved by the City 
Council through a formal public hearing process, it will be included in this comprehensive 
plan, by reference.  
 
“Chapter 1: Description of the Water System 
A Mayor and City Council govern the City of Kittitas.  The water system is owned by the City and operated and 
managed by City employees.  The City’s Lead Utility Worker is Val Bosch and the City Clerk is Robin 
Newcomb.  The City’s current mailing address and main phone number are: 
 

City of Kittitas 
207 N. Main 
PO Box 719 
Kittitas, WA  98934 
(509) 968-0200 

 
The system’s Washington State Department of Health water system identification number is 42650A.  A copy 
of the City’s Water Facilities Inventory Form (WFI) is included in Appendix A.  Its operating permit is provided 
in Appendix C.  The City’s Water System Manager, Cecil Howard, maintains a certification as water 
distribution manager (WDM) 1. 
 
The town of Kittitas was platted in 1908 and incorporated in 1931.  In 1932, the City Well was drilled, and in 
1936 the City entered a contract with the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and Pacific Railroad to purchase water 
from its well for municipal use.  In 1953, the City entered a contract with the Warm Springs Water Company 
to supply 650 gpm for its municipal water supply from springs called Warm Springs located approximately 
2 miles northeast of town.  That amount was increased to 750 gpm when the contract was renewed in 1983.  
The current contract is set to expire in 2013.   
 
The City’s 500,000 gallon steel standpipe was constructed in 1985.  Prior to the agreement that made the 
Warm Springs supply available in 1953, water was delivered directly into the system by a booster pump.  After 
the Warm Springs supply came online in 1953 and prior to construction of the standpipe, pressure was 
maintained by a regulating valve. 
 
Kittitas’s existing water system facilities consists of the Warm Springs supply system, one well, one storage 
reservoir, approximately two miles of transmission line, and six miles of distribution lines.  The City has one 
pressure zone.  Figure 1-1 shows a topographic map of the City’s existing water facilities.   
 
The Kittitas drinking water supply is provided primarily by the Warm Springs source.  According to previous 
reports and testimony heard during the Acquavella adjudication of Subbasin 10 of the Yakima River Basin, the 
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Warm Springs source consists of three artesian wells that were originally drilled in the early 1900s to 
supplement an agricultural water supply.  In 1953 the City entered into a water purchase contract with the 
owner of the Warm Springs supply, the Warm Springs Water Company, to divert water from the wells to the 
City.  Other than a monthly charge set by the contract, there is no pumping or other maintenance cost.   
 
The City Well, the other source listed on the City’s WFI form, is maintained as a backup supply.  The City 
periodically exercises this well to ensure its availability if needed.  In the mid-1980s the City physically 
disconnected the railroad well from its water distribution system.   
 
Table 1-1 summarizes the characteristics of the City’s sources.  In recent years the City’s production demands 
have decreased and the City Well has been used infrequently as a production well. 
 

TABLE 1-1 
Existing Water System:  Source 

Characteristic Warm Springs Supply 
(1) 

City 
Well (2) 

Year Developed/Drilled 1915-16 1932 
Use Permanent Emergency 
Ground Elevation, ft msl 1850 (±) 1650 (±) 
Well Depth, ft 120 250 
Estimated Flow, gpm  750  200 – 400 
Static Water Level (SWL), ft  + 3 (1) 40  
Dynamic Water Level (DWL), ft  NA 100 

Casing Description 8-inch, depth unknown 10-inch steel from 
0 ft to 240 ft 

Pump Type No Pump Installed Lineshaft Turbine 

Motor Horsepower and Type NA  

 
(1) Warm Springs data based on 1953 schematics developed for Warm Springs Water Company.   
(2) Source:  1969 Water and Sewer Comprehensive Plan, 1999 Water System Plan. 

 
Kittitas has owns and operates a single, 500,000 gallon steel reservoir.  Its characteristics are summarized in 
Table 1-2.   

 
TABLE 1-2 

Existing Water System:  Storage 

Characteristic City Reservoir  
Date Constructed 1985 
Type of Construction Steel 
Nominal Capacity, gal  500,000 
Diameter, ft 28 
Nominal Height, ft 120 
Base Elevation, ft above msl (1) 1667.0 
Overflow Elevation, ft above msl (1) 1787.0 

 
(1) Source:  City of Kittitas 1999 Water System Plan. 
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Water enters the reservoir through an 8-inch inlet pipe that extends approximately 40 above the base of the 
reservoir.  This configuration enables the City to obtain adequate chlorine contact time before water enters the 
distribution system.  Water exits the reservoir through a separate 8-inch outlet at the base.   
 
The City uses gas chlorination for disinfection at the valve house where water enters the reservoir from the 
Warm Springs supply.  There are currently no functioning disinfection facilities at the City Well. 
 
The City does not have an automated telemetry system.  The 500,000 gallon reservoir is filled by a hydraulic 
control valve that opens automatically when the reservoir reaches a low level set point.  Flow is read and 
recorded manually by the operator five days a week.   
 
Materials for the City’s water mains primarily consist of polyvinyl chloride (PVC) and steel.  Much of the City’s 
PVC distribution pipe was constructed as part of the 1985 water system improvements project.  Table 1-3 lists 
the approximate length, diameter, and type of distribution pipe in the system.   
 

TABLE 1-3 
Existing Water System:  Transmission and Distribution  

Size (in) 
Pipe Type (1) 

Subtotal 
% of 

Subtotal PVC Steel AC 
2  1,654  1,654 4.0% 
4  3,171  3,171 7.6% 
6 6,333 5,373 1,019 12,725 30.5% 
8 1,097 5,339  6,436 15.5% 

10 (2) 10,085 810 11,600 22,495 54.0% 
Subtotal 17,515 11,522 12,619 41,656  

% of Subtotal 42% 28% 30% 100%  
 
(1) Pipe lengths are in feet.  Pipe types include asbestos-cement (AC), polyvinyl chloride (PVC), ductile iron (DI), 

galvanized iron (GI), and steel (S). 
(2) The 10-in AC pipe listed represents the 2.2 mile transmission line from Warm Springs. 
 
The City does not currently have a telemetry system for system control or data acquisition.  The reservoir is 
filled automatically by a hydraulic control valve that opens when the reservoir level is reaches a low level set-
point, and closes at a high level set point.  City staff manually reads and records flow meter readings. 
 
The only water system near the City of Kittitas is the City of Ellensburg, which is located approximately seven 
miles to the west.  There are currently no plans by either City to intertie the two water systems.  The City does 
not wholesale water to any outside water purveyor. 
 
The City does not currently hold water right permits or certificates for either the Warm Springs supply or for 
the City or Railroad Wells.  The municipal water right for the Warm Springs supply is held by the Warm 
Springs Water Company and is listed in a 1953 Certificate of Change as 1.44 cfs, or about 650 gpm.  No 
annual quantity is specified on that document.  The City filed claims in 1998 under RCW 90.14 for the City 
Well and the Railroad Well.”   
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Wastewater Collection And Treatment System 
The City of Kittitas owns and operates a municipal wastewater collection and treatment 
system.  The existing wastewater treatment facility is located in the westerly portion of the 
urban growth area and was just recently annexed into the city limits.   
 
A gravity sewer collection system serves lands within the city generally north of the old rail 
road bed (Iron Horse State Park/John Wayne Trail).  Land to the south is currently being 
designed for sewer service extensions based on new business development.  Currently, there 
are two lift stations that serve areas of lower elevation in the community.  One is located at 
the new school facility in the northwest corner of the city/UGA, and the other is located at 
the Wrangler Estates subdivision to the south of the school property.  The following 
inventory of collection main lines does not reflect the recent development extensions to 
serve newer subdivisions, but is a general indicator of pipe inventory: 
 
4 inch pipe  =  21,450 feet 
6 inch pipe  =   4,340 feet 
8 inch pipe  =  20,900 feet 
10 inch pipe  =      760 feet 
  
The existing wastewater treatment plant has been significantly upgraded in recent years.  
After a series of interim measures conducted in 2001 and 2003, the City implemented 
substantial improvements that upgraded the wastewater treatment plant to a dual sequencing 
batch reactor (SBR) process with the existing aerated lagoons being reserved for solids 
treatment.    After undergoing filtration and ultraviolet light disinfection, the treated effluent is 
aerated and discharged to Cooke Creek.   
 
 
Public Works Equipment 
The City owns a variety of equipment related to the different public works functions and 
services provided throughout the community.  Storage of vehicles and equipment is generally 
located behind City Hall and at the wastewater treatment plant.    The following is a list of 
current equipment that is generally valued at more than $3,000 and/or has a life span of three 
or more years.   
 
1979 Grader      1969 Water truck 
1997 Backhoe      1978 Water truck 
1982 Vac Truck     1994 Ford Taurus 
1989 1-ton truck with a dump box   1962 Sand truck 
1989 Service pickup     2006 60-inch Kabota mower 
1980 Ford Van Econoline with mainline camera 
Various small equipment such as chain saw, mud pump, paint sprayer, weed eater, etc. 
 
 
Public Buildings 
City Hall is located on Main Street. This facility is presently accommodating existing city 
services, including police and fire.  Approximately 1/3 to ½ of the current city hall is 
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unfinished and only occasionally used for meetings when other accommodations aren’t 
available.  The City recently purchased the “Clerf Building” located immediately south of the 
existing City Hall and has been actively pursuing grants to fund upgrades and expansions 
necessary to accommodate increasing city services. The City also owns the existing 
community hall which is located on the corner of Pierce and Second streets, just behind City 
Hall. The community hall now accommodates room for the city library and serves as the 
primary meeting location for various clubs and organizations, including City Council and 
Planning Commission meetings and municipal court. 
 
 
Transportation System 
The City is served by a series of public rights-of-way, including both city- and county-owned 
and maintained streets. Kittitas is located off of Interstate 90 with a small commercial strip 
along both sides of the I-90 interchange.  In early 2007, staff from the Transportation 
Improvement Board conducted an inventory of city streets, with particular attention paid to 
those roadways that qualified for the “Small City Pavement Preservation Program”.  Below is a 
reproduction of that inventory that indicates there are approximately 6.67 miles of streets in 
Kittitas.   
 
 



C
ity

 o
f K

itt
ita

s 
C

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 P
la

n 
Ju

ly
, 2

00
7 

Pa
ge

 4
5 

of
 8

0 

E
xi

st
in

g 
St

re
et

 In
ve

nt
or

y 
 

Se
gm

en
t 

N
am

e 
P

av
em

en
t 

W
id

th
 &

 
Se

gm
en

t 
Le

ng
th

 

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
ti

on
 

Su
rf

ac
in

g 
P

av
em

en
t 

C
on

di
ti

on
 

R
at

in
g 

T
ra

ve
l L

an
es

 &
 

P
av

ed
 P

ar
ki

ng
 

La
ne

s 

B
us

 R
ou

te
Si

de
w

al
k 

R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
fo

r 
O

ve
rl

ay
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Fi
rs

t 
A

ve
: C

la
rk

 S
t. 

to
 E

as
t 

C
ity

 L
im

its
 

24
’ 

73
9’

 
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

A
C

P 
36

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
Fi

rs
t 

A
ve

: M
ai

n 
St

. t
o 

C
la

rk
 

St
. 

22
’ 

79
2’

 
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

A
C

P 
52

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
M

ai
n 

St
: P

at
ri

ck
 A

ve
. t

o 
R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

. 
78

’ 
1,

26
7’

 
Pr

im
ar

y 
A

C
P 

52
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

In
te

rm
itt

en
t 

si
de

w
al

ks
 

M
ai

n 
St

. E
xt

en
si

on
: 

C
ar

ib
ou

 C
re

ek
 B

R
 t

o 
I-9

0 
W

B 
ra

m
p 

28
’ 

2,
32

3’
 

Pr
im

ar
y 

A
C

P 
32

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

ks
 

M
ai

n 
St

. E
xt

en
si

on
: 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
. t

o 
C

ar
ib

ou
 

C
re

ek
 B

R
  

42
’ 

1,
53

1’
 

Pr
im

ar
y 

A
C

P 
38

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

ks
 

O
ka

no
ga

n 
St

: P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

. 
to

 E
nd

 o
f p

av
em

en
t 

21
’ 

73
6’

 
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

A
C

P 
52

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

ks
 

P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

:  
R

oa
d 

81
 t

o 
M

ai
n 

St
. 

39
’ 

1,
16

2’
 

Pr
im

ar
y 

A
C

P 
36

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

O
ne

 s
id

e 
P

ie
rc

e 
St

: P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

. t
o 

7th
 A

ve
. 

38
’ 

95
0 

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
A

C
P 

67
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

ve
d 

pa
rk

in
g 

Sc
ho

ol
 R

ou
te

 
O

ne
 s

id
e 

R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
fo

r 
Se

al
 

C
oa

t 
 

 
 

 
 

 

A
lp

in
e 

D
r:

 C
ou

nt
y 

R
d 

81
 

to
 C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
34

’ 
1,

25
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

86
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
Sc

ho
ol

 R
ou

te
 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

ks
 

B
ar

ba
ra

 L
an

e:
 R

ai
ni

er
 

D
ri

ve
 t

o 
C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
34

’ 
34

0 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

81
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
Je

nn
y 

C
ir

cl
e:

 A
lp

in
e 

D
r.

 t
o 

34
’ 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
86

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

bu
se

s 



C
ity

 o
f K

itt
ita

s 
C

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 P
la

n 
Ju

ly
, 2

00
7 

Pa
ge

 4
6 

of
 8

0 

Se
gm

en
t 

N
am

e 
P

av
em

en
t 

W
id

th
 &

 
Se

gm
en

t 
Le

ng
th

 

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
ti

on
 

Su
rf

ac
in

g 
P

av
em

en
t 

C
on

di
ti

on
 

R
at

in
g 

T
ra

ve
l L

an
es

 &
 

P
av

ed
 P

ar
ki

ng
 

La
ne

s 

B
us

 R
ou

te
Si

de
w

al
k 

C
ul

-d
e-

sa
c 

30
0’

 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k

D
an

 L
an

e:
 C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
to

 
cu

l-d
e-

sa
c 

34
’ 

45
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

62
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
Fi

rs
t 

A
ve

: M
ai

n 
St

. t
o 

W
es

t 
en

d 
of

 p
av

em
en

t 
50

’ 
15

1’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
86

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

Sc
ho

ol
 R

ou
te

 
O

ne
 s

id
e 

M
as

on
 S

t:
 P

at
ri

ck
 A

ve
 t

o 
C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
26

’ 
85

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
90

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
ve

d 
pa

rk
in

g 
 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

: M
ai

n 
St

. t
o 

Be
nt

on
 S

t. 
40

’ 
1,

90
1’

 
Pr

im
ar

y 
A

C
P 

86
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

ve
d 

pa
rk

in
g 

Sc
ho

ol
 R

ou
te

 
O

ne
 s

id
e 

R
ai

ne
r 

D
r:

 C
ul

-d
e-

sa
c 

to
 

C
ul

-d
e-

sa
c 

34
’ 

1,
86

3’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
81

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

Sc
ho

ol
 R

ou
te

 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
ks

 
Sa

ca
ja

w
ea

 C
rt

: P
at

ri
ck

 
A

ve
. t

o 
C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
32

’ 
20

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
76

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

T
on

y 
C

ir
cl

e:
 C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
to

 
A

lp
in

e 
D

r.
 

34
’ 

42
5’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

86
 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
P

av
ed

, N
ot

 E
lig

ib
le

, N
o 

T
re

at
m

en
t 

R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2nd
 A

ve
: M

as
on

 S
t. 

to
 W

es
t 

en
d 

of
 p

av
em

en
t 

36
’ 

44
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

10
0 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

Bo
th

 s
id

es
 

2nd
 A

ve
: P

ie
rc

e 
St

. t
o 

M
ai

n 
St

. 
39

’ 
37

0’
 

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
A

C
P 

10
0 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

Bo
th

 s
id

es
 

3rd
 A

ve
: M

ai
n 

St
. t

o 
Ea

st
 e

nd
 

of
 p

av
em

en
t 

25
’ 

14
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

10
0 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
3rd

 A
ve

: P
ie

rc
e 

St
. t

o 
M

ai
n 

St
. 

25
’ 

30
5’

 
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

A
C

P 
10

0 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

on
e 

si
de

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

In
te

rm
itt

en
t 

B
en

to
n 

St
: P

at
ri

ck
 A

ve
. t

o 
C

ul
-d

e-
sa

c 
36

’ 
77

5’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
10

0 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
Bo

th
 s

id
es

 



C
ity

 o
f K

itt
ita

s 
C

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 P
la

n 
Ju

ly
, 2

00
7 

Pa
ge

 4
7 

of
 8

0 

Se
gm

en
t 

N
am

e 
P

av
em

en
t 

W
id

th
 &

 
Se

gm
en

t 
Le

ng
th

 

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
ti

on
 

Su
rf

ac
in

g 
P

av
em

en
t 

C
on

di
ti

on
 

R
at

in
g 

T
ra

ve
l L

an
es

 &
 

P
av

ed
 P

ar
ki

ng
 

La
ne

s 

B
us

 R
ou

te
Si

de
w

al
k 

P
ie

rc
e 

St
: 2

nd
 A

ve
. t

o 
Pa

tr
ic

k 
A

ve
. 

38
’ 

68
6’

 
Se

co
nd

ar
y 

A
C

P 
10

0 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
Bo

th
 s

id
es

 
P

ie
rc

e 
St

: 2
nd

 A
ve

. t
o 

Fi
rs

t 
A

ve
. 

38
’ 

26
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

10
0 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

Bo
th

 s
id

es
 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
: M

ai
n 

St
. t

o 
Le

w
is

 S
t. 

38
’ 

13
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
A

C
P 

10
0 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
Pa

rk
in

g 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

Bo
th

 s
id

es
 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
: M

ai
n 

St
. t

o 
W

es
t 

al
le

y 
38

’ 
16

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

A
C

P 
10

0 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

Pa
rk

in
g 

bo
th

 s
id

es
 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
Bo

th
 s

id
es

 
G

ra
ve

l, 
N

ot
 E

lig
ib

le
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2nd
 A

ve
: C

la
rk

 S
t. 

to
 M

ai
n 

St
. 

24
’ 

50
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

2nd
 A

ve
: M

as
on

 S
t. 

to
 P

ie
rc

e 
St

. 
25

’ 
1,

31
3’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

3rd
 A

ve
: E

as
t 

en
d 

of
 

pa
ve

m
en

t 
to

 C
la

rk
 S

t. 
24

’ 
46

7’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
3rd

 A
ve

: P
ie

rc
e 

St
. t

o 
En

d 
of

 
ro

ad
 

25
’ 

1,
37

5’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
5th

 A
ve

: P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

 t
o 

En
d 

of
 r

oa
d 

25
’ 

21
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

5th
 S

t:
 S

po
ka

ne
 S

t. 
to

 E
nd

 o
f 

ro
ad

  
25

’ 
55

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
6th

 A
ve

: P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

. t
o 

En
d 

of
 r

oa
d 

25
’ 

21
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

7th
 S

t:
 S

po
ka

ne
 S

t. 
to

 
O

ka
no

ga
n 

St
. 

25
’ 

30
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

C
la

rk
 S

t:
 F

ir
st

 A
ve

. t
o 

Fo
ur

th
 A

ve
. 

23
’ 

95
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

C
la

rk
 S

t:
 R

ai
lr

oa
d 

St
. t

o 
24

’ 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

bu
se

s 



C
ity

 o
f K

itt
ita

s 
C

om
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 P
la

n 
Ju

ly
, 2

00
7 

Pa
ge

 4
8 

of
 8

0 

Se
gm

en
t 

N
am

e 
P

av
em

en
t 

W
id

th
 &

 
Se

gm
en

t 
Le

ng
th

 

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
ti

on
 

Su
rf

ac
in

g 
P

av
em

en
t 

C
on

di
ti

on
 

R
at

in
g 

T
ra

ve
l L

an
es

 &
 

P
av

ed
 P

ar
ki

ng
 

La
ne

s 

B
us

 R
ou

te
Si

de
w

al
k 

Fi
rs

t 
St

. 
36

5’
 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k
1st

 A
ve

: W
es

t 
en

d 
of

 
pa

ve
m

en
t 

to
 R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

. 
24

’ 
85

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
K

in
g 

St
: R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

. t
o 

Pa
tr

ic
k 

A
ve

. 
30

’ 
1,

02
5’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

Le
w

is
 S

t:
 4

th
 A

ve
. t

o 
R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

. 
24

’ 
1,

21
6’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

N
. M

as
on

 S
t:

 P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

. 
to

 E
nd

 o
f r

oa
d 

30
’ 

21
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

O
ka

no
ga

n 
St

/R
ai

lr
oa

d 
St

: 
Pa

tr
ic

k 
A

ve
. t

o 
Sp

ok
an

e 
St

. 
25

’ 
1,

14
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

P
ie

rc
e 

St
: F

ir
st

 A
ve

. t
o 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
. 

25
’ 

22
5’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
: L

ew
is

 S
t. 

to
 

C
la

rk
 S

t. 
24

’ 
36

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

: W
es

t 
en

d 
of

 
pa

ve
m

en
t 

to
 P

ub
lic

 w
or

ks
 

24
’ 

1,
32

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
Sp

ok
an

e 
St

: P
at

ri
ck

 A
ve

. t
o 

N
or

th
 e

nd
 o

f r
oa

d 
24

’ 
1,

00
0’

 
Lo

ca
l A

cc
es

s 
G

ra
ve

l 
n/

a 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

N
o 

bu
se

s 
N

o 
si

de
w

al
k 

Sp
ok

an
e 

St
: P

at
ri

ck
 A

ve
. t

o 
R

ai
lr

oa
d 

A
ve

. 
25

’ 
86

0’
 

Lo
ca

l A
cc

es
s 

G
ra

ve
l 

n/
a 

2 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

s 
N

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
N

o 
bu

se
s 

N
o 

si
de

w
al

k 
R

ec
om

m
en

de
d 

fo
r 

R
ec

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

 
 

 
 

 
 

R
ai

lr
oa

d 
A

ve
: M

ai
n 

St
. t

o 
M

ai
n 

St
. E

xt
en

si
on

 
34

’ 
26

4’
 

Pr
im

ar
y 

A
C

P 
18

 
2 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
s 

N
o 

pa
rk

in
g 

Sc
ho

ol
 r

ou
te

 
O

ne
 s

id
e 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



City of Kittitas Comprehensive Plan July, 2007 Page 49 of 80 

Public transit provides affordable transportation to all segments of the community allowing 
residents to commute for work, shopping and other necessary activities.  Currently, it is 
available on a limited “on call” basis for low income residents through Hope Source, a County 
Program.   
 
 
Stormwater 
Currently, most stormwater is handled with on-site systems that are implemented on a project-
by-project basis and maintained by property owners and/or homeowners’ associations.  The 
only city-owned, public stomwater facilities are for Pierce Street, where there is a catch basin 
and detention pond located at the south end of Railroad Avenue, next to the John Wayne Trail. 
 
 
Fire Protection  
The City is served by the City of Kittitas Fire Department, which operates strictly on a 
volunteer basis, including the volunteer Fire Chief.  Currently, there are 14 volunteers listed 
with the Department, which is up significantly from early 2007.  Historically, Fire District No. 2 
has provided service to the City on a cooperative basis, as has the City Fire Department to the 
unincorporated areas surrounding the city.  Because of financial constraints, this cooperative 
agreement is currently in a state of flux and mutual aid agreements may change.  The City Fire  
Station is centrally located on the corner of Main Street and Second Avenue. The facility 
provides three parking bays for the following equipment: 
 
City Aid Car (ambulance) 
City Fire Engine 
City Brush Truck 
FD#2 Fire Engine 
DNR Brush Truck 
  
 
Police Protection  
The Police Department consists of one full-time chief and two full time officers, with 1 paid 
reserve (through August of 2007) officer, 3 additional reserves and a volunteer clerk, all of 
which are working out of a small office at City Hall. The city has no jail or juvenile facilities: all 
offenders are transported to the Kittitas County Public Safety facilities. Currently, the 
Department has 2 patrol cars, each equipped with a laptop computer.  
 
 
Parks And Recreation  
With the city there are approximately  0.48 acres of neighborhood park (Community Park), 
3.73 acres of community park (Palmiero Park), and 9.7 acres of regional park and trail (Iron 
Horse State Park). Of these facilities, the City owns and maintains Community Park and 
Palmiero Park.  The John Wayne Trail, which includes Wilson Park, is owned by the State of 
Washington, and is maintained by the City for a nominal fee.  The parks are maintained by the 
city public works employee and volunteer labor.  Palmiero Park was dedicated to the city by 
the Fred & Joy Palmiero family, and is primarily used for little league baseball. Facilities include a 
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fenced baseball diamond with dugout, broadcast booth and very limited playground equipment.  
This park will only remain the City’s as long as it is being used and maintained as a park. 
 
Wilson Park is located adjacent to the old railroad terminal at the corner of Main Streey and 
Railroad Avenue and is approximately a 0.5 acre portion of the Iron Horse State Park.   This is 
an abandoned rail road depot site, with the building being used now only for storage. The site is 
part of the Iron Horse State Park, which runs the length of Kittitas County on the old rail road 
bed. That portion of the State Park within the City is 9.7 acres.  The site has in the past been 
leased by the city from the Washington State Parks Department, although the current 
arrangement includes a fee paid to the City fo maintenance..  The primary use of Wilson Park is 
for picnics and as open space.  
 
Community Park is located adjacent to the Community Hall/Library, at the corner of Third 
Street and Pierce Street and is 1/2 of a city block, 0.48 acres in size  The primary use of the 
park is associated with the new playground equipment and gazebo.  
 
 
Library  
Current library facilities are operated by the City and are located in the Community Hall. The 
library carries a wide selection of local and Pacific Northwest collections and other popular 
material. Beyond Kittitas the nearest library facility is the City of Ellensburg public library, 
approximately 6 miles to the west.  
 
 
Public Schools  
The Kittitas School District serves approximately 600 students in two structures, the Kittitas 
Elementary School and the new Kittitas Secondary School, which just completed its first full 
school year.  Students come from the surrounding area, bounded by the Columbia River in the 
east, Ferguson and Nanum Roads to the west, and county boundaries to the north and south. 
Anticipated enrollment at Kittitas Elementary School (serving grades K through 5) for the 2007-
2008 school year is 270 students, while the Secondary School (serving grades 6 through 12) is 
expected to be at 330 students for the next school year.  The maximum capacity at the 
Elementary School is 500, while the Secondary School will handle up to 400 students. 
 
Because of the close proximity to Central Washington University the Kittitas School District is 
able to offer a variety of programs, classes, learning opportunities and curricular activities for its 
students. The community is proud of its long history of high test scores, its continuing tradition 
of excellence in athletics, and its highly skilled teaching and support services staff.   
 
 
Solid Waste and Recycling Facilities 
Waste Management currently provides all waste and recycling services for the City.  
Additionally, the school initiated a recycling programs as part of an on-going project that is 
operated by Waste Management in cooperation with the City. 
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS – 6 YEAR LIST 
The following improvements are identified below to provide a general understanding of the 
projects listed below on the 6-Year Capital Facilities Project List. 
 
 
Water System 
As stated above, the City is currently in the process of updating its Water System Plan, which is 
anticipated to identify in more detail the necessary water system improvements.  Once 
approved through the final hearing process, the improvements identified in the water system 
plan will be incorporated herein, and the necessary financial analysis completed. 
 
In addition to the already identified water main upgrade planned for 2007, the City 
acknowledges and has been diligently planning for obtaining needed water rights.  To this end, 
the City has recently adopted an ordinance that requires new development and/or annexations 
to either give the City water rights or pay a fee into a fund set aside for the sole purpose of 
obtaining additional water rights.  The following is an excerpt from the draft Water System 
plan being prepared by Gray and Osborne detailing the City’s efforts related to obtaining 
additional water rights. 
 
“Besides keeping its Warm Springs and ground water claims options open, the City is taking the 
following steps to secure additional water rights: 
 

� The City is currently discussing purchasing a water right owned by a local farmer.  Those 
discussions are expected to continue through 2007. 

� The City has adopted an ordinance requiring developers to transfer any existing water rights 
from their property to the City, or if there are none to transfer, to pay the City a fee, based on 
current market prices, to purchase an amount required to serve their development.   

� At such time as an opportunity for a water right transfer comes before the City, the City plans 
to include the City Well in that application as an additional point of withdrawal so that the City 
Well claim can be quantified through the tentative determination process.  Two additional 
points of withdrawal would be requested in that application so that additional wells could be 
added when needed. 

� The City filed an application for a new permit in 2003 for an instantaneous right of 
2,500 gpm and 1,200 acre-feet per year.  The application requested two new points of 
withdrawal that would be in addition to the City Well.  It is not known when Ecology might 
process that application. 

 
Besides these efforts to secure new water rights, the City also requires developers to use water shares 
on their property from Cascade Irrigation District or Kittitas Reclamation District to construct separate 
irrigation systems.  These systems, which the City ensures are not interconnected with its drinking water 
system, are expected reduce the City’s future needs for new water rights.” 
 
 
Wastewater Treatment and Collection 
Based on the substantial work that is nearly complete at the wastewater treatment plant, the 
City’s wastewater treatment capacity is more than satisfactory for the planning horizon.  
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Certain facilities within the collection system are in need of being upgraded as described in the 
list below.  
 
 
Public Works Equipment 
The equipment identified in the list below is seen as being essential in the next 6 years in order 
for the City to maintain an acceptable level of service to the community.  Where necessary, the 
equipment can be utilized by more than one city department to ensure efficient use of public 
funds.  
   
 
Public Buildings  and Equipment 
The City has been working with a grant writer and state and federal agencies to find grant 
funding for the desperately needed updates and expansions at both City Hall and the 
Community Hall.  Both buildings appear large enough to support immediate community needs, 
however, they are substantially in need of updates related primarily to fire and safety issues.   
 
 
Transportation 
The City has identified the following list of existing graveled streets that are ready to be paved.  
These streets have water and wastewater lines and other capital facilities and utilities that are 
currently adequate to serve community needs and new paving would not need to be disturbed 
for a period of time to upgrade these facilities. 
 

Street Width Length 
Clark Street from Patrick Avenue to Railroad Avenue to 
Main Street 

24 feet 1770 feet 

Okanogan Street from Patrick Avenue to Eighth Avenue 24 feet 1430 feet 
2nd Avenue from Mason Street to Pierce Street 24 feet 1330 feet 
2nd Avenue from alley on Main Street to Clark Street 24 feet 550 feet 
1st Avenue from alley on Main Street to end of Road at 
King 

24 feet 700 feet 

Pierce Street from 1st Avenue to Railfoad 24 feet 250 feet 
Railroad to city shop 24 feet 900 feet 
5th Avenue to trailer park 24 feet 230 feet 
6th Avenue to trailer park 24 feet 240 feet 
7th Avenue from Spokane Street to Okanogan Street 24 feet 300 feet 
5th Avenue from Spokane Street to Okanogan Street 24 feet 300 feet 
Lewis Street from Patrick Avenue to railroad 24 feet 1250 feet 
 
The City has a unique opportunity to accomplish the above paving.  The nearby Operating 
Engineers School is willing to provide the necessary heavy equipment and labor for these 
projects as training opportunities for their students, provided the City can pay for the materials. 
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Fire Protection 
In addition to the upgraded fire station to meet safety regulations, the Fire Department is also 
in need of firefighter gear and vehicle upgrades to provide safe, effective fire protection 
services.  The Fire Chief has indicated that the vehicle upgrades can either use the existing 
vehicles and/or can include the purchase of used vehicles. 
 
 
Police Protection 
The existing facilities being utilized by the City Police Department are inadequate in both size 
and necessary secured facilities to provide adequate police protection services.  There is a need 
for additional office space for the paid and volunteer employees, as well as a need for secured 
evidence and records storage and interview facilities. 
 

Six-Year Project List –2007-2012  
The following projects can be completed through careful budgeting and sequencing of projects.  
Many reserve accounts have been depleted and should be given time to recover in order for 
the City to maximize its granting and loan options.  A complete 6-year financial analysis can be 
found in Appendix C. 
 

6-Year Capital Facility Project List COST YEAR FUNDING 
WATER       

New main upgrade   $55,000 2007 Grant, City 

Water Rights $100,000 2008 City 

WASTEWATER    

Lift Station Upgrade (School) $16,000 2008 City 

Equipment storage at WWTP  $60,000 2009 City 

PUBLIC WORKS EQUIPMENT       

Street sweeper $146,000 2009 Grant, Loan, City 

Vacuum truck $30,000 2009 Grant, Loan, City 

Service truck with tools and hoist $40,000 2010 City funds 

PUBLIC BUILDINGS & EQUIPMENT       

City Hall and Fire Station remodel, expand 
and upgrade $750,000 2012 

CDBG, Rural 
Development 

Grant/Loan, City 

City Hall copier, computers and equipment $10,000 2008 City 
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6-Year Capital Facility Project List COST YEAR FUNDING 

Community Hall roof, new windows, make 
ADA accessible, update floor and electrical $150,000 2009 Grant, Loan, City 

TRANSPORTATION       

Pave graveled streets (see list)  $400,000 
2007 - 
2008 

TIB, City, 
Operating 

Engineers School 

Sidewalks- new, replace and repair  $30,000 
2008 - 
2011 City 

FIRE PROTECTION       
Fire Equipment- PPE, S-C Breathing 

Apparatus, Radios $114,000 2007 Grants, City 

Fire Engine refurbish to meet code $60,000 2008 Grants, City 

Fire Brush Truck/Cabin Chassis $35,000 2010 Grants, City 

POLICE PROTECTION       

New Police Station $625,000 2008 Grants, City 

Police patrol cars $35,000 2008 Grants, City 
 
 
Capital Facilities Twenty Year Project List… 
New well 
Additional water tower 
Utility Shop 
Parks enhancement and development 
Add/upgrade street lights, storm drains 
Pave gravel streets 
Replace/upgrade water transmission lines 
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