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GOAL H2: Plan for adequate housing
opportunities for households with special
needs.

OBJECTIVE: Yakima County code will comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA).

POLICIES:

H 2.1 Develop or amend and support codes
and ordinances that allow for a continuum
of care and housing opportunities for
special needs populations.

H 2.2 Through building and site plan codes,
encourage the development, rehabilitation
and adaptation of housing that responds to
the physical needs of special populations.

H 2.3 Encourage both the public and private
sector to invest in the creation of special
needs housing.

PURPOSE STATEMENT H 3

Through its zoning and development regulations,
the County can encourage affordable housing. This
goal and its policies address specific ways the
County can encourage affordable housing through
policies such as flexible zoning regulations,
establishing an orderly process for distribution of
fair share housing monies, and encouraging
housing that does not use a lot of land.

GOAL H 3: Promote housing choices, including
affordable housing, through regulatory,
planning, and financial techniques.

OBJECTIVE: Work with individual
jurisdictions to ensure fair share housing
by the year 2015.

POLICIES:

H 3.1 Participate in the development of a
regionally agreed upon fair share housing
allocation that provides low and moderate
income housing targets for cities and urban
growth areas. (Under GMA, all communities
must create policies to accommodate their

"fair share" of housing types and income
groups.)

1. Urban areas shall have a fair share
allocation.

2. Fair share allocation shall be developed
concurrently with the development of
implementation ordinances.

3. The allocation process must be
supported by incentives and financing
mechanisms to see that targets are
achieved.

H 3.2 Ensure policies, codes and ordinances
allow for a compatible mix of uses and
housing types in neighborhoods.

H 3.3 Encourage infill as a redevelopment
concept. Appropriate development regula-
tions that accomplish infill should consider:

1. Theimpact on older/existing neighbor-
hoods;

2. Development that is compatible with
the surrounding residential density,
housing type, affordability or use
characteristics;

3. Encouragement of affordable units;

4. The provision of development
standards and processes for infill
regardless of the sector (public, not-
for-profit, or public sectors) creating it;
and

5. Compatibility with historic properties
and historic districts.

H 3.4 Accommodate changing demographic
trends and housing preferences by
allowing accessory units, co-housing, and
other nontraditional housing types in
appropriate locations.

H 3.5 Encourage affordable housing for
persons with incomes less than 30 percent
of the median household income by using
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available funding programs and by
promoting private/public  partnerships
which focus on this affordability range.

H 3.6 Encourage structural housing
alternatives that promote housing
affordability.

H 3.7 Support regulatory and financial
incentives to encourage construction of
affordable housing.

H 3.8 Allow accessory living units as a means
to increase the supply of affordable
housing units and to help existing home-
owners remain in their homes.

H 3.9 Encourage upgrading of existing
manufactured or mobile home parks to
current development standards. Allow
some expansion in exchange for a general
upgrading of the existing park.

PURPOSE STATEMENT H 4

A cost-effective way to provide affordable housing
is by rehabilitating existing neighborhoods. This
goal’s purpose is to elicit support from private and
public sources in order to preserve and rehabilitate
structures within the Urban Growth Area (UGA)
and throughout the County. It encourages rehabil-
itation to focus on sanitary and safe housing op-
tions.

GOAL H 4: Preserve and rehabilitate the
County’s existing housing stock.

OBJECTIVE: Investigate/consider adopting a
uniform housing code for the County by the
year 2001.

POLICIES:

H4.1 Encourage housing and other programs
to improve deteriorating older neighbor-
hoods that address structural, demo-
graphic, preservation, aesthetic, and econ-
omic issues.

H 4.2 Encourage rehabilitation that provides
safe and sanitary housing.

H 4.3 Provide sponsorship for agencies and
nonprofit organizations applying for state
or federal housing funds, consistent with
other needs and priorities.

H4.4 Encourage voluntary housing rehab-
ilitation/preservation programs.

PURPOSE STATEMENT H 5

As more homes are sited within and adjacent to
agricultural, forest and mineral resource lands,
conflicts inevitably result between farmers,
foresters, miners and their new neighbors. This
goal works to reduce those conflicts by
encouraging site plan requirements, use of land-
scaping and other means to separate resource
from nonresource uses. It also recognizes that on
resource lands it is the resource, not the houses,
that has primary importance.

GOAL H 5: Minimize conflict between housing
developments located within or adjacent to
forest, agricultural and mineral extraction
sites, and those activities associated with
resource use and management.

OBJECTIVE: Review and amend County code
if appropriate to ensure new development is
consistent with resource management
practices.

POLICIES:

H5.1 New, residential construction adjacent
to designated forest, agricultural or mineral
resource lands should be designed and
sited to reduce potential conflicts between
residents and adjacent resource lands.

H5.2 Housing in designated agriculture,
mineral or forest lands should be
considered secondary to the primary use of
those areas.

H5.3 Protect Critical Areas from
development.
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PURPOSE STATEMENT H 6

This goal recognizes that neighborhood character
is an important quality-of-life issue to residents. Its
intent is to discourage business or industry that
might erode rural character and promote designs to
encourage neighborhood development.

GOAL H 6: Encourage the preservation and
protection of existing neighborhoods and
design and/or plan future development in a
manner which promotes neighborhood
settings and environments.

OBJECTIVE: Initiate a subarea or
neighborhood planning process by the time
of the first update of Plan 2015 in 1998.

POLICIES:

H6.1 Minimize business and/or industrial
development which encroaches on existing
neighborhoods.

H6.2 Provide substantial land use buffers
between residential neighborhoods and
incompatible land uses.

H 6.3 Design subdivisions, planned resi-
dential developments, multi-family units or
other residential projects in a manner
which encourages neighborhood environ-
ments and open space.

H 6.4 Minimize disruption of neighborhoods
when siting and constructing utilities and
public facilities (e.g., major arterials,
schools, landfills, sewage treatment
facilities, power lines and towers, irrigation
canals, public buildings, airports, etc.)

H 6.5 Establish a priority list for initiating
neighborhood or subarea planning pro-
cesses.

PURPOSE STATEMENT H 7

Low-income residents typically require access to
social services, employment, and special housing
types that are best provided within urban growth
areas. Many farm workers have become year-
round residents of Yakima County. Innovation in
financing, housing types, and service provision is
needed to accommodate the changing needs of
farm workers and other low-income residents.

GOAL H 7: Encourage the availability of safe,
sanitary and affordable housing for both
migrant and permanent-resident farm
workers.

OBJECTIVE: Work with the state legislature
to pursue legislation to remove obstacles to
these policies.

POLICIES:

H 7.1 Continueto allow seasonal and access-
ory farm worker accommodations in rural
and agricultural resource areas, with the
requirement that one or more persons in
each household must be employed by the
property owner.

H 7.2 Work with the agricultural community to
develop criteria and a process for siting
permanent and migrant farm worker
housing in rural and agricultural resource
areas with consideration given to neigh-
borhood and project security, health and
sanitation, availability of public services,
access, child care, and the availability of
affordable housing in a nearby urban area.

H 7.3 Provide a siting process to expedite
farm worker housing projects using pre-
approved designs for housing of both
temporary and permanent farm workers
employed by the property owner.

H 7.4 Continue to work with state and local
agencies to remove barriers to providing
farmworker housing, and explore innova-
tive approaches to meeting farm worker
housing needs.
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H 7.5 Evaluate state requirements for farm
worker housing.

H7.6 Work cooperatively with other public
agencies, private institutions and organ-

izations to encourage new housing and /or
housing rehabilitation in suitable areas.
{Adopted 12/98}
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YAKIMA COUNTY

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

PROGRESTSS

INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE

Parks and recreation plans typically discuss
land used for recreation, education, and
cultural sites. They tend to emphasize the
recreational and aesthetic functions of open
space. While planning for parks and
recreation under the Growth Management Act
(GMA) is optional, Plan 2015 must discuss
the potential for providing open space
corridors that follow rivers, ridgetops, rights-of-
way, and other linear features. To do this, the
GMA encourages the use of innovative
techniques to help retain open space, such as
cluster development and transfer of
development rights. Other contributors to
open space values such as critical areas and
commercially significant resource lands
(forest, and agricultural and mineral) must be
designated and protected.

The Parks and Open Space Element serves
two purposes. The first is to determine the
type and level of park and recreational
services Yakima County should provide. To
assist in this, a Parks and Open Space
Advisory Committee was formed, which
reflected a wide range of public and private
interests. This group reviewed the County’s
current role as a recreational services provider
and examined the costs of expanding the
existing program. Their work culminated in
the Yakima County Park and Open Space
Plan, which was adopted May 7, 1996. That
plan was designed to meet the

requirements of the Washington State
Interagency Committee  for  Outdoor
Recreation, as well as the Growth
Management Act, and presents a series of
goals, policies and recommendations that
relate to park program administration, future
facilities development (including new site
acquisitions) and operations and maintenance

of park facilities. The goals and objectives in
the Park and Open Space Plan were included
in this Parks and Open Space element.

The second purpose of the Parks and Open
Space Element clarifies the broader functions
and benefits of Yakima County’s open spaces.
As detailed in the Element itself, the
distinction between parks and open space is
an important one. Open space, in this
instance, includes resource lands, greenbelts,
wetlands, geologically hazardous areas and
other areas covered under the Critical Areas
Ordinance (CAO). All these areas contribute
to the County’s appearance but are not parks
in the traditional sense. To clarify how these
less formal kinds of open space are planned
for, the Shareholders crafted a separate set of
goals and policies that describe ways the
County can protect open space. Their work
defines which open space lands should be
protected now, and how this should be done.
It also establishes a framework for considering
other lands for future protection.

May 1997; amended December 1998

-85



Plan 2015
Policy Plan

MAJOR ISSUES

Location of Open Space

While the County as a whole has a high ratio
of accessible open space per capita, most of
that land requires driving half an hour or more
from the greater Yakima urban area. There is
a need for open space areas closer to Yakima
and the Lower Valley cities. While small
areas of accessible open space (Yakima
Greenway, the Cowiche Canyon Conservancy,
Eschbach Park, and Sportsmen’s Park) are
near the city of Yakima, publicly accessible
open space is limited in the Lower Valley. Only
small local and regional parks, Ft. Simcoe
State Park, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service refuge are available in the Lower
Valley.

Yakima County’s rapid growth calls for urban
park planning. During the planning process,
the need for urban parks, particularly in areas
outside current city limits but within urban
growth boundaries was identified. In areas
such as West Valley, Terrace Heights and
North Selah, little or no park land has been
preserved. Since most future development
will occur within urban areas, the location of
parks and open space within and between
them will become particularly important.
Unless park and open space lands are
acquired and preserved in the very near
future, area residents will not enjoy the
convenience of nearby parks and recreational
facilities.

Relation of Open Space to Resource Lands
and Critical Areas

The Growth Management Act requires the
designation and protection of environmentally
sensitive  lands (critical areas) and
commercially significant resource lands
(forest, agricultural and mineral lands).
Besides meeting other GMA planning goals,
the protection and retention of these lands
help fulfill our open space requirements. If we
are unable to sustain resource lands and

critical areas, we lose their open space values
as well.

Open Space Corridors and Greenbelts

In the Yakima Valley, the most significant
open space links between urban growth areas
are the lands along the Yakima River and its
tributaries. These areas include land that can
be used for recreation, wildlife habitat, trails,
and to connect communities. Several such
corridors and greenbelts, most notably the
Yakima Valley Greenway, already exist but
there is significant potential for more. What
has been lacking is a comprehensive plan
supported by all of the appropriate
jurisdictions (i.e., cities, County, Yakama
Indian Nation) that would connect these areas.

Public versus Private Open Space

To fulfill most of its functions, all open space
need not be public. In fact, functions such as
wildlife habitat may be better protected in
private ownership, where public access is
limited. Even when public access is desired,
purchasing that right may be possible rather
than purchasing the property itself. Usually,
public ownership is required for parks and
formal recreation facilities to allow adequate
control of the facilities. But while publicly
owned and managed open space provides
maximum control over the land, it does so at
the highest cost. As Yakima County continues
to grow, creating both public and private open
space areas will be an ongoing issue.

The Cost of Open Space

Open space is not free. Except for critical
areas and resource lands, it cannot be simply
regulated into existence. Tax incentives, such
as Yakima County’s Open Space Tax
Program, encourage land owners to keep their
land in open space through tax breaks based
on the current use of the land, rather than its
potential value. Cluster development can also
result in open space preservation without loss
of development potential and may even
enhance developability. Other tools, such as
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the purchase of development rights, require a
substantial commitment of public funds. Even
when open space is donated to the County, it
has a public cost. Removing the property from
the tax rolls means the County loses that tax
revenue source while gaining the responsibility
of supervising and maintaining the land.

CONSIDERATIONS

Open space in Yakima County comes in many
forms, and includes lands in both public and
private ownership. Some open space is
available to the public, while other areas are
closed to public access. A large portion of
Yakima County is owned and/or managed by
federal, state or tribal interests. These lands
comprise the bulk of our open space and
provide the majority of Yakima County’s
recreational opportunities.

Yakima County currently provides formal park
services at eight sites covering a total of 313
acres. These facilities include one regional
park (Eschbach Park), four community parks
(Lower Naches, West Valley, Sunnyview and
Ahtanum Youth), one boat launch area (Euclid
Bridge) and a rest area (near the Sunnyside
Diversion Dam). The County’s Parks Depart-
ment manages the parks and rest area, while
Public Works manages the boat launch.

The County’'s original rural zoning and
subdivision regulations have allowed lots
down to one-half acre in size most anywhere
in the County. This permissiveness has result-
ed in a sprawling rural land use pattern that
has consumed large areas of open space.
Relatively little of the County has been
developed at urban densities, and even
somewhat urban areas retain an open feeling.
Since much of this land is privately owned,
however, the perception of open space
depends on the market for development.

A Yakima County recreation assessment
survey done in September of 1995 confirmed

that parks and open space are needed, yet
residents are reluctant to pay for new parks.
Despite this attitude, public officials planning
for the long term must be aware of the
consequences of not providing additional
parks and recreational opportunities as the
area grows. If an acquisition and develop-
ment program is not implemented, the costs
of recreation will eventually become
prohibitive as land options diminish. With no
land available, the opportunity to build new
parks will be lost forever.

During the development of Plan 2015, several
strategies that relate to park program admin-
istration, future facilities development
(including new site acquisitions) and the day
to day operations of Yakima County’s park
facilities. These recommend strategies
include:

Tax Incentives

Yakima County has an Open Space Tax
Program which encourages the preservation
of Agricultural and Timber lands in open space
by reducing the tax assessments on them.
Open space lands other than those in
agricultural and timber production can also
qualify for reduced assessments if they would
provide some public benefit by being
preserved in their current use or natural state.

Critical Areas Ordinance Enforcement
The provisions of Yakima County’'s adopted
Critical Area Ordinance (CAO) also produce
open spaces through the establishment of
vegetative buffers along our streams and
wetlands. These vegetative buffering provi-
sions were established to support the
functional properties of wetlands and stream
corridors. These include flood water storage,
streambank and shoreline stabilization,
erosion prevention, and migratory corridors for
wildlife.

Shareholders' Recommendations

May 1997; amended December 1998
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The Shareholders preferred land use scenario
(Alternative B) advocated a land use pattern
that would keep the County’s most remote and
undeveloped areas at low densities that would
require little public investment. In addition, the
large lots in these areas help preserve a
feeling of openness. That scenario has been
modified by the planning commission to
encourage greater use of clustering in rural
areas, with the ancillary benefit of maintaining
open space.

Spreading the Costs

The Parks and Open Space Advisory
Committee that centers around three primary
funding sources recommended a financing
strategy. These are described below and
have been incorporated into the six year
Capital Facilities Plan.

Conservation Futures Levy

The Parks and Open Space Advisory
Committee recommended that the County
initiate a conservation futures levy amount of
$.05 per $1,000 assessed valuation. Based
on today's assessed valuation, this would
generate about $312,000 annually. The
money can only be used for park and
shoreline acquisition.

Local General Obligation Bond

The proposed development of a Mid Valley
Regional Park received the highest priority
from the Parks and Open Space Advisory
Committee. While the Conservation Futures
Levy can be used to purchase the land, it
cannot be used to develop the park. Because
of its size and nature, this site could easily
exceed $5 million to develop. The best way it
could be developed in a reasonably short time
would be with a tax supported General
Obligation (G.0O.) bond. Because this park is
designed to serve primarily the area below
Union Gap, it is recommended that the G.O.
Bond only cover this area.

Capital Improvement Fund

The County Parks Department has had
difficulty planning for facility improvements
because funding has been on a year-to-year
basis. Without predictable funding, the
Department has also lacked matching funds
for grant requests. Because of these problems
and the need to budget for park development,
the County should establish a set amount for
park improvement and development through
a capital improvements fund. The
recommended amount is $100,000 annually.
This money could also be used as leverage
for grants as they become available.

The above strategies and funding sources,
leveraged with state grants, will put Yakima
County in position to meet the future demand
for park and open space facilities.

PARK AND OPEN SPACE:
GOALS AND POLICIES

The first set of goals and policies for Yakima
County’s Parks and Open Spaces address
open space in a broader sense than that
found in a public park setting. They were
developed and recommended by the Share-
holders. The remaining goals and policies
deal with Yakima County’s role as a provider
of formal park and recreation services. These
were reviewed and forwarded by the Parks
and Open Space Advisory Committee.

PURPOSE STATEMENT POS 1

Open space comes in various sizes, shapes, and
types, and performs various functions. Categories
of open space include hazardous critical areas;
ecological critical areas; long-term commercially
significant resource lands; recreation, education,
and cultural sites; lands which shape urban form by
defining where one city ends and the next begins;
aesthetic value lands; and urban reserve lands.
The way that Yakima County defines and protects
its open space will depend on which functions of
open space it emphasizes.

Undeveloped, undisturbed lands are obvious
examples of open space. Yet lands which are

[-88

May 1997; amended December 1998



Plan 2015
Policy Plan

actively farmed or even logged periodically can
also create a sense of openness. The following
goal and policies address the other functions of
open space.

GOAL POS 1: Encourage the retention of open
space and development of recreational
opportunities.

POLICIES:

POS 1.1 Include hazardous critical areas,
ecological critical areas, long-term com-
mercially significant resource lands, lands
which shape urban form, aesthetic value
lands, selected cultural resources (arch-
aeological sites, historic landscapes, and
traditional cultural properties) and urban
reserve lands in the County’s definition of
open space lands.

POS 1.2 Consider amending the open space
assessment program to provide additional
points for contiguous parcels that provide
open space corridors or increase the con-
tinuity of other designated open space
areas.

POS 1.3 Consider additional incentive
programs to protect open space.

POS 1.4  Consider outright purchase,
purchase of public access easements, or
purchase of development rights to protect
or to give public access to open space that
the County considers to be of exceptional
value.

POS 1.5 Inidentifying lands that the County
wishes to recognize as open space,
consider the following functions and
benefits:

Active and passive recreation.

Direct health and safety benefits (flood
control, protection of water supply,
groundwater recharge areas, cleansing
of air, separation from hazards).

Important critical areas and natural
systems (such as shorelines and
wetlands) and other areas needed to
protect wildlife diversity and habitat.
Boundaries between incompatible uses
and breaks from continuous
development, to shape land use
patterns to promote more compact,
efficient-to-service development.
Commercially significant resource
lands and jobs.

Economic benefits including increased
property value and increased tourism
business.

Links to the past (cultural and historic
sites).

Educational and cultural benefits (zoos,
aquariums, community centers, cultural
and historical sites).

Natural features and spaces that help
define community image and character.
Visual or physical connections between
cities, towns or neighborhoods.
Greenbelts that help shape urban
growth patterns and maintain the
separate character of neighboring
cities.

Aesthetic focal points that foster civic
pride.

Public and private outdoor recreation.

POS 1.6 Develop aframework plan for open
space in Yakima County that includes, but
is not limited to, open space used for public
outdoor recreation.

POS 1.7 Provide ways and means to
maintain open space lands to ensure that
they continue to provide the desired
functions.

POS 1.8 Provide a process for reviewing,
accepting, preserving and maintaining
donations of open space lands.

PURPOSE STATEMENT POS-PA 2

Yakima County’s park system administration has
been primarily oriented to maintaining the existing
County parks. One reason the County has not
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1-89



Plan 2015
Policy Plan

offered more park and recreation services is the
lack of an adequate operating budget. However,
the public’'s demand for more of these services has
grown substantially. The following goal and policies
encourages coordinated service provision, en-
hanced communication and funding techniques
that will strengthen the County’s park system.

GOAL POS-PA 2: Provide and facilitate
development of a range of parks services to
effectively meet the needs and interests of
Yakima County residents.

POLICIES:

POS-PA 2.1Coordinate the provisions of park
and facility services between city, town,
state, federal and private recreation
providers in Yakima County to ensure area
leisure needs are met.

POS-PA 2.2Coordinate with school districts to
provide community use of school facilities.

POS-PA 2.3Encourage and assist local
communities in their development of park
and recreation services to meet
incorporated populations' needs and
facilitate  connections with  nearby
recreation opportunities.

POS-PA 2.4Increase interaction and
communication with the public through
newsletters and the formation of special
interest groups.

POS PA 2.5Encourage joint ventures with
private groups or individuals in developing
recreational opportunities.

POS-PA 2.6Consider regulations that require
developers to meet a minimum standard for
on-site recreational facilities or equivalent
alternative provisions.

POS-PA 2.7Monitor park and facility needs
throughout the community and actively

encourage residents to express their
interests and needs.

POS-PA 2.8Maintain an operating budget
reflective of what the community needs and
can afford.

POS-PA 2.9Develop and support a broad and
reliable funding base to support
maintenance and capital improvements.

POS-PA 2.10 Be active in pursuing alternative
funding sources, bequests and
endowments.

POS-PA 2.11 Investigate new and innovative
methods of financing facility development,
maintenance and operating needs.

POS-PA 2.12 Provide services efficiently and
charge fees according to fairness and what
the market will bear.

POS-PA 2.13 Provide adequate staff to meet
park and facility needs of residents
including the youth and senior populations.

PURPOSE STATEMENT POS-RF 3

The mainstay of Yakima County’'s Park and
Recreation Department has been the six existing
facilities it operates. However, not all of these
facilities are fully developed and the funding of
them has always been Spartan. As more people
move into and visit Yakima County, we will need to
make better use of our existing facilities and
carefully consider the cost effectiveness and
suitability of new park sites. New tools and
innovative partnerships will become necessary to
meet increasing demand for park services. The
following goal and policies provide a framework for
evaluating expanded recreation facilities.

GOAL POS-RF 3: Provide parks, open
space, trails, and other recreation facilities
that will meet the County’s interests and
needs in a cost-effective manner.
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POLICIES:

POS-RF 3.1Ensure acquisitions and develop-
ment reflect an interconnected system of
facilities, trails, and open space.

POS-RF 3.2Acquire and develop lands and
facilities that will be particularly attractive
to Yakima County residents.

POS-RF 3.3Preserve areas that are unique
natural features, and/or cultural resources,
especially where threatened by develop-
ment. Coordinate with local lands trusts to
achieve open space and wildlife protection
goals on a community-wide basis.

POS-RF 3.4Facilitate a County-wide network of
open space and greenbelts to protect
sensitive lands (such as stream corridors,
wetlands, steep slopes, etc.) to serve as
urban connectors and dividers, to retain
some wildlife habitat, and for passive
recreation (where compatible).

POS-RF 3.5Provide facilities that meet the
needs of special populations, especially
youth and teens of Yakima County.

POS-RF 3.6Upgrade existing and develop new
park sites to provide a variety of recreation
activities serving a wide range of user
groups.

POS-RF 3.7Develop trails to accommodate
multiple uses and sign accordingly.

POS-RF 3.8Where appropriate, develop
facilities to generate funds and incorporate
revenue collection into site design.

POS-RF 3.9Consider ultimate development
patterns when acquiring land for park and
recreation purposes, to ensure parks are
centrally located, accessible, and serve the
needs of future residents.

POS-RF 3.10 Ensure park, recreation, and
open space investments are distributed
relatively evenly through the County.

POS-RF 3.11 Incorporate into facility planning
the interests and needs of visitors to the
County when compatible with resources
and community needs and interests.

POS-RF 3.12 Pursue inter-local agreements
with school and other agencies for the
provision and maintenance of recreational
facilities.

PURPOSE STATEMENT POS-OM 4
While simply acquiring additional land for parks is
daunting, it is the ongoing fiscal responsibility for
operations and maintenance that becomes the
most difficult to sustain. Operations and maint-
enance of Yakima County’s park facilities is the
responsibility of the Parks Department, which
functions on about 1.4% of the annual County
budget. The acquisition of additional sites or
improvements to existing facilities cannot go
forward without identifying how they will be
managed and cared for. The following goals and
policies outline how park facilities should be
operated and maintained.

GOAL POS-OM 4: Operate and maintain

facilities in a manner that will ensure their

longevity, provide for user access and safety,
and foster user respect and care for recreation
resources and facilities.

POLICIES:

POS-OM 4.1  Seek additional funding for
operation and maintenance of existing
facilities.

POS-OM 4.2  Ensure facilities are developed
and maintained in an efficient and cost-
effective manner.

POS-OM 4.3  Continue the maintenance focus
on user safety, ADA accessibility
improvements, and renovation and repair of
existing sites.

POS-OM 4.4  Expand the use of volunteers,
service groups, contractors, and "adopt-a-
site" programs, where practical, to maintain
areas or sites, especially small sites far
from central maintenance facilities.

POS-OM 4.5 Pursue innovative partnerships
with local law enforcement agencies to
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enhance user safety in existing and new POS-OM 4.6 Complete and implement the
facilities. parks maintenance management system.
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UTILITIES

INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE

County residents rely on a number of basic
services, or utilities, that help define their
quality of life and maintain their health and
well being. Water supply and sewage waste
disposal involving more than one user, and
the delivery of natural gas, electricity, and
telecommunication services are considered
utilities. These services are usually taken
for granted. Yet without coordination and
conscientious planning for future growth,
service may be interrupted or inadequate.

The Growth Management Act's Procedural
Criteria define "utilities” or "public utilities"
as enterprises or facilities serving the public
by means of an integrated system of
collection, transmission, distribution, and
processing facilities through more or less
permanent physical connections between
the plant of the serving entity and the
premises of the customer. Included are
systems for the delivery of natural gas,
electricity, telecommunications services,
and water, and for the disposal of sewage
(WAC 365-195-200(25)). The Utilities
Element includes water, natural gas, and
electric utilities, sewage and waste water
collection, irrigation, solid waste, and
telecommunications. Some of these utilities
may also require capital facilities.

MAJOR ISSUES

Recognizing the major issues is the first
step in creating the utilities plan agenda.
Once challenges have been identified in an
orderly and meaningful fashion, a plan of

action can be created. This section
identifies issues that will be addressed
through Plan 2015's Utilities Element.

Service Provision

As growth occurs, utilities will need to be
extended or developed. For water and
wastewater, if no public system exists in the
vicinity, satellite systems may need to be
constructed, as noted in the County’s 1988
Rural Water and Sewer General Plan and
1996 Water System Satellite Management
Plan.  These systems provide greater
protection of groundwater supplies than a
proliferation of individual wells and septic
systems, and make possible a clustered
land use pattern that facilitates eventual
connection to a larger system, which the
County prefers. Within UGAs, the city,
town, special purpose district or regional
comprehensive plan should be first
consulted to determine service providers
and timing of service. Utility services must
be based on the Plan 2015 Level of Service
(LOS) standards.

What level of service is appropriate for
each type of utility in urban and rural
areas?

What type of water and wastewater
facilities are desirable in  which
locations: Who (i.e., what institution,
municipality, public or private entity or
other service provider) should provide
them? Who should own them and be
responsible for their operation?

In what ways does development of land
within an irrigation district affect the
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supply of potable ground water, the
availability —of surface water for
commercial agriculture (as opposed to
weeds, pasture or lawns), and efficient
irrigation system management?

Coordination Among Service Providers
The County must coordinate with service
providers of water and sewer in order to
provide efficient service, solve utility
problems and accommodate growth. The
County’s role in providing these utility
services needs to be redefined through the
development of consolidated water systems
plans and a sewerage general plan. The
responsibility for the implementation of
these plans would be defined through
interlocal agreements between the County
and the service providers. Where urban
services cannot be provided by the
municipality or district economically or equit-
ably, the County may need to become a
service provider.

Concurrency and
Growth

As development occurs, system and facility
improvements must keep pace to meet the
higher demand. The improvements must
take place within in a certain time frame
while maintaining appropriate levels of
service. Establishing common-use corridors
is an important element in meeting these
requirements.

Implications  for

At what density or level of development
is it feasible to provide each type of
utility (water, sewer, telephone, natural
gas, electricity, cellular phone access,
solid waste disposal)? Is there a public
cost, as well as a private cost, when
these services are provided (e.g.,
aesthetic damage, obstruction of views,
environmental damage, odor)?

What is the County’s role in assuring
that the level of service provision is

appropriate to the type and density of
development that is occurring? Should
the County require that certain services
be available before development can
occur in certain areas, or at certain
densities?

Environmental Sensitivity

Important environmental issues associated
with planned utility improvements must be
addressed. They include the following
utilities.

Sewer: What are the impacts associated
with pipeline construction? How can the
specialized wastewater requirements of
different industrial and commercial
operations be accommodated?

Water: What is the cumulative effect of
8-inch lines, which are exempted from
SEPA requirements? What are the
water withdrawal impacts of well
development?

Solid Waste: What impacts are
associated with management of the
solid waste system, siting of new
transfer stations, and biosolids manage-
ment, and how can they be addressed?

Satellite Systems: How can satellite
water and wastewater systems be used
to support clustered development?
What incentives can the County offer to
make satellite systems financially viable,
given the state regulatory framework?

Aesthetics: How can views be protected
from excessive numbers of unsightly
towers and lines? When (or in which
areas) should the County require what
types of utilities to be buried?
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The answers to these questions will affect
the feasibility of future plans for land use,
housing, economic development, capital
facilities, transportation, and even parks and
recreation.

CONSIDERATIONS

Water and Sewer

Cities are the main service providers for
water and sewage disposal within their
boundaries. Outside of the cities, water and
sewage disposal can be provided in various
ways: extension of city services; extension
of lines by existing water companies, water
districts, and sewer districts; creation of new
water and sewer districts; city-operated
satellite water and/or sewer systems;
County-operated satellite water and/or
sewer systems; water and/or septic systems
(serving 2 to 9 units); or on-site water and/or
septic systems. Some types of utilities are
better suited than others to each of the land
use patterns: 1) unincorporated urban
areas, 2) economic resource lands, and 3)
each of the four types of rural land use.

In deciding which type of service is
appropriate in each area, we need to
consider development density (number of
houses per acre), configuration of housing
units, and environmental constraints (soils,
depth to water table). Other considerations
include quality of drinking water, quality of
sewage effluent produced, availability and
capacity of existing systems, government
policy (e.g., not serving areas outside
municipal limits), ease of maintenance,
public liability for non-County systems, and
financial feasibility. The water and sewer
policy matrix (Table I-2) summarizes these
considerations for each land use pattern
and system type.

Some service types may not be desirable in
any area. For example, if a private water

company or district cannot meet state or
federal standards, and is forced into
bankruptcy, the provider of last resort is the
County in unincorporated areas. The
County could end up owning a number of
small water systems of varying quality, with
no standardization of parts, making
maintenance difficult and costly. If the
County were able to design and be
responsible for the systems from the
beginning, it could have greater control over
quality and require standardization. For
these reasons, additional private water
companies, water districts, and sewer
districts are not favored. Yet existing
systems, regardless of ownership, typically
provide safe drinking water (or, in the case
of sewage, properly treated effluent) at a
reasonable cost to users, and should be
used where they are available.

Within a land use area (e.g., rural
settlement), the specific location, size, and
financial and technical feasibility of a pro-
posed development would determine the
appropriate water and sewage system.

Irrigation

Under state law, an irrigation district must
review each proposed subdivision within its
boundaries. The district can require an
internal distribution system as a condition of
approval. While some of the County’s
irrigation districts have policies requiring the
developer to install an internal irrigation
water distribution system to serve the new
parcels, others do not.

If a farm is subdivided on the Wapato
Project, the developer must show how the
water is to be delivered to the irrigable acres
in the subdivision. Extensions of service to
subdivided units are at the landowner’s
expense. The district’s responsibility ends
at the established point of delivery. The
Project is not responsible for operation and
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maintenance of systems to serve the
subdivided properties (see 25 CFR Ch. |,
171.6).

Natural Gas

Northwest Pipeline is a natural gas
transmission company which wholesales
gas to local distribution companies. It owns
and operates main feeder Ilines in
Grandview, Sunnyside, Zillah, Moxee,
Yakima, Selah, and the Yakima Training
Center. Its major customer in Yakima
County is Cascade Natural Gas.
Occasionally, Northwest Pipeline receives a
request from a private industrial operation
for a direct hook-up to their network. After
Northwest Pipeline provides a cost
estimate, the industry can decide whether
the cost savings of direct supply will offset
the cost of the hook-up improvements. In
the future, however, applicants may have to
fund all necessary improvements.

Cascade Natural Gas (CNG) serves areas
along 1-82 and most of the cities in Yakima
County. CNG should be consulted for any
proposed development that will require
natural gas. The developer should not
assume that service is available without
checking with the local utility. Cascade
Natural Gas will build to any customer in its
service area that meets the criteria in its
financial feasibility formula. Additional
customers can be served if they are willing
to contribute to the cost of extending the
lines. If additional customers connect to the
same main, part of the contribution may be
reimbursed. To serve development outside
its service area, the utility applies for a
"certificate of convenience" from the Public
Utilities Commission.

Electrical

Most of Yakima County is served by Pacific
Power & Light (PP&L). The electrical utility
has a very well developed backbone

transmission system. Currently, Yakima
County is served by 20 Pacific Power
distribution substations, each located near
major load centers. The 20 substations
serve 90 distribution circuits, each capable
of delivering 11 megawatts, or about 2,500
accounts. In the last five years, Pacific
Power has added one new substation and
modified five others to serve new
distribution circuits. PP&L is very supportive
of economic growth and diversification.
Existing facilities place no restrictions on
normal residential, commercial or industrial
growth, and major industries and institutions
can be readily accommodated. The utility
also encourages conservation to assure
continued availability of power to
accommodate new growth and keep the
cost low.

Transmission for a 115,000 volt system can
be accommodated on a single pole
structure that uses the road right-of-way. A
substation capable of serving 10,000
residential customers typically requires no
more than 2 acres, and is compatible with
virtually any adjacent land use, except
possibly ballfields.

Benton Rural Electric Association (Benton
REA) serves about 2,500 accounts in
Yakima County, including 272 com-
mercial/industrial  users. Although its
service is concentrated in the Lower Yakima
Valley, it draws some of its power from the
Tieton Reservoir.

Telephone

U.S. West Communications, with 70,000
customers, is the largest provider in Yakima
County. According to U.S. West, tele-
communication services delivery doesn’t
always coincide with the exact location of
customers. As a result, many of the
telecommunication facilities are co-located
with those of the electrical power provider.
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Other service providers include Cowiche
Telephone, Sprint/United Telephone, GTE
and Ellensburg Telephone.

Cellular Telephone

Yakima County is currently served by AT&T
Wireless and United States Cellular.
Cellular telephone companies are regulated
by the Federal Communications
Commissions (FCC) rather than the
Washington State Utilities and
Transportation Commission (WUTC)
because they use radio signals rather than
lines for communications. Siting and design
of towers is regulated by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). Wireless
Telecommunications technology and
expanded FCC licensing will result in
significant changes in this service over the
life of Plan 2015.

Cellular telephones require a network of
receivers, or "cell" sites. Cell sites are
placed on tall poles, lattice-type towers, or
existing  buildings. Local residents
sometimes object to cell sites in their
neighborhoods. If siting is a problem, it may
be worth considering using the special
process developed for siting Essential
Public Facilities.

Cable Television

TCI Cablevision of Yakima Valley, Inc. has
franchise agreements with Yakima County
and most of the cities. The TCI signal
originates from satellite dishes at key
locations ("head-ends"). Cable generally
follows electrical and telephone lines. Only
easements are needed, and are not usually
a problem. Anyone within 200 feet of the
cable can hook up; otherwise, there would
be an additional charge to the customer.

In addition, Northwest Cable Network offers
"wireless cable," which originates from a
transmitting antenna in the Union Gap area,

on Rattlesnake Ridge. Service is available
to customers within a 50-mile line-of-sight
radius. It does not fall under local regulation
since it does not use public rights-of-way.

Solid Waste

Three private haulers have certificates to
collect solid waste in the unincorporated
portions of Yakima County.

The County operates eight coin-operated
drop box facilities and has opened a Lower
Valley transfer station near the closed
Snipes Mountain Landfill. The County Solid
Waste plan calls for the County’s rural area,
including rural cities, to be serviced by a
drop-off recycling system.

Yakima County owns and operates the
Terrace Heights and Cheyne Road
Landfills, which serve all of the County
except the Yakima Training Center. The
Yakama Indian  Nation has been
transporting its waste to Cheyne Road
Landfill since its landfill closed in October
1993. The Terrace Heights landfill is
expected to reach capacity between 2003
and 2006.

The growing number of customers has
reduced the capacity of the currently
permitted portion of the Cheyne Road
Landfill from 20 to 14 vyears, or until
between 2005 and 2008. The landfill
currently occupies 40 acres of a 960 acre
site, and the site could be expanded to
provide additional capacity. Approximately
five years before the projected closure of
the two landfills, the County plans to study
the feasibility of expanding the existing
sites, developing new in-County disposal
sites, and exporting waste.
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UTILITIES: — GOALS — AND - B0 e County planning materiais such
POLICIES !

GENERAL UTILITY

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 1

The County must plan for the utility and land use
needs in a consistent manner, to ensure that
growth occurs in areas which can be served by
necessary utilities. This requires coordination
with service providers for the location and timing
of utility installation. This goal and its policies
define how the coordination should take place.

GOAL UT 1: Ensure that necessary and
adequate utilities are provided to all
development in Yakima County in a cost
effective manner consistent with Plan
2015.

POLICIES:

UT 1.1 Adopt and implement separate utility
level of service standards for urban and
rural areas.

UT 1.2 Ensure consistency  of  utility
elements and utility plans by co-
ordinating plans among adjacent juris-
dictions.

UT 1.3 Develop interlocal agreements to
coordinate procedures and standards in
urban growth areas.

UT 1.4 Develop a coordinated process for
siting regional utility facilities in a timely
manner.

UT 1.5 Consult with service providers as
part of the process of identifying land
useful for future planned development
and for the sharing of utility corridors.

UT 1.6 Coordinate the installation of utility
facilities among utility service providers
and with other infrastructure providers.

as land wuse categories, population
forecasts, etc. so that their utility delivery
plans are accurate.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 2

Utility  corridors, especially above-ground
utilities, can have an impact on the natural
environment. Camouflaging or screening utility
structures and opening up utility corridors for
trail or other recreational use can lessen the
utilities' visual and physical impact on the natural
environment. This goal and its policies describe
steps that can be taken to lessen the impact of
utilities.

GOAL UT 2:  Reasonably protect the
physical and natural environment while
providing utilities.

POLICIES:

UT 2.1 Whenever possible, utility corridors
should be made available for recreational
use when such use does not negatively
impact adjacent land uses and does not
pose a public health or safety hazard, or
result in property damage on adjacent
lands.

UT 2.2 Encourage private utility structures
(e.g., electric substations) to have design
and screening that is compatible in bulk
and scale with surrounding land uses.

UT 2.3 Assist and facilitate the siting of
utility-related infrastructure in a manner
consistent with Plan 2015 through land
use planning and development review
policies and procedures.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 3

Utility services are costly to the community. To
the extent that location and timing of utility
service installation can be coordinated, the
community will save on the cost of utility
provision. This goal and its policies suggest
coordination methods that may be cost effective
over the long term.
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GOAL UT 3: Ensure cost effective provi-
sion of utility services.

POLICIES:

UT 3.1 Utility services should be provided in
accordance with approved utility compre-
hensive plans that are consistent with
future population projections and the
preferred land use categories defined by
Plan 2015.

UT 3.2 Solicit community input prior to
county approval of private utility facilities
which may significantly impact the
surrounding community.

UT 3.3 Support electricity, natural gas, and
water efficiency programs that include
guantitative objectives for reducing
energy and water consumption, specific
programs to achieve objectives
(including regular audits of facilities), a
time schedule for implementation,
identification of responsible depart-
ments, energy accounting, and identified
sources of funding.

UT 3.4 Require timely and effective
notification of interested utilities of road
construction projects, and of mainten-
ance and upgrades of existing roads to
facilitate coordination of public and
private utility trenching activities.

UT 3.5 Require that utility permits be
considered simultaneously with the
proposals requesting service and, when
possible, approval of utility permits when
the project to be served is approved.

UT 3.6 Preserve right-of-way needed for
irrigation system maintenance.

WATER SUPPLY AND SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 4

Plan 2015 should define where water and sewer
systems are appropriate. Then depending upon
density and location of future development,
different solutions for utility provision can be
provided. The following policies offer guidance
regarding what type of systems are appropriate
for each land use category.

GOAL UT 4:  Ensure that water supply and
sewage disposal facilities throughout the
County support the desired land use, and
are consistent with other goals, policies
and objectives of Plan 2015.

POLICIES:

UT 4.1 Follow the guidance in Table I-2, the
Development Matrix for Ownership and
Management of Satellite Water and Sewer
Systems, to ensure that the level of water
and sewer service is appropriate and
consistent with the land use goals and
policies for each area of the County.

UT 4.2 Specific physical location and site
suitability should determine which of the
"required" water and sewer utilities listed
in Table I-2 is the most appropriate.

UT 4.3 Utilities for master planned resorts
and new communities should be
consistent with the guidance in Table I-2
for the land use category in which they
are located.

UT 4.4 Existing water companies, water
districts, and sewer districts should be
used if they have capacity to serve, but
new districts and companies should be
prohibited or at least discouraged.
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TABLE |-2: DEVELOPMENT MATRIX FOR OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT OF SATELLITE
WATER AND SEWER SYSTEMS
Number of Lots/Connections 2 3-4 5-8 9+
WATER
URBAN 3 Options: 3 Options:
City; - City,
Existing Public . Existing Public Water System**;
Water System,** | . Yakima County under state -approved SMA program***
Exempt*
RURAL 3 Options: 2 Options: 3 Options: . State approved
. Existing Public . Existing Public . Existing Public SMA***
Water System®**; Water Water System®**;
Private System**; . County under state
Exempt* : Non-County approved SMA
SMA program***;
. Non-County SMA
SEWAGE
URBAN City, County or Other State Approved Operator
RURAL . Individual on-site septic only 2 Options: County
County; or
individual on-site
septic if public
water is available

* Exempt means that the public water system is exempt from being owned/operated by a city or the County, as provided for under
Policy note #7 below. Systems serving two lots/connections are also exempt from state DOH requirements.

** Existing public water system means state-approved water system.

*** Nob Hill Water Association and Yakima County are currently the Washington State Dept. Of Health approved SMAs.

Policy Notes:

1. UGA boundaries and rural land use categories will determine which of the required water and sewer utilities are most
appropriate.

2. Existing public water systems and sewer districts should be used if they have capacity and ability to serve. New public water
purveyors should be discouraged.

3. Minimum Fire Flow (for houses under 3600 sq ft): Ability to deliver 1,000 gallons per minute for 30 minutes, @ 20 psi. Urban:
Require minimum fire flow for 3 or more lots. Rural: Require minimum fire flow water where 5 or more lots are created, if any lot is
less than 1/3 acre, or for any development where 9 or more dwelling units or lots are created.

4. The size of individual lots must be at least 1/3 to Cacre depending on soils, even when public water supply is available, unless a
community sewer system is used. Public management and operation of a community sewer system is required by state law, except
as approved by the Dept. of Ecology (see WAC 173-240-104).

5. Urban only: Yakima County will only own or operate community water systems of 3 or more connections/lots; systems with 2
lots/connections will be required, where appropriate, but these systems are exempt from state public water system requirements.

6. Rural only: Yakima County or another approved and qualified Satellite System Management Agency (SMA) will operate and
manage water systems with 5-8 connections/lots. The County or other SMA (see LU-R 3.4) will be the sole owner and manager for
water systems with nine or more connections. Public water systems serving 3 to 4 lots/connections will be required, as appropriate,
but systems serving two lots/connections are exempt from state public system water requirements.

7. The Satellite System Management Agency (SMA) must be an established water service provider that has been approved by the
State of Washington. If one is not available, the Washington State Department of Health may conditionally approve a community
water system, provided that it has the financial resources and sufficient management to provide safe and reliable service, and meets
other requirements of RCW 70.119A.060.
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PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 5

A built in system of checks and balances to
measure anticipated future development needs
against the available water supply should be
implemented. These policies develop guidelines
to promote a checks and balances system while
encouraging efficient water use and water
resource planning.

GOAL UT5: Ensure that future develop-
ment does not exceed the available
amount of raw water.

POLICIES:

UT 5.1 Encourage water resource planning
to promote more efficient management
of both ground and surface water
resources.

{Amended 12/98. Previous Policy UT 5.2
deleted, policies UT 5.2 through UT 5.4
renumbered.}

UT 5.2 Develop specific guidelines for
determining the adequacy of water sup-
plies proposed to serve new parcels
and new structures and uses on
existing parcels.

UT 5.3 In conjunction with the Yakima
River Watershed Council and the
irrigation districts, evaluate the impli-
cations of the use of irrigation water for
residential landscaping.

UT 5.4 File on unappropriated water rights
within urban growth and transitional
areas.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 6

Rural area residents depend on groundwater
as their source of drinking water. Yet ground-
water contamination is a major concern in the
County. The purpose of this section is to
minimize the risk to groundwater for new

development, and to identify and mitigate
existing threats to the qualify of groundwater.

GOAL UT 6: Protect the quality of
groundwater used for domestic water
supplies.

POLICIES:

UT 6.1 Enforce existing regulations regard-
ing well construction and abandon-
ment.

UT 6.2 Implement a long-term groundwater
guantity and quality  monitoring
program for basins that provide
domestic water supplies.

UT 6.3 Minimize impacts of development
and agricultural practices on ground-
water supplies.

UT 6.4 Establish and enforce septic tank
regulations.

UT 6.5 Develop and enforce a wellhead
protection program.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 7

The city of Yakima takes most of its drinking
water from the Naches River, just below the
town of Naches. To protect this important
source of drinking water, Yakima County
should ensure that land use in the Naches and
Tieton watersheds does not impact water
quality in the tributaries that drain into the
Naches River.

GOAL UT 7: Protect the quality of
surface water used for potable water

supply.

POLICIES:

UT 7.1 Support cooperation with other
governmental agencies in conducting
source identification studies in the
Lower Naches River watershed (all
lands draining into the Naches River
below the confluence with the Tieton
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River) to determine the cause of
elevated pH levels and water
temperature.

UT 7.2 Encourage the use of best manage-
ment practices in the Lower Naches
River watershed, especially those
targeted to reducing pH and
temperature levels.

UT 7.3 Support cooperative efforts to
develop and implement a compre-
hensive water quality monitoring
program for the Upper Naches River
(above the confluence of the Naches
and Tieton rivers).

UT 7.4 Support water quality monitoring
efforts in the Upper Naches River and
Tieton rivers, and make information
available for these purposes.

UT 7.5 Participate with other agencies to
develop and implement water quality
information and educational programs
for recreational users of the Upper
Naches and Tieton River watersheds.

UT 7.6 Participate in cooperative forest
watershed management programs de-
signed to protect water quality.

UT 7.7 Participate in cooperative programs
to educate recreational users and
residents in the Naches and Tieton
River watersheds about proper sanitary
practices.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 8

A key component of water quality
management is to ensure the health, safety
and welfare of Yakima County residents. To
this end, existing problems must be mitigated,
and new water and sewer systems must be
installed in a manner which minimizes the risk
to public health and safety. This goal and its
policies encourages water quality manage-
ment to meet this objective.

GOAL UT 8: Ensure the safety of public
and private potable water systems.

POLICIES:

UT 8.1 Implement a satellite management
program for new or failing water
systems.

UT 8.2 Ensure that water service for new
development complies  with all
applicable laws and regulations,
including operating under an approved
water system plan.

UT 8.3 Review water plans to ensure that
they are compatible with land use plan-
ning.

UT 8.4 Require water systems to satisfy
current regulations when expanding
service to additional customers, with
the new customers paying for their fair
share of the cost of meeting current
standards or reducing the level of
service available to existing customers
(e.g., provide funds for future
replacement of undersized lines,
looping systems to increase fire flow
pressure, loss in pressure on maximum
demand day).

UT 8.5 Support the efforts of privately-
owned public water systems to bring
systems up to public standards, at
which point the County will consider
owning and operating them, if
requested. {Amended 12/98}

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 9

Water conservation should play a major role in
a community’s water resource management.
Two ways to meet this goal are educational
training on voluntary water use reduction and
requiring the installation of water conserving
devices in new construction. This goal and its
policies describe these methods and
encourage them as part of a water
conservation program.
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GOAL UT 9: Promote water con-
servation.

POLICIES:

UT 9.1 Encourage water purveyors to
create and implement water
conservation education programs.

UT 9.2 Require water conserving fixtures
in new buildings.

UT 9.3 Promote the wuse of water
conserving landscaping.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 10

In order to reduce wastewater and the costs
associated with treating it, water conservation
should play a major role in a community’s
water resource management. Two ways to
meet this goal are educational training on
voluntary water use reduction and requiring
the installation of water conserving devices in
new construction. This goal and its policies
follows the water conservation techniques to
reduce wastewater that needs to be treated.

GOAL UT 10: Minimize the amount of
wastewater that requires treatment.

POLICY:

UT 10.1 Follow policies UT 9.1-9.3,
which are designed to conserve
domestic water.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 11

To protect the health, safety and welfare of its
citizens, Yakima County should ensure the
quantity and quality of its water resources.
This goal and its policies addresses this issue
by requiring specific development standards
for water and sewer services throughout the
County.

GOAL UT 11: Protect surface and ground
water quality and quantity.

POLICIES:

uUT 11.1 Development proposed for
individual wells and septic systems
should be allowed only at densities
which meet self sufficiency standards.

UT 11.2 The intensity to which a specific
parcel can be wused should be
determined, to a large degree, by

regulations pertaining to
environmental, health, and safety
concerns.

UT 11.3 In areas where sewer is not
currently available but may be available
in the future, developers may be
required to sign sewer hook up
covenants and install dry lines from the
septic systems to the future sewer
easement.

uT 11.4 Encourage the appropriate use
of community/public  water and
sewerage systems in Rural Transitional
areas and other areas where small lots
are allowed.

UT 11.5 Require urban density
development within the urban growth
area to be served by public sewer
service.

UT 11.6 Municipal Public sewer service
should not be extended outside the
urban growth area unless:

Public sewer service will remedy an
existing ground water
contamination or other health
problem by replacing septic
systems and community on-site
sewage systems; or

A formal binding agreement to
service an approved planned
development was made prior to the
establishment of an Urban Growth
Area; or

It is mandated by the State
Department of Health, Ecology, or
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other regulatory agency with
jurisdiction over local ground water
quality.

uT 11.7 Interim on-site approved septic
systems may be permitted within the
urban growth area if public sewer
service is not available, only if:

Ground water protection policies
are enforced; and

The design incorporates stub-outs
to facilitate future hook-up; and

The applicant agreed not to object
to future Local Improvement
Districts (LID) or hook-up actions;
and

Land use densities and soil
conditions allow for safe operation
of the septic system.

uUT 11.8 Sewage system expansion must
be consistent with Yakima County’s
Plan 2015 and other land use planning
documents, as well as the sewage
treatment plant capacity.

UT 11.9 Review current local planning
and interlocal service agreements and
restructure governmental and financing
mechanisms as needed to ensure
timely, scheduled access to regional
sewer services.

URBAN WATER

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 12

To protect the health, safety and welfare of its
citizens, Yakima County should ensure the
quantity and quality of its water resources.
This goal and its policies addresses this issue
by requiring specific development standards
for water and sewer services in unincorporated
urban areas.

GOAL UT 12: Ensure protection of public
health, safety and welfare by safe-
guarding surface and groundwater
resources.

POLICIES:

uT 12.1 Require connection to public
drinking water supplies where
available.

UT 12.2 Establish a well tracking
program for all wells with a projected
yield less than the threshold for a water
right permit under state law.

UT 12.3 Establish minimum water
quality and quantity standards for
community wells.

uT 12.4 Encourage use of community
(public) water supply wells where area
wide public water supply systems are
not available.

uT 12.5 Establish well location and
construction standards that will
facilitate future interconnection with
other public water supply systems.

UT 12.6 Establish community well
monitoring/testing, operation and
maintenance programs.

uT 12.7 Encourage development or
consolidation of public water supplies
through:

County application for water rights
from the state for cluster develop-
ment;

Developing financing mechanisms
for public water supplies;

Establishing latecomer agreements
to compensate and encourage use
of existing public water supplies.
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RURAL WATER

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 13

To protect the health, safety and welfare of its
citizens, Yakima County should ensure the
quantity and quality of its water resources.
This goal and its policies addresses this issue
by requiring specific development standards
for water and sewer services in rural areas.

GOAL UT 13: Ensure groundwater re-
sources are safeguarded to protect
public health and welfare.

POLICIES:

UT 13.1 Limit number of wells
penetrating the aquifer to protect
groundwater quality and supply.

UT 13.2 Encourage use of community
(public) water supply.

UT 13.3 Establish monitoring/testing
and maintenance program for
community wells.

uUT 13.4 Establish a well tracking
program for all wells under 5,000
gallons per day.

UT 13.5 Establish well location
standards.

UT 13.6 Establish construction
standards for community wells.

uUT 13.7 Evaluate Ecology’'s well con-
struction standards.

UT 13.8 Encourage development and
consolidation of community water sup-
plies through:

County application for water rights
for cluster development;

Establishing financing methods for
public water supply;

Developing latecomers fees to
compensate/encourage  use  of
existing public water supplies.

NATURAL GAS

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 14

Natural gas can supplement electric power
needs in the County. This goal and its policies
encourages its use through cooperation with
the utility provider in the installation of new
lines in conjunction with road improvement or
new construction projects.

GOAL UT 14: Coordinate natural gas ser-
vice within Urban Growth Areas that
have or desire service.

POLICIES:

UT 14.1 Foster the extension of natural
gas distribution lines to and within
Urban Growth Areas that are served by
natural gas.

UT 14.2 Coordinate land use and facility
planning to allow eventual siting and
construction of natural gas distribution
lines within rights-of-way which are
being dedicated or within roads which
are being constructed or reconstructed.

SOLID WASTE

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 15

The cost of solid waste management is
becoming increasingly expensive. This goal
and its policies encourage continued
improvements in methods of reducing landfill
waste and recognizes that planning for future
land needs is an important cost-control
method.

GOAL UT 15: Manage the solid waste
system in a manner that cost
effectively preserves the environment
and protects the public health.
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POLICIES:

UT 15.1 Identify and adopt measures to
improve the energy efficiency of
recycling and trash collection, and
implement feasible and effective
measures.

UT 15.2 Review and revise the County
Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan at
least every five years; continue to
assess the need for solid waste
transfer facilities, recycling centers,
and materials recovery facilities,
identifying potential locations and
suggesting revisions to the zoning
code as needed. Ensure that adequate
numbers and locations for solid waste
drop boxes are maintained, fees are
held to reasonable levels and nuisance
abatement laws are rigorously en-
forced, in order to protect rural and
resource land owners from illegal
dumping.

UT 15.3 Provide an environmentally safe
bio-solids management program to
provide for present and future bio-
solids utilization needs.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 16

Solid waste management is expensive and
facilities are difficult to site. In order to reduce
the amount of waste that ends up in landfills,
this goal and its policies encourages recycling
and educational programs designed to reduce
and minimize waste.

GOAL UT 16: Improve existing waste
reduction/recycling programs.

POLICIES:

UT 16.1 In developing and implementing
waste reduction/recycling programs,
strive to maximize the use of local
markets, capabilities, and resources.

UT 16.2 Establish requirements for the
use of recycled and used materials in
construction activities undertaken by
the County or its contractors.

UT 16.3 Provide convenient recycling
opportunities to the public to maximize
participation in waste
reduction/recycling programs.

UT 16.4 Encourage owners of new and
existing multifamily, commercial and
industrial buildings to provide space
for separating and storing recyclable
materials.

UT 16.5 Encourage recipients of con-
struction and demolition permits to
separate, recycle, and/or reuse demo-
lition debris.

UT 16.6 Encourage applicants for con-
struction permits to use recycled and
used materials, where practicable.

Provide information on how and
where to obtain used and recycled
materials.

Assess the economic, legal, and
technical feasibility of requiring the
use of specific recycled or used
materials in certain types of con-
struction.

ELECTRICITY

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 17

System planners for electrical utilities design
and build their systems to follow population
and employment growth projections. The
electrical system is planned and designed to
serve the electrical loads that are projected,
based on county and city plans. Construction
is typically phased in as growth actually
occurs. Future electrical service plans are
designed for not only the new and increased
load from future growth, but changes to
improve reliability and power quality.
Availability of low cost, reliable electrical power
is an important consideration for many
industries. Transmission lines are typically
sited on a single pole, located within the road
right-of-way. Electrical substations are fenced,
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are generally impenetrable, are not energized
below nine feet, and are generally compatible
with most other land uses.

GOAL UT 17: Promote the delivery of
electrical services, on demand, within
the County consistent with utility’s
public service obligations.

POLICIES:

uT 17.1 Yakima County and the utilities
should identify and preserve corridors
to accommodate future electric power
transmission and distribution lines.
Corridors designation should include:

Identification of appropriate shared
uses;

Recognition of County roads as utility
corridors; and

Evaluation of proposed facility plans on
a system-wide basis, rather than
project by project.

uUT 17.2 When new, expanded or
upgraded transmission is required, use
of existing corridors should be
evaluated first. Yakima County should
facilitate appropriate corridor sharing
among different utility types and
owners.

uT 17.3 Yakima County should enco-
urage underground placement of exist-
ing distribution lines through such to-
ols as local improvement districts.

UT 17.4  Work with electrical utility
providers and neighboring jurisdictions
to meet regional service needs and to
accommodate future facility improve-
ments.

uT 17.5 Ensure there are sufficient
electric  utility facilities that are

sufficient to  support economic
development. Foster cooperation
among private enterprise, the County,
and the utility provider.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Telecommunications include electronic tran-
sportation of voice, data, video and multimedia
via both wire and wireless media.

PURPOSE STATEMENT UT 18
Telecommunications are important to Yakima
County’s economic future. This goal and its
policies supports the installation of tele-
communication systems, encourages coordi-
nation with service providers, and seeks to
reduce telecommunications' impact on the
physical and natural environment.

GOAL UT 18: Promote reliable and cost-
effective telecommunication systems
to facilitate communication among
members of the public, public
institutions, and business.

POLICIES:

UT 18.1 The County’s development reg-
ulations should be flexible and recep-
tive to innovations and advances in
telecommunications technology.

UT 18.2 Minimize visual impacts when
authorizing the siting of new

telecommunication facilities by
requiring low visibility technology,

including:
- Reduced heights;

Low mass/slender profile poles;
Use of existing towers and
buildings;
co-locating multiple users on a
single site/facility; and,
requiring abandonment of older
telecommunication sites when
new site approvals are author-
ized. {Amended 12/98}
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TRANSPORTATION

INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE

People and goods are connected to one
another via a community’s transportation
system. These transportation systems
consist of facilities that accommodate many
modes of transport including cars, trucks,
buses, bicycles, pedestrians, railcars, and
airplanes. The primary focus of Yakima
County's transportation system is the
County-owned facilities that serve motorized
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.

Yakima County’s population and
employment will increase significantly over
the next 20 years. This anticipated growth
will result in an increase in traffic traveling
to, from, through, and within the County.
Transportation strategies must be developed
to maintain acceptable levels of service for
the County’s transportation system as this
growth occurs.

The Transportation Element of Plan 2015
serves as Yakima County's action plan to
provide the transportation strategies
necessary to accommodate future growth.
The element combines technical and
financial analyses for the County’s

transportation system through a
methodology which meets the requirements
of the GMA. It identifies existing
transportation system characteristics,

establishes level of service ratings, identifies
existing and future deficiencies based on the
established level of service, develops
improvement projects and strategies to
mitigate deficiencies, and analyzes projected

revenues to ensure that necessary improve-
ments will be constructed concurrent with
demand.

MAJOR ISSUES

The following issues were identified by the
Transportation Advisory Group as major
transportation issues:

Safety

The citizens of Yakima County place
considerable importance on the safety of the
transportation system. Accidents are not
only traumatic on a personal level, but are
also costly for society. These costs are felt
in the form of increased medical costs, lost
work time and economic productivity, and
loss of property and possessions.
Maintaining and improving the safety of the
Yakima County transportation system by
reducing or preventing accidents is a top
priority. Widening roads, providing or
improving pedestrian facilities, providing
street lights, correcting high accident
locations, and providing road signs are some
of the ways safety of the transportation
system can be enhanced.

Mobility

Efficient movement of people and goods is
very important to the citizens of Yakima
County because it enhances the economic
vitality and quality of life of the region.
Population is projected to continue
increasing and the vehicle miles traveled are
projected to increase at a faster rate than
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the population growth. The existing
transportation infrastructure represents a
significant investment of capital and labor.
To protect this investment, the capacity and
condition of the system need to be
maintained. Mobility also affects the quality
of life of the people. Maintaining the mobility
of the transportation system will ensure that
the quality of life and the economic vitality
are not degraded. Widening narrow roads,
adding additional lanes, adding pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, and improving traffic
circulation are some of the ways mobility of
the transportation system can be enhanced.

Economic Development

Transportation involves the movement of
people and goods. An efficient transportation
system contributes to the economic well-
being of Yakima County. Economic
development can be improved or enhanced
by careful selection of transportation
improvements. Maintaining or improving the
economic vitality of Yakima County provides
employment opportunities, adds to the
qguality of life, and improves or maintains
Yakima  County revenues. Providing
adequate lane widths, increased turning radii
at intersections, improved road curvature
and vertical grades all are ways to enhance
truck traffic as well as tourist and recreation
traffic.

Alternative Modes

For most of this century, transportation
improvements have emphasized the
movement of motorized vehicles, especially
automobiles. Alternative modes, such as
bicycling and walking, have not been
stressed. This emphasis has resulted in a
transportation system largely centered
around the automobile. It is expected that
the automobile will continue to account for
the majority of transportation trips in the
foreseeable future, both in the number of
trips and in the distance traveled. However,
there is a recognition that alternative

nonmotorized modes can play an important
role in the transportation system, especially
for relatively short trips. Encouraging these
modes can lessen congestion, reduce
maintenance of the built infrastructure, and
reduce air pollution while providing health
benefits to the users. To select these
modes, transportation facilities must be
provided for alternative modes that are safe
for both the nonmotorized users and the
motorized vehicles.

Neighborhood Needs

The transportation system  provides
significant benefits to both the general public
and to local neighborhoods. Neighborhood
transportation projects can be designed to
improve pedestrian facilities, traffic flow,
and/or neighborhood safety. When
transportation improvements are
constructed, it is important to address the
needs of the general public, individuals,
properties, and neighborhoods affected by
the project. Using appropriate funding
sources, Yakima County will work with local
residents to make local transportation
improvements. Improving circulation for
vehicles and nonmotorized modes of trans-
portation within a neighborhood are ways to
reduce traffic impacts and to enhance the
sense of community.

Transportation Demand Management

Most solutions to increasing transportation
system demands involve increasing the
system capacity. This method is appropriate
in many circumstances. However, in some
cases, the capacity of the system can be
"increased" by seeking to reduce the
demand on the system. Not all
transportation demand measures are
appropriate to Yakima County. However, by
selecting effective demand management
measures, transportation system demand
can be reduced and system capacity can be
essentially "increased" at a lower cost.
Effective demand management measures
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can have the added benefit of reducing air
pollution. In addition, there is a strong
connection between land use and its impact
on the adjacent transportation system. By
proper and effective land use planning,
demand placed on the transportation system
by the adjacent land uses can be directed to
corridors that have excess capacity, or have
future improvements planned. The demand
on a transportation system can be managed
by providing opportunities to reduce the
number of vehicles using the roadway
system.

Funding

Financial resources necessarily constrain
the number of transportation projects
agencies are able to perform. In order to
maximize the number of transportation
projects it is important to aggressively
search for available funding opportunities. It
is also important to utilize the funds
available to Yakima County in as efficient a
manner as possible exercising fiscal
prudence and innovative funding methods.
Prioritization of projects permits the most
important projects to be constructed first to
better utilize limited available funds. Using a
combination of these methods will maximize
the number of transportation projects
Yakima County can construct or enact for its
citizens.

CONSIDERATIONS

Concurrency

The GMA requires transportation facilities to
be concurrent with development.  This
means that transportation facilities must be
in place and in use within six years of the
impacts of the development.

Inventory

An inventory of the existing transportation
facilities provides a summary of the different
types of facilities, the number of miles, the
functional classification, and the different
pavement types. A few data stand out. The
total number of miles of County-maintained
roads is 1,736.68. Of this total 1,601.25
miles (92%) are rural roads.

There are a number of transportation
facilities within Yakima County that are not
operated or maintained by Yakima County.
These facilities include public transit,
airports, rail lines, transportation demand
management facilities, taxis, and intercity
bus service. An overview of these facilities
is presented in the Transportation Element.

Level of Service

Level of service (LOS) quantitatively
measures the roadway capacity or physical
characteristics of roads. The Transportation
Element sets minimum LOS ratings. The
LOS ratings evaluate the current trans-
portation system, and the transportation
system as it is expected to be in six years
and in 20 vyears. Roadway LOS is
determined using a method unique to
Yakima County that analyzes the physical
characteristics of the road taking into
account safety, mobility, economic develop-
ment, and alternative modes. The element
also sets LOS ratings based upon roadway
capacity.

Transportation Improvement Program
The Transportation Improvement Program
identifies specific projects that are needed to
mitigate impacts to the transportation
system due to existing system deficiencies
and expected future growth. Growth in
population, employment, and traffic will
create a need to improve some areas of the
transportation  system  where existing
facilities are inadequate.
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TIP projects are identified for the six-year
(1997-2002) and twenty-year (2002-2015)
time frames.

Finance Plan

The Growth Management Act requires that
the list of projects must be financially
feasible. The Finance Plan identifies
transportation revenue sources that are
available for the maintenance, admini-
stration, operation, and improvement of
Yakima County's transportation system.
Included in the plan for 1997-2002 are a
review of anticipated revenues, budgeted
program  expenditures, a listing of
transportation improvement projects, and a
summary of local, state, and federal
resources available to meet the identified
transportation needs.

Local revenue sources include the Motor
Vehicle Fuel Tax, County Road Levy, and
Federal Forest Payments. Potential federal
revenue sources include the Surface Trans-
portation Program (STP) Regional Com-
petitive, STP Statewide Competitive, STP
Hazard Elimination, and STP Enhancement
grant funds.

State revenue sources include the Urban
Arterial Trust Account, Transportation
Improvement Account, a bridge replacement
program, County Arterial Preservation Pro-
gram, and Rural Arterial Program. Additional
revenue sources include grants from the
Washington State Department of Trans-
portation (WSDOT), payments from cities in
Yakima County, and Road Improvement
Districts (RIDs).

TRANSPORTATION:
AND POLICIES

GOALS

The foundation for the Transportation
Element is the transportation goals and
policies developed by Yakima County in
conjunction with the Transportation Advisory

Group (TAG). The TAG is composed of
transportation professionals and citizens
with transportation interests. The group
members represented the interests of
homebuilders, agriculture, the trucking
industry, bicyclists, transit, and other
governmental agencies whose trans-
portation systems interconnect with Yakima
County's.

The overall mission statement developed by
the TAG for the Transportation Element is:

MISSION: Produce an economically-
viable, Comprehensive Transportation
Plan that will guide the development
of a responsive, coordinated
transportation system.

TRANSPORTATION PLAN
DEVELOPMENT

PURPOSE STATEMENT T1

The Growth Management Act requires
consistency with other parts of Plan 2015 and
coordination with other jurisdictions. Goal T1
includes this requirement of GMA, and seeks to
ensure that the Transportation Element is
consistent within itself and with other elements of
Plan 2015. Goals and policies can be
complementary or balance one another, but
should not contradict one another or other
elements of Plan 2015. It is also important to
coordinate the element with other agencies since
the County transportation system is linked with
the state highway system and the systems of the
cities within the County. Transportation affects
many agencies, industries, and citizen groups. It
is important that the Transportation Element be
coordinated with these various interest groups,
and that their input be sought. This can help in
the selection of transportation projects, and allow
them to proceed more quickly with fewer delays
and greater benefits to the citizens of Yakima
County.
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GOAL T1: Produce a consistent, coordinated
Comprehensive Transportation Plan.

POLICIES:

T1.1 Maintain consistency between Plan
2015 and the Yakima County Comp-
rehensive Transportation Plan.

T1.2 Obtain participation and commitment
from Yakima County departments, cities,
the Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (RTPO), and the Washington
State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT), consistent with the
requirements of RCW 47.80.

T1.3 Ensure compliance with RCW
36.70A.106, requiring the WSDOT, or any
other state agency, to comply with the
Yakima County Comprehensive Trans-
portation Plan.

T1.4 Update the Project Listing section of
the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
following approval of the Six-Year Trans-
portation Improvement Program.

T1.5 Review and update the
Comprehensive  Transportation Plan
every five years.

T1.6 Coordinate the development of the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan with
other jurisdictions in Yakima County.

T1.7 Provide Yakima County input into the
development of the WSDOT Trans-
portation Plan.

T1.8 Develop consistent standards with
cities in Urban Growth Areas (UGAS).

PURPOSE STATEMENT T2

Yakima County is here to serve the needs of its
citizens. By identifying the needs of the citizens
of Yakima County, transportation projects can be
chosen that most specifically meet the needs of
our citizens. This is accomplished by seeking
citizen input through an advisory group, public
meetings and hearings, receiving verbal and
written comments, and/or through the exercise of

professional judgment. Professional judgment
recognizes fundamental principles of
transportation planning and engineering which
benefit the users and the general public.

GOAL T2: Identify the transportation needs
of the citizens of Yakima County.

POLICIES:

T2.1 Encourage and facilitate meaningful
public involvement throughout plan deve-
lopment and implementation.

T2.2 Recognize citizen input as critical
material for plan content.

T2.3 Convene a Transportation Advisory
Group (TAG) to serve as a representative
forum for public opinion during the deve-
lopment of the plan.

T2.4 Exercise the commitment to public
involvement in transportation planning by
developing a procedure for handling
public information requests and
comments.

T2.5 Encourage and facilitate meaningful
public involvement at the project level.

PURPOSE STATEMENT T3

Financial resources necessarily constrain the
number of projects agencies are able to perform.
In order to maximize the number of transportation
projects able to be accomplished for the citizens
of Yakima County, it is important to aggressively
search for available funding opportunities. It is
also important to utilize the funds available to
Yakima County in as efficient a manner as
possible, exercising fiscal prudence and
innovative funding methods. Prioritization of
projects permits the most important projects to be
constructed first to better utilize limited available
funds. Using a combination of these methods will
maximize the number of transportation projects
Yakima County can construct or enact for its
citizens.
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GOAL T3: Maximize the use of financial
resources.

POLICIES:

T3.1 Identify and employ intergovern-
mental funding resources for trans-
portation improvements whenever
possible.

T3.2 Aggressively seek funding oppor-
tunities for safety, mobility, intermodal,
bicycle, pedestrian, neighborhood, and
transportation demand management
improvements.

T3.3 Employ innovative transportation
financing solutions (e.g., Road Improve-
ment Districts, Transportation Benefit
Districts, Focused Public Investment
Areas).

T3.4 Maximize the use of public-private
partnerships to finance transportation
improvements.

T3.5 Ensure that future development
contributes a proportionate share of
costs for transportation improvements
needed to maintain adopted level of
service standards.

T3.6 Evaluate transportation concurrency
requirements using existing financial
resources and realistic revenue pro-
jections.

T3.7 Prioritize projects to ensure that
funds are allocated to areas that meet the
goals and policies of this plan.

T3.8 Adjust project schedules to maximize
resources.

T3.9 Streamline the process for evaluating
the transportation component of develop-
ment applications.

T3.10 Avoid diverting transportation funds
to nontransportation functions.

T3.11 Exercise the County's authority to
apply local tax options to transportation
improvements.

T3.12 Pursue interlocal agreements with
cities that reimburse the County for
locally funded transportation improve-
ments that are annexed into cities within
ten years of their completion.

T3.13 Maximize revenue available for
transportation improvement projects by
reducing escalating expenditures on
short-term maintenance activities and
implementing long term improvement
strategies.

PURPOSE STATEMENT T4

Protecting the environment is a priority in Yakima
County. One important way to protect the
environment is avoid or minimize development of
environmentally sensitive areas. However, there
are times when development of these and other
areas is necessary to address other needs of the
citizenry. When development occurs, the
adverse effects caused by development need to
be minimized, and strategies need to be
employed which lessen the impacts. Also, motor
vehicles contribute to air pollution. The impacts
tend to be most acute in the more densely settled
areas. To address this concern and to be
consistent with the federal Clean Air Act, only
those transportation improvement projects that
maintain or improve air quality will be
implemented. In the past, the Yakima
Metropolitan Area has exceeded acceptable
levels for carbon monoxide and small particulate
pollutants.

GOAL T4: Balance environmental impacts
and system needs when planning trans-
portation improvements.

POLICIES:

T4.1 Analyze and consider alternatives to
transportation improvement projects
where significant adverse environmental
impacts have been identified.
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T4.2 Employ mitigation strategies to
minimize unavoidable adverse environ-
mental impacts of transportation improve-
ments.

T4.3 Implement transportation improve-
ment projects that maintain or improve air
quality.

SAFETY

PURPOSE STATEMENT T5

The citizens of Yakima County place
considerable importance on the safety of the
transportation system. Accidents are not only
traumatic on a personal level, but are also costly
for society. These costs are felt in the form of
increased medical costs, lost work time and
economic productivity, and loss of property and
possessions. Maintaining and improving the
safety of the Yakima County transportation
system by reducing or preventing accidents is a
top priority.

GOAL T5: Promote safety through effective
transportation improvements and
maintenance operations.

POLICIES:
T5.1 Include safety enhancements in trans-
portation projects.

T5.2 Include pedestrian enhancements in
transportation projects.

T5.3 Include street lighting enhancements
in accordance with this plan.

T5.4Monitor and maintain County road signs.

T5.5 Emphasize enforcement of speed
limits in areas where speeding is
identified as a significant safety hazard.

T5.6 Set speed limits based on an
engineering study as required by RCW
46.61.415 and in accordance with the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices.

T5.7 Construct transportation improve-
ment projects in accordance with the
design standards included in this plan.

T5.8 Develop and implement a road access
management plan that maintains or
enhances safety.

T5.9 Seek outside agency funding for
safety-related transportation improve-
ment projects.

T5.10 Include work zone safety re-
quirements on all County road permits
and all transportation improvement
projects.

T5.11 Maintain a work force trained in work
zone safety procedures.

T5.12 The installation of traffic control
devices will be according to the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

T5.13 Provide road striping on County
roadways according to the striping
standards in the  Comprehensive
Transportation Plan.

T5.14 Implement a Safety Management
System (SMS) to monitor accident history
on County roads to determine high
accident locations.

MOBILITY

PURPOSE STATEMENT T6

Efficient movement of people and goods is very
important to the citizens of Yakima County
because it enhances the economic vitality and
quality of life of the region. Population is
projected to continue increasing and the vehicle
miles traveled are projected to increase at a
faster rate than the population growth. The
existing transportation infrastructure represents a
significant investment of capital and labor. To
protect this investment, the capacity and
condition of the system need to be maintained.
Mobility also affects the quality of life of the
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people. Maintaining the transportation system
will ensure that the quality of life and the
economic vitality are not degraded.

GOAL T6: Improve and maintain the capacity
and condition of the County
transportation system.

POLICIES:

T6.1 Make preservation of the
transportation system the first priority
when planning transportation improve-
ments.

T6.2 Use a pavement management system
to program pavement maintenance.

T6.3 Develop a program and procedures
for maintenance management.

T6.4 Maintain adopted level of service
standards concurrent with development.
Concurrency shall be defined for system
impacts as it appears in RCW
36.70A.070(6). For project impacts,
concurrency shall be required at
occupancy or completion of substantial
project phases.

T6.5 Establish level of service thresholds
in the Comprehensive Transportation
Plan.

T6.6 Identify and improve deficient
transportation facilities based on a
priority system defined in this plan.

T6.7 Adopt by reference Yakima County's
street design standards.

T6.8 Develop a program prioritizing paving
of gravel roads.

T6.9 Improve connectivity of County roads
to provide more efficient travel.

T6.10 Develop and implement a road access
management plan that maintains or
enhances mobility.

T6.11 Require adequate off-street parking
for all developments in accordance with
County zoning regulations.

T6.12 Upgrade County bridges to eliminate
load limitations.

T6.13 Construct all County roads to a
structural standard that supports legal
loads.

T6.14 Program traffic signals for optimal
traffic flow.

T6.15 Require the construction of a public
road meeting County standards for
development projects that generate 160
or more daily vehicle trips.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

PURPOSE STATEMENT T7

Transportation involves the movement of people
and goods. An efficient transportation system
contributes to the economic well-being of Yakima
County. Economic development can be
improved or enhanced by careful selection of
transportation improvements.  Maintaining or
improving the economic vitality of Yakima County
provides employment opportunities, adds to the
quality of life, and improves or maintains Yakima
County revenues.

GOAL T7: Enhance economic development
through transportation improvements.

POLICIES:
T7.1 Use transportation improvements to
support Plan 2015 land use policies.

T7.2 Include an economic development
component in the level of service criteria
that considers freight and goods mobility,
intermodal connections, etc. (tourism,
recreation).

T7.3 Implement transportation improve-
ment projects that enhance economic
development.
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T7.4  Create "truck-friendly" corridors to
facilitate the movement of freight and
goods in Yakima County.

T7.5 Ensure that adequate access is
provided to business and employment
centers.

T7.6 Develop an intermodal freight and
goods mobility strategy.

T7.7 Collaborate with  other service
providers to improve facilities for air
cargo transport. Identify needs for
additional air cargo facilities as they arise.

T7.8 Collaborate with  other service
providers to improve facilities for rail
cargo transport. Identify needs for
additional rail cargo facilities as they
arise.

T7.9 Prioritize improvements to facilities
that are critical components of intermodal
transportation systems (e.g. roads
leading to the airport, rail transfer
facilities, etc.).

T7.10 Collaborate with other service
providers to improve facilities for tourism
transportation needs. Identify needs for
tourism improvements as they arise.

ALTERNATIVE MODES

PURPOSE STATEMENT T8

For most of this century, transportation
improvements have emphasized the movement
of motorized vehicles, especially automobiles.
Alternative modes, such as bicycling and
walking, have not been stressed. This emphasis
has resulted in a transportation system largely
centered around the automobile. It is expected
that the automobile will continue to account for
the majority of transportation trips in the
foreseeable future, both in the number of trips
and in the distance traveled. However, there is a
recognition that alternative nonmotorized modes
can play an important role in the transportation

system, especially for relatively short trips.
Encouraging these modes can lessen
congestion, reduce maintenance of the built
infrastructure, and reduce air pollution while
providing health benefits to the users. To select
these modes, transportation facilities must be
provided for alternative modes that are safe for
both the nonmotorized users and the motorized
vehicles.

GOAL T8: Encourage  alternative  trans-
portation modes.

POLICIES:
T8.1 Establish level of service thresholds
for alternative modes in the

Comprehensive Transportation Plan.

T8.2 Implement projects identified in this
transportation plan that improve
alternative modes.

T8.3 Consider the needs of future transit
service when planning transportation
projects.

T8.4 Develop a coordinated system for
bikeways, walkways and trails, em-
phasizing route connectivity in
conjunction with other jurisdictions.

T8.5 Adopt and apply consistent design
standards for bicycle and pedestrian
facilities constructed and maintained
within Yakima County.

T8.6 Collaborate with other service
providers to improve facilities for air
passenger transportation. Identify
opportunities for additional air passenger
facilities as they arise.

T8.7 Collaborate with other service
providers to improve facilities for rail
passenger transport. Identify oppor-
tunities for additional rail passenger
facilities as they arise.

T8.8 Collaborate with other service
providers to improve transit facilities.
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Identify opportunities for additional transit
facilities as they arise.

T8.9 Consider joint use of appropriate
utility corridors as bicycle and pedestrian
corridors.

T8.10 Support education programs that
focus on safe bicycle use of the
transportation system for both recre-
ational and transportation purposes.

T8.11 Support alternative transportation
education for County residents.

T8.12 Support land use strategies and site
design methods that improve and en-
courage alternative transportation modes.

NEIGHBORHOOD NEEDS

PURPOSE STATEMENT T9

The transportation system provides significant
benefits to both the general public and to local
neighborhoods.  Neighborhood transportation
projects can be designed to improve pedestrian
facilities, traffic flow, and/or neighborhood safety.
When transportation improvements are con-
structed, it is important to address the needs of
the general public, individuals, properties, and
neighborhoods affected by the project. Using
appropriate funding sources, Yakima County will
work with local residents to make local
transportation improvements.

GOAL T9: Consider neighborhood needs in
the development of transportation
improvements.

POLICIES:

T9.1 Encourage pedestrian mobility in
neighborhoods by providing pedestrian
facilities in accordance with this plan.

T9.2 Develop and implement traffic calming
strategies to reduce traffic impacts on
urban access roads where appropriate.

T9.3 Require street lighting in urban
neighborhoods.

T9.4  Accept private roads into the County
road system when the roads have been
improved to the County road standards
and right-of-way has been dedicated to
the County.

T9.5 Promote a sense of community in
neighborhoods by improving circulation.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND
MANAGEMENT

PURPOSE STATEMENT T10
Most solutions to increasing transportation
system demands involve increasing the system
capacity. This method is appropriate in many
circumstances. However, in some cases, the
capacity of the system can be "increased" by
seeking to reduce the demand on the system.
Not all transportation demand measures are
appropriate to Yakima County. However, by
selecting effective demand management
measures, transportation system demand can be
reduced and system capacity can be essentially
“increased" at a lower cost. Effective demand
management measures can have the added
benefit of reducing air pollution. In addition, there
is a strong connection between land use and its
impact on the adjacent transportation system. By
proper and effective land use planning, demand
placed on the transportation system by the
adjacent land uses can be directed to areas that
have excess capacity, or have future
improvements planned.
GOAL T10: Reduce transportation demand
through land use planning and effective
demand management programs.

POLICIES:

T10.1 Develop a transportation demand
management plan to increase and support
the capacity and efficiency of the
transportation system.

T10.2 Investigate the use of transportation
demand management techniques to
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provide interim relief in areas awaiting
concurrency improvements.

T10.3 Evaluate the success of transport-
ation demand management techniques, in
order to develop a list of preferred
strategies for mitigation measures.

T10.4 Allow transportation demand man-
agement techniques to be used as a
portion of mitigation measures for
development (e.g. promote TDM and earn
credits toward impact fees).

T10.5 Administer Commute Trip Reduction
laws in unincorporated Yakima County.

T10.6 Encourage private-sector develop-
ment of telecommuting centers in rural
and urban areas of Yakima County.

T10.7 Control residential street development
and residential street access to reduce
roadway congestion.
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YAKIMA COUNTY
PROGRESS

CAPITAL FACILITIES

INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE

Capital facilities are characterized by long
useful life, and substantial cost. They do not
include the cost of operation or maintenance.
They include facilities that are provided by
Yakima County (i.e., County roads, parks, jail,
courthouse, landfill, etc.) and facilities that are
provided by other entities (i.e., schools, fire
stations, libraries, state roads, and most water
and sewer systems).

Capital facilities appear in more than one
element of the County's comprehensive plan.
For example, roads and transit facilities are
presented in the Transportation Element,
water and sewer facilities are contained in the
Utilities Element, and parks and recreational
facilities are in the Parks Element. Whenever
these elements identify a need for capital
improvements by Yakima County, the pro-
posed capital projects are listed in Chapter
XIl, the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) Element.
The CFP also contains all the capital improve-
ment projects for other types of County
facilities that do not appear in any other
element (i.e., jail, courthouse, etc.).

The CFP is a six-year plan for capital
improvements that support the County's
current and future population and economy.
The capital improvements are fully funded
(i.e., not a "Wish list"). One of the principal
criteria for identifying needed capital Improve-
ments is the standards for levels of service
(LOS). The CFP contains LOS standards for
each public facility, and requires that new
development be served by adequate facilities
(i.e., the "concurrency" requirement).

The CFP also contains broad goals and
specific policies that guide and implement the
provision of adequate public facilities.

In order for the CFP to work, three require-
ments must be met:

1. A baseline for service, called level of
service (LOS) standards, must be
adopted for each public facility. LOS
standards establish a quantity and
quality standard that each public
facility must meet.

2. Public facilities must be adequate to
support existing and new develop-
ment, at the time new development is
completed. This is called the "con-
currency" requirement.

3. Sufficient funding must be available to
meet the LOS standards, the con-
currency requirement, and to fully fund
each facility. If complete funding is
not available, the LOS standards may
have to be adjusted or other action
taken to ensure adequate public facil-
ities are established and maintained.

The CFP must also be consistent with Plan
2015's Land Use Element. Capital facilities
plans are required in Plan 2015 in order to:

1. Provide capital facilities for develop-
ment that is envisioned or authorized
by the Land Use Element of Plan
2015.

2. Maintain the quality of life for existing
and future residents by establishing
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and maintaining standards for the level
of service of capital facilities.

3. Coordinate and provide consistency
among the many plans for capital
improvements, including:

other elements of Plan 2015 (i.e.,
Transportation and Utilities Elements);

master plans and other studies of the
local government;

the plans for capital facilities of state
and/or regional significance;

the plans of other adjacent local
governments; and

the plans of special districts.

4, Ensure the timely provision of
adequate facilities as required in the
GMA.

5. Document all capital projects and their
financing.

The CFP is the element that makes the rest of
Plan 2015 real. By establishing levels of
service as the basis for providing capital
facilities and for achieving concurrency, the
CFP determines the quality of life in the
community. This requirement to fully finance
the CFP (or else revise the Land Use
Element) provides a check on the vision set
forth in the plan.

MAJOR ISSUES

Mitigation of Development Impacts
Yakima County led the state into the era of
regulatory reform by using its comprehensive
planning process to identify in advance the
mitigation requirements for proposed dev-
elopment projects. As a result of the
SEPA/GMA project in 1994-95 discussed in
Chapter 1ll of Plan 2015, Yakima County
developed an initial version of a "Mitigation
Model" and a "Cafeteria Plan" for satisfying
environmental impact mitigation obligations for
three categories of development projects. The
final report to the state’s Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Develop-
ment (CTED) on the mitigation model noted,
however, that there are a number of types of
public facilities for which research and
analysis was insufficient to determine miti-
gation requirements, and that such research
needs to be accomplished.

The 1995 Regulatory Reform Act (ESHB
1724, RCW 36.70B) calls on all local
governments to determine mitigation require-
ments by using their plans and regulations
(instead of case-by-case review under SEPA).
The state required local governments to
integrate their development review and
environmental review process by March 31,
1996. The mitigation model approach offers
one basis for meeting some of the require-
ments of ESHB 1724 and other regulatory
reform policies in Plan 2015.

Another highly debated major issue regarding
the financing of capital facilities in the
development of the CFP concerned the
SEPA/GMA project’s consideration of impact
fees as a mitigation option in the Cafeteria
Plan. Impact fees are authorized by Statute
for road, school, park and fire safety
improvements according to very specific
criteria (RCW 82.02). If the County ever
elects to add this optional revenue source,
additional documentation and calculation will
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be needed to comply with the impact fee law,
and an ordinance will need to be enacted,
following public hearings.

Infrastructure Cost Recovery

Fiscal imbalances occur among local
governments as a result of infrastructure
investments, and the archaic government
finance structure in Washington State.
Sometimes counties are at a disadvantage,
other times it is cities. For example, counties
sometimes install new roads, parks, etc., only
to have them annexed by cities. Conversely,
cities sometimes annex without adequate
urban-level infrastructure, and the city must
make the improvements to bring the facilities
up to municipal standards (i.e., curb, gutter
and sidewalk, public water and sewerage
systems). Many local governments through-
out Washington have established
mechanisms to address infrastructure and
annexation.

Yakima County needs to:

1. Prepare formulas for measuring
infrastructure _investment, and for
calculating revenue and cost sharing.
The level of sensitivity of the formulas
will need to be established. For
example, will it be sufficient to analyze
each source of revenue on a per
capita basis, or should the data be
normalized to represent the per capita
revenue per unit of revenue rate (i.e.,
property taxes per capita vs. property
taxes per capita per $1.00 of tax
levy)? The latter will require more
research, but will take into account
differences in tax base.

How do County-adopted LOS stand-
ards compare with those of cities for
urban growth areas?

3. Develop methods for addressing fiscal
disparity among providers of public
services/facilities, including a review of
the causes of the imbalance, an
examination of the alternatives avail-
able to address the causes, and
selection of the alternative with the
best prospects for remedying the
imbalance. The methodology should
address process issues (who parti-
cipates, what procedures) and tech-
nical issues (framework for formulas).

4, Develop  specific  formulas  for
calculating the fiscal adjustments
needed to balance fiscal inequities.
Formulas are needed that will
calculate gross and net costs and
revenues, and the net cash flow for
each provider of the particular public
service or facility that is the subject of
review.

Siting of Essential Public Facilities

Yakima County has taken the first step
required by the Growth Management Act
regarding public facilities that are essential to
the community, but which are difficult to site at
an acceptable location (i.e., jails, landfills,
sewage treatment, etc.). So far, the County
has adopted County-wide Planning Policies
C.1-C.3, which are reflected in Plan 2015
policies CF 9.1-9.2. The policies provide the
framework for action, and the County will need
to take the actions specified by the framewaork:

1. Appoint the advisory committee that
2. Evaluate level of service as a variable. will evaluate proposed facilities and
For example, how should cost and sites.
revenue data be adjusted to account
for differences in levels of service? Is 2. Assemble a list of proposed facilities
level of service the cause or the effect and sites.
of disparate revenues and costs?
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3. Prepare analysis of potential positive
and negative impacts of each project
on the economy, the environment, and
community character.

4, Develop specific criteria for evaluating
sites for the proposed project.

5. Identify measures that minimize and/or
mitigate physical impacts (e.g., noise,
odor, public safety).

6. Identify measures that minimize and/or
mitigate fiscal impacts (i.e., costs of
infrastructure to serve the facility, loss
of tax revenue due to public ownership

of land, etc.).

7. Identify potential sites and analyze
each site.

8. Obtain public opinion about facility

sites and the analysis of each site.

9. Rank the sites on the basis of the
analysis, criteria, and public opinion.

10. Coordinate the results with the agency
that provides the essential public
facilities.

Service Agreements

The providers of public facilities and services
(i.e., Yakima County, city governments and
special purpose districts) have initiated a
program called the Government Services
Forum to identify opportunities for increasing
the efficiency and effectiveness of govern-
mental services.

Through the Government Services Forum,
jurisdictions implement the requirements of
RCW 36.115 [SSB 5038]. The legislative
intent is "to establish a flexible process by
which local governments enter into service
agreements that will establish which juris-
diction should provide various local govern-

ment services and facilities within specified
geographic areas and how those services and
facilities will be financed."

Focused Public Investment

The Capital Facilities Plan provides for public
facilities in various locations in the County.
Focused public investment targets capital
improvement expenditures in public invest-
ment areas to produce "fully-served land" for
development. Focused public investment
maximizes the use of limited public funds by
coordinating government expenditures and
focusing development first in some areas,
then in others. The targeted public investment
is an incentive to development to occur where
the public's capital investment is focused. In
order for public investment to be focused to
produce fully-served land, the County and
other service providers will need to resolve the
following issues: (1) what criteria should be
used to prioritize public investments, and (2)
how should areas be selected for targeted
investment?

Level of Service Measures

Most governments try to keep their plans
"simple" by using a single measure of level of
service for each type of public facility which
tests the capacity (i.e., quantity) of the facility
compared to the amount consumed or need-
ed. The results are simple, but also simplistic.
Single measures are easy to understand, but
they miss important facets of the performance
of public facilities, such as quality, public
acceptance, efficiency, health and safety.

For example, a single measure of the
volume/capacity ratio of streets and roads
does not address safety, accessibility, or
condition of the roadway surface. Local
governments can use more than one
measurement to test the adequacy of public
facilities and the County has done so with its
transportation system LOS measures.
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Yakima County needs to continuously
examine all of its standards to determine if
there are opportunities to develop and use
standards that better represent the many
characteristics of public facilities.

There are three ways to use multiple
measures of adequacy:

1. Each measure could constitute a
separate test of adequacy, and the
standard for each measure must be
met in order to approve development;

2. Multiple measures could be treated as
a checklist of standards, and develop-
ment would have to comply with X% of
the individual items on the list (i.e.,
51% of items, or 75%, or ?%); or

3. Multiple measures could be used as
the basis of an index, and a pre-
determined score would constitute
"adequacy" on the index. This ap-
proach would allow some "averaging"
of results because high scores on
some of the measures would offset
low scores on other measures in the
index.

LOS in Urban and Rural Areas

The Growth Management Act requires urban
levels of service to be provided in urban
growth areas, and not in rural areas. Yakima
County has developed initial standards for
levels of service for public facilities. The
County will need to continue to develop
clearer distinctions between urban and rural
levels of service. Improvement of level of
service measures (described above) will be
the first step, but the County will then need to
identify which facilities need separate urban
and rural levels of service. For example, water
and sewer service is generally through central
systems in urban areas, and through wells
and septic tanks in rural areas. The standards
for water and sewer could differ from urban to

rural. Conversely, correctional facilities serve
the entire County, thus a single uniform level
of service is appropriate in urban and rural
areas.

The County needs to categorize public
facilities according to uniformity or difference
between urban and rural areas. For each
facility where differences are warranted, the
County needs to develop specific standards
for urban areas that differ from those in rural
areas.

Regional Infrastructure and Service
Delivery

There are a number of public facilities and
services that are currently provided by various
governments and districts that may be
provided more efficiently on a regional basis.
Regional approaches to some services have
proven successful in other parts of the Pacific
Northwest (i.e., Portland and King County-
Metro). Regional park districts have proven
useful to some areas.

For regional service provision, the geo-
graphical area with the greatest promise is the
Upper Valley. The facilities that would be
most suitable include utilities (i.e., water, sew-
er, storm water, solid waste), transit, and
parks and recreation.

Yakima County, its cities and districts need to
explore the feasibility of regional facilities and
services. In particular, background research
is needed to document the experience of other
jurisdictions, analyze the extent to which such
experience is relevant to Yakima County, and
analyze alternative approaches for providing
selected facilities and services on a regional
basis. Yakima County will need to consider
taking on service provider roles where cities,
special districts and other service providers
cannot otherwise provide services.

CONSIDERATIONS

May 1997; amended December 1998

[-123



Plan 2015
Policy Plan

The GMA requires the CFP to identify public
facilities that will be required during the six
years following Plan 2015 adoption. The CFP
must outline where the facilities will be locat-
ed, how much they will cost, and what
revenue sources will be used to fund the
facilities. The CFP must be financially feas-
ible: in other words, dependable revenue
sources must equal or exceed anticipated
costs. If the costs exceed the revenue, the
County must reduce its level of service,
reduce costs, or modify the land use element
to bring development into balance with
available or affordable facilities.

Levels of Service

Levels of service are usually quantifiable
measures of the amount of public facilities
that are provided to the community. Levels of
service may also measure the quality of some
public facilities. For example, water is meas-
ured both in the number of gallons available to
each customer per day and the quality of that
water. The amount and quality reflect a level
of service.

Concurrency

Concurrency means that adequate public
facilities will be in place to support new
development before the impacts of that
development would take place. For example,
a new subdivision would require adequate
water and sewer services, as well as
adequate roads to serve the new residents.
Under concurrency, those facilities must be in
place when the residents move in. (Under
Washington's GMA, transportation facilities
and/or strategies are considered concurrent if
they are available within six years of the
impacts of development.) The impacts of
development are usually equated with
occupancy and use of the development (RCW
36.70A.020).

When a development is proposed, the County
compares the capacity of public facilities
required for the new development to the
uncommitted capacity that is available. For

example, is the present capacity of the water
system sufficient to handle the new demand?
Is the capacity of the waste water treatment
facility sufficient to handle the increased
waste? If both answers are "yes," the
applicant passes the concurrency "test." If the
answer is "no" (that is, uncommitted available
capacity is less than the capacity required),
the applicant fails the concurrency "test."

The County may make the "testing" process
relatively simple by using annual certifications
of the capacity of some facilities (i.e., water
supply, sewage treatment). As a result, each
applicant will be approved on the basis of
annual capacity certification for some facilities,
and case-by-case review of other facilities
(i.e., streets and roads).

CAPITAL FACILITIES: GOALS
AND POLICIES

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 1

The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is the element
that makes the rest of Plan 2015 real. By
establishing levels of service as the basis for
providing capital facilities and for achieving con-
currency, the CFP determines the quality of life in
the County. The following goal and the related
policies are designed to maintain the quality of life
in Yakima County through the planned provision of
public facilities.

GOAL CF 1: Maintain the quality of life in
Yakima County through the planned
provision of public capital facilities, either
directly by the County or through co-
ordination with other public entities and the
development industry.

CF 1.1 Determine needed capital facilities
based on adopted levels of service and
forecasts of growth in accordance with the
land use element of Plan 2015.

CF 1.2 Prepare an annual update of the Capital
Facilities Plan, including the inventory of
facilities, list of capital projects, and
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financing plan. The annual update should
be coordinated with the annual budget
process, and the annual amendment of Plan
2015.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 2

The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is a six-year plan
for capital improvements that support the County’s
current and future population and economy. The
capacity of capital facilities that are provided in the
CFP affects the size and configuration of the urban
area. The following goal and the related policies
are designed to provide a variety of options for
balancing growth and the availability of public
facilities.

GOAL CF 2: Provide a variety of responses
to the demands of growth on capital
facilities.

POLICIES:
CF 2.1 Establish land use patterns that
optimize the use of public facilities.

CF 2.2 Make the most efficient use of existing
public facilities, including such techniques
and programs as:

conservation

demand management

improved scheduling

encouraging development that uses
existing facilities

other methods of improved efficiency

CF 2.3 Provide additional public facility
capacity when existing facilities are used to
their maximum level.

CF 2.4 Restrict the amount and/or direct the
location of new development where

necessary, in order to preserve the adopted
level of service of public facilities if
responses CF 2.1 - 2.3 are insufficient to
meet the demands of growth.

CF 2.5 Restrict new development if the level of
service of public facilities cannot be
maintained by requiring efficient land use
patterns (CF 2.1), by applying techniques
that optimize use of public facilities (CF
2.2), and by providing additional capacity
when maximum efficiency is reached (CF
2.3).

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 3

Level of service standards are measures of the
County’s quality of life. The standards should be
based on the County’s values and its vision of the
future. The following goal and the related policies
represent the County’'s recommended level of
service standards for the existing and future
population.

GOAL CF 3: Provide  adequate public
facilities that achieve and maintain County
level of service standards for existing and
future population.

POLICIES:

CF 3.1 Establish level of service standards that
are achievable within the finances of this
Capital Facilities Plan.

CF 3.2 Use the following level of service
standards:

YAKIMA COUNTY FACILITIES:

Facility

Standard

Roads (County):
1. Arterials and Collectors
2. Access Roads

1. See Transportation Element Policies
2. To be determined in Yakima County
Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Surface (Storm) Water Management

To be determined by Comprehensive Flood
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Facility

Standard

Flood control

Hazard Mgt. Plan and Stormwater Mgt. Plan

Wastewater collection and treatment:
Buena Wastewater System

100 Gallons per Day per Capita*; refer to
Utilities Element, Tables X-9 & X-11

Water supply and delivery:
Buena Water System
Terrace Heights Water System

To be determined by comprehensive water
plan meeting state requirements and level of
service thresholds in Utilities Element, Tables
X-8 and X-11.

Corrections

3.77 Inmate Beds per 1,000 population

Courtrooms: Superior
District
Juvenile

0.03 Courtrooms per 1,000 population
0.03 Courtrooms per 1,000 population
0.0095 Courtrooms per 1,000 population

Juvenile detention

0.35 beds per 1,000 population

Law enforcement

50 sq ft per 1,000 population

Parks Regional
Community
Pathways

1.1 acres per 1,000 population
1.0 acres per 1,000 population
0.05 miles per 1,000 population

Solid Waste Disposal

Refer to Utilities Element, Tables X-10 and X-12

County Government Administrative Offices

811 Square Feet/1,000 Pop.

Maintenance and Storage Facilities

102 Sq. Ft./1,000 Pop.

Cemetery

None established

County Fairgrounds

None established

Parking Facilities

None established

Animal Shelters

None established

*Washington State DOE sewer design standard for residential development
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OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES:

Facility

Standard

Roads (state)

See Transportation Element Policies

Wastewater collection and treatment:
Cowiche Sewer District
Terrace Heights Sewer District

To be determined by each District based on a
comprehensive wastewater plan meeting state
standards and approved in an open public
forum

Water supply and delivery:
Nob Hill Water Association

To be determined by comprehensive water plan
meeting state standards.

Airport

FAA standards and Airport Master Plan

Fire protection

Rural: Within 5 road miles of a year-round
responding fire station.
Urban: Under six minutes response time.

Library

To be determined in an open public forum

Parks and pathways

To be determined in an open public forum

Schools

To be determined by each district in an open
public forum

Animal Shelters

None established

Museum

None established

Natural and Cultural Facilities

None established

Performing Arts Facilities

None established

CF 3.3 Public facilities in Yakima County are
provided by the County (Category A public
facilities) or they are owned or operated by
noncounty public entities (Category B
public facilities). The levels of service are
applied in three ways:

1. Levels of service can be used to
determine the adequacy of public
facilities to serve proposed develop-
ment concurrent with the impacts of
the development.

a) For County (Category A) public
facilities, use level of service to 1)
determine the need for public
facilities, 2) test the adequacy of
such facilities to serve proposed

development concurrent with the
impacts of the development, and 3)
develop the County’s annual bud-
get and 6-year Capital Improvement
Program.

b) For noncounty (Category B) public
facilities, use level of service to 1)
determine the need for public
facilities, and 2) test the adequacy
of such facilities to serve proposed
development concurrent with the
impacts of the development.

2. Levels of service can be used to
determine the need for facilities.
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a) For County (Category A) public
facilities, use level of service to 1)
determine the need for public

facilities, and 2) develop the County’s
annual budget and 6-year Capital
Improvement Program (but not to test
the adequacy or concurrency of such
facilities).

b) For noncounty (Category B) public
facilities, use level of service to 1)
determine the need for public
facilities (but not to test the

adequacy or concurrency of such
facilities).

3. Levels of service of facilities per capita
may not be applicable to some types of
public facilities.

The following table shows how the level of
service will be used for each type of County
facility and other public facilities in Yakima
County.

Uses of Levels of Service

Category A
County Facilities

Category B
Other Public Facilities

1. Adequacy and/or a. County Roads a. Stateroads
Concurrency of Facility b. Storm Water Management b. Wastewater Collection
and Determine Needs for | c. Wastewater Collection and and Treatment

Facilities

Treatment
d. Water Supply and Delivery

c. Water Supply and
Delivery

2. Determine Needs, but a. Solid Waste Disposal a. Fire Protection
not Adequacy or b. Corrections b. Libraries
Concurrency c. Courtrooms c. Parks and Pathways
d. Juvenile Detention d. Schools
e. Law Enforcement e. Airports
f. Parks and Pathways
g. County Government
Administrative Offices
h. Maintenance and Storage
Facilities
3. Level of service per a. Cemeteries a Animal Shelters
Capita Not Applicable b. County Fairgrounds b. Museum
c. Animal Shelters c. Natural and Cultural
d. Parking Facilities Facilities
d. Performing Arts
Facilities

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 4

Among the reasons to plan for capital facilities are
1) growth management and 2) good management.
The Growth Management Act requires that the
Capital Facilities Plan contain level of service
standards for public facilities and that new
development be served by adequate facilities (i.e.,

the "concurrency" requirement). The following goal
and the related policies are designed to ensure that
public facilities necessary to support new develop-
ment are available and adequate concurrent with
the development.
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GOAL CF 4: Ensure that public facilities

necessary to support new development are
available and adequate to serve the
development, based on the County's adopt-
ed level of service standards.

POLICIES:
CF 4.1 Provide, or arrange for others to

provide, the capital improvements listed in
this Capital Facilities Plan needed to
achieve and maintain standards adopted in
this Plan.

1. Update the schedule of capital
improvements annually in conjunction
with the annual budget process.

2. Pursuant to the Growth Management
Act, the schedule of capital
improvements may be amended one
time during any calendar year.

3. In addition to an annual amendment, the
schedule of capital improvements may
be adjusted by ordinance for
corrections, updates and modifications
of costs, revenues, acceptance of
facilities pursuant to dedications which
are consistent with the plan, or project
construction dates (so long as it is
completed within the 6-year period).

CF 4.2 Evaluate each  application  for

development proposal to ensure that it will
not cause the level of Category A.1 and
Category B.1 public facilities to decline
below the standards adopted in Policy 3.2.

CF 4.3 Ensure that levels of service are

adequate for all public facilities in
Categories A.1 and B.1 except trans-
portation facilities no later than occupancy
and use of the development. Trans-
portation facilities (roads, streets, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities) shall be adequate
no later than six years after occupancy and
use of the development.

CF CF 4.4 Provide the following options for

each development for which adequate

public facilities are not available concurrent
with the impacts of development:

1. Mitigate all their impacts on levels of
service. Concurrency requirements
may be identified using the County's
Mitigation Model. Developers may fulfill
their mitigation obligation by using the
County's Mitigation Cafeteria Plan; or,

2. Revise the proposed development to
reduce impacts to maintain satisfactory
levels of service; or

3. Phasethe development to coincide with
the availability of Category A.1 and B.1
facilities.

CF 4.5 Exempt the following from the

concurrency management program:
1. Development vested per state statute.

2. Development that creates no added
impact on public facilities.

3. Expansions of existing development
that were disclosed and tested for
concurrency as part of the original
application.

CF 4.6 Adopt land development regulations

that:

1. Establish the criteria for determining
the vested rights of previously issued
development permits;

2. Establish procedures for reserving
capacity of public facilities needed to
address the impacts of vested develop-
ment permits.

CF 4.7 By the first plan update, The Board of

Yakima County Commissioners should
appoint an ad hoc committee made up of
representatives of the development in-
dustry (home builders, developers,
Realtors), school district representatives,
financial and banking interests, and county
planning and public works department staff
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to develop recommendations on how to pay
for a proposed development’'s off-site
impacts on facilities that must be adequate
to serve it by the time that its impacts are
felt.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 5

Public facilities should be planned for and
constructed in a manner consistent with the other
goals and policies of this comprehensive plan
which address conservation and environmental
issues. The following goal and the related policies
are designed to protect public health and
environmental quality through the placement and
design of public facilities.

GOAL CF &: Protect public health and
environmental quality through the appro-
priate design and installation of public
facilities.

POLICIES:

CF 5.1 Promote conservation of energy, water
and other natural resources in the location
and design of public facilities.

CF 5.2 Practice efficient and environmentally
responsible maintenance and operating
procedures.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 6

Planning for capital facilities includes at least two
elements: 1) the quantity of public facilities (i.e.,
capacity) and 2) the quality of those facilities (i.e.,
aesthetic design, compatibility with surrounding
areas, etc.). Both elements determine the quality
of life in the County. The following goal and the
related policies are designed to preserve and
enhance the quality of life through the placement
and design of public facilities.

GOAL CF 6: Preserve and enhance the
visual quality of Yakima County through the
placement and design of public facilities.

CF 6.1 Encourage public amenities and
facilities which serve as catalysts for bene-
ficial development.

CF 6.2 Maintain public spaces and enhance
their appearance.

CF 6.3 Preserve, to the extent possible,
significant natural vegetation and features
in the development of public facilities.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 7

The capital improvement in the Capital Facilities
Plan (CFP) must be fully funded (i.e., not a "wish
list"). The requirement to fully finance the CFP (or
revise the land use plan) provides a reality check
on the vision set forth in Plan 2015. The following
goal and the related policies are designed to
ensure that the required capital facilities are
financially feasible.

GOAL CF 7: Provide needed public facilities
that are within the ability of the County to
fund or within the County’s authority to
require others to provide.

POLICIES:

CF 7.1 Base the financing plan for capital
facilities on realistic estimates of current
local revenues and external revenues that
are reasonably anticipated to be received
by the County.

CF 7.2 Capital Facilities should generally, where
appropriate, be financed from the following:
first, from other sources (such as
donations, grants, other outside sources);
second, from benefitted groups (such as
LIDs and RIDs, user fees, connection
charges, dedicated capital reserves); third,
from the general population (such as
general obligation bonds, commissioners'
bonds, other loans, and general capital
reserves); and fourth, from mitigation.

CF 7.3 Finance the six-year Capital Facilities

POLICIES: Plan within the County's financial capacity
to achieve a balance between available
revenue and needed capital facilities and
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utilities. If the projected funding is in-
adequate to finance needed capital facilities
and utilities based on adopted level of
service standards and forecasted growth,
the County should consider one or more of
the following:

lower the level of service standard;
and/or

change the Land Use Element;
and/or Increase the amount of
revenue from existing sources;
and/or

adopt new sources of revenue en-
hancements.

CF 7.4 Ensure that both existing and future

development pay a proportionate share of
the costs of needed capital improvements.

1. Ensurethat existing development pays
for capital improvements that reduce or
eliminate existing deficiencies, and
pays for some or all of the cost to
replace obsolete or worn out facilities.
Existing development may also pay a
portion of the cost of capital
improvements needed by future
development. Existing development's
payments may take the form of user
fees, charges for services, special
assessments, taxes, etc.

2. Ensure that future development pays a
proportionate share of the cost of new
facilities, which it requires. Future
development may also assist in paying
a proportionate share of the cost to
upgrade existing facilities to provide for
future development. Future
development’s payments may take the
form of voluntary contributions for the
benefit of any public facility, impact
fees, mitigation payments, capacity
fees, dedications of land, provision of
public facilities, and future payments of
users fees, charges for services,
special assessments, taxes, etc.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 8

The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) contains level
of service standards for each public facility
(both County owned and/or operated and non-
county owned and/or operated facilities).
These levels of service standards are the
basis for identifying needed capital
improvements and for achieving concurrency.
The following goal and the related policies are
designed to ensure that the County
coordinates with other providers of public
facilities to make sure that the level of service
standards are maintained and the required
facilities will be provided as needed.

GOAL CF 8: Make the Capital Fac-
ilities Plan consistent with other
county, local, regional and state
adopted plans.

POLICIES:

CF 8.1 Reassess Yakima County’s Plan
2015 annually to ensure that capital
facilities needs, financing and levels of
service are consistent, and that the
plan is internally consistent.

CF 8.2 Coordinate with non-county pro-
viders of public facilities on a joint
program for maintaining adopted levels
of service standards, concurrency
requirements, funding and construction
of shared public facilities.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 9

The location of “hard-to-site” facilities (e.g.,
solid and hazardous waste handling facilities
and disposal sites, major utility generation and
transmission facilities, regional education
institutions, airports, correctional facilities,
inpatient facilities including hospitals and those
for substance abuse and mental health, group
homes and regional park and recreation
facilities) is an issue which the Growth
Management Act (GMA) requires
comprehensive plans to address. The GMA
calls for the establishment of a cooperative
process to determine the need for and to
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choose the best sires for such facilities in a
manner which equitably distributes the sites
within a region. The following goal and the
related policies are designed to ensure the
efficient and equitable siting of essential
regional capital facilities through cooperative
and coordinated planning.

GOAL CF 9: Ensure the efficient and
equitable siting of essential regional
capital facilities through cooperative
and coordinated planning with other
jurisdictions and the population in
general within the region, and through
streamlining of Yakima County’s zoning
permit process.

POLICIES:

CF 9.1 Develop criteria for the evaluation
of siting proposals for Countywide or
state-wide capital facilities consistent
with County-wide planning Policies.

CF 9.2 Provide early public notice and
opportunity for public review of the
proposed location of essential regional
public facilities. Public notification
efforts should be appropriate to the
type of facility and its potential for
controversy.

PURPOSE STATEMENT CF 10

Planning for “growth management” and “good
management” requires that development be
directed to areas in which public facilities and
services can be provided in a manner which
preserves the desired quality of life in the
County. The Growth Management Act
mandates the establishment of urban growth
areas and coordinated land use and capital
facilities planning to ensure orderly growth.
The following goal and the related policies are
designated to ensure the provision of
adequate public facilities to urban growth
areas.

GOAL CF 10: Provide adequate public
facilities to urban growth areas.

POLICIES:

CF 10.1The identification of responsibility
for providing public facilities in the
Urban Growth Area will be determined
as a result of regional service
agreement review pursuant to RCW
36.115.

CF 10.2 The County will enter into urban
growth management agreements with
municipalities and other providers of
public facilities to coordinate planning
for and development of the Urban
Growth Areas.

CF 10.3 The County will enter into
agreements with cities and other
providers of public facilities for sharing
of resources (fees, assessments, land,
etc.) based on the location of the
development and the location of its
impacts on public facilities.
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PROGRESS

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE

Coordination and cooperation among various
jurisdictions, service providers and agencies
were required for the development of Plan
2015, and will be essential for its successful
implementation. In addition to Yakima County,
these entities include all of the neighboring
counties, the 14 cities and towns, the Yakima
Training Center, the Yakama Indian Nation,
various service providers (water, sewer,
irrigation, schools, fire protection, port dist-
ricts), and various state and federal agencies.

The Intergovernmental Coordination Element
identifies Plan 2015 goals and policies which
may conflict with those of other jurisdictions,
and describes how the differences will be
resolved.

While the Growth Management Act does not
require a separate intergovernmental
coordination element, one of its major
emphases is the need for coordination and
consistency in planning. For example, the
transportation goal is to "encourage efficient
multimodal transportation systems that are
based on regional priorities and coordinate
with county and city comprehensive plans."
The Act encourages economic development
throughout the state "that is consistent with
adopted comprehensive plans." Part of the
citizen participation goal is to "ensure co-
ordination between communities and juris-
dictions to reconcile conflicts." Subsequent
legislation has required service providers in
the state’s largest counties (including Yakima)

to meet to discuss how public services might
be coordinated for greater efficiency.

MAJOR ISSUES

Major issues requiring specific coordination
efforts to assure consistency between and
among neighboring entities' plans to manage
growth include the following:

County-wide Planning Policy

The County-wide Planning Policy (CWPP),
adopted in June 1993, is intended to be
"dynamic and regularly monitored for
applicability and effectiveness." Because of
the pressing nature of preparing community
plans, the CWPP committee has not continu-
ed to meet as originally envisioned. Re-
convening the committee would provide the
forum necessary to address issues of ongoing
concern.

Critical Areas/Resource Lands

Yakima County has attempted to increase the
consistency of its own regulations dealing with
critical areas by combining the requirements
for wetlands, shorelines, geologic hazards,
and frequently flooded areas into a single
Critical Areas Ordinance. The Washington
State Department of Fish and Wildlife has
expressed concern for additional wildlife
habitat protection, and that is being addressed
through the policies in Plan 2015. Additional
coordination may be needed to clarify how
these policies will be used.

The County worked closely with the Wash-
ington State Department of Natural Resources
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in developing policies to address land use and
fire protection in forested areas.

Shoreline Master Programs

The 1995 amendments to RCW 90.58 require
a shoreline element in comprehensive plans
adopted under GMA. Yakima County has
addressed this requirement in the policies of
the Natural Setting element and the regulatory
requirements of the Critical Areas Ordinance.
Individual communities will also need to
integrate these Shoreline Management re-
guirements within their respective compre-
hensive plans and ordinances.

Flood Hazard Management Plans

Yakima County’s initial participation in the
state’s Comprehensive Flood Hazard
Management Program (CFHMP) focused on
the main stem of the Yakima River from the
Yakima Canyon to Union Gap. The program
stresses evaluation of flood hazard mitigation
opportunities through structural (i.e., levees
and other physical improvements) and
nonstructural (i.e., regulatory) changes. Major
flooding in 1995 and 1996 reaffirmed the need
to continue participation in the program. Other
areas where substantial damage occurred
include the Naches River in the Upper Valley
and the Yakima River in the Lower Valley.

Storm Water Management Plans

Storm water management requires the co-
operation of all jurisdictions within a storm
water management area, since water does not
recognize municipal boundaries. The new
state requirements for management of storm
water quality in the Yakima urban area will
require significant capital investment. To
meet this challenge, cooperation will be
needed among the affected jurisdictions.

Urban Growth Area Plans

Each city in Yakima County has either
adopted or is currently working on its GMA
comprehensive plan. These plans provide a
greater level of detail for the urban growth
areas than that found in Plan 2015. While the
County has expressed concerns with some of
the cities' plans for their urban growth areas,
especially where it is unclear how the city
proposes to serve the entire area, the County
has not objected to the adoption of individual
city plans. Rather, the County will work
closely with each community to ensure that
urban area boundaries and service issues and
standards are addressed during the first
annual plan review.

Water Availability

GMA requires local governments to make a
finding of adequate potable water supply prior
to granting subdivision approval. For projects
not served by a public water system, Yakima
County has relied on neighboring well logs
and other geologic information in making this
finding, rather than requiring actual well
installation. Further studies are needed to
assess the long term effects of additional
groundwater withdrawals.

Open Space Corridors

Natural features that favor open space
corridors may not end at the city limits or other
jurisdictional boundary. For an open space
corridor to fulfill its intended functions (e.g.,
aesthetics, recreation, wildlife migration, defin-
ition of urban form, etc.), coordinated planning
is needed.

Water and Sewer Plans

Land use is closely tied to the availability of
water and sewer service. If a water or sewer
plan indicates that lines will not be available or
will remain undersized in portions of an urban
growth area, the County needs to work with
the city to develop mutually acceptable ways
of providing service while preventing the
dispersed development resulting from
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individual wells and on-site systems. A
coordinated water systems plan and a
comprehensive sewerage general plan for
urban areas should be developed to clarify
County roles and responsibilities. These roles
and responsibilities should be incorporated
into interlocal agreements between the County
and appropriate service providers.

In addition, the County will need to update the
plans for each of the County-owned water
systems and the Buena sewer system.

Essential Public Facilities

Some public facilities are essential to the
community, but difficult to site (e.g., jails,
landfills, sewage treatment plants, etc.).
Proposals for these facilities typically generate
a "not-in-my-back-yard" ("NIMBY") response
from neighboring residents. These facilities
cannot be excluded in a comprehensive plan
under the Growth Management Act.

Guidelines for locating these facilities were
provided in the County-wide Planning Policies,
and a more detailed process is suggested in
the Capital Facilities Element.

Regional Transportation Plan

The Yakima Valley Conference of
Governments (YVCOG) is the designated
Regional Transportation Planning Organi-
zation (RTPO) for Yakima County. It is re-
sponsible for developing a six-year regional
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in
cooperation with state and local governments.
The TIP is based on programs, projects, and
transportation demand management mea-
sures of regional significance as identified by
transit agencies, cities and counties. The
RTPO is also responsible for reviewing and
certifying local governments' transportation
elements.

The YVCOG is also the designated
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
the Yakima metropolitan area, and is respons-

ible for managing a continuing, cooperative
and comprehensive transportation planning
process which will result in the development of
plans and programs consistent with the
comprehensive plans of the urbanized area.

Use of Interlocal Agreements

One of the concepts explored by the County
and cities in the CWPP was the use of
interlocal agreements to promote coordination
and consistency. The following are some
examples of how interlocal agreements might
be used, as envisioned in the CWPP.

Annexations. Annexations can have
economic impacts on both the County and the
cities. For example, the County may have
recently invested in road improvements, only
to lose the tax base that supports those
improvements. Cities sometimes annex areas
which were developed prior to modern stand-
ards, and are lacking basic urban infra-
structure. One way of dealing with these
impacts is to negotiate agreements (interlocal
rampdown agreements) for allocating the
financial burdens that result from the transition
of land from County to city jurisdiction.

Development Regulations. Interlocal
agreements can specify a process for affected
local governments to review and comment on
zone changes and development applications
processed by another jurisdiction within urban
growth areas.

Road and Construction Standards. The
CWPP encourages the use of interlocal
agreements to require common and con-
sistent development and construction stand-
ards for a given urban growth area. These
could include streets and roads, utilities, and
other infrastructure components.

Dispute Resolution Process

A guiding principle of the CWPP is that all
local planning differences should be discussed
and settled locally, and that appeals or
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requests for review will be referred to the
Eastern Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board only when the local resolution
process has been exhausted. The CWPP did
not describe a specific local dispute resolution
process, but conflicts that have arisen (such
as overlapping urban growth areas) have
been worked out between the concerned
jurisdictions.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL
COORDINATION: GOALS AND
POLICIES

The first two goals in this element specifically
address coordination among various entities.
The next two goals deal with the process for
implementing Plan 2015 and keeping it
current.

PURPOSE STATEMENT IC 1

The County-wide Planning Policies describe the
roles and relationships of Yakima County and its
cities.

GOAL IC 1: Ensure coordinated, consistent
long-range planning among Yakima County
governments and service providers.

POLICIES:
IC1.1 Follow the County-wide Planning
Policies.

IC 1.2 Maintain an active County-wide Plan-
ning Policy Committee to complete the
work identified within the County-Wide
Planning Policy and maintain the Policy as
a living document.

IC 1.3 Look to the County’s cities for policy
guidance with regard to urbanization within
UGAS.

IC 1.4 Work with the Government Services
Forum for coordination of regional ser-
vices.

IC 1.5 Negotiate ramp down agreements for
appropriate allocation of financial burdens
resulting from the transition of land from
county to city jurisdiction. (CWPP, H.3.4)

IC 1.6 Establish independent regional service
providers for those regional services that
could be provided more efficiently through
intergovernmental cooperation.

PURPOSE STATEMENT IC 2

Cooperation with the Yakama Indian Nation is
mutually beneficial. As a basis for cooperation, it is
important to recognize that the Nation is a
sovereign nation, with a status unlike that of other
jurisdictions.

GOAL IC 2: Recognize and respect the
sovereigh nation status of the Yakama
Indian Nation.

POLICIES:

IC 2.1 Coordinate planning efforts with the
Yakama Indian Nation for lands under
County land use jurisdiction that lie within
the exterior boundary of the Yakama Indian
Reservation.

IC 2.2 Support the efforts of the Yakama
Indian Nation to protect the natural environ-
ment throughout the ceded area of the
Yakama Indian Reservation.

IC 2.3 Facilitate coordinated planning for
lands within the exterior boundary of the
Yakama Indian Nation through reciprocal
sharing of plans, studies, policy docu-
ments, maps, data bases, and other
information needed.

PURPOSE STATEMENT IC 3

The Growth Management Act allows update of the
comprehensive plans of counties and cities no
more often than once a year. Changes to urban
growth areas and to the plan itself should be
coordinated to ensure that the cumulative effects of
proposed changes are adequately considered.
Citizen involvement is an integral part of the
ongoing plan evaluation and updating process.
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GOAL IC 3: Maintain Plan 2015 as a current
guide to the County’'s growth and
development.

POLICIES:

IC3.1 Provide for an annual review of Plan
2015 for minor text, map and database
changes as part of the Planning Com-
mission work program.

IC 3.2 Plan 2015 goals, policies, and the plan
map designation criteria shall undergo a
full reevaluation and update every five
years following adoption.

IC 3.3 Major amendments between five year
review periods shall only occur based on
significant special studies. A majority vote
of the Planning Commission or Board of
County Commissioners shall be required to
initiate such amendments.

IC 3.4 Maintain an ongoing citizen
participation program utilizing task forces,
community councils, and other citizens
groups to ensure public awareness and
review of proposed changes to Plan 2015.

PURPOSE STATEMENT IC 4

Plan implementation is accomplished primarily
through the County’s ordinances. The Growth
Management Act requires consistency between the
County’s Comprehensive Plan 2015 and its
implementing development regulations. Successful
implementation of the plan will require bringing
those regulations into conformity with the plan
goals and policies. Also, the plan will require
additional detail to be useful as a SEPA resource
document, and to provide specific direction for the
portions of the Yakima Interim Urban Growth Area
that were not included in the Yakima Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan. Finally, many of the goals,
policies and objectives in the plan need to be
"fleshed out" to explain exactly how certain
activities will be "encouraged,"” "promoted,"
"discouraged," etc. An action plan is needed to
identify and prioritize the strategies needed to
accomplish the plan goals, policies, and objectives.

GOAL IC 4: Successfully implement Plan 2015.

POLICIES:

IC4.1 Complete the following research and
planning projects, and reflect the results in
Plan 2015:

1. Neighborhood plans for the West Valley
community and Terrace Heights urban
service area;

2. Neighborhood plans for selected rural
settlements;

3. Plan designation of mineral resource
sites. {Amended 12/98}

IC 4.2 Review existing development regula-
tions for consistency with plan goals and
policies, and revise regulations as needed.

IC 4.3 Develop a streamlined, simplified, pre-
dictable development review process that
integrates SEPA and GMA.

IC 4.4 Develop interlocal agreements with
cities and other service providers for
serving the unincorporated portions of
urban growth areas.

IC 4.5 Review Plan 2015 goals and policies to
develop, prioritize and schedule specific
implementation strategies.

IC 4.6 Maintain a multi-year work program to
accomplish the additional research and
planning needed for successful plan imple-
mentation. {Amended 12/98}

PURPOSE STATEMENT IC 5

Although not independent jurisdictions, Rural
Settlements and certain urban neighborhoods
(West Valley, Terrace Heights) have distinct
community identities and needs that should be
addressed through the Plan 2015 implementation
process. Yakima County is committed to promoting
greater citizen involvement of these residents and
welcomes their participation in growth and
development issues affecting their particular area.
As such, the County is committed to forwarding
information of significant matters related to growth
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management and community development affect-
ing these areas and to consider their recom-
mendations in the decision-making process.

Goal IC 5: Promote the involvement of
neighborhood groups in the Plan 2015
implementation process.

Policies:
IC5.1 Make available/forward information to

recognized neighborhood groups regarding
significant matters related to growth
management and community development
affecting their particular area.

IC 5.2 Provide opportunities for neighborhood

groups to study and make recommend-
ations regarding matters relating to the
growth and development of their
neighborhood and/or community.
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F. ACRONYMS & DEFINITIONS

The following list of terms includes definitions
established in RCW 36.70A and WAC 365-
195, and in the Yakima County-wide Planning
Policy (CWPP).

ACP -- Asphalt Concrete Pavement

ADA -- Americans with Disabilities Act
ARTF -- Adult Residential Treatment Facility

BEA -- United States Bureau of Economic
Analysis

Benton REA -- Benton Rural Electric
Association

BLM -- United States Department of Interior,
Bureau of Land Management

BOD --Biochemical Oxygen Demand, also
Biological Oxygen Demand

BPA -- Bonneville Power Administration
BST -- Bituminous Surface Treatment
CAO -- Critical Areas Ordinance

CAPP -- County Arterial Preservation
Program

CCDWC -- Country Club District Water
Company

CFP -- Capital Facilities Plan
CIP -- Capital Improvements Program
CRA -- Community Reinvestment Act

CRAB -- County Road Administration Board

CRIS -- County Road Information System
CWPP -- County-wide Planning Policy
DCTED -- Washington State Department of
Community, Trade and Economic

Development

DOE -- Washington State Department of
Ecology

DOH -- Washington State Department of
Health

EC -- Existing Conditions
EPA -- Environmental Protection Agency
ERU -- Equivalent Residential Unit

FERC -- Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

FmHA -- Farmers Home Administration
FMR -- Fair Market Rent

G.O. Bond Issue -- General Obligation Bond
Issue

GIS -- Geographic Information System

GR -- General Rural Zone

HCM -- Highway Capacity Manual

HFU -- Housing Finance Unit

HUD -- U.S. Department of Housing and

Urban Development

IAC -- Interagency Committee on Outdoor
Recreation

IADL -- Instrumental Activities to Daily
Living
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IRCA -- Immigration Reform and Control Act

ISTEA -- Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act

IUGA -- Interim Urban Growth Area

LADL -- Limitations to Activities of Daily
Living

LID -- Local Improvement District
LOS -- Level of Service

MPR -- Master Planned Resort
MVFT -- Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
NGPA -- National Gas Policy Act
NIMBY -- Not In My Backyard

NPDES -- National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

NRPA -- National Recreation and Park
Association

NWPPC -- Northwest Power Planning
Council

OFM -- Washington State Office of Financial
Management

OHWM -- Ordinary High Water Mark

PCC -- Portland Cement Concrete

PTBA -- Public Transportation Benefit Area

RAP -- Rural Arterial Program

WSDOT -- Washington State Department of
Transportation

RCW -- Revised Code of Washington
RECD -- Rural, Economic, and Community
Development (formerly Farmers Home
Administration)

REET -- Real Estate Excise Tax

RID -- Road Improvement District

RR -- Rural Residential Zone

RTPO -- Regional Transportation Planning
Organization

SEPA -- State Environmental Policy Act
SHA -- Sunnyside Housing Authority
SMS -- Safety Management System
STP -- Surface Transportation Program
TAG -- Transportation Advisory Group

TDM -- Transportation Demand
Management

TIA -- Transportation Improvement Account
TIB -- Transportation Improvement Board
TIP -- Transportation

Program
UATA -- Urban Arterial Trust Account

Improvement

UGA -- Urban Growth Area
UT -- Urban Transition
WAC -- Washington Administrative Code

WUTC -- Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission
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YCC -- Yakima County Code

YCPWD -- Yakima County Public Works
Department

YHA -- Yakima Housing Authority

YVCOG -- Yakima Valley Conference of
Governments

YVRL -- Yakima Valley Regional Library
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DEFINITIONS

Adequate Public Facilities - means that
facilities or services are in place or that a
financial commitment is in place to provide the
facilities or services within a specified time. In
the case of transportation, the specified time
is six years from the time of development
[WAC]

Available Public Facilities- means facilities
which have the capacity to serve development
without decreasing levels of service below
locally established minimums. [CWPP]

Affordable Housing - means residential
housing that is rented or owned by a person or
household whose monthly housing costs,
including utilities other than telephone, do not
exceed thirty percent of the households
monthly income. [WAC]

... is a term which applies to the adequacy of
housing stocks to fulfill the housing needs of
all economic segments of the population.
[CWPP, WAC] Affordable housing for middle
and lower income persons is targeted to those
whose incomes are 120% of median income
or less.

Agreement - A contract by common consent
between two or more entities to promote and
coordinate  programs and employees
determined necessary by local government to
provide adequate operation and maintenance
of public facilities and infrastructure as well as
those educational, health care, social and
other programs necessary to support the
programs, public facilities and infrastructure
set out in the local plan or required by local,
state or federal law. Agreements can be
formal or informal in nature, though they are
almost always formal.

Agricultural Land - means land primarily
devoted to the commercial production of
horticultural, viticultural, floricultural, dairy,
apiary, vegetable, or animal products or of

berries, grain, hay, straw, turf, seed,
Christmas trees not subject to the excise tax
imposed by RCW 84.33.100 through
84.33.140, finfish in upland hatcheries, or
livestock, and that has long-term commercial
significance for agricultural production. [RCW]

Allow — to grant, or permit with use of
discretion.

Anadromous fish - Salmon and other fish
that migrate up rivers from the sea to breed in
fresh water.

Annexation - the legal method of attaching an
area into an area controlled by another form of
government.

Arbitration - the hearing and determination of
a case in controversy by a person chosen by
the parties or appointed under statutory
authority.

Aquifer Recharge Areas - areas of highly
permeable soils which allow surface waters to
infiltrate into the ground water. The
percolating water enters the geologic layer
saturating the aquifer and supplies sufficient
guantity and quality of water to be used as a
resource.

Assessed Valuation - the fair market value of
both real [land and building], and personal
property as determined by the Yakima County
Assessor’s Office for the purpose of setting
property taxes.

Available Public Facilities - means that
facilities or services are in place or that a
financial commitment is in place to provide the
facilities or services within a specified time.
[CWPP, WAC]

Bonds/Bonding - bonding is the act of issuing
debt to finance capital projects and other
expenditures. Bonds used by the County are
general obligation and revenue.
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Capital Facilities - facilities such as schools,
roads, landfills, and water and sewer systems,
which are characterized by long, useful lives
and substantial cost. The cost of operation
and maintenance is not included.

Capital Facilities Plan - a 6-year plan for
financing capital improvements needed to
support Yakima County’s current and future
population and economy.

Capital Improvement - physical assets
constructed or purchased to provide, improve
or replace a public facility. The cost of capital
improvement is generally nonrecurring and
may require multi-year financing. For the
purposes of this element, physical assets
which have been identified as existing or
projected needs in the individual
comprehensive plan elements shall be
considered capital improvements.

Clustered Development - the arrangement or
grouping of dwellings on parcels to increase
densities (e.g., smaller lots) on some portions
while keeping the remainder free of buildings
in order to preserve open space, other
amenities associated with the property, or to
locate the utility (water or sewer) system
serving the dwellings.

Co-Generation - the use of heat, as a hy-
product of power generation, for industrial
processes or for space and water heating.
Natural gas is often used as a fuel source for
co-generation.

Commute Trip Reduction - state law passed
in 1991 as part of the Washington Clean Air
Act. It calls for employers having 100 or more
employees that arrive at a site between 6:00
a.m. and 9:00 a.m. 12 months a year to
reduce the number who drive alone to work.
The law requires reduction in single
occupancy vehicle (SOV) use by 15 percent
by 1995, 25 percent by 1997, and 35 percent
by 1999.

Concurrency - means that adequate public
facilities are available when the impacts of
development occur. This definition includes
the two concepts of “adequate public facilities”
and “available public facilities” as defined
above. [WAC, CWPP]

Consistency - means that no feature of a plan
or regulation is incompatible with any other
feature or a plan or regulation. Consistency is
indicative of a capacity for orderly integration
or operation with other elements in a system.
[WAC]

Consolidated Plan - a five-year, consolidated
application used as a planning tool to qualify
for four federal housing programs available
through the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD).

County Road Improvement System (CRIS)
- computerized database containing
information about the County’s road system.

Critical Areas - include the following areas
and ecosystems: (a) wetlands; (b) areas with
a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for
potable water; Ofish and wildlife habitat
conservation areas; (d) frequently flooded
areas; and (e) geologically hazardous areas.
[RCW]

County-wide Planning Policy - policy
framework developed by local elected officials
and staff from Yakima County and the cities
located within the county to guide the
development of comprehensive plans under
the Washington State Growth Management
Act.

Density - the method of describing intensity of
development patterns typically measured in
dwelling units per acre. Development
densities are usually highest at a city’s center
and decrease at its periphery and beyond.
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Density Bonus - allowing density of
development to exceed what would normally
be allowed in an area or zone, provided that a
certain condition or conditions are met.
Examples of such conditions might include
clustering of residences, use of community
wells, development of low-income housing,
etc.

Development Regulations - means the
controls placed on development or land use
activities by a county or city, including, but not
limited to, zoning ordinances, critical areas
ordinances, shoreline master programs,
official controls, planned unit development
ordinances, subdivision ordinances, and
binding site plan ordinances together with any
amendments thereto. A development reg-
ulation does not include a decision to approve
a project permit application, as defined in
RCW 36.70B.020, even though the decision
may be expressed in a resolution or ordinance
of the legislative body of the county or city.

Development Review Process - the public
consideration of a proposal to divide land into
parcels; construct or reconstruct, convert,
alter, relocate or enlarge a structure; or the
use or extension of the use of land.
Differential Taxation - use of taxation as a
tool to keep land in open space by giving
owners a tax break. It bases a parcel’s tax on
current use rather than the highest potential
use. This may slow the parcel's transition
from open space to development.

Discourage - to advise or persuade to refrain.

Domestic Water System - means any system
providing a supply of potable water which is
deemed adequate pursuant to RCW
19.27.097 for the intended use of a
development. [WAC]

Down Zoning - the reduction of land use
intensity by decreasing allowable density or

the types of activities that may be conducted
on the land.

Encourage - to foster, incite to action,
instigate.

Ensure - to make sure or secure, guarantee.

Essential Public Facilities - include those
facilities that are typically difficult to site, such
as airports, state education facilities and state
or regional transportation facilities, state and
local correctional facilities, solid waste
handling facilities, and in-patient facilities
including substance abuse facilities, mental
health facilities, and group homes. [RCW]

Establish - to settle firmly, to make or form, to
found and create.

Exclusive Agrigultural District {Deleted
12/98}

Fair Share - each jurisdiction in the County
accommodating its proportionate share (or
target) of the County’s total need for low- and
moderate-income housing through the year
2015. The targets have been weighted to
reflect each jurisdiction’s current inventory of
low- and moderate-income housing.

Fiscal Capacity - the ability of the County or
a city to adequately provide urban services
while maintaining an acceptable quality of life
for its residents.

Financial Commitment - means that sources
of public or private funds or combination
thereof have been identified which will be
sufficient to finance public facilities necessary
to support development, and that there is
reasonable assurance that such funds will be
timely put to that end. [CWPP]

Floodplain - the channel and relatively flat
area adjoining the channel of a natural stream
or river which has been or may be covered by
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flood water. Those lands which are subject to
a one percent or greater chance of flooding in
any year is the 100-year floodplain.

Floodway - those portions of the floodplain
adjoining and including the channel of a river
or stream which discharges the flood water
and flow of that river or stream. It is any place
where the water is moving with velocity and a
definite current, but does not include other
portions of the floodplain where the water is
just standing.

Focused Public Investment - focused public
investment targets capital improvements
expenditures in public investment areas to
produce "fully-served land" for development.
Focused public investment maximizes the use
of limited public funds by coordinating
government expenditures and focusing
development first in some areas, then in
others. The targeted public investment is an
incentive to development to occur where the
public's capital investment is focused. In order
for public investment to be focused to produce
fully-served land, the County and other service
providers will need to resolve the following
issues: (1) what criteria should be used to
prioritize public investments, and (2) how
should areas be selected for targeted
investment?

Forest Land - means land primarily devoted
to growth of trees for long-term commercial
timber production on land that can be
economically and practically managed for
such production, including Christmas trees
subject to the excise tax imposed under RCW
84.33.100 through 84.33.140, and that has
long-term commercial significance. In
determining whether forest land is primarily
devoted to growing trees for long-term
commercial timber production on land that can
be economically and practically managed for
such production, the following factors shall be
considered: (a) The proximity of the land to
urban, suburban, and rural settlements; (b)

surrounding parcel size and the compatibility
and intensity of adjacent and nearby land
uses; (c) long-term local economic conditions
that affect the ability to manage for timber
production; and (d) the availability of public
facilities and services conducive to conversion
of forest land to other uses. [RCW)]

General Agricultural District {Deleted 12/98}

Geologically Hazardous Areas - means
areas that because of their susceptibility to
erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other
geological events, are not suited to the siting
of commercial, residential, or industrial
development consistent with public health or
safety concerns. [RCW]

Goals - are broad statements of a
community’s aspirations; the long-term end
toward which programs or activities are
ultimately directed. Goals tell us where we
want to go. The language of a goal statement
includes directives, such as “ensure,”
“provide,” and “retain.”

Government Services Forum - An
intergovernmental effort consisting of local
governments and special districts for the
purpose of implementing RCW 36.115.

Growth Management Act (GMA) -
Washington State legislation passed in 1990
that requires cities and counties to prepare
comprehensive plans and development
regulations in accordance with the Act.

Hydro-Firming - the back-up of the region’s
intermittent excess spring hydro-generation
with gas-fired combustion turbines to provide
back-up if hydro-electric power is insufficient.

Infill - development of undeveloped parcels
within an Urban Growth Area (UGA). These
parcels were “passed over” in the first phase
of development due to insufficient demand for
the land, physical constraints, or because they
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continued in rural use (horse lots, orchards,
etc.). A concept which encourages new
development to occur in areas already served
with the full range of urban services, and that
are already substantially developed.

Infrastructure - public facilities such as water,
sewer, solid waste, parks, and roads.

Intergovernmental Coordination - the
process in which different levels of
government (federal, state, regional and local)
act together in a smooth, concerted way to
either avoid and/or mitigate adverse impacts
that one may impose on the other or to share
the responsibilities and benefits of a common
service or facility.

Interlocal Agreements - are authorized by
state law and allow local governments
(through written agreements) to cooperate
with each other on a basis of mutual
advantage to provide services and facilities in
a manner that best meets the needs and
development of local communities
(paraphrase of RCW 39.34.010). [CWPP]

Intermodal Transportation - facilities
designed to support alternative freight and
goods transportation.

Land Banking - governments are given the
authority to buy lands in anticipation of future
needs, leasing or renting them out until
needed for a designated future purpose.

Land Capability - refers to the capacity of
land to support human activities at a given
intensity. Such factors as slope stability, soil
permeability, water supply, flood hazards, and
availability of groundwater are among the
factors used to define land capability.

Level of Service Standard - means an
established minimum capacity of public
facilities or service that must be provided per

unit of demand or other appropriate measure
of need. [WAC]

...means an established minimum capacity of
public facilities or services that must be
provided per unit of demand or other
appropriate measure of need. [CWPP]

Limit - to abridge, confine, restrict.

Local Improvement District (LID) - a
mechanism to pay for improvements (i.e.,
streets, sidewalks, utilities) that directly benefit
the property owner.

Locational Preference - personal choice in
locating a residence, business or other land
use in one area over another, given similar
price and other factors.

Long-term Commercial Significance -
includes the growing capacity, productivity,
and soil composition of the land for long-term
commercial production, in consideration with
the land’s proximity to population areas, and
the possibility of more intense uses of the
land. [WAC]

Manufactured Housing - permanent units
distinguished from mobile homes by their
durability and less mobile nature. Constructed
after June 15, 1976 in accordance with the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) requirements for
manufactured housing.

May - indicates a use of discretion in making
a decision.

Master Planned Resort - means a self-
contained and fully integrated planned unit
development, in a setting of significant natural
amenities, with primary focus on destination
resort facilities consisting of short-term visitor
accommodations associated with a range of
developed on-site indoor or outdoor
recreational facilities. [WAC]
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Median Income - the mid-point of all reported
incomes. Half the households have a higher
income and half the households have a lower
income than the mid-point. In 1990, the
median Yakima County household income
was $23,612.

Mediation - a process whereby a neutral third
party acts to encourage and facilitate the
resolution of a dispute without prescribing
what it should be. It is an informal non-
adversarial process with the objective helping
the disputing parties reach a mutually
acceptable agreement.

Minerals - include gravel, sand, and valuable
metallic substances. [RCW]

Mitigation - methods used to alleviate the
adverse impacts of a development on the
public infrastructure (streets, utilities, etc.),
services, adjoining property or nearby uses,
and the natural environment.

Mobile Homes - single family residences
transportable in one or more sections that are
eight feet or more in width and thirty-two feet
or more in length, built on a permanent
chassis, designed to be used as a permanent
dwelling and constructed before June 15,
1976.

Multi-Modal Transportation Systems -
transportation facilities and services designed
primarily to support alternative passenger
modes.

New Fully-Contained Community - is a
development proposed for location outside of
the existing designated urban growth areas
which is characterized by urban densities,
uses and services and meets the criteria of
RCW 36.70A.350. [WAC, CWPP]

Objective - a specific, measurable,
intermediate end that is achievable and marks

progress toward a goal. By the end of the
planning period, it should be possible to state
whether or not a specific objective has been
reached.

Off-Site Improvements - improvements
associated with development (such as water,
sewer and roads) that are not located on the
parcel that is subject to a development
application.

On-Site Improvements - project
improvements on the lot or parcel that is
subject to a development application.

On-Site System - individual water or sewer
system usually serving one residence and
located on the property it serves. Includes
wells and septic systems.

Open Space - undeveloped land that serves
a functional role in the life of the community.
This term is subdivided for inventory purposes
into the following:

a. Pastoral or recreational open spaces
are areas that serve active or passive
recreation needs, e.g., federal, state,
regional and local parks, forests,
historic sites, etc.

b. Utilitarian open spaces are those
areas not suitable for residential or
other development due to the
existence of hazardous and/or
environmentally sensitive conditions,
e.g., airport flight zones, floodplains,
lakes and rivers, wetlands, well fields,
etc. This category is sometimes
referred to as “health and safety” open
space.

C. Corridor (or linear) open spaces are
areas through which people travel,
and which may also serve an aesthetic
or leisure purpose. For example, an
interstate highway may connect point
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A to point B, but may also offer an
enjoyable pleasure drive for the family.
This open space is also significant in
its ability to connect one residential or
leisure area with another.

Phased Growth - residential development in
unincorporated portions of designated UGAs
is phased, concurrent with the necessary
infrastructure to support it.

Policies - express a community’s
commitment to a course of action. The way in
which programs and activities are conducted
to achieve an identified goal or objective.
Policies express that commitment in one of
three ways:

1) The policies themselves, as they
appear in an adopted comprehensive
plan, provide clear guidance for
decision making when a situation
arises;

2) They form the basis for revised
development regulations (e.g., zoning,
subdivision, building codes); and

3) They provide the overall direction for
implementation of a strategy or course
of action.

Prohibit - to forbid or prevent.

Project Impacts - affect only a development
project. As a rule of thumb, “on-site” impacts
are generally “project impacts” (e.g., the
impact of a specific site plan on the direction,
velocity and volume of stormwater runoff).

Provide - to make or furnish.

Public Facilities - include streets, roads,
highways, sidewalks, street and road lighting
systems, traffic signals, domestic water
systems, storm and sanitary sewer systems,

parks and recreational facilities, and schools.
[RCW, CWPP]

Public Ownership (through donation) -
private individuals and foundations, nonprofit
organizations, or governmental agencies
donate land for public use and protection.
While this land is “free” in that the public does
not need to purchase it, the land is still lost
from the tax rolls, and will require at least
minimal maintenance at public expense.

Public Ownership (through purchase) - a
public entity or private land trust purchases
private property for the sake of preservation;
the most expensive of all tools.

Public Services - includes fire protection and
suppression, law enforcement, public health,
education, recreation, environmental
protection, and other governmental services.
[RCW, CWPP]

Purchase of Development Rights - as with
transfer of development rights, the right to
develop a parcel of land is separated from the
parcel itself. In this case, however, the rights
are actually purchased by a public entity or a
land trust.

Purchase of Easements (Public Access
Rights) - government compensates a
landowner for giving up the right to exclusive
use of all or part of a parcel of land in order to
create a public easement. This technique is
sometimes used to provide public access to
waterfront or public lands.

Purpose Statements - describe the current
conditions or considerations that make the
goal and its policies cluster necessary and
explain how the goal and policies address the
problem/condition.

Ramp Down Agreements - a potential
component for proposed annexations. Cities
and counties may establish a formula to
equitably compensate the county for revenue
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and capital facility expenditures lost due to
annexation. These agreements may include
an amortization schedule for transitioning the
revenue from the county to the city. These
agreements may also incorporate the
purchase of county capital improvements in
the annexed area.

Revised Code of Washington - a compilation
of all Washington State law.

Regional Planning Commission - a quasi-
judicial body composed of members from the
city of Yakima and Yakima County to
implement the Yakima Urban Area Plan and
Zoning Ordinance.

Regional Service Agreements - agreements
between two or more local governments
and/or nongovernmental providers to facilitate
the extension of utilities and services.

Regional Transportation Plan - means the
transportation plan for the regionally
designated transportation system which is
produced by the Regional Transportation
Planning Organization. [WAC]

Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (RTPO) - means the voluntary
organization conforming to RCW 47.80.020,
consisting of local governments within a
region containing one or more counties which
have common transportation interests.

Regulatory Authority - a constituted body
established under law to control, fix, or adjust
the time, amount, degree or rate of the
provision of a public or quasi-public service or
facility.

Require - to direct, order, demand.

Resource Lands - lands which are
designated as having long-term commercial
significance for the production of agricultural
products, timber, or the extraction of minerals.

Right-of-Way - a general term denoting land
or an interest in land, usually in a strip,
devoted to utility or transportation purposes.

Riparian - land along a natural stream, river or
marine shorelines. Riparian vegetation
includes the trees and plant life associated
with lands along streams, rivers, and marine
shorelines.

Road Levy - a levy assessed on real property
by the County; to be used to develop and
maintain the County’s road system.

Rural Lands - means all lands which are not
within an urban growth area and are not
designated as natural resource lands having
long-term commercial significance for
production of agricultural products, timber, or
the extraction of minerals. [WAC, CWPP]
Sanitary Sewer System - means all facilities,
including approved on-site disposal facilities,
used in the collection, transmission, storage,
treatment or discharge of any waterborne
waste, whether domestic in origin or a
combination of domestic, commercial or
industrial waste. [WAC]

Satellite Utility Systems - public or privately
owned community water or sewer systems
that are operated as independent system until
they can be included as part of a larger
system.

Settled Out Agricultural Workers -
previously migratory farm laborers who have
established permanent residences.

Service Area - the land area within which a
city or other service provider is committed to
providing urban services within a specific time
period (typically 20 years or less).

Service Providers - government and
nongovernment providers of such services as
fire protection, law enforcement, emergency
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medical services, potable water, irrigation
water, and sewerage collection and disposal.

Shall - is considered always mandatory or
imperative; denotes definite obligation, and
necessity.

Shorelines of the State - the shorelines
covered by the Shoreline Management Act
[RCW 90.58, SMA] and the County’s
Shoreline Master Program [SMP]. They cover
lands adjacent to and wetlands associated
with all marine waters, lakes over 20 acres in
size, and streams and rivers with a mean
annual flow of more than 20 cubic feet per
second.

Shoreline Master Program [SMP] - Yakima
County’s Shoreline Master Program was
amended on January 1, 1986, in accordance
with RCW 90.58, Shoreline Management Act.

Should - used to express, duty, propriety, or
desirability; discretionary.

Solid Waste Handling Facility - means any
facility for the transfer or ultimate disposal of
solid waste, including landfills and municipal
incinerators. [WAC]

Special District - means a municipal or quasi-
municipal corporation, other than a county,
city, or school district.

Special Needs Populations - the physically
disabled, mentally disabled, mentally ill,
homeless, and other persons who may
experience barriers to housing because of a
disability or condition.

Strategies - planned actions designed to
achieve goals and objectives. Policies that
call for a course of action or implementation
strategy will need to be translated into a
sequenced program of activities that will help
achieve the community’s goals. The timing of

those activities will need to be identified (e.g.,
near term, mid-range, long range).

System Impacts - affect the larger network of
facilities, services, or natural environment
(i.e., ‘system). As a rule of thumb, “off-site”
impacts are generally system impacts (e.g.,
the impact of a proposed development on
arterial roads, wastewater treatment facilities,
and regional parks).

Transfer of Development Rights - a tool to
preserve private property in the public interest
without spending public funds for land
acquisition. The right to develop a parcel of
land is separated from the parcel itself. The
right to develop can be sold to another party
and used on a different parcel of land, thereby
adding to the amount of development or
density which can be built on the “receiving”
parcel. Each parcel remains private property
and can be sold separately.

Transportation Advisory Committee (TAG)
- a group of transportation professionals and
interested citizens who were brought together
to help develop goals and policies for the
transportation element of Plan 2015.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Strategies - strategies aimed at changing
travel behavior rather than at expanding the
transportation network to meet travel demand.
Such strategies can include the promotion of
work hour changes, ride-sharing options,
parking policies, telecommuting. [WAC]

Transportation demand management facilities
can include park-and-ride or park-and-pool
lots, car pool or vanpool programs, subsidized
transit, high-occupancy vehicle lanes and
other opportunities provided to reduce the
number of vehicles using the roadway system.

Transportation Facilities - includes capital
facilities related to air, water or land
transportation. [WAC]
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Transportation Level of Service Standard -
a measure which describes the operational
condition of the travel stream and acceptable
adequacy requirements. Such standards may
be expressed in terms such as speed and
travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic
interruptions, comfort, convenience,
geographic accessibility and safety. [CWPP]
Transportation System Management (TSM)
- means the use of low capital expenditures to
increase the capacity of the transportation
system. TSM strategies include but are not
limited to signalization, channelization, and
bus turn-outs. [WAC]

Urban Governmental Services - include
those governmental services historically and
typically delivered by cities, and include storm
and sanitary sewer systems, domestic water
systems, street cleaning services, fire and
police protection services, public transit
services, and other public utilities associated
with urban areas and normally not associated
with nonurban areas. [RCW, CWPP]

Urban Growth - refers to growth that makes
intensive use of land for the location of
buildings, structures, and impermeable
surfaces to such as degree as to be
incompatible with the primary use of such land
for the production of food, other agricultural
products, or fiber, or the extraction of mineral
resource. When allowed to spread over wide
areas, urban growth typically requires urban
governmental services. “Characterized by
urban growth” refers to land having urban
growth located on it, or to land located in
relationship to an area with urban growth on it
as to be appropriate for urban growth.[RCW,
CWPP]

Urban Growth Areas - means those areas
designated by a county pursuant to RCW
36.70A.110. [RCW, CWPP]

Urban Infill - development of the vacant lots
in urban areas.

Utilities or Public Utilities - means
enterprises or facilities serving the public by
means of an integrated system of collection,
transmission, distribution, and processing
facilities through more or less permanent
physical connections between the plant of the
serving entity and the premises of the
customer. Included are systems for the
delivery of natural gas, electricity, tele-
communications services, water and for the
disposal of sewage.[WAC]

Visioning - means a process of citizen
involvement to determine values and ideals
for the future of a community and to transform
those values and ideals into manageable and
feasible community goals. [WAC, CWPP]

Washington Administrative Code - a
compilation of guidelines for how Washington
State law is to be administered.

Watershed - the area drained by a given
stream or river. Often used interchangeably
with drainage basin. Watershed boundaries
are ridges that divide one drainage basin from
another.

Wetlands - means areas that are inundated or
saturated by surface water or ground water at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support,
and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally included swamps,
marches, bogs, and similar areas. Wetlands
do not include those artificial wetlands
intentionally created from nonwetland sites,
including, but not limited to, irrigation and
drainage ditches, grass-lined swales, canals,
detention facilities, wastewater treatment
facilities, farm ponds, and landscape
amenities, or those wetland created after July
1, 1990, that were unintentionally created as
a result of the construction of a road, street, or
highway. @ Wetlands may include those
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artificial wetland intentionally created from
nonwetland areas created to mitigate
conversion of wetlands. [RCW]

Zoning - limitations on parcel size, density,
type of use, etc., which protect the public
health and safety and promote economic and
efficient delivery of public services and
facilities.
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YAKIMA COUNTY
PROGRESS

CHAPTER I
PLAN DEVELOPMENT
ELEMENT

“I hold that man is in the right
who is most closely in league with the future."

-Henrik Ibsen

PURPOSE OF PLAN 2015

Traditionally, comprehensive planning has
been a community’s effort to understand
where it has been and what direction it plans
to take during the next 20 years. To
accomplish this, the community examines its
needs, problems and potentials and then
prepares its vision for the future. From that
vision a comprehensive plan is developed: a
working document stating the community’s
goals and policies and providing direction and
vision for the future.

In working towards its future, the County must
balance its own planning goals and policies
with state goals and guidelines established by
Washington's 1990 Growth Management Act
(GMA). This legislation calls for a deeper
level of analysis than previously used in the
comprehensive planning process. Yakima
County, along with its cities and towns,
became the thirteenth jurisdiction required to
comply with the new statute. The Growth
Management Act establishes a framework for
the plan, requiring counties and cities planning
under the Act to include a detailed land use
element, housing element, capital facilities
plan, utilities element and transportation
element which outline adequate provisions for
the additional needs of future populations
without incurring heavy costs for public
services and facilities, or destroying the
state's agricultural, forest, and open space
resources.

Communities must follow an established
comprehensive plan framework comprised of
a detailed land use element, housing element,
capital facilities plan, utilities element and
transportation element. Further, the plan must
not place a heavy financial burden on present
and future residents. Therefore, the
comprehensive plan under GMA outlines
adequate, cost-effective provisions for public
services and facilities. Finally, the County’s
agricultural, forest, mineral and open space
resources must be protected for future
generations.

PLANNING PROCESS

Citizen participation is at the heart of Yakima
County’s planning process. Recognizing that
the comprehensive plan must reflect the
people it serves, citizen input was encouraged
during every step of the five-year process.

Visioning

The Board of Yakima County Commissioners
launched a new long range planning program
called Focus 2010 in the spring of 1990 when
a survey questionnaire was mailed to 1500
randomly-selected County residents. The
guestionnaire polled people on a wide range
of topics concerning both present conditions
and future options. With approximately 80
percent of the surveys completed and
returned, the Commissioners obtained a good
indication of citizen opinions and preferences
on issues facing us. After the legislature
passed the Growth Management Act in June,
1990, some adjustments to the Focus 2010
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Planning Program were necessary. However,
the citizen involvement plan was easily
adapted to meet GMA requirements.

In March 1991, the County officially kicked off
Focus 2010 citizen meetings with a series of
public forums. Participants learned about the
GMA requirements and in turn told planning
staff how they'd like to see the Valley grow
over the next twenty years. Their list of issues
and requests became the foundation for later
citizen meetings on community visioning.

Due to differences in planning issues, growth
patterns and the geographical areas between
the Upper and Lower Valley, separate citizen
participation processes emerged. In the
Upper Valley a citizen-based planning process
called Visioning Yakima 2010 was already
underway. Initiated by the city of Yakima and
the Visioning Steering Committee, which
represented private and public sector
community leaders and activists, its purpose
was to develop a vision for the Yakima
"metropolitan area." As a result of the County-
wide Focus 2010 program, the Visioning
Yakima 2010 became Vision 2010 and was
expanded to cover the entire Upper Valley.
Focus 2010 covered the Lower Valley.

The two coordinated visioning processes were
the most highly involved public/private sector
futuring programs in the history of Yakima
County. Over 400 residents joined the
program: 350 in the Upper Valley and 50 in
the Lower Valley. Both were well publicized,
broadly based efforts to recruit all ages and
interests in the community.

Representing a wide spectrum of interests,
from established leadership groups to newly
emerging forces, the committees worked to
establish a preferred future for the Valley.
Membership in the committees was open to all
residents; the only requirements were the
willingness to show up and engage in the
discussion. Committee chairs provided

leadership and logistical support, but no
centralized structure was mandated for the
committees to follow. Guidelines, however,
were suggested.

From the outset, committee members knew
the vision had to involve both public
perspectives and private sector support.
Committees were asked to avoid problem
solving and focus on setting a vision for the
future. They concluded that the way to move
beyond the present political conflicts and
difficult problems was to create a Vision or
Preferred Future beyond those obstacles. The
next step would be to reach the Preferred
Future.

The Visioning Steering Committee for the
Upper Valley's Vision 2010 formed nine
"community action teams" that met over a
four-month period to gather information and
develop strategies addressing major issues
affecting the greater Yakima area. Included
among the committees was a Rural and
Agricultural committee.

In the Lower Valley, a Focus 2010 Planning
Advisory Committee (PAC) was formed to
carry out its visioning effort. Representatives
from city councils, planning commissions,
community organizations, and interested
citizens comprised the PAC. Over the course
of several weeks they created a twenty-year
vision for the Lower Yakima Valley.

Then PAC members were divided into four
groups. Each group worked on specific topics
developed from the issues voiced at the
earlier public forums, and concentrated on
formulating a vision for the Lower Valley
based on its issue topics.

Once the PAC had completed its work, a
seven-member steering committee was
formed to organize the various vision
statements, values, goals, and objectives. The
steering committee spent over a month
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reviewing and discussing the final visioning
report.

In January, 1992, the committees presented
their reports to the community: called Vision
2010 and Focus 2010, they reflected the
Upper and Lower Valley's Vvisions,
respectively.

Copies of the visioning reports have been
widely distributed to community leaders and
private interests throughout the County. They
provide clear direction and offer a united
course of action for the Valley"the first true
road map to the Valley’s preferred future.

The unqualified success of the two citizen
participation efforts has resulted in state-wide
recognition. Yakima County, the city of
Yakima, and the Visioning Steering Com-
mittee were jointly awarded the prestigious
Honor Award by the Washington Chapter of
the American Planning Association and the
Planning Association of Washington in April,
1992. The award recognized the outstanding
effort, which combined urban and rural area
citizens in a public deliberation, selection and
presentation process for a preferred future.

County-Wide Planning Policy (CWPPs)

With  the Vision/Focus 2010 effort
successfully completed, the County launched
the next phase of the comprehensive plan
process: developing the County-wide Planning
Policies. Building on the Visioning effort, the
CWPP's purpose was to create the framework
for each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan.
This approach ensured consistency between
city and County plans and met the require-
ments of the growth management legislation.

Successful growth planning recognizes the
cooperative effort that must take place
between the County and cities. Land use,
infrastructure and financing must be a
coordinated effort throughout a region. The
Growth Management Act also requires a

collaborative process between the County and
city representatives. The County-wide Plann-
ing Policy met this goal.

The County-wide Planning Policy Committee
was comprised of elected officials and staff
from Yakima County, representatives from
each of the cities and towns, and the Yakama
Indian Nation. Their assignment was to over-
see the development of the planning policies.
An initial draft was reviewed by the Committee
in the fall of 1992. A second draft with com-
mittee changes was circulated to agencies
and organizations charged with implementing
the community vision. A third draft was
reviewed by city council and planning com-
mission members. Additional changes were
made, resulting in a public hearing draft.
Hearings were held and the committee
recommended further minor changes. After
approval by a majority of cities and towns, the
Board of Yakima County Commissioners
adopted the County-wide Planning Policy on
June 29, 1993, in compliance with the Growth
Management Act.

Classification, Designation and Protection
of Resource Lands and Critical Areas

The County used aerial photos, on-site
investigation, soils and drainage maps, and
examined land use and zoning to inventory its
resource areas. Based on this inventory, the
County prepared its recommended designated
resource lands (agriculture, forest and existing
mineral sites) of long-term commercial sig-
nificance. From this inventory the County
concluded that the minimum lot size/small lot
provision was creating problems for long term
resource conservation but concluded that
while the comprehensive plan was being
developed, existing zoning regulations esta-
blished in 1981-82 through the Rural Land
Use project were sufficient to provide interim
protection of farm, forest lands and flood-
plains. For mineral resource lands, an overlay
designation to notify adjoining property owners
within 1,000 feet of an existing site was
established. In May, 1992, Yakima County
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completed the process for designation and
conservation of farm, forest and mineral
resource lands (Resolution #239-1992, May
12, 1992).

On June 27, 1994, the Yakima County
Commissioners adopted a Critical Areas
Ordinance consolidating and streamlining the
critical area designation and protection
requirements of the Shoreline Management
Act, the Flood Plain Management Act, and the
Growth Management Act (Yakima County
Critical Areas Ordinance, Ordinance 3-1994,
dated July 12, 1994).

Two citizen groups contributed to the creation
of the Critical Areas Ordinance. The first,
called the Critical Areas Task Force (CATF),
consisted of 23 representatives of various
private organizations and interests. Their
goals were to establish interim protective
measures, as required, for the County’s
identified geological hazards, wetlands, and
wildlife areas and to assist in the development
of long term resource protection measures of
critical areas through the County’'s
comprehensive plan. Convened in June of
1992, the group met through the fall of 1992
and spring of 1993. The second group, the
Food and Agriculture Committee (FAC) served
as a technical advisory committee to the
Critical Areas Task Force. The FAC, com-
prised of various sub-department repre-
sentatives under the Department of
Agriculture, provided the technical review of
the Critical Areas Ordinance.

In September 1994, the Critical Areas
Ordinance was challenged by the Con-
federated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Indian Nation and the Shrub-Steppe Eco-
system Alliance. The Shrub-Steppe Eco-
system Alliance subsequently withdrew its
petition. On March 10, 1995, the Growth
Management Hearings Board for Eastern
Washington determined that the ordinance
failed to meet the Growth Management Act
requirements to designate and protect critical

areas, and required the County to bring the
ordinance into compliance by August 10,
1995. On July 25, 1995, the Yakima County
Commissioners adopted an amended Critical
Areas Ordinance No. 8-1995, effective
October 1, 1995.

The amendment addressed the five
deficiencies the Hearings Board cited:1) pro-
viding a definition for wetlands 2) furnishing a
"rating system" for wetlands, 3) maintaining
vegetative buffering standards, 4) designating
and protecting wetlands outside of stream
corridors, and 5) adequately protecting fish
and streamside wildlife habitat. The Ordinance
corrected the deficiencies and streamlined,
updated and consolidated existing regulations.
The Hearings Board ruled on September 25,
1995 that the revised ordinance complies with
the Growth Management Act.

Interim Urban Growth Areas (IUGAS)

Each county planning under the GMA is
required to designate an urban growth area
(UGA) or areas to encourage urban growth.

The urban growth area must be based on the
State Office of Financial Management’'s
population forecast for the County. It must
include areas and densities sufficient to
accommodate the growth expected through
the year 2010. The urban growth area should
be located first in areas already characterized
by urban growth and services and second in
areas already characterized by urban growth
and that will be served by a combination of
existing and new public facilities and services.
The County-wide Urban Growth Area Policy
incorporated these requirements and des-
cribed the process and criteria for establishing
and amending urban growth areas in Yakima
County.

State law provides that counties establish
urban growth areas and that cities propose
their boundaries based on land use needs'
forecasts and their ability to serve the growth.
In August 1993, the County provided each city
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with the criteria and process it would use to
evaluate and designate interim urban growth
areas. The information was provided in con-
junction with data provided by the Yakima
Valley Conference of Governments for most of
the cities and towns.

The criteria took a broad range of
considerations into account. These included
population projections; housing units of
various types that would be needed by 2015
and the corresponding acreage requirements
at various densities. Rough estimates of the
acreage needed for other land uses were
made, based either on existing ratios, an
explicitly stated community desire to change
an existing ratio, generally accepted rules-of-
thumb, or a national average for similar cities.
To the total parcel acreage required, 25
percent more was added for rights-of-way and
30 percent was added to allow for market
choice and locational preferences.

Wetlands and flood plains were deducted from
the available area. Population densities (1990
U.S. Census) were mapped at the block level,
and land use and growth trends were
considered. The existing road network,
location and capacity of the water and sewer
systems were also evaluated. Natural
features (e.g. rivers, cliffs), major man-made
features (highways, canals, railroad tracks),
jurisdictional boundaries, and parcel lines
were taken into account in setting the edges
of the areas.

Based on these considerations and following
local public hearings, each city recommended
an interim urban growth area to Yakima
County. The County then used its geographic
information system to generate statistics
needed for its own analysis of the
recommended interim urban growth areas.

Yakima County held public hearings on
November 23, 1993 (Mid-Valley), December
16, 1993 (Lower Valley), and February 1, 1994
(Upper Valley) to consider the designation and

adoption of interim urban growth areas
proposed by the cities, and receive public
comment. At the public hearings, the County
provided each city with a written analysis of
the city’s future land use needs, and the
appropriateness of the proposed area.

The Board of County Commissioners directed
planning staff to meet with several com-
munities to discuss changes they felt were
needed, and adjustments were made to some
of the proposed interim urban growth areas.
Yakima County published the environmental
determination (DNS) and provided a comment
period for response.

The interim urban growth areas shown in the
Urban Lands sub-element were initially adopt-
ed by Yakima County on:

December 14, 1993: Harrah, Toppenish,
Wapato, Zillah;

January 11, 1994: Granger, Grandview,

Mabton,  Sunnyside;

and

February 15, 1994: Moxee, Naches, Selah,

Tieton, Yakima.

These urban areas contain nearly 66,000
acres, of which about 28,000 acres are in
existing cities and the balance, or 38,000
acres, are in urban, unincorporated Yakima
County. The Demographics Element contains
detail on the distribution of population within
the urban areas.

Regulatory Reform

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
was enacted in 1971 to ensure that environ-
mental analysis would be conducted as part of
the planning, development review and
permitting process. The Growth Management
Act was adopted in 1990 to address problems
associated with rapid growth and unplanned
development. These two laws, authored in
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different decades, needed to be reconciled
and coordinated, in order that compliance with
both statutes would be less burdensome and
time-consuming.

In May 1994, the Department of Ecology
authorized integrated compliance with SEPA
and GMA. The authorization allowed the
environmental analysis required under SEPA
to occur concurrently with and as an integral
part of the planning and decision making
under GMA. This meant that some environ-
mental reviews, previously done at the project
level, could be completed at the compre-
hensive planning level. It also provided for
flexibility in the format of integrated GMASEPA
documents.

Under an integrated SEPA/GMA project, a
community explores and tests all of its options
and the consequences of those options as it
prepares its comprehensive plan. Environ-
mental as well as fiscal and other analysis
occurs throughout the planning process. An
ongoing, informal dialogue between citizens
and public officials is essential.

In 1994 Yakima County was one of six
jurisdictions in Washington state awarded a
grant to explore a new approach to integrating
SEPA and GMA, through the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Develop-
ment (CTED). The County developed a model
approach for balancing the costs of develop-
ment and environmental protection. The
project determined levels of service for
facilities to be provided in urban, rural, and
transitional areas, examined ways to fund
these services, and studied the anticipated
impacts from these services.

Early and continuous public involvement was
combined with environmental analysis to
complete capital facilities planning. The
project concluded that for proposed projects
found consistent with an integrated
SEPA/GMA comprehensive plan, project
review should not reanalyze basic, long range

system-level land use planning decisions in
making a specific permit decision.

In 1995, the Washington State Legislature
passed ESHB 1724 [RCW 36.70C], which
calls for integrated Growth Management
Planning and Environmental Review as part of
regulatory reform. Many of the concepts
found in this legislation are borrowed from
Yakima County’s approach to SEPA/GMA. A
Regulatory Reform Ordinance was adopted
July 30, 1996, following technical review on
May 23, 1996 and a Planning Commission
study session and hearing in June, 1996.

Government Services Forum

Under the requirements of RCW 36.115 (SSB
5038), the providers of public facilities and
services (i.e., Yakima County and city
governments and special purpose districts)
have initiated a program called the
Government Services Forum to identify oppor-
tunities for increasing the efficiency and
effectiveness of their services by contracting
with one another for the provision of services
(similar to existing contracts between cities
and fire districts).

Plan 2015 Goals and Policies

Funds from the Yakima County SEPA/GMA
integration grant were used to support an
extensive public participation program that
would help transform the earlier Visioning
reports, Vision 2010 and Focus 2010, into
reality.

To help resolve environmental and
development issues, the Board of County
Commissioners appointed select groups of
prominent citizens to work on the general plan
goals and policies. Through the Steering
Committee, the Board of County Com-
missioners was also directly involved through-
out the process, setting policy and direction
for comprehensive planning efforts.
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The extensive citizen participation program
was initiated to keep communication flowing
between plan developers and the general
public.  With SEPA/GMA, the County's
purpose was to ensure that all residents were
aware of and understood the intent of the
project and the issues being addressed. More
importantly, residents needed to have the
opportunity to help guide the project outcome,
and to offer comments, suggestions, or
criticism as the project developed. The goal
was to have residents who were satisfied with
the project outcome; this was most likely to
occur if residents had a sense of ownership in
the project.

Finance Task Force

This 14-member committee was comprised of
service providers, school district represent-
atives, special purpose districts, developers,
and business leaders. Key service providers
were identified, and Task Force members
were selected by the Board of County
Commissioners. Business leaders, devel-
opers, and other special interests were asked
to recommend a representative from their
area of interest to represent their larger
constituency. The Finance Task Force
identified the anticipated financial impacts of
future development on public facilities and
services, the costs associated with meeting
the plan’s goals and objectives, and the
financial strategies needed to implement the
plan.

Upper & Lower Valley Shareholders

This 29-member committee appointed by the
Board of County Commissioners represented
business, finance, industry, development, and
agricultural leaders throughout the County.
The committee was subdivided into Upper and
Lower valley groups to address the County's
diverse regional development patterns. The
Shareholders identified the ways that urban
and rural development impacts the environ-
ment and public services, then evaluated the
tools available for addressing those impacts,

and went on to develop goals, objectives and
policies for the plan. Although the share-
holders' focus was on developing the
Comprehensive Plan, they also provided the
Finance Task Force with a "reality check" re-
garding how they, as average citizens, viewed
current environmental mitigation. Working
with the Board of County Commissioners,
planning staff contacted business, develop-
ment, environmental, and community activists
and solicited their suggestions for member-
ship. Staff also used the 1992 Visioning
membership lists to ensure that the County's
wide range of interests were represented.

Other specific citizen committees and task
forces were also formed to advise the County
in such areas as transportation, parks/open
space, and flood hazard management.

Transportation Advisory Group (TAG)
Transportation professionals and interested
citizens were brought together to help develop
goals and policies for the Transportation
element of Plan 2015. Through a series of
work sessions between February and May,
1995, the TAG members, representing agri-
culture, the trucking industry, bicyclists, home-
builders, transit and government agencies,
completed their initial work. The TAG will con-
tinue to meet as the full Transportation Plan is
readied for public review in 1996.

Parks and Open Space Plan Advisory
Committee

Diverse interests in active recreation, field
sports, developed parks, trails, open spaces
and different geographic areas of Yakima
County were represented by this group. The
Committee worked with the County to assess
public attitudes, formulate goals, policies and
an operational plan for the County Parks
Department. The Parks and Open Space
Plan adopted by the Board in May, 1996
served as a basis for of the, Parks and Open
Space Element of Plan 2015.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Comprehensive Flood Hazard Management
Plan Advisory Committee

This committee advises the County on
structural and nonstructural solutions to flood
management along a reach of the Yakima
River from the Yakima River Canyon north of
Selah to Union Gap, and along the Naches
River from Cowiche Creek to its mouth. The
ultimate focus of the task force is to formulate
refinements to Plan 2015 and the develop-
ment regulations in 1996 to minimize the
effects and costs of future flooding in the
valley.

Broad-Scale Public Involvement

The second tier of the public involvement
effort addressed the public at large. This tier
focused on residents who may have had a
general interest in the project, but did not have
as large an investment in the project's
outcome as did the advisory committees. The
goal was to keep them aware of the project's
progress and to offer them the opportunity to
comment or make suggestions. To meet that
goal, the following methods were employed:

Mailings On December 20, 21, and 22, 1994,
the County mailed a newsletter, Spotlight on
2015, to all 83,014 residences and post office

Speakers Bureau Planning staff prepared a
20-minute  presentation for interested
community organizations, and explored oppor-
tunities to speak at their meetings. Speaking
engagements included Government Day for
Yakima Chamber of Commerce Leadership
Yakima; the Sunnyside Chamber of Com-
merce; the General Membership of the
Yakima Valley Conference of Governments;
the Yakima Republican Women'’s Club; and
the Lower Valley Soroptomists.

Television, Radio, & Print Media To ensure
the public had a variety of sources to hear
about upcoming events, public service
announcements (PSAs) were sent to local
television and radio stations and to general

box holders (excluding businesses within the
city of Yakima) in the County. The purpose of
the mailing was to inform all County residents
of the Comprehensive Plan development and
to develop a mailing list for future newsletters.
Over 600 residents requested information on
the Comprehensive Plan's progress. Their
names were added to the department's
mailing data base.

Beginning in early 1995, Spotlight on 2015
was issued quarterly to the Planning
Department's entire mailing list. Each issue
focused on progress for both the Com-
prehensive Plan and SEPA/GMA. The Public
Works Department also mailed thousands of
copies of its newsletter The Road Ahead to
inform the public about transportation planning
issues.

Listening Posts Drop-in, informal open
houses were held on Saturdays at the Yakima
Mall and the Sunnyside Mall, and booths were
staffed at the Central Washington Home
Show, the Yakima Valley

circulation newspapers. PSAs were co-
ordinated with newsletter mailings for max-
imum market saturation.

Videos Finance Task Force and Share-
holders' meetings were videotaped. The
video library is maintained by the Planning
Department and may be viewed by the public.

Open Houses A series of Open Houses was
held to discuss the major land areas: Urban,
Rural, and Resource. For each of these
areas, three open houses were held in various
locales throughout the County.

Community College "Earth Day" celebration
and the Central Washington State Fair.
Planners, Commissioners, and committee
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members were available to answer questions
and hear residents' thoughts and concerns.
Maps and materials were provided. A survey
was administered, asking residents' opinions
on some of the more difficult choices facing
Yakima County

Urban: Sunnyside, West Valley, and
Terrace Heights

Resource: Sunnyside, Gleed, and Moxee

Rural: Sunnyside, West Valley, and
Selah

The open house format included presentation
of background information, small group
discussion of issues and specific proposals for
dealing with them, sharing opinions with the
larger group and individual voting on preferred
scenarios. Opinions expressed were sum-
marized and presented to staff, Shareholders,
the Board of County Commissioners and,
through the newsletter, other interested
residents.

Transportation issues were also aired at the
above open houses and on specific sessions
in the Upper and Lower Valley.

Public Hearings The Planning Commission
held a series of study sessions in October,
1995 through May, 1996 to learn about the
citizen committees' recommended goals,
objectives and policies for Plan 2015.

Two advertised workshops were held with the
Planning Commission, Shareholders, Finance
Task Force and Transportation Advisory
Group on July 1st and July 8th to review the
entire draft of Plan 2015. July 1, 1996, was
also the day the plan was distributed to the
public and notice was given of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement review and
the state was advised of the intent to adopt
under RCW 36.70A.

The Yakima County Planning Commission
public hearings were held on July 17th, July

24th, August 7, August 28, and September
11, 1996. The Planning Commission debated
and refined the draft, then held public forums
on January 28 and February 3, 1997, to
present their recommended version to County
residents. Public hearings to review the plan
were held before the Board of Yakima County
Commissioners on February 18, March 12,
and March 20, 1997. The Commissioners
adopted Plan 2015 on May 20, 1997.

KEEPING PLAN 2015 CURRENT

Future Work Program

Following plan adoption, the County will
develop specific measures to implement Plan
2015. This will require review of existing
zoning, subdivision, and building codes, as
well as other ordinances, County policies and
procedures, to identify the changes needed to
make them consistent with plan goals and
policies. To be consistent with both Plan
2015 and the state’s regulatory reform
requirements, the County’s permit processes
will be streamlined and consolidated. Where
action is needed to implement the plan,
specific strategies and schedules will be
developed.

In conjunction with the adoption of the total
package of development regulations imple-
menting Plan 2015, the County will review its
designation of natural resources lands and the
development regulations that are in place to
protect them, to assure consistency. Similarly,
the critical areas that were previously
designated, and the regulations adopted to
protect them, will be reviewed and, if
necessary, altered upon adoption of Plan
2015, to assure consistency. The regulations
for protecting critical areas will need to be
reviewed again in connection with adoption of
the total package of development regulations
implementing Plan 2015, to assure
consistency (WAC 365-195-825).
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Yakima County will prepare neighborhood
plans for selected unincorporated areas
consistent with long-range planning goals.
When completed, these plans will be made
part of Plan 2015 and the appropriate urban
area plan through plan amendments. Under
the GMA statutes, neighborhood plans can be
considered at any time following adoption, and
are not subject to the annual review
requirement. {Amended 12/98}

The County will continue to work with the
Government Services Forum to reduce the
cost of government services, consistent with
plan goals and policies regarding capital
facilities, utilities, and intergovernmental
coordination. Interlocal urban growth policy
agreements will be developed with the cities
and towns, addressing land use regulations,
service provision, and development and
construction standards for the unincorporated
portions of the urban growth areas.

The agreements will specify the process by
which affected local governments may review
and comment on comprehensive plan amend-
ments, zone changes and development
applications processed by another jurisdiction
within urban growth areas (CWPP F.3.4).
Agreements will be negotiated for appropriate
allocation of financial burdens resulting from
the transition of land from county to city
jurisdiction.

Regulations will be developed to govern the
operation of a concurrency management
system. The system will determine whether
relevant public facilities have adequate cap-
acity to accommodate a proposed develop-
ment, and the responses to be taken when it
is determined that capacity is not adequate to
accommodate a proposal. "Relevant public
facilities" are those to which concurrency
applies under Plan 2015. "Adequate capacity"
refers to the maintenance of concurrency
(WAC 365-195-835). Compliance with SEPA
on the project-specific level will be integrated

with the case-by-case process for concurrency
management.

The Countywide citizen involvement program
will be maintained throughout the completion
of all these activities, and as part of the
annual plan amendment process.

UPDATE AND MAINTENANCE PROCESS

Amendments
The Growth Management Act makes the
comprehensive land use plan and develop-
ment regulations subject to continuing eval-
uation and review by the County (RCW
36.70A.130).

Initiation
Plan 2015 Amendments may be initiated:

1. By motion of the Board of Yakima
County Commissioners, or by the
Planning Commission;

2. By a property owner filing an
application for a plan map amendment
with the Planning Department on a
standard form available from the
department.

The applicant will pay a nonrefundable
fee at the time that the application is
filed to cover advertising and mailing
expenses. When a map amendment
of the comprehensive plan is in
conjunction with a use district rezone,
request for the same property, the fee
for the rezone/comprehensive plan
map amendment will be the same as
either the fee for a rezone or a map
amendment, whichever is higher.

Timing

The Growth Management Act allows amend-
ments to the comprehensive plan no more
often than once a year, except in an
emergency (RCW 36.70A.130), or in the case
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of a neighborhood plan, as noted above.
Proposals to amend the comprehensive plan
map will be accepted at any time, and will be
considered along with all other proposals as
part of the annual comprehensive plan review
and amendment process.

The Planning Commission will begin its annual
review at a date which will allow adequate
time for review and recommendation to the
Board of Yakima County Commissioners prior
to December of each year. The review
schedule will also allow the commission to
make a timely recommendation to the Board
during the annual budget cycle. {Amended
12/98}

The Planning Commission will receive
applications for amending, supplementing, or
modifying maps of Plan 2015 up until 90 days
prior to its annual review, to allow adequate
time for processing the motion or application
and allow for public notification of the
proposals. Applications received after that
date will need to wait until the next year's plan
amendment cycle. All proposals to amend the
plan will be considered at the same time to
evaluate their cumulative effects. Map
amendments will be reviewed for consistency
with the goals, objectives, and policies of Plan
2015, along with the map designation criteria
found in Chapter 1. After the Planning
Commission has reviewed applications, it will
hold a public hearing to receive comments on
the proposed modifications. {Amended 12/98}

Emergency situations that require
amendments outside of the normal schedule
must be based on findings that show that the
amendment was needed to deal with an
emergency situation affecting a neighborhood,
community, or the County as a whole, and not
a personal emergency of a particular applicant
or property owner. Before they consider
whether to allow an emergency amendment,
the Board of County Commissioners must
approve written findings that document the
nature of the emergency.

To make sure that Plan 2015 stays
consistent, the Planning Department will
evaluate it for consistency internally, with the
plans of other jurisdictions, and with the
development regulations. The results of this
review will be provided to the Planning
Commission for their consideration (WAC 365-
195-630) as part of its annual Plan 2015
review. {Amended 12/98}

The GMA requires Yakima County to review
its designated Urban Growth Areas and the
densities permitted within both the incor-
porated and unincorporated portions of each
urban growth area the UGAs at least every ten
years, and revise Plan 2015 to accommodate
the urban growth projected for the next 20
years (RCW 36.70A.130). Practically, that
review should occur at each major update or
completion of five of a six year Capital Facility
Planning cycle.

Adoption

After due notice and public hearing, the Board
of Yakima County Commissioners may
amend, supplement or modify the text and
maps of Plan 2015. An amendment may be
amended, adopted, or supplemented by the
Board upon the recommendation of or with the
concurrence of the Planning Commission,
after a public hearing.

Documentation

The record that accompanies any amendment
to Plan 2015 or development regulations will
be similar to the record for the adoption of the
initial plan and regulations. This means that
whenever a provision of the comprehensive
plan or development regulations is based on
factual data, that data or a clear reference of
its source will become part of the record of
adoption. Also, the record will describe how
public participation requirements were met.
Public hearings will be recorded, and tape
recordings of the proceedings will be kept
(WAC 365-195-640).

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Development Regulations

Before adopting any development regulation
intended to carry out Plan 2015, the County
will review its terms to make sure that it is
consistent with and implements the compre-
hensive plan, and will make a finding to that
effect.

When the entire implementation strategy has
been developed, the County will review it to
make sure that it is consistent with the
comprehensive plans of other Counties or
cities with which it shares common borders or
has related regional issues.

Fully Contained New Communities

New fully contained communities may be
approved outside urban growth areas only to
the extent that the County has reserved a
portion of the projected twenty-year population
and has offset the urban growth area
population accordingly for allocation to new
fully contained communities. New community
reserves may be established no more often
than once every five years as part of the
designation or review of urban growth areas.
Final approval of an application for a new fully
contained community will be considered an
amendment to Plan 2015, and the new fully
contained community will be designated as an
urban growth area.

CONTINUOUS CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

As required by the Growth Management Act,
Yakima County established procedures for
"early and continuous" public participation in
the development and amendment of Plan
2015 and its implementing development
regulations implementing those plans (RCW
36.70A.140). In developing Plan 2015, the
County undertook a major communication and
information program. That program was

designed to develop a shared vision of the
future; assure consideration of a wide range of
viewpoints and interests; develop a dialogue
with the general public to identify and explore
the problems and opportunities that would
need to be addressed in developing Plan
2015; present and get feedback on the
proposals and alternatives that were being
considered; provide opportunities for written
comments; hold public meetings after giving
effective notice; allow for open discussion in
various locations and formats, and assure
consideration of and response to public
comments. Except for the visioning effort, a
similar process will precede the adoption of
development regulations.

The Planning Commission will monitor
compliance with Plan 2015 and the
development regulations. At least annually,
the Planning Commission will convene a
public meeting to provide information on how
implementation of the plan is progressing, and
receive public input on any changes that may
be needed (WAC 365-195-610). When
amendments are proposed for adoption, the
same public hearing procedure will be follow-
ed that was used for the initial adoption of
Plan 2015 (RCW 36.70A.106; WAC 365-195-
600).

SUBMISSIONS TO THE STATE

Proposed amendments to Plan 2015 or
development regulations will be submitted to
the Washington State Department of Com-
munity, Trade and Economic Development in
the same manner as the initial plan and
development regulations. Adopted amend-
ments will be transmitted to the Department in
the same manner as the initial plan and
development regulations.

1-12
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CHAPTER Il
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
ELEMENT

"Man is that uniquely conscious creature who can perceive and express.
He must become the steward of the biosphere. To do this,

he must design with nature."

lan McHarg

SEPA REQUIREMENTS

The State Environmental Policy Act or SEPA
(RCW 43.21C) requires government officials
to consider the environmental consequences
of actions they are about to take, and seek
better or less damaging ways to accomplish
those proposed actions. They must consider
whether the proposed action will have a
significant, adverse environmental impact on
the following elements of the natural and built
environment: earth, air, water, plants and
animals, energy and natural resources,
environmental health, land and shoreline use,
transportation, and public services and
utilities.

SEPA empowers local government to protect
environmental quality, and it requires state
and local officials to make decisions
consistent with the policy set forth in the act.
When necessary, it can be used to
supplement agencies' authority to address
gaps in laws affecting environmental quality.
Policies, plans and regulations adopted under
GMA are considered nonproject actions
subject to SEPA review.

SEPA AND GMA INTEGRATION

Sound planning requires establishing
objectives, analyzing alternatives, selecting an
alternative, and implementation. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) is part
of the planning process that analyzes and
documents the environmental impacts and
tradeoffs of a proposed action. Ideally,
environmental analysis is continuous through-

out the planning process. Discussion of pol-
icies and specific land use categories is
framed by analyses of the economic, social
and environmental consequences of those
choices.

SEPA and GMA requirements are similar in
many ways. Integration of SEPA with GMA
eliminates duplication of effort and assures
consistency between SEPA and GMA require-
ments. The planning processes for SEPA and
GMA come together at several points:

Public Participation. Both SEPA and GMA
recognize public participation and
agency coordination as critical to the
planning process.

Existing Conditions. Both SEPA and GMA
require collection and analysis of
information regarding existing
conditions.

Goals and Policies. Goals and policies play
an important role in the development of
the GMA comprehensive plan, and the
SEPA evaluation of plan alternatives.

Impact Analysis. GMA requires collection
and analysis of data for natural
resource lands, critical areas, the
mandatory plan elements (land use,
rural, housing, transportation, utilities,
capital facilities) urban growth areas,
and the siting of essential public
facilities. SEPA requires the County to
analyze the significant adverse impacts
to elements of the natural and built
environment that are identified during

May 1997; amended December 1998
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scoping.

Mitigation. GMA requires strategies to
reduce the impacts of growth on the
natural and built environment. These
same strategies satisfy SEPA
requirements for identifying ways to
mitigate the significant adverse impacts
identified during scoping.

Documents. Both SEPA and GMA require
preparation of documents for the public
participation and decision-making
process, but they each have specific
guidelines on the information and
analysis that must or should be
included.

Visioning and Scoping. Yakima County
conducted a formal EIS scoping
process for Plan 2015 in 1993. Prior to
that, the County-wide visioning effort
identified the issues of concern to
County residents, forming the basis for
Plan 2015 goals and policies. In one
sense, the visioning process and other
public participation efforts leading to
development of the plan’s goals and
policies are considered part of the
scoping process, in that they address
both the natural and built environment.
The issues that were raised during both
EIS scoping and the visioning process
have become a major foundation of the
environmental analysis contained in
this section. These "Major Issues"
separately described in each of the
Elements are summarized in this
Chapter.

DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS OF
ALTERNATIVES

Yakima County engaged several citizen
committees to assist in development and
analysis of Plan 2015 goals, policies and
objectives, alternatives and mitigation meas-
ures (see Plan Development, Chapter Il). In

the early stages of the development of Plan
2015, the environmental analysis took the
form of presentations and issue papers made
to the Shareholders Committee and Finance
Task Force. Spirited discussion was prompt-
ed by the issues raised at each of their
respective meetings, including such topics as:

Rural lands classification

Identification and mapping of rural lands
based upon those classifications
Potential development impacts and
mitigation alternatives

Responsibility for mitigation of impacts on
public facility service levels

Revised SEPA/GMA review process

Set mitigation schedule

While the Shareholders focused their attention
on the development of goals, policies, objec-
tives, and land use alternatives, the Finance
Task Force focused on the methods of
addressing potential development impacts on
public facilities and services. The Share-
holders had the opportunity to deliberate on
the impacts and potential mitigation measures
associated with continued growth, and the
Finance Task Force had the opportunity to
review goals, policies and objectives related to
capital facilities, utilities and land use.

From their deliberations, the Shareholders
determined that the notion of rural transitional
areas (areas transitioning from rural to urban
character) and focused public investment
areas or phased urban growth areas, should
be tested in the land use alternatives. As Plan
2015 came together, each plan alternative
was analyzed for its impact on various
aspects of the natural and built environment.

The Planning Commission continued with this
process through a series of public hearings
and extensive deliberations that resulted in
refinement of the Shareholders' Preferred
Alternative B, that also contains features of

-2
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the other two alternatives A and C. The
Commission’s work is expressed in the
December 30, 1996 version of Plan 2015.
Consequently, the environmental analysis is
an integral part of each plan element. For
example, the Purpose Statements for the plan
goals and policies provide a link to the
environmental analysis from the presentations
and issues papers. Thus, the EIS is
combined with Plan 2015 in a document that
not only lets the reader see the end result, but
understand how it was derived. The EIS
discusses the interrelationships, impacts,
mitigation and tradeoffs that were considered
in the planning process. Upon adoption of
Plan 2015, the final EIS will be incorporated
into the appendices.

REGULATORY REFORM

As early as February 1992, the Washington
State Department of Ecology and the
Department of Community Development were
encouraging the integration of SEPA with
GMA. Although the benefits of preparing an
EIS in conjunction with a comprehensive plan
were acknowledged, legislation was needed to
facilitate and fund this SEPA/GMA integration.
This came about through concerns over
regulatory reform, especially as it affects the
development review process. An interim
"emergency"” rule encouraging integration of
SEPA and GMA has been in effect since May
1994,

Yakima County received one of six state
grants for pilot projects that effectively
integrate SEPA and GMA. The goal of the
County’s project was to simplify the land
development review process by identifying
and mitigating many of the costs and impacts
associated with development at the
comprehensive plan level. During its 1995
session, the state legislature passed ESHB
1724, (RCW 36.70C) to help implement the
recommendations of the Governor's Task
Force on Regulatory Reform through the
integration of growth management and

environmental review.

Yakima County SEPA/GMA Integration Pilot
Project

The Yakima County SEPA/GMA integration
pilot project was designed to enable the
County to address three key issues, each of
which has application in a statewide context:

Establish an integrated SEPA/GMA
process to achieve regulatory reform in
terms of both the time it takes to get
through the review process and the ease
of understanding what must be done;

Determine a mitigation system, in the
context of GMA and SEPA, that addresses
the range of development issues,
particularly for those lands already
trending toward urban densities. Identify
the roles of the regional service providers,
including responsibility for various levels of
mitigation, particularly in urban areas, and
how mitigation will be financed; and

Close the gap between the plan, SEPA
review, and the mitigation measures
resulting from SEPA review.

Yakima County has concentrated most of its
integration effort around a basic imple-
mentation concern: regulatory reform based
upon interrelated SEPA/GMA processes. The
program developed by Yakima County used
an integrated approach to identify system
impacts which could be removed from the
traditional formal review required by SEPA.
System impacts, once adequately addressed
in Plan 2015 analysis, can be mitigated
through a set of alternative mitigation
measures, a "Cafeteria Plan" (See Appendix
llI-A). The pilot project developed a
streamlined development review process and
a model for mitigating system-wide project
impacts. This approach reduces the level of
environmental review at the application stage
by focusing on site-specific impacts. In effect,

May 1997; amended December 1998
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the County invests its analytical resources in
the evaluation of plan level, system-wide
impacts instead of the case-by-case review of
development applications.

After reviewing the results of the SEPA/GMA
integration project, the County realized that
the level of detail which can be achieved in a
Comprehensive Plan Programmatic EIS, may
not yet prove adequate to allow the County to
move immediately from Plan 2015 adoption to
implementation of the mitigation model.
However, the process of integrating plan
development with environmental evaluation
has enabled the County to determine which
systems are most critical in terms of potential
adverse impacts. These will be prioritized for
early inclusion in a mitigation model. Other
source elements are in need of further
research, and can only be addressed at the
project or site-specific level.

Those processes will be modified once SEPA
system level impacts that are adequately
analyzed in Plan 2015 merit streamlined
review. The environmental review of certain
selected systems include water supply,
sewage disposal, roads, wetlands, habitat,
floodplains, and geologic hazards).

Initially, some impacts will continue to be
reviewed on a case-by-case basis until
enough analysis is complete to allow them to
be addressed in Plan 2015. These
"transitional impacts" will be evaluated as
project-level impacts until additional analysis
is completed, whereby they can be treated as
system impacts. The added detail of subarea
plans or facility master plans will allow
transitional impacts to be evaluated as system
impacts by the plan documents.

Project level impacts are generally site-
specific. These impacts on public facilities and
services and the natural environment can only
be determined by specific analysis of
individual development proposals. For
example, site-specific review will still be
needed for such impacts as road access, soll

suitability, aesthetics and drainage at the
permit application stage.

The following matrix, Table IlI-1 illustrates the
systems impacts that have been initially
identified for inclusion in the mitigation model.
Potential mitigation methods for each system
are also identified. The matrix was developed
as part of the County’s citizen participation
process, working with the Shareholders and
Finance Task Force. This matrix is the
foundation of Yakima County’s mitigation
model for Plan 2015 implementation.

In developing Plan 2015, the County used a
public participation process to help define the
systems that are most critical in terms of
potential impacts. The Finance Task Force
also recommended a priority for funding
sources that the County could use to address
the capital facilities requirements that will
come with the County’s growth. During the
course of future SEPA analysis, priorities can
be set for implementing the plan in terms of
systems and/or subareas.

Mitigation Model Implementation

Subarea Plans and Facility Master Plans are
the two primary approaches to furthering the
development of the mitigation model. These
plans will serve to link the County-wide
evaluation of impacts in Plan 2015 and the
attributed mitigation measures for individual
development based upon project size, type
and location.

Subarea Plans

Subarea plans will contain detail that is not
present in the County-wide plan. The added
detail will enable transitional system impacts
to be evaluated for the subarea, rather than
case-by-case review.

The following areas could be expected to
undergo continued pressure for development.
These areas could therefore be the focus of
subarea plan development:

-4
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North Selah
West Valley
Buena
Cowiche

Facility Master Plans

Similarly, updates of facility master plans for
public facilities may provide sufficient detail to
allow a transitional impact to graduate from
project level to system level review.
Completion of facility master plans must be
accompanied by amendments to corres-
ponding Plan 2015 elements (transportation,
utilities and capital facilities, etc.)

How the Mitigation Model Would Work
Once the mitigation model is up and running,
development proposals could participate in a
streamlined review process, consisting of the
following steps:

1. The applicant for development submits
an application that  includes

etc.)
C. Proposed Land Use

The County compares the proposed
land use to the land use category in
the Plan 2015:

A. If consistent, proceed to step
3.
B. If not consistent, the applicant

may pursue an amendment to
Plan 2015 in order to make
the plan and proposed land
use consistent.

The County compares the proposed
project to the goals and policies of
Plan 2015, using a consistency review
checklist;

A. If consistent, proceed to step
4.
B. If not consistent, modify pro-

posal to be consistent and
proceed to step 4 or proceed
with traditional process for

information needed to determine reviewing development
system impacts. proposals.
A. Location
B. Size/density/intensity (acres,
dwelling units, square feet,
Table lll-1 Development Impacts & Mitigation Alternatives.
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DEVELOPMENT
IMPACTS AND
MITIGATION
ALTERNATIVES

CAFETERIA PLAN MITIGATION
System Development Charges

Other Mitigation Payments

Impact Fees

Land Dedication/Protection

Donate Facilities, Equipment &

Furnishing

On-Site Stormwater Retention
Transfer Development Rights

Greenway Program (or similar

County Satellite System
structure)

Wetland Creation
Community Wells
Land Banking

SYSTEM IMPACTS

Water Supply

Sewage Disposal

Roads u

School

Parks u

Police

Fire u

Courts

Corrections

Solid Waste

Libraries

Transit

Non-motorized
Transportation

Stormwater L

Wetlands

Habitat

Flood Plain Protection

Geological Hazards

4, The County determines mitigation
obligations from standardized impact
information. The development prop-
osal's system impacts have been
accounted for in Plan 2015, support-
ing subarea plans and facility master
plans. Therefore no further review of
system impacts is required

5. The applicant selects mitigation techn-
iques from the cafeteria plan (refer to
Table IlI-1, Cafeteria Plan Matrix).

6. The County conducts the review of
project impacts. This step would be
much faster and simpler because man

impacts will have been identified and
guantified through the stream lined
review process for system impacts.

The following diagrams illustrate how this
process would work.

111-6
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TWO - PATH APPROACH
IS THE PROPOSED LAND USE CONSISTENT WITH THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP CONTAINED WITHIN
PLAN 201572

Yes No

IS THE PROJECT CONSISTENT WITH THE GOALS < ANNUAL AMENDMENT PROCESS

AND POLICIES OF PLAN 20157 FOR PLAN 2015
Yes No
STREAMLINED REVIEW TRADITIONAL REVIEW
PROCESS PROCESS/APPEAL
PROCESS

STREAMLINED REVIEW PROCESS

MODIFIED SEPA CHECKLIST
Basic information for system impacts
Detailed information for project impacts

SYSTEM IMPACTS PROJECT IMPACTS

DETERMINE STANDARD MITIGATION OBLIGATION SITE-SPECIFIC DETAILED REVIEW FOR
FOR REGIONAL IMPACTS LOCAL IMPACTS
(varies only on project size, type and location) (potential issues: hazardous waste, noise, aesthetics,
(expressed in terms of units) views, historic/cultural resources, drainage)
v
APPLICANT SELECTS MITIGATION TECHNIQUES TO MITIGATION OF LOCAL IMPACTS
MEET OBLIGATION: CATETERIA PLAN (if applicable)
(must address all required areas of mitigation)

v

ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT
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Updating the Mitigation Model

The mitigation model is intended to be
dynamic. As time passes, the appropriate
mitigation measures and their characteristics
will change. An update procedure for the
model will be necessary.

The update procedure includes periodic
review, tied to the formalized amendment
procedure for Plan 2015. It is important to
maintain the link between GMA and SEPA,
not only to achieve integration in the planning
and initial implementation stages, but
throughout the life of the plan. The procedure
will involve:

1. Annual updates to Plan 2015;

2. Incorporation of facility master plans
and subarea plans; and,

3. Assessment of cumulative impacts of

development and mitigation.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED
ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Scope of Environmental Review

This chapter serves as the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
Plan 2015. In essence, the proposed action
can be described as achieving compliance
with the state’s Growth Management Act. The
DEIS provides a broad overview of the
environmental impacts of future development
under four alternative scenarios. This DEIS
was prepared according to @ State
Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C)
requirements. The scope of the DEIS was
established through a process which included
public notification of affected agencies and
requests for comments identifying which
issues should be addressed. The scope was
also influenced by the input of the
Shareholders Committee and the Finance
Task Force.

The following is the list of major issues utilized
in the environmental analysis of Plan 2015.
Each issue is described and evaluated within
the referenced element:

MAJOR ISSUES
Natural Setting
Critical Areas
Water Supply
Water Quality
Loss of Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Wetlands
Geologically Hazardous Areas
Shorelines/Flood Plains
Air Quality
Sustainability

Economic Development
Adequate Infrastructure/Land Supply
Business Recruitment/Retention
Future Economic Base
Role of Government in Economic
Development

Land Use
Phased Urban Growth
Transition of Urban Land Uses
*Cluster Development
*Maintaining Livability
Rural Character and Density
Incompatible Development

Housing
Affordable Housing

Housing Type/Mix

Parks and Open Space

Location of Open Space

Relation of Open Space Needs to
Resource Lands and Critical Areas

Open Space Corridors and
Greenbelts

Public vs. Private Open Space

Cost of Open Space

Utilities
Service Extensions

111-8
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Coordination of Service Providers

Concurrency and Implications for
Growth

Environmental Sensitivity

Transportation
Safety

Mobility

Economic Development

Alternative Transportation Modes
Neighborhood Transportation Needs
Transportation Demand Management
Funding

Capital Facilities

Mitigation of Development Impacts

Infrastructure Cost Recovery

Siting of Essential Public Facilities

Service Agreements

Focused Public Investment

Level of Service in Urban and Rural
Areas

Regional Infrastructure and Service
Delivery

Non-Project Action

The adoption of a comprehensive plan is
classified by SEPA as a non-project action. A
non-project action is defined as an action
which is broader than a single site specific
project and involves decisions on policies,
plans or programs. The EIS for a non-project
proposal does not require site specific
analyses; instead, the EIS discusses impacts
and alternatives appropriate to the scope of
the non-project proposal and to the level of
planning for the proposal.

Phased Environmental Review

SEPA encourages environmental review to
begin at the earliest possible stage in the
planning of a proposed project, and provides
that the analysis be at a programmatic level.
A programmatic EIS allows the flexibility of
completing a broader analysis of
environmental impacts early in the planning
process, before individual, site-specific

projects are proposed. It also allows for
analysis of the proposed Plan 2015
alternatives and provides environmental
consideration prior to adoption of a preferred
alternative.

Yakima County is using phased review, as
authorized by SEPA, in its environmental
review of growth management planning
actions. The analysis in this DEIS Draft Plan
2015 will be used to review the environmental
impacts of other actions, including subarea
plans, implementing development regulations
and, where applicable, individual projects. In
addition to this DEIS Draft Plan 2015, the
County intends to conduct additional
environmental review of such actions as they
are drafted in a phased process. This permits
incremental review when subsequent
implementing actions require a more detailed
evaluation and as additional information
becomes available.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
GROWTH SCENARIOS

Development of Alternatives

Four alternative growth scenarios were
developed to meet the requirements of the
State Environmental Policy Act. SEPA
requires the inclusion of a No-Action
Alternative as well as other reasonable
alternatives. Alternative A is the No-Action
Alternative.

The Shareholders Committee was created in
part to help develop Plan 2015's goals and
policies. The Shareholders Committee is
comprised of representatives of the building
industry, business interests, agricultural
interests, city interests, and general citizens.
The representatives of this wide spectrum of
interests developed a balanced set of land
use policies that are reflected in Alternative B.

The Growth Management Act requires

May 1997; amended December 1998
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comprehensive plans to designate urban
growth areas (UGAs) where urban growth
should be encouraged because it is already
characterized as urban, or is needed for urban
growth and can be or is currently receiving
urban level services like public sewer.
Outside the UGA, growth should occur only if
it is not urban in nature. The third alternative,
Alternative C, most strictly adheres to this
mandate in its assignment of densities and
growth patterns within the rural lands and
resource lands of the County.

Alternative D, the Planning Commission’s
Preferred Alternative refines the Shareholders'
work and incorporates features from the other
alternatives that will provide greater flexibility
for individual landowners while protecting
valuable resource lands.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE
GROWTH SCENARIOS

Alternative A: (See Figure 1lI-1A & B)
Under this alternative, the comprehensive plan
would be based on the existing zoning
designations and regulations. Development
would occur in accordance with existing plans.
This is the no-action alternative required
under the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA). No formal distinction would be made
between the urban growth lands, the rural
lands and the economic resource lands.
These lands would be treated as they would
under current development regulations.

Alternative B: (See Figure IlI-2A & B)

Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas:
Development in unincorporated portions of
designated UGAs would be phased through
the Utilities and Capital Facilities elements, to
be guided into the areas of focused public
investment that can accommodate urban
densities. The County would enter into
interlocal agreements with each jurisdiction to
determine the appropriate phase/focused

public investment area boundaries.

Rural Lands: Development of rural lands
would be largely self sufficient with rural land
use categories and densities as recommend-
ed by the land use policies. Rural transitional
areas would be designated adjacent to
established UGAs to recognize the unigue
conditions of these rural lands which have
already developed at suburban densities not
unlike those found in nearby urban lands.

These transitional areas would be encouraged
to continue densifying, through cluster
development and community water and sewer
systems where feasible, to a point where they
could be interconnected and/or served by
extension of local public services and
facilities.

Economic Resource Lands: Economic
resource lands would be protected from
incompatible land uses through a relatively
low density requirement. Minimum lot sizes
would be 20 and 40 acres for General and
Exclusive Agricultural zoned land, respec-
tively, and 80 acres for designated Forest
Resource Land. In addition, there would be a
one-time-only small lot segregations perm-
itted.

Alternative C: (See Figures Ill-3A & B)

Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas: Dev-
elopment within unincorporated portions of
designated UGAs would be similar to the
pattern established in Alternative B. Within
the unincorporated urban growth areas,
focused public investment areas would be
established based upon the level of service
that would be provided. Development would
be phased based upon these established
areas. Development outside of a focused
public investment area would be discouraged.

Rural Lands: Development in rural lands
would be primarily self sufficient with rural land
use categories and densities similar to those
recommended by the land use policies, but no
transitional areas would be designated.

11I-10
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Development within rural settlement areas
would not be encouraged in order to deter
urban level development within rural lands.
Existing lands that have developed at
densities nearing urban standards would still
be considered rural, and further development
at such densities would be discouraged.

Economic Resource Lands: Development of
designated Agricultural, and Forest lands for
residential use would be discouraged through
elimination of the current small lot segregation
regulations. Minimum lot size would be 40
acres for all designated agricultural land and
160 acres for designated forest resource
lands.

Alternative D: (See Figures I-1A, B & C in
Chapter I, the Policy Plan Element). This alt-
ernative is a refinement of the Shareholders’
work by the Planning Commission, as a result
of hearing testimony and extensive deli-
beration. Alternative D's foundation is in Alter-
native B, with some attributes or features of
Alternatives A and C, which are discussed
below.

Urban Growth Areas: Development within
unincorporated portions of the designated
UGAs would be basically as proposed in
Alternative B, except that additional policy
guidance is given to strengthen protection of
existing agricultural operations, to reduce the
size of urban areas where services cannot be
provided within the twenty-year time frame of
the cities'/service providers' plans, and to
provide better guidance as to where future
Urban area expansions should be encour-
aged.

Rural Lands: The rural development policies
of this Alternative provide additional options
for landowners. All of the categories are
subject to a flexible parcel threshold policy.
Several of the categories carry density
allocation provisions which allow grouping of

residential lots on smaller parcels, with the
balance of the property providing the overall
density (i.e., houses per acre) for the category
to be maintained. The notable exception is in
the Rural Transitional category which has a
twenty percent density bonus as an incentive
to encourage clustering. Transitional areas
have also been expanded over those shown in
Alternative B in both the upper and lower
valley to accommodate a sizable share of
future rural growth, and to set the stage for
longer term inclusion within urban growth
areas. Alternative D's Rural Self Sufficient
Category carries a five-acre average, unless
the parcel is beyond reasonable response
distance from a fire station, in contrast to the
flat ten-acre average in Alternatives B and C.
The Rural Remote/Extremely Limited
Development Potential map category has
been expanded to include floodways of the
Yakima and Naches Rivers.

Economic Resource Lands: Alternative D
carries the same eighty-acre parcel size as
alternative B for designated Forest lands, with
some additional policy direction to protect
resource use from incompatible adjacent
development. This Alternative establishes an
overall minimum parcel of one quarter quarter
section (i.e., forty acres) within a single
Agricultural Resource category. Two caveats:
A small lot segregation to separate an existing
residence once every fifteen years is provided.
Other small lot divisions are allowed by
special exception process to provide
additional flexibility where portions of the farm
can be developed without impacting
agricultural operations. Buffering, special
setbacks for nonagricultural uses and a
density allocation provision are provided in
Alternative D to minimize the effect of nonfarm
development in agricultural lands.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Table IlI-2 General Comparison of Residential Densities (Units/Acre)

ALTERNATIVE A | ALTERNATIVEB | ALTERNATIVEC ALTERNATIVE D

UNINC. URBAN 6/1to 2/1 4/1 4/1 4/1
RURAL

Self-Sufficient 2/1to 1/1 1/10 1/10 1/10to 1/5 #

Remote Rural 1/1 1/40 1/40 1/40

Rural Settlement 6/1 4/1 O 4/1

Transitional 2/1to 1/1 3/4 wicluster none 1/2.5 (Of clustered)
ECONOMIC RESOURCE

Agricultural 1/20* 1/20** 1/40%** 1/4Q%***

1/40* 1/40**
Forest O 1/80*** 1/160*** 1/80%**

Note: The rural subcategories are fully described within the Land Use Element.
* Exclusive & General Ag. Zones allow one additional small lot once every 5 years, in addition to owner occupied segregation.

**  Allows creation of one additional small lot once only.

*** No small lot provision.

** Allows owner occupied segregation every 15 years. Other divisions by special exception permit.
# Clustering optional; 5 acre average lot sizes within fire district and 5 road miles of station.

Major Differences and Similarities

All alternatives are evaluated on the same
255,253 OFM Middle Range population
forecast for the year 2015. However, the
distribution of this population varies between
the alternatives, particularly within the rural
lands of the County. Furthermore, the buildout
capacities vary widely between Alternative A
and Alternative B and C.

Alternative A results in a sprawling
development pattern which consumes more
vacant urban, rural, agricultural and forest
land than the other two alternatives. Existing
zoning under Alternative A would continue to
allow a high level of development which would
accommodate several times the existing
population.

Alternative B is the closest to representing the
strategy shaped by the Shareholders
Committee. It implements the requirements of
GMA, while customizing densities and
categories to reflect the local conditions in
Yakima County. It represents a refinement of
the Rural Land Use Planning effort engaged in
the early 1980's but offers a wider array of
rural categories and density choices.

Alternative C provides the greatest direction
regarding where future development should
take place and in what form. It goes further in
meeting the strict intent of GMA than the
other two alternatives, but offers somewhat
less flexibility in siting new development
outside of incorporated areas.

Alternative D, the Planning Commission’s
preferred scenario has its greatest differences
in the rural and resource categories. It takes
a closer look at transitional lands outside
urban growth areas, allows for clustering, but
maintains an overall one unit per two acre
average in rural transitional areas. It also
allows for a distinction between Rural Self
Sufficient areas that have adequate
emergency service and road access. It also
allows clustering at the same average density
to reduce infrastructure costs (i.e., wells and
roads). Like Alternative C it proposes one Ag.
Resource category, but provides significant
flexibility to address the variety of farming and
land forms found in Yakima County.
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FULL DESCRIPTIONS OF
GROWTH ALTERNATIVES BY
LAND USE TYPE

Urban:

Alternative A: Growth would continue to
follow past trends. The 1974 County zoning
ordinance would remain in place within the
UGAs, except in the existing Yakima Urban
Area, where the 1986 Yakima Urban Area
zoning ordinance would apply. Changes in
zoning would occur on a case-by-case basis.
Public facility capacity would be allocated on
a first come, first served basis. Lack of
planned allocation of resources within the
UGA would result in a continued patchwork
development pattern that has generally forced
city and County capital improvement plans to
react to, rather than anticipate growth.

Alternative B: This alternative would promote
phased growth in the UGA. The first phase
would encourage growth in development
incentive corridors or areas through focused
public investment in capital facilities and
utilities. These corridors/areas could follow
selected major arterials and water/sewer utility
corridors, or they might represent the "inner
tier" of growth nearest to the existing city
limits. The second tier represents the
remaining urban growth area outside the
investment corridors/areas. These areas
would be jointly identified with each city.
Where water and/or sewer are not available,
future urban transition would be facilitated by
interim cluster developments. These develop-
ments would be served by community wells
and/or septic systems that can eventually be
connected to urban systems and developed at
higher densities.

Alternative C: This alternative is similar to
Alternative B but development in the second
tier would be relatively limited. The County
would not encourage substantial growth in
these areas until urban services are extended.

Where water and/or sewer are not available,
future urban transition would be facilitated by
interim  cluster developments. These
developments would be served by community
wells and/or septic systems that are eventually
connected to urban systems and developed at
higher densities.

Alternative D: The Planning Commission’s
preferred alternative is virtually identical to
Alternative B. Urban Land Use policies clarify
the measures designed to protect agricultural
uses in transition. Emphasis is given to
delivery of urban services through focused
public investment and other institutional or
service provider alternatives. Policies favor
directing future urban growth toward Rural
Transitional lands, where feasible.

Rural:

Alternative A: Growth would continue to
follow past trends. The 1974 County zoning
ordinance would remain in place throughout
the rural lands. The densities allowed
throughout the rural land vary from one unit
per acre to six units per acre. The continued
development under existing zoning would alter
the current rural character and density of
these lands. Changes in zoning would occur
on a case-by-case basis.

Alternative B: Development of rural lands
would be largely self sufficient. Designated
self-sufficient areas would develop at a
relatively low density of one unit per 10 acres
to retain existing rural character, protect
groundwater supplies, and prevent sprawl.
Residential development within remote rural
and extremely limited development potential
areas would be allowed at one unit per 40
acres due to the inaccessibility of services,
with potential for flexible parcel sizing,
provided the density standard is maintained.
Rural settlement areas would be retained and,
where water and sewer are available, infill
development would be encouraged at four
units per acre to retain their "village"
character. Rural transitional areas would be

May 1997; amended December 1998
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designated adjacent to urban growth areas to
recognize the unique conditions of these rural
lands which have developed at densities
approximating those found in nearby urban
areas. These transitional areas would be
encouraged to continue densifying, through
cluster development, to a point where they
could be served by extension of local public
services and facilities. Clusters, served by
community water (and, in appropriate cases,
sewerage systems), would allow densities of
3 units per 4 acres.

Alternative C: Development in rural lands
would be similar to that proposed in
Alternative B for the self-sufficient and remote
rural areas, but no transitional areas would be
designated. Development within rural settle-
ment areas would be limited to one unit per
two acres to deter urban level development
within rural lands. Existing areas that have
developed at densities nearing urban stan-
dards would still be considered rural, and
further development at such densities would
be discouraged.

Alternative D: Development in rural lands
would be similar to Alternative B in terms of
land use categories, but the mapping is
somewhat different. Lands in agricultural use
that were previously designated rural are now
designated as resource lands. All rural
categories have additional parcel size
flexibility. Rural Self-Sufficient areas are
subject to performance criteria related to
access and emergency services, and this
difference affects most of the category.
Clustering is provided to allow land owners
greater flexibility and infrastructure cost
savings. The Transitional areas have been
carefully expanded to include those areas
already committed to a one unit per two and
one half average density near the urban
areas. A density bonus of twenty percent is
provided for clustering and community water
supply is required. Rural Settlement areas
now include White Swan.

Economic Resource:

Alternative A: Growth would continue to follow
past trends. The 1974 County zoning
ordinance, including the small lot provision,
would remain in place throughout the
economic resource lands. Continued
development within these productive lands will
alter their pastoral character of the land and
cause land use conflicts between incompatible
land uses. Changes in zoning would occur on
a case-by-case basis.

Alternative B: Economic resource lands would
be protected from incompatible land uses
through a relatively low density requirement.
Minimum lot sizes would be 20 and 40 acres
for General and Exclusive Agricultural land,
respectively, and 80 acres for designated
Forest Resource Land. In  Agricultural
Resource areas, a small lot segregation, as
allowed under existing zoning, would be
permitted.

Alternative C: Development of designated
Agricultural, and Forest lands for residential
use would be discouraged through elimination
of the current small lot segregation
regulations. Minimum lot size would be 40
acres for all designated agricultural land and
160 acres for designated forest resource
lands.

Alternative D: Development of Resource Land
for nonfarm or nonforest and residential use
would be limited by minimum parcel sizes of
one per quarter-quarter section (i.e., 40 acres)
for Agricultural lands. Provision for farmworker
housing is permitted and segregation of an
owner-occupied dwelling would be allowed
every fifteen years in order for a farm family to
remain on the land. Nonproductive portions of
the property may be divided and sold, subject
to an Exception Permit Process, and a density
allocation policy is established to encourage
grouping of dwellings to protect agricultural
operations. Incompatibility issues would be
handled through buffering, setbacks and
disclosure covenants. Forest Resource lands
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would be subject to an eighty acre minimum,
additional buffering, and setback provisions to
reduce use compatibility problems.

BUILDOUT CAPACITY OF ALTERNATIVES

The Demographics Element, (Chapter V)
details population projections used by Yakima
County in drafting Plan 2015. OFM's
recommended middle range twenty year
forecast of 255,253 persons is used in the
Land Use Element (Chapter VII) to evaluate
whether the supply of vacant buildable land
can accommodate expected growth. Each
alternative has more than adequate capacity
to accommodate this population growth and
market choice, as noted in the Land Use and
Housing Elements (Chapters VII and VIII).

SUMMARY OF RELATIVE IMPACTS,
POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES AND
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Under all alternatives unincorporated Yakima
County will increase substantially in population
and associated land development.
Consequently, with additional growth will
come unavoidable impacts. These include:

1. Increased use of land for both urban
and rural development

2. Increased loss of open space, habitat,
agricultural and forest watershed land

3. Increased need for building and

maintaining public infrastructure

4, Increased overall travel demand and
traffic congestion

5. Increased demand for transportation
system improvements

6. Increased demand for public and
private utilities

7. Increased demand for public services,

including fire and police protection;
library and park/recreation services;
schools; health care; and social and
human services

8. Increased surface water runoff causing
increased erosion, surface water
pollution and groundwater impacts

9. Increased emissions to air
10. Increased noise levels

A series of tables in matrix format (Tables
llI-3 through 11I-10) has been used to
summarize the relative impacts of the four
alternatives at the end of each Plan Element,
where appropriate. It is organized to be
consistent with the Plan 2015 elements and
incorporates Major Issues raised during EIS
scoping and the ongoing public participation
process. Potential mitigation measures found
in the goals and policies are identified for each
of the Major Issues categories (Table I11-11).
In some cases, no significant adverse
impacts were identified for an identified Major
Issue, but are listed in the environmental
matrices to communicate that the issues were
considered in the SEPA/GMA process, but did
not emerge as significant adverse impacts.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Table IlI-3 Environmental Matrix - Natural Setting

MAJOR ISSUES

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Critical Areas:
Water Supply

Additional population throughout the County will cause a greater demand on the existing water supply. The potential use of domestic

groundwater sources for irrigation purposes will dramatically increase demands placed on sources of potable water.

Lack of state

enforcement of restrictions on water use for irrigation by exempt wells will continue to undermine protection of water supply.

The existing pattern of
development will put the most
pressure on water resources as
more wells are drilled
throughout the rural lands.
Additional irrigation of
residential areas will also
decrease the water supply.

The demand on water supply
will be the greatest in the
urban growth areas, as well
as the rural settlement and
transitional areas where
development will be served
mostly be community water
systems.

Development would be
concentrated in already
urbanized areas served by
public water. The impact
on water supply in the rural
lands would be minimal.

Same as Alternative B, except that
there will be expanded use of
community water systems in Self -
Sufficient and Agricultural Resource
areas. The Rural Transitional category
is expanded, but the overall residential
(hence well) density is reduced with
clustering to one unit per two acres.
The effect of this alternative will be to
protect ground water supplies by
increasing reliance upon regulated
community wells instead of individual
exempt wells. In the long term, well
standards, monitoring and overall
density reduction should allow better
utilization of ground water sources.

1l-16
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Critical Areas:
Water Quality

Increased densities and
impermeable surfaces in the
rural lands will affect water
quality and increase stormwater
runoff. Higher density
unsewered areas may cause
groundwater contamination.

Additional development in
rural settlement and
transitional areas will affect
water quality as impermeable
surfaces increase.

The greatest impact to
water quality will occur in
the urban growth areas as
impermeable surfaces
increase and non-point
pollution sources are more
difficult to control.

Alternative D policies encouraging
development in areas served by public
or community sewer systems will
reduce the impact on water quality.
Greater policy commitment to regional
sewer service in urban areas and
reduction in the overall density of Rural
Transitional cluster development will
decrease septic waste discharge to
soils and thereby reduce likelihood of
septic/well contamination. The lower
density within the rural lands will lessen
the area covered by impermeable
surfaces, which in turn will reduce
stormwater runoff.

Air Quality

Wood stove and gravel road
dust pollution will be significant
as development occurs in a
dispersed pattern throughout
the County.

Wood stove, auto emissions
and gravel road dust will
increase in the rural
settlement and transitional
areas as densities increase in
these areas.

Concentrated development
in urban growth areas will
increase auto and wood
stove emissions in these
areas.

Applying concurrency to access roads
and providing specific policy direction to
give greater priority to paving gravel
roads in Rural Transitional and
Settlement Areas will improve air
quality.

Critical Areas:
Fish and Wildlife
Habitat

Wildlife habitat will be destroyed by human activity associated with development and clearing. Development will also lead to a

fragmentation of riparian corridors.

Dispersed development
throughout the County will
disrupt wildlife migration
corridors and create a greater
impact on individual habitats.

Habitat areas will be
impacted most in transitional
areas and urban growth
areas. Development in rural
lands will have a minor
impact on these habitats.

Fish and wildlife habitat and
migration corridors will be
impacted the least in rural
lands as development
occurs at a very low density.

Similar to Alternative B, except that
clustering in the expanded Rural
Transitional and other rural categories
should result in more open space that
can be used as habitat. Designation of
floodways as Extremely Limited
Development Potential will also
enhance habitat retention.

Critical Areas:
Wetlands

Development allowed under
existing zoning will substantially

Development within UGAs,
rural settlement and

Urbanization of specified
areas will result in the loss

Expanded use of cluster development
in this alternative will allow development

May 1997; amended December 1998
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impact the wetland system in
the County as piecemeal
development occurs.

Mitigation of these impacts will
occur on a case-by-case basis.

transitional areas will impact
the wetland system in these
areas. Clustering provisions
will allow siting of
development in areas of least
impact.

of wetlands within urban
growth areas.

to occur that is sensitive to the existing
wetland system.

Critical Areas:
Geologically
Hazardous Areas -

Steep Slopes

Development activity under each

alternative may create unstable earth conditions and changes in topography.

The existing pattern of
development will place the
greatest amount of pressure on
these areas as development is
allowed at higher densities
throughout the County.

Development within
transitional areas will cause a
higher impact on unstable
slopes in these areas as
densities increase.

Low density development
within the rural lands will
lessen the impact on
unstable slopes. Significant
impact may be evident in
urban growth areas in areas
of steep slopes.

More precise use of Extremely Limited
Development Potential category and
expanded use of clustering will allow
development to avoid unstable slopes,
thereby reducing the impact on the
natural environment and adjacent
properties.

Critical Areas:

The continuation of existing

Development pressures on

Shoreline areas within the

Expanded use of the Extremely Limited

Shorelines/ development patterns in shoreline areas within rural lands will be protected | Development Potential map category
Floodplains shoreline / floodplain areas will transitional areas will by a very low density within floodways, coupled with plan
decrease the stability of these decrease despite higher threshold. The greatest policies encouraging clustering, will
environments and increase the | densities due to the use of impact on shoreline areas provide better protection for Shorelines
threat to built structures. clustering. will occur in the urban and floodplains.
growth areas.
Achieving The existing pattern of The proposed development The concentration of Alternative D land use policies provide a
Sustainability development is not sustainable. | patterns will provide a development within higher variety of densities and
The consumption of land at balance between the desire urbanized areas will provide | development options than B and C. It
the current rate will dramatically | for development options and | the least impact on the encourages greater reliance on
impact the natural environment | the needs of the natural environment but provide community water systems and the
within the planning period. environment. fewer options for the retention of a sustainable development
landowner. pattern.
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Table IlI-4 Environmental Matrix - Economic Development

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Adequate
Infrastructure/
Land Supply

The random pattern of
development under existing
zoning will not ensure
adequate infrastructure for
industrial land in all areas.

The formation of focused public investment corridors will
ensure adequate infrastructure for industrial development
since these areas will be "fully served." Concurrency
requirements will also ensure adequate infrastructure at the
time development occurs.

As in Alternatives B and C, policies
governing focused public investment
corridors and concurrency will ensure
adequate infrastructure upon
development. Clustering and utility
policies will facilitate timely, cost-
effective utility service options. Local
economic development goals are linked
to land use category criteria to ensure
adequate urban land supply.

Commercial/Industrial
Land

The amount of buildable
commercial industrial land will
depend upon existing zoning.

The calculation of existing and future land use needs as part
of the comprehensive plan process will ensure that enough
commercial and industrial land is designated to meet the
requirements of future development.

The designation of industrial land, as
part of Plan 2015 implementation,
based upon updated calculations of
land use needs will ensure adequate
commercial and industrial land for
future development. Map designation
criteria provide explicit and closer links
to local economic development goals.

Business
Recruitment/
Retention

No significant adverse impact.

New goal and policies added to
emphasize workforce training in
business retention and recruitment.
Specific map designation criteria link
economic development needs and land
use allocation.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Future Economic
Base

As residential growth continues
in rural lands, agriculture and
forestry will become less viable
and weaken the economic
base of the County. Residential
impacts on mineral resource
extraction will increase costs of
development.

No significant adverse impact.

Policies protecting natural resource
lands will allow the County to maintain
agriculture and forestry as a solid
component of our economic base,
even while other Plan policies and the
efforts of other public and private
interests continue to work toward
diversifying the local economy.

Role of Government
in Economic
Development

No significant adverse impact.

Clarifies County role in providing
sufficient land supply, and in workforce
training and education.
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Table I1I-5 Environmental Matrix - Land Use

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Phased Urban
Growth

Existing zoning allows a wide
range of development options
in most areas of the County.
As a result, development
occurs in a dispersed fashion.

Development could occur in
transitional areas prior to full
development of the urban
growth areas. Phased
growth of the urban growth
areas discourages leap frog
development.

Phased growth in the
focused public investment
areas prohibits leap frog
development. Very low
densities in the rural lands
discourages over-
development.

Same as B.

Cluster Development

Clustering development would
not be an option. Development
would continue to be dispersed
and overly consumptive. The
cost of providing services and
continued environmental
degradation increases.

Cluster development within
urban growth areas and
Rural Transitional areas will
require the use and proper
maintenance of community
water (and sewer) systems.
The cost of services and
environmental impacts is
lessened.

Clustering is used only in
urban growth areas and not
on rural land. While
services provisions and
environmental impacts are
the least costly, the
marketplace offers fewer
rural land and lifestyle
choices.

Rural cluster development will allow
densities that can be adequately served
by community water and, where
appropriate, sewer systems. To protect
rural character in the expanded Rural
Transitional areas, the density bonus
for clustering is reduced from 50% to
20%. Clustering options are provided
for Rural Self-Sufficient and Ag.
Resource Categories, but without
density incentives. Design standards
ensure that connection to a larger
system, when available, is facilitated.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Maintain Livability

A wide variety of development
options exist under current
zoning. The elasticity of the
current land supply is not likely
to diminish.

Options for development
outside of urban growth
areas (e.g., clustering in
transitional areas) provide
more elasticity to the land

supply.

The buildable land supply
will become less elastic as
buildout of the urban
growth areas occur.

The 50% open space requirement
coupled with density reductions in the
expanded Rural Transitional category
and density increase in the Rural Self-
Sufficient areas will provide
considerable elasticity in land supply
without diminishing the livability of
urban areas. Policies are provided to
ensure that the land supply in urban
growth areas is reviewed at least every
five years to determine if additional
urban land is required.

Transition of Urban
Land Uses

As growth occurs, existing land u

ses will change. Agricultural land within the urban growth areas

will transition to more urban uses.

Existing zoning allows
residential development in most
areas of the County.
Agricultural and forest land will
be developed for residential
use.

Transitional areas will
develop up to urban-like
densities as public water and
sewer are extended.
Ultimately these traditionally
residential areas will include
commercial and other uses.

Urban growth areas will
experience the greatest
amount of transition as
development is focused in
these areas. Rural lands
will experience little change.

Policies that limit densities in advance
of full urban services will provide basic
protection for existing non-urban uses
i.e., agriculture. Alternative D is careful
to provide a continuum of protection for
farm use from urban to rural, using
setbacks, buffers, declarative
covenants, title notification and other
measures that alert purchasers to the
potential problems associated with the
adjoining non-urban use.
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Rural Character,
Density and Services

Due to the fairly high densities
allowed under existing zoning
in the rural lands, these areas
would lose their rural character
as suburbanization occurs.

The densities allowed within the
rural lands under existing
zoning cannot be supported
with adequate services.

The transitional areas would
experience a moderate
increase in density and a
slight change in
neighborhood character.
The amount of change within
self-sufficient areas would
theoretically be slowed.

Transitional areas will be
served by community water
(and sewer) systems until
public utilities are available.
Other rural lands will be
designated at a density that
can be self-sufficient.

The amount of change in
self-sufficient areas would
be fairly insignificant. The
pastoral character of the
natural resource lands
would be preserved through
a very low density threshold.

Rural densities will be
maintained at a very low
density. These areas will
not require urban level
services.

Rural character is maintained by
reducing Transitional density over that
provided in Alternative B, encouraging
clustering to maintain open space,
limiting rural densities outside
Transitional categories to 5, 10 and 40
acre averages and protecting
agricultural/forest lands.

Policies limiting densities in the rural
lands will reduce the threat to public
safety and welfare (e.g., groundwater
contamination). Cluster development
will allow densities that can be
adequately served by community water
(and sewer) systems.

Transportation improvements and other
emergency services are linked to land
use by refined map designation criteria.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Incompatible
Development

Existing zoning allows
residential development within
identified economic resource
lands. This type of
development heightens the
conflict between residents and
farmers/loggers.

The low densities proposed within the designated economic
resource lands will reduce the number of land use conflicts.
Land uses adjacent to and within these areas will be

subject to specific setback and other requirements.

Alternative D densities within the
economic resource lands, coupled with
policies designed to mitigate impacts of
residential uses, will substantially
reduce land use conflicts. Setback and
design requirements will also lessen the
impact on viable natural resource lands.
The impact of reducing the small lot
provision (once every 15 years for a
homestead) is balanced by the nonfarm
dwellings/land divisions special
exception process to provide flexibility
and protection of farm lands for the
long term.
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Table IlI-6 Environmental Matrix - Housing

Significant Impacts
Major Issues Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Affordable Housing The dispersed pattern of Low income housing will be Focused public investment The Rural Transitional areas are
development allowed under most accessible within urban | areas within urban growth expanded and the clustering option is
existing zoning restricts low growth areas, particularly areas will be the most likely provided in Rural Self-Sufficient and
income housing in rural lands, within focused public area to locate low income Agricultural Resource categories.
because low income investment areas. housing, where public water | Policies allowing cluster development
households may lack reliable Opportunities for low income | and sewer are available. will reduce the amount of land and
transportation to and from housing may also be related infrastructure costs per dwelling
employment and services. available in rural settlement Housing in the rural lands unit and will encourage infill

and transitional areas. will be less affordable due development within rural settlements
Additional residential to the very low density and transitional areas as well as urban
development in the rural lands Cluster development allows requirement. More land will | growth areas.
without adequate infrastructure | more opportunity for need to be purchased for a
will lead to long-term costs, affordable housing through single-family home. Reduction of the density potential of
causing a rise in the cost of smaller lot sizes in the Rural Transitional lands could affect the
housing. transitional areas. cost of land for rural housing.

Housing Type/Mix Existing zoning allows the Cluster development offers The mix of housing is more Policies expanding the use of cluster
greatest flexibility in housing an increased opportunity to distinct between the urban development will allow more housing
types and the largest mix of site housing in the rural and rural lands. Less opportunities in the rural lands than
densities. settlement and transitional flexibility is provided in the Alternatives B and C.

areas. rural lands.
Farmworker housing options in the Ag.
Resource category are clarified.
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Table IlI-7 Environmental Matrix - Parks, Recreation and Open Space

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Location of Open
Space

As development occurs under
current zoning, particularly
within the rural lands,
accessible open space will
need to be designated within
limited rural lands to meet the
demands of future residents.

Open space within the rural
lands will be more accessible
as more land is preserved
through lower densities.
Park and recreational
facilities will be located near
urban growth areas to serve
urban populations and rural
transitional areas.

The possible locations for
public open space will be
more diverse outside of
urban growth areas due to
the concentrated form of
urban development.

Expanded use of clustering option in
rural and agricultural areas increase
likelihood of permanent private open
spaces throughout the County.
Designation of floodways as Extremely
Limited Development Potential also
increases open space protection.
Inadequate property management of
private open spaces could become
source of nuisance.

Relation of Open
Space Needs to
Resource Lands and
Critical Areas

Current zoning allows the
creation of small-non
productive parcels on resource
lands, which reduces the open
space function of these lands.

Larger minimum lot sizes in the resource lands will preserve
productive resource lands, which will allow the retention of
private open space. Open space needs can be partially met
through the preservation of these large tracts of lands.

Same as B and C, except that
clustering of residential development in
Ag. Resource could protect more open
space in active farming areas.

Open Space Current zoning will allow more Low densities in the rural lands, particularly the riparian Mapping of Extremely Limited
Corridors and residential development within corridors, will allow the extension of existing open space Development Potential areas that
Greenbelts riparian corridors which will limit | corridors and greenbelts. Additional land will be available for | include steep slopes and floodways,
the provision of open space the creation of additional corridors to link the various along with clustering options for rural
corridors and greenbelts. jurisdictions. and ag. lands provide greater
Growth in rural lands between protection of private open spaces.
communities will limit Perceived abundance of open spaces
greenbelts. could undermine efforts to generate
support for acquiring and developing
public parks and open space systems
for the future.
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Public versus Private
Open Space

The dispersion of growth
resulting from current zoning
will consume more land and
limit the large tracts of private
open space. Demand for
additional public open space
will increase.

The low densities allowed in the rural lands will limit
extensive rural residential development and create more
private open space. The concentrated densities in the
urban areas will create more demand for public open space
and park and recreational facilities within the urbanized
areas.

As noted above, the clustering and
other rural land use policies could result
in greater amounts of private open
space that is not accessible for public
use. Perceived abundance of open
spaces could undermine efforts to
generate support for acquiring and
developing public parks and open
space systems for the future.

Cost of Open Space The consumption of land in the
rural lands will increase the
demand for public open space,
which provides maximum

control but at the highest cost.

The low densities allowed in the rural lands will limit
extensive rural residential development and create more
private open space corridors and greenbelts. Fewer public
dollars will need to be expended since private open space
will be more plentiful.

Open space and current use tax
assessment programs, if more broadly
applied to private open space, could
increase tax burden of other property
owners. Acquisition of designated
open space for public use would be
less expensive.
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Table I1I-8 Environmental Matrix - Utilities

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Service Provision

A dispersed pattern of growth
will not lend itself to an efficient
provision of services and will
necessitate longer service
extensions to scattered
development.

A more concentrated pattern
of growth within transitional
and rural settlement areas as
well as UGAs will limit the
length of service extensions.

The concentration of
growth within the urban
growth areas will provide
the most efficient provision
of services.

Policies encouraging clustering in rural
lands as well as the unincorporated
urban growth areas will limit the
physical length and costs of service
extensions. Reduction of density in the
Rural Transitional areas would
decrease the likelihood of community
septic systems that could be linked to a
regional system in the future.

Coordination of
Service Providers

Coordination between service
providers will be minimal as
development occurs in a
sprawled pattern across the
County.

Focused public investment corridors will coordinate service
providers and guide the individual efforts of each agency.
The methodical order of development will help each agency
plan efficiently for the future, instead of responding to needs

as they arise.

Policies governing service agreements,
intergovernmental coordination, and
focused public investment areas will
increase the cooperation between
service providers. Explicit references to
need for regional wastewater solutions.

Concurrency and
Implications for
growth

Infrastructure improvements will
not necessarily be concurrent
with growth. Services and
improvements will be supplied
as the market demands.

Improvements will be concurrent with growth under the requirements of the Growth Management Act.

Environmental Satellite systems will be utilized | gateliite systems will be Satellite systems will only be Expanded use of satellite systems is
Sensitivity on an as-needed basis utilized in the transitional and | utilized in the emphasized for both rural and urban
throughout the County in rural settlement areas and in | unincorporated urban lands. Thresholds for the use of satellite
response to threats to public the unincorporated urban growth areas. systems, including ownership and
health and safety. growth areas. management are clarified to ensure the
efficient distribution of management
and financial responsibility of these
systems while maintaining public health
and safety.
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Table IlI-9 Environmental Matrix - Transportation

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Development

Safety Ensuring the safety of the The establishment of focused public investment corridors will focus safety improvements within these
transportation system will be areas. Additional safety improvements will be prioritized by level of critical need.
more costly as the extent of the
system grows throughout the
County.
Mobility Maintaining the transportation The concentrated form of development within the urban growth areas and the focused public
system will be more costly as investment areas will allow for more efficient and cost-effective maintenance of the transportation
the extent of the system grows | system.
throughout the County under
existing zoning.
Economic Under each alternative, truck traffic associated with commercial or industrial uses will have an impact on the transportation system. These

impacts can be anticipated through zoning and designated uses in the Plan.

Alternative Modes

The dispersed nature of
development under existing
zoning will make the use of
alternative transportation
modes difficult.

The concentrated form of development within the urban growth areas and the focused public
investment areas will accommodate alternative transportation modes more easily.

Neighborhood Needs

Under existing zoning, the
resulting dispersed pattern of
development will impact more
neighborhoods with additional
traffic.

The additional traffic from concentrated development within
the urban growth areas and the focused public investment
areas will impact fewer neighborhoods, particularly within the

rural lands.

Same as B and C, but in addition,
Transportation Improvement Plans will
be more specifically linked to Plan Map
categories by concurrency and TIP
project rating criteria.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Transportation The dispersed pattern of The concentrated form of development within the urban growth areas and the focused public

Demand development under existing investment areas will allow for more efficient and cost-effective transportation demand management.

Management zoning would result in a less
efficient and more costly
method of transportation
demand management as the
extent of the system grows
throughout the County.

Funding Growth will occur throughout The establishment of focused public investment areas would | Focused public investment in the urban
the County, which will create a concentrate the transportation improvements in areas of areas, coupled with the link between
demand for transportation anticipated growth. As a result, funds will be used more density and road conditions in the Rural
improvements on a wide- efficiently and effectively than Alternative A. Transitional and Self-Sufficient areas
spread basis, requiring more will result in development within areas
funds. where road improvements have been

made or are planned within the current
TIP funding cycle.
111-30 May 1997; amended December 1998
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Table IlI-10 Environmental Matrix - Capital Facilities

Major Issues

Significant Impacts

Alternative A

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Mitigation of
Development Impacts

Mitigation of development
impacts will continue on a
case-by-case basis, primarily
under SEPA.

The analysis of development impacts of anticipated growth consistent with the County’s comprehensive
plan will determine mitigation requirements for future development.

Infrastructure Cost
Recovery

Cities and the County will
continue to approach this
problem on a case-by-case
basis as annexations occur.

The coordination of infrastructure improvements between cities and the County will make it easier to

determine methods of infrastructure cost recovery.

Siting of Essential
Public Facilities

No significant adverse impact.

Service Agreements

The random pattern of
development under existing
zoning will make service
agreements difficult.

Growth in anticipated areas will be managed by service
agreements between districts, cities and the County.

Focused Public
Investment

Infrastructure will be
constructed on an as-needed
basis as development occurs.

Focused public investment corridors will concentrate
infrastructure improvements within these areas so that the
land is "fully served" upon development.

Focused public investment more likely
with this alternative’s emphasis on
regional services and community
systems. Policies creating public
investment corridors will improve
service efficiency of public utilities.

Level of Service
Measures

No significant adverse impact.

Infrastructure and
Service Delivery

development under existing
zoning will regional
coordination difficult.

Level of Service in Urban levels of service may be The level of service in rural Urban levels of service will Same as B, except that policies

Urban and Rural found within rural lands as the lands will be consistent with be found within urban areas | governing the type and level of service

Lands market demands. the level of development in while rural levels of service for each land category are more clearly
the different types of will be found within all rural distinguished in this alternative.
designated rural lands. lands.

Regional The random pattern of The ability to anticipate growth in designated Alternative D provides a clear commitment to

areas throughout the county will make it easier
to coordinate and provide public facilities and
services on a regional basis.

support equitable delivery of urban services within
the UGAs. Policies regarding intergovernmental
coordination will provide a foundation for the
provision of regional services.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Table IlI-11 Mitigation Measures

MAJOR ISSUES

MITIGATION

Natural Setting

Critical Areas:
Water Supply

Policies requiring community water systems in certain areas will reduce the demand on water
resources in the rural lands.

Encourage water conservation efforts.

Critical Areas:
Water Quality

Policies encouraging development in areas served by public or community sewer systems will
reduce the impact on water quality. Reduction of rural density will lessen well/on-site septic
system impacts. The lower density within the rural lands will lessen the area covered by
impermeable surfaces, which in turn reduces stormwater runoff.

Air Quality

Support air quality control efforts by appropriate agencies.

Implement policies that encourage dust suppression on gravel roads and during construction.
Encourage development within areas served by paved roads.

Critical Areas:
Fish and Wildlife
Habitat

Policies should ensure the protection of significant fish and wildlife habitat areas.

Development proposals impacting significant habitat areas should be limited and/or mitigation
measures required.

Critical Areas:
Wetlands

Cluster development policies will allow development to occur that is sensitive to the existing
wetland system.

Critical Areas:
Geologically
Hazardous
Areas - Steep
Slopes

Policies restricting development on unstable slopes will reduce the impact on the natural
environment and adjacent properties. Clustering in rural lands will provide flexibility to move
development away from the critical area without loss of development density.

Critical Areas:

The existing Shoreline Management Program within the Critical Areas Ordinance establishes

Shorelines/ regulations for the protection of designated shorelines. Cluster development will help by

Floodplains providing flexibility to move development away from shorelines and critical areas.
Achieving Land use policies that provide a variety of densities and development options but require
Sustainability sensitivity to the natural environment will create a sustainable development pattern.

Economic Development

Adequate Policies governing focused public investment corridors and concurrency will ensure adequate
Infrastructure/ infrastructure upon development. Clear, explicit linkage to city economic development strategies
Land Supply emphasized by mapping criteria. Local economic goals help determine urban land supply
needs.
111-32 May 1997; amended December 1998
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Commercial/
Industrial Land

The zoning designation of buildable commercial and industrial land based upon updated
calculations of land use needs will ensure adequate commercial and industrial land for future
development.

Business
Recruitment/
Retention

None.

Future Economic
Base

Policies protecting natural resource lands will allow the County to maintain agriculture as a solid
economic base. Drafting clear and objective zoning performance standards will ensure that the
exceptions process is appropriately applied to requests for nonfarm land divisions/development.

Role of
Government in
Economic
Development

None.

Land Use

Phased Urban

The formation of focused public investment areas focuses growth in fully served areas.

Development

Growth Accompanying land use policies that limit densities outside these areas will restrict leap frog
development.
Cluster Policies limiting densities in the rural and unserved urban lands will reduce the threat to public

safety and welfare (e.g., groundwater contamination). Clustering development will allow higher
densities that can be adequately served by community water and sewer systems. County
maintenance and/or ownership of new systems provides qualified operation. Design standards
ensure that tie into a larger system, when available, is facilitated.

Maintain Livability

Review the boundaries of the urban growth areas every five years to determine if additional
urban land is required.

Transition of
Urban Land Uses

Policies that limit densities in advance of full urban services will provide basic protection for
existing non-urban uses i.e., agriculture. Additional policies that provide for setbacks and title
notification alert purchasers to the potential problems associated with the adjoining non-urban
use.

Rural Character,

Policies limiting rural densities and protecting agricultural and forest lands will maintain the

Development

Density and existing rural character of these areas.

Services
Policies limiting densities in the rural lands will reduce the threat to public safety and welfare (e.g.,
groundwater contamination). Cluster development will allow higher densities that can be
adequately served by community water and sewer systems.

Incompatible Policies restricting the densities within the economic resource lands will substantially reduce

land use conflicts. Setback and design requirements will also lessen the impact on viable natural
resource lands.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Housing

Affordable
Housing

Encourage public/private/nonprofit partnerships to provide low-income housing.

Encourage local lending institutions to provide additional financing mechanisms for low-income
housing.

Policies allowing cluster development will reduce the amount of land and infrastructure costs
required per dwelling unit.

Encourage infill development within urban growth and transitional areas.
Rehabilitate existing dwelling units.

Work with the agricultural community and other interests to implement farmworker housing
policies.

Housing Type/Mix

Policies allowing cluster development will allow more housing opportunities in rural settlement
and transitional areas.

Parks and Open Space

Location of Open
Space

Policies guiding the types of open space and priorities for open space preservation will dictate
the general location where open space will be feasible.

Relation of Open
Space Needs to
Resource Lands
and Critical Areas

The Critical Areas Ordinance preserves open space corridors through the establishment of
vegetative buffers along streams and rivers. Policies limiting development of resource lands will
help retain private open space.

Open Space
Corridors and
Greenbelts

Policies guiding development within riparian corridors will allow for uses other than primarily
residential development.

Public versus
Private Open

Policies directing growth in the rural lands will retain existing private open spaces. Policies
guiding the provision of park and recreational facilities will meet the demand for these facilities

Space and open space as growth occurs. However, the perceived abundance of private open space
could undermine efforts to create public parks and open spaces.

Cost of Open The Open Space Tax Program grants tax breaks based on the current use of the land.

Space Increased use of tax benefits to encourage preservation of open space may shift the tax burden
to other property owners (i.e., those not participating in the open space tax program). Other
financing measures to establish and develop community and regional parks will need to be
implemented.
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Utilities

Service Provision

Policies regarding clustering in the rural lands as well as the unincorporated urban growth areas
will limit the length of sewer and water service extensions and provide more efficient service
provision in the future. Common development standards will be needed to ensure that utility
systems can interconnect, where appropriate.

Coordination of
Service Providers

Policies governing service agreements, intergovernmental coordination, and focused public
investment areas will increase the cooperation between service providers. Completion of the
Coordinated Water Systems Plan and the Sewerage General Plan for the County will ensure the
level of detail needed to coordinate services is provided.

Concurrency and
Implications for
growth

Policies detailing the requirements of concurrency will ensure that infrastructure is concurrent
with development.

Environmental
Sensitivity

Policies outlining thresholds for the use of satellite systems, including ownership and
management, will ensure the efficient distribution of management and financial responsibility of
these systems while maintaining the public health and safety.

Transportation

Safety None (see Land Use Coordination).

Mobility Maintaining the transportation system (e.qg., streets, roads, bridges and culverts) will ensure that
the quality of life and economic vitality of the County are not degraded.

Economic Adequate level of service standards and development standards will ensure that truck routes and

Development

other roads are designed and constructed to accommodate the amount and type of use
designated.

Alternative Modes

Policies guiding denser development into certain areas will increase the feasibility of alternative
transportation modes.

Neighborhood Rural settlements and transitional areas receive additional points in County’s rating system for
Needs prioritizing paving of access roads.

Transportation By proper and effective land use planning, adjacent land use demands on the transportation
Demand system can be directed to corridors that have excess capacity, or have future improvements
Management planned.

Funding The concentration of improvements in focused public investment corridors along with lesser

demand for improvements in rural lands will decrease the amount of funding necessary.

May 1997; amended December 1998
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Capital Facilities

Mitigation of Refinement of the County’s mitigation model and cafeteria plan of mitigation measures will
Development reduce analysis at the plan review level.
Impacts

Infrastructure Cost
Recovery

The formation of service agreements will include guidelines for infrastructure cost recovery
formulas.

Siting of Essential
Public Facilities

None.

Service
Agreements

Policies governing intergovernmental coordination will provide the groundwork for future service
agreements.

Focused Public
Investment

Policies creating public investment corridors will improve service efficiency of public utilities.

Level of Service
Measures

None.

Level of Service in
Urban and Rural
Lands

Policies governing the type and level of service for each type of land designation will create a
distinction of levels of service between urban and rural lands.

Regional
Infrastructure and
Service Delivery

Policies regarding intergovernmental coordination will provide a foundation for the provision of
regional services.

111-36
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