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Chapter 1 – Introduction/Proposed Action
1.1 Introduction
The proposed action has two components. The first is to update the County’s
Comprehensive Plan consistent with the required periodic review under the Growth
Management Act (GMA RCW 36.70A. 130). The second component is to modify the
plan to reflect a settlement agreement (BCC Resolution 2016-0464) on the appeal of
the County’s Urban Growth Area Update, adopted in 2013 (BCC Resolution 13-0689).
The proposed changes include both map and text revisions to the Comprehensive Plan
and development regulations.
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires Spokane County to review and
update its Comprehensive Plan every eight years to ensure that the Plan and
associated development regulations are consistent with the GMA
(RCW.36.70A.130(4). Based on this requirement Spokane County has been
updating its Plan and regulations using a phased approach. Many of the changes to
regulations have been completed. This report summarizes the progress to date and
proposes additional changes to plans and ordinances that will complete the update
process.
The process for considering the proposed changes includes review by both the
Spokane County Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners (BCC).
The Planning Commission first holds a public hearing on the proposal followed by a
specific recommendation to the BCC. After receiving the Planning Commission’s
recommendation, the Board of County Commissioners may adopt the Planning
Commission’s recommendation or decide to hold its own public hearing on the matter.
Additionally, the Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) must certify that the
updated plan is consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan and is consistent with
regional levels of service for transportation.
An environmental review is also a required element under the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA). The proposal is reviewed as an addendum to the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the update to the Urban Growth Area
boundary. The addendum evaluates the County’s periodic review by adding additional
information to the previous environmental review done for the County’s Urban Growth
Area Update. The previous review included a Draft Supplemental EIS and Final
Supplemental EIS adopted October 21, 2011 and December 21, 2011 respectively. The
previous review also included analysis of an additional alternative including a Draft
Supplemental EIS and Final Supplemental EIS adopted October 15, 2012 and
December 28, 2012 respectively.
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This Addendum is part of an integrated SEPA/GMA document pursuant to SEPA rules
(WAC 197-11-210). Integration is intended to make consideration of environmental
issues an early and integral part of development of plan policies, alternatives and
implementation before commitments are made to a specific course of action.
Public participation for the proposal is accomplished through compliance with the
County’s adopted Public Participation Guidelines and the legal notice requirements
within RCW.36.70 and RCW.36.70A. Public participation efforts include workshops,
notification of agencies and interested parties and other outreach efforts.
The public hearing on this proposal is scheduled for November 14, 2019, 9:00 am. The
hearing will be held in the Commissioner’s Hearing Room, 1026 West Broadway
Avenue, Spokane, WA. The staff contacts for the proposal are Steve Davenport or
John Pederson at the Department of Building and Planning, (509) 477-3675. Written
comments can be submitted to: Department of Building and Planning, 1026 W.
Broadway Avenue, Spokane, WA 99260. To be considered, written comments must be
received prior to the close of the scheduled public hearing on November 14,2019.
1.2 Proposed Action
The Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update is a periodic review of plans and
development regulations as required by RCW 36.70A.130. The Update is the second
periodic review and update of the Comprehensive Plan since it was initially adopted in
2001. Similar to the update completed in 2006, the current update is not a major update
of the plan, but generally reflects implementation of revisions to state laws, corrections
to inconsistencies in the plan and changes to administrative processes. The Update
also includes revisions to plans and regulations associated with a settlement agreement
(BCC Resolution 2016-0464) of an appeal to the County’s Urban Growth Area Update,
adopted in 2013 (BCC Resolution 2013-0689).
A summary of proposed changes includes:
1. Text amendment to revise Comprehensive Plan amendment procedures. The
changes are intended to provide a streamlined process and correct
inconsistences in procedural guidelines.
2. Text amendment to include water trail goals within the Parks and Open Space
Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. This is a housekeeping amendment to
address policies that were inadvertently omitted from the Regional Trails Plan
update.
3. Text and map amendments to modify the plan to reflect a settlement agreement
(BCC Resolution 2016-0464) on the appeal of the County’s Urban Growth Area
Update, adopted in 2013 (BCC Resolution 13-0689).
4. Map amendment to correct Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for a
nonconforming use of a radio station located on 57th Avenue.
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The specific amendment proposals for the proposal are detailed in Chapters 4 and 5 of
this report.
1.3 Concurrent Actions
In coordination with the Comprehensive Plan Update, Spokane County is updating the
Capital Facilities Plan. The CFP update is expected to be adopted prior to or concurrent
with the Comprehensive Plan Update. Additionally, a concurrent review of the proposal
by the Spokane Regional Transportation Council is required to certify that the proposal
is consistent with regional transportation plans and adopted regional levels of service.
1.4 Phased Approach
Spokane County has taken a phased approach in meeting the requirements of the
periodic review and addressing the terms of the settlement agreement for the Urban
Growth Area Update. Previous actions consist of amendments to codes and ordinances
based on changes to state law but do not include amendments to Comprehensive Plan
goals and policies. Each of the amendments were processed consistent with the State
Environmental Policy Act, public participation guidelines and adopted procedural
requirements.
1.4.1 Previous actions related to the Comprehensive Plan Update:
Critical Areas Ordinance
Spokane County amended the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) on May 1, 2018
(BCC Resolution 2018-0321). The amendments include changes to definitions and
procedures to reflect revisions to the Growth Management Act and other technical
documents used to evaluate critical areas.
School Siting in Rural Areas
Spokane County amended the Zoning Code on February 13th, 2018 (BCC
Resolution 2018-0121) regarding siting schools outside the Urban Growth Area. The
amendment is consistent with changes to state law from House Bill 2243, adopted
July 1, 2017, which applies specific conditions for placing schools outside the Urban
Growth Area.
Electric Vehicle Infrastructure
Spokane County amended the Zoning Code on February 13th, 2018 (BCC
Resolution 2018-0121) to define electric vehicle infrastructure and where it can be
permitted. The amendment is in response to changes of the Growth Management
Act (RCW 36.70A) adopted under Second Substitute House Bill 1481, Chapter 197,
Laws of 2017.
Essential Public Facilities
Spokane County amended the Essential Public Facilities Ordinance on February
13th, 2018 (BCC Resolution 2018-0121) to include identifying regional transit
authority facilities as an essential public facility. The amendment is in response to
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changes of the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) adopted under Senate Bill
6279, Chapter 62, Laws of 2010.
Accessory Uses in Agricultural Lands
Spokane County amended the Zoning Code on April 10, 2018 (BCC Resolution
2018-0265) regarding accessory uses in areas zoned as resource lands. The
proposal consisted of an amendment to allow for accessory uses that are classified
as nonagricultural uses or activities in areas zoned as Resource Lands, under
limited circumstances. This is consistent with changes to the Growth Management
Act, specifically RCW 36.70A.177, which was brought on by the passage of
Substitute House Bill 2917 in 2006.
Small Cell Wireless Facilities
Changes to Federal and State laws mandated Spokane County to revise zoning
regulations related to small cell wireless facilities. In response to this mandate, the
County amended the Zoning Code to include provisions that address the siting of
small cell facilities. The amendment included revisions to Chapter 14.822 (Wireless
Communication Facilities) and the development of new regulations for small cell
facilities (Chapter 14.822A, Small Cell Deployment). The amendments were adopted
by the Board of County Commissioners under Resolution # 2019-0118.

1.4.2 Previous actions related to the Settlement Agreement:
Settlement Agreement, Term #2
Term #2 requires Spokane County to adopt a 2017-2037 population forecast based
on the 2012 Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) of 583,409
people countywide and 474,746 for the urban growth area. The Board of County
Commissioners adopted the forecast on August 16, 2016 under Resolution 20160553. See Attachment A, Exhibit 1.
Settlement Agreement, Term 5
Term # 5 requires Spokane County to rescind the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning
map categories to that were adopted under Comprehensive Plan amendment file
2007-CPA-05 (McGlades) and the Mead-Mt. Spokane UGA expansion area which
was adopted under Resolution 2013-0689. The Board of County Commissioners
adopted the revisions on April 26, 2017 under Resolution 2016-0553. See
Attachment A, Exhibit 2.
Settlement Agreement, Term #6
Term # 6 requires amendments to the County’s adopted levels of service. The
amendments were proposed to address an appeal under Washington State Growth
Management Hearings Board case 14-1-0002. The revisions relate to levels of
service for law enforcement, parks, detention facilities; and to the deletion of policy
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CF.3.4 in the Capital Facilities Element. The Board of County Commissioners
adopted the revisions on August 3, 2017 under Resolution 2016-0554. See
Attachment A, Exhibit 3.
Settlement Agreement, Term # 7.4
Term # 7.4 stipulates an amendment to Title 13 of the Spokane County Code
relating to timelines for permit application expiration. The Board of County
Commissioners adopted the revisions on January 9, 2018 under Resolution 20180009. See Attachment A, Exhibit 4.
Settlement Agreement, Term # 8
Term # 8 stipulates amendments to land quantity analysis methodology. The land
quantity analysis (LQA) methodology is a part of the adopted Countywide Planning
Policies. The LQA methodology provides jurisdictions with a consistent process for
determining the adequacy of available land to meet future population growth needs.
The Board of County Commissioners adopted the revisions on December 12, 2017
under Resolution 2017-0958. See Attachment, Exhibit 5.
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Chapter 2 – Statutory Requirements
2.1 Background
In 1990, the Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW.36.70A) was passed by the
Washington State Legislature. It required the State’s largest and fastest-growing
counties, and each of their cities, to develop Comprehensive Plans to prepare for the
future. Spokane County was mandated to fully plan under the GMA in 1993 based on
population growth in the preceding 10 years.
The GMA planning process began with the development of the Countywide Planning
Policies (CWPPs). This was coordinated by the Steering Committee of Elected
Officials, consisting of officials from Spokane County and its eleven (at that time) cities
and towns, along with representatives from water, school and fire districts, utility
companies and the public. The CWPPs formed the planning framework that would
guide the planning process for the County and its cities and towns. The Steering
Committee met frequently during an18 month period, listening to residents and
formulating the vision of the community into the CWPPs. The CWPPs were adopted by
the Board of County Commissioners on December 22, 1994.
After the CWPPs were adopted, the Steering Committee began development of the
Interim Urban Growth Area (IUGA) boundary which was completed in 1997. The IUGA
established a temporary growth boundary to act as a place holder while the County and
the Cities completed work on their comprehensive plans.
Spokane County adopted its Urban Growth Area and GMA comprehensive plan in 2001
with most other jurisdictions in the County adopting their plans in the same time period.
Spokane County utilized the SEPA/GMA integration process as the mechanism for
environmental review in the adoption of its plan. This process consisted of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Interim UGA followed with a
Supplemental EIS for the formal adoption of the plan.
Annual Comprehensive Amendments
Spokane County has an annual comprehensive plan amendment process and the plan
has been amended through this process over time. The annual process is generally
used to amend map categories to better reflect the changing needs of the community.
2005- 2026 UGA Update Effort
A UGA update effort was began in 2005 and was intended to cover the planning period
from 2006 to 2026. This effort was abandoned when the County revised the selfimposed update requirements in its Comprehensive Plan from reviewing the UGA every
five years to reviewing it every ten years.

2006-2026 Comprehensive Plan Update
Spokane County completed a periodic update to its Comprehensive Plan text and
development regulations on March 13, 2007 (BCC Resolution 2007-0208). The update
Page 2-1

Comprehensive Plan Update

focused on implementing changes to the plan to reflect amendments to Growth
Management Act over time. The update did not include revisions to the Urban Growth
Area.
2011-2031 Urban Growth Area Update
The Board of County Commissioners (BCC) for Spokane County adopted an updated
Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundary on July 18, 2013 (BCC Resolution # 2013-0689).
The UGA Update examined the adequacy of the County’s Urban Growth Area and its
ability to provide for future growth in accordance with the review cycle required by the
Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.130. The BCC’s decision removed
some areas from the UGA while adding other areas. In total, the Board increased the
area of the UGA by 4,125 acres. These areas increased the population capacity of the
UGA by 3,312 people.
The urban growth area update in 2013 was appealed by a number of parties. The
Growth Management Hearings Board found noncompliance with the plan and issued an
order of invalidity which rescinded implementation of the plan until the issues were
resolved. After further litigation, the parties agreed to negotiate a settlement to the
dispute. The negotiation lead to a settlement agreement which was adopted by the
County Commissioners on June 20, 2016 under Resolution 2016-0464. Implementation
of the requirements of the settlement agreement is an integral part of this proposal. The
Settlement Agreement is provided herein as Attachment B.
2.2 Growth Management Act - Periodic Update
The Comprehensive Plan is being updated in accordance with the review cycle required
by the Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.130. Under this provision,
Spokane County is required to update its plan by June 30, 2017. The update covers the
planning period from 2017-2037 and requires an updated population forecast and land
quantity analysis. The update focuses primarily on addressing changes to state law and
implementation of the requirements within the settlement agreement.

2.3 Spokane County Comprehensive Plan
Consistent with the Revised Code of Washington, the Spokane County Comprehensive
Plan provides the following guidance for updating the Plan.
Goal
UL.18

Maintain an Urban Growth Area (UGA) that provides a distinct boundary
between urban and rural land uses and provides adequate land to
accommodate anticipated growth.
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Policy
UL.18.1 Review and evaluate Urban Growth Area boundaries, as required by the
Countywide Planning Policies (topic 1, policy 16) and the Revised Code of
Washington.
2.4 Spokane Regional Transportation Council Certification
Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC), the region’s federally mandated
metropolitan planning organization (MPO), serves as Spokane County’s Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO). RTPOs also play a central role in the
development and certification of comprehensive plans and UGA updates. Chapter
RCW 47.80, Regional Transportation Planning Organizations, provides the RTPO with
regional transportation oversight.
Each regional transportation planning organization, with cooperation from
component cities, towns, and counties, shall establish guidelines and
principles by July 1, 1995, that provide specific direction for the
development and evaluation of the transportation elements of
comprehensive plans, where such plans exist, and to assure that state,
regional, and local goals for the development of transportation systems are
met.
SRTC is providing a concurrent review of the comprehensive plan update
proposal and must certify that the plan is consistent with the regional
transportation plan and adopted regional levels of service.
2.5 Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs)
The GMA planning process for Spokane County began with the development of the
Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs). This was coordinated by the Steering
Committee, consisting of elected officials from the County and its eleven (at that time)
cities and towns, along with representatives from water, school and fire districts, utility
companies and the public. The CWPPs were adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners on December 22, 1994. The CWPPs form the planning framework that
guide the Comprehensive Plan process for the County and its cities and towns.
Consistent with the Revised Code of Washington, the CWPPs mandate updates to the
urban growth area under Policy Topic 1, Urban Policy #16:
Mandated Review of County-wide UGA
16. The Urban Growth Area boundaries shall be reviewed to accommodate the
succeeding twenty years of projected growth, as required by RCW 36. 70A.130. The
County Commissioners shall initiate the review process approximately three years
prior to the required review deadline. This process shall re-evaluate population
allocation, land quantity analysis and urban service delivery. Any jurisdiction
through its representative on the Steering Committee of Elected Officials may
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request that the Board of County Commissioners initiate a review of the Urban
Growth Area boundaries prior to the scheduled time.
2.6 State Environmental Policy Act
Environmental review of the proposal consists of an addendum to the previous review
that was done for the Urban Growth Area Update. The Addendum evaluates the
County’s periodic review by adding additional information to the Draft Supplemental EIS
and Final Supplemental EIS adopted October 21, 2011 and December 21, 2011
respectively. The previous review also included analysis of an additional alternative
including a Draft Supplemental EIS and Final Supplemental EIS adopted October 15,
2012 and December 28, 2012 respectively. This Addendum is part of an integrated
SEPA/GMA document pursuant to SEPA rules (WAC 197-11-210). Integration is
intended to make consideration of environmental issues an early and integral part of
development of plan policies and implementation before commitments are made to a
specific course of action. The Addendum is included as Attachment C.
2.7 Public Participation
The BCC adopted a public participation plan outlining the needs for public participation
throughout the UGA update process on October 17, 2006 (BCC Resolution. # 06-0869).
This plan references and relies on the adopted Public Participation Guidelines that have
formed the basis for past public participation efforts (BCC Resolution # 98-0788).
Some of the major components of the Public Participation Program for the
Comprehensive Plan update included:
a. Public notice of hearings and meetings to an extensive mailing list consisting of
government agencies, tribes, neighborhood groups, nonprofits, business groups,
environmental organizations and interested individuals.
b. Development of a website dedicated to the Comprehensive Plan/UGA update,
including information and direction on how to provide public comment.
c. Planner presentations at the request of interested groups.
d. Open house discussions throughout the community.
e. Public hearings concerning the UGA boundary update.
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Chapter 3 – Studies and Reports
3.1 Population Forecast
An initial step in the periodic review process under the Growth Management Act is
adoption of population forecasts and jurisdictional allocations to allow determinations
concerning the adequacy of comprehensive plans and urban growth areas including
planned capital facilities and transportation facilities. Spokane County adopted a
population forecast for the Comprehensive Plan Update on August 3, 2016 (BCC
Resolution # 2016-0553). The adopted forecast is contained herein in Attachment A.
The population forecast estimated slower growth than previous forecasts based on the
effects of the 2008 recession. The forecast falls within the range of the population
forecasts previously considered under the SEIS for the Urban Growth Area Update that
was adopted in 2013. The results of the population study and forecast are as follows:

Table 3.1
2017 - 2037 Forecast and Allocation for Spokane County

Jurisdiction
Spokane County
Unincorporated Spokane
County
Unincorporated UGA
Unincorporated Rural
Urban Growth Area
Incorporated Spokane County
Airway Heights
Cheney
Deer Park
Fairfield
Latah
Liberty Lake
Medical Lake
Millwood
Rockford
Spangle
Spokane
Spokane Valley
Waverly

2017
Population
Estimate

2037
Population
Forecast

2017 - 2037
Population
Allocation

499,348

583,409

144,903
53,893
91,010
408,338
354,445
9,071
11,827
4,110
620

176,780
68,117
108,663
474,746
406,629
14,298
14,776
5,325
660

14,224
17,653
66,408
52,184
5,226
2,949
1,215
40

195
9,780
5,072
1,808
470
281
215,839
95,264
108

195
15,909
6,042
1,947
470
288
236,698
109,913
108

0
6,129
970
139
0
7
20,859
14,650
0
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3.2 Land Quantity Analysis
Each jurisdiction is responsible for developing a land quantity analysis report to provide
quantitative information for existing and future urban areas to support residential and
non-residential growth. For the Comprehensive Plan Update, Spokane County
produced a report titled, “Land Quantity Analysis for Spokane County’s Unincorporated
Metropolitan UGA Areas on April 17, 2017. The study and report found that Spokane
County has adequate land within the metro UGA to support expected population growth
for the 2017 – 2037 planning period. A summary of the report is found below. The full
report, including maps, is contained herein in Attachment A.
Table 3.2 - Available Residential Lands in the Metro UGA
Population
Vacant
(acres)

Partially
Used
(acres)

Capacity
(people)

North Spokane UGAs
Five Mile
Hillyard
North Metro UGA
North Metro UGA - JPA
Seven Mile
Shawnee
Subtotal

42
29
789
9
84
3
956

0
2
223
0
119
0
344

258
285
6,348
35
1,144
5
8,075

South Spokane UGAs
Alcott UGA
Moran/Glenrose UGA
Upriver UGA
Subtotal

96
177
73
346

33
56
37
126

1,129
1,513
875
3,517

Spokane Valley UGAs
Valley 1
Valley 2
Valley 3
Valley 4
Valley 5
Valley 6
Subtotal

289
41
29
293
227
173
1,052

171
65
9
58
203
61
567

2,729
622
299
2,556
2,470
1,337
10,013

West Plains UGAs
Airway Heights
Indian Canyon
Pillar Rock
West Plains/Thorpe
Subtotal

183
6
41
553
783

29
14
0
319
362

1,188
111
475
6,480
8,254

Total

3,137

1,399

29,859
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Vacant Commercial and Industrial Lands in the Metro UGA
The metropolitan unincorporated UGA for Spokane County includes those areas of
unincorporated UGA surrounding the metropolitan cities of Spokane, Spokane Valley, Liberty
Lake, Millwood and Airway Heights. Table 3.3 illustrates the available vacant commercial and
industrial lands for unincorporated metropolitan urban growth areas using the adopted land
quantity methodology and assumptions as described in this report.

Table 3.3
2016 - Metro Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas
Commercial

Heavy
Industrial

Light
Industrial

Mixed
Use

North Spokane UGAs
Hillyard
North Metro UGA
North Metro UGA - JPA
Subtotal

0
80
2
82

0
377
382
759

60
117
275
452

0
254
0
254

South Spokane UGAs
Moran/Glenrose UGA
Upriver UGA
Subtotal

12
3
15

0
0
0

0
0
0

6
0
6

Spokane Valley UGAs
Valley 2
Valley 3
Subtotal

0
0
0

0
0
0

2
82
84

0
0
0

West Plains UGAs
Airway Heights
Geiger Spur
Hume
Jail Site
West Plains/Thorpe
Subtotal

29
0
2
0
219
250

0
0
0
0
0
0

79
347
0
155
2,633
3,214

0
0
0
0
0
0

Total

347

759

3,750

260
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3.3 Housing Inventory
The Department of Building and Planning conducted a Housing inventory for Spokane
County in 2017 per the requirements of RCW.36.70A.070(2)(a). The inventory
evaluated existing housing stock by structure type, housing trends over time, existing
housing goals and policies, and housing units necessary to accommodate growth in
both rural and urban unincorporated areas. The report illustrates that Spokane County
has adequate land supply to provide for the expected increase in population within the
2017-2037 planning horizon. The housing inventory report is included as Attachment E.
Some of the main findings in the report relied on research conducted by Eastern
Washington University within their Community Indicators program including the following:
1.

Single family housing is decreasing as a percent of housing units by structure
type. In 2010 single family housing comprised 67.7% of all structure types
decreasing to 66.9% in 2016

2.

Home ownership in Spokane County was at 60.5% in 2015, decreasing from
63.3% in 2004.

3.

The share of homeowners paying 30% or more of their household income for
housing costs was 25.2% in 2015 increasing from 21.3% in 2004.

4.

Housing is more affordable in Spokane County when compared to the State as
a whole. The housing affordability index for Spokane County in 2016 was 172.6
compared to 126.9 for the State. A higher index indicates more affordable
housing.

5.

The median resale value in 2016 for homes in Spokane County was 205,500
compared to 323,000 for Washington State.

6.

In 2016 the shares of housing stock that were:
a.

Single Family Homes was 66.9%, decreasing from the 2000 share of
69.0%.

b.

Two-plus Family Homes was 26.5%, increasing from the 2000 share of
24.0%.

c.

Manufactured or Mobile Homes was 6.5%, decreasing from the 2000
share of 7.0%.

7.

In 2015, the share of renters who were paying 30% or more of their household
income for rent was 52% increasing from 51.4% in 2000. For Washington State
the share of renters who were paying 30% or more of their household income
for rent was 48%, increasing from 43.3% in 2000.

8.

In 2015, Spokane County had an overall apartment vacancy rate of 3.7%,
decreasing from 5.1% in 2005.

9.

In 2016, the average monthly rent for a two-bedroom apartment was $771,
increasing from $541 in 2004.
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10. In 2015, there were a total of 1,034 homeless persons in Spokane County,
decreasing by 35% since 2006 when there were 1,592 homeless persons.
11. Spokane County includes provisions within its regulations to ensure equal
housing opportunities for the disabled, family daycare providers and
manufactured housing.
The data illustrates that housing is more affordable in Spokane County when
compared to the rest of Washington State, however, home ownership and housing
affordability has decreased over time.
3.4 Mineral Lands Inventory
The Department of Building and Planning conducted a Mineral Lands inventory for
Spokane County in 2017 per the requirements of RCW 36.70A.131. The inventory
shows that the mining land base is sufficient in size and quality to maintain the
availability of mineral resources through the 2017–2037 planning period. The inventory
includes detailed analysis and maps showing Mineral Lands designations. The mineral
land inventory is included as Attachment F and is summarized as follows:
Spokane County is fortunate in that it has an abundance of sand, gravel, rock and clay
which is essential for the construction of roads, building foundations and many other
uses. Other minerals occur in Spokane County including uranium, quartz, tungsten and
tin, but these minerals are not currently mined commercially in the County. As required
by the Growth Management Act (GMA), Spokane County designated mineral lands with
the adoption of its 2001 GMA compliant Comprehensive Plan. This effort included a
detailed inventory of available resources and the designation of land for mining to
assure easily availability of the resource in the future. The 1996, “Mineral Lands
Subcommittee, Final Report”, is included within the Mineral Land Inventory report.
The inventory of mineral lands in Spokane County evaluated lands with mineral land
zoning and comprehensive plan designations. The inventory also provides an
evaluation of current and past mining activity within the designated areas using aerial
photos to determine the extent of mining activity on each designated parcel. The results
of the inventory are as follows:
Mineral land zoning designation

3,156 acres

Mineral land comprehensive plan designation

5,357 acres

Area with current or past mining activity

1,055 acres

The inventory illustrates that of the land currently zoned for mining only 33% of that land
has been used for current or past mining. When compared to the mineral land
designation in the comprehensive plan only 20% of the area has been utilized for
mining. The designations include numerous areas throughout the County to ensure that
materials will be available to different geographic areas (see attached maps in report).
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In addition to current inventory base, individuals also can develop new mining sites
through zoning and comprehensive plan amendments. This ability provides an
opportunity to develop local sites in response to market needs.
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Chapter 4 – Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Text Amendments
Chapter 4 details Comprehensive Plan and Zoning text amendments proposed for
the Comprehensive Plan Update. The amendments include revised procedures for
amending the Comprehensive Plan, the addition of water trail policies in the Parks
and Open Space Chapter and amendments to implement the requirements of the
Urban Growth Area Update Settlement Agreement
4.1 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code Amendment Procedures
Procedures for the amending the Comprehensive Plan are found in both the
Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Code. Section 4.1.1 provides a summary and
analysis of the proposed revisions. Section 4.1.2 includes the actual text of the
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Section 4.1.2 includes actual
text of the proposed revisions to the Zoning Code. Housekeeping changes are
additionally incorporated in the draft to reflect changes to department names.
4.1.1 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Procedures
Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 1, Amendments
Existing Text
Current language allows the Director, Planning Commission and the Board to initiate
amendments. This provision is inconsistent with procedures in the Zoning Code
which additionally allows individuals to initiate amendments.
Summary of Proposed Changes to Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan
Initiation of Amendments is revised to place authority on initiating amendments with
the Board of County Commissioners or the Planning Director. The Planning
Commission may recommend initiation of amendments to the Board and an
individual may make a request but the Board must initiate the amendment prior to the
individual submitting an application and paying application fees.
Procedures for the amendment process are currently in both the Comprehensive
Plan and the Zoning Code. The proposed change would place procedures solely in
the Zoning Code to provide a consistent, clear process for applicants. This also
makes it easier to amend the procedures in the future providing that becomes
necessary.
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Strikeout reflects deletion of text
Underline reflects new text

Amendments
The Growth Management Act makes the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations
subject to continuing evaluation and review by the County.
Initiation
Comprehensive Plan amendments may be initiated:
1. By the Planning Commission, when changed conditions or further study indicate a
need; or
2. By the Board of Spokane County Commissioners (Board) when it deems it necessary
for the public interest or when it considers a change in the recommendation of the
Planning Commission to be necessary; or
3. By the Planning Director, based on citizen requests or when changed conditions
warrant adjustments to the Comprehensive Plan.
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan must be consistent with the requirements of RCW
36.70 and RCW 36.70A.

Initiation
Comprehensive Plan Amendments may be initiated in three ways:
1. By the Board at their discretion or in response to recommendations from the
Commission or Department.
2. By the Board based on a request by the Planning Commission.
3. By the Planning Director when changed conditions warrant adjustments to the
Comprehensive Plan
4. By the Board based on an individual request for an annual amendment, subject to
compliance with the procedures in Chapter 14.402 of the Spokane County Zoning
Code.
5. By the Board through the periodic Comprehensive Plan update process (RCW
36.70A.130) which requires the County review and update its Comprehensive Plan
on a periodic basis.
Amendments shall be consistent with the requirements of RCW 36.70 and RCW 36.70A.
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Timing
The Growth Management Act allows amendments to the Comprehensive Plan no more than
once a year, except under the following circumstances:
1. The initial adoption of a subarea plan;
2. The adoption or amendment of a shoreline program;
3. The amendment of a capital facilities element of the Comprehensive Plan that occurs
concurrently with the adoption or amendment of a county budget;
4. To resolve an appeal of a comprehensive plan filed with a growth management
hearings board or with the court; or
5. Whenever an emergency exists (RCW 36.70A.130).
If an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan is deemed necessary, proposals to amend the
map may be accepted between January 1st and March 31st of each calendar year and will be
considered along with all other proposals as part of the annual comprehensive plan review
and amendment process.
All proposals to amend the Plan will be considered at the same time so that their cumulative
effect can be evaluated. The Board generally sets December as the month in which
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan may be adopted; however, the Planning
Commission generally commences its review at the regular September agenda to allow full
consideration of the various amendments in order to make a timely recommendation to the
Board during the annual budget cycle.
The Board, by policy, resolution, and/or ordinance shall establish the procedure by which
Comprehensive Plan Amendments are accepted and processed. The procedure shall
include but is not limited to, specification of application submittal requirements, payment of
fees, environmental analysis, public notice, special studies, level of service analysis,
provision of adequate public facilities and other information necessary to demonstrate
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The amendment procedure will be maintained by
the Division of Building and Planning and is subject to amendment or modification as
directed by the Board.
The Planning Commission will receive applications for amending, supplementing or
modifying maps of the Comprehensive Plan up until March 31st. Applications received after
that date will need to wait until the next year’s plan amendment cycle. Map amendments will
be reviewed for consistency with the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan. The adopted Guidelines for Public Participation (BOCC resolution # 98-0144 and 980788) will be used to ensure adequate public participation.
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 it considers whether or not to
allow an emergency amendment, the Board must approve written findings that document the
nature of the emergency.
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The Department of Building and Planning will evaluate Comprehensive Plan amendments 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 its
consideration as part of its regular September agenda pursuant to WAC 365-195-630.
Spokane County is required to review its designated Urban Growth Areas at least every five
years and revise the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate the urban growth projected for
the next 20 years.
Adoption
After due notice and public hearing, the Board may amend, supplement or modify the text
and maps of the Comprehensive Plan. Adoption procedures shall comply with the
requirements of RCW 36.70 and RCW 36.70A.
Documentation
The record that accompanies any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 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 pursuant to Spokane County’s adopted Guidelines for Public
Participation.

Note: Relevant portions of the above deleted text are incorporated in to the procedural
requirements for amendments in Chapter 14.402.100 of the Zoning Code.
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4.1.2 Proposed Zoning Code Amendments – Procedures
Zoning Code, Chapter 14.402.080 General Procedures
Existing Text for Zoning Text Amendment, Section 14.402.080
Current language allows the Board, Department, Planning Commission and any
interested party to initiate an amendment to the text of the Zoning Code.
Summary of Proposed Changes to Zoning Text Amendments, Section 14.402.080
Initiation of Amendments is revised to allow the Department or the Board to initiate
amendments. An interested party may request an amendment which then must be
initiated by the Board. The applicant will only be allowed to submit an official application
and pay application fees after the Board has initiated the amendment.
Proposed Amendment - Chapter 14.402.080
Strikeout reflects deletion of text
Underline reflects new text
14.402.080

Amendment Procedures – Zoning Text

1. Initiation of the Amendment:
a. The Board, Commission, Division or Department of Building and Planning and/or any interested
person may initiate an amendment to the text of the Zoning Code, subject to such requirements
as set by the Board.
b. An interested party may request that the Board initiate a zoning text amendment by submitting a
request to the Department which will then be forwarded to the Board for consideration. A request
to initiate an amendment is subject to a nonrefundable review fee. If initiated by the Board the
request will be processed by the Department subject to formal application and applicable fees.
2. Building and Planning Division Department Review:
Upon receipt of an amendment proposal, the Division Department shall process the proposal
application as follows.
a. Notice shall be provided to the Washington State Department of Commerce Community
Development of its intent to adopt development regulations. The notice shall be provided at least
60 days prior to final adoption and shall include a copy of the proposed regulation (RCW
36.70A.106).
b. The text amendments shall be reviewed for consistency with the criteria in section 14.402.040.
Once the review is complete, the proposed amendment shall be placed on the earliest available
meeting agenda of the Commission. The Division Department shall forward a staff report to the
Commission. The staff report may include alternatives other than those proposed by the
applicant.
3. Planning Commission Review and Recommendation:
a. Upon receipt of the proposed amendment, the Commission may choose to hold public workshops
with the initiator to discuss, refine, or modify the original proposal.
b. The Commission shall schedule and conduct a public hearing to consider the amendment and
any appropriate alternatives.
c. Subsequent to completion of the hearing and deliberations, the Commission shall make a
recommendation on the proposal that may include approval, denial, or modification of the
proposed amendment. The Division Department shall subsequently submit to the Board a copy of
the proposed amendment, a staff report, and the recommendation of the Commission.
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4. Board of County Commissioners Review and Decision:
a. Upon receipt of the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the Board shall, at its next available
regular meeting, set the date for a public meeting to consider the proposed amendment.
b. At the established public meeting the Board may do one of the following.
i. Adopt, make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation.
ii Establish a date for a public hearing by the Board to consider the proposed amendment
c. Should the Board hold a public hearing on the amendment, they may then subsequently adopt,
make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation. Written findings of fact
shall accompany the Board’s decision.
d. Should the Board change a recommendation from the Commission, the Board shall hold a public
hearing on the change.
e. When it initiates a zoning text amendment, the Board shall first refer the proposed amendment to
the Division Department and Commission for report.
f. The Division Department and the Commission shall provide a report on their analysis of the
proposed amendment, including whether the change appears to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
g. Any report or recommendation by the Division Department or Commission shall be advisory only
and the final determination shall rest with the Board.
h. A notice of adoption and time frame for appeal shall be published by the Board after adoption of a
proposed amendment pursuant to RCW 36.70A.290. The decision shall be forwarded to the
Washington State Department of Commerce Community Development pursuant to RCW
36.70A.106.
5. Public Notice for Zoning Text Amendments:
Notice of the date, time, place, and purpose of a public hearing on an amendment to the zoning text
shall be given by one publication in Spokane County's official newspaper at least 15 days before the
hearing and shall include other forms of notification consistent with Spokane County’s Public
Participation Guidelines.
6.

Appeal of a Zoning Text Amendment:
a. The action of the Board on a zoning text amendment shall be final and conclusive, unless
appealed to the Growth Management Hearing Board pursuant to chapter 36.70A RCW. A person
with standing pursuant to RCW 36.70A.280 may file a petition within 60 days after publication of
the notice of adoption.
b. Growth Management Hearing Board actions may be appealed to Superior Court as provided by
law.

Zoning Code, Chapter 14.402.100 Amendment Procedures
Existing Text for Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Section 14.402.100
Current language allows the Board, Department, Planning Commission and any
interested party to initiate an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. This is
inconsistent with provisions in the Comprehensive Plan.
Summary of Proposed Changes to Section 14.402.100
Initiation of Amendments is revised to allow only the Board or the Planning Director to
initiate amendments following requests from the Department, Commission or interested
individuals. Individuals may request an amendment but will only be allowed to submit
an official application and pay application fees after the Board has initiated the
amendment.
The timelines are revised to accept requests for initiation of amendments from
individuals. The new timeline proposed is between November 1 and the last working
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day in December which would then be considered in the following year. Previously it
was between January 1 and March 31. This change allows greater time to complete
required studies and makes it more likely that the process can be completed in the
calendar year.
Proposed Amendment - Chapter 14.402.100
Strikeout reflects deletion of text
Underline reflects new text

14.402.100

Amendment Procedures – Zoning Map, Comprehensive Plan/Subarea Plan
and relationship to Comprehensive Plan:
1. Applicability
This section shall apply to zoning map amendments to implement a sub-area/neighborhood plan or to
implement the adoption/amendment of the Comprehensive Plan. Any changes to land use
designations made in the Comprehensive Plan will be reflected in changes to the zoning map so that
the zoning implements the Comprehensive Plan. Such zoning map changes will generally become
effective upon adoption by the Board of the Comprehensive Plan changes except that changes to
Mineral Lands Zone will not become effective upon adoption of Comprehensive Plan changes and
shall require subsequent amendment to zoning map pursuant to Section 14.402.060.
2. Initiation of the Amendment:
The Board, Commission, Division of Building and Planning and/or any interested person may initiate
an amendment under this section subject to such fees as may be set by the Board.
3. Building and Planning Division Review:
Upon receipt of an amendment proposal, the Division shall process the application as follows.
a. The Division shall provide a notice to the Washington State Department of Community
Development of its intent to adopt development regulations. The notice shall be provided at least
60 days prior to final adoption and shall include a copy of the proposed regulation
(RCW 36.70A.106).
b. The Division shall review the proposed amendment(s) for consistency with the criteria in section
14.402.040. Once the review is complete, the Division shall place the proposed amendment on
the earliest available meeting agenda of the Commission. The Division shall forward to the
Commission a staff report on the request. The staff report may include alternatives other than
those proposed by the applicant.
4. Planning Commission Review and Recommendation:
a. Upon receipt of the proposed amendment, the Commission may choose to hold public meetings
or workshops to discuss, clarify, modify, or revise the submittal and include any of their changes
as alternatives in the public hearing.
b. The Commission shall schedule and conduct a public hearing to consider the amendment and
any appropriate alternatives.
c. Subsequent to completion of the hearing and deliberations, the Commission shall make a
recommendation that may include approval, denial, or modification of the proposed amendment.
The Division shall subsequently submit to the Board a copy of the proposed amendment, a staff
report, and the recommendation of the Commission.
5. Board of County Commissioners Review and Decision:
a. Upon receipt of the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the Board shall, at its next available
regular meeting, set the date for a public meeting to consider the proposed amendment and the
Planning Commission’s recommendation.
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b. At the established public meeting, the Board may do one of the following.
i. Adopt, make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation.
ii. Establish a date for a public hearing by the Board to consider the proposed amendment.
c. Should the Board hold a public hearing on the amendment, it may then subsequently adopt,
make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation. Written findings of fact
shall accompany the Board’s decision.
d. Should the Board change a recommendation from the Commission, the Board shall hold a public
hearing on the change
e. When it deems it to be for the public interest, the Board may initiate a zoning map amendment.
The Board shall first refer the proposed amendment to the Division and Commission for report.
f. The Division and Commission shall provide a report on their analysis of the proposed
amendment, including whether the change appears to be consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.
g. Any report or recommendation by the Division or Commission shall be advisory only and the final
determination shall rest with the Board.
h. A notice of adoption and time frame for appeal shall be published by the Board after the decision,
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.290. The decision shall be forwarded to the Washington State
Department of Community Development, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106.
6. Public Notice:
Notice of the date, time, place and purpose of public hearings on an amendment to the zoning map
initiated pursuant to this section (sub-area plan, neighborhood plan, or the Comprehensive Plan and
its amendments) shall be given by the following.
a. One publication in Spokane County’s official newspaper at least 15 days prior to the hearing.
b. Notice shall also be provided by at least one or more of the following.
i. A notice shall be sent by bulk mail at least 15 days prior to the public hearing to those
property owners of parcels within the zone reclassification area. Property owner’s complete
mailing addresses shall be those obtained from the Assessor’s/Treasurer’s current record no
more than 60 days prior to the public hearing.
ii. Notice methods consistent with the Public Participation Program Guidelines as determined
by the Board.
c. Notice under this section shall be deemed adequate when Spokane County has endeavored in
good faith to identify and mail a notice to each property owner having a complete mailing address
shown on the records described above. The failure of any person to actually receive a mailed
notice shall not invalidate any zone reclassification action.
d. Notice under this section shall be deemed adequate when Spokane County has endeavored in
good faith to identify and mail a notice to each property owner having a complete mailing address
shown on the records described above. The failure of any person to actually receive a mailed
notice shall not invalidate any zone reclassification action.
7. Appeal of a Zoning Map Amendment:
a. The action of the Board on a zoning map amendment under this section shall be final and
conclusive unless appealed to the Growth Management Hearing Board, pursuant to chapter
36.70A RCW. A person with standing pursuant to RCW 36.70A.280 may file a petition within 60
calendar days after publication of the notice of adoption (4d of this section).
b. Growth Management Hearing Board actions may be appealed to Superior Court as provided by
law.

Section 14.402.100 is replaced as follows.
14.402.100
Amendment Procedures - Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map and Comprehensive
Plan Text Amendments
1. Applicability
This section shall apply to Comprehensive Plan and concurrent zoning map, and/or Comprehensive
Plan text amendments. Comprehensive Plan amendments may only be considered once a year
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(annual amendments) except amendments under the circumstances listed in 4 below may be
considered outside of the annual amendment process. Any changes to land use designations made
in the Comprehensive Plan will be reflected in concurrent changes to the zoning map so that the
zoning implements the Comprehensive Plan. Such zoning map changes will generally become
effective upon adoption by the Board of the Comprehensive Plan changes except that reclassification
to the Mineral Lands Zone will not become effective upon adoption of Comprehensive Plan changes
and shall require subsequent amendment to the zoning map pursuant to Section 14.402.060.
2. Initiation of Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment by the Board, Department or Commission.
The Board, at its discretion, may initiate annual Comprehensive Plan amendments by resolution,
including consideration of requests from the Director or Commission. Requests from individuals shall
be subject to requirements under 14.402.100(3) below.
3. Individual Requests for Initiation of Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Individuals may request initiation of an annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment as follows:
a. The individual shall submit a “Request for Initiation of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment”
subject to a nonrefundable review fee as determined by the Board. The request shall be
submitted between November 1st and December 31st for amendments to be considered in the
following year.
b. Upon receipt of the initiation requests, the Department shall conduct a preliminary review of the
proposal(s). The preliminary review shall then be forwarded to the Board for consideration in
January or as soon as possible thereafter. After consideration by the Board, they may either
deny the request or approve the request for consideration in the annual amendment cycle. If the
request is denied there will no further consideration of the request during the amendment cycle.
Requests that are approved for further consideration may proceed to the application phase of the
process. The Board shall provide their decision by resolution which shall be forwarded to the
Department.
c. The Board shall have full sole authority in the determination of initiation and further review of
Comprehensive Plan amendment requests.
4. The Board may initiate Comprehensive Plan amendments outside the annual amendment cycle
under the following circumstances:
a. The initial adoption of a subarea plan.
b. The adoption or amendment of a shoreline program.
c. The amendment of a capital facilities element of the Comprehensive Plan that occurs
concurrently with the adoption or amendment of a county budget.
d. To resolve an appeal of a comprehensive plan filed with a growth management hearings board or
with the court.
e. Whenever an emergency exists (RCW 36.70A.130). Emergencies must be based on findings that
show that the amendment was needed to deal with an emergency affecting a neighborhood,
community or the County and not a personal emergency of an applicant or property owner.
Before it considers whether to allow an emergency amendment, the Board must approve written
findings that document the nature of the emergency.
5. Building and Planning Department Review:
Upon receipt of the Boards resolution to initiate annual Comprehensive Plan amendments, the
Department shall proceed as follows.
a. For annual amendments the Department shall notify the individuals that their request has been
approved for further review and that they will have one month from the notification date to submit
a formal application with the required fees. Applications submitted after that date shall be moved
to the following year for consideration.
b. Upon receipt of an application for an annual amendment the Department shall consider the need
for additional studies based on scoping with other agencies of jurisdiction. Additional studies may
be required for the application to be considered complete. Any additional required studies shall be
completed by May 31st for the application to be considered in that calendar year. Applications
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which are not considered complete by May 31st shall be moved to the following year for
consideration.
c. The Department shall analyze proposed amendments for cumulative impacts to services and
facilities and for consistency with Comprehensive Plan policies and the criteria in section
14.402.040 of the Zoning Code. The Department additionally will evaluate amendments for
consistency internally, with the plans of other jurisdictions and with development regulations.
d. The Department shall prepare a staff report for the Commission and place consideration of the
proposed amendment on the earliest available meeting agenda of the Commission. The staff
report may include alternatives other than those proposed by the applicant.
e. The Department shall provide a notice to the Washington State Department of Commerce of its
intent to adopt amendments to the Compressive Plan and/or development regulations. The notice
shall be provided at least 60 days prior to final adoption and shall include a copy of the
proposal(s) (RCW 36.70A.106).
6. Planning Commission Review and Recommendation:
a. Upon receipt of a proposed amendment, the Commission may choose to hold public meetings or
workshops to discuss, clarify, modify, or revise the submittal and include any of their changes as
alternatives in the public hearing.
b. The Commission shall schedule and conduct a public hearing to consider the amendment(s) and
any appropriate alternatives. The public hearing for annual amendments should be held no later
than September to allow adequate time for the Board to consider the amendment(s) within the
calendar year.
c. After completion of the hearing and deliberations, the Commission shall make a recommendation
that may include approval, denial, or modification of the proposed amendment. The Department
shall subsequently submit to the Board a copy of the proposed amendment, a staff report, and
the recommendation of the Commission.
7. Board of County Commissioners Review and Decision:
a. Upon receipt of the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the Board shall, at its next available
regular meeting, set the date for a public meeting to consider the proposed amendment and the
Planning Commission’s recommendation.
b. At the established public meeting, the Board may do one of the following.
i. Adopt, make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation.
ii. Establish a date for a public hearing by the Board to consider the proposed amendment.
c. Should the Board hold a public hearing on the amendment, it may then subsequently adopt,
make minor modifications, remand or deny the proposed recommendation. Written findings of fact
shall accompany the Board’s decision.
d. Should the Board change a recommendation from the Commission, the Board shall hold a public
hearing on the change
e. A notice of adoption and time frame for appeal shall be published by the Board after the decision,
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.290. The decision shall be forwarded to the Washington State
Department of Commerce, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106.
8. Public Notice for Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map and Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments:
Notice of the date, time, place, and purpose of a public hearing on an amendment shall be given by
one publication in Spokane County's official newspaper at least 15 days before the hearing and shall
include other forms of notification consistent with the Spokane County’s Public Participation
Guidelines.
9. Appeal of an Amendment:
a. The action of the Board on an amendment under this section shall be final and conclusive unless
appealed to the Growth Management Hearing Board, pursuant to chapter 36.70A RCW. A person
with standing pursuant to RCW 36.70A.280 may file a petition within 60 calendar days after
publication of the notice of adoption.
b. Growth Management Hearing Board actions may be appealed to Superior Court as provided by
law.
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14.402.140
Flow Charts for Project Approvals
The following illustrations provide generalized flow charts of the 3 types of Zoning Code amendments.
They are intended to show the various elements of an amendment in a visual format and are for
illustrative purposes only. The flow chart may be modified administratively to reflect changes in official
regulations without being subject to the procedures of 14.402.080. Please consult the Zoning Code text
or other regulations as may apply for detailed procedural requirements.

Delete Graphic
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New Graphic
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Chapter 14.408
Enforcement
14.408.000
Purpose and Intent
It is the intent of this chapter to provide authority for, and the procedures to be used in, enforcing the
provisions of the Zoning Code to the end of furthering the purposes and objectives thereof.
14.408.020
Enforcement
1. It shall be the duty of the Planning Director, except as otherwise provided herein, to interpret and
enforce the provisions of the Zoning Code and conditions of approval imposed by actions of the
Board of County Commissioners, Hearing Body and/or Division Department of Building and Planning.
2. It shall be the duty of the Building Official to enforce the provisions of the Zoning Code or conditions
of approval imposed by actions of the Board or the Hearing Body as they only pertain to the licenses
or permits issued or required by the Division Department of Building and Code Enforcement.
3. The procedures set forth in this chapter are not exclusive. These procedures shall not in any manner
limit or restrict the County from remedying violations or abating violations in any manner authorized by
law.

Chapter 14.410
Building Permit Review
14.410.000
Purpose and Intent
The purpose of building permit review is to document compliance of the design of a project with all
aspects of the Zoning Code and any conditions imposed by approving a zone change, variance,
conditional use, division of land, binding site plan, or site development plan.
14.410.020
Criteria
Before issuing a building permit, it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the proposal complies with
the following:
1. The proposal conforms in all respects to the provisions of this Code, including the use provisions and
development standards.
2.
The proposal conforms in all respects to the provisions of any special conditions required by the
Board, Hearing Body, and/or Division Department.
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4.2 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Water Trails
On May 14, 2017, the Department of Building and Planning received a letter of request
form the Inland Northwest Trails Coalition to revise the Comprehensive Plan to include
water trails. The letter addresses an error in the update to the County’s Regional Trails
Plan which inadvertently omitted the previously adopted water trail policies from the plan.
The policies were adopted in 2008 and had undergone significant public input at that time.
The proposed amendment is generally a housekeeping item to correct the previous
omission of these policies.
The letter of request is as follows:
May 14, 2017
RE: River Trails update for Spokane County Comprehensive Plan
This letter is to request that updating of the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan
include an amendment for River (Water) Trails, which would include the Spokane
River, Little Spokane River, and Hangman/Latah Creek.
In 2010, the Spokane County’s Comprehensive Plan was amended to include the
Spokane River Water Trail as part of the popular Spokane Regional Trails Plan,
which was adopted with enthusiastic public input and support in 2008. The original
trails plan was guided by Spokane County Planner Steve Davenport, who helped
with concepts as well as format and attention to required protocols. Subsequently,
Steve guided inclusion of the water trail amendment (10-CPA-07).
The Spokane River Water Trail has proven to be a stunning success. Since
adoption of the amendment, 8 new and restored water trail access sites have been
developed in Spokane County. The Spokane River has become a destination
attraction for both residents and visitors looking to enjoy the varied and unique
characteristics of our community’s signature river.
One measure of this popularity is the Spokane River Water Trail web site, which
had over 35,000 page views and 11,000 unique users in 2016. Another measure is
the continued desire to develop new and restored sites in the county. With
partnership and funding support from municipalities, state parks, businesses such
as Avista, non-profits such as the Spokane River Forum, foundations such as the
Community Foundation, and recreational clubs, the future of river access continues
to be bright.
Inclusion of an amendment accomplishes two needs. First, it addresses the
oversight caused by non-inclusion of the 2010 water trail amendment into Spokane
County Parks update of the Spokane County Regional Trails Plan in 2013-14. And
second, the language is expanded to include Hangman Creek and the Little
Spokane. This will provide planners for these efforts, which have used the success
of the Spokane River Water Trail as inspiration and guide, consistent county vision.
Lunell Haught
President, Inland Northwest Trails and Conservation Coalition
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Amend Chapter 9, Parks and Open Space as follows:
New Section

Water Trails
Water trails provide public access to connect scenic and historic sites along a riverway or
lakeshore for the recreational and educational benefit of paddlers, non-motorized boaters and
other water users. Spokane County’s rivers have become an attraction for both residents and
visitors looking to enjoy the varied and unique characteristics of our community’s waterways.
The Spokane River Water Trail has 16 non-motorized access points in Spokane County from
State Line to Nine Mile Dam. From 2010 to 2017, nine of these access points were developed
or restored.

Goal
PO.8

Connect water trails to land trails, parks, neighborhoods and open space and
develop facilities that support paddling, rafting and angling and other nonmotorized watercraft on our lakes and rivers.

Policies
8.1. Develop a Spokane River Water Trail based on the principles of low impact
development and restoration, environmental stewardship, education, connecting
communities and open space, partnerships, and meeting regulatory requirements.
Utilize the stakeholder generated inventory of existing facilities, proposed development
and potential development and support development of other potential water trail
improvements which may not be illustrated on the current inventory map.
8.2 Development of water access points may include, but is not limited to, public access,
connectivity to the trails system and open space, interpretive signage, educational
outreach and riparian restoration.
8.2 Encourage multi-jurisdictional and stakeholder efforts to develop and restore Spokane
River access.
8.3 Encourage multi-use trailhead access, e.g.—access points that leverage parking and
restroom amenities to support biking, walking and water access.
8.4 Support Inland Northwest Trail Coalition led stakeholder activity to expand county
water trail activity to Hangman Creek and the Little Spokane.

The proposed amendment additionally includes the following map as an insert in to the
Comprehensive Plan:
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4.3 Proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Text Amendments
Implementation of Settlement Agreement – UGA Update Appeal
Background
The Board of County Commissioners (BCC) for Spokane County adopted an updated
Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundary on July 18, 2013 (BCC Resolution # 2013-0689).
The UGA Update examined the adequacy of the County’s Urban Growth Area and its
ability to provide for future growth in accordance with the review cycle required by the
Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.130. The BCC’s decision removed
some areas from the UGA while adding other areas.
The urban growth area update in 2013 was appealed by a number of parties. The
Growth Management Hearings Board found noncompliance with the plan and issued an
order of invalidity which rescinded implementation of the plan until the issues were
resolved. After further litigation, the parties agreed to negotiate a settlement to the
dispute. The negotiation led to a Settlement Agreement which was adopted by the
County Commissioners on June 20, 2016 under Resolution 2016-0464. Section 4.3
provides Comprehensive Plan and code text amendments to address the terms of the
Settlement Agreement. Below are the Settlement Agreement terms and the response by
Spokane County. The Settlement Agreement terms are shown in italics followed by the
County’s response. Map amendments related to the Settlement Agreement can be
found in Chapter 5 of this report.
2.

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130(5)(c), within 45-days of signing this Settlement
Agreement, Spokane County agrees to adopt a 2017-2037 population forecast based
on the 2012 OFM population forecast of 583,409 countywide and 474,746 for the
urban growth area and the associated jurisdictional population allocations as
recommended by a majority of the Spokane County Steering Committee of Elected
Officials on November 10, 2015. The Parties acknowledge that the adoption of this
population forecast, while lower than the number adopted in 2013, does not require
a reduction of the size of the UGAs.
Comment:
Adopted by Resolution 2016-0553 on August 16, 2016. Task complete, see Exhibit 1 in
Attachment A.

3.

Spokane County agrees to prepare and adopt, prior to adoption of comprehensive
plan amendments, including amendments identified in this settlement, updated
transportation and capital facility plan elements guided by the following:
3.1 WSDOT agrees to provide technical assistance to the County as needed
and to provide applicable and available data, in order for the County
to complete a transportation analysis that identifies impacts of
development on the state highway system in the unincorporated
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existing and expanded urban growth area. The transportation analysis
will also include reasonable and feasible options for mitigating
identified impacts, including improvements to the state highway system
and local transportation network, as well as probable funding sources.
Exhibit "A” sets out the guidelines for and timelines to complete the
transportation analysis.
Comment on 3.1
3.1 Appendix D of the draft CFP, Transportation Element and Technical Analysis,
was completed in response to this section of the Settlement Agreement and to
adhere to GMA policy and procedures. Spokane County collaborated with WSDOT
to include reasonable and feasible improvements to the state highway system to
mitigate identified impacts per GMA.

3.2 As required by the Growth Management Act, the transportation element will also
consider the impact of projected growth throughout unincorporated Spokane
County, include projects necessary to meet the locally adopted level of service
standards on the local transportation system, and will identify probable funding
sources for those projects. The transportation element will include analysis of
the four-way intersection at the East 37th Avenue and South Glenrose Road, and
recommend a measurable threshold, based on development within the area,
when the intersection will require a traffic signal, roundabout or other traffic
calming approach. When the threshold is met, the County will include the
intersection improvement in the six-year Capital Facilities Plan. The County
Public Works Department will consult with the Glenrose Association and the
public during the intersection analysis and the determination of the measurable
threshold.
Comment on 3.2
3.2 LOS was analyzed in Appendix D of the draft CFP and projects have been
proposed to meet LOS standards. The 6-year TIP includes projects that are
required to provide adequate facilities in support of development, or will be included
when the LOS threshold requires. The intersection of 37th and Glenrose was
analyzed in 2018, an email was sent to the Glenrose Association September 5th,
2018 with the results of the analysis. Spokane County will continue to monitor this
intersection as development occurs and will include, or require, appropriate
mitigation to coincide with development. The 6-year TIP and the sources of possible
funding are referenced on page 182 of the draft CFP and is included as an
attachment to the Planning Report.

3.3 The County will include an assessment of the impacts of including the
Geiger Spur Area classified as light industrial zone in the urban
growth area in the updated transportation and capital facility plans.
Comment on 3.3
The Geiger Spur area is removed as an area under consideration in the
Comprehensive Plan Update.
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3.4 Spokane County agrees to adopt amendments to the capital facility plan that
identify existing and forecast future needs for new and expanded capital
facilities for the expanded urban growth area and the existing urban area to
maintain adopted level of service standards, and that provides an analysis of
financing through the twenty-year planning period, including at least a six-year
plan for financing the capital facilities within projected funding capacities and
clearly identified sources of public money.
Comment
Spokane County has prepared a draft Capital Facilities Plan that will be adopted
prior to or concurrent with the Comprehensive Plan Update. See Attachment H of
this report.

3.5 Commerce agrees to provide technical support to Spokane County as needed to
complete the update to the capital facilities plan as provided in Section 3.3 and
3.4 in a timely manner. Commerce also agrees to provide technical support to
the County regarding compliance with the GMA.
Comment: No Plan or Code revisions required

4.

In the matter of Five Mile case, Case No. 05-1-0007, Petitioners Five Mile
Neighborhood Ass'n., et al. agree to withdraw their petition or stipulate to the
County's compliance within 45 days of the adoption of a resolution by the County to
include the vested property identified in Exhibit "B" and map 22 of Exhibit "C"
within the urban growth area except for the property identified as Parcel Number
26233.9068 which remains outside the urban growth area at this time. If the vested
property identified in Exhibit "B" and map 22 of Exhibit "C" as Parcel Number
26233.9068 is subsequently developed, the County agrees to include the property in
the urban growth area boundary in any subsequent comprehensive plan amendment
process. The parties to this appeal agree not to challenge these properties'
compliance with the GMA.
Comment: See Chapter 5 of this report for proposed map amendments. The proposed
map amendments are consistent with term 4.

5.

In the matter of the McGlades case, Case No. 08-1-0002, the County accepts the
GMHB determinations that the inclusion of McGlades property first in a LAMIRD
expansion and then in a UGA expansion were invalid, null, and void under the GMA.
Petitioners Dan Henderson, et al. agree to withdraw their petition or stipulate to the
County's compliance within 45 days of the County's adoption of an amendment to the
comprehensive plan with an amended UGA map, that will identify the McGlades
property as outside the UGA and zoned Urban Reserve. The Parties acknowledge this
Settlement Agreement is intended to implement the binding Final Orders of the Court
and GMHB and not intended to impact any other rights of McGlades' property
owners.
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Comment:
Complete, BCC resolution 2017-0361 – See Exhibit 2 in Attachment A.

6. In the matter of the LOS case, Case No. 14-1-0002, the County will
consider for adoption, within 45-days of signing this Settlement
Agreement, a resolution that will amend the County's comprehensive plan
and adopted level of service (LOS) as summarized below such that:
6.1 A numeric LOS standard for Law Enforcement is reestablished
substantially in the form as set fo11h in Exhibit "D."
6.2 A numeric LOS standard for Parks is reestablished substantially in
the form as set forth in Exhibit "D."
6.3 The existing LOS standard for Detention will be deleted and within
one-year following the completion of the requirements of the
MacArthur Foundation grant awarded in April 2016 or by December
31, 2020, whichever is sooner, the County will develop a capital
facilities element and/or a LOS for detention/rehabilitation services.
6.4 Section CF.3.4 of the Comprehensive Plan will be deleted.
Within 45 days of the adoption of the Resolution amending the comprehensive
plan substantially in the form set forth in this section, Petitioner
Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County agrees to withdraw its petition or
stipulate to the County's compliance.
Comment:
6.1 through 6.4 are completed, BCC Resolution 2016-0554. See Exhibit 3 in Attachment A.

7.

In the matter of the UGA Expansion Case, Case No. 13-1-0006c, after completing the
transportation and capital facilities plan element updates, the County will consider for
adoption a resolution or resolutions to amend the County's comprehensive plan and
development regulations as provided in this section. The County will comply with all
requirements for notice, public comment, and public hearings. The Petitioners agree to
participate in public hearings, orally or in writing, in support of the resolutions
substantially in compliance with in this section. The County agrees to complete its
review and adoption of the resolutions by no later than December 31, 2017.
7.1 The final disposition of the urban growth area expansions and designated zones will
be as set forth in Exhibit "B," Urban Growth Areas, and Exhibit "C," Urban Growth
Area Map. If there are any inconsistencies between the Settlement Agreement and
Exhibit B and C, the Settlement Agreement controls. If there are any inconsistencies
between this Exhibit B and Exhibit C, Exhibit B controls.
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Comment on 7 and 7.1:
Maps drafted consistent with Settlement Agreement, see Chapter 5, Proposed
Map Amendments, of this report.

7.2 The final disposition of McGlades property is outside the urban
growth area, outside the limited area of more intense rural
development, and zoned Urban Reserve, its prior classification, as
agreed to resolve Case No. 08-1-0002 and addressed in Section 5
above.
Comment:
Addressed under Section 5

7.3 If the vested property identified in Exhibit "B" and map 22 of Exhibit "C" as
Parcel Number 26233.9068 is developed subsequent to the termination of this
Settlement Agreement, the County shall include the property in the urban growth
area in any subsequent Comprehensive Plan Amendment process, as agreed to
resolve Case No. 05-1-0007 and addressed in Section 4 above.
Comment:
No action required now. See 4 above.

7.4 Amendments to development regulations governing the expiration dates of land
use applications and permits are adopted in substantially the form as set forth in
Exhibit "E."
Comment:
Complete, see Exhibit 4 in Attachment A. BCC Resolution 2018-0009

7.5 Amendments to the level of service standards are adopted in substantially the
form as updated in Section 6.
Comment:
Complete, see Exhibit 5 in Attachment A.

7.6 Adoption of the population projection as provided in Section 2 and urban growth
area amendments as provided in Sections 4, 5, 7, and 9 of this Settlement
Agreement shall constitute the review of the designated urban growth areas for
Spokane County's 2017 comprehensive plan periodic update required by RCW
36.70A.130(3)(a). If the County adopts the urban growth area amendments as
provided in Sections 4, 5, 7, and 9, the Petitioners agree to waive any overcapacity challenge to a 2017 comprehensive plan update, provided the update
does not increase the total acreage of the urban growth area in excess of the
amendments identified in these sections. If and only if the County adopts a 2017
comprehensive plan periodic update that increases total acreage in its urban
growth areas in excess of the acreage increases identified with the adoption of
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amendments identified in Sections 4, 5, 7, and 9, Spokane County agrees to
waive its right to argue that additional capacity is needed, or that an urban
growth area in excess of needed capacity complies with the goals and
requirements of the GMA.
Comment
See Chapter 5 of this report for proposed map amendments consistent with 7.6.

7.7 Within 45 days of the County's completion and adoption of the dispositions,
amendments and resolutions identified in this section, the Petitioners agree to
withdraw their petitions in Case No. 13-1-0006c or stipulate to the County's
compliance
Comment
No plan or code revisions necessary.

7.8 The provisions in Section 7 do not apply to any 2016 comprehensive plan
review and amendments presently pending, which may not be concluded until
2017, provided they do not include expansion of the total acres of the urban
growth area.
Comment:
Pending amendments do not contemplate UGA changes beyond those agreed to
in the Settlement Agreement. No action required.

8.

Within 45-days of signing this Settlement Agreement and prior to adopting the
2017 comprehensive plan periodic update, the County will present to the Spokane
County Steering Committee of Elected Officials, established under the Spokane
County Countywide Planning Policies, a proposal to review and update the Land
Quantity Analysis Methodology for Spokane County as follows:
8.1 Removal of "Step 4: Subtract all parcels which your community determines
are not suitable for development for social and economic reasons."
8.2 Removal of "Step 6: Build a safety factor."
Comment:
The Board of County Commissioners adopted proposed changes on 12/12/2017,
Resolution No. 2017-0958. See Exhibit 5 in Attachment A.

8.3 Compile and analyze current market data under "Step 5: Subtract that
percentage of land which you assume will not be available for development
within your plan's 20-year time frame." If warranted, adopt a revised
evidence-based market factor.
Comment:
Not a mandate to change per settlement agreement. Study of market factors was
not supported by Steering Committee of Elected Officials.
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9.

Geiger Spur Area: The parties agree that Spokane County shall retain the Geiger
Spur Area as described in Exhibit "B" and "C" in the urban growth area classified
as light industrial zone. The Parties agree the portion of the GMHB's Order of
Invalidity governing the designated Geiger Spur Area shall remain in full force and
effect until the County adopts a moratorium on development and acceptance of new
project permit applications within the Geiger Spur Area as follows:
9.1

The moratorium will outright prohibit development in the Geiger Spur Area
until the County has removed 1,200 acres from the urban growth area. A
portion of those 1,200 acres no greater than the acres in the Geiger Spur
Area may be acres that are currently zoned as light industrial within the area
purchased by the Spokane International Airport for future use as a runway
and ancillary areas needed for movement of air-traffic. For purposes of this
Section, acres within the urban growth area that are rezoned to a designation
that will not permit industrial, commercial, or residential development, and
acres for which development rights have been purchased and transferred to
acres within the Geiger Spur Area, shall be counted towards the 1,200 acres
but at the County's option, those acres may remain within the urban growth
area.
Comment
The Geiger Spur area is removed as an area under consideration in the
Comprehensive Plan Update.

9.2

Upon removal of the 1,200 acres provided for in Section 9.1 and adoption by
Spokane County of an ordinance or overlay zone subjecting property within
Geiger Spur Area to a pre-project permit application process, the moratorium
will allow new project permit applications after the conditions in Section 9.3
have occurred:

9.3

The County will consult with representatives of WSDOT, Commerce,
the Governor's Office, Fairchild Air Force Base (the Base), and the
Washington Military Alliance to ensure that allowed uses in the
Geiger Spur Area are compatible with the mission requirements and
activities of the Base. Before accepting any project application
within the Geiger Spur Area, the County will:
1) Fully inform the Base of the County's proposal under this section;
2) Obtain from the Base a written response related to any
concerns the Base may have with development in the Geiger
Spur Area;
3) Communicate in writing the County's response to written
concerns received from the Base under this section and obtain
from the Base a written response related to any additional or
unresolved concerns related to development in the Geiger Spur
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Area;
4) Communication and response processes in Step 3) shall be
repeated until concerns received from the Base are resolved;
and
5) Prohibit incompatible uses by means of comprehensive plan
amendments, zoning, overlay zones, or other similarly
enforceable regulatory methods.
Comment
The Geiger Spur area is removed as an area under consideration in the Comprehensive
Plan Update.

10. In consideration for the expansions to and alterations of the urban growth area
agreed to by the parties in Sections 4, 5, 7 and 9 of this Settlement Agreement,
Spokane County agrees that no amendment of the urban growth area increasing
acreage, no modification to the logical outer boundary of a limited area of more
intense rural development to add new territory, and no de-designation of natural
resource lands of long-term commercial significance will be adopted except as
provided in this section.
10.1 The County may amend its urban growth area as long as there is no net
increase in acreage and the impacts on transportation and capital facilities
are identified and probable funding sources for any needed improvements
have been identified in the simultaneously adopted transportation and capital
facilities plan elements
Comment
See proposed amendment listed after 10.8. Provisions addressed in policy
UL.18.5 and Policy 4 for implementation of Comprehensive Plan amendments.

10.2 The County may amend the urban growth area to include property
subsequently acquired by Central Valley School District in the expansion
area known as "Southeast Valley" map number 7, identified in Exhibit "B"
and "C," provided the amendment results in no-net-gain of total UGA
acreage, is adjacent to parcel 55296.9002, is acquired solely for school use,
and is within the original Southeast Valley expansion study area adopted in
the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.
Comment:
There has been no request to include this parcel in the UGA. No action
necessary.

10.3 The County will not initiate a review of the urban growth area for expansion
of total UGA acreage, modify the logical outer boundary of a limited area of
more intense rural development to add new territory, or de-designate of
natural resource lands of long-term commercial significance prior to July 1,
2033 unless the triggers for review of the urban growth area expansion are
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met as provided in the Countywide Planning Policies for Spokane County,
Policy Topic 1 - Joint Planning with the Urban Growth Areas (UGAs),
Urban Growth Area Revisions, Triggers for Review, items 17.a and 18.a,
(See Exhibit "F"). The County will adopt a policy or regulation that
mandates a preliminary determination that the Triggers for Review, items
17.a and 18.a, have been met prior to accepting applications for revision of
the urban growth area that propose expansion of total acreage.
10.4 If the County makes a preliminary determination that the triggers identified
in Section are met allowing consideration of an expansion to the urban
growth area, modification of the logical outer boundary of a limited area of
more intense rural development to add new territory, or de-designation of
natural resource lands of long term commercial significance, the County
shall provide written notice to persons designated by Petitioners to receive
this notice and identified in Exhibit "G" no less than 60 days prior to taking
any action to commence the process of adoption of any proposed change.
The County shall provide Petitioners with documentation supporting the
triggers identified in Section 10.3 or documentation related to the
modification of boundaries or de-designation at the time notice is provided.
10.5 If any Petitioner disagrees with the County's preliminary determination that
the triggers identified in Section 10.2 are met allowing consideration of an
expansion to the urban growth area, modification of the logical outer
boundary of a limited area of more intense rural development to add new
territory, or de-designation of natural resource lands of long-term
commercial significance, the Petitioner designee will inform and consult with
the person designated by the County in Exhibit "G" to receive notice within
90-days of being provided with notice regarding the disagreement or the
right to challenge the initiation of review under this Settlement Agreement
shall be deemed waived. As a part of the consultation, any Petitioner and the
County may agree to extend the period of consultation or engage in the
dispute resolution procedure set forth in Section 12 or any other agreeable
dispute resolution process to resolve the conflict. The parties agree to
negotiate in good faith and shall not unreasonably delay the consultation.
Any extended period of consultation may be terminated by either side without
cause. The County will take no further action to adopt the proposed changes
during the period of consultation.
10.6 If the County initiates review or otherwise considers a revision to the urban
growth area, considers a modification to the logical outer boundary of a
limited area of more intense rural development to add new territory, or
considers a de-designation of natural resource lands of long-term
commercial significance, other than those authorized by Sections 10.1
through 10.5 or if the County fails to provide the notification as provided in
Section 10.4, the County is in breach of this Settlement Agreement.
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10.7 Any party may bring an action for breach of contract, declaratory judgment,
or to otherwise enforce its rights under this Settlement Agreement in the
Superior Court of Thurston County, Washington or Spokane County,
Washington. If more than one party brings an action, the parties agree that
the actions shall be consolidated to the extent possible pursuant to the civil
rules. If any party brings an action under this section, the County stipulates
to a stay of its adoption of the proposed changes.
10.8 The provisions of Sections 10.1 through 10.7 shall not apply to the 2025,
2033, or any subsequent comprehensive plan periodic update.

Comment
Amend Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
Additions are shown in underline

Amendments
The Growth Management Act makes the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations subject to
continuing evaluation and review by the County.
Initiation
Comprehensive Plan amendments may be initiated:
1. By the Planning Commission, when changed conditions or further study indicate a need; or
2. By the Board of Spokane County Commissioners (Board) when it deems it necessary for the
public interest or when it considers a change in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission to be necessary; or
3. By the Planning Director, based on citizen requests or when changed conditions warrant
adjustments to the Comprehensive Plan.
4. Initiation of amendments to the Plan shall be consistent with an agreement between Spokane
County and certain appellants of a land use action, as adopted under Board of County
Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 and attached as Appendix X. The agreement affects the
following types of proposed amendments;
a) Amendments to the urban growth area increasing acreage of the UGA.
b) Modification to the logical outer boundary of a limited area of more intense rural
development to add new territory.
c) De-designation of natural resource lands of long-term commercial significance.
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan must be consistent with the requirements of RCW 36.70 and
RCW 36.70A.
Amend Chapter 2, Urban Land Use, of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
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UL.18.5 Amendments to the urban growth area that increase the total acreage of the UGA shall be
consistent with limitations and conditions of a Settlement Agreement between Spokane
County and certain appellants of a land use action, as adopted under Board of County
Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 and attached as Appendix X.
Amend Chapter 3, Rural Land Use, of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
Residential Limited Development Areas
RL.1.3(g) Amendments to the logical outer boundary of a limited area of more intense rural development
(Residential Limited Development Areas) shall be consistent with limitations and conditions of
a Settlement Agreement between Spokane County and certain appellants of a land use action,
as adopted under Board of County Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 and attached as
Appendix X.
Rural Activity Center
RL.2.5

Amendments to the logical outer boundary of a limited area of more intense rural development
(Rural Activity Centers) shall be consistent with limitations and conditions of a Settlement
Agreement between Spokane County and certain appellants of a land use action, as adopted
under Board of County Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 and attached as Appendix X.

Residential Limited Development Areas
RL.5.2(f) Amendments to the logical outer boundary of a limited area of more intense rural development
(Industrial/Commercial Limited Rural Development Areas) shall be consistent with limitations
and conditions of a Settlement Agreement between Spokane County and certain appellants of
a land use action, as adopted under Board of County Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464
and attached as Appendix X.
Amend Chapter 4, Natural Resource Lands, of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
NR.1.10

De-designation of natural resource lands of long-term commercial significance shall be
consistent with limitations and conditions of a Settlement Agreement between Spokane
County and certain appellants of a land use action as adopted under Board of County
Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 and attached as Appendix X.

Amend the Comprehensive Plan Appendix as follows:
Include Board of County Commissioner Resolution #2016-0464 as Appendix X.

10.9 For the 2025 comprehensive plan periodic update, the County agrees as follows:
10.9.1 To adopt as an amendment to the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan, a
2025- 2045 population forecast based on the then-applicable OFM population
forecast for the countywide urban growth area;
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10.9.2 To consider, deliberate on, and adopt a 2025-2045 population projection and
associated jurisdictional population allocations, and determine if the total
acreage of the urban growth areas need expansion to accommodate the
projected growth within 90-days following the receipt of the Spokane County
Steering Committee of Elected Officials recommendations;
10.9.3 During consideration, deliberation, and adoption of the 2025-2045 population
projection and associated jurisdictional population allocations, to grant
deference to recommendations from the majority of the Spokane County
Steering Committee of Elected Officials. For purposes of this Section,
"deference" shall not preclude the Board of County Commissioners from
adopting different numbers, provided after consideration the variance is
compliant with provisions of Sections 10.9.1 and 10.9.2;
10.9.4 To publish formal findings and conclusions concerning the adopted 20252045 population projection, associated jurisdictional population allocations,
and any need to initiate reviews for purposes of expansion of the urban growth
area within 45-days of the adoption;
10.9.5 If the County (1) adopts a 2025-2045 population projection or associated
jurisdictional population allocations other than as provided in this Section
10.9, (2) fails to publish formal findings and conclusions as required in this
Section 10.9, (3) or accepts proposals to expand a UGA or otherwise
considers an expansion of a UGA not shown to be needed by the analysis in
10.9.2, the County will be in breach of this Settlement Agreement. Any party may
bring an action for breach of contract, declaratory judgment, or to otherwise
enforce its rights under this Settlement Agreement in the Superior Court of
Thurston County, Washington or Spokane County, Washington.
10.10 Any Notice under this Section shall be sent certified mail, return receipt
requested, to the designated representatives identified in Exhibit "H." Designee
changes may be made at any time without cause and become effective 30-days
following written notice to the parties.

Amend the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
Additions are shown in underline
Urban Growth Area
UL.18.6 For the 2025 to 2045 Comprehensive Plan Update the County shall adopt a population
forecast based on the then-applicable OFM population forecast for the countywide urban
growth area and consistent with a Settlement Agreement adopted under BCC Resolution
2016-0464.
UL.18.7 For the 2025 to 2045 Comprehensive Plan Update the County shall provide notice, sent
by certified mail, return receipt requested, to the designated representatives identified in
Exhibit “G” of a Settlement Agreement under BCC Resolution 2016-0464. Designee
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changes may be made at any time without cause and become effective 30-days following
written notice to the parties.

11. In recognition of the engagement by Spokane County in efforts to comply with the
Growth Management Act, and in consideration for the conditions to which Spokane
County has agreed to implement in this Settlement Agreement, Commerce agrees to
file supportive briefing such as an amicus brief in a proceeding alleging that the
County has no legal authority to reduce or take the necessary action to reconfigure
the UGA, including issues raised in the context of that proceeding such as the
authority to reduce the total acreage of the UGA, modify the population allotment
to jurisdictions within the UGA, modify the comprehensive plan or zone
designations within the UGA, or reconfigure the outer boundaries of the UGA. The
provisions of this section are to apply prospectively only.
Comment
No action required by the County.

12. The parties shall in good faith try to cooperatively resolve disputes and problems
that arise in connection with this Settlement Agreement. When a dispute arises
between parties, the parties will attempt to resolve the dispute and will continue
without delay to carry out all their respective responsibilities under this Settlement
Agreement. Upon agreement, the parties may utilize alternative dispute resolution
procedures such as mediation to assist in resolving the dispute.
13. This Settlement Agreement, including referenced Exhibits, represents all the terms
and conditions agreed upon by the parties. No other understandings, oral or
otherwise, shall be deemed to bind any of the parties hereto.
14. This Settlement Agreement may not be modified or amended except by the written
agreement of all of the parties.
15. The remedies provided for in this Settlement Agreement shall not be exclusive and
are in addition to all other remedies available under the law.
16. This Settlement Agreement shall be construed and interpreted according to the
laws of the State of Washington.
17. This Settlement Agreement may be executed in counterparts and each executed
counterpart shall have the same force and effect as the original instrument and as
if all of the parties to the counterparts had signed the same instrument. Electronic
facsimile signatures and/or electronically scanned signatures shall be sufficient to
demonstrate a party's assent to this Settlement Agreement.
Comment
Plan or code revisions not required by 12 - 17.
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18.

The provisions of this Settlement Agreement are intended to be severable. If any term
or condition of this Settlement Agreement is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect
the validity of the other terms or conditions of this Settlement Agreement.

19. This Settlement Agreement inures to the benefit of the parties and organizational
successors hereto and does not create any third-party beneficiaries or rights. The
rights to individual parties shall not be transferable except as provided in this
Section.
20. For the purposes of performance of obligations and enforcement of this Settlement
Agreement, the life of the Settlement Agreement shall be through December 31,
2025. For the purpose of performance of obligations and enforcement of the
agreements made in Section 10 and Sections 12 through 21, the life of this
Settlement Agreement shall be through December 31, 2033.
21. Each party shall bear its own attorneys' fees and costs. However, in the event any
party commences an action to enforce this Settlement Agreement, the prevailing
party shall be entitled to its reasonable attorneys' fees and costs.
Comment
Plan or code revisions not required for 18- 21

4.4 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Policy– Jail Site
The Settlement Agreement provided for a contingent map amendment for a proposed jail site to
be located on the West Plains adjacent to State Highway 902. The agreement limits the use of the
site to a jail facility and defers implementation of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map
amendment until financing is available for the jail site. The agreement also limits the amendment
to only that portion of the site that will be utilized for the jail facility. See page 17q of Exhibit “C”
and the requirements listed in Exhibit “B” of the Settlement Agreement. See also proposed map
amendment in Chapter 5, Map 16.
Amend the Comprehensive Plan Text as follows:
UL.18.8 A contingent Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map amendment was approved by the
Board of County Commissioners in the 2017 to 2037 Comprehensive Plan Update for a
proposed jail site on the West Plains, illustrated below (BCC Resolution fill in Resolution #
here). Prior to implementation of the proposed map changes, a development agreement
limiting the site to a jail facility shall be adopted and financing for the proposed jail shall
be funded. Implementation of the proposed amendment shall be subject to terms of a
Settlement Agreement adopted by the Board of County Commissioners under Resolution
2016-0464. The contingent map amendment shall not be illustrated on the official
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps until requirements within this policy are complete.
See map on page 5-19
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Chapter 5 - Proposed Map Amendments
5.1 Introduction
The Comprehensive Plan Update proposes 22 map amendments. Twenty-one of the
map amendments are related to the Settlement Agreement on the Urban Growth Area
(UGA) Update. The final map amendment is a map adjustment within the existing UGA
to provide the appropriate classification to an existing, nonconforming use for a radio
station located on 57th Avenue.
5.2 Previous Settlement Agreement Map Amendment
On April 25th, 2017, the Board of County Commissioners rescinded the Comprehensive
Plan amendment adopted under file 07-CPA-05 (McGlades), removing it from the limited
development area and returning the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designation to
Urban Reserve. The Board additionally rescinded the comprehensive plan amendment
and concurrent zone reclassification referred to as Mead-Mt. Spokane Area 3 which
was adopted with 2013 UGA Update. The area was removed from the UGA and the
comprehensive plan and zoning designations for Mead-Mt. Spokane were amended to
reflect the plan and zoning designation in existence prior to the 2013 UGA Update. See
Exhibit 2 in Attachment A of this report (BCC resolution 2017-0361).

Mead-Mt. Spokane and McGlades Area
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5.3 Settlement Agreement Map Amendments
The proposed map amendments modify additions to the UGA that were originally
adopted in 2013 with the Urban Growth Area Update but were subsequently invalidated
under appeal. The Settlement agreement generally reduced or eliminated many of the
2013 additions in a compromise agreement with the appellants. The action proposed in
this report is to implement the agreed upon map changes within the Settlement
Agreement.
All the proposed map amendments were previously evaluated within the scope of the
Urban Growth Area Update, Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).
The SEIS provided analysis of impacts from the proposed changes including
transportation, services and facilities and other elements of the environment.
Additionally, the proposed Capital Facilities Plan provides more updated analysis and
mitigation for the proposed changes. The previous SEIS is adopted herein through the
Addendum process as outlined in Chapter 2.6 of this report.
The proposed map amendments are illustrated in the maps provided below:
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5.4 - 57 Waves LLC Map Amendment
Proposal
The proposal is to reclassify the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning on the site from Low
Density Residential (LDR) to Community Commercial (CC). In 2001, when the Spokane
County Comprehensive Plan was adopted, the subject site was incorrectly categorized
as Low Density Residential, when in fact it should have been designated as a
commercial zone given its use as a radio station and communication facility. The site
was established as an office/broadcast studio in 1958 with an addition and remodel
occurring in 2002. The site is currently considered a legal nonconforming use. The
proposed reclassification will remove the nonconforming status and establish the site as
a legally permitted use under the Community Commercial classification.
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Site Information

Contact: Tom Power, 719 W Saxon Drive, Spokane, WA 99203
Owner: 57Waves, LLC
Location: The site is an interior lot located on the northern side of 57th
Avenue, between Hogan Lane and Madelia Street. The site is
located approximately three blocks south of the City of Spokane
city limits. The site is in the SW1/4 of Section 4, Township 24
North, Range 43 East. Site address is 1601 E 57th Avenue,
Spokane, WA 99223
Site Size: Approximately 1.94 acres
Parcel Number: 34042.2150
Current Use: Office/Communication Facility

CRITICAL AREAS REVIEW
Critical Aquifer Recharge Area: High susceptibility
Fish & Wildlife Habitat Areas: None
Floodplain: N/A
Geologically Hazardous Areas: None shown
Wetlands: None shown
Stream: None shown

Land Uses
Adjacent land uses to the north, south, east, and west of the subject site are single
family residential uses all zoned as Low Density Residential. However, one block to the
west of the subject property, at the northeast and northwest corners of the Perry
Street/57th Avenue intersection, are several occupied office/retail buildings, zoned as
either Community Commercial or Neighborhood Commercial. These uses fall in line
with the current use of the subject property. The subject site, and neighboring sites are
generally level, with minimal sloping areas. Given the current use of the site (office
facility), and its locational characteristics (significant frontage along a minor arterial), a
zoning designation of Community Commercial better suits the subject property.
Services/Facilities Review
The site is inside the Urban Growth Area (UGA), and is also part of a Joint Planning
Area (JPA) classified as the Moran/Glenrose UGA/JPA. The subject site is located in
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the City of Spokane sewer and water service areas, and as such, public water and
sewer is currently provided by the City. Fire protection is provided by Spokane County
Fire Protection District #8.
The site (parcel 34042.2150) is situated on an interior lot along the northern side of 57th
Avenue. Access to the site is provided via two curb cuts along 57th Avenue, which is
classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. Given that the site is currently developed and
occupied there should be no additional traffic impacts generated by the proposal.

APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
Community Commercial - The Community Commercial classification designates areas for
retail, service and office establishments intended to serve several neighborhoods. Community
business areas should be located as business clusters rather than arterial strip commercial
development. Community business centers may be designated through the adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan, Comprehensive Plan amendments or subarea planning. Residences in
conjunction with business and/or multifamily developments may be allowed, with performance
standards that ensure compatibility.

Goals
UL.13 Provide adequate commercial land within urban growth areas to conveniently
serve the local and regional trade areas.
ED.1

Spokane County will cooperate regionally to:
a) Promote a sustainable, strong, diverse and healthy economy;
b) Promote the retention and expansion of existing businesses;
c) Foster the startup and development of new businesses;
d) Encourage the relocation of environmentally responsible businesses to the Spokane
region;
e) Promote income levels that are higher than the national average;
f) Ensure the sustainable economic use of timber and agricultural resources and
the safe and effective economic use of mineral resources as well as recycled
resources.

ED.3

Create a healthy and sustainable regional economy by the retention, expansion and
recruitment of businesses.

ED.10 Ensure an adequate amount of usable industrial and commercially available land in
which new businesses may locate. Ensure adequate transportation and utility availability
in order for new businesses to locate in the area.

Policies
UL.13.1 Designate a variety of strategically located commercial areas that will be
accessible from roadways of major arterial classification or higher, served with utilities
and free of major environmental constraints.
ED.3.2 Support regional organizations for business retention, expansion and recruitment
efforts.
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ED.3.10 Maintain an inventory of usable industrial and commercial land that is sufficient
to meet projected demand and encourage marketability of the region.

Zoning Code Criteria:
14.402.040 Criteria for Amendment
The County may amend the Zoning Code when one of the following is found to apply:
1. The amendment is consistent with or implements the Comprehensive Plan and is not
detrimental to the public welfare.
2. A change in economic, technological, or land use conditions has occurred to warrant
modification of the Zoning Code.
3. An amendment is necessary to correct an error in the Zoning Code.
4. An amendment is necessary to clarify the meaning or intent of the Zoning Code.
5. An amendment is necessary to provide for a use(s) that was not previously addressed by
the Zoning Code.
6. An amendment is deemed necessary by the Commission and/or Board as being in the
public interest.
Staff Comment: The amendment complies with criteria 3, as the subject site has been utilized
as an office facility for several decades prior to the adoption of Spokane County’s GMA
Comprehensive Plan, and is incorrectly zoned as Low Density Residential.
Summary: The proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan policies and Zoning Code
criteria for amendments. Services and facilities are adequate to serve the site and adopting the
proposal will have little additional impact considering the site is built out and has been a longtime fixture in the neighborhood.
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The following change to the proposal was approved by the Planning Commision
Section 14.402.100 is replaced as follows.
14.402.100
Amendment Procedures - Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map and Comprehensive
Plan Text Amendments

3. Individual Requests for Initiation of Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Individuals may request initiation of an annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment as follows:
a. The individual shall submit a “Request for Initiation of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment”
subject to a nonrefundable review fee as determined by the Board. The request shall be
submitted between November 1st and December 20th 31st or the end of the last business day prior
to December 20th,for amendments to be considered in the following year.
b. Upon receipt of the initiation requests, the Department shall conduct a preliminary review of the
proposal(s). The preliminary review shall then be forwarded to the Board for consideration in
January or as soon as possible thereafter. After consideration by the Board, they may either
deny the request or approve the request for consideration in the annual amendment cycle. If the
request is denied there will no further consideration of the request during the amendment cycle.
Requests that are approved for further consideration may proceed to the application phase of the
process. The Board shall provide their decision by resolution which shall be forwarded to the
Department.
c. The Board shall have full sole authority in the determination of initiation and further review of
Comprehensive Plan amendment requests.
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Forward
The purpose of this update to the Spokane County Capital Facilities plan is to recognize a Settlement
Agreement entered into by the Spokane County Board of County Commissioners in Resolution (#20160464) to resolve Growth Management Hearings Board Case Nos. 05-1-007, 08-1-002, 13-1-006c, and 141-0002.
The terms and conditions of the Settlement Agreement specify addition/removal of various properties
into the Urban Growth Area Boundary per Exhibit “B” adoption of a 2017-2037 population forecast based
on the Office of Financial Management (OFM) 2012 forecast of 583,409 countywide and 474,746 for the
Urban Growth Area Boundary. The parties to the Settlement Agreement acknowledge that adoption of
the 2017 -2037 population forecast while lower than the population forecast adopted in 2013 does not
require a reduction to the size of the Urban Growth Area Boundary.
Also included in the terms of the Settlement Agreement are adoption of an updated transportation
element of the Capital Facilities Plan, analysis of transportation impacts to Highways of Statewide
Significance (HSS), and analysis of the twenty-two (22) site specific amendments to the Urban Growth
Area Boundary that are identified in Exhibits “B” and “C” and list the respective revisions to the
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations. More specifically, Section 3.4 of the Settlement Agreement
specifies that Spokane County adopt amendments to its capital facilities plan that identify existing and
forecast future needs for new and expanded capital facilities for the expanded urban growth area and the
existing urban growth area to maintain adopted levels of service.
Existing and future needs for new and expanded capital facilities for the existing urban growth area were
addressed in the environmental analysis and capital facilities plan prepared for adoption of the Spokane
County Comprehensive Plan, Urban Growth Area Boundary, and Capital Facilities Plan cited in Board of
County Commissioners Resolutions #2001-1050 and 1060. Subsequent revisions to the urban growth area
since its initial adoption in 2001 were addressed in the Capital Facilities Plan adopted in 2007 by the
Board of County Commissioners (January 2007) for the base year 2006 and the six-year forecast (20072012). The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) that is incorporated into the 2007 CFP identified specific
capital project expenditures and identified revenue sources that will pay for the projects.
The analysis required in Section 3.4 of the Settlement Agreement for the expanded urban growth area
adopted in 2013 is included in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for Urban
Growth Area Update (October 21, 2012) and the DSEIS for Alternative 5 (October 2012). The respective
environmental documents provided a detailed analysis of various growth scenarios/alternatives to amend
the urban growth area and site-specific review and analysis of 22 study areas that are referenced in
Exhibits “B” and “C” of the Settlement Agreement.
Impacts of the site-specific amendments to the urban growth area listed in Exhibit “B” that are not
subject to vested land use actions were analyzed in the above-referenced environmental documents
(Chapter 4, Comparative Impact Analysis) that include Level of Service (LOS) assumptions, comparisons of
service/facility impact by alternative, a summary of service/facility impact for all study areas, and fiscal
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and capital cost comparisons (see Tables 4.1.1 – 4.1.8) based on levels of service for law enforcement,
libraries, parks, schools, transportation, wastewater, and water consumption.
Impacts of the site-specific amendments to the urban growth area that are listed in Exhibit “C” that are
removals from the urban growth area or are subject to vested land use actions are addressed in the
previously-referenced supplemental environmental impact analyses and as follows.
Maps #2 (Figure CF-1), 11 (Figure CF-2), and 15 (Figure CF-3) of Exhibit “C” are removals of three
properties from the Urban Growth Area and do not require analysis under the updated Capital Facilities
Plan as their removal does not result in any impacts to adopted levels of service or demands on existing
capital facilities. Map #5 illustrates a significant reduction of the urban growth area boundary, and the
corresponding reductions in level of service were analyzed in Section 4.2.13 of the DSEIS dated October
2011. Map #5 (Figure CF-4) of Exhibit “C” was subject to a vested building permit application that was
subject to project level review of impacts, is not served by a public sewer system, is subject to extension
of a public water system at the proponent’s expense, and there has been no demonstration that the
project will impact any adopted levels of service thus requiring no analysis for capital facilities. In addition,
the vested building permit application for the property identified in Map #5 has lapsed, in null and void,
and development of the subject property will be subject to concurrency review at the time of application
when the map amendment if finalized pursuant to the terms of the Settlement Agreement.
Map #6 (Figure CF-5) of Exhibit “C” is subject to approved preliminary plats (PE-1409-81 and PE-1108-77)
that were approved prior to Spokane County planning under the Growth Management Act, were subject
to review and approval per the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 58.17, are served by a public
water and sewer system that have demonstrated capacity to serve the remaining undeveloped lots with
no impacts to adopted levels of service, all costs associated with provision of infrastructure to the site are
conditioned to be borne by the project proponent, and no further analysis is needed in the updated
Capital Facilities Plan as the impact of including the subject property in the urban growth area boundary is
found on page 4.2.6 of the SDEIS dated October 2011.
Map #9 (Figure CF-6) of Exhibit “C” is subject to an approved preliminary plat (PE-2034-14) that has been
subject to project level review for concurrency of public services per Spokane County Code consistent
with adopted levels of service, were subject to review and approval per the State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA), RCW 58.17, all costs associated with infrastructure improvements are conditioned to be
borne by the project proponent, and no further analysis is needed in the updated Capital Facilities Plan as
the impacts fo the much larger study area are found on page 4.2.9 of the October 2011 DSEIS and the
significantly smaller study area impacts are found on page 4.2.2 of the DSEIS dated October 2012.
Map #12 (Figure CF-7)of Exhibit “C” is subject to two approved preliminary plats (PS-2036-13 and PS2037-13) that have been subject to project level for concurrency of public services per Spokane County
Code consistent with adopted levels of service, were subject to review and approval per the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 58.17, all costs associated with infrastructure improvements are
conditioned to be borne by the project proponent, and no further analysis is needed in the updated
Capital Facilities Plan. In addition, the subject preliminary plats are provided public water and sewer
service by the City of Spokane and any analysis of these facilities is subject to the City of Spokane Capital
Facilities Plan (see page 4.2.11 of the DSEIS dated October 2011). Map #16 (Figure CF-8) of Exhibit “C” is
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subject to an approved preliminary plat (PW-2034-13) that has been subject to project level review for
concurrency of public services per Spokane County Code consistent with adopted levels of service, was
subject to review and approval per the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 58.17, all costs
associated with infrastructure improvements are conditioned to be borne by the project proponent, and
no further analysis is needed in the updated Capital Facilities Plan. In addition, the subject preliminary
plat is provided public water and sewer service by the City of Spokane and any analysis of these facilities
is subject to the City of Spokane Capital Facilities Plan. Impacts and level of service analysis for this study
area are found on page 4.2.16 of the DSEIS dated October 2012 and include a larger study area than that
adopted and referenced in Exhibit “C”.
Map #17 (Figure CF-9) of Exhibit “C” is subject to a completed Essential Public Facility Siting process
consistent with the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code and analysis of extension of
these services by the City of Spokane was included in the Essential Public Facility analyses. Inclusion of the
subject property into the Urban Growth Area Boundary is contingent upon approval of public funding for
a new detention facility and when this occurs the Capital Facilities Plan will be updated accordingly along
with any transportation impacts to Highways of Statewide Significance. Map #19 (Figure CF-10) of Exhibit
“C” was initiated by the City of Medical Lake to modify the Urban Growth Area Boundary adjacent to the
City and does not result in any Capital Facilities needs as the modification does not increase the areas
within the Urban Growth
Area Boundary or change
the existing rural land use
designation within the
Urban Growth Area
Boundary assigned to the
City. Map #20 (Figure CF11) of Exhibit “C” is subject
to an approved preliminary
plat (PW-1959-05) that has
been subject to project
level for concurrency of
public services per
Spokane County Code
consistent with adopted
levels of service, was
subject to review and approval per the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), RCW 58.17, all costs
associated with infrastructure improvements are conditioned to be borne by the project proponent, and
no further analysis is needed in the updated Capital Facilities Plan as the level of service impacts are
found on page 4.2.18 of the DSEIS dated October 2011. In addition, the subject preliminary plat is
provided public water and sewer service by the City of Spokane and any analysis of these services is
subject to the City of Spokane Capital Facilities Plan.
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Figure CF-1 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 2

Figure CF-2 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 11
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Figure CF-3 –UGA Settlement Agreement Map 15

Figure CF-4 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 5
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Figure CF- 5 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 6

Figure CF-6 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 9
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Figure CF-7 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 12

Figure CF- 8 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 16
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Figure CF-9 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 19

Figure CF-10 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 20
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Figure CF-11 – UGA Settlement Agreement Map 21
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Introduction
What are Capital Facilities?
Capital facilities are the public infrastructure needed to support new growth, such as: roads, bridges,
sewer, water and storm water facilities, public buildings, and parks and recreation facilities. They typically
have a long, useful lifespan and require a significant expenditure to construct.
What is a Capital Facilities Plan?
A Capital Facilities Plan is a six to twenty-year plan of capital projects, their cost estimates, and proposed
methods of financing. The Capital Facilities Plan is a component of and an implementation tool for the
Comprehensive Plan.
Why do a Capital Facilities Plan?
1) It’s Required by Law
Capital Facilities Plans are required for jurisdictions planning under the Growth Management Act
(GMA) (RCW 36.70A.070). Spokane County is planning under
this provision. Spokane County Code 13.650.102 requires that
the Capital Facilities Plan be updated consistent with schedule
per GMA.
2) It’s Good Management
Capital facilities plans can help a jurisdiction use its limited
funding wisely and most efficiently to maximize its project
funding opportunities. By planning ahead to determine what
the needs are, jurisdictions can better prioritize spending,
coordinate activities on related projects, and meet the needs
of the citizenry. A well written and up to date capital facilities
plan increases a jurisdiction’s ability to acquire competitive
loans and grants for project funding.
3) It’s an Investment in the Future
Well planned and functional public infrastructure is a critical
component of an area’s capacity for long-term economic
competitiveness. Businesses rely upon public infrastructure to
operate and transport their goods and services. Well maintained and thoughtfully planned public
infrastructure helps a community look good and function efficiently making it a desirable place to
live and work.
What Does a Capital Facilities Plan Consist of?
•

An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations and
capacities
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•
•
•
•

A forecast of the future need for those facilities based upon adopted population projections
The proposed locations and capacities of planned capital facilities
At least a six-year plan that identifies proposed projects and how they will be funded
A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing
needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan
within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent

Relationship to the Comprehensive Plan
The Capital Facilities Plan is an important component of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. It is an
implementation tool for the Land Use section which guides where and how the community will grow. It
helps ensure that adequate public infrastructure and services are in place to meet the needs of mature
and redeveloping areas while accommodating the demands of new development. The capacity of public
facilities and services noted in the Capital Facilities Plan affect the size and configuration of the County’s
Urban Growth Area. Chapter 7 of the Comprehensive Plan details the County’s adopted policies and goals
for capital facilities and the importance of planning for future infrastructure needs.
Concurrency Requirements
One of the goals of the GMA is to have capital facilities in place or in conjunction with development. This
concept is known as concurrency. In Spokane County, concurrency requires: (1) facilities serving the
development must be in place at the time of development (or for some types of facilities, that a financial
commitment is in place to complete the improvements or strategies within six-years); and (2) such
facilities have sufficient capacity to serve development without decreasing levels of service below
minimum standards adopted in the CFP.
The GMA only requires concurrency for transportation (RCW 36.70A.070 (6(b)), but Spokane County has
adopted direct and indirect concurrency standards per Spokane County Code (SCC), Chapter
13.650.102(b)(c).
For new development within Spokane County, transportation, public water and public sewer are
considered direct concurrency services and these facilities must be in place or a financial guarantee be
demonstrated prior to construction ensuring that sufficient capacity is available for each proposed
development.
Fire protection, police protection, parks and recreation, libraries, solid waste disposal, and schools shall
be considered indirect concurrency services and the County will demonstrate adequacy of these facilities
through the CFP. All indirect concurrency services will be evaluated for adequacy during the CFP update.
Level of Service (LOS)
These are benchmarks used to measure and evaluate changes in the quality and quantity of services
provided. The County has formally adopted standards in its Countywide Planning Policies and
Comprehensive Plan establishing minimum LOS for a number of public services and facilities. Typically, as
population grows, public facilities need to be expanded to maintain the same LOS.
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County Growth Projections
Spokane County’s 2017 population is estimated to be 499,348. The County has adopted a population
projection to serve as a basis for planning purposes. This number is based upon the medium projection
developed by the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM). Using this projection, the
County’s population in 2037 will be 583,409 which represents a 16.8% increase over that of 2017. These
growth projections are the basis for future infrastructure projects and capital improvement planning.
Purpose of a Capital Facilities Plan
The overall purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan is to serve as a
guide to decision making. It takes a comprehensive look at big ticket
capital budget items and allows decision makers to see their
relationship to the adopted LOS being provided. It offers a
framework by which to make important choices regarding the
priority of public projects. Policy decisions in the area of land use
and law and justice have a relationship to the demand for services.
New development will also place a demand on services. These
services must be paid for and installed to meet adopted LOS
standards and concurrency regulations. Without thoughtful
planning, new demand may reduce the LOS to existing service users.
This may create discontent and a legal obligation to meet the
adopted standards, or to modify those standards to match current
LOS.
Navigating the Capital Facilities Plan
The plan is divided into sections that cover specific types of public
infrastructure. Each section provides a description of the service and its infrastructure and identifies
which agency or jurisdiction is the purveyor. An inventory of existing assets is included and a description
of any adopted improvement plans with both costs and funding sources identified. Each section also
includes an analysis as to whether the service and infrastructure currently meet their adopted LOS and
what might happen to the LOS over a 20-year planning horizon with the County’s adopted population
projections. An Executive Summary is also provided for the reader’s convenience.
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GMA Goals and Countywide Planning Policies
GMA Capital Facilities and Utilities Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020)
The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) includes 14 goals that are intended to guide the
content of comprehensive plans and development regulations. Following are the GMA goals that relate to
capital facilities and utilities:
•
•

•

Urban growth. “Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and
services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.”
Economic development. “Encourage economic development throughout the state that is
consistent with the adopted comprehensive plans, ... and encourage growth in areas
experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the capacities of the state’s natural
resources, public services, and public facilities.”
Public facilities and services. “Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support
development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is
available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally
established minimum standards.”

GMA Requirements for Capital Facilities and Utilities Planning
Capital facilities and utilities are two of the required elements of a comprehensive plan under the GMA.
They are both combined into one chapter in this comprehensive plan. Capital facilities elements must
include at least the following:
•
•
•
•
•

An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations and
capacities of the capital facilities.
A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities.
The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities.
At least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding capacities
and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes.
A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing
needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan
within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent.

The utilities element must describe the general location, proposed location, and capacity of all existing
and proposed utilities, including, but not limited to, electrical lines, telecommunication lines, and natural
gas lines. Local criteria for siting utilities should address locations and densities of projected growth and
land use, public service obligations, optimal siting for effective service, and design considerations. The
Washington Administrative Code further outlines recommendations for meeting requirements relative to
capital facilities and utilities.
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Relationship to “Vested” Development in the 2017 Settlement Agreement
As described in the Forward to this plan, this Capital Facilities Plan establishes the framework to provide
services to the County’s unincorporated UGA, including those portions added to the UGA under the terms
of the 2017 Settlement Agreement. The Forward identifies environmental and capital facilities studies
that focused on these expansion areas, demonstrating that the array of public services that the County
and other providers are obligated to provide are either in place or planned to be in place by the time
development occurs. These assertions were further borne out as part of the subdivision and land use
actions that vested development rights on these sites, assuring that public services providers are
committed to and capable of providing service delivery under
conditions of development.
Checks and Balances
This capital facilities and utilities element should function as a check
on the practicality of achieving other elements of the plan. For
example, in order to prevent new development’s service demands
from lowering the community’s existing level of service,
concurrency requirements demand that adequate public facilities
be available when the service demands of development occur.
Taken in conjunction with the transportation and land use goals and
policies, the following goals and policies related to capital facilities
and utilities complete the framework for implementation of the
GMA requirements for concurrency, consistency, and conformity.
Countywide Planning Policies
The Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs) adopted by the Spokane
Board of County Commissioners require the capital facilities and
utilities chapter to address the siting of public capital facilities, joint city and county planning within urban
growth areas, and the promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services
to such development.
For the entire text of the policy topics that relate to capital facilities and utilities, consult the Countywide
Planning Policies for Spokane County, adopted December 22, 1994.
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Vision, Values, Goals and Policy
While the comprehensive plan does not assert a vision, per se, a sense of a vision permeates every
element in the plan. For instance, the chapters on urban and rural land uses include goals and policies
that echo prominent community values, projecting them onto the county’s regional landscape. The
implied vision is generally aspirational, interpreting the community’s hopes for its future onto a pattern of
development and stewardship that will assure the community the future it wants.
In the scheme of capital facilities, several vision-related themes stand out:
•
•
•
•

Essential services provided by capital facilities are crucial to the health, safety and welfare of
community residents.
The character and scale of development must be consistent and concurrent with public facilities
needs and future community vision.
The pace of growth and development should be consistent and concurrent with the vision set
forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
Services provision should be affordable, both for those customers paying for them through rates
and taxes and for the providers, public and private, who must balance investment in facilities with
the revenues available to support them.

Goals and policies provide specificity for planning and decision-making. Overall, they indicate desired
directions, accomplishments, or aims in relation to the growth, development, and stewardship of the
county. The policy discussion below provides background on the establishment of policy initiatives
included in this CFP, adding context to the policy and aiding in its interpretation and implementation.
Policy Discussion:
Relationship to Land use
1.1 Discussion: Urban governmental services and public facilities for which level of service
standards should be in place include fire, police, parks and recreation, libraries, public
wastewater, public water, solid waste disposal and recycling, transportation, and schools (CWPP
3.1). The level of service shall be defined as the benchmarks which should be achieved and if not
achieved the LOS should be revised or the land use component of the Comprehensive Plan
should be revisited, or additional funding should be provided to meet minimum LOS.
1.2 Discussion: Consolidation of plans will allow for review to happen at the same time, allowing
for priorities to be established more efficiently so they are reviewed on an established regular
basis.
1.3 Discussion: GMA requires consistency and conformity between plans and budgets so that
development does not occur before there are adequate services to support it. In this regard, the
land use element, capital facilities plan elements and financing plan within capital facilities plan
element should be coordinated and consistent.
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A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing
needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan
within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent
1.4 Discussion: The CFP contains an inventory of existing and proposed capital facilities,
establishes level of service (LOS) standards, identifies long-range facility service capacities and
projected deficiencies, and outlines the actions necessary to meet such deficiencies. The program
also provides the GMA-required six-year financing plan. This financing plan ensures that needed
capital facilities will be financed and that the growth envisioned in the comprehensive plan can
really happen. The available capacity of public facilities will affect the type, amount, and rate of
growth. The CFP also contains twenty-year capital facility needs, projected improvements, and
estimated expenditures required to adequately serve population and job growth while
maintaining desired LOS standards
1.5 Discussion: Public facilities are those
public lands, improvements, and
equipment necessary to provide public
services and allow for the delivery of
services. They include, but are not limited
to, streets, roads, highways, sidewalks,
street and road lighting systems, traffic
signals, domestic water systems, storm and
sanitary sewer systems, solid waste
disposal and recycling, fire and police
facilities, parks and recreational facilities,
schools and libraries.
Adequate facilities and services must be available to serve new development. While occupancy
and use imply an immediate need for water, wastewater, and solid waste services, other public
services may make more sense to provide as the demand arises. For example, a certain threshold
of critical mass is often needed before construction of a new fire station, school, library, or park is
justified. If these facilities and services do not currently exist, commitments for services may be
made either from the public or the private sector. Public commitments are documented through
the Capital Facilities Program and the relevant Six-Year Capital Improvement Plans.
If there is no public commitment to provide needed resources, the development could still
proceed if the developer assumes responsibility for provision of all needed facilities and services,
either through actual provision of the facility or service, or appropriate financial assurances that
facilities and services will be provided in a timely manner.
1.6 Discussion: Growth planning must ensure that needed public facilities and services are
adequate to serve new development without decreasing current service levels below locally
established minimum standards.
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GMA requires that adequate urban government services and public facilities be available at the
time growth occurs.
1.7 Discussion: A concurrency management system is defined as an adopted procedure or
method designed to ensure that adequate public facilities and services needed to support
development, and protect the environment are available when the service demands of
development occur.
The procedure for evaluating direct concurrency impacts (transportation, water, sewer) occur at
the time of development. Indirect concurrency (fire, police, parks, libraries, solid waste and
schools) are evaluated concurrent with update to the CFP.

Fiscal Sustainability
2.1 Discussion: Interlocal/joint agreements between jurisdictions and special purpose districts
relating to the provision of urban governmental services and public facilities shall address fiscal
impacts, revenue sharing, use of existing facilities, and level of service standards.
2.2 Discussion: Ensure fiscal feasibility and commitment prior to annexation to ensure equity
across jurisdictions and ability to continue to meet locally established minimum standards.
Resource Conservation
3.1 Discussion: At a minimum, level of service for water systems should be consistent with
adopted plans and projected future growth.
3.2 Discussion: Commercial and residential subdivisions and developments, residential planned
unit developments, and manufactured home parks shall include the provision for road access
adequate for residents, fire department, or district, ingress/egress and water supply for fire
protection. Development in forested areas must provide defensible space between structure and
adjacent fuels and require that fire-rated roofing materials be used (CWPP 3.7).
3.3 Discussion: Water conservation is an important way to protect the environment, reduce the
demands placed on the sewer system, and retain sufficient water availability to support future
growth and development. Conservation can be accomplished through a variety of approaches
that include: conservation-oriented rate structures, plumbing codes that require low-water-use
fixtures, systemic improvements that result in the reduction of unaccounted for or unmetered
water losses, a community-wide conservation education program, or promotion of low-water-use
landscaping and low-water-use irrigation systems for home and garden.
3.4 Discussion: By creating collaboration between and with purveyor’s facilities can be shared to
provide better service at a decreased cost to the community.
Wastewater Service and orderly development
4.1 Discussion: Concurrency requires that facilities have sufficient capacity to serve development
without decreasing levels of service below minimum standards adopted in the CFP. Concurrency
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management procedures are in place to ensure that sufficient public facility capacity is available
for each proposed development.
4.2 Discussion: Development should be approved based on consistency to the comprehensive
plan.
4.3 Discussion: New development shall not be approved within the UGA boundary unless the
proposal can demonstrate the availability of public water and sewer services consistent with
adopted Levels of Service and consistent with the definition for concurrency in the
Comprehensive Plan. New development must be connected to a live public sewer at the time of
occupancy or be located within the Spokane County 6-year Sewer Capital Improvement Program,
as adopted. Any development occurring in advance of sewer availability will need to hook up to
the sewer at its expense when it becomes available. This is
consistent with the UGA Update EIS.
Stormwater
5.1 Discussion: All new development projects shall have
stormwater management systems, regardless of whether the
project meets the regulatory threshold as spelled out in the
Spokane Regional Stormwater Manual.
5.2 Discussion: Encouragement of development to treat
stormwater runoff prior to injection decreases the costs of
treatment of stormwater offsite. Projects proposing
underground injection control (UIC) facilities must comply
with UIC requirements, regardless of whether they trigger
the regulatory threshold.
5.3 Discussion: Preserving natural location of drainage
systems will help ensure that stormwater runoff can be
conveyed and disposed of at its natural location.
Preservation also increases the opportunity to use the predominant systems as regional
stormwater facilities.
5.4 Discussion: Stormwater runoff from a developed site shall leave the site in the manner and
location as it did in the pre-developed condition.
5.5 Discussion: Considering multi-use of stormwater facilities increases community benefit of
such facilities while achieving requirements for stormwater infiltration on-site. Location and
design of community facilities should be encouraging maximum flexibility, utility, and multiple
uses as a cost-effective alternative to single-use sites.
5.6 Discussion: Regional facilities may reduce a community’s long-term costs for stormwater
management because they can free up buildable land for development and can be less expensive
to build, operate, and maintain than multiple individual facilities.
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5.7 Discussion: Rewards and credits can be used to reduce expensive stormwater treatment offsite by encouraging onsite treatment.
5.9 Discussion: If infiltration is proposed, negative impacts on down-gradient properties are of
concerned, or seasonal high groundwater is suspected, then a geotechnical site characterization
shall be submitted as part design deviation.
Public Schools
6.1 Discussion: Rural Activity Centers are identified in the Comprehensive Plan as rural residential
centers supported with limited commercial and community services.
6.2 Discussion: The County desires to coordinate its land use and transportation plans with those
of school districts, and district advance planning can help. Identifying and acquiring potential
school sites will inform future UGA and land designation decisions and contribute to
transportation planning at a regional level.
6.4 Discussion: Location and design of community facilities should encourage maximum facility,
utility and multiple uses as a cost-effective alternative to a single-use buildings and sites.
6.5 Discussion: Ensure that private residential development and demographic trends are
consistent with school facility capacity and development is concurrent with school facility
expansion.
Library
7.1 Discussion: Location and design of community facilities should encourage maximum facility,
utility and multiple uses as a cost-effective alternative to a single-use buildings and sites.
7.2 Discussion: Ensure the growth of private residential development and demographic trends
don’t exceed the lowest level of service for facility. The Library District adopts and maintains a
capital facilities plan that can contribute to this activity.
7.3 Discussion: Libraries should be developed in locations where they are accessible by residential
populations.
7.4 Discussion: Libraries evolve, and many have made partial transition to providing resources in
digital format. This can reduce the space required to store material, and it can promote remote
access to library volumes. Both may impact the ways in which libraries allocate facility space and
program the services they offer.
Solid Waste and Utilities
9.1 Discussion: Both public and private utility providers should coordinate with land use planning
so that future development does not obstruct utility corridors as described in the CWPP’s under
Regional Utility Corridor Planning. Land use plans should also take into consideration any possible
environmental or health issues associated with regional utility corridors.
9.3 Discussion: Infill and dense development should be encouraged where excess capacity is
available since compact systems are generally less expensive to build and maintain. However, it
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may also be necessary to periodically include upgrades in the Six-Year Capital Improvement Plans
if sufficient capacity is not currently available to support intensification of development in target
areas.
9.4 Discussion: Since urban land is at a premium, it should be consumed as efficiently and
effectively as possible. For this reason, it is the policy of Spokane County to minimize the number
of wireless communication support towers and to encourage the co-location of antenna arrays of
more than one wireless communication service provider on a single support tower. In addition,
existing structures such as buildings or water towers should be fully utilized as support sites for
telecommunication facilities before new towers are built. To assist in the implementation of this
policy, the county will pursue all reasonable strategies to promote co-location agreements
between multiple wireless communication service providers.
9.7 Discussion: Long-term planning for telecommunications systems will enable for future need
to be established and to plan structures according to long term growth and need.
9.8 Discussion: Need and impact of increased transportation facilities may be minimized by the
encouragement of telecommunication facilities.
9.9 Discussion: In order to facilitate timely repair and
reduce the duration of power outages, it is important that
access to electrical, cable, and telephone transmission
facilities be available and unobstructed at all times.
Satisfactory access can be provided either by placing
pedestals along the street in the case of underground
utilities or running lines along dedicated alleys. Utility
easements in new developments should not be permitted
along back lot lines without alley access.
9.10 Discussion: Local criteria for siting utilities should
address locations and densities of projected growth and
land use, public service obligations, optimal siting for
effective service, and design considerations (WAC 365-195320.2, f). Both public and private utility providers should
coordinate with land use planning so that future
development does not obstruct utility corridors as
described in the CWPP’s under Regional Utility Corridor Planning. Land use plans should also take
into consideration any possibly environmental or health issues associated with regional utility
corridors.
9.11 Discussion: Each jurisdiction in its comprehensive plan should provide policies that support
the compatible incorporation of utilities, greenbelts and open space within common corridors.
9.12 Discussion: To further this effort, Spokane County should encourage joint use of
transportation rights-of-way and utility corridors where possible. In addition, utility service
providers should receive copies of all six-year street programs on an annual basis.
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9.13 Discussion: The goal of such coordination should be to reduce the disruption of public
streets and the negative economic and visual impacts incurred when developing utilities.
9.14 Discussion: Each jurisdiction should encourage cooperation with both utilities and users for
purpose of including compatible passive recreational and open space uses with existing utilities or
when siting new utilities.
9.15 Discussion: In addition to using recycled products itself, Spokane County should encourage
residents and businesses to reduce waste and recycle through differential rates, educational and
promotional programs, and other initiatives. Recycling should be recognized for its potential to
provide employment opportunities and contribute to affordable housing through resourceefficient construction materials and the reuse of demolition debris. The county shall coordinate
its efforts with regional planning for solid waste reduction and disposal.
Growth & Cost
10.1 Discussion: Approval of the GMA included new statutes (RCW 82.02.050-.090) authorizing
impact fees in counties or cities planning under the GMA. These sections authorized local
jurisdictions to impose impact fees on development activity as part of the financing for public
facility system improvements in order to ensure that adequate facilities are available to serve
new growth and development. The purpose is also to ensure fair share: those who benefit should
pay, and those who pay should benefit. In particular, residents who live where services are
adequate should not have to bear the costs of new growth at the outside edges of the city where
adequate services are not yet available.
10.3 Discussion: Development activities with broad public purposes may include low-income
housing, special needs housing, transit, and childcare facilities. Exemptions are contingent on the
impact fees for such development activity being paid from public funds other than impact fee
accounts. (RCW 82.02.060, 2).
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Goals & Policies
Goal CF 1 – Relationship to land use
Provide adequate public facilities services to support rural or urban levels of development, as
appropriate, integrating capital facilities planning and the siting of essential public facilities with land use
policy.
CF-1 Policies
1.1
Establish and maintain levels of service as follows for urban areas of Spokane County.
Capital Improvement Program, Sewer Construction Capital Improvement Programs, Parks
Improvement Plan and, Transportation Improvement Program to implement Capital Facilities
Plan priorities. Plans shall be updated yearly for consideration in the annual budgeting process.
Table CF-1: Capital Facility Level of Service Standards – Long Term
Service

Standard

Domestic Water

800 gallons per residential equivalent per day.

Fire & Emergency
Medical Services

Urban areas served by Fire District with at least a Class 6 Insurance Rating.
Fire flow and hydrant placement per International Fire Code.
Urban areas must be within 5 road miles of station with “Class A” pumper.
Urban areas shall be served by a basic life support (BLS) agency.

Law Enforcement

The County must provide 1.01 law enforcement officers (LEO) per 1,000 residents within the
unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) not otherwise served by a law enforcement agency or
by contract services.

Libraries

.41 square feet per capita.

Parks

The County must provide 1.4 acres of Community Parkland per 1,000 residents within the
unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) where a concentration of 7,000 or more residents are
not located within three miles (using existing road/street system) of an existing improved or
unimproved County, municipal or other public park that provides or is planned to provide
amenities similar to a Community Park (e.g. irrigated turf, play fields, etc.). For purposes of this
Level of Service standard only, the calculation of residential population concentrations shall be
determined by multiplying the existing and permitted dwellings within the designated area by the
Washington State Office of Financial Management’s persons per household estimate for single
family residential and multi-family residential within unincorporated Spokane County.

Public Schools

To be determined by individual school district CFP.

Public Transit

As adopted by Spokane Transit Authority Board of Directors.

Sanitary Sewer

Public sewer required where densities exceed 2 equivalent residential units per acre.
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Solid Waste

Solid Waste processing will meet Federal and State regulations.

Stormwater

New development shall not increase runoff volume off-site.
Prevent flooding of property during a 25-year storm.
Prevent damage to buildings from a 100-year storm.
Stormwater discharge to any surface or ground waters will be allowed unless the discharge will
degrade water quality below standards.

Transportation

LOS for operational analysis shall be as contained in the Spokane County Standards for Road and
Sewer Construction.
Maintain travel corridor time as established by Spokane Regional Transportation Council.

Water

Minimum water pressure of 45 pounds per square inch

1.2
Ensure that the estimated cost of all capital improvements does not exceed the estimate
of available revenues.
1.3
Finance capital improvements and manage debt consistent with the Capital Facilities
Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
1.4
Provide public facilities and services or accept their provision by other entities only if
Spokane County or the other entity is able to pay for subsequent operation and maintenance
costs.
1.5
Approve urban comprehensive plan land use and UGA amendments only after it is
determined that public facilities and services will have the capacity to serve it without decreasing
levels of service below adopted standards.
1.6
Ensure fire protection, law enforcement, parks and recreation, libraries, public sewer,
public water, solid waste disposal and recycling, transportation, and schools meet adopted level
of service standards and be consistent with the Concurrency Management System.
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Goal CF 2 – Fiscal sustainability
Create a fiscally sustainable capital facilities environment, ensuring adequate public services and facilities
are provided.
CF 2 Policies
2.1
Establish interlocal/joint planning agreements with municipalities and other providers of
public facilities to coordinate planning for, and development of, Urban Growth Areas.
2.2
Use annexation agreements to ensure fiscal balance and equity as portions of the UGA
annex into incorporated jurisdictions.
Goal CF 3 – Resource conservation
Promote efficient domestic water service and protect the natural resource
CF 3 Policies
3.1
Ensure water system plans are consistent with anticipated population growth, the
Comprehensive Plan, and Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).
3.2
Ensure water systems for urban and rural developments include adequate water rights,
supply, and distribution systems for domestic use and fire protection per local, state and federal
plans, policies and regulations.
3.3
Encourage public and private water purveyors to implement measurable water
conservation practices.
3.4
Encourage the continued cooperation, coordination, and consolidation of water
purveyors to achieve greater efficiency in the delivery of water services.
Goal CF 4 – Wastewater service and orderly development
Promote efficient sanitary sewer service, protect natural resources, and ensure orderly physical
development
CF 4 Policies
4.1
Prohibit the extension of any sewer system that will degrade the existing system below
the adopted level of service.
4.2
Consider anticipated population growth in sewer planning, ensuring it is consistent with,
and developed in coordination with comprehensive plan land use policies.
4.3
Consider the location and capacity of existing and planned sewer facilities when
determining the intensity and/or density of land use designations.
4.4
Determine whether changes to comprehensive plan designation or urban growth areas
can be accommodated within the planned capacity of the sewer conveyance and treatment
system before approval, in accordance with the Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan.
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4.5
Encourage a coordinated, regional wastewater service organization to provide sewer
services to all urban areas of the County inside the Urban Growth Area.
4.6
Public sewer service shall not be provided outside the Urban Growth Area boundary,
except as follows:
a. In response to an immediate threat to public health or safety;
b. When necessary for the protection of aquifers designated pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170;
c. Consistent with state law.
Goal CF 5 - Stormwater
Provide stormwater facilities and related management programs to protect surface and groundwater
quality and habitat, prevent chronic flooding from stormwater, maintain natural stream hydrology, and
protect aquatic resources.
CF 5 Policies
5.1

New development within the UGA shall require stormwater management systems.

5.2
Best management practices should be utilized to treat stormwater runoff prior to
injection of runoff into the ground.
5.3
New development shall be designed to protect natural drainage functions including flood
plains, drainageways, sink areas, and other natural and existing drainage facilities.
5.4
New development shall be designed to prevent onsite and off-site damage from
stormwater runoff that result from site development or from the new land use activity.
5.5
New development shall consider, where feasible, the multiple uses of facilities, such as
the integration of stormwater facilities with recreation/open space areas.
5.6
Conduct stormwater management planning by drainage basin, treating basins as
complete drainage systems, to assure that the most economical and beneficial stormwater
controls are provided.
5.7

Encourage use of alternatives to impervious surfaces through rewards and credits.

5.9
Provide alternatives to on-site disposal of stormwater in areas of steep slopes, high
groundwater, shallow soils, poorly draining soils and other physical conditions make on site
stormwater disposal difficult.
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Goal CF 6 – Public Schools
Ensure school sites and facilities meet the needs of Spokane County residents.
CF 6 Policies
6.1
Encourage school districts serving predominantly rural area populations to locate schools
within designated Rural Activity Centers or Limited Development Areas.
6.2
Encourage school districts to develop capital facilities plans that identify future school
sites and include early acquisition of sites in their long-range strategy.
6.3
Develop land use designation and policies that protect and allow for the establishment of
new schools in urban areas and designated Rural Activity Centers. The extension of public
facilities and utilities to serve a school sited in a rural area that serves students from a rural area
and an urban area may be allowed consistent with GMA Guidelines.
6.4
Encourage school districts to allow for shared access of facilities for recreational or other
public purposes.
6.5
Encourage the expansion of school facility capacity to proceed at a comparable rate with
that of private residential development and demographic trends.
6.6
Consider the adequacy of school facilities when considering UGA and Comprehensive
Plan Amendments.
6.7
School districts should develop capital facility plans addressing population growth and
future capital needs for schools.
6.8
Encourage School districts to develop capital improvement plans which identify future
school site expansion.
Goal CF 7 - Libraries
Provide library services efficiently and cost effectively to Spokane County residents
CF 7 Policies
7.1

Encourage inter-jurisdictional cooperation, sharing of equipment and facilities.

7.2
Ensure that the expansion of library capacity proceeds at a comparable rate with that of
private residential development and demographic trends.
7.3
Ensure that land use regulations allow siting of library facilities in locations convenient to
residential areas.
7.4
Consider the opportunities and implications of libraries providing digital services when
evaluating capital projects and levels of service.
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Goal CF 8 – Public safety
Provide public safety services efficiently and cost effectively to Spokane County residents
CF 8 Policies
8.1
Encourage inter-jurisdictional cooperation among law enforcement and corrections
agencies to further develop, where practical, shared service and facility use.
8.2
Encourage new development in areas served by a fire protection district or within the
corporate limits of a city providing its own fire department.
8.3
Road access and water supply shall be adequate for fire safety and suppression in
commercial and residential developments.
8.4
Encourage continued inter-jurisdictional cooperation among fire districts, including the
sharing of equipment and facilities to reduce demand for new facilities and equipment.
Goal CF 9 – Solid waste and utilities
Provide utilities and solid waste collection services that are consistent and available to support land use
policies.
CF 9 Policies
9.1
Coordinate with utility providers to ensure that sizing, locating and phasing of utility
systems are consistent with the Comprehensive Plans and meets anticipated population needs in
a timely manner.
9.2
New construction associated with development shall comply with utility specifications
and standards.
9.3
Promote conservation measures to reduce the need for additional utility distribution
facilities/services in the future.
9.4
Ensure that utility and telecommunications facilities are designed to minimize adverse
aesthetic and land use impacts on surrounding uses, with telecommunications facilities using
existing structures where feasible.
9.5

Encourage availability and efficient use of natural gas.

9.6
Encourage coordination with utility providers in the provision of natural gas,
telecommunications services, and electrical services.
9.7

Promote long-term planning for telecommunications systems.

9.8
Encourage telecommunication services as a means to mitigate the transportation impact
of development and growth.
9.9
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9.10
Provide for efficient, cost effective and reliable utility service by ensuring land is available
for the location of utility lines, including their location within transportation corridors and by
creating guidelines and permit processes that are conducive to utility operations.
9.11
Coordinate dimensional guidelines for regional corridors with effected utility providers
and jurisdictions.
9.12
Promote the co-location of new utility transmission distribution and communication
facilities when doing so is consistent with the utility industry practices, DOT requirements, and
national electrical and other codes.
9.13
Provide timely notice to affected private utilities of all major utility projects, including the
maintenance and repair of existing roads, in order to promote the joint planning and
coordination of public and private utility activities.
9.14
Where consistent with multiple uses, promote joint use of utility corridors with
recreational and green space applications.
9.15

Encourage recycling to conserve resources and energy.

Goal CF 10 – Growth and costs
Ensure growth and development to pay a proportionate share of the cost of planned facilities needed so
serve it.
CF 10 Policies
10.1

Distribute and assess proportionate costs to new growth and development.

10.2
Consider instituting impact fees, but only for those services and facilities as permitted by
GMA and
a. Only for system improvements that are reasonably related to the new development;
b. Not to exceed a proportionate share of the costs of system improvements that are
reasonably related to the new development; and,
c. Only for system improvements that will reasonably benefit the new development
10.3
Exempt new housing units meeting the standard federal and state definition of “lowincome housing” from development impact fees or proportionate cost payments.
10.4
Discount or waive development impact fees or proportionate cost payments for new
housing units serving populations with special needs, such as persons with severe disabilities.
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Levels of Service
Introduction
The Capital Facilities Goals and Policies and this Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) complement the balance of
the comprehensive plan to ensure that foreseen development can be served at acceptable levels of
service.
This CFP specifically identifies public facilities that will be needed in the future. Table CF-2 lists the
County’s Capital Facility Plans and Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) for the services that maintain
detailed plans. When a service does not maintain a separate capital
facility plan or capital improvement program the plan and program
is maintained within a chapter of this document.
Each CFP contains an inventory of existing and proposed capital
facilities, evaluates level of service (LOS) standards, identifies longrange facility service capacities and projected deficiencies, and
outlines the actions necessary to meet such deficiencies. The
program also provides the GMA-required future financing plan. The
six-year financing plan portion of the CFP is a summary of the
county service providers’ six-year capital improvement programs
(CIPs). The program is, therefore, a mechanism to coordinate the
capital improvement needs of the county departments. CIPs will be
updated annually. The updates will be completed prior to adoption
of the County budget to incorporate into the budget the capital
improvements from the updated CFP. The six-year capital
improvement (CIP) programs for those departments managed by
Spokane County are hereby adopted by reference as a part of the
Comprehensive Plan. Printed copies are available, and the programs may be viewed on line.
The Capital Facilities Program (CFP) addresses all areas within unincorporated Spokane County, with
special attention to those services within the urban growth area. The scope of Spokane County’s Capital
Facilities Program is, in alphabetical order:
•
•
•
•
•

Domestic Water
Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Law Enforcement and Justice
Libraries
Parks, Recreation, Golf and Open Space
Facilities

•
•
•
•

Public Schools
Sanitary Sewer
Solid Waste
Transportation

The Capital Facilities Program for Transportation is detailed in the Transportation element and
summarized later in this plan and in Appendix B.
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Table CF 2 lists service types, service providers and the associated capital facility related plans and
programs.

Table CF-2: Types and Providers of Capital Facilities
Service Type

Domestic Water

Service Provider
City of Spokane, Consolidated Support Services,
Spokane County Water District 3, Whitworth
Water District are Domestic Water providers, see
Water section for full list of systems

Source for capital facility inventory, planning,
and programming
Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan Chapter
5.13 and UGA Update EIS for water capacity
and legal availability.

See Maps CFU-1, CFU-2, CFU-3, CFU-4, CFU-5
City of Spokane Fire Dept.,
Fire and
Emergency
Services

Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan, Chapter
5.6

Medical Lake Fire Dept.
Fire Districts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13
See Maps CFU-6, CFU-7, CFU-8, CFU-9, CFU-10
Spokane County Sheriff Office
Spokane Municipal Courts, District Courts,
Superior Courts,

Law Enforcement
& Justice

Juvenile Courts
County Jail,
Geiger Corrections Facility,
Juvenile Detention
See Map CFU-11
Spokane County Library District, 11 libraries

Libraries
See Map CFU-12
Spokane County Department of Parks,
Recreation and Golf
Parks, Recreation
and Open Space

County parks department maintains its own
facilities plan and program

See Maps CFU-13, CFU-14, CFU-15, CFU-16, CFU17, CFU-18, CFU-19, CFU-20, CFU-21, CFU-22,
CFU-23, CFU-24, CFU-25, CFU-26, CFU-27, CFU28, CFU-29, CFU-30, CFU-31, CFU-32, CFU-33
City of Spokane Sewer Maintenance (up to 10
million gallons per day)
Spokane County Public Works and Utilities

Sanitary Sewer/
Stormwater

Library District maintains its own capital
facilities plan

City of Spokane Sewer Maintenance
Spokane County Public Works and
Environmental Services

Stormwater handled on a project-by-project
basis
See Maps CFU-34, CFU-35, CFU-36, CFU-37, CFU38, CFU-39
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Central Valley, Cheney, East Valley, Mead,
Medical Lake, Spokane Schools, and West Valley
School Districts serving UGA
Schools

Each school district maintains its own capital
facility plan as needed.

Other rural school districts
See Maps CFU-40, CFU-41, CFU-42, CFU-43, CFU44, CFU-45, CFU-46, CFU-47, CFU-48, CFU-49,
CFU-50, CFU-51, CFU-52
City of Spokane Solid Waste Management

Solid Waste

Spokane County Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan of 1998 (currently being
updated) and the Solid Waste Management
Department’s 10-year plan.

Spokane County
Transportation

WA State Department of Transportation
See Map CFU-52, CFU-53, CFU-54, CFU-55

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

37

Levels of Service (LOS) Standards
Levels of service measure the amount of public facilities and services that are provided to the community,
factors that significantly contribute to the community’s quality of life. Service providers establish levels of
service to identify future capacities of capital facilities, projected deficiencies, and the necessary
improvements to serve new growth while still maintaining service levels that will meet the desires of the
community, state standards, and federal requirements.
Levels of service usually are quantifiable measures of the amount of public facilities and services that are
provided to the community but also may measure the quality of a public facility. Typically, LOS is
expressed as a ratio of facility or service capacity to unit(s) of demand. Examples of LOS measures include
the number of police officers per 1,000 people, the number of park acres per 1,000 people, and the
number of gallons of water used per day per customer.
Existing LOS
Spokane County service providers have determined that, in most cases, the current levels of service are
adequate. Therefore, the proposed LOS standards established for the comprehensive plan to determine
future capital facility capacities, needs, deficiencies, and projected improvement costs are, with the
exception of Fire and Emergency Services, based on current service levels. The Spokane County
Countywide Planning Policies establish regional minimum levels of service under Policy Topic 3, Policy 1.
Future Demand
As the LOS is based, for the majority of services, on population it is
necessary to understand just how much the population of the City
and UGAs may grow over the years. Per RCW 43.62.035 the
Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) provides
each county with a population projection range. The County
chooses a population growth rate within this range and then
allocates (or distributes) the population to the municipalities within
its jurisdiction. The Board of Commissioners for Spokane County
adopted a population forecast for planning purposes on August 3,
2017 (BCC Resolution 2016-0553). The forecast used the Office of
Financial Managements medium forecast for Spokane County.
Spokane County has adopted a twenty-year (to 2037) population
growth of 84,061 new people to the County. It appears this
allocation may change based on the ability of the various
jurisdictions within the County ability to provide services.
Population forecasts for Spokane County’s Urban Growth Areas for the 2017 to 2037 planning period can
be found in Table CF-3 and Table CF-4. The 2017 population estimate was determined by calculating a
population for each area based on the 2015 American Community Survey and then determining the
percentage of the total unincorporated UGA population for each UGA area. Those percentages were then
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applied to the 2017 population estimate for the unincorporated UGA as adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners with BCC Resolution 2016-0553.
Population growth for each area was estimated by considering the growth potential in each area using
factors including availability of facilities and services, growth trends, population capacity and
environmental constraints.
Spokane County is planning to be able to accommodate a population increase within its unincorporated
jurisdiction, with the majority of that population increase occurring within the urban growth area.
Throughout the Capital Facilities Element there will be references to “demand population” in either a sixyear outlook or a twenty-year outlook, and some of those numbers may reference unincorporated or
UGA population growth. Table CF-3 below is intended as a reference to those numbers:

Table CF-3: 2017 – 2037 Population Forecast and Allocation for Cities and Towns
Jurisdiction
2017
Population
Estimate

2017 to
2037
Population
Increase
Estimate

2037
Population
Forecast

Airway Heights

9,071

5,226

14,298

Cheney

11,827

2,949

14,776

Deer Park

4,110

1,215

5,325

Fairfield

620

40

660

Latah

195

0

195

Liberty Lake

9,780

6,129

15,909

Medical Lake

5,072

970

6,042

Millwood

1,808

139

1,947

Rockford

470

0

470

Spangle

281

7

288

Spokane

215,839

20,859

236,698

Spokane Valley

95,264

14,650

109,913

108

0

108

354,445

52,184

406,629

Waverly
Total
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Table CF-4: Population Estimate for Unincorporated UGA by Area

UGA Area

2017
Population
Estimate

2017 to 2037
Population
Increase
Estimate

2037 Population
Estimate
Forecast by UGA
area

Five Mile

352

100

452

Hillyard

24

31

55

North Metro UGA

26,146

2,941

29,087

North Metro UGA-JPA

1,910

16

1,926

Seven Mile

1,040

275

1,315

33

5

38

Upriver UGA-JPA

1,325

300

1,625

Valley 1

5,252

1,000

6,252

Valley 2

549

200

749

Valley 3

538

139

677

Valley 4

1,893

1,937

3,830

Valley 5

1,819

1,444

3,263

Valley 6

178

819

997

Alcott UGA-JPA

583

800

1,383

8,080

1,003

9,083

Airway Heights UGA-JPA

25

550

575

Hume

0

0

0

Indian Canyon

78

30

108

Jail Site

0

0

0

260

220

480

West Plains/Thorpe UGA-JPA

3,807

2,414

6,221

Total

53,893

14,224

68,117

Shawnee

Moran/Glenrose UGA-JPA

Pillar Rock
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Table CF-5: Population Estimates All Areas
2017-2037
Population
Allocation

2017 Population
Estimate

2037 Population
Forecast

Spokane County

499,348

583,409

Unincorporated Spokane
County

144,903

176,780

Unincorporated Rural

91,010

108,663

17,653

Unincorporated UGA

53,893

68,117

14,224

Cities and Towns

354,445

406,629

52,184

Total UGA

408,338

474,746

66,408

Table CF-6 identifies the levels of service that are applicable to that land within the urban growth area
and, where appropriate, to the county’s jurisdiction as a whole. While concurrency requirements obligate
the County to consider LOS standards when updating the Comprehensive Plan or development
regulations within the unincorporated UGA, impacts to countywide LOS for various facilities and services
will also be considered. Concurrency management at the development level is governed by Chapter
13.650 of SCC under Concurrency.
Table CF-6: Capital Facility Levels of Service within UGA
Facility/Service
Domestic water

UGA LOS
800 gallons per residential equivalent per day.
Urban areas served by Fire District with at least a Class 6 Insurance Rating.

Fire and EMS

Fire flow and hydrant placement per International Fire Code.
Urban areas must be within 5 road miles of station with “Class A” pumper.
Urban areas shall be served by a basic life support (BLS) agency.

Law
enforcement/justice

The County must provide 1.01 law enforcement officers (LEO) per 1,000 residents within the
unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) not otherwise served by a law enforcement agency
or by contract services.

Libraries

.41 square feet per capita.

Parks

1.4 acres of Community Parkland per 1,000 residents within the unincorporated UGA where a
concentration of 7,000 or more residents are not located within three miles of an existing
improved or unimproved County, municipal or other public park that provides or is planned to
provide amenities similar to a Community Park.

Public Schools

To be determined by individual school district CFP.

Public Transit

As adopted by Spokane Transit Authority Board of Directors.
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Sanitary Sewer

Public sewer required where densities exceed 2 equivalent residential units per acre.

Solid waste

Solid Waste processing will meet Federal and State regulations.
New development shall not increase runoff volume off-site.
Prevent flooding of property during a 25-year storm.

Stormwater

Prevent damage to buildings from a 100-year storm.
Stormwater discharge to any surface or ground waters will be allowed unless the discharge will
degrade water quality below standards.

Transportation

LOS for operational analysis shall be as contained in the Spokane County Standards for Road and
Sewer Construction.
Maintain travel corridor time as established by Spokane Regional Transportation Council.

Water

Minimum water pressure of 45 pounds per square inch

Though there is a set capital facility levels of service that are intended to be met, the county could plan to
exceed these minimum levels of service if there is a desire by the community and budget to do so.
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Implementation Strategy
While the comprehensive plan’s capital facility planning is necessarily long-range in nature, it relates
directly to the County’s annual work programs and budgets. It informs decisions on priority and adds
order to what gets done and when it happens. The County – and its public services partners – must
allocate their capital investments and resources strategically, timing and leveraging decisions to greatest
effect. The policies in this document provide guidance, both for the County and those agencies, districts
and jurisdictions who partner with the County to ensure the county’s population is safe and healthy. The
UGA Update EIS provides a detailed fiscal analysis of the proposed implementation strategy.
Based on capital facilities policy, forecast growth in the urban growth area, and adopted levels of service
(both direct and indirect), certain actions must be taken to ensure that those residing or doing business in
unincorporated areas are appropriately served. Table CF-7 identifies the specific anticipated needs for
investment in services and facilities, establishing a general timescale for those investments and where the
resources will come from. Table CF-8 identifies the various appropriate funding mechanisms. The
County's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is a budgeting tool used to identify capital expenditures and
revenue sources and ensure that anticipated expenditures are consistent with this CFP and the County's
priorities. It constitutes part of the County's budgeting process, to include adoption, transfers, revisions
or supplemental appropriations, which have the effect of adjusting expenditures as conditions demand.

Table CF-7: Anticipated Facility/Service Investment Needs for County-Provided Services
Facility/Service

Project Type

Reason

Timing

Cost (in
$1,000)

Fund
Mechanisms

Actor

Domestic Water
Law
Enforcement/
Justice

Refer to 6-year
CIP

Spokane
County Sheriff,
Board of
County
Commissioners

Parks &
Recreation

Refer to 6-year
CIP

Spokane
County Parks,
Recreation &
Golf Dept.

Solid Waste

Education &
Outreach
Program

2019 2035

$600/yr.

Source
Reduction

2019 2035

$34/yr.
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Recycling

2019 2035

$15/yr.

Grants

Organics

2019 2035

$15/yr.

Grants

Collection

2019 2035

$9/yr.

Grants

Transfer System

2019 2035

$3,195/yr.

Tipping fees

Energy
Recovery/Incine
ration

2019 2021

$11,000/yr.

Grants

Landfill Disposal
Closure
Maintenance

2019 2040

$800/yr.

County Tax

Review postclosure plan &
obligation

2019 2035

$10/yr.

Landfill fund

Monitor
developments
in alternative
processing tech
and potential
County
application

2019 2035

$5/yr.

Grants

Assess option
for long-hauling
of MSW out of
County.

2019 2035

$25/yr.

Grants

Miscellaneous
Wastes

2019 2035

$520/yr.

Administrative
& Enforcement

2019 2035

$25/yr.
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Stormwater

Refer to 6-year
CIP

Spokane
County Public
Works

Transportation

Refer to 6-year
CIP

Spokane
County Public
Works

Wastewater
(Sanitary Sewer)

Donwood
Sewer Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$1,080

Sewer
Construction
Fund (Fund
403)

Morgan Acres
Sewer Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$2,020

Sewer
Construction
Fund (Fund
403)

Havana Lyons
Sewer Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$1,480

Sewer
Construction
Fund (Fund
403)

Market St.
Sewer Project,
Package 3
(Magnesium to
Stoneman)

New Service
Area

20-Year

$1,990

Sewer
Construction
Fund (Fund
403)

Mead Sewer
Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$3,250

Sewer
Construction
Fund (Fund
403)

Mead-Mt.
Spokane West
Sewer Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$2,540

General
Facilities
Fund (Fund
438)

Mead-Mt.
Spokane East
Sewer Project

New Service
Area

20-Year

$9,030

General
Facilities
Fund (Fund
438)

Peone Pines
Connections

Eliminate Ex.
Drain Field

20-Year

$790

General
Facilities
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Fund (Fund
438)

BOCC Draft

Center Road
Pump Station &
Force Main

New Service
Area

20-Year

$1,230

General
Facilities
Fund (Fund
438)

Green Bluff
Road Pump
Station & Force
Main

New Service
Area

20-Year

$1,230

General
Facilities
Fund (Fund
438)

Longer-term
Expansion/Upgr
ades to
SCRWRF

Upgrades

20-Year

$5,000

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)

Longer-term
Expansion/Upgr
ades to RPWRF

Upgrades

20-Year

$5,000

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)

Latah Creek
WWTP Stream
Bank
Stabilization

Erosion
Control

20-Year

$200

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)

Sewer Line
Restoration
Program

Restoration

20-Year

$11,000

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)

Pump Station
Upgrades
(Electrical,
HVAC, Etc.)

Upgrades

20-Year

$2,100

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)

Pump Station
Reliability
Enhancements
(VA Study Rec.)

Enhancement
s

20-Year

$1,400

Sewer
Operations
Fund (Fund
401)
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Table CF-8: Funding Mechanisms by Facility
Facility

Current Fee/Tax Used for Facility

Domestic Water

Local funding: Ratepayers and special fees, as necessary

Law Enforcement & Justice

General Revenue
REET FUNDS: Real estate excise tax funds

Parks & Recreation

REET FUNDS: Real estate excise tax funds
CFT: Conservation Futures Tax funds
RCO: Washington State Recreation & Conservation Office grants.

Solid Waste

TIPPING FEES:
Transfer Stations: Minimum charge of $15 for first 300 pounds, or $104.50 per
ton
Self-hauled Clean Green & Yard Waste Debris minimum charge of $7 for 280
pounds, or $50 per ton.
WTE: Minimum charge $16.59 or $108.41 per ton.
Self-hauled Clean Green and Yard Waste Debris-minimum charge $5.45 or
$51.21 per ton.

Stormwater

ANNUAL STORMWATER FEE: Flat fee per unit per year charted to single family
homes, duplexes and triplexes. Other properties are charged based on the
amount of hard surface on the property.

Transportation

FEDERAL SOURCES: Authorized under the Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century, or MAP-21 and are administered by the Federal Highway
Administration through the Washington State Department of Transportation
and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (SRTC).
STBG: Surface Transportation Program.
State Assistance: AAP, UAP, and SP are administered by the Transportation
Improvement Board, RAP and CAPP are administered by the County Road
Administration Board.
LOCAL FUNDING: RID Bonds are sold to finance construction of local roads.
Private funds are paid by private companies for various reasons, usually for
commercial reasons. Spokane County collects funds primarily from the road
tax and state gasoline tax.
Developer Funded SEPA Mitigation
Funds generated by Tax Increment Financing
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Funds from Public Development Authority within specified boundaries
Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer)

SEWER CONSTRUCTION FUND: Revenues from construction cost component of
special connection charges and sewer trunk charges collected as well as
interest on the Fund balance.
GENERAL FACILITIES FUND: Revenues come from General Facilities Charges
(GFCs) which are collected from new sewer connections, expansion, or
increases in use and interest incurred on Fund balance.
SEWER OPERATIONS FUND: Revenues come from monthly sewer service fees
paid by utility customers. Annually a designated portion of the revenue from
monthly sewer service fees is earmarked for the “Replacement Reserve Fund”.

In addition, there are several implementing programs the County must consider as it works to provide a
sufficient spectrum of facilities and services within its jurisdiction. Many of them, listed below in Table CF9, activate interjurisdictional cooperation and integrated budget planning, both necessary for efficient
resource allocation and services provision.

Table CF-9 Implementation Programs
Program

Policy ref.

Timing

Actor

1.

Monitor the quantity of capital improvements that are needed to
eliminate existing deficiencies and to maintain the Level of Service
standards for public facilities and services provided by Spokane
County. This will occur every seven years as part of the CFP
update, annually as part of the budget and CIP update, and as
needed as part of concurrency review for new development.

Set by
department/
purveyor

CBO1,
BOCC2

2.

Monitor the implementation of Capital Improvement Programs
and development to ensure that the Land Use, Transportation,
and Capital Facilities Elements are coordinated and consistent,
that established Level of Service standards for public facilities, and
services are achieved.

Annual
Budget

CBO1,
BOCC

3.

Assess the Comprehensive Plan and, as appropriate, reduce Level
of Service standards, increase funding for new or improved
facilities or reassess the Land Use element if the adopted Level of
Service standards are not achieved.

Semiannual
update/UGA
revisions

BOCC2

4.

Designate phases for development within designated Urban
Growth Areas as follows.

UGA Update

BOCC2

5.

Implement a Concurrency Management System to ensure that
adequate public facilities and services needed to support

Per
development
review

B+P4
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development are available concurrent with the impacts of such
development.
6.

Assess existing interlocal agreements with municipalities and other
providers of public facilities to coordinate planning for, and
development of, Urban Growth Areas.

Per periodic
update of
CP’s/UGA’s

SCEO5

7.

Define and adopt watershed protection areas for watersheds
where steep slopes, high groundwater, shallow soils, poorly
draining soils and other special physical conditions make on-site
disposal of stormwater difficult. In these watershed protection
areas, special stormwater management studies and techniques
may be required.

Per RCW

Environm
ental
Services

8.

Assist school districts in developing Capital Facilities Plans that are
consistent with the Growth Management Act and the County’s
Comprehensive Plan.

Annual

B+P4

9.

Develop workable evaluation processes and program performance
measures to evaluate police and fire protection effectiveness.
Such performance measures might include response time to calls,
crime solution rates or other methods to determine actual
effectiveness.

Surveyor

In 6-year
plan

10. Develop and adopt access and water supply provisions for fire
protection in commercial and residential developments.

Per B+P

CWSP5
Revisions

11. Identify and implement comprehensive emergency management
plans consistent with the elements of the Comprehensive Plan.

Dem

DEM6

12. Require development of comprehensive emergency management
plans consistent with elements of Comprehensive Plan.

Dem

DEM6

Notes
1

CBO: Chief Budget Official

2

BOCC: Board of County Commissioners

3

B+P: Building and Planning Department

4

SCEO: Steering Committee of Elected Officials

5

CWSP: Coordinated Water System Plan

6

Department of Emergency Management
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Appendix A: Goal and Policy Summary
This summary links the CFP’s goals, policies, and implementation programs, illustrating in one place how
each relates to the other. Not every policy will have an implementation program.
Goal

CF-1

Policy

Provide adequate public
facilities services to support
rural or urban levels of
development, as appropriate,
integrating capital facilities
planning and the siting of
essential public facilities with
land use policy.

BOCC Draft

Program

1.1

Establish and maintain levels of service as
follows for urban areas of Spokane County.

1.2

Consolidate the Capital Improvement
Program, Sewer Construction Capital
Improvement Programs, Parks Improvement
Plan and, Transportation Improvement
Program to implement Capital Facilities Plan
priorities. Plans shall be updated yearly for
consideration in the annual budgeting
process.

Chief Budget
Official Budget/

1.3

Ensure that the estimated cost of all capital
improvements does not exceed the estimate
of available revenues.

Chief Budget
Officer Budget

1.4

Finance capital improvements and manage
debt consistent with the Capital Facilities
Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Chief Budget
Officer
Budget/Board
of County
Commissioners
Adoption

1.5

Provide public facilities and services or
accept their provision by other entities only if
Spokane County or the other entity is able to
pay for subsequent operation and
maintenance costs.

1.6

Approve urban comprehensive plan land use
and UGA amendments only after it is
determined that public facilities and services
will have the capacity to serve it without
decreasing levels of service below adopted
standards.
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Board of
County
Commissioners,
Annual/Periodic
amendments to
the
Comprehensive
Plan
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1.7
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Ensure fire protection, law enforcement,
parks and recreation, libraries, public sewer,
public water, solid waste disposal and
recycling, transportation, and schools meet
adopted level of service standards and be
consistent with the Concurrency
Management System.

1/20/20

Spokane
County Code.
Building and
Planning
Department
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Goal

CF 2

Policy

Create a fiscally sustainable
capital facilities environment,
ensuring adequate public
services and facilities are
provided.

Goal

CF 3

Program

2.1

Establish interlocal/joint planning
agreements with municipalities and other
providers of public facilities to coordinate
planning for, and development of, Urban
Growth Areas.

Board of
County
Commissioners,
Cities

2.2

Use annexation agreements to ensure fiscal
balance and equity as portions of the UGA
annex into incorporated jurisdictions.

Board of
County
Commissioners,
Cities

Policy
3.1

Ensure water system plans are consistent
with anticipated population growth, the
Comprehensive Plan, and Coordinated
Water System Plan (CWSP).

Update of
Coordinated
Water System
Plan &
Amendments to
concurrency

3.2

Ensure water systems for urban and rural
developments include adequate water
rights, supply, and distribution systems for
domestic use and fire protection per local,
state and federal plans, policies and
regulations.

Per Spokane
County Code &
Permit review

3.3

Encourage public and private water
purveyors to implement measurable water
conservation practices.

3.4

Encourage the continued cooperation,
coordination, and consolidation of water
purveyors to achieve greater efficiency in
the delivery of water services.

Promote efficient domestic
water service and protect the
natural resource.

BOCC Draft

Program

1/20/20

Update of
Coordinated
Water System
Plan
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Goal

CF 4

Policy

Promote efficient sanitary
sewer service, protect natural
resources, and ensure orderly
physical development.

BOCC Draft

Program

4.1

Prohibit the extension of any sewer system
that will degrade the existing system below
the adopted level of service.

Spokane County
Code

4.2

Consider anticipated population growth in
sewer planning, ensuring it is consistent
with and developed in coordination with
comprehensive plan land use policies.

Urban Growth
Area/
Comprehensive
Plan Update

4.3

Consider the location and capacity of
existing and planned sewer facilities when
determining the intensity and/or density of
land use designations.

Spokane County
Code
Concurrency,
Board of County
Commissioners

4.4

Determine whether changes to
comprehensive plan designation or urban
growth areas can be accommodated within
the planned capacity of the sewer
conveyance and treatment system before
approval, in accordance with the
Comprehensive Wastewater Management
Plan.

Urban Growth
Area/
Comprehensive
Plan Update

4.5

Encourage a coordinated, regional
wastewater service organization to provide
sewer services to all urban areas of the
County inside the Urban Growth Area.

Coordinated
Water System
Plan

4.6

Public sewer service shall not be provided
outside the Urban Growth Area boundary,
except under certain specific circumstances.

Spokane County
Code
Concurrency

1/20/20
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Goal

CF 5

Policy

Provide stormwater facilities and
related management programs
to protect surface and
groundwater quality and habitat,
prevent chronic flooding from
stormwater, maintain natural
stream hydrology, and protect
aquatic resources.

BOCC Draft

Program

5.1

New development within the UGA shall
require stormwater management systems.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.2

Best management practices should be
utilized to treat stormwater runoff prior to
injection of runoff into the ground.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.3

New development shall be designed to
protect natural drainage functions
including flood plains, drainageways, sink
areas and other natural and existing
drainage facilities.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.4

New development shall be designed to
prevent onsite and off-site damage from
stormwater runoff that result from site
development or from the new land use
activity.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.5

New development shall consider, where
feasible, the multiple uses of facilities, such
as the integration of stormwater facilities
with recreation/open space areas.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.6

Conduct stormwater management
planning by drainage basin, treating basins
as complete drainage systems, to assure
that the most economical and beneficial
stormwater controls are provided.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.7

Encourage use of alternatives to
impervious surfaces through rewards and
credits.

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual

5.8

Encourage the development of a
coordinated, regional stormwater service
organization to provide stormwater
services to all urban areas of the County
inside the Urban Growth Area boundary.

1/20/20

54

5.9

BOCC Draft

Provide alternatives to on-site disposal of
stormwater in areas of steep slopes, high
groundwater, shallow soils, poorly draining
soils and other physical conditions make on
site stormwater disposal difficult.

1/20/20

Spokane County
Stormwater
Manual
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Goal

CF 6

Policy
6.1

Encourage school districts serving
predominantly rural area populations to
locate schools within designated Rural
Activity Centers.

6.2

Encourage school districts to develop capital
facilities plans that identify future school
sites and include early acquisition of sites in
their long-range strategy.

6.3

Develop land use designation and policies
that protect and allow for the establishment
of new schools in urban areas and designated
Rural Activity Centers.

Spokane County
Zoning Code,
Comprehensive
Plan

6.4

Encourage school districts to allow for shared
access of facilities for recreational or other
public purposes.

Spokane County
Capital Facility,
Comprehensive
Plan

6.5

Encourage the expansion of school facility
capacity to proceed at a comparable rate
with that of private residential development
and demographic trends.

Spokane County
Zoning Code,
Comprehensive
Plan

6.6

Consider the adequacy of school facilities
when considering UGA and Comprehensive
Plan Amendments.

Comprehensive.
Plan/Urban
Growth Area
Updates

6.7

School districts should develop capital facility
plans addressing population growth and
future capital needs for schools.

6.8

Encourage School districts to develop capital
improvement plans which identify future
school site expansion.

Ensure school sites and
facilities meet the needs of
Spokane County residents.

Goal

BOCC Draft

Program

Policy

1/20/20

School District’s
Capital Facilities
Plan

Program
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CF 7

Provide library services efficiently
and cost effectively to Spokane
County residents.

Goal

CF 8

7.1

Encourage inter-jurisdictional cooperation,
sharing of equipment and facilities.

7.2

Ensure that the expansion of library
capacity proceeds at a comparable rate
with that of private residential
development and demographic trends.

Bond Measures

7.3

Ensure that land use regulations allow
siting of library facilities in locations
convenient to residential areas.

Spokane County
Zoning Code

7.4

Consider the opportunities and
implications of libraries providing digital
services when evaluating capital projects
and levels of service.

Capital Facilities
Plan

Policy

Provide public safety services
efficiently and cost effectively to
Spokane County residents.

BOCC Draft

Program

8.1

Encourage inter-jurisdictional cooperation
among law enforcement and corrections
agencies to further develop, where
practical, shared service and facility use.

8.2

Encourage new development in areas
served by a fire protection district or
within the corporate limits of a city
providing its own fire department.

Urban Growth
Area/
Comprehensive
Plan
Amendments

8.3

Road access and water supply shall be
adequate for fire safety and suppression in
commercial and residential developments.

Spokane County
Code
Concurrency,
Bldg. Codes,
Permit Review

8.4

Encourage continued inter-jurisdictional
cooperation among fire districts, including
the sharing of equipment and facilities to
reduce demand for new facilities and
equipment.

Interlocal &
Mutual Aid.
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Goal

CF 9

Policy

Provide utilities and solid
waste collection services that
are consistent and available to
support land use policies.

BOCC Draft

Program

9.1

Coordinate with utility providers to ensure that
sizing, locating and phasing of utility systems are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plans and
meets anticipated population needs in a timely
manner.

9.2

New construction associated with development
shall comply with utility specifications and
standards.

9.3

Promote conservation measures to reduce the
need for additional utility distribution
facilities/services in the future.

9.4

Ensure that utility and telecommunications
facilities are designed to minimize adverse
aesthetic and land use impacts on surrounding
uses, with telecommunications facilities using
existing structures where feasible.

9.5

Encourage availability and efficient use of natural
gas.

9.6

Encourage coordination with utility providers in
the provision of natural gas, telecommunications
services, and electrical services.

9.7

Promote long-term planning for
telecommunications systems.

9.8

Encourage telecommunication services as a
means to mitigate the transportation impact of
development and growth.

9.9

Protect existing utility corridors to permit
maintenance access and future expansion.

9.10

Provide for efficient, cost effective and reliable
utility service by ensuring land is available for the
location of utility lines, including their location
within transportation corridors and by creating
guidelines and permit processes that are
conducive to utility operations.

1/20/20

Spokane County
Zoning Code

Spokane County
Zoning Code

58

BOCC Draft

9.11

Coordinate dimensional guidelines for regional
corridors with effected utility providers and
jurisdictions.

9.12

Promote the co-location of new utility
transmission distribution and communication
facilities when doing so is consistent with the
utility industry practices, DOT requirements, and
national electrical and other codes.

Spokane County
Zoning Code

9.13

Provide timely notice to affected private utilities
of all major utility projects, including the
maintenance and repair of existing roads, in
order to promote the joint planning and
coordination of public and private utility
activities.

Business &
Planning Permit
Review

9.14

Where consistent with multiple uses, promote
joint use of utility corridors with recreational and
green space applications.

Spokane County
Zoning Code

9.15

Encourage recycling to conserve resources and
energy.

1/20/20
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Goal

CF 10

Policy

Ensure growth and
development to pay a
proportionate share of the
cost of planned facilities
needed so serve it.

BOCC Draft

Program

10.1

Distribute and assess proportionate costs to new
growth and development.

State
Environmental
Policy Act

10.2

Consider instituting impact fees, but only for those
services and facilities as permitted by GMA.

Impact Fee
Ordinance

10.3

Exempt new housing units meeting the standard
federal and state definition of “low-income housing”
from development impact fees or proportionate cost
payments.

Impact Fee
Ordinance

10.4

Discount or waive development impact fees or
proportionate cost payments for new housing units
serving populations with special needs, such as
persons with severe disabilities.

Impact Fee
Ordinance

1/20/20
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Appendix B: Services and Providers
The following pages present information on each of the County’s public services and the array of
agencies, districts, and companies who provide those services. The information is based on a
comprehensive set of interviews with representatives from the purveyors and thorough background
research.

Domestic Water
Water is one of Spokane County’s most important resources. An adequate and consistent supply is
needed for community development and necessary for public health and fire safety. In Spokane County,
water provision falls into two categories. Urbanized areas, where the bulk of the population and
development occurs, are typically served by water systems administered by water districts, or
municipalities. Rural areas are predominantly served by individual wells or small group systems. The UGA
Update EIS details water service areas, their responsibilities and how well equipped each water service
purveyor is to address anticipated changes in demand over time.
Domestic water is a direct concurrency service. New development cannot occur within the Urban Growth
Area (UGA) unless the proposal can demonstrate the availability of public water consistent with adopted
levels of service standards and consistent with the definition of direct concurrency.
There are numerous water purveyors throughout the County. They fall into three categories;
municipalities, special districts and associations. Associations typically serve residential developments
outside of the UGA which were developed prior to water service being available from a municipality or
water district. These systems are typically closed to expansion. Special districts, known as water districts,
are the second most numerous purveyors of water and have characteristics of being expandable, having
bonding and taxing authority and possess an elected board of directors. The cities of Spokane, Cheney,
Airway Heights, Deer Park, Medical Lake, Millwood, Fairfield, Latah, Rockford, Spangle, and Waverly
operate their own water systems and may provide water service outside their corporate boundaries.
Water purveyors that do not have adequate water rights to meet demand within their service area have
three options: 1. Apply for and receive additional water rights, 2. Acquire existing water rights, or 3.
Purchase water from a purveyor with excess water rights. While not officially closed, the Washington
Department of Ecology has indicated that it is unlikely that additional water rights will be issued from the
SVRP aquifer. Acquisition of water rights from another party or purchase of water from another purveyor
is the likely options for purveyors that will not have adequate water rights to meet future demands.

BOCC Draft

1/20/20
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Table CF-10: Water Rights
Water Purveyor

Amount of water right available in
2030 (gal./day)

City of Spokane
Whitworth Water District #2
SCWD#3 Sys 3B
North Spokane Irrigation District #8
Pasadena Park Irrigation District
Pioneer Water System
Consolidated Irrigation District
SCWD#3 Sys 2 South Spokane Valley
Vera Irrigation District

59,876,237
9,323,743
381,022
2,295,241
(49,100.84)
3,437,058
234,791
(1,026,654)

Water planning is closely reviewed and regulated by the State of Washington, and every domestic water
purveyor must prepare system plans that are consistent with the Department of Health’s Water System
Design Manual. Each system is unique, with demand patterns that vary from one system to another,
making it difficult to draw direct comparisons on adequacy of available water, service ability and system
performance between individual districts. Assessments of system performance and evaluations of water
adequacy require detailed and complex engineering study, making the application of “one-size fits all”
standards and rules of thumb difficult.
Inventory of Existing Facilities
Service area summary
Although the County does not own or operate a municipal water system, it has a responsibility to
coordinate with water purveyors to ensure that their actions are consistent with the County’s adopted
land use plans, service areas, and health regulations. The County works with water purveyors and the
State Department of Health, Drinking Water Section to prepare a Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).
The CWSP identifies future service boundaries for purveyors and serves as a coordinating document for
regional water service. It sets minimum standards for public water systems and is updated as needed at
the direction of the Board of County Commissioners or the State Department of Health. When updates
occur, the CWSP is reviewed for consistency with the County Comprehensive Plan and adopted as a part
of the Comprehensive Plan by reference.
Water Rights
Water rights are the legal right to withdraw and use water. The state of Washington uses the prior
appropriation doctrine as the foundation of its water code. Prior appropriations or Western Water Law
follows the principle, “first in time, first in right” which means if you establish your water right prior to
your neighbor, in times of scarcity, you would be entitled to your full right before your neighbor could use
any of theirs. Water rights in Washington State are administered by the Department of Ecology (DOE).

BOCC Draft
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The UGA Update EIS discusses water rights in Spokane County in some detail, particularly addressing how
water rights relate to forecast new development in the UGA.
Many areas of the state are considered over appropriated, or more water rights have been issued than
there is water available. Applications for new water rights, change in use or transfers of existing rights,
are administered by the DOE. Applications are processed in the order they are received and currently
there is a significant backlog. There is an alternate process for water right changes and transfers. A
change or transfer application can be submitted to the County Water Conservancy Board who will make a
decision that is reviewed by DOE. By law, DOE must act on the decision within sixty days. Utilizing a
County Water Conservancy Board is often a more expedient process for a water right change or transfer
application.
When a water purveyor has exceeded its water rights, it must either acquire more or purchase water
from a purveyor who has excess rights, such as the City of Spokane. Two water districts who serve within
the Urban Growth Area have indicated that projected growth within their service area will exceed their
water rights. Both Vera Water District and Pasadena Park Irrigation District indicate, in their
Comprehensive Water System Plans, that they are projected to exceed their allotted right prior to 2031.
Watersheds
A watershed is the area of land where all of the surface water drains to the same place. Spokane County
has six identified watersheds. They are formally known as Water Resource Inventory Areas (WRIA) and
were created by the State Department of Ecology after the passage of the Water Resource Act of 1971.
Under RCW 90.82, the Watershed Planning Act, watershed plans were developed for each of the WRIAs.
Table CF-11 contrasts water rights with current use within Spokane County’s identified watersheds.
Spokane County resides within the WRIAs noted below. The WRIA area is larger than the County.
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Table CF-11: Domestic Water Use v. Water Rights within Designated Water Resource Inventory Areas
WRIA

Domestic
Exempt Well
Rights Estimate
(acre-feet)

Annual Water Use Estimates (acre-feet)
Public
Self-Supplied SelfAgricultural
Supply Residential
Supplied
Industrial

Little Spokane
(WRIA 55)
Middle
Spokane
(WRIA 57)
Lower
Spokane
(WRIA 54)
Latah Creek
(WRIA 56)
Palouse (WRIA
34)
Upper Crab
Creek (WRIA
43)
Areas served
by Spokane
Valley
Rathdrum
Prairie Aquifer

8,361

8,512

8,361

68

6,639

3,417

784

3,417

75

1,486

4,261

3,661

4,261

0

10,310

5,962

3,806

5,962

188

3,009

2,303

628

2,303

0

4,896

160

132,41
1

160

26,946

32,111

Table CF-12 Annual Water Rights Certificates & Permits and Annual Claim Estimates
WRIA

Annual Water Rights
Certificates & Permits
(acre-feet)

Annual Water Rights Claims
Estimate (acre-feet)

Little Spokane (WRIA 55)

143,000

187,000

Middle Spokane (WRIA 57)

294,000

319,000

Lower Spokane (WRIA 54)

78,500

37,739

Latah Creek (WRIA 56)

37,085

41,292

Water Supply
The CFP’s focus is on ensuring that water is available to serve demand in the unincorporated portions of
Spokane County’s UGA. Service within cities is generally provided by city systems or water districts to
support land use patterns adopted by the incorporated jurisdictions. The Department of Ecology is

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

64

responsible for verifying that the individual plans for the water systems operate within the limits of their
water rights.
The primary source of water within the County is groundwater from the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie
(SVRP) Aquifer. The SVRP Aquifer originates in North Idaho, with much of its water coming from the
Spokane River and lakes within North Idaho. The water flows underground through the Spokane Valley
and splits northwest of downtown Spokane. At that point, a portion heads north, eventually meeting the
Little Spokane River while the balance of the aquifer flows northwest along the path of the Spokane River.
The Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer is managed at federal, state, and local levels. The states of
Washington and Idaho have primary responsibility for water allocation and water quality. However, local
governments are increasingly being called upon to consider water supply and quality implications in land
use planning.
In 2007, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) completed an aquifer study called the Ground-Water Flow
Model for the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer Scientific Investigations Report 2007 - 5044. The
purpose of this project was to provide a scientific foundation for management of the aquifer. The study
examines the relationship between water withdrawals and flows of the Spokane River. The potential
influence of this aquifer on surface-water flows and water quality of the Spokane River will further
complicate aquifer management in the future.
Some other aquifers in Spokane County are experiencing availability problems. The south and western
portions of the County contain basalt aquifers that are recharged mainly by precipitation. The West Plains
area is experiencing problems with adequate water supplies, as are property owners who use private
wells in some areas of the Little Spokane Watershed.
The Washington Department of Ecology has documented groundwater levels in wells drilled into the
basalt aquifers of the West Plains area. In all but one of the wells tracked by Ecology, groundwater levels
declined between 1955 and 2005. The declines ranged from about 15 feet in a Medical Lake well
between 2001 and 2003 to about 120 feet in a Four Lakes well between 1997 and 2005. The data suggest
well interference among the Parkwest (Airway Heights), Four Lakes, and Medical Lake wells and two other
wells. Several solutions have been proposed for dealing with the West Plains water issues. Pumping water
into aquifers with capacity problems during high flow times of year for use during low flow times of the
year is one option. Inter-ties between systems with availability problems and systems with excess water
rights (City of Spokane) is another solution that is currently being implemented. In 2017, the City of
Airway Heights domestic water supply was found to be impacted by chemicals known by the acronyms
PFOS and PFOA, ingredients found in fire-extinguishing foam and other materials. The chemicals are
believed to have seeped into ground water from a fire training site on the eastern edge of Fairchild
Airforce base. An intertie into the City f Spokane water system has been providing an alternative source
of clean water to Airway Heights and, until the source of the contamination is cleaned up, the City will
continue to use water from the City of Spokane or other sources to ensure its citizens are provided with
clean water.
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Spokane is also in negotiations with the City of Medical Lake for a transfer agreement. The City of
Spokane has constructed a 36-inch pipeline out to the intersection of Craig Road and Highway 902 which
will be extended to Medical Lake when an agreement is reached.
Fire Flows
Firefighting requires water at high flow rates and sufficient pressures for the time period necessary to
extinguish the fire. A water system is required to have a supply, storage, and distribution system grid of
sufficient capacity to provide firefighting needs while maintaining maximum daily flows to residential and
commercial customers. The UGA Update EIS addresses fire flow for the unincorporated UGA, identifying
specific actions fire districts should consider as new development occurs.
Districts whose jurisdictions include urban land typically require designs for the water system to provide
fire flows that exceed standards established by the Insurance Service Office (ISO), standards administered
by the Washington Survey and Rating Bureau (WSRB), minimum fire flows required by state law as set
forth in Washington Administrative Code 248-57, and/or fire flows required by the fire district that has
jurisdiction.

Capacity Summary
Table CF-13 shows, for the purposes of this Capital Facilities Plan, the inventory information of those
water purveyors whose systems are expandable, allowing them to establish new connections
Table CF-13: Inventory of Capital Facilities: Water Supply
Facilities

Capacity

Ground Water

Pump Capacity

Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer

Estimated 624.6 MGD

Well Stations

Station Capacity

Well Stations-Total System Capacity

282 MGD

Booster Stations

Station Capacity

Total Booster Station Capacity

212.85 MGD

Reservoirs and Storage

Storage Capacity

Total Storage Capacity

106.34 MGD
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Forecast of Future Needs
Demand
Overall, the demand for water in Spokane County has been increasing. The primary reason for this is
population growth. In 2000 the Census estimated the County population at 417,939. Today the estimated
population is 499,348. This represents an increase of approximately 19% in the last 17 years.
Through the use of its building permit data, the Department Building and Planning has been able to
identify which water districts serving the County’s UGAs have grown the fastest between the year 2000
and 2011. Within the County’s jurisdiction, Whitworth added approximately 4,991 persons, the City of
Spokane’s water service area added 3,657 and Vera Water District’s population increased by 2,044.
Based on the Department of Health’s Water System Design Manual, systems use water demand estimates
to size pumping equipment, transmission lines, distribution mains, and water storage facilities properly.
Designs need to include sizing criteria that account for water uses during the highest demand periods,
sufficient to address peak hourly demand and maximum day demand over the year. Assessing peak
hourly demand and maximum day demand depends on careful research of available water metering and
use data, and the results vary from one water purveyor to the next. System design, improvement,
expansion, and management must be based on reasonable and data-based criteria that account for
variances between systems. While it may be tempting to apply general standards to assess demand, the
value in doing so is limited.
Level of Service (LOS) Standard
The regional minimum LOS for domestic water is established within the County’s Comprehensive Plan and
set at 800 gallons per residential connection, per day for each of the following needs. Development
conditions in different areas of the County and specific needs of each development type will influence
how these level of service standards will apply. For instance, in areas where elevation and storage are
issues, fire flow may be the most challenging level of service standard to achieve. In flatter areas, flow
rates and system network issues may present the greatest degree of challenge. Utility providers will need
to manage the application of level of service standards in ways appropriate to the context within which
development will occur. The 800 gallons per residential connection standard is intended only as an initial
point of reference, with actual requirements for each water district based upon each purveyor’s system
design and demand patterns.
•

•

•

Domestic Water Supply — Minimum Level of Service for storage capacity and flow shall be
consistent with the Washington State Department of Health requirements and the Spokane
Coordinated Water System Plan requirements (where applicable).
System Design — Minimum Levels of Service for pipe sizing, flow rate, and systematic grid
development shall be consistent with the Washington State Department of Health requirements
and the Coordinated Water System Plan requirements (where applicable).
Fire Flow — Fire flow rate and duration requirements are specified by the local fire authority or
the Public Water System Coordination Act, whichever is more stringent. Spokane County Code
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identifies minimum fire flow for new of expanding water systems within the area of the
Coordinated Water System Plan as being 1,000 gallons per minute
Future Demand and Analysis
The Water Resources Section of Spokane County, Environmental Services has evaluated water demand
within the Urban Growth Areas (Table CF-11). Through the use of their water demand forecast model, an
estimate has been produced based upon adopted County growth numbers for each of the County’s
metro UGA areas.

Table CF-11: Water Demand
UGA Areas

Water Service
Provider

2010

2040

Annual
Average
Gallons Per
Day

Million
Gallons Per
Year

Annual
Average
Gallons Per
Day

Million
Gallons Per
Year

All other providers

95,866

35

195,793

71

Hillyard UGA – JPA

City of Spokane

623

0.23

1,467

0.54

Moran/Glenrose UGA JPA

City of Spokane

3,210,607

1,172

4,121,355

1,504

North Metro UGA – JPA

City of Spokane

218,397

80

621,495

227

North Metro UGA – JPA

Hutton Settlement

959,575

350

1,948,933

711

Hutton
Settlement/Spokane
County Water
District #3

7,918,813

2,890

11,489,318

4,194

Seven Mile UGA – JPA

City of Spokane

330,955

121

601,414

220

Shawnee UGA – JPA

City of Spokane

9,374

3

27,536

10

Upriver UGA – JPA

City of Spokane

197,600

72

425,974

155

Valley UGA

Pasadena Park
Irrigation District

3,008,433

1,098

5,397,044

1,970

15,950,243

5,822

24,830,328

9,063

Alcott JPA

North Metro UGA

TOTAL
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The model indicates that water demand within the existing UGA will increase approximately 56% in the
next 30 years. Significant increases in water usage are forecast for the North Metro, Valley and
Moran/Glenrose areas. This information will be useful for water districts serving these areas as they plan
for future growth.
Two challenges face the region’s water purveyors. The first challenge is that the flat and easy to develop
land does not always have a sufficient supply of water directly below ground to serve its development.
Such is the case on the West Plains, which includes a significant amount of land in the UGA, designated
for future development. The second challenge is that of water rights. Vera and Pasadena Park water
districts, which serve Urban Growth Areas, may exhaust their existing water rights within the 20-year
planning horizon.
Both districts are coordinating their system plans and service availability with the Department of Ecology
and Department of Health, ensuring that they do not overcommit service beyond their means. Policies
3.1, 3.2, and 3.4 of this Capital Facilities Plan require the County to continue coordinating with the water
districts to make sure land use reviews consider water district abilities to provide services, and the
County’s concurrency ordinance requires the County approve land use actions only when the districts can
demonstrate available water. The City of Spokane Valley’s requirements mirror those of the County,
providing a consistent regulatory framework with respect to entitling and permitting development within
these water districts.
In the case of Pasadena Park, the district will almost certainly need to acquire access to additional water
to meet anticipated service delivery demands of its forecast population. The City of Spokane Valley and
Spokane County, as part of their coordinating roles with water purveyors, are collaborating with the
water district to find possible solutions that may include adjudication, formation of a water authority,
conversion of irrigation rights, or other approaches.
In February 2015, the Dept. of Ecology (Ecology) adopted a water management rule for the Spokane River
and the SVRP Aquifer (WAC 173-557). The rule affects all surface and groundwater uses started on or
after Feb. 27, 2015. At the same time, the rule for Little Spokane watershed (WAC 173-555-010) was
amended to clarify how new uses of water in the area covered by both rules would be managed.
The West Plains UGA is within the City of Spokane’s water service area. Through the use of pipes and
pumps, the City has been able to serve the area as it develops by using water extracted from the Spokane
Valley Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer. For this service, the City charges a premium over what customers within
its municipal boundaries pay and requires the new customers to sign annexation agreements. Recent
water quality concerns, however, have increased Airway Heights’ reliance on City of Spokane water. That
reliance is likely to continue into the foreseeable future.
The water right issue can be overcome through the use of a system of interties that allow water to be
wholesaled between water purveyors. As various water districts approach the maximum extent of their
water rights and supply, the ability to wholesale water from purveyors with available water rights, such as
the City of Spokane, will ensure an adequate water supply within the 20-year planning horizon for
growth, domestic use, and fire flow within the UGA. All agreements are based on the capacity of the
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City‘s water system and the amount of water required by the purveyor. In the event water supplies are in
jeopardy, water service to the City will take precedence over any and all intertie agreements.
Proposed Facility Improvements
Each water district or purveyor within the County manages its own capital projects. Purveyors typically
depend on developers to install and pay for the new infrastructure needed to expand the water system
and serve new construction. Water use fees are the primary funding source for system improvement and
capacity expansion projects. Water districts also have taxing authority and the ability to execute Utility
Local Improvement Districts and pursue bonding of capital projects. Other sources of funding are water
service connection fees, property assessments, developer improvements, mitigation or impact fees and
State and Federal grants and loans.
The improvements each district needs to make are contingent on the specific issues each faces as growth
occurs. In some cases, districts will be expanding storage capacity or drilling new wells. In others, where
supply is adequate, the focus will be on service line extensions, network connectivity and fire flow
upgrades. It will continue to be important that the County coordinate closely with water districts as land
within the UGA develops, ensuring that adequate water service exists to support it.
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Map CFU - 1 Spokane County Water Districts
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Map CFU – 2 Spokane County Water Districts within the UGA
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Map CFU – 3 West Plains Water Districts
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Map CFU - 4 North Spokane Water Districts
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Map CFU - 5 South Spokane Water Districts
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Map CFU - 6 Spokane Valley Water Districts
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Fire and Emergency Medical Services
All fire and emergency service providers within Spokane County supply basic emergency medical service
(EMS), as well as fire suppression services. Most of them also provide some degree of fire investigation,
inspections, and public education. Other services provided include emergency rescue and hazardous
materials response and these may be provided by other jurisdictions according to inter-local service
agreements. Within Spokane County, there are 77 active fire stations.
In Spokane County, fire and emergency services are provided by city fire departments and regional fire
districts. The cities of Spokane, Cheney, Medical Lake and Airway Heights provide these services to their
citizens with their own municipal emergency services departments. The cities of Spokane Valley, Liberty
Lake, Deer Park, and Millwood rely upon regional fire districts for their services. Fairchild Air Force Base
provides its own internal service and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
provides fire protection for grasslands and timberlands in the areas of the County not covered by a fire
district and for rural state and federal lands.
The County’s Urban Growth Areas are served by six fire districts, as shown on Map CFU - 6: Spokane
County Fire Service Providers. Fire District No. 1 serves most of the Spokane Valley and Liberty Lake.
District No. 8 serves a small portion of the South Valley UGA. Fire District’s No. 4 and No. 9 provide
service to the North Metro UGA, while District’s No. 3 and No. 10 serve the West Plains. Maps CFU - 7
through Map CFU 10 illustrate the Fire Districts in the West Plans, North Spokane, Spokane Valley, South
Spokane Fire Districts and the nearest stations.
The Communications Network
The backbone of emergency service provision in Spokane County is the communication network that links
calls for help with the appropriate service provider. The network is composed of 911, Central Dispatch,
and Emergency Management, co-located at 1620 N. Rebecca, in a building owned by the City of Spokane,
and Emergency Communications.
Emergency Communications is responsible for the communication system of the County’s first
responders. The system must be coordinated and compatible interjurisdictionally and between different
emergency service providers to be effective and to comply with new Homeland Security requirements.
In 2008, the system went through major upgrades. This included new communication towers, microwave
receivers, transmitters, and new radios for every emergency service provider in the County including City
police, County Sheriff, municipal fire and emergency service providers, as well as the regional fire
districts. This upgrade was funded by 1/10th of 1% sale tax approved by voters in 2008 which is to run
until 2018.
911 Service
In Spokane County, 911 service is centralized at one location and functions as an emergency call
screening service. When emergency calls come in, operators screen and categorize them so they can be
routed to the correct dispatching agency. This critical part of emergency service provision is funded by
special taxes on communication devices and telephone services.
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Central Dispatch
All calls for emergency services are centrally dispatched by a joint City/County Fire Dispatch after the calls
are fielded and coded by County 911 operators. The dispatch tracks over 60 fire stations and two
hundred pieces of fire equipment and allocates resources from one station to another to ensure
maximum fire and EMS service is available at all times. Also collocated in the same building are the
County Sheriff dispatch, City of Spokane Police dispatch and the 911 Communications for the entire
county. A back up dispatch facility is operated by Fire District 9 and can be used in case of an emergency.
The City of Cheney handles its own dispatching for police calls.
Emergency Management
Emergency Management is a coordinating agency set up to deal with major disasters and incidents that
require responders from more than one jurisdiction. Their mission is to protect people, property, and the
environment through increasing the readiness level to mitigate, prepare for, respond to and recover from
major emergencies and disasters. The chief threats to the County are severe storms, wildfires, hazardous
material incidents, and flooding.
Emergency Management coordinates and prepares mitigation plans for disasters with a number of public
service and volunteer organizations. They also coordinate search and rescue efforts. Emergency
Management calls its headquarters the Emergency Coordination Center.
Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
Although regularly referred to as fire departments, firefighting is actually not the most common function
for these service providers. In fact, the most common call for service is in response to an emergency
medical situation. The typical response pattern would be four emergency medical calls for everyone
fire/rescue call.
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) refers to organized programs designed to provide pre-hospital
emergency medical services directly to the public, at the location of the emergency incident. There are
two basic types of this service; basic life support and advanced life support. Basic life support personnel
are required to receive between 120 to 150 hours of medical training. They are typically not allowed to
administer intravenous drugs or break the skin. Advanced life support personnel are required to be
trained between 1,200 to 1,800 hours and they are allowed to break skin and administer certain
intravenous drugs and perform some invasive, lifesaving, medical procedures.
Inter-Agency Coordination
All the fire departments and fire districts have signed mutual aid agreements with each other and the
DNR. These agreements allow service providers to receive additional help on large or multiple incidents,
or where specialized expertise or equipment is needed. The departments and districts also meet regularly
to plan disaster drills and build training programs for county-wide inter-agency responses.
The County’s emergency service providers worked together to jointly develop a number of guiding
documents including; the County’s Fire Code, Fire Resource Plan, Field Operations Guide, Comprehensive
Emergency Management Plan and the Fire Mobilization Plan.
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Level of Service (LOS)
The Spokane County Steering Committee of Elected Officials adopted, in the Countywide Planning
Policies, the following minimum level of service standards for fire protection, fire code enforcement, and
emergency medical services:
Emergency Medical Services:
1. The UGA shall be served by a state certified Basic Life Support (BLS) agency.
2. The UGA should be served by:
a. An operating Basic Life Support (BLS) unit within 5 miles; and
b. An operating Advanced Life Support (ALS) unit within 6 miles or 10 minutes response
time for those jurisdictions with urban areas in excess of 5,000 population; and
c. BLS and ALS transport service.
Fire Protection:
1. The UGA, for those jurisdictions in excess of 5,000 population, shall be served by a fire
department/fire district with a (Washington Survey and Rating Bureau or Insurance Services
Office) Fire Protection Class 6 or better;
2. All jurisdictions, regardless of size, shall ensure that urban areas have adequate fire flow and
hydrant distribution in accordance with the current edition of the International Fire Code
adopted by the jurisdiction;
3. Development in the UGA must be within 5 road miles from an operating fire station that provides
service with a “Class A" pumper (truck), unless:
All structures are equipped with fire sprinkler(s) that are rated in accordance with the edition of the
International Fire Code adopted by the jurisdiction and is located within 5 road miles of an operating fire
station that provides service with a Class “A” rated pumper.
Future Demand and Analysis
The level of service (LOS) standard for fire and emergency service protection adopted in the Countywide
Planning Policies requires urban areas to be served by a fire district with a Fire Protection Class rating of 6
or better. The following fire districts serve the metro Urban Growth Area: 1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, and all
currently meet the adopted LOS standard.
Another LOS standard requires urban areas must be within five road miles from an operating fire station
that provides service with a “Class A" pumper truck. An analysis conducted for the 2012 Urban Growth
Area Update indicates that this level of service is being met.
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By far the most common call for assistance is for emergency medical service. The current language in the
County’s adopted standard is silent with regards to Basic Life Support response time and permissive when
it comes to Advanced Life Support (ALS) response time. It states the following:
1. Urban areas shall be served by a state certified Basic Life Support (BLS) service agency.
2. Urban areas should be served by:
a. An operating Basic Life Support unit within 5 miles; and
b. An operating Advanced Life Support unit within 6 miles or 10 minutes response time for
those jurisdictions with urban area in excess of 5,000 populations; and
c. BLS and ALS transport services
Response time to emergency medical situations is a key factor on saving lives and reducing the severity of
injuries. It is a common benchmark used nationally for evaluating the effectiveness of fire and EMS
service provision. A change to the adopted LOS which shifts the emphasis from distance to response time
may better serve the public.
Significant growth in several of the UGA fire districts has occurred in the past 11 years. The UGA is the
only area outside of cities where urban densities can occur. Within the County’s jurisdiction, District 9’s
population has increased by 5,511, District 4 has gained 4,204 and District 8 has grown by 3,435 persons
between 2000 and 2011.
The County’s adopted growth projection for 2037 is 583,409 persons which represents a 15.5% increase
from the 2017 count of 499,348. The Growth Management Act directs that new growth be concentrated
into Urban Growth Areas. All six of the fire districts noted above have territory within the UGA and each
should experience service demand increases over the 20-year planning period based upon the
established growth projection.
Projecting costs and expected population increased over a 20-year planning horizon to 2037, the County
can estimate some long-range capital costs. There are 77 fire stations within the County and a 2017
population of 499,348. The need for new stations may be limited given the small area expansion of the
UGA, however, stations may need to expand or increase employees to meet demand. Note: Table CF-13
is speculative and based on population without regarding to specific location of anticipated growth.
Table CF-13: Potential Countywide Fire Station Demand in 2037
2017
Population

Current Fire
Stations

Population per
Station

2037 Population
Projection

Fire Station
Demand 2037

New fire stations
needed by 2037

499,348

77

6,485

583,409

90

13

Fire stations are the most significant capital expense associated with the provision of Fire and Emergency
services. Based upon the two-proposed new urban fire stations documented within this section, we can
estimate that construction of a new urban fire station will cost approximately $4.0 million. Staffing and
equipment costs will add significantly to that number, underscoring the fact that station construction cost
is only a fraction of the fiscal commitment to building and operating new facilities.
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Table CF-14: Cost for New Metro UGA Fire Stations over the 20-Year Planning Period
Estimated Metro
UGA Pop Growth

Persons Served
per Station

New Stations
Needed by 2037

Costs per new
Station in Millions

New Fire Station Expenses over
Planning Period in Millions

52,184

6,120

9

$4.0

$36.0

Existing fire stations serve approximately 6,120 persons each. The County’s Metro UGA population is
expected to grow by an estimated 52,184 persons between the year 2017 and 2037. If all new
development in the UGA resembles what is now built, and if that ratio of one station for every 6,120
persons is maintained, then nine new stations will be needed to serve the UGA’s forecast population
growth.
This estimate assumes that all growth will occur in largely undeveloped areas and will necessitate new fire
station construction. If new growth occurs predominately as infill development, fire districts may be able
remodel and expand existing stations, likely resulting in a significant reduction in capital expenditures
needed to meet the projected population demand of 2037.
Proposed Facility Improvements
Fire and emergency services are funded by property tax assessments whether they are provided by
municipal purveyors or fire districts. Capital improvements can be paid for by saving for the project or
borrowing (bonding) using expected future tax revenue as collateral. When a large project that exceeds
standard revenue is proposed, a voter approved levy (additional property taxes) can serve as the
repayment source for a construction bond. 911 services are funded by taxes on telephone lines and
communication services.
Fire Protection Services
The Washington Survey and Rating Bureau establish a class of fire protection for an area, which is the
basis for the insurance ratings charged by the insurance industry. Ratings within each fire district may
vary, based on the extent of urbanized development, level of professional staffing, type and location of
fire suppression apparatus, and many other factors. While a global LOS based on fire rating may make
sense within a municipality, it may not be suitable for application in a countywide context.
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Inventory of Existing Facilities and Apparatus – Fire Protection
Eleven fire districts serve Spokane County, at the station sites as shown in the table below.
Table CF-15: Existing Fire Stations Serving the UGA by District
District/Facility Name

Address

Spokane Valley Fire District
Station 1 – University

10319 E. Sprague

Station 2 – Millwood

9111 E. Frederick Ave.

Station 3 – Liberty Lake

2218 N. Harvard Rd.

Station 4 – Otis Orchards

22406 E. Wellesley Ave.

Station 5 – Sullivan

15510 E. Marietta Ave.

Station 6 – Edgecliff

6306 E. Sprague

Station 7 – Evergreen

1121 S. Evergreen Rd.

Station 8 – Pinecroft

2110 N. Wilbur Rd.

Station 9 – South Valley

12121 E. 32nd Ave.

Station 10 – Greenacres

17217 E. Sprague Ave.

District 2
Station 21

17815 E. Thruax Rd., Fairfield, WA

Station 22

202 N. Railroad Ave., Fairfield, WA

Station 23

Arnold Rd. & Valley Chapel Rd, Mt. Hope, WA

District 3
Station 31 – Cheney

10 S. Presley Drive, Cheney , WA

Station 32- Medical Lake

13906 S. Medical Lake Tyler Rd, Cheney, WA

Station 33 – Four Lakes

12611 W. Melville Rd. Cheney, WA

Station 34 – Marshall

7616 S. Grove Rd., Spokane, WA

Station 35 – Paradise

1801 W. Gibbs Rd., Spokane, WA

Station 36 - Spangle

235 W. Second Street, Spangle, WA

Station 37 – Aspen Meadows

19012 S. Short Rd., Spangle, WA

Station 39 – Chapman Lake

8811 W. Cheney Plaza Rd., Cheney, WA

Station 310 – Amber/Williams Lake

20606 S. Williams Lake Rd., Cheney, WA
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Station 312 – Tyler

26801 W. SR904, Cheney, WA

District 4
Station 40

27515 N. Elk-Chattaroy R., Chattaroy, WA

Station 41

315 E, A. St., Deer Park, WA

Station 42

3219 E. Chattaroy Rd., Chattaroy, WA

Station 43

40116 N. Elk Camden Rd., Elk, WA

Station 44

17207 N. Newport Hwy., Mead, WA

Station 45

3929 W. Wild Rd. Deer Park, WA

Station 46

3818 E. Deer Park Milan Rd., Chattaroy, WA

Station 47

9815 E. Greenbluff Rd., Colbert, WA

Station 48

17711 N. Mt. Spokane Park Drive, Mead, WA

Station 49

302 W. Monroe Rd., Colbert, WA

District 5
Station 51

17217 W. Four Mound Rd., Nine Mile Falls, WA

Station 52

NE Corner of Charles Rd. & Valley Rd.

District 8
Station 81

6117 S. Palouse Highway

Station 82

12100 E. Palouse Highway, Valleyford, WA

Station 84

4410 S. Bates, Spokane Valley, WA

Station 85

3324 S. Linke Rd.

District 9
Station 91

616 W. Hastings Rd.

Station 92

3801 E. Farwell Rd.

Station 93

9915 W. Charles Rd.

Station 94

7017 N. Jensen Rd.

Station 95

3028 W. Strong Rd.

Station 96

11019 N. Forker Rd.

Station 97

15222 N. Charles Rd.

Station 98

6606 N. Regal St.
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Station 99

9105 N. Whitehouse St.

District 10
Station 10-1

929 S. Garfield Rd., Airway Heights, WA

Station 10-2

5408 W. Lawton Rd.

Station 10-3

6316 N. Dover Rd.

Station 10-4

1411 S. Brooks Rd.

Station 10-5

9921 W. Trails Rd.

District 13
Station 1

10326 East West Newman Lake Dr

Station 2

Intersection of Muzzy, West Newman & Thompson Creek

Six-Year Financing Plan – Fire Protection
Spokane County’s fire districts are junior taxing districts, receiving a portion of property taxes paid within
their jurisdictions. Their budgets are based on anticipated revenues, and they program capital
expenditures based on historic trends and future forecasts. Those fire districts serving areas adjacent to
the City of Spokane tend to lose jurisdiction and revenue from areas as they annex to the City, but they
also have in place agreements to alleviate negative impacts to their fiscal planning. In some cases, the City
of Spokane is obligated to compensate fire districts for land the City annexes for a period of time to offset
expected reductions in revenue.
The structure of district financing and the agreements some districts have with the City of Spokane
provide some predictability of revenues. Each district manages its own capital budget, and, based on the
assurance of revenue for each, there is little need for the County to contribute toward district capital.
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Map CFU - 6 Spokane County Fire Service Providers
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Map CFU - 7 West Plains Fire Districts Nearest Station
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Map CFU – 8 North Spokane Fire Districts Nearest Station
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Map CFU – 9 South Spokane Fire Districts Nearest Stations
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Map CFU – 10 Spokane Valley Fire Districts Nearest Station
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Law Enforcement and Justice
Law and justice related activities are one of the primary functions of Spokane County. The County
provides law enforcement services such as patrol and criminal investigative through the Sheriff’s
Department. Courts for both criminal prosecution and civil disputes are maintained. Court related
functions such as prosecution, public defenders, and court record keeping are also provided. The County
also operates short-term detention facilities for both adults and juveniles.
The County Campus is headquarters to both the County Sheriff and the City of Spokane’s Police
Department, both of which are housed in the Public Safety Building. The Spokane County Sheriff's Office
provides law enforcement services to the unincorporated areas of the County and contract law
enforcement services to the towns of Fairfield, Latah, Millwood, Rockford, Spangle, and Waverly. They
also provide contract law enforcement personnel to the cities of Deer Park, Medical Lake, and Spokane
Valley, where deputies serve as the municipal police force.
The campus is also home to the courts of the County. These include the City of Spokane’s Municipal
Courts, County District Court, Superior Court, as well as the Juvenile Justice Court.
The County also operates detention facilities which serve all the jurisdictions within the County. The
County jail and juvenile detention facilities are located on the downtown County Campus. The County
also makes use of an off-campus detention facility known as Geiger Corrections, which is located near
Spokane International Airport.
Inventory of Existing Facilities
The current inventory of law and justice facilities includes both on and off-campus structures and can be
viewed in Table CF-16. On campus, the Sheriff and Spokane Police Department both have administration
and operations offices in the Public Safety Building. The County Jail, Sheriff’s Property Room and Garage
are also found on the County campus. Also housed on campus are the courts of the County, the Juvenile
Detention Building and office spaces for justice system related employees including, prosecuting
attorneys, defense attorneys, court clerks, court staffers, juvenile services and related support personnel.
Geiger Corrections Facility is located near Spokane International Airport, on land leased from the Spokane
Airport Board.
The Sheriff’s Department also operates 19 SCOPE stations throughout the County. SCOPE stands for
Spokane Community Oriented Policing Effort. The majority of these stations are located in leased or
shared facilities, but several stations are owned by the County.
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CF-16: Inventory of Existing Facilities – Law Enforcement & Justice
Facility Name

Location

Size (square feet)

Administration/ Operations
Public Safety Building

1100 W. Mallon

218,303 square feet

Sheriff’s Garage

1107 W. Gardner

6,852 square feet

Juvenile Court Services

902 N. Adams St.

Sheriff’s Property Room

1327 W. Gardner

22,416 square feet

Department of Emergency Services

1121 W. Gardner

26,858 square feet

County Jail

1100 W. Mallon

690 beds

Geiger Corrections Facility (leased)

Airport Business Park- 3507 S. Spotted
Road

622 beds

Juvenile Detention Center

902 N. Adams

39 beds

Spokane Municipal Courts

Court House Annex

4 courtrooms

District Courts

Public Safety Building

6 courtrooms

Detention

Court

1100 W. Mallon
Broadway Center Building

2 courtrooms

Superior Courts

1116 W. Broadway Avenue

12 courtrooms

Juvenile Courts

1208 W. Mallon Avenue

3 courtrooms

Sheriff Community Oriented Policing Efforts (S.C.O.P.E.) Stations
Station

Address

Owned/Leased

Central Valley

115 N. Evergreen

Owned

Deer Park

316 E. Crawford

Leased

East

4904 N. Harvard Road #1

Leased

Edgecliff

522 S. Theirman Road

Owned

Elk

40116 N. Elk-Camden Road

Leased
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EWU/Cheney

612 3rd Avenue

Leased

Fairchild AFB

110 W. Arnold St.

Leased

Liberty Lake

23127 E. Mission Ave

Leased

Medical Lake

124 Lefevre St.

Leased

Mounted Patrol

13210 E. Peone Valley Ln.

Leased

North

9507 N. Division Ste. E

Leased

S.C.O.P.E. Main

12710 E. Sprague

Leased

South

4827 S. Palouse Hwy

Leased

Southeast SC

No physical address available at this time

Leased

Spring Hill

8717 N. Brooks Road

Leased

Trentwood

2400 N Wilber #79

Leased

University

10621 E. 15th, Spokane valley

Owned

Valley Mall

14700 E. Indiana Ave.

Leased

West Valley

3102 N. Argonne

Leased

Detention Facilities
The County operates three facilities that serve the short-term detention needs of the Spokane County, its
cities, State Patrol, Fairchild AFB, the police departments of three universities, US Marshals and other
federal agencies. Adults are housed at the County Jail, at the County Campus and at the Geiger
Corrections Facility. Youths are housed at the Juvenile Detention Center.
The Geiger Correction Facility is located in a World War II vintage army barracks that has been converted
for detention use and is presently used as an overflow facility for the County Jail. The Geiger Correction
Facility presently houses approximately 200 detainees but has the capacity for up to 622.
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Table CF-17: Detention Beds

Facility

Beds

County Jail

690

Geiger

622

Juvenile Detention

39

Total Beds

1,351

Forecast of Future Needs
Existing Law Enforcement Demand and Forecast Need
Current facility space for the Spokane Sheriff’s Department is at capacity today. There are no additional
facilities in the area near the Public Safety building that could serve for expansion.
The Spokane Sheriff’s Department has an authorized strength of 236 commissioned officers, although
vacancies, attrition, and budget constraints cause actual staffing to fall below authorized numbers. The
Sheriff also has 66 full-time civilians, 2 temporary or project employees, and 364 volunteers. All but a few
of the 668 Sheriff’s employees work out of the combined core facility space.
Table CF-18: Level of Service – Needed Law Officers
Year

Demand Population

Officers per 1,000 residents (LOS)

Number of officers needed

2017

408,338

1.01

412

2037

474,746

1.01

479

Detention Level of Service (LOS)
Per resolution Settlement Agreement, BCC Resolution 2016-0464 (6.3) there is no existing LOS for
detention centers. Within one year following the completion of the requirements of the MacArthur
Foundation grant awarded in April 2016 or by December 31, 2020, whichever is sooner, the County will
develop a capital facilities element for detention/rehabilitation services. This will include using smart
justice proposals to reduce the number of inmates housed in detention centers.
Proposed Detention Services Project
The County is proposing to replace the Geiger facility and add capacity to serve an anticipated future
need for more detention beds. The proposal calls for expanding detention capacity by building a new,
detention facility, and a community resource facility on the County Campus, just north of the existing jail.
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The County has completed three Essential Public Facility Siting Processes in an effort to find a suitable
location for a new detention facility. The most recent considered ten off-campus sites for a new, single
level facility that would have an initial configuration of 624 beds, of which, 512 would be for general
population and 112 would be for mental health.
As part of the proposed project, the existing jail, located at the County Campus, will be remodeled back to
462 beds to facilitate better management of detainees with direct supervision. A new 56,000 square foot,
128 bed addition would be constructed next to the jail and house central intake and release, prearraignment and pre-classification housing for inmates. Also, part of the project will be a new 192 bed
Community Corrections Center, which would be a non-secure facility that offers program-based,
community-oriented alternatives to standard detention. No changes have been proposed for the Juvenile
Detention facilities. Table CF-19 provides a bed total for the proposed project.

Table CF-19: Bed Count with Proposed Detention Services Project

Facility

Beds

Jail (remodeled)

462

New Off Campus Detention Facility (general population beds)

512

New Off Campus Detention Facility (mental health beds)

112

New Community Corrections Facility

192

New Central Intake and Release Facility

128

Juvenile Detention Facility

73

Total Beds

1,479

Six-Year Financial Plan
The county plans to spend around $8.6million on capital needs through 2023. The generalized highpriority capital needs are listed below, with actual implementation year determined through the annual
budgeting process.
•
•
•

Vehicle replacement program will regularly replace patrol vehicles as they age out of service.
Communications and emergency response systems, networks, and data management
software/storage will be upgraded as appropriate.
Criminal justice center facilities will be programmed into annual budget cycles to coincide with
service needs.
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Table CF-20 Public Safety 6-Year Financial Plan

Public Safety

6-Yr cost
(in
$1,000)

Fiscal Year (in $1,000)
2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

$19,703

$8,444

$368

$868

$368

$618

$20,071

$20,571

$8,812

$618

New
Facilities/expansion

$82,210

$16,275 $18,084 $19,703

Remodel/upgrade

$4,292

$1,675

Total

$86,502

$17,950 $18,477
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Source(s)
2023
Grants, Reet
1, Debt
Special
Revenue,
Reet 1
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Map CFU – 11 Spokane County Law Dispatch Areas
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Libraries
Library services in the County are provided by the Spokane County Library District (SCLD), a special
purpose district governed by an appointed Board of Trustees and having taxing authority. The District
serves the entire County, except for the cities of Liberty Lake and Spokane, which provide their own
library services. The District provides an interconnected network of libraries that share books and
materials working together to serve County residents.
Inventory of Existing Facilities
There are currently eleven libraries in the system, including two resource libraries, nine branch libraries,
and support service offices totaling 105,550 square feet. Table CF-21 identifies the location and size of
the District’s facilities. Map CFU – 12 illustrates the existing Library facilities in Spokane County.

Table CF-21: Existing Library Facilities
Libraries

Location

Square Feet

Resource Libraries
North Spokane

44 East Hawthorne

18,850

Spokane Valley

12004 East Main

22,950
Subtotal

41,800

Community Branches
Airway Heights

1213 South Lundstrom

4,200

Argonne

4322 North Argonne

9,650

Bookend (Spokane Valley Mall)

14700 E. Indiana Ave., Suite 2084

2,700

Cheney

610 First

6,600

Deer Park

208 South Forest

7,200

Fairfield

305 East Main

2,700

Medical Lake

321 East Herb

4,100

Moran Prairie

6004 South Regal

8,400

Otis Orchards

22324 East Wellesley

5,800
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Subtotal

51,350

Support Services
Administration Offices

4322 North Argonne, Spokane

10,700

Other District Support

12004 East Main, Spokane Valley

1,700

Subtotal

12,400

Total

54,200

Forecast of Future Needs
Existing Demand
Spokane County Library District serves approximately 274,000 persons. Spokane County Library system is
made up of nine full-service libraries serving residents in Spokane County and the affiliated cities and
towns of Cheney, Deer Park, Fairfield, Latah, Medical Lake, Millwood, Rockford, Spangle, Spokane Valley,
Waverly, and Airway Heights. All libraries feature on-site technology including WI-FI, computer stations,
printers, and commonly used software, as well as free use of meeting rooms. The Library District offers
events and programs for all ages from story time to social security workshops and everything in between.
The library system plays a crucial role in the social, economic, recreational, educational, and cultural
health of the community.
Level of Service (LOS)
The adopted County minimum Level of Service (LOS) for library service is 0.41 square feet per capita.
Table # illustrates an estimate of the District’s current and future space needs. At present, the District
needs to add 16,678 square feet of library space to meets its adopted LOS. Based upon the County’s
adopted population projection, the District will need an additional 40,077 square feet of library space by
2037 to meet the adopted LOS.
In addition, their level of service standards are as follows:

Table CF-22: Level of Service – Spokane Library District

Square feet per capita
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Recommended

.39

.41
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Future Demand
The Library District has a small LOS deficiency in 2017. Based upon the County’s adopted population
projections, the District will need an additional 40,077 square feet by 2037 to meet the 0.41 square foot
per capita LOS. The district proposes to add 28,200 additional square feet of library space. Funding for
these improvements is based upon voter supported of general obligation bonds whose revenue comes
from property taxes. The County may want to revise the LOS considering changes to library services in the
digital age.

Table CF-23: District Space Needs

Time Period

District
Population

Square Feet
Required @ 0.41
per Capita

Current Square
Feet Available

Net Reserve/
Deficiency

2017 Estimate

273,729

122,228

105,550

(16,678)

Est. Population
Growth

57,073

23,399

Est. 2037 Population

330,802

145,627

105,550

(40,077)

The way people access information, music and books have changed significantly in the last the last ten
years. Future population projections are subject to change, as well. It is recommended that the district
review its capital plan approximately five years after its adoption and evaluate if its space needs and
population projections are appropriate.
Proposed Facility Improvements
Proposed Capacity Projects
The District has developed a plan to serve their 2037 population estimate. In 2037 the library projected to
be just slightly under the adopted LOS of .41 square feet per capita and will instead have a LOS of 0.39
square feet per capita. Table CF-24 details the District’s proposed capacity projects which include the
addition of approximately 24,375 square feet library space.
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Table CF-24: Capacity Projects
Location

2017 SF

Proposed 2037 SF

Improvement Type

Airway Heights

4,200

4,200

None

Argonne

9,650

11,525

None

Cheney

6,600

15,000

None

0

10,000

New Library

Deer Park

7,200

7,200

None

Fairfield

2,700

2700

None

Medical Lake

4,100

4,100

None

Moran Prairie

8,400

9,400

None

North Spokane

18,850

30,000

Relocation

Otis Orchards

5,800

5,800

None

Spokane Valley

22,950

30,000

Relocation

Admin/ Support

12,400

12,400

None

Total

105,550

129,925

Conklin Road

Funding Capital Improvement Projects
Property taxes are the District’s chief source of operational funding. They are sufficient to cover basic
operations and small improvement projects. To fund the projects outlined in their capital plan, the
District is relying upon voter approved general obligation bonds to fund the expansion of the library
system.
Six-Year Financial Plan
The Spokane County Library District is currently updating its Capital Improvement Plan to be adopted in
2019.
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Map CFU - 12 Spokane County Library Sites and Service areas
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Parks, Recreation, Golf and Open Space
Spokane County maintains a system of parks designed to meet the needs of County residents. The County
is one of several providers of public park space. Others include the cities, the state, and the federal
government. Each provider has a slightly different mission to fulfill and different funding mechanisms.
The majority of County parks are located outside of cities and the Urban Growth Area (UGA) and fall into
the categories of either Open Space or Regional Parks. These two categories account for approximately
86% of the County park acreage, and typically attract regional users. The County also maintains and
operates Community Parks and Special Use Parks.
County parks are divided into four major categories: Community Parks, Regional Parks, Open Space
Lands, and Special Use Facilities. The tables below show the acreage for each park category. Developed
acres of a park land include playgrounds, sports fields, picnicking areas, and land that has been enhanced
or altered by humans. Undeveloped acres are areas that are allowed to remain in their natural state. See
Map CFU - 13 for Spokane County Parks and Open Space.
Park Inventory and Descriptions
Community Parks
A Community Park’s focus is on meeting the recreational needs of several neighborhoods or large
sections of the community. They are typically suited for intense recreation facilities such as athletic sports
fields, sport courts, formal children’s play equipment, and swimming pools. Spokane County maintains
and operates 15 Community Parks consisting of approximately 233.35 acres.
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Table CF-25: Community Parks Serving the UGA
Park Name

Undeveloped Acres

Developed Acres

Total Acres

Bidwell

14.30

5.00

19.30

Camelot

1.27

8.43

9.70

Camp Caro

0.00

20.00

20.00

Gleneden

0.00

5.00

5.00

Holmberg

0.00

7.40

7.40

Linwood

0.00

7.00

7.00

Northwoods

0.00

4.90

4.90

Orchard Ave

0.00

3.80

3.80

Pine River

0.00

14.50

14.50

Prairie View

0.00

17.60

17.60

Shields

13.00

0.00

13.00

Totals

28.57

93.63

122.20

Undeveloped Acres

Developed Acres

Total Acres

Colbert

0.50

0.25

0.75

Half Moon

25.40

0.00

25.40

Sontag*

57.00

7.00

64.00

Valleyford**

19.00

2.00

21.00

Totals

101.9

9.25

111.15

Table CF-26: Rural Community Parks
Park Name

* Leased from Washington State Parks
** Owned by Freeman School District and operated as a County Parks through an agreement.
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Table CF-27: Total Community Parks
Undeveloped Acres

Developed Acres

Total Acres

130.47

102.88

233.35

Regional Parks
A Regional Park is a recreational area that serves the entire County population. They are generally located
where unique environmental features exist and the land for acquisition has been available. These parks
are intended to meet a wide range of activities and interests with emphasis on the features that make it
unique. Regional Parks are areas with natural and/or man-made qualities for outdoor recreation, such as
picnicking, boating or fishing access, swimming, camping, environmental education and trail uses. The
County’s five Regional Parks total over 3,000 acres of land.

Table CF-28: Regional Parks
Park Name

Undeveloped Acres

Developed Acres

Total Acres

Bear Lake*

91.00

75.00

166.00

Fish Lake**

0.00

55.52

67.50

Gateway***

45.00

5.00

50.00

Liberty Lake

2,672.50

50.00

2,722.50

0.00

95.00

95.00

2,820.50

280.50

3,101.00

Plante’s Ferry
Total

* Includes 35 acres of surface water noted as developed.
** Includes 45.3 acres of surface water noted as developed.
***Includes portion of park leased from WSDOT

Open Space Lands
Open Space Lands are composed of two subcategories, Conservation Areas and Natural Areas. The main
difference between the two is the funding source for their acquisition. The separate categories are used
to account for those expenditures. Those lands in the Conservation Lands category were purchased or
acquired with Conservation Futures funds. Those lands in the Natural Area category were acquired using
other funding mechanisms.
Conservation Futures is a land preservation program funded by a special, voter supported, property tax
levy. It is intended to protect and preserve lands with significant recreational, social, scenic, ecological, or

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

104

aesthetic value. The County currently has 25 Open Space areas, consisting of over 9,000 acres. These
lands are primarily left in their natural condition and used for passive recreational purposes.

Table CF-29: Open Space Lands
Natural Areas

Acres

Conservation Areas

Dishman Hills*

534.0

Antoine Peak

1,075.8

Haggin

9.1

Cedar Grove

87.0

Freddie’s

4.0

Dishman Hills C.A. (Glenrose)

606

Little Spokane River

811.0

Dishman Hills C.A.-Iller Creek

966.0

MacKenzie

110.0

Feryn Ranch

164.3

Morrow Park

40.0

Gateway

Newman Lake

50.0

Hauser

170.3

Willow Lake

131.0

Haynes

97.0

Total Acres

1,689.1

Holmberg

103.4

Liberty Lake

455.0

McKenzie

462.5

McLellan

410.0

Mica Peak

911.0

Saltese Uplands

552.0

Slavin Ranch

628.0

Trautman Ranch

275.8

Van Horn, Edburg & Bass (Incl.
Haff/Powell)

704.7

Total Conservation Acres

7,675

* The Dishman Hills Natural Area is composed of 220.95
acres owned by the Dishman Hills Natural Area
Association, 251.07 acres owned by Spokane County and
70.50 acres owned by Washington State Department of
Natural Resources
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7.0

Total Natural acres

1,689.1

Total Open Space acres

9,185.8
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Special Use Facilities
This category is characterized by unique, often single use recreational opportunities enjoyed by many in
the Inland Northwest. The County’s special use facilities include three golf courses, two off-road vehicle
parks and a motor sports racing complex and one regional trail.

Table CF-30: Special Use Facilities
Facility Name

Total Acres

Golf Course
Hangman Valley

172.5

Liberty Lake

123.7

MeadowWood

146.8

ORV/Motorsports
Airway Heights ORV

183.0

Liberty Lake ORV

327.3

Raceway

244.0

Regional Trails
Centennial Trail

15.8

Total Acres

1,213.1

Forecast of Future Park Needs
Level of Service (LOS) and Need
The County’s adopted level of service for parks is 1.4 acres of Community Park land for every 1,000
persons within the County’s Unincorporated Urban Growth Area where concentration of 7,000 or more
residents are not located within three miles (using the existing road/street system) of an existing
improved or unimproved County, municipal, or other public park that provides or is planned to provide
amenities similar to a community park (e.g. irrigated turf, play fields)
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Table CF-31: LOS Analysis for Community Parks through 2037
UGA Unincorporated
Population

Acres Required @ .00140
per Capita with 7,000 or
more residents are not
located within 3 miles of
existing park

Park Acres

Net
Reserve/
Deficiency

2017

53,893

9.52

98.08

88.56

Growth Expected by 2037

14,224

2037 Estimate

68,117

(19.91)
98.08

68.65

LOS Analysis completed in 2018 found that there was an area of the UGA that had the greatest need. This
area is the rapidly growing West Plans/Thorpe Urban Growth Area this area currently has underserved
residents that do not have access to a public community parks, nor is an HOA-type park facility available.
Based on the adopted population, the year 2037, the County will have a net reserve of 34.46 acres of
Community Park Land to meet its established LOS. See Maps CFU – 14 to CFU – 33 for LOS analysis of
each UGA.
Community Parks are currently meeting the adopted LOS of 1.4 acres per 1,000 persons in the UGA.
Funding for future projects will rely on a variety of sources including those listed in Table CF-32.
Proposed Facility Improvements
Parks capital projects are funded through a variety of sources. The following tables provide a detailed
capital projects and financing plan for Parks and Recreation through the year 2023. Table CF-32 covers
improvements and acquisitions for Regional, Community and Special Use Park improvements. Table CF-33
provides a summary of project costs and revenues for all Parks capital improvements through the six-year
capital improvement program for 2018 through 2023.
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Table CF-32: Capital Projects and Financing Summary of Costs/Revenues (in $1,000)
Costs

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

50

50

150

50

150

75

525

Real Estate Excise Tax 1

613

1,313

963

1,113

613

613

5,228

Real Estate Excise Tax 2

2,866

1,163

1,484

1,499

1,614

2,059

10,685

Conservation Futures Tax

50

50

150

50

150

75

50

RCO Grants

0

500

0

1,450

0

0

1,950

3,529

2,976

2,447

4,062

2,227

2,672

17,913

Conservation Futures Programs

TOTAL

Parks & Recreation Total

Revenues
General Funds

Totals

Table CF-33: Capital Projects and Financing Parks and Recreation (in $1,000)
6 – Yr.
Cost

Fiscal Year (in 1,000)
2018

2019

2020

2021

Funding Source(s)
2022

2023

New
Facilities/Expansion

$18,788

$1,350

$1,500

$4,700

$8,538

$1,800

$900

Special Revenue,
grants, REET 1, REET
2, debt

Remodel/Upgrade

$2,375

$205

$500

$400

$570

$600

$100

Reet 2

Total

$21,163

$1,555

$2,000

$5,100

$9,108

$2,400

$1,000
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Map CFU - 13 Spokane County Parks and Open Space
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Map CFU - 14 Airway Heights Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU – 15 Alcott Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU – 16 Cheney Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 17 Deer Park Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU -18 Fairfield Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 19 Hillyard Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU -20 Indian Canyon Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU -21 Latah Canyon Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 22 Medical Lake Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU -23 Moran/Glenrose Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 24 North Metro Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 25 North Metro Urban Growth Area – Joint Planning Area
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Map CFU - 26 Rockford Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 27 Seven Mile Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 28 Shawnee Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 29 Spangle Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 30 Upriver Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 31 Waverly Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Map CFU - 32 West Plains/Thorpe Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

128

Map CFU -33 Valley Urban Growth Area Parks LOS Analysis
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Sanitary Sewer
Service Area
Spokane County owns and operates a sanitary sewer (i.e. wastewater) utility which includes a system of
pipes, interceptors, pump stations and sewage treatment plants (i.e. water reclamation facilities). The
County bills users for sewer capital costs and sewer service and operates the sewer utility as an enterprise
fund. Major capital projects have been funded with general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, grants,
loans, and user rate revenue. In addition to unincorporated portions of the County within the Urban
Growth Boundary in the Spokane Valley and North Spokane, the County’s service area includes a majority
of the City of Spokane Valley, as well as a small portion of the City of Liberty Lake. Some unincorporated
areas adjacent to the City of Spokane are served by the City of Spokane, which also operates a sewer
utility. The City of Millwood owns and operates their own sewer system and discharges the wastewater
from that system to the County system for treatment and reuse.
Sewer service is a direct concurrency service, meaning that it must be available at the time of
construction, or be part of a planned improvement scheduled to be built within six years. Generally,
sewer service can only be extended within the Urban Growth Boundary.
The Board of County Commissioners amended sewer Level of Service (LOS) standards with BCC
Resolution 2016-0554, and the County’s UGA environmental impact statement analyzed sanitary sewer
system impact. Both of these influence analysis of the sanitary sewer system facilities and investments
are discussed in this CFP.
Inventory of Existing Facilities
The Spokane County Wastewater Collection system is currently made up of 601.0 miles of gravity sewer
mains, 12,943 manholes, 32-wastewater pump stations, 32.1 miles of pressure force mains, three flow
monitoring stations, and a total of 18.1 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater treatment capacity
at four treatment facilities.
The wastewater is generated from residences, businesses, and industries. It is conveyed by gravity
through a series of larger and larger collection lines. In low lying areas, wastewater is collected and
pumped via pump stations, to higher elevations where gravity sewer mains can once again convey the
wastewater into larger pipes (interceptors) that then convey the flow to a water reclamation facility.
Sewage Collection System
The majority of the County’s sewer collection system (approximately 89%) is comprised of 8-inch, 10-inch,
and 12-inch gravity sewer pipes. The service areas are divided into “sewer basins”. The boundaries of the
various sewer basins are based on topography, major arterials, and other factors. Sewer mains in each
basin collect flows from the individual service lines for businesses and residences and then convey those
flows to larger and larger pipes until connecting with an interceptor, which then runs to a treatment
facility. Table CF-33 provides a breakdown of the footage of gravity sewer mains and force mains by pipe
diameter. Maps CFU-34 through 38 illustrate the County’s sewer service areas for each interceptor.
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Table CF-33: Pipe Line Size and Length
Gravity Sewer Lines
Pipe Size (dia)

Force Mains

Total Footage

8” Gravity

2,448,044

10” Gravity

Pipe Size (dia)

Total Footage

1.5 – 2.5”

22,437

253,503

3”

4,567

12” Gravity

116,013

4”

5,602

15” Gravity

75,924

6”

25,738

18” Gravity

70,424

8”

18,361

21” Gravity

29,594

10”

3,373

24” Gravity

45,843

12”

11,656

27” Gravity

13,799

14”

9,172

30” Gravity

20,711

16”

21,181

36” Gravity

35,042

18”

11,681

42” Gravity

30,477

21”

4,690

48” Gravity

14,878

24”

30,824

54” Gravity

18,831

Total Feet

3,173,083

Total Feet

169,282

Total Miles

601.0

Total Miles

32.1

Interceptors
Interceptor sewers are large-diameter, main line pipes that transport wastewater to the treatment
facilities. The County has three major interceptors known as the Spokane Valley Interceptor (SVI), the
North Valley Interceptor (NVI), and the North Spokane Interceptor (NSI). Each is designed to handle peak
wastewater flows from its respective service area. Table # CF-34 provides capacity information on each of
the interceptor lines based upon gallons per day (GPD).
The County’s sewer service area is depicted on maps presented in this section. There are two distinct
service areas; the North Metro UGA and Spokane Valley. Noted on the maps in red are interceptor
sewers. Areas that are currently served by the County’s sewer system are shown in green.
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Table CF-34: Interceptors
Name

Location

Service Area

Capacity

Spokane Valley

Rebecca Street and Fourth Avenue to
Liberty Lake

South Spokane Valley

30,800,000 GPD

North Valley

Elizabeth Road and Utah Avenue to Sullivan
Road and Indiana Avenue

North Spokane Valley

16,150,000 GPD

North Spokane

Rowan Avenue and Cannon Street to Hatch
Road and State Highway 395

North Metro UGA

10,150,000 GPD

Pump Stations
The wastewater from large portions of the County’s service area must be pumped due to topography.
The County owns and operates 14 major pump stations, each with capacities in excess of 250 gallons per
minute (GPM). The largest of these are the SVI and the NVI pump stations, which have a current
combined pumping capacity of about 10,000 GPM. These two large pump stations are able to redirect the
flow from the SVI and NVI through force mains to the Spokane County Regional Water Reclamation
Facility (SCRWRF).
Other large stations include the Marion Hay Pump Station and the Whitworth Pump Station, which have
current capacities to pump 2,800 GPM. The Marion Hay Pump Station pumps all the flow from the North
Spokane service area through the North Spokane Interceptor to the City of Spokane’s system.
All major pump stations have been designed to allow upgrades at specific flow thresholds, so that as the
flows increase, the pumping equipment may be replaced or modified to provide additional capacity.
The County also owns and operates 18 smaller pump stations. These small stations have been installed to
serve individual developments or localized areas that cannot be served by standard gravity flow pipe
systems.
Table # CF-35 summarizes the 14 major pump stations in the County’s system, including the location of
each station, its service area and current pumping capacity.
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Table CF-35: Major Pump Stations
Station Name

Location

Service Area

Current Capacity

SVI Pump Station

S. 22, T. 25 N., R. 43 E

Spokane Valley Interceptor Flow

7,000 GPM

NVI Pump Station

S. 10, T. 25 N., R. 43 E

North Valley Interceptor Flow

2,850 GPM

Marion Hay

S. 18, T. 26 N., R. 43 E

Majority of North Spokane Service Area

2,800 GPM

Whitworth

S. 18, T. 25 N., R. 44 E

Area N. of Hawthorne, excluding
Fairwood Park PS Area

2,800 GPM

Dartford

S. 5, T. 26 N., R. 43 E

Portion of North Spokane North of
Hastings Road

2,100 GPM

Fairwood Park

S. 7, T. 26 N., R. 43 E

Fairwood Development and Adjacent
Areas

1,800 GPM

Little Spokane

S. 6, T. 26 N., R. 43 E

Portion of Fairwood Development

360 GPM

Ella Road

S. 18, T. 25 N., R. 44 E

E. of Park Rd., South of I-90, N. of
Sprague Ave.

2,600 GPM

Riverwalk

S. 8, T. 25 N., R. 45 E

E. of Baker Rd., N. of I-90, S. of Spokane
River

320 GPM

Pasadena Park

S. 6, T. 25 N., R. 44 E

Northwood, Upriver Drive & Upriver
Terrace

950 GPM

Waikiki

S. 12, T 26 N., R. 42 E

Riverwood, Green Hollow, S. ½ of Sec. 12

600 GPM

Maringo

S. 5, T. 25 N., R. 44 E

Pasadena Park Sewer Project Area

600 GPM

Saltese

S. 19, T. 25N., R. 45 E

Turtle Creek South and Most of S30,
T25N, R45E

280 GPM

Vercler

S. 3, T. 25N., R. 44 E

North of Trent and East of Pines

2,400 GPM

Note: Spokane County owns and operates 18 additional smaller pump stations (not listed above).
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Wastewater Treatment Facilities
Spokane County owns 10 million gallons per day (MGD) of treatment capacity at the City of Spokane’s
Riverside Park Water Reclamation Facility (RPWRF). The County also completed the construction of the
Spokane County Regional Water Reclamation Facility (SCRWRF), which provides an additional 8 MGD of
treatment capacity. The SCRWRF went into operation in December of 2011
Based on 2017 billing data, the County used a daily average capacity of approximately 9.9 MGD of the 18
MGD of treatment capacity and served approximately 54,000 Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs),
including residential, industrial and commercial uses. However, during the month of March 2017, the
average daily flow in the 3 interceptors was 10.5 MGD. The analysis of reserve capacity in the
interceptors and treatment facilities uses the higher, more conservative value of 10.5 MGD as a starting
point.
The SCRWRF is located within the City Limits of the City of Spokane at the old Stockyards site east of Freya
and south of Trent. The facility’s initial capacity is 8 million gallons per day (MGD) and it is designed to be
expandable, in 4 MGD increments, up to a maximum capacity of 24 MGD. The facility was delivered under
a design-build-operate contract in which a private contractor, CH2M/Jacobs, designed and built the
facility and is also responsible for day-to-day operations for twenty years from the start of operations.
The SCRWRF has been designed to provide capacity for approximately fifty years of growth through
incremental expansion.
In addition, the County operates two small satellite facilities constructed for remote subdivisions. Table #
CF-35 provides general information for each of the treatment facilities, including location, service area,
and the average daily flow that can be treated.

Table CF-35: Wastewater Treatment Facilities
Facility Name

Location

Service Area

Gallons Per Day Capacity

Riverside Park Water
Reclamation Facility (City)

NE ¼ S03, T25, R42

Spokane County Sewer
Service Area

Hangman Valley Wastewater
Treatment Plant

NE ¼ S28, T24, R43

Hangman Valley
Subdivision

86,000

Peone Pines Treatment Plant

S35, T27, R43

Peone Pines Subdivision

30,000

Spokane County Regional
Water Reclamation Facility

NE ¼ S15, T25N, R43

Spokane Valley Service
Area

8,000,000

Total
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Future Needs
Demand and Capacity
Near Term Interceptor Sewer Capacity Analysis
Tables CF-36, CF-37 and CF-38 present a near term capacity analysis of Spokane County’s three major
sewer inceptors. By the end of 2023, the North Spokane Interceptor is expected to have a reserve peak
flow capacity of approximately 2.4 million gallons per day (MGD). The North Valley Interceptor shows a
peak flow reserve of 7.6 MGD and the Spokane Valley Interceptor will have a peak flow reserve of 9.3
MGD.
(Notes: Peak flows for each interceptor were calculated using an estimate of 200 gpd average flow per
ERU and a peaking factor of 3.25)

Table CF-36: Peak Flow Capacity Analysis North Spokane Interceptor (assuming 650 GPD per ERU peak)
Time Period

ERUs

GPD (peak) Required @ 650
per ERU

Current GPD
Capacity

Net Reserve/Deficiency

2017 Actual

10,708

6,825,000

10,150,000

3,325,000

2018-2023 Growth
Estimate

969,150

10,150,000

1,491*

Total as of 2022

12,199

7,794,150

10,150,000

2,355,850

*In addition to projected growth, the flow generated from the Mead-Mt. Spokane area in northern
Spokane County is projected to increase by approximately 818 ERUs from existing development in the
area over the next 6 years.
Table CF-37: Peak Flow Capacity Analysis North Valley Interceptor (assuming 650 GPD per ERU peak)
Time Period

ERUs

GPD (peak) Required @ 650
per ERU

Current GPD
Capacity

Net Reserve/Deficiency

2017 Actual

10,977

7,475,000

16,150,000

8,675,000

2018-2023 Growth
Estimate

1,634

1,062,100

16,150,000

Total as of 2022

11,273

8,537,100

16,150,000
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Table CF-38: Peak Flow Capacity Analysis Spokane Valley Interceptor (assuming 650 GPD per ERU peak)
Time Period

ERUs

GPD (peak) Required @ 650
per ERU

Current GPD
Capacity

Net Reserve/Deficiency

2017 Actual

32,261

19,825,000

30,800,000

10,975,000

2018-2023 Growth
Estimate

2,599

1,689,350

30,800,000

Total as of 2022

32,756

21,514,350

30,800,000

9,285,650

20-Year Wastewater Treatment Capacity Analysis
(Note that the following analysis assumes no further connections to the Latah Creek and Peone Pines
Treatment Facilities as they are currently at or near buildout capacity. The analysis includes the NSI, NVI
and SVI basins only.)
In 2017, the County provided sewer service to approximately 53,946 Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs),
including residential, commercial, and industrial users, resulting in 9.9 MGD average daily demand for
wastewater treatment (Again, the more conservative 10.5 MGD is used as the existing flow in the
following analysis).
Additionally, the estimated increase in commercial/industrial acreage is 1,287 acres.
With the above information, an estimate of wastewater treatment demand in the year 2037 can be
made.
The estimated treatment demand in 2037 can be formulated as follows:
Maximum Average daily flow in 2017 = 10.5 MGD (measured).
Increase in population within the County Sewer Service areas by 2037 = 28,417
Assuming 2.5 capita per ERU: 28,417 / 2.5 = 11,367 ERUs
Increase in Commercial acreage within the County Sewer Service Area by 2037 = 1,287
Assuming 1200 gallons per acre per day or 6 ERUs per acre: 1,287 * 6 = 7,722 ERUs
Assuming an average daily flow of 200 gpd per ERU: 19,089 * 200 = 3,817,800 gpd = 3.8 MGD
Projected average daily flow in 2037: 10.5 MGD + 3.8 MGD = 14.3 MGD
Treatment capacity of 18 MGD – 14.3 MGD = 3.7 MGD of reserve capacity
Detailed analysis of treatment capacity titled, “Spokane County Sewer Basin Capacity, 2017-2037” is
available through Spokane County and incorporated by reference.
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Level of Service (LOS)
The LOS for sewers requires that public sewer service be available for areas with densities greater than
two equivalent residential units (ERUs) per acre.
Funding System Improvements and Expansion
The County’s sewer system is operated as an enterprise fund. Revenue comes from monthly service fees
and from new connection charges. In new developments, the developers typically install the sewer lines
that connect to the County’s collection system, at their own expense.
When improvements to the system are needed, various funding sources are used, depending on the
nature of the improvement. General Facilities Charges and monthly Wastewater Treatment Plant Charges
typically provide the direct funding or debt service for upgrades to reclamation facilities, major pump
stations, and interceptor sewers. Sewer extensions are typically funded through the Sewer Construction
Fund, which receives revenue through Special Connection Charges and Trunk Charges paid by connecting
properties. Reconstruction and rehabilitation of existing system elements is paid from the Sewer
Operations Fund using Sewer Service Fee revenues. Grants and low interest loan funding are sought for
various projects, and general obligation or revenue bonding may be used for larger projects such as
upgrades to the SCRWRF and RPWRF. Revenue bonding makes use of the collection system’s capacity to
generate revenue through monthly service fees to repay bonds which are sold to finance the needed
improvement.
Spokane County Environmental Services Six-Year Capital Improvement Program (2018-2023)
The County’s Six-Year Sewer Capital Improvement Program is divided into three areas. While this CFP
focuses on the capital investments necessary to expand the sanitary sewer system, there will also be
increases in operations and maintenance as the system expands to serve areas now without sewer.
During the last quarter of each calendar year, the Environmental Services Department updates the
County’s Six-Year Sewer Construction Capital Improvement Program (the “CIP”). The CIP is presented to
the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC) at a public hearing, and the BoCC makes a determination
regarding adoption of the CIP after consideration of public testimony. The CIP outlines the anticipated
expenditures for the coming six-year period for the construction of new facilities, major replacements or
repairs of existing facilities, and upgrades to water reclamation facilities and wastewater pumping
stations. In addition, the CIP provides an overview of the financial structure for the County’s wastewater
utility, and identifies the revenue source for each of the scheduled improvements.
Tables CF-39 through CF-41 depict the most recently developed Capital Improvement Plan of the
wastewater utility. Each table addresses a different category of improvement. The Six-Year Sewer
Construction Capital Improvement Program 2018-2023, dated December 2017 is available from Spokane
County and is included by reference.
Wastewater Collection System Improvements
These improvements include sewer trunk extensions into those areas of the Urban Growth Area that
currently do not have sewer service. It also includes the construction of segments of sewer in
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coordination with road reconstruction projects, new pump stations and force mains, upgrades to existing
pump stations, and reconstruction/rehabilitation of aging elements of the sewer system. Map CFU-39
illustrates the UGA’s existing unsewered areas, the basins into which they drain, and the interceptors that
will eventually serve them.
Upgrades to the City’s Riverside Park Water Reclamation Facility
The County is responsible for paying a percentage share of the City of Spokane’s water reclamation
facility upgrades to meet water quality standards because 10 million gallons per day of its capacity is
reserved for County use.
Water Reclamation Facilities Improvements
This program addresses the County’s long-term wastewater treatment capacity needs. It includes the
final payments for construction of the new water reclamation facility at the Stockyards, as well as the new
SVI and NVI pump stations and force mains to the SCRWRF, and the river outfall for final effluent
discharge. The program also includes the development of a constructed wetlands site (Saltese Flats) to
provide for a future alternative to current discharge of effluent to the Spokane River.
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Table CF-39: Wastewater Collection System Improvements
Expenditures in $1,000’s of Dollars by Year
Project Name

Funding Source
2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

Total

Barker Road Sewer
Ext, Pkg 1*
(Euclid to Garland)

Sewer
Construction Fund
Reserves (403)

$70
Des

$265
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$335

Barker Road Sewer
Ext, Pkg 2*
(Garland to Trent)

Sewer
Construction Fund
Reserves (403)

$0

$0

$265
Const

$0

$0

$0

$265

Barker Road Sewer
Ext, Pkg 3*
(Euclid to Buckeye)

Sewer
Construction Fund
Reserves (403)

$0

$0

$0

$130
Const

$0

$0

$130

Parallel Force Main
(Phase II) (Marion
Hay PS to City of
Spokane)

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$0

$0

$0

$2,600
Des &
Const

$0

$0

$2,600

Little Spokane Drive
Sewer Extension**
(Gravity Sewer and
Force Mains)

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$2,270
Des &
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,270

Mead-Mt. Spokane
Sewer Ext, Pkg 1**
(Shady Slope Rd PS
to Hunter’s Ridge)

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$775
Des &
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$775

Mead-Mt. Spokane
Sewer Ext, Pkg 2**
(Meadow View Sub
to Mt Spo Pk Dr PS)

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$0

$3,625
Des &
Const

$3,200
Const

$0

$0

$0

$6,825

Shady Slope Rd.
Pump Station**

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$1,400
Des &
Const

$1,000
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,400

Mt. Spokane Park
Drive Pump
Station**

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$320
Des

$1,000
Const

$400
Const

$0

$0

$0

$1,720
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Highway 2 Trunk
Extension to Market
Street

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,210
Des &
Const

$0

$2,210

Interceptor Capacity
Upgrade through
North City of
Spokane

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$0

$865
Des &
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$865

Fairwood Pump
Station Overflow
Storage Facility

Sewer Operations
Repair/Replace
Fund (401)

$200
Des &
Const

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$200

Sewer Line
Restoration Program

Sewer Operations
Repair/Replace
Fund (401)

$100
Des &
Const

$250
Des &
Const

$300
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$2,100

Pump Station
Upgrades Electrical,
HVAC, Etc.

Sewer Operations
Repair/Replace
Fund (401)

$200
Des &
Const.

$300
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$400
Des &
Const

$2,100

Pump Station
Reliability
Enhancements (VA
Study Rec.)

Sewer Operations
Repair/Replace
Fund (401)

$35
Des &
Const

$35
Des &
Const

$35
Des &
Const

$35
Des &
Const

$35
Des &
Const

$35
Des &
Const

$210

Sewer
Construction Fund
Reserve (403)

$70

$265

$265

$130

$0

$0

$730

General Facilities
Fund (438)

$4,765

$6,490

$3,600

$2,600

$2,210

$0

$19,665

Sewer Operations
Repair/Replace
Fund (401)

$535

$585

$735

$835

$835

$835

$4,360

$5,370

$7,340

$4,600

$3,565

$3,045

$835

$24,755

Totals by Funding Source by Year (in 1,000’s)

TOTALS –Wastewater Collection System

*Note: These Projects are anticipated to be constructed in conjunction with City of Spokane Valley (CSV)
road surfacing projects. The cost of the sewer portions of each project will be funded by Spokane County
and the cost of the road surfacing portion of each project will be funded by CSV.
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**Note: The Mead-Mt Spokane Area is considered a Limited Area of More Intense Rural Development
(LAMIRD). The Growth Management Act established this designation to recognize and contain areas of
existing urban development in rural areas. In the rural element of a comprehensive plan, Counties “may
allow for limited areas of more intense rural development, including necessary public facilities and
services to serve the limited areas’. (RCW 3670A.070(5)(d)) Spokane County is now working on a sewer
system project in this area to serve urban development.
Table CF-40: Riverside Park Water Reclamation Facility (RPWRF) Upgrades (in $1,000)
Funding Source

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

Total

WTPF* Reserves

0

0

0

410

30

0

440

Bonds / Loans

11,400

9,510

8,770

0

0

0

29,680

Total

11,400

9,510

8,770

410

30

0

30,120

*WTPF = Wastewater Treatment Plant Fund
Notes:
--The 2018-2023 upgrade cost estimates were based upon budgets provided by the City of Spokane, Wastewater
Management in their draft “2018-2023 Citywide Capital Improvement Program” report.
--Costs and payments shown in year of expenditure by the City of Spokane. Payment by County to City typically
occurs in the first half of the year following year of expenditure. City collates all pertinent data, submits a draft
invoice, and then the County reviews and finalizes it for payment.
--The County anticipates various ways to fund all or a portion of these expenses, including:
(a) selling Limited Tax General Obligation (LGTO) Bonds; and/or
(b) arranging an internal loan such as from Capital Reserves.
--The timing of the above-listed financing options is not specified at this time.
--Funds to pay debt service for bonds sold and/or loans obtained to finance the RPWRF Upgrades will come from
the Wastewater Treatment Plant Fund and the General Facilities Fund, with a component of monthly billings to
every customer dedicated to repayment.
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Table CF-41: Water Reclamation Facilities Improvements Program (in $1,000)
Project Name

Funding Source

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

Total

Saltese Flats Wetlands –
Phase I Restoration*

General
Facilities Fund

2,000

1,500

0

0

0

0

3,500

Saltese Flats Interpretive
Center to C. V. School Dist.

General
Facilities Fund

0

900

0

0

0

0

900

Saltese Flats Wetlands –
Trailhead & Exhibit

General
Facilities Fund

0

100

0

0

0

0

100

2,000

2,500

0

0

0

0

4,500

Total
* using natural water only.

Long Term Funding for Wastewater Treatment
Spokane County’s Environmental Services Department has historically operated on a “cost of service”
rate-setting approach for its wastewater utility. At regular intervals (typically every three years), the
department updates the comprehensive rate model that includes all projected revenues and all
operational, capital, and administrative costs for a 20-year timeframe. The model provides a financial
analysis for the ensuing 20-year period, and allows for the rapid assessment of various rate adjustment
scenarios. The revenue streams for the model include income from the monthly payment of sewer
service fees, monthly payment of sewer connection charges (capital charges) with interest, lump sum
payments of sewer connection charges, Aquifer Protection Area fees, sewer connection permit and
inspection charges, interest on fund balances, grants, and other miscellaneous income. The expenditures
in the model include the operational costs for all facilities, debt service schedules, outlays for
construction of new facilities and repairs/replacements of existing assets, administration and
management, and all other costs associated with the wastewater utility.
The rate study report and model, dated January 2016, prepared by Financial Consulting Solutions Group,
entitled Final Report for Wastewater Rate Study, is available through Spokane County.
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Map CFU - 34 Spokane County Sewer and Service Areas
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Map CFU - 35 North Spokane Sewer Lines
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Map CFU - 36 Spokane Valley Sewer Lines
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Map CFU – 37 West Plains Sewer Lines
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Map CFU - 38 South Spokane Sewer Lines
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Map CFU – 39 Spokane County Existing Non-Sewered Areas
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Schools
Spokane County does not own or operate school facilities. The Countywide Planning Policies discuss
school impact fees which could be imposed upon new residential development to help pay for the
increase in demand for public educational facilities. The policy states that if Spokane County and the
school districts wish to implement impact fees for schools, each school district must develop a GMA
compliant capital facilities plan. In addition, the EIS the County prepared for the UGA amendment
addressed school demand and the overall costs for new school construction.
Since capital facilities plans are not mandatory for special districts under GMA, Spokane County has no
way of compelling a school district to prepare a plan unless they want a school impact fee. In general,
school districts receive funds for new construction and improvements to existing facilities through voterapproved bonds. School district may also qualify for state matching funds for new construction and for
the renovation of capital facilities based on formula that considers a number of factors, including the
assessed valuation of the property within the particular school district. In addition, school districts have
the authority to request one-year capital project levies and six-year renovation and modernization levies,
with voter approval. Operating funds come from the state for “basic education.” Programs that are not
funded by the state are funded through maintenance and operation levies.
Existing Districts
There are 18 school districts serving Spokane County. Map CFU-40 illustrates the location of the Spokane
County School Districts. Maps CFU - 40 through CFU - 56 illustrate the School Districts in Spokane Valley,
North Spokane, and South Spokane and the Elementary, Middle and High School facilities in each area.
Table CF-44: School Districts Serving Spokane County
District Name

District #

Central Valley

356

Cheney

360

Deer Park

414

East Valley

361

Freeman

358

Liberty

362

Mead

354

Medical Lake

326

Newport

56
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Nine Mile Falls

325

Orchard Prairie

123

Reardan-Edwall

9

Riverside

416

Rosalia

320

Spokane

81

St. John

322

Tekoa

265

West Valley

363

Level of Service (LOS)
The Countywide Planning Policies indicate that school districts establish their own levels of service. The
Comprehensive Plan states the County will coordinate with school districts to ensure that school sites and
facilities meet the educational needs of County residents.
School districts measure their level of service (LOS) in several ways. They often use terms like enrollment
and school capacity to measure themselves. Sometimes it is expressed in a student to teacher or student
to classroom ratio. Another way is to assign a certain amount of square feet of educational building space
per student. When counting students, it is common to use full time equivalents instead of actual student
counts. Frequently, school children are assigned to a class of students, each of which has a different LOS
standard. These categories are typically elementary, middle and high school.
Proposed Facility Improvements
Schools plan for facility improvements and funding mechanisms on their own based on the adopted LOS.
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Map CFU - 40 Spokane County School Districts
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Map CFU - 41 South Spokane School Districts
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Map CFU - 42 South Spokane Elementary School Service Area
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Map CFU - 43 South Spokane – Middle School Service Area
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Map CFU - 44 South Spokane – High School Service Area
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Map CFU - 45 North Spokane School Districts
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Map CFU - 46 North Spokane Elementary School Service Area
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Map CFU – 47 North Spokane Middle School Service Area
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Map CFU - 48 North Spokane High School Service Area
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Map CFU - 49 Spokane Valley School Districts
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CFU - 50 Spokane Valley Elementary School Service Areas
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CFU -51 Spokane Valley Middle School Service Area
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CFU - 52 Spokane Valley High School Service Area
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CFU -53 West Plains School Districts
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CFU - 54 West Plains Elementary School Service Area
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CFU -55 West Plains Middle School Service Area
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CFU -56 West Plains High School Service Area
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Solid Waste
The Spokane County Regional Solid Waste System (SCRSWS) is administered by the Spokane County
Environmental Services. Prior to February 2014, the Spokane Regional Solid Waste System (System) was
administered through a department of the City of Spokane. Originally created by interlocal agreement
between Spokane County and the City of Spokane on October 11, 1988, the System included the twelve
other regional cities and towns, as well as Fairchild Air Force Base. The interlocal agreement between
Spokane County and the City of Spokane, and the agreements with the regional cities, expired on
November 16, 2014.
On February 11, 2014, Spokane County and City of Spokane entered into an interlocal agreement
transferring ownership of the System transfer stations to Spokane County, with the City of Spokane
retains ownership of the Waste to Energy (WTE) facility and Northside Landfill (NSLF). As part of the
agreement, the County agreed to direct the waste delivered to the transfer stations to the WTE facility for
seven years, beginning November 17, 2014. In August 2017, an amendment to the interlocal agreement
extended this commitment to September 2022. The County also has interlocal agreements in place with
Fairchild Air Force Base, Airway Heights, Deer Park, Fairfield, Latah, Medical Lake, Millwood, Rockford,
Spangle, and Waverly. These eleven jurisdictions, along with unincorporated Spokane County, make up
the SCRSWS. Spokane County is also responsible for overseeing closure and post closure activities at the
Mica Landfill, Colbert Landfill, and Greenacres Landfill.
The County is responsible for administering the Regional Solid Waste System. This includes the oversight
and implementation of the Comprehensive Solid Waste and Moderate Risk Waste Management Plan. The
2015 Plan update was prepared under the direction of the County. Guidance and recommendations were
provided by representatives from regional cities and the County the Solid Waste Advisory Committee
(SWAC), and the general public. Ecology provided additional guidance during the planning process.
Inventory of Existing Facilities and Services
The solid waste transfer program is designed to transfer waste materials to and from various facilities as a
means of efficiently and cost effectively managing the large volume of wastes generated in the Spokane
County Regional Solid Waste System.
North County Transfer Station
Colbert (North County) Transfer Station handles solid waste, recycling, HHW and yard waste. The facility is
comprised of two scalehouses, three scales, a free recyclables drop-off area, a transfer building that
serves public and commercial customers, an administration building, an HHW area, and a white goods
area. The transfer building is an open, three-sided metal building structure with one full-grade separated
hopper for loadout. The Colbert Transfer Station has 8,600 square feet of covered tipping floor area.
Waste loads are spread and compacted by a fixed tamping crane installed on a pedestal at the center of
the loadout hopper. The tamping craned is utilized to spread the waste during loadout and achieve legal
load limits for transfer vehicles.
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Valley Transfer Station
Valley Transfer Station handles solid waste, recycling, HHW and yard waste. The facility is comprised of
two scalehouses, three scales, a free recyclables drop-off area, a transfer building that serves public and
commercial customers, an administration building, an HHW area, and a white goods area. The transfer
building is an open, three-sided building structure, with one full-grade separated hopper for loadout and
a hopper fed compactor unit which direct feeds into trailers for truck haul. The compactor-fed trailers can
also be directed to the BNSF Parkwater Intermodal Facility located in Spokane Valley for rail haul to a
regional landfill. The Valley Transfer Station has approximately 15,700 square feet of tipping floor under
roof.
Closed Landfills
The County owns and operates three landfills located within the County, these are Colbert, Greenacres
and Mica landfills. All three landfills are closed and going through post-closure activities. These activities
typically are monitoring and treatment of groundwater contamination, managing and venting flammable
gasses and general maintenance. The reclamation process typically includes covering the site with a
membrane which reduces runoff of contaminants. All closed landfills have contractual agreements with
environmental regulatory agencies that specifically describe required remediation activities. Table CF-45
shows landfills located in the Spokane County and post-closure status.

Table CF-45: Spokane County Landfills
Landfill

Status

Owner

Colbert

Closed

Spokane County

Greenacres

Closed

Spokane County

Mica

Closed

Spokane County

Date Closed and
Remediation Activity
Closed Oct. 1986
Covered 1996
Closed 1972
Covered 1996
Closed Dec. 1994

Post-Closure
Period (years)

20

30

30
Covered 1994

Other Landfill Facilities
The Spokane County Regional Solid Waste System uses the Roosevelt Regional Landfill located in Klickitat,
Washington for disposal needs. The City also owns and operates the lined MSW landfill cell at the NSLF.
The availability of MSW landfill within Spokane County is a requirement of the WTE operating permit
from the Spokane Regional Health District (SRHD). The lined cell at Northside Land Fill fulfills this
requirement currently and will for the next 5 years or so. The expansion of the site in a phase 2 project of

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

169

the initial design would provide this into the future. Other options to fulfill the requirements of the WTE
operating permit would be to construct a new MSW landfill in Spokane County, or for Waste
Management’s Graham Road landfill to be permitted as a Subtitle-D MSW landfill. Currently there are
three types of waste that are eventually disposed in a landfill, either in or outside Spokane County: ash,
bypass MSW from the WTE facility, and nonprocessible wastes such as sheet rock from the WTE and
County transfer stations.

Table CF-46: County and City Landfill Use
Material

Landfill

Location

Ash from Spokane WTE Facility

RRLF

Out of County

Bypass waste from WTE Facility

RRLF or NSLF

Both in and out of County

Nonprocessible wastes that are not suitable for recycling or
processing at the WTE Facility or Transfer Stations

RRLF or NSLF

Both in and out of County

Private Landfills and Inert Material Recyclers
Several private companies play a role in diverting materials from publicly owned landfills. They do this
either by recycling materials or by land filling inert materials. Inert materials are those that do not burn or
decompose. There are six privately owned landfills in the County which are licensed by the Spokane
Regional Health District. In recent years, these facilities received about 90 percent of the construction and
demolition waste generated within the County.
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Table CF-47: Demolition and Inert Facilities Open to the Public
Facility Type

Name

Location

Materials

Graham Rd. Recycling and
Disposal

Graham Rd.

Limited Purpose Landfills

Wood waster asbestos, tires,
concrete & asphalt

Inland Asphalt Landfill

Sand Rd.

Brock, concrete asphalt, rock,
gravel, shattered glass & dirt

Busy Bee Landfill and
Wood Recycling

14910 W. Craig Rd.

Concrete asphalt, glass, metal
& dirt

Spokane Rock Products

2691 S. Craig Rd.

Concrete asphalt, dirt

Diversified Recycling

8716 N. Green

Rock, dirt & wood waste

Northwest Industrial
Services

3808 N. Sullivan

Construction and demolition
debris

Inert Facilities

Recycling Facilities

Corner of Hwy 2

Collection Services
Solid waste collection and transfer operations in the County are coordinated with all elements and
priorities of the Solid Waste Management Plan, including waste reduction and recycling. Spokane
County’s goal is to enhance and improve the overall efficiency of waste and recyclable collection and
transfer, with the following objectives:
•
•
•

Provide access to cost-effective collection services for all residences, business, and industry.
Promote effective use of the waste management infrastructure to optimize service levels and
transportation efficiencies.
Encourage competition to reduce costs of collection and processing.

The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC), municipalities within Spokane County,
and the Air Force share legal authority for solid waste collection within the boundaries of Spokane
County. There are various collection systems currently operating in both unincorporated and
incorporated service areas of Spokane County. The City of Spokane is the only municipal government
that collects its own MSW through its Solid Waste Management Department. All other cities/towns in the
County utilize private waste haulers. Fairchild AFB also relies on a private hauler for collection of MSW,
recyclables, and yard waste. Residents in the County have the option to subscribe to solid waste
collection service, or self-haul solid waste, recyclables, yard waste, and HHW to the WTE Facility and to
the Colbert and Valley Transfer Stations. Also, residents can self-haul recyclables to privately owned dropoff facilities and inert material to private inert landfills. All waste collectors are required to utilize the Solid
Waste System and dump their garbage at one of the two transfer stations or the WTE.
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Solid waste collection in the unincorporated areas of Spokane County is provided to residents and
businesses by four private collection companies that operate under certificates issued by the WUTC. The
certificate provides each collection company with an exclusive collection franchise within a specified
geographic area. The four collection firms are indicated in Table CF-48.

Table CF-48: Certified Haulers
Hauler

Certificate No.

Empire Disposal, Inc.

G-75

Ada-Lin Waste Systems, Inc.

G-104

Sunshine Disposal, Inc.

G-199

Waste Management of Washington, Inc.

G-237

Torre Refuse and Recycling LLC

G-260

Recycling
Residents and businesses in unincorporated areas of Spokane County are provided recycling services and
programs by the County and WUTC certificated hauling companies. County offices provide recycling
programs for employees who work at county buildings, including the Spokane County Courthouse. These
recycling services are provided by a private contractor which collects and hauls recyclable materials as
designated by the County.
The more densely populated portions of the unincorporated area of the Spokane County receive curbside
recycling collection service. Waste Management serves most of the unincorporated areas of Spokane
County east of the City of Spokane, and Sunshine Disposal serves Fairchild AFB and unincorporated
Spokane County west of the City of Spokane. Because collection routes cross over between
unincorporated and incorporated areas, neither firm separates curbside recycling collection data in
unincorporated areas from the data from incorporated areas that they service.
Waste Management, Sunshine Disposal, and Empire Disposal additionally service commercial recycling
accounts in these unincorporated areas. Collection routes cross over between unincorporated and
incorporated areas and neither firm is able to separate collection data between areas.
Yard Waste and Composting
Food scraps, food-soiled paper, and yard debris are collected in the “Clean Green” programs where they
are taken to a commercial composting facility to be made into a soil amendment. The County offers a
financial incentive for recycling yard waste. The Clean Green tipping fee is less than for regular trash. Both
Waste Management and Sunshine Disposal & Recycling offer commercial food waste recycling service.

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

172

This service is mainly used by grocery stores, food banks, organic processors, schools, and other public
institutions.
The County sponsors the Spokane Master Composter/Recycler Program. Training is provided annually to
citizens who are interested in learning more about home composting and recycling, and then
volunteering to help teach other. Master Composters/Recyclers provide educational seminars, help staff
County booths at home shoes, and sponsor the popular biannual Compost Fair that provides hands-on
learning and a free compost bin to County residents.
Yard waste can be picked up in the unincorporated areas of the County that receive curbside recycling
service by the certified waste haulers. Waste Management and Sunshine Disposal & Recycling provide
subscription curbside yard waste collection to anyone who requests the service in its service area and
within the service level requirements. The service is provided weekly from March through November and
monthly from December through February. Citizens may self-haul yard waste to the yard waste collection
sites at the North County and Valley transfer stations or at the WTE facility.
Waste Stream
In 2017 the County’s North and Valley transfer stations received approximately 94,000 tons of MSW. This
tonnage was sent to WTE for incineration, with a portion being bypassed to the Roosevelt Landfill during
WTE planned maintenance periods. Approximately 31,000 tons of clean green material was received. In
2017, the Spokane County Regional Solid Waste System disposed of approximately 290,000 tons of MSW.
The City of Spokane was the largest generator, producing approximately 50% of disposed waste.
Waste Reduction and Recycling
The policies expressed in Spokane County’s 2015 Comprehensive SWMP make waste reduction and
recycling the preferred methods of handling solid waste. The County Service Level Ordinance establishes
certain service levels for recycling collection in the urban areas of Spokane County to further the
objectives of the plan, including a high level of waste reduction and recycling; to ensure the provision of
such collection systems and services as are in the public interest; and to secure a healthful environment
for all citizens of Spokane County. The County Service Level Ordinance lists the recyclables that are
required to be collected in a residential curbside program, and provides a service area map that designate
the areas where recycling is required
A new single stream recycling facility was constructed just south of the Waste to Energy Plant and was in
operation in 2012. The 70,000 square foot facility is operated by Waste Management and is built upon
land owned by the Spokane Airport Board. The facility incorporates technology for separating materials
by type which eliminates the need for residential customers with curbside recycling service to sort their
household recyclables prior to collection.
Because of the recycling volume data complexities, it is difficult to separate out total recycling numbers
for any one municipality or unincorporated area. For this reason, recycling numbers are generally
reported as county wide.
Approximately 48% of the traditional municipal solid waste generated in Spokane County is recycled.
County wide, including municipalities not part of the Spokane County Regional Solid Waste System (City
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of Spokane Valley, Liberty Lake, and Cheney) of the 628,819 tons of garbage processed, 300,128 tons
were recycled in 2015.
Table CF-49: 2015 Tons Recycled for All Spokane County
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)

Tons

Recycled

300,128

Disposed

328,691

Total Generated

628,819

Recycling Rate

48%

Recycling and reuse of materials significantly decrease the amount of material that goes into the waste
stream and then into landfills.
Forecast of Future Needs
According to the SWMP, the annual generation is forecast to increase from about 497,710 tons in 2012 to
592,080 tons in 2040. This forecast assumes a 0.8% annual increase in population, based on annual
population estimates from 2003 to 2014 of cities in Spokane County. Based on 15-year waste disposal
trends for the County, generation has been increasing on average by 0.7% annually, with disposal
decreasing by 0.3% annually and recycling increasing by 1.5% annually.
The Solid Waste System has a funding mechanism that will allow it to expand its capacity. Reserves
accumulated from tipping fees and the sale of electricity can be used along with revenue bonds to
increase System capacity.
Level of Service (LOS)
Spokane County’s Comprehensive Plan states the following: “The processing of solid waste will meet all
applicable federal and Washington State regulations, including maintaining required facilities licenses.”
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Proposed Facility Improvements
The Spokane County Regional Solid Waste System is operated as an enterprise fund. Revenues come from
the sale of electricity produced at the WTE and from tipping fees charged to individuals and garbage
collectors at the County owned transfer stations. Revenues at the City’s WTE Facility come from the sale
of electricity produced at the WTE and from tipping fees charged to individuals and garbage collectors. In
anticipation of upcoming development in the north portion of unincorporated County, the County is
currently conceptualizing the steps needed for a possible upgrade to the North County Transfer Station
that will increase capacity.

Table CF-50: Transfer Station Improvements (in $1,000)
Funding Source

2017

2018

2019

2020

Reserves

100

375
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Stormwater
Introduction
Stormwater is water that originates during precipitation events and snow/ice melt. Stormwater can soak
into the soil (infiltrate), be held on the surface and evaporate, or runoff and end up in nearby streams,
rivers, or other water bodies (surface water).
In natural landscapes such as forests, the soil absorbs much of the stormwater and plants help hold
stormwater close to where it falls. In developed environments, unmanaged stormwater can create two
major issues: one related to the volume and timing of runoff water (flooding) and the other related to
potential contaminants that the water is carrying (water pollution).
Prior to the 1980’s most development had occurred on porous and well-draining valley soils. The initial
problems identified related to flooding and were solved with the implementation of direct injection
drywells, but another problem was soon identified. Stormwater had the potential to contaminate the
Spokane Valley Rathdrum Prairie (SVRP) Aquifer, the sole source of drinking water for the majority of the
County's population. Stormwater management techniques have developed significantly since then, as
have the level of urban style development within the County.
The Stormwater Utility, a section of the Public Works Department, ensures that stormwater systems are
planned, developed, and maintained to prevent flooding, protect water quality, and preserve natural
stormwater drainageways. The Stormwater Utility strives to provide leadership and a focus for other
community efforts working toward improved stormwater management that causes as little short-term
and long-term harm as possible to the environment.
Existing Facilities
Spokane County implements a variety of stormwater technologies to dispose of and treat stormwater
where necessary. The majority of Spokane County’s stormwater is disposed of via infiltration, as
stormwater percolates into the ground and recharges groundwater supplies. This is accomplished in a
variety of ways. Historically, Spokane County has relied upon its highly infiltrative soils, using drywells
(Spokane County currently has 4,500+) as the preferred form of infiltration to prevent localized flooding.
In recent years, stormwater treatment structures have been implemented in areas where waterways or
the SVRP Aquifer is susceptible to contamination. Most stormwater structures used for treatment include
some form of bioinfiltration. For example, grassed swales are commonly used to treat polluted
stormwater. Pollutants are removed through interaction with bioengineered soils and plant uptake.
Spokane County operates ten stormwater facilities to handle regional stormwater needs. These facilities
are specifically designed to meet the capacity, and treatment needs in some cases, of a designated
drainage area. In areas where stormwater is not routed to regional facilities, it is disposed of at localized
locations using stormwater structures, including but not limited to, those mentioned above (i.e. swales
and drywells). It is important to note that the vast majority of unincorporated Spokane County is not
served by a regional facility. Table CF-51 describes the County owned stormwater regional facilities by
type, location, and size.
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Table CF-51: County Regional Stormwater Facilities
Facility

Type

Service Area

Location

Size/Length

57th Avenue Ponds

Evaporation
Ponds

57th Ave. (east of
Regal)

57th Ave (west of Regal)

8 acres

Glennaire Storm Sewer

Storm Sewer

57th Ave. between
Palouse Hwy & Cook

57th Ave. between
Palouse Hwy & Cook

5300 lineal ft.

Grass-line
channel

Browne Mtn.

N & W of Glenrose Rd; S
of 37th Ave.

2300 lineal ft.

Groundwater
Pump System

Eaglewood
Subdivision

Low Rd & Mt. Spokane
Park Drive

65 gallon/min.

Browne Mtn. Property

Land

Browne Mtn.

46th & Sumac area

5 acres

Glennaire Drive Storm
Sewer

Storm Sewer

Browne Mtn.

Glennaire Dr./Glenrose
Rd.

5000 lineal ft.

Price & Wall Tracts

Land

5-mile Drainage
Basin

N of Price Rd; W of Wall
St.

8 acres

Palouse & Julia

Land

Palouse/Yale Rd.

N of 57th Ave. & E of
Palouse Hwy

7 acres

29th Ave.

Land

East Branch
Glenrose Drainage
Basin

N of 29th; E of Havana

2 acres

Glenrose 5-acre Tract

Land

East Branch
Glenrose Drainage
Basin

S of 37th; W of Glenrose
Rd.

5 acres

Glenrose Channel

Eaglewood Pump System
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Level of Service
The level of service for stormwater is as follows:
•
•
•
•

New development shall not increase runoff volume off-site.
Prevent flooding of property during a 25-year storm.
Prevent damage to buildings from a 100-year storm.
Stormwater discharge to any surface or ground waters will be allowed unless the discharge will
degrade water quality below standards.

Stormwater Utility Financing Plan and History
The following table details the Stormwater Utility’s financial report, identifying revenues, expenses, net
income, and proposed expenditures for the last four years, as well as projected totals anticipated over
the next 20 years.

Year

Revenue

Expense

Net Income/Loss

Historical Data
2012

$

1,637,206

$

894,283

$

742,923

2013

$

1,651,712

$

915,888

$

735,823

2014

$

1,709,110

$

603,619

$ 1,105,491

2015

$

1,758,640

$

913,330

$

2016

$

1,876,761

$

791,979

$ 1,084,782

2017

$

1,832,706

$

831,165

$ 1,001,541

$ 10,466,134

$

4,950,265

$ 5,515,869

$

$

825,044

Six-year totals
Averages
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845,310

919,312

Year

Revenue

Expense

Net Income/Loss

20 Year Projection
2018

$

1,851,033

$

839,477

$ 1,011,557

2019

$

1,869,544

$

847,871

$ 1,021,672

2020

$

1,888,239

$

856,350

$ 1,031,889

2021

$

1,907,121

$

864,913

$ 1,042,208

2022

$

1,926,193

$

873,563

$ 1,052,630

2023

$

1,945,454

$

882,298

$ 1,063,156

2024

$

1,964,909

$

891,121

$ 1,073,788

2025

$

1,984,558

$

900,032

$ 1,084,526

2026

$

2,004,404

$

909,033

$ 1,095,371

2027

$

2,024,448

$

918,123

$ 1,106,325

2028

$

2,044,692

$

927,304

$ 1,117,388

2029

$

2,065,139

$

936,577

$ 1,128,562

2030

$

2,085,791

$

945,943

$ 1,139,847

2031

$

2,106,648

$

955,403

$ 1,151,246

2032

$

2,127,715

$

964,957

$ 1,162,758

2033

$

2,148,992

$

974,606

$ 1,174,386

2034

$

2,170,482

$

984,352

$ 1,186,130

2035

$

2,192,187

$

994,196

$ 1,197,991

2036

$

2,214,109

$

1,004,138

$ 1,209,971

2037

$

2,236,250

$

1,014,179

$ 1,222,071

2038

$

2,258,612

$

1,024,321

$ 1,234,291

$ 43,016,519

$ 19,508,757

$23,507,762

$

$

$ 1,119,417

20-year totals
Averages
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Six-Year Capital Improvement Projects Plan
Spokane County Stormwater Utility has several Capital Improvement Projects planned over the next six
years. Funding for this project is secured through the Department of Ecology at 75% of the project cost,
with Spokane County Stormwater Utility covering the remaining 25%. These projects are retrofit projects,
meaning that existing conditions provide adequate stormwater disposal for the project area. These
projects instead address adding a treatment component to polluted stormwater prior to infiltration into
the ground. This reduces the susceptibility of contamination to the SVRP Aquifer and associated
waterbodies.
Table CF-53: Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan (in $1,000)
Project

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

Glenrose
I-5 57th Ave – Perry to Stone

$987

North Spokane
I-1 Wall Street Phase 1
I-1 Wall Street Phase 2
I-3 Regina Drive –Mill to Division
I-4 Mill Road –Hastings to Wilson
I-5 Lyons Avenue- Wall to Atlantic
I-6 Cascade Way – Wall to Normandie
I-7 Bellwood Drive – Mill to Hastings
I-8 Hastings Road – Mill to US 395

$1,255
$1,656
$1,081
$997
$1,011
$889
$467
$904

Upriver & Otis Orchards
I-1 Wellesley Avenue –Campbell to
McKinzie and Wabash to Vincent
I-2 Columbia Drive –Argonne to Girard

$532
$933

NE Spokane
I-1 Day Mt Spokane – US 2 to McKinnon
TOTALS

$900
$3,829

$2,560

$2,144

$1,998

$1,081

Note: Year 2024 is not calculated due to Ecology match funding budget not passed by legislature at this time.
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Transportation
Introduction
Transportation facilities within Spokane County are part of an integrated system used to transport people
and goods to and from their destinations. This system is vital to commerce and must function efficiently
to provide maximum benefit to the local economy.
Roadways in the unincorporated areas are the primary concern for the County transportation planning
efforts. There are three jurisdictions that administer the roadways within the County; State, cities, and
Spokane County. Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) is the regional coordinating agency for
transportation planning.
This section of the Capital Facilities Plan includes transportation facilities that Spokane County is
responsible for providing, including the improvement and expansion of roads, bridges, pathways,
sidewalks and County owned rail lines. Maintenance activities, including snow plowing, sanding, chip
sealing and street cleaning are not considered capital improvements and therefore, are not included as
part of the Capital Improvement Plan.
Existing Facilities
Spokane County maintains a significant amount of roadway in a number of classifications. Table CF-54
identifies the number of road miles within the County’s jurisdiction by surface type. Tables CF-55
identifies the current and projected LOS for select major intersecting roads within the County’s
jurisdiction. All existing arterial and collector intersections were analyzed for LOS at existing conditions, 6year forecast and 20-year forecast.

CF-54: Miles of County Roadway by Type (in 1,000’s)
Dirt and Summer

Gravel

Concrete

Oil and Paved

Total Miles

151

981

7

1,389

2,528

Level of Service
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires jurisdictions adopt Level of Service (LOS) standards for
roadways. The GMA requires that each jurisdiction’s LOS standards be coordinated within the region and
be supported by local regulations.
Spokane County has adopted LOS standards for urban arterial intersections within the Urban Growth
Boundary. This LOS is based upon travel time delay and is expressed as letters “A” through “F”. When an
intersection has an “A” designation, it represents the highest or best travel condition possible with the
least delay, while an “F” represents the poorest condition or the greatest delay. Table CF-55 describes
LOS standards applied to intersections.
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The adopted LOS standards within Spokane County’s jurisdiction are:
•
•

The lowest acceptable for signalized intersections is “D”.
The lowest acceptable for non-signalized intersections is “E”.

LOS standards can help jurisdictions identify where and when transportation improvements are needed,
and when development or growth will affect system operation. LOS standards can provide benchmarks
that allow jurisdictions future improvements based upon where the greatest needs are located. They can
also be used to evaluate the impact of proposed developments on the surrounding road system. They can
also be used to identify problems, suggest remedial actions, and apportion costs between public and
private sources. LOS standards are a cornerstone in the development of an equitable traffic impact fee
system. They allow jurisdictions to require new development to pay proportional costs for improvements
to the local transportation infrastructure based upon that development’s impact.

Table CF-55: Description of Arterial LOS Standards

LOS A

Describes primarily free flow operations at average travel speeds, usually about 90% of the free flow speed
for the arterial class. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream.
Stopped delay at signalized intersections is minimal.

LOS B

Represents reasonably unimpeded operations at average travel speeds, usually about 70% of the free flow
speed for the arterial class. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and
stopped delays are not bothersome. Drivers are not generally subjected to appreciable tension.

LOS C

Represents stable conditions; however, ability to maneuver and change lanes in mid-block location may be
more restricted than in LOS B, and longer queues and/or adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower
average travel speeds of about 50% of the average free flow speed for the arterial class. Motorists will
experience appreciable tension while driving.

LOS D

Borders on a range in which small increases in flow may cause substantial increases in approach delay and,
hence, decreases in arterial speed. This may be due to adverse signal progression, inappropriate signal timing,
high volumes, or some combination of these. Average travel speeds are about 40% of free flow speed.

LOS E

Characterized by significant approach delays and average travel speeds of one-third the free flow speed or
lower. Such operations are caused by some combination of adverse progression, high signal density, extensive
queuing at critical intersections, and inappropriate signal timing.

LOS F

Characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds below one-third to one-quarter of the free flow speed.
Intersection congestion is likely at critical signalized locations, with resultant high approach delays. Adverse
progression is frequently a contributor to this condition.

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Chapter 16
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Forecast of Future Needs and Financing Plan
Spokane County adopts a six-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and an Annual Construction
Program yearly through requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). It also adopts a longerrange transportation element to assure transportation improvements are consistent with the pace,
location, and intensity of forecast growth described in the comprehensive plan. The transportation
element is attached to this Capital Facilities Plan as Appendix D.
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Map CFU - 57 North Spokane Arterial Roads
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Map CFU – 58 South Spokane Arterial Roads
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Map CFU – 59 Spokane Valley Arterial Roads
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Map CFU – 60 West Plains Arterial Roads
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Private Utilities
Introduction
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires a utilities element consisting of the general location,
proposed location, and capacity of all existing and proposed utilities, including, but not limited to,
electrical lines, telecommunication lines, and natural gas lines.
In December 1995, a Regional Utility Corridor Plan (RUCP) was developed to fulfill the requirements of
the Countywide Planning Policies. This plan includes an inventory and analysis of existing and proposed
electric, gas, telephone/fiber optic, water, and sewer “corridors.” Through the inventory and mapping of
existing and proposed utility corridors, it was determined that opportunities to share corridors may be
limited. A utility corridor map is contained in the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan, which identifies
electric, gas, and telephone/fiber optic corridors for various utility providers. The RUCP provides policies
and action statements that are used to guide the goals and policies of all comprehensive plans prepared
in Spokane County.
Spokane County recognizes that planning for private utilities is the primary responsibility of the service
providers. Zoning regulations may place restrictions on the location and site development of the utilities
and may require a public review process before utility facilities may be located.
Many private utilities are under directive by their licensing agency and franchise agreements to provide a
specific level of service to their service area. In many instances, this regulating agency is the Washington
Utility and Transportation Commission (WUTC). Services are provided on an “on demand basis.” Any new
development within a service provider’s area must be served. Most service providers monitor
development plans and try to build excess capacity into their facilities at the time of construction to allow
for future demand.
Private utilities may be restricted by their environment. Competing districts or limited service areas may
limit future expansion. For example, packaged sewage treatment plants may serve only the development
for which they were originally intended. Water providers may be limited by the quantity of their water
rights or surrounding providers. Telecommunication companies are not restricted by these types of
limitations; however, they are regulated by the WUTC.
Maps CFU-61 through Map CFU - 64 identifies the locations of existing major utility transmission lines,
substations, and other regional serving facilities in Spokane.
Utilities
Electricity
Avista Utilities and Inland Power are the electricity providers within Spokane County. Other providers may
be found in the surrounding area. The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) provides electricity from
the federal power grid to Avista Utilities and some private businesses in the area. BPA has a number of
substations in the area, which allow the power coming from Grand Coulee Dam and other locations on
the grid to be stepped down to a level that is compatible with local needs.
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With population growth, Avista anticipates increases in future system demands. Planning for future
substation upgrades and new substations are forecasted periodically to adequately keep the correct
capacity to meet demands of the increasing population. Enhancements include the installation of
additional equipment, the replacement of existing equipment with larger capacity, and other
technological enhancements to facilitate improved system performance methodologies. Avista
continually strives to keep updated with state of the art technologies and endeavors to research, design,
and implement those innovations and technologies that provide the greatest benefits to the community.
Other new substation locations are being evaluated. Plans for rebuilding and constructing several new
transmission lines are under consideration. New transmission line construction is primarily being
considered on the outskirts of the city.
Natural Gas
Existing gas service covers a majority of the developed areas of the city and peripheral area. Natural gas is
provided at the time of development. Avista Utilities has stated that regulators and piping additions
would not produce any major impacts and are not planned for beyond three years. In addition, changes
are planned for the main distribution facilities in the near future.
Telecommunications
Telecommunications travel many paths throughout Spokane County. However, changing technology
provides potential new methods of communication and changing types of investment in communications
facilities. What may be shown in this plan can be made obsolete quickly by new technologies, new
investment, and new ways of communicating.
Cable television is provided by franchise from Spokane County. It provides services on demand through a
distribution system generally located on the same poles as traditional telephone lines. In addition,
satellite television is increasingly providing competition to cable and free television.
The Spokane area is served by eight cellular providers: Verizon, Airtouch, Sprint, AT&T, Nextel,
VoiceStream, GTE, and Qwest. Cellular calls use signals to and from mobile phones. Cellular calls are
routed by a series of low-powered transmitting antennas through a central computer, which connects the
call to its destination. Transmitting antennas are located at “cell sites”, and their coverage areas are
known as “cells.” A network of strategically placed antennas allows a “handing off” of the signal as the
carrier of the phone travels.
Capacity overload and cellular system expansion are in response to several factors: an increase in the
number of customers residing within a designated area, a shift in traffic volumes affecting cellular users,
or a record of service inadequacies, such as dropped calls or poor sound quality. In these cases, additional
antennas are then planned with site selection influenced by topography and other engineering
constraints.

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

189

Utility Services Summary
Table CF 68 provides a general summary of utility services provided in Spokane, including the existing and
planned capacity of the service provider, to the extent information is available for inclusion in this
document.
Table CF 56: Private Utility Services
Utility

Provider

Existing Capacity

Planned Capacity

Natural Gas

Avista Utilities

Within the WA service territory,
the average daily demand is
137,110 dekatherms.

Within the WA service
territory, the forecast
levels in 2035 is projected
at 159,541 dekatherms.

Electrical

Avista Utilities

Several internal and external
company standards require
adequate capacity to serve the
expected customer demand. The
summer peak load within the
general city boundary in 2015
was 575 MW

Planned capacity will be
sufficient to meet the
increase in customer
demand.

Inland Power & Light

Wireless

Verizon
AT&T
T-Mobile
Sprint
Nextel
Voicestream
GTE

Cable TV

Comcast/Xfinity
Century Link

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

190

Map CFU - 61 South Spokane Transmission and Substations
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Map CFU - 62 North Spokane Transmission Lines and Substation
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Map CFU - 63 Spokane Valley Transmission Lines and Substations
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Map CFU - 64 West Plains Transmission Lines and Substations
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Appendix C: Baseline Assessment for Expanded UGA
A priority of this baseline assessment is to verify that the county’s various service purveyors can provide
services to the expanded UGA included in the settlement agreement. In preparing this baseline
assessment, the County assumes that areas included within the existing UGA are adequately served or
there are plans in place to ensure that the UGA can be served when developed to urban densities. The
degree to which existing areas are or will be served is covered elsewhere in this plan. This assumption is
consistent with the UGA Update EIS. That EIS studied an area larger and with greater impact than what
was eventually affirmed by the settlement agreement. Since this revised area is smaller, with less forecast
growth and reduced demand for services, fiscal impact will also be less.
This initial phase of the work focused on the new UGA expansion, and interviews with service providers
concentrated on understanding the extent of service impact this new UGA expansion involves. These
service providers already participated in the UGA Update EIS, and the intention of this part of the capital
facilities plan work revolved around the degree to which the reduced area included in the settlement
agreement may challenge their abilities to serve beyond what was first proposed. In every case, providers
indicated that the demand on their services would be either reduced or unchanged from the initial UGA
proposal.
In the absence of information from providers to the contrary, the fiscal analysis incorporated in the UGA
Update EIS remains a useful tool to evaluate relative revenues and costs of the UGA expansion.
This baseline assessment identifies the individual UGA expansion areas by name, listing the appropriate
service purveyors and the results of our conversations with them. It then identifies the additional
investment necessary to provide services in support development in these areas, if any.
Results from this assessment will inform our continuing work to update the countywide capital facilities
element. Any identified deficiencies and corrective action and investments included here will be
incorporated in the overall element, included in recommended actions to ensure development within the
county’s urban growth area will have services in place to support it.
Below is a summary of conversations with the service purveyors responsible for public services within
each of the settlement agreement UGA expansion areas. If the purveyor is not able to provide services
now, there are notes of what must be done to enable services provision and if those actions should be
included in the updated capital facilities plan. We have assumed that those purveyors who have not
responded to requests for comment are capable of providing services as necessary to support urban
development, consistent with the findings of the initial UGA Update EIS.

Domestic Water
City of Spokane
The City did not respond to requests for comment. However, those areas within the UGA either are
already served by or are within the planned water service area for the City of Spokane.
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Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Consolidated Support Services
The District did not respond to requests to comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible Spokane County Water District 3
The District confirms that it can adequately serve the additional UGA expansion. Comments from the
District referenced the consolidated water plan for the metro area, indicating that areas included within
the plan’s geography have already been planned for service.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Whitworth Water District
The District confirms that it can adequately serve the additional UGA expansion. Most of the area is
already built-out, and other major properties include a County park unlikely to be developed into other
uses in the future.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Fire & Emergency Services
Fire District 1
The District did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Fire District 3
The District confirms that the incremental addition of property within the UGA will have negligible impact
to its ability to provide fire and emergency services.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Fire District 8
The District has not yet been able to get us comments.
Net UGA expansion impact:
Fire District 9
The District confirms that the incremental addition of property within the UGA will have negligible impact
to its ability to provide fire and emergency services.
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Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Fire District 10
The District did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Law & Justice
The county sheriff’s office believes that the addition of the land will make “a bad situation insignificantly
worse.” The Sheriff believes that the department is under-resourced, with too few deputies and support
staff to adequately serve Spokane County. The office prepared a staffing study in 2012 exploring the
Spokane County Sheriff’s Office deputy count and how it relates to similar jurisdictions with similar
demands and urban development patterns. The study showed that the department would need to hire an
additional 75 deputies and relevant support personnel to reach a comparable level of service provided by
similar counties. The Sheriff also underscored the need for a comprehensive and appropriate annexation
policy to ensure that land, once in the UGA, be annexed in large areas to adjacent jurisdictions. This
would more equitably transfer the cost/revenue balance to the annexing city and simplify the mechanics
of patrol and response for law enforcement.
Net UGA expansion impact: negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Parks
Spokane County Parks has developed a level of service that calls for park acreage based on a combination
of population density and proximity to existing parks. The LOS standard calls for 1.4 acres per 1,000 UGA
residents. That standard applies when there are more than 7,000 UGA residents three road miles or more
from an existing County park. As of now, there are no conditions in the settlement agreement UGA where
that LOS standard would point toward parkland acquisition. This also reflects a shift in mission for the
County Parks department, where the focus is more on community and regional parks provision than on
neighborhood parks provision.
Net UGA expansion impact: negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Public Buildings
Spokane County provides regional services to the entire county jurisdiction, whether it falls within an
urban growth area or not. According to the County, the incremental intensification of development as a
result of the incremental UGA expansion will have negligible impact on its needs for public buildings. The
need for public building inventory is driven more by population growth than its spatial distribution. The
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County’s long-range capital planning – particularly for its central facilities – is not contingent on UGA
boundary.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011Public Libraries
The Spokane County Library District operates 10 libraries in the County, will open an eleventh soon at the
Spokane Valley Mall, and plans to construct three more within the Spokane metro area. The District
already owns the land for those three new facilities. The District recently renovated its Hawthorn branch,
but it may eventually move it further north to serve land in the northern UGA more conveniently.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Public Schools
Central Valley School District (District 81)
The district needs additional land for its planned facilities, particularly in the southeast portion of its
service area. Growth in student enrollment and the recent State requirements for facility expansion
compel the district to build more schools, influences that would exist independently of this UGA
expansion. While the UGA expansion included in the settlement agreement does not have an appreciable
impact on service provision, the District urgently needs land to meet its own service standards.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Cheney School District
The district did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
East Valley School District
The district did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Mead School District
The district did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Medical Lake School District
The district did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
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Spokane Schools (District 81)
The district needs additional land for its planned facilities, particularly in the southeast portion of its
service area. Growth in student enrollment and the recent State requirements for facility expansion
compel the district to build more schools, influences that would exist independently of this UGA
expansion. While the UGA expansion included in the settlement agreement does not have an appreciable
impact on service provision, the District urgently needs land to meet its own service standards.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
West Valley School District
The district did not respond to requests for comment.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Sanitary Sewer
City of Spokane
The City of Spokane did not respond to comment. However, the consolidated wastewater plan for
Spokane County indicates that the City is planning to provide sewer services generally compatible with
development within the expanded UGA, with service offered in response to individual development
proposals.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
Spokane County
Spokane County’s wastewater utility did not respond to comment. However, the consolidated
wastewater plan for Spokane County indicates that the City is planning to provide sewer services
generally compatible with development within the expanded UGA, with service offered in response to
individual development proposals.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Solid Waste
The City of Spokane contracts with Waste Management for solid waste disposal services. Services can
expand or contract to meet demand, and solid waste handling facilities have adequate capacity to
accommodate the incremental increase caused by the UGA settlement agreement expansion.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
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Stormwater
Spokane County generally manages storm water on a project-by-project basis, employing the appropriate
storm water manuals and best practices to ensure minimal impact to water quality and storm water
flows. The incremental expansion of the UGA has little impact on the County’s ability to provide storm
water services, with development-related impacts evaluated and managed as part of development
permitting, design, and construction.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011

Transportation
Spokane County generally manages transportation impacts via 6-year CIP and on a project-by-project
basis and requiring transportation impact analyses as appropriate for development proposals.
Transportation mitigation measures attached to development approvals impacts to the transportation
system are addressed concurrent with development. The incremental expansion of the UGA has little
impact on the County’s ability to provide transportation services, with development-related impacts
evaluated and managed as part of development permitting, design, and construction. Development
associated with larger, more regional initiatives, however, may influence transportation system design
and demand, and the County continues to participate with other jurisdictions and the Spokane Regional
Transportation Commission to plan for the future of transportation in the region.
Net UGA expansion impact: Negligible
UGA Update EIS 2011
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Findings
Based on conversations with representatives from the various purveyors, the following service expansions
and investments will be necessary to serve the expanded UGA settlement agreement areas.

Table CF-57: Settlement Area Improvements
Settlement area

Service

Improvement

Timing

All within School
District 81

Public Schools

Increasing pressure to provide additional
school facilities in response to legislation
and population growth is a critical issue.

Immediate

Metro UGA

Transportation

Continuing study of the transportation
system will inform regional improvements
and system capacity management.

Short-term

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

Long-term

201

Settlement Areas

BOCC Draft

1/20/20

202

Service purveyors by settlement UGA
Medical Lake
Service

Provider

Contact

Notes

Domestic water

Consolidated
Support Services

Consolidated Support Services

Only for southern portion,
other two portions aren’t
serviced

Fire & emergency svcs

509-565-4631

FD #3
509-624-7103

Law & justice

County

Ozzie Knezovich
oknezovich@spokanecounty.org
477-

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Gil Haubert
ghaubert@spokanecounty.org
477-3419

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Medical Lake

Superintendent Timothy Ames
tames@mlsd.org
509-565-3100

Sanitary sewers

Gene Repp

GRepp@spokanecounty.org
477-7488
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Scott Windsor
swindsor@spokanecity.org
755-2489

Stormwater

County

Matt Zarecor
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mzarecor@spokanecounty.org
477-7255
Transportation

County

Matt Zarecor

mzarecor@spokanecounty.org
477-7255
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Geiger Spur
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #3 & FD #10

Contact

Notes

scfd3@scfd3.org

Approximately top 1/3 is FD #3

509-624-7103
Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Medical Lake

Superintendent Timothy Ames
tames@mlsd.org
509-565-3100

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Jail Site
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #3

Contact

Notes

scfd3@scfd3.org
509-624-7103

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Cheney

Sharon Throop
sthroop@cheneysd.org
509-559-4599

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Kunze Farms
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #3

Contact

Notes

scfd3@scfd3.org
509-624-7103

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Cheney

Sharon Throop
sthroop@cheneysd.org
509-559-4599

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Pillar Rock
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

City of Spokane

Daniel Kegley

Notes

509-625-7821
dkegley@spokanecity.org
Fire & emergency svcs

FD #10

info@scfd10.org
509-244-2425

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Cheney

Sharon Throop
sthroop@cheneysd.org
509-559-4599

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Palisades
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

City of Spokane
(partial)

Daniel Kegley

Notes

509-625-7821
dkegley@spokanecity.org

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #10

info@scfd10.org
509-244-2425

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Spokane

Terri Lefors
terriL@spokaneschools.org
509-354-7395

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Five Mile
Service

Provider

Contact

Notes

Domestic water

City of Spokane

Daniel Kegley

(North area - Whitworth Water
District #2 serviced by Spokane)

509-625-7821
dkegley@spokanecity.org
Fire & emergency svcs

FD #9

admin@scfd9.org
509-466-4602

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Mead

Jolene Anders
Jolene.anders@mead354.org
509-465-6014

Sanitary sewers

Jesses Bluff /
Jesses Bluff 1st
Add

Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County

BOCC Draft

Scott Windsor
swindsor@spokanecity.org
755-2489

1/20/20

210

Little Spokane
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

Whitworth
Water District #2

Susan McGeorge

Notes

susan@whitworthwater.com
509-466-0550

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #9

admin@scfd9.org
509-466-4602

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Mead

Jolene Anders
Jolene.anders@mead354.org
509-465-6014

Sanitary sewers

Glenden

Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Havana-Lyons
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD#9

Contact

Notes

admin@scfd9.org
509-466-4602

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Spokane

Terri Lefors
terriL@spokaneschools.org
509-354-7395

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Bigelow Gulch
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #9

Contact

Notes

admin@scfd9.org
509-466-4602

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Orchard Prairie

(509) 467-9517

Solid waste

City of Spokane

Scott Windsor
swindsor@spokanecity.org
755-2489

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County

Sanitary sewers
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Monte Del Ray
Service

Provider

Contact

Notes

Domestic water

Pioneer Water
Company &
Consolidated
Irrigation District
#19

pioneerh2o@gmail.com

Both are partial – center of
area is not serviced

509-951-0171

Shane Shepard
consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net
509-924-3655

Fire & emergency
svcs

FD #1

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

509-928-1700 (Spokane Valley)

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Patrick Roewe
proewe@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

East Valley

Jodi Brown
brownj@evsd.org

Sanitary sewers

Monte Del Rey Ph 1 & Ph 2,
Highland Est 2nd Add

Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Southeast Valley
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

Consolidated
Irrigation District
#19

Shane Shepard

Notes

consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net
509-924-3655

Fire & emergency
svcs

FD #8 & #1

Carol Trescott (District Secretary)
509.926.6699

#1 is a very small northern
portion

ctrescott@scfd8.org
Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Central valley

Caroline McRoberts
cmcroberts@cvsd.org

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Ruddell/Tupper
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

Consolidated
Irrigation District
#19

Shane Shepard

Notes

consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net
509-924-3655

Fire & emergency
svcs

FD #8

Carol Trescott (District Secretary)
509.926.6699
ctrescott@scfd8.org

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Central Valley

Caroline McRoberts
cmcroberts@cvsd.org

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County

BOCC Draft

Scott Windsor
swindsor@spokanecity.org
755-2489

1/20/20

216

Belle Terre
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

Vera Irrigation
District #15

operations@verawaterandpower.com

Fire & emergency
svcs

FD #1

509-928-1700 (Spokane Valley)

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Notes

509-924-3800

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Central Valley

Caroline McRoberts
cmcroberts@cvsd.org

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Ponderosa
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

Spokane County #3

Ty Wick

Notes

scwd3@comcast.net

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #8

Carol Trescott (District
Secretary)
509.926.6699
ctrescott@scfd8.org

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Central Valley

Caroline McRoberts
cmcroberts@cvsd.org

Sanitary sewers

Mica View Est &
Whispering Winds

Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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South Glenrose
Service

Provider

Domestic water

None

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #8

Contact

Notes

Carol Trescott (District
Secretary)
509.926.6699
ctrescott@scfd8.org

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Spokane

Terri Lefors
terriL@spokaneschools.org
509-354-7395

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Moran Prairie
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

City of Spokane

Daniel Kegley

Notes

509-625-7821
dkegley@spokanecity.org
Fire & emergency svcs

FD #8

Carol Trescott (District
Secretary)
509.926.6699
ctrescott@scfd8.org

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Spokane

Terri Lefors
terriL@spokaneschools.org
509-354-7395

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Hume
Service

Provider

Contact

Domestic water

City of Spokane
(partial)

Daniel Kegley

Notes

509-625-7821
dkegley@spokanecity.org

Fire & emergency svcs

FD #3

scfd3@scfd3.org
509-624-7103

Law & justice

County

Parks

County

Doug Chase

dchase@spokanecounty.org
477-4730
Public buildings

County

Public libraries

Library District

Nancy Ledeboer
nledeboer@scld.org

893-8200
Public schools

Spokane

Terri Lefors
terriL@spokaneschools.org
509-354-7395

Sanitary sewers
Solid waste

City of Spokane

Stormwater

County

Transportation

County
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Appendix D: Transportation Element and Technical Analysis
The following pages present the transportation element and its technical analysis, describing the
transportation system, anticipated demand, and a long-range perspective on its overall management,
funding and incremental improvements.
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Public Works Department

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Section 1: Introduction
A. Purpose
B. Planning Requirements
1. Growth Management Act
C. Role of the Transportation Element
D. Regional Coordination
Section 2: Existing & Future Conditions
A. Transportation Network
1. Existing Road and Highway Network
a)
Urban Road Functional Classification
i.
Principal Arterials
ii.
Minor Arterials
iii.
Collector Arterials
iv.
Local Access Roads
b)
Rural Road Functional Classification
i.
Minor Arterials
ii.
Major Collectors
iii.
Minor Collectors
iv.
Local Access Roads
c)
Interstates and Highways
i.
Interstates
ii.
State highways
B. Motorized Vehicles
1. . Existing segment volumes and Level of Service (LOS)
a) Intersection Level of Service
2. . Existing Deficiencies
a)
Urban area County Arterials that show existing LOS deficiencies
b)
Rural area County Arterials that show existing LOS deficiencies
3. . Future Conditions
a)
Intersection Level of Service
b)
Future Mitigation
i.
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Section 1: Introduction
This Transportation Element (TE) provides a 20-year vision for Spokane County’s transportation network. It
encompasses projects and implementation measures which respect the region’s character and support
anticipated growth and planned land use throughout the unincorporated county. The TE is a required
element in a Growth Management Act (GMA) Comprehensive Plan for a county under RCW 36.70A.070(6).
The county’s transportation network is comprised of integrated road, rail, air, transit, and non-motorized
modes of travel. Efficient transportation links that connect people, goods, services, and activities both
within and to points outside the county are essential to sustain and grow economic activity, promote
health and a sense of well-being, and support a vibrant community.
A. Purpose
The purpose of the TE is to present a plan for transportation facilities and services needed to support
the county’s 2017-2037 future land use map. The TE recommends specific transportation projects for
the unincorporated county in order to meet safety and capacity needs.
B. Planning Requirements
The County must coordinate its transportation planning with a variety of jurisdictions, including the City
of Spokane, the Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC), neighboring jurisdictions, and the
State of Washington as required by the Growth Management Act. Figure 1 shows the location of
Spokane County within eastern Washington.
1. Growth Management Act
The State’s Growth Management Act (GMA) requires local governments to prepare a
transportation plan consistent with that jurisdiction’s land use plan and financial planning. This
Transportation Element update fulfills that mandate.
The following GMA planning goals are relevant to the TE:
• Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that are based on
regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans (Revised Code
of Washington [RCW] 36.70A.020(3)).
• Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities
and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner (RCW 36.70A.020(1))
• Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the State’s high quality of life, including
air and water quality, and the availability of water (RCW 36.70A.020(10)).
• Citizen participation and coordination. Encourage the involvement of citizens in the planning
process and ensure coordination between communities and jurisdictions to reconcile
conflicts (RCW 36.70A.020(11)).
• Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to
support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the
development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels
below locally established minimum standards (RCW 36.70A.020(12)).
C. Role of the Transportation Element
The Transportation Element services both as a functional plan to guide the County’s transportation
investments, and as a required element addressing the overarching framework for transportation in
Spokane County’s Comprehensive Plan. The document also ensures coordination with the other
elements of the County’s Comprehensive Plan, including the Land Use Element.
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Figure 1 - Location of Spokane County within Eastern WA (for larger image CLICK HERE)

The Transportation Element guides the development of the County’s project planning document, the
Transportation Improvement Program, by identifying the types of projects the County should
undertake to support future travel needs. The plan also evaluates how these projects coincide with the
community’s priorities and financial resources.
D. Regional Coordination
The Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) serves as the federally-designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) for Spokane County, as well as the state-designated Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO). As an MPO, SRTC provides a forum for local decisionmaking on transportation issues of a regional nature. Required to represent localities in all urbanized
areas (UZAs) with populations over 50,000, MPOs are mandated under federal law; when submitting
transportation improvement programs (TIPs) to the state for inclusion in the statewide program,
MPOs self-certify that they have met all federal requirements.
SRTC is made up of cities, towns, counties, ports, tribes, transit agencies, and state agencies. The
agency has created policy for Spokane County through the Metropolitan Transportation Plan titled;
Horizon 2040, which lays out long-term goals and policies for growth management, economic
development, and transportation infrastructure.
RCW 47.80.26 requires SRTC to certify this Transportation Element is consistent with Horizon 2040. The
County’s Transportation Element must:
• Reflect guidelines and principles established pursuant to RCW 47.80.026;
• Be consistent with the adopted 2040 Plan; and
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• Conform to the requirements of RCW 36.70A.070.
Horizon 2040 identifies Guiding Principles to achieve its vision and mission for transportation in the
region:

Economic Vitality
• Focus on people, freight and goods movement to improve regional,
national and global competitiveness
• Enhance accessibility and connections to economic activity centers
• Prioritize multi‐modal investments
Cooperation and Leadership
• Provide a regional forum to develop priorities
• Identify funding strategies
• Coordinate with stakeholders
Stewardship
• Protect the environment
• Follow federal, state and local legislation and policies
• Measure performance
• Share the use of infrastructure
System Operations, Maintenance and Preservation
• Preserve and prolong the life of infrastructure
• Use fiscal resources prudently
• Provide adequate funding
• Improve efficiency of system operations
Safety and Security
• Draw on best‐practice design
• Utilize education and outreach
• Make use of operational strategies
• Protect critical infrastructure from external threats
• Improve maintenance of the transportation system
Quality of Life
• Offer safe and convenient forms of active transportation that
support public health objectives
• Consider the needs of all transportation users regardless of ability
• Increase public transit access and improve service
• Improve transportation system connections
• Design to support social, cultural and commercial activities
This Transportation Element is consistent with and supports the Horizon 2040 Guiding Principles.

5

Section 2: Existing and Future Conditions
A. Transportation Network
The Spokane County transportation network is comprised of roadways, freight corridors, railways
and air travel facilities, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and public transit. This network is
represented in the figures below, and tables 1-11. To monitor the performance of the system,
State highways are also included.
1. Existing Road and Highway Network
Highways, roads and streets are given a federal functional classification by the character of service
they provide. This system was developed for transportation planning purposes by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA). Basic to this process is the recognition that individual routes do
not serve the traveling public independently in any major way. Rather, most travel involves
movement through a network of roads. Comprehensive transportation planning, an integral part
of total economic and social development, uses functional classification to determine how travel
can be channelized within the network in a logical and efficient manner. Functional classification
defines the part that any particular route should play in serving the flow of trips through a
highway/roadway network. Spokane County’s roadway network is comprised of an urban and
rural roadway network with the following classifications:

a) Urban Road Functional Classifications (Figure 2)
i.

Principal Arterials: The principal arterial is a two (or more)-lane, moderately fast facility
designed to permit relatively unimpeded traffic flow between major traffic generators
such as the central business district, major shopping centers, major employment
districts, etc. They are generally in the highest-volume non-highway corridors and serve
the longest trip desires. These arterials are the framework road system for the
urbanized portion of the County and should be located on community and
neighborhood boundaries. Frequently, the principal arterial system carries important
intra-urban and intercity bus routes. Principal arterials should not bisect homogeneous
areas such as residential neighborhoods, shopping centers, parks, etc. Access to
principal arterials should be managed.

ii.

Minor Arterials: Minor arterials interconnect and augment the principal arterial system.
They are two (or more)-lane facilities, yet provide less mobility than principal arterials,
with greater access to adjacent property frontage. Minor arterials may carry local bus
routes and provide intra-community continuity, but should be located on community
and neighborhood boundaries. They should not bisect residential neighborhoods.

iii.

Collector Arterials: Collector arterials provide both access and circulation within
residential neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas. They primarily serve
individual neighborhoods, distributing traffic from such generators as elementary
schools and neighborhood stores to minor and principal arterials. Collector arterials are
relatively low-speed, two-lane facilities that often provide for on-street parking.

iv.

Local Access Roads: Local access roads provide access to adjacent property and
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generally do not support through traffic. They are in the urban and rural areas. The
alignment and traffic control measures on local access roads should encourage a slow,
safe speed.
b) Rural Road Functional Classifications
i.

Minor Arterials: Minor arterials provide service for trips of moderate length, serve
geographic areas that are smaller than their higher Arterial counterparts, and offer
connectivity to the higher Arterial system. Minor Arterials in rural areas are typically
designed to provide relatively high overall travel speeds, with minimum interference to
through-movement. They also provide service to corridors with trip lengths and travel
density greater than those served by Rural Collectors and Local roads.

ii.

Major Collectors: Rural major collector roads serve larger towns not already served by
higher class roadways. This road classification may also serve to connect one portion of
the urban area to another portion of the urban area. They are moderately fast facilities
that are two or four lanes wide. Rural major collector roads are wider and carry more
traffic than the rural minor collectors.

iii.

Minor Collectors: Rural minor collector roads are moderately fast facilities that are two
lanes wide and provide a link between the major collector arterials and rural local
access roads. They typically provide service to remaining smaller communities and link
locally important traffic generators with their rural hinterland.

iv.

Local Access Roads: Local access roads provide access to adjacent property and
generally do not support through traffic. They are located in the urban and rural areas.
The alignment and traffic control measures on local access roads should encourage a
slow, safe speed.
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Figure 2 - Federal Functional Classification (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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c) Interstates and highways
i.

Interstates: Interstates provide high speed, highly managed access control, and generally
the highest volume free-flow travel between regional and national destinations. These
facilities are typically managed by State Department of Transportations and are guided by
federal guidelines.
State Highways: State highways generally provide limited managed access control free-flow
travel between regional destinations. These facilities within Spokane County generally
connect smaller towns and cities and typically have higher speeds in the rural settings.

ii.

B. Motorized Vehicles
The majority of travel within unincorporated Spokane County consists of motor vehicles as
their primary mode of transportation. The motor vehicles travel along roadway segments and
pass through intersections, both of which have been evaluated based on their ability to
accommodate travel demands. Each corridor and intersection studied have been rated into one
of six level of service (LOS) categories based on the volume of traffic that they accommodate
compared to the general threshold of similar type of facilities. Ratings from an LOS A to a LOS F
correspond to a typical range of uncongested/free-flowing to congested facilities. The LOS
definitions, as described in Chapter 16 of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), are utilized by
Spokane County and are summarized below:
•
•
•
•
•
•

LOS A: Primarily free flow conditions. Motorists are completed unimpeded and can
maneuver freely.
LOS B: Reasonably unimpeded conditions. Motorist maneuvers may be slightly restricted.
LOS C: Stable conditions. Motorist maneuvers may be more restricted by other vehicles.
LOS D: Less stable conditions. Motorists can still maneuver, but may incorporate additional
delays.
LOS E: Unstable and near capacity conditions. Motorists will experience significant delays
and reduced speeds.
LOS F: At or over capacity conditions. Motorists will experience significant delays and
extremely slow speeds.

Spokane County has established LOS criteria for County owned facilities:
•
LOS D for signalized intersections
•
LOS E for unsignalized intersections
•
For evaluation of system performance, LOS D for roadway segments
WSDOT establishes LOS standards for interstates and highways of statewide significance (HSS).
Urban
Rural

LOS for Non-HSS
D
C

Urban
Rural

LOS for HSS

D
C

1. Existing segment volumes and Level of Service (LOS)
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Spokane County, in conjunction with WSDOT, compiled traffic counts along roadways segments
and at arterial intersections throughout the unincorporated County. Figure 3, Figure 5 and
Figure 7 illustrate the existing rural, urban arterial and state highway traffic volumes as well as
the corresponding segment LOS.
a) Intersection Level of Service (LOS)
The County arterial intersections and County road/state highway intersections were
evaluated utilizing the latest traffic counts conducted by Spokane County and WSDOT.
The results of this analysis are contained in intersection inventory Tables 1-12.
2. Existing Deficiencies
A review of the existing Spokane County road system and state highway system indicates an
overall good LOS on roadway/highway segments. The segments of county arterials and state
highways indicating LOS deficiencies are listed below. The review of existing intersections LOS
is covered in Tables 1-12. For urban arterials and urban state highways, the standard is set at
LOS D; for rural arterials and rural state highways, the standard is set at LOS C.
a)

Urban area county arterials that show existing LOS deficiencies are:
-Country Homes Boulevard from Excel Drive to Wall Street
This segment has one lane in each direction with a landscaped median. Traffic
signals control traffic on each end, these signalized intersections have multi-lane
approaches. With this configuration, a special LOS table specifically for this
segment was developed which indicates an LOS D.
-Argonne Road from Spokane River Bridge to Maringo Drive
See section B.
-Hawthorne Road from US 395 to US 2
The existing traffic volumes do indicate an unsatisfactory segment LOS, however,
the signals on each end of the segment indicate an acceptable LOS D.

b) Rural area county arterials that show existing LOS deficiencies are:
-Bigelow Gulch Road from Palmer Road to Weile Road
projects for Bigelow Gulch/Forker Connector are planned and in the current sixyear TIP.
-Freya Street from Francis Avenue to North Spokane Corridor ramp roundabout
This segment has very high existing volume of traffic, this is due to the NSC
terminating at Francis Avenue. With the planned extension of the NSC to I-90, this
will reduce traffic on Freya to an acceptable LOS.
-Forker Road from Bigelow Gulch to Palmer Road
projects for Bigelow Gulch/Forker Connector are planned and in the current sixyear TIP.
-Trails Road from Hayford Road to Government Way
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This segment is not over capacity but has an unsatisfactory LOS.
3. Future Conditions
The Transportation Element forecasts future traffic volumes and impacts to the county arterial
and state highway system assuming the development described in the Land Use Element. There
is a direct link between land use and subsequent transportation impacts, and this element
captures the relationship.
The future forecasting (year 2040) documented in this element reflects the approved land uses
as described in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Land uses are closely tied to
future forecasting of traffic on the roadways and are further explained below. For further
information on land use, see Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of the Spokane County Comprehensive
Plan.
Spokane County uses the Regional Demand Model to forecast future travel behavior. The
Regional Demand Model is developed by SRTC, utilizing computer software to analyze future
travel behavior. After a base travel demand model is created, population and employment
numbers are adjusted to represent future conditions (anticipated for the year 2040). Forecast
year for this Transportation Element is 2037; by using the 2040 regional transportation model,
this analysis offers a more conservative look into travel in Spokane County. This growth is then
overlaid into the base model to forecast future travel demand.
The Regional Demand Model is post-processed to account for known population and
employment growth that could not have been foreseen in the forecast model inputs. This is
achieved by reviewing current land actions, including building permits, preliminary plats, binding
site plans and other land actions that have been approved.
The post-processing of the Regional Demand Model results in a forecast of average daily traffic
on county arterial and state highway segments. The daily forecast traffic volumes show overall
increases on the road and highway system. Capacity improvement projects such as the North
Spokane Corridor (NSC) and Bigelow Gulch, offer relief to arterials in areas around the NSC.
Future segment volumes and Level of Service (LOS):
Figure 4 and Figure 6 illustrate the existing rural and urban arterial traffic volumes as well as the
corresponding segment LOS. Detailed discussion and methodology, of the future traffic
forecasting are provided in the Appendix to this element.

11

Figure 3 - Existing LOS - Rural (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 4 - 2040 LOS - Rural (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 5 - Existing LOS Urban (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 6 - 2040 LOS Urban (for larger image CLICK HERE)

15

Figure 7 - Existing LOS State Highways (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 8 - 2040 LOS State Highways (for larger image CLICK HERE)

17

A. Intersection Level of Service (LOS)
The County arterial intersections and County road/state highway intersections were
evaluated for future conditions in both the 6-year forecast and for the year 2040. The
results of this analysis are contained in intersection inventory tables 1-12. Where
deficiencies were identified by the analysis, mitigation projects were proposed and listed in
the footnotes in the tables for both the 6-year forecast and in the year 2040.

Table 1: Principal Arterial Intersecting Principal Arterial

Principal Arterial
Market St.
Market St.
Mill Rd.
Sullivan Rd.
Wall St.

@
@
@
@
@

Principal Arterial
Hawthorne Rd.
Farwell Rd.
Hastings Rd.
32nd Ave.
Country Homes

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop
Signal
Signal
Stop
Signal / add turn lanes

Current
LOS
(2017)
B
A
C
B
E

Table 2: Principal Arterial Intersecting Minor Arterial

Principal Arterial
Adams Rd.
Argonne Rd.

Minor Arterial
@ 32nd Ave.
@ Upriver Dr.

Harvard Rd.
Waikiki Rd.
Hawthorne Rd.
Market St.
Market St.

@
@
@
@
@

Mill Rd. / Waikiki
Monroe St.
Palouse Hwy.

@ Waikiki Rd.
@ Wall St.
@ 57th Ave.

Sullivan Rd.
Harvard Rd.

@ Saltese Ave.
@ Wellesley Ave.
Wellesley Ave.
@ Extension
@ Kaiser Blvd. (New)

Appleway Ave
Hawthorne Rd.

Euclid Ave.
Hawthorne Rd.
Parksmith Dr.
Parksmith Dr.
Magnesium Rd.

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop
Signal / add turn lanes
Stop / add
Channelization
Signal
Stop
Signal
Signal
Roundabout/ add slip
lane
Signal
Signal
Stop/Signal or
roundabout
all-way/ Signal
Stop / roundabout
roundabout

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
C
B
C
B
F/D1

20-Year
Projected
LOS (2037)
D
B
D
C
D

Current
LOS
(2017)
B
E

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
B
E/D2

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
C
D

F
B
A
B
B

F/E3
C
B
C
B

E
D
C
D
C

C
B
A

E/C4
C
B

C
D
C

D
D

E
E

F/C5
F/C6

D
N/A

E
N/A

F/C7
A8
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Table 3: Minor Arterial Intersecting Minor Arterial

Minor Arterial
Forker Rd.
Glenrose Rd.
Glenrose Rd.

Minor Arterial
Progress Rd. /
@ Evergreen
@ Carnahan
@ 29th Ave.

Grove Rd.
Regal Rd.
Wellesley Ave.
Wellesley Ave.
Geiger
Wandermere
Mill / Dartford
Little Spokane Drive

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

Thorpe Rd.
57th Ave.
River Rd.
Starr
Hayford
Dartford
Little Spokane Drive
Colbert

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop
Yield / Roundabout
Stop
4 Way Stop /
Roundabout
Signal
Stop
Stop
Stop/Signal
Stop
All-way Stop
Stop

6-Year
20-Year
Current Projected Projected
LOS
LOS
LOS
(2017)
(2022)
(2037)
C
C
B

C
C/B9
C

D
C
D

B
C
B
B
B
B
A
A

D
C
C
B
F/D11
C
B
A

F/A10
D
D
C
D
D
C
B

Table 4: Principal Arterial Intersecting Collector

Principal Arterial
Wall St.
Argonne Rd.
Wall St.
Argonne
Market
Monroe
Wall St.
Mill
Market
Waikiki
Country Homes Blvd.
Country Homes Blvd.

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

Collector Arterial
Cascade Way
Columbia
Whitworth Dr.
Maringo
Peone
Eastmont
Holland
Regina
Lincoln
Five Mile
Warn Way
Weipert Dr.

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Signal
Stop
Stop / channelization
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Signal
Stop
Stop

Current
LOS
(2017)
B
D
F
B
B
C
B
C
B
B
C
C

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
C
D
F/C12
C
B
D
D
D
B
C
C
C

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
D
E
D
D
C
E
E
E
C
D
D
D
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Table 5: Minor Arterial Intersecting Collector

Minor Arterial
Upriver
Upriver
Wall
Aero
57th
57th
57th
37th
Mill
Wellesley Ave.
Hawthorne Rd.
Idaho Rd.
Starr Rd.
Starr Rd.
Wellesley Ave.
Wellesley Ave.
River Road
Euclid Road
Starr Rd.
Idaho Rd.
Wellesley Ave.
Wellesley Ave.
Wellesley Ave.
Regal
Thorpe
Little Spokane Dr.
Little Spokane Dr.
Wandermere
21st. Ave (New)

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

Collector Arterial
Maringo Dr.
Farr Road
Lyons
Westbow
Freya
Crestline
Helena
Glenrose
Dartford
McKinzie Rd.
Whitworth Dr.
Rowan Ave.
Rowan Ave.
Joseph
Idaho Rd.
Campbell Rd.
Starr Rd.
Lynden
Kildea
Kildea
Kenney
Lynden
Chase
63rd
Assembly
Midway
Cincinnati Dr.
Glencrest Dr.
Craig Rd.

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop / Roundabout
Stop / Roundabout
Stop
Stop
Stop / improvement
Stop
Stop
Signal
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
All-way Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop / improvement

Current
LOS
(2017)
A
A
B
D
E
B
B
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
B
B
B
B
A
A
A
B
N/A

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
B
A
C
D/B13
E/B14
C
C
C
B
B
C
B
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
A
B
B
B
B
A
A
A
B
N/A

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
C
B
D
C
C
D
D
F/C15
C
C
D
C
B
B
C
C
B
B
B
B
C
C
C
C
B
B
B
C
F/B16
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Table 6: Principal Arterial Intersecting Local Access (Signalized)

Principal Arterial
Argonne

@

Local Access Road
Wellesley

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Signal

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
C

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
D

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
B

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
C

6-Year
Current Projected
LOS
LOS
(2017)
(2022)
C
C
A
A

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
D
B

Current
LOS
(2017)
B

Table 7: Selected Urban Arterial Intersecting Rural Arterial

Urban Arterial
Hayford

@

Rural Arterial
Deno

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop

Current
LOS
(2017)
B

Table 8: Selected Rural Arterial Intersecting Rural Arterial

Rural Arterial
Argonne
Barker Rd.
Appleway Ave.

Rural Arterial
@ Bigelow Gulch
@ 32nd Ave.
Spokane Bridge
@ Road

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Signal
All Way Stop
Stop / improvement

C

E

F/D17

Current
LOS
(2017)
B
B
N/A
N/A

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
C
B
N/A
N/A

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
F/A18
C
D
A

Current
LOS
(2017)

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)

Signal

A

B

C

Signal

B

C

D

Table 9: Urban Arterial Intersecting future arterial

Urban Arterial
Barker Road
32st
New Hayford
Hawthorne Rd.

@
@
@
@

Future Arterial
Chapman Road
Chapman Road
Thorpe Rd.
Kaiser Blvd. (New)

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop / Roundabout
Stop
Stop
roundabout

Table 10: Urban Minor Arterial Intersecting City Street

Urban Minor Arterial
Hayford Rd.

@

Government Way

@

City Street /
Private Access
Northern Quest
Drive
Ft. George Wright
Dr.

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
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Table 11: Urban collector intersecting Urban collector

Urban Collector
Westbow
Craig
Wandermere
Liberty Lake Road
Campbell
Kenney
Chase
McKenzie
Crestline
Helena
Freya
Farr
Sullivan
Starr
Hatch
8th
8th
Weipert

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

Urban Collector
Hayford
Thorpe (east)
Hatch
Liberty Dr.
Euclid
Euclid
Rowan
Joseph
63rd
63th
65th
Maringo
Belle Terre
Kildea
Midway
Sprague
Henry
Price

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Stop
Stop / improvement
Stop / Roundabout
Stop
Stop
Stop
All-way Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
Stop
All-way Stop

Current
LOS
(2017)
A
C
C
B
A
A
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
B
C
C
B
B

6-Year
Projected
LOS
(2022)
C
F/D19
F/B21
B
B
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
D
D
B
B

20-Year
Projected
LOS
(2037)
D
F/C20
C
C
B
B
C
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
E
E
C
C
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Table 12: State highway Intersecting County Arterial

State Highway
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
SR 206 (Mt. Spokane
Park Dr)

SR 290
US 395 (Division St.)
US 395 (Division St.)
US 395 (Division St.)
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
SR 290 (Trent)
SR 290 (Trent)
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
Farwell Road
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
SR 902
SR 902
SR 902
US 2
SR 27
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
US 2 (Newport Hwy)
North Spokane
Corridor
North Spokane
Corridor
SR 291

@
@
@
@
@
@

County Arterial
Farwell Rd.
Nevada Rd.

Existing Intersection
Control / Proposed
mitigation
Signal
Signal
Stop
Stop
Signal / NSC
Signal / NSC

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

Market
McKenzie Rd.
Hawthorne Rd.
Hastings Rd.
Whitworth Dr. / Regina
Dr.
Day Mt. Spokane Road
Harvard
Starr
Costco Access Road
Aluminum Ave. (New)
Altamont (New)
Colbert
Geiger
Craig
Hayford (New)
21st (New)
40th
SR 206
Green Bluff Rd.

@

Farwell Rd.

@
@

Parksmith Road
Seven Mile Rd.

Current
LOS
(2017)
D
D

6-Year
20-Year
Projected Projected
LOS
LOS
(2022)
(2037)
D
E/D22
D
D

A
B
D
*D

A
B
D
D

B
N/A23
F
F

B
C
*E
D
C
N/A
N/A
A
F/B27
A
N/A
N/A
B
C
C

D
C
E
E
C
N/A
N/A
B
B
A
N/A
N/A
B
C
C

F/C24
D
F/C25
F/B26
D
D
B
D
F/B28
A
B
A
C
E/D29
D

Stop

A

B

B

Stop
Stop / improvement

B
B

B
C

C
F/D30

Stop / channelization
Signal
Stop / BTV
Stop / roundabout
roundabout
N/A /Roundabout
N/A / Channelization
Stop
Stop / roundabout
Roundabout
Roundabout
Roundabout
Stop
Signal
Stop
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Footnote
number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

B.

Proposed mitigation project to achieve
acceptable LOS
add E/W Lt turn lanes, add N/S Rt. turn lanes,
replace signal & revise signal phasing
add E/W left turn lanes, replace signal &
revise signal phasing
install channelization
add northbound slip lane to roundabout
install traffic signal or roundabout
Replace all-way stop with traffic signal
install roundabout
New intersection, install roundabout
install roundabout (safety project)
install roundabout
install traffic signal
install channelization
install roundabout
install roundabout (safety project)
intersection improvement
intersection improvement

Footnote
number
17

Proposed mitigation project to
achieve acceptable LOS
Realign intersection

18

install roundabout
19
Realign intersection
20
intersection improvement
21
install roundabout
Add second NB Left Turn Lane and
22
intersection improvement
23
Road Closure
24
Channelization - Right in / Right out
25
Bridging the Valley
26
Install Roundabout
27
Install Roundabout (2019)
28
Roundabout Reconfiguration
29
intersection improvement
30
intersection improvement
Other notes
*
Turning counts estimated from ADT
underlined Estimated

Future Mitigation
i. Urban area County arterials requiring future mitigation strategies are:
-Country Homes Boulevard from Excel Drive to Wall Street
The increase in forecast volumes does lower the LOS on this segment, the LOS table
indicates a forecast LOS F. The traffic signal improvement indicated in Table 1 for the
intersection of Country Homes and Wall will improve the operation to acceptable LOS.
Country Homes Boulevard from Excel Drive to Wall Street
Mitigation measure

Add turn lanes and replace traffic signal.

Planning level costs

$902,000

Funding status

unfunded

Potential funding sources

Development financed
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-Argonne Road from Spokane River Bridge to Maringo Drive (LOS F)
This segment of Argonne indicates a failing existing LOS. The future traffic volume is
influenced by the construction of the NSC. Traffic volumes decrease in the forecast
year to 30,000 vehicles per day, bringing the segment to an acceptable LOS D.
-Hawthorne Road from US 395 to US 2
The traffic volumes do increase in the forecast year, however, the signals indicate an
acceptable LOS D. Since the traffic signals are the controlling capacity factor on
segments, no capacity improvements are recommended to the segment. Spokane
County will continue to monitor this roadway segment into the future.
-Hawthorne Road from Nevada to Kaiser Blvd.
Future forecast volumes (18,900 vehicles per day) will degrade LOS below acceptable
standards. Therefore, a capacity improvement project will need to be planned to
coordinate with the area’s development and growth as warranted.
Hawthorne Road from Nevada Street to Kaiser Blvd

ii.

Mitigation measure

Capacity improvement project. Construct 5 lane urban
arterial.

Planning level costs

$2,800,000

Funding status

unfunded

Potential funding sources

Tax increment financing, State/Federal grants,
Development contribution

Rural area county arterials that show forecast LOS deficiencies are:
-Trails Road from Hayford Road to Government Way
This segment is not expected to be over capacity but will have an unsatisfactory LOS.

iii.

State highways that show forecast LOS deficiencies are:
-US 395 from Monroe Road to Stevens County Line
This segment has a future forecast LOS D
There are northbound and southbound passing lanes that were not reflected in the
LOS analysis that may indicate an acceptable LOS for this segment. No mitigation
measure is proposed for this segment.

25

-US 2 from Nevada to North Access Road (Costco)
This segment has a future forecast LOS E/F, and is currently governed by the traffic
signal at Nevada and the roundabout at North Access Road (Costco).
The completion of the NSC will have an impact to this segment of highway, many
commuter trip and the majority of freight trips will be shifted to the NSC. Area
development will also add arterial and collectors in the surrounding area that will
improve local circulation, and thus, reduce stress on this segment of US 2. The
future extension of transit service north of Hawthorne should be studied for the
beneficial impacts to this highway segment. Additionally, a transit center park and
ride is planned at Farwell and the North Spokane Corridor, this may also impact
travel demand on this segment of US 2.
US 2 from Nevada to North Access Road (Costco)
Mitigation measure

Construct local area arterial and collector network

Planning level costs

$15,000,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

Tax increment financing, Development contribution,
State/Federal grants

-US 2 from Milan Road to Pend Oreille county line
This segment has a future forecast LOS D
This segment of 2-lane highway, is served by 4-lane highways at the north (in Pend
Oreille County) and south (at Westwood Ave.). There are northbound and
southbound passing lanes that were not reflected in the LOS analysis that may
indicate an acceptable LOS for this segment. No mitigation measure is proposed
for this segment.
-US 2 from Espanola Road to Fairchild Airforce Base
This segment has a future forecast LOS D
Improving local area network and circulation will improve highway performance.
US 2 from Espanola Road to Fairchild Airforce Base
Mitigation measure

Explore improvements local area arterial and collector
network (such as Brooks road)

Planning level costs

$7,000,000

Funding status

Partially funded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grants
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-US 2 from Fairchild Airforce Base to Craig
This segment has a future forecast LOS E
21st Avenue is currently being planned by Spokane County, Airway Heights and City
of Spokane. This parallel arterial to US 2 has the potential to relieve congestion on
US 2 and provide improved circulation. 10th and 12th Avenue in Airway Heights,
City of Spokane and Spokane County are planned to be improved / constructed by
the year 2040, Deno Road is also being planned for improvement, these parallel
routes to US 2 are part of the plan to reduce future congestion on US 2 and
improve circulation. The West Plains / US 2 transportation study is currently
underway in 2019/2020, this study will also explore opportunities for maintaining
the highways performance to acceptable LOS.
US 2 from Fairchild Airforce Base to Craig
Mitigation measure

Explore improvements local area arterial and collector
network (such as Deno and 21st in Spokane County)

Planning level costs

$5,500,000

Funding status

unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grants

-SR 290 from Barker Road to Starr Road
This segment has a future forecast LOS E
Adding passing lanes on 2-lane highways improves LOS. Bridging the Valley (BTV) will
also improve the highways performance by removing friction at intersections, by both
grade separation and closing low volume at-grand railroad crossing at adjacent
intersection.
SR 290 from Barker Road to Starr Road
Mitigation measure
Planning level costs

Construct passing lanes at appropriate intervals &
BTV
Passing lanes: $9,300,000
BTV: See State Highway/County Rd intersections below

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, regional
legislative request for funding
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-SR 904 from Cheney City Limits to I-90
This segment has a future forecast LOS E
Adding passing lanes on 2-lane highways improves LOS. STA has express transit
service from Downtown Spokane to City of Cheney, and this is on STA’s High
Performance Transit (HPT) Network. The HPT and additional transit service should
be studied to improve LOS on this highway.
SR 904 from Cheney City Limits to I-90
Mitigation measure
Planning level costs

Construct passing lanes at appropriate intervals &
HPT Network
Passing lanes: $29,200,000
HPT Network: See section F below for STA comp plan

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, sales tax (transit), regional
legislative request for funding

-SR 902 from Medical Lake City Limits to Hayford (New)
This segment has a future forecast LOS D
This segment of highway is on the Urban / Rural border. It is anticipated by the
year 2040, SR 902 will be in the Urban area. LOS D is acceptable LOS for Urban
Highways, therefore, no mitigation would be required.
SR 902 from Medical Lake City Limits to Hayford (New)
Mitigation measure

Change classification

Planning level costs

$0

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

N/A
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-SR 902 from Hayford (New) to I-90
This segment has a future forecast LOS F
With the realigning of Hayford Road around the proposed SIA 3rd runway, this
segment is forecast to have failing level of service and a capacity improvement
project should be planned.
SR 902 from Hayford (New) to I-90
Mitigation measure

Capacity improvement project. Widen highway to 4
lanes.

Planning level costs

$4,500,000

Funding status

unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, regional
legislative request for funding

- State Highway / County Road intersections
Table 12 outlines the 6-year and 2040 forecast LOS for each State Highway /
County Road intersection. The footnotes to the table list the mitigation projects
that should be planned to mitigate the LOS deficiency. Intersections requiring
mitigation are covered below. Two intersections; US 395 at Hawthorne and US 395
at Hastings, do not show mitigation for the forecast LOS deficiency. These two
intersections will be greatly influenced by the completion on the NSC and should
not plan or allocate future funding to improve capacity at these intersections until
the full effect of a completed NSC is known. Intersections with a “(New)”
designation on the County Road name in Table 12, indicates proposed
State/County intersections, these will also be covered in the mitigation measures
listed below.
US 2 (Newport Highway) @ Farwell Road
Mitigation measure

Add second northbound left turn lane and intersection
improvement.

Planning level costs

$953,000

Funding status

Unfunded (contingent on development)

Potential funding sources

Development financed
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SR 290 @ McKenzie Road
Mitigation measure

Intersection closure in coordination with BTV.

Planning level costs

$250,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, regional
legislative request for funding

US 395 (Division St.) @ Whitworth Dr. / Regina Dr.
Mitigation measure

Turn restrictions and channelization.

Planning level costs

$200,000

Funding status

Unfunded (contingent on development)

Potential funding sources

Development financed

SR 290 (Trent) @ Harvard Road
Mitigation measure

Grade separation of highway/roadway and Railroad
crossing.

Planning level costs

$30,000,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, regional
legislative request for funding
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SR 290 (Trent) @ Starr Road
Mitigation measure

Install roundabout.

Planning level costs

$2,300,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, regional
legislative request for funding

SR 902 @ Geiger Blvd. (2019)
Mitigation measure

Install roundabout.

Planning level costs

$2,500,000

Funding status

funded

Potential funding sources

This project is funded by state gas tax.

SR 902 @ Geiger Blvd. (After realignment of Hayford Road)
Mitigation measure

Reconfigure roundabout.

Planning level costs

$1,500,000

Funding status

unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, regional legislative request
for funding and development contribution.

31

US 2 (Newport Highway) @ SR 206
Mitigation measure
Planning level costs

Local roadway network circulation improvements and
intersection LOS & safety improvement.
Local area network: $7,350,000
Intersection improvement: $2,000,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, safety funding, Tax
increment financing and developer contribution.
US 2 @ 21st Ave. (New)

Mitigation measure

Install roundabout

Planning level costs

$2,500,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, regional legislative request
for funding and development contribution.

SR 902 @ Hayford Road (New)
Mitigation measure

Install roundabout.

Planning level costs

$2,500,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, regional legislative request
for funding and development contribution.
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US 2 @ Aluminum Ave. (New – Kaiser US 2 south entrance)
Mitigation measure

Install roundabout.

Planning level costs

$2,800,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

Tax increment financing and development contribution.

Farwell Road @ Altamont (New – Kaiser Farwell entrance)
Mitigation measure

Turn Restrictions and Channelization.

Planning level costs

$250,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

Tax increment financing and development contribution.

SR 291 @ Seven Mile Road

iv.

Mitigation measure

Intersection improvement (mini roundabout).

Planning level costs

$450,000

Funding status

Unfunded

Potential funding sources

State/Federal grant funding, regional legislative request
for funding and development contribution.

Arterial Road Plan
The Arterial Road Plan (ARP) is a map of existing and proposed Spokane County Arterials.
The ARP shows; existing roadways, future proposed roadway changes, future proposed
County arterials and Transportation Study Areas. See Figure 9.
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Figure 9 - Arterial Road Plan (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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C. Freight Movement, Rail Facilities, & Air Travel Facilities
1. Freight and Good Transportation System (FGTS)
The Washington State Freight and Goods Transportation System (FGTS) is a
classification system for roadways, railways, and waterways based on freight tonnage.
The FGTS is updated every two years to establish funding eligibility for Freight Mobility
Strategic Investment Board grants, support transportation planning processes, and
support freight investment decisions. (WSDOT, 2019)
FGTS truck freight corridors are classified into five categories, T-1 through T-5, based
on annual gross truck tonnage:
T-1 more than 10 million tons per year
T-2 4 million to 10 million tons per year
T-3 300,000 to 4 million tons per year
T-4 100,000 to 300,000 tons per year
T-5 at least 20,000 tons in 60 days and less than 100,000 tons per year
T1 corridors are the most heavily used freight corridors; T1 corridors within Spokane
County include I-90 and Argonne Road from I-90 to Bigelow Gulch Road. T2 corridors
have high freight movement and include corridors such as Bigelow Gulch, Bruce Road
and US 195. The Spokane County Freight and Goods System is shown in Figure 10.
Spokane County Road Standards support freight movement and are consistent with
SRTC’s regional freight network.
a) Future Conditions: Freight movement is vital to a region’s economy. Reducing
bottlenecks and monitoring congestion are essential steps to maintaining
efficient movement of goods, allowing freighters to avoid shipping delays, keep
costs down, and maintain delivery reliability. The Bigelow Gulch/Forker Road
Connector is an important project for freight movement in Spokane County:
this project is currently underway, with a scheduled completion date of 2022.
Bridging the Valley (BTV), another significant freight project, will construct
grade separation at SR 290 and Harvard Road. Spokane County will coordinate
with SRTC, BNSF and WSDOT as funding becomes available.
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Figure 10 - Frieght & Goods Transportation System and Air Travel Facilities
(for larger image CLICK HERE)
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2.

Rail Facilities
The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF), the
Geiger Spur (Spokane County), Washington Idaho Railway (WSDOT), and the Eastern
Washington Gateway (WSDOT) operate rail facilities within Spokane County. All railway
lines have crossings at county infrastructure
intersections; the county continuously reviews opportunities to enhance safety for atgrade crossings to further enhance the movement of goods throughout the region.

3.

Air Travel Facilities
Spokane County supports air transportation by coordinating regionally the roads and
railways that serve Spokane International Airport (SIA). SIA is planning an expansion
through the construction of a 3rd runway. To accommodate this development, Spokane
County and regional partners are planning a Hayford Road realignment project. Long
range planning efforts which include air transportation are essential to supporting the
movement of goods and people.

D. Pedestrian Facilities
1.

Existing Facilities
Spokane County is comprised of both rural and urban characteristics. As such, rural
roadways may not have sidewalk but may have a gravel or paved shoulder for
pedestrians use. Urban roadways may include sidewalks, curb ramps, and crosswalks
along the facilities for pedestrians. These facilities aid in the safety of pedestrian users of
all ages and abilities, including children attending schools, commuters taking the bus or
connecting with a carpool to get to work, and senior citizens making midday trips.
Generally, sidewalks are provided along many of the principal and minor arterials within
the urban limits of the county. Separated sidewalks are desired along roadways.
Spokane County Road Standards help to facilitate the development of such
accommodations as new development occurs. Generally, wide paved or gravel
shoulders are provided along the rural arterials to aid in pedestrian access, although
pedestrian activity typically occurs at a lesser rate in rural areas than urban.
Both the rural and urban systems contain gaps which may cause an increase in short
vehicle trips due to lack of pedestrian facilities. Gaps may include the lack of curb ramps,
the lack of adequate shoulders between destinations, and the interruption of sidewalk
due to lack of connectivity. Figure 11 illustrates the existing pedestrian facilities within
Spokane County.
The county also has an ADA Transition Plan, to enhance the pedestrian facilities across
the county.
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Figure 11 - Pedestrian Facilities (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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2. Pedestrian Plan
The development of a pedestrian plan, see Figure 11, is important to the goals outlined in the
Spokane County Comprehensive Plan. This plan shows the inventory of sidewalks, barriers to
pedestrians, and potential gaps in paths of travel. A pedestrian plan is a vital piece in identifying
planning improvements where they are most needed, such as developing routes to priority
destinations, including transit bus stops and schools.
3. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
As a federal mandate, the ADA requires public facilities to be made accessible to all users regardless
of ability. This requirement includes public sidewalks and pathways. Public agencies possessing
non-compliant facilities must develop an ADA transition plan. In compliance with ADA, Spokane
County developed an ADA transition plan in 2015; this document guides the improvement of the
county’s public facilities. It inventories barriers to individuals with disabilities, and outlines an
infrastructure and financial plan to bring these facilities into compliance.
4. Existing Deficiencies
The Pedestrian Plan plays a vital role in the improvement of pedestrian facilities. The plan indicates
barriers and gaps in the system for pedestrian travel, facilitating the develop of projects to correct
these deficiencies. Gaps in pedestrian facilities, limited and/or inadequate crossings, and other
deficiencies may isolate areas of the County and lead to individuals driving for short trips which may
otherwise be made on foot or bicycle, adding unnecessary trips to the County roadway network.
Federal and state grant funding sources may be sought to fund the improvement of existing gaps and
other deficiencies.
5. Future Conditions
The Pedestrian Plan, see Figure 11, guides short-term (6-year TIP) and long-range (7 to 20-year)
planning efforts, allowing for the identification of needed improvements of Spokane County’s
pedestrian facilities. Spokane County Public Works will continue to coordinate with school districts in
planning and seeking grant funds to facilitate safe walking routes to school. To encourage transit
ridership, pedestrian routes to transit stops will be reviewed for feasibility and integrated into
planning and capital project development when appropriate. The pedestrian plan will be used for
supporting regional trails such as the Centennial Trail and the Children of the Sun Trail; Spokane
County will continue to work to develop plans and seek funding for eliminating gaps in the multi-use
path system of the Centennial trail, such as the Argonne Road gap. To support the Children of the
Sun Trail, Spokane County will identify local system and development needs to improve connectivity
to the Children of the Sun Trail.
E. Bicycle Facilities
1. Existing Facilities
Bicycle facilities are crucial to the facilitation of safe non-motorized travel throughout Spokane
County. These facilities are accessed by a variety of users, from school-age bicyclists and families, to
commuter cyclists and those who travel over 20 miles in one cycling outing. A variety of bicycle
facilities exist throughout the county, including dedicated bike lanes, shared-use paths, and sharedbike friendly routes. Much like the pedestrian facilities, there are gaps in the bicycle network that
may cause bicyclists to cross, or travel with, vehicle traffic.
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2. Bicycle Plan
The Bicycle Plan serves to promote bicycle transportation countywide, as well as increasing safety
and convenience for non-motorized modes of travel (Goal T.3e). In addition, supporting the
regional trail system is a cornerstone of Spokane County bicycle facilities goals and policies.
The Spokane County Comprehensive Plan supports the development of a bicycle plan. This plan
shows the inventory of bike routes, and facilities including bike lanes and pathways, as well as
potential gaps in bike routes. The plan is also critical to identifying and planning improvements
where they are most needed. The Spokane County Bicycle Plan was developed through
coordination with the regional bike plan (published by SRTC), area city bicycle plans (City of
Spokane and City of Spokane Valley), and WSDOT. The Spokane County Bicycle Plan is shown in
Figure 12.
i.

Planning for Growth
To plan for growth, promote a healthy community, and to provide for alternative modes of
travel, Spokane County Road Standards require new urban developments located on bike
routes to accommodate bicycles through frontage developments.

3. Existing Deficiencies
The Bicycle Plan plays a vital role in planning the improvement of bike facilities. The plan indicates
barriers and gaps in the system for bicycle travel, laying the groundwork for planning projects to
address deficiencies. Gaps in the network may create “high stress” environments in which cyclists
must navigate through vehicle traffic or difficult arterial crossings to complete their journey.
Federal and state grant funding sources may be sought to fund the improvement of existing gaps
and other deficiencies.
4.

Future Conditions
The Bicycle Plan helps to guide short-term (6-year TIP) and long-range (7 to 20-year plan) bicycle
infrastructure needs, identifying and planning for the improvement of Spokane County’s bike
facilities. Spokane County will continue support regional trails such as the Centennial Trail and the
Children of the Sun Trail. To support the Centennial Trail, Spokane County will continue planning
efforts to develop plans and projects, and seek funding for gaps in the multi-use path system, such
as at Argonne Road. To support the Children of the Sun Trail, Spokane County will plan local system
and development activities to allow for connectivity to the trail.

F. Public Transit
Public transit within Spokane County is provided by Spokane Transit Authority (STA), a municipal
corporation operating within the voter-established Public Transportation Benefit Area. This is a vital
service for many county residents, connecting commercial and activity centers to residential areas, and
is crucial to the reduction of trips on the County roadway network. STA routes within Spokane County
are illustrated in Figure 13. Spokane County coordinates closely with STA on current and planned
routes to serve existing and future development. The STA Comprehensive Plan contains the
development of a High Performance Transit (HPT) Network, shown in Figure 14. The STA
Comprehensive Plan can be found at;
https://www.spokanetransit.com/projects-plans/comprehensive-plan
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Figure 12 - Bicycle Plan (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 13 - STA Existing Routes (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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Figure 14 - STA High Performance Transit Network (for larger image CLICK HERE)
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G. Commute Trip Reduction
In 1993, Spokane County implemented the Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Law (RCW 70.94.521-5 5 1)
to reduce traffic congestion, air pollution and petroleum consumption through employer-based
programs that encourage the use of alternatives to driving alone. Alternatives include riding the bus,
carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, walking, working a compressed work week or teleworking.
The law requires major employers to develop and implement an employee commute program to
reduce the number and length of drive-alone commute trips made to the worksite. Local jurisdictions
implemented ordinances to define how the law would apply to employers in their area.
To further the Goals (T.11) and Policies (T.11.1 – T.11.6) of the Spokane County Comprehensive plan,
Spokane County operates the Smart Commute Northwest Program (formerly the Commute Trip
Reduction Program).
H. Forecast of Future Needs and Financing Plan

1.

Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

Spokane County adopts a six-year transportation improvement program (TIP) each year. In addition,
Spokane County amends this plan throughout the year for a variety of reasons, including updating
funding sources and project estimates. This allows Spokane County to program projects based upon
need and funding.
County intersections showing deficiencies in the 6-year horizon of the TIP, are listed in the footnotes to
Tables 1-11 as mitigation projects. The projects have been added to the six-year TIP, and potential
funding sources are also identified for the projects.
The current Six-Year TIP can be found at;
https://www.spokanecounty.org/983/Program-Development

2.

20-year Financing plan and proposed mitigation financing – Transportation

The yearly adoption of the TIP as mentioned above will continue for the foreseeable future to the end
of the 20-year financing plan. The 20-year financing plan outlines the expected revenue for the years
beyond the current 6-year TIP, which would be the years 7 through 20.
This 20-year financing plan outlines the expected average revenue for the years beyond the six-year
TIP. Table 13 below shows the average yearly projected revenue by revenue source to finance the 20year transportation program.
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TABLE 13
Yearly average transportation projected improvement revenue
Federal
State
Local Other
County
Yearly average ($1,000's) $11,387
$6,684 $85
$2,153 $5,653

Total
$25,962

Total (Years 7 – 20)

$363,500

The 20-year financing shows revenue that will be spent on capital projects, such as; improvements projects,
pavement preservation, stormwater, safety improvements, multi-modal (Ped/Bike) projects and proposed
mitigation for level-of-service (LOS) deficiencies shown in this Transportation Element. The projects to
mitigate the intersection LOS deficiencies shown Tables 1-11 for the 20-year financing plan total
approximately $5 million. For County road segment projects, such as; Hawthorne Road, Deno Road and
21st Avenue, a combination of County revenue and grant funding is projected to be used to construct the
projects. For the 20-year financing plan, these projects total approximately $8.3 million. The sources of
revenue shown in Table 13 will be projected to be used to fund intersection LOS deficiency projects and
road segment projects.
Expenditures for the 20-year financing plan are expected to fall within the yearly average and the total
revenue shown in Table 13. The 20-year financing includes financial commitments from the impacts of
development that are made concurrent with the development. Spokane County will continue to balance
anticipated expenditures and revenues against the needs of the community and to appropriately
accommodate current and future growth through the use of funding mechanisms aforementioned over the
20-year horizon.
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Transportation Element Appendix A
Spokane County Public Works Department
2019 Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element Update Methodology
May 2019
Overview
To update the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element, the transportation system is
inventoried in its existing condition and shown in its future condition (year 2040). This document describes
the methods used to update the Transportation Element.

Transportation Element Maps
For the update, maps of the transportation system have been developed. Level of Service (LOS) intersection
inventory tables that were developed for the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) are also being brought into the
transportation element update by reference. The maps show the existing condition and the future year 2040
condition. The list of maps developed are;
Existing conditions map of the entire county showing rural arterial roadway level of service (LOS)
Existing conditions map of the county’s urban area showing arterial roadway LOS
Future conditions (year 2040) map of the entire county showing rural arterial roadway LOS
Future conditions (year 2040) map of the county’s urban area showing arterial roadway LOS
State highways existing condition
State Highways future condition (year 2040)
Arterial Road Plan (ARP)
STA routes; existing condition
STA routes future conditions (STA High Performance Transit Network)
Bike plan Map
Pedestrian Plan Map
Freight and Goods Transportation System (FGTS) and Rail Facilities Map
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Transportation Element Existing and Future conditions
The following describes the process taken to develop the maps and LOS mentioned above.
Existing conditions
1.
2.

Provide Volume & LOS maps (segments)
Provide LOS at intersections (table and map in Capital Facilities Plan)

3.

Provide text to summarize existing conditions

Future forecasting
1.
Provide Volume & LOS maps (segments)
a)

Use SRTC 2040 model
(1)

Only if model volumes exceed existing and are appropriate

(2)

If not, use appropriate linear growth rate applied to existing volumes
(a)

Show map for Urban area

(b)

Show map for Rural area

2.

(c)
Show map for State highways
Provide LOS at intersections (table and map currently prepared for CFP)

3.

Provide future transit route map

4.

Provide pedestrian and bicycle map

5.

Provide text to summarize future forecasting

2040 post-processing forecast methodology
For links that have undeveloped areas or areas of know development that has not been captured in
the regional model, trip generation was developed for the undeveloped area and distributed to the
roadway volumes. Generally, the area of influence around a road segment will be reviewed for
vested/known development. These trips will be added to the existing if not accounted for in the
model. Flow Bundles from the model are then generated and subtracted from the added trip
generation to avoid double counting (see below). The SRTC regional growth is stated in Horizon 2040
(the Spokane regional metropolitan transportation plan) at 23% by the year 2040. This 23% growth
rate will be used for general forecast growth on roadways that are not anticipated to see anything
more than general growth and the growth is not reflected in the model outputs. If the trips appear to
be accounted for in the model, the models growth will be reviewed and applied accordantly.
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List of land uses reviewed in the Spokane County Transportation Element
(for the purposes of post-processing forecast volumes)
Project name

Project type

Kaiser

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Aspen Park

Subdivision

City of Spokane Valley Northeast industrial area

Planned Action Ordinance

City of Spokane Valley South Barker

Corridor Study

Spokane Tribe Casino

Mixed Use Development

XL 5657 SR902 & Geiger Interchanges - Memo

Balanced volumes for Post-processing

Project Rose (Amazon distribution center)

Commercial development

Country View Meadows

Subdivision

Thomas Mallen PUD

Subdivision

Kidd’s Dental

Commercial development

Takoda Park West

Subdivision

Beau west Apartments

Multifamily

Aero Road PUD

Subdivision

Needham Hill

Subdivision

West Terrace 5th - 3rd Addition

Subdivision

Fairmont Cemetery

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Mead / Mt. Spokane area
Village at Midway

Estimated growth (Mixed Use &
MFDU)
Binding site plan

Sundance

Subdivision

Adams & 28th

Subdivision

Adams & 31st

Subdivision

Valley Springs South

Subdivision

Waikiki / Five mile apartments

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Twin Bridges

Subdivision

Morningside Heights

Subdivision

Southridge

Subdivision

Twisted Willows

Subdivision

Trickle Creek

Subdivision

Parcels 34031.9018 & 34031.9014

Estimated Growth (SFDU)

Belle Terre

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Morrison Ranch

Subdivision

New Mead SD Middle School

Education

Garden Springs Villa

Subdivision
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Canterbury Bluff

Subdivision

Mead SD new Market campus

Education

Bidwell Estates

Subdivision

Northern Quest Casino

Mixed Use Development

Windsor Estates

Subdivision

CPA 01-16

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Taylor Cottages

Subdivision

Taylor Mt.

Subdivision

Ponderosa PUD

Subdivision

FAFB growth

Government

Sunset Woods

Subdivision

parcels 24063.0501 & 24065.0507

Estimated Growth (industrial)

Wellington Heights

Subdivision

Thomas Mallen TIF

Estimated Growth (industrial)

West Plains area management plan phase 1 US 2 vicinity

New Development

Whitetail Ridge

Subdivision

Ambient Growth and Flow Bundles
Ambient growth will be reviewed in areas that are mostly built out but have some known developable
land remaining. For example, an area has a known development, these trips will be added to the
system, but the 23% regional growth will not be added in all cases. As the system gets more
congested, growth in trips slows, therefore, would expect roads with good LOS, would see more
growth so adding the full regional growth may be appropriate, as the LOS reaches LOS F (capacity)
there is no room for vehicle trip growth. Ambient growth is used sparingly.
LOS

% growth above known development

A – B 23%
C
17.25%
D
11.5%
E
5.75%
F
0%
Flow bundles in Visum (Transportation Forecast modeling software) will be used to eliminate double
counting of trips. Projects not accounted for in Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ’s) growth is
estimated using Institute of Transportation Engineer (ITE) Trip generation rates, the model growth is
then added, then areas TAZ flow bundles are analyzed, link volumes are then reduced by flow bundles
to strip out trips accounted for in the growth from the TAZ.

Page 4 of 7

Arterial Segment LOS tables
The arterial LOS tables were produced using Florida DOT Quality/Level of Service Handbook tables.
The table were adjusted by the divided/undivided, Median & turn lane adjustments. Individual
arterials with unique characteristics were adjusted if necessary and these adjustments are indicated
specifically below. The segment LOS shown on the Transportation Element maps are developed using
these tables.
Rural County Arterial Road system

Rural 2-lane arterials*

Rural 4-lane arterials*

ADT
LOS
ADT
LOS
0 – 4,700
A or B
0 – 18,100
A or B
4,800 – 8,400
C
18,200 – 28500
C
8,500 – 14,300
D
28,600 – 36,700
D
14,400 – 28,600
E
36,800 – 41,700
E
28,700+
F
41,800+
F
*2-lane base table data was used, for 4-lane the table data was adjusted by the undivided adjustment

Urban County Arterial Road system
Urban 2-lane arterials*
Urban 3-lane arterials**
ADT
LOS
ADT
LOS
0 – 7,300
A-C
0 – 7,670
A-C
7,400 – 14,800
D
7,671 – 15,540
D
14,801 – 15,600
E
15,541 – 16,380
E
15,700+
F
16,381+
F
*Class II signalized arterial table used, 2-lane base table data was used
**Class II signalized arterial table used, 2-lane the table data was adjusted by the left turn lane adjustment.
Urban 4-lane arterials*
Urban 5-lane arterials**
ADT
LOS
ADT
LOS
0 – 10,880
A-C
0 – 13,780
A-C
10,880 – 24,300
D
13,781 – 30,780
D
24,301 – 25,350
E
30,781 – 32,110
E
25,351+
F
32,111+
F
*Class II signalized arterial table used, 4-lane table data was adjusted by the undivided adjustment.
** Class II signalized arterial table used, 5-lane table data was adjusted by the undivided with left turn lane
adjustment.
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LOS Tables for Developed for Specific Arterials
There are County arterials that have unique characteristics, specific LOS and ADT tables had to be
calculated individually for these arterials;
Country Homes Blvd. A divided 2-lane arterial, on each end is 4-lane signalized termini’s.
Country homes capacity is metered by the upstream and downstream signals. The Class II will
be used with the non-state adjustment of -10% and the no turn lane adjustment (net -15%)

Country Homes Blvd. (MP 0.24 – 1.10)
ADT
LOS
0 – 12,300
A-C
12,301 – 27,500
D
27,501 – 28,700
E
28,701+
F

Argonne road, north of Bigelow Gulch to Lindgren Road. An undivided 3 lane arterial, the 2
and 4 lane undivided tables were used with ½ of daily volumes and then summed;

Argonne Road (MP 2.50 – 4.40)
ADT
LOS
0 – 11,400
A-B
11,401 – 18,450
C
18,451 – 23,700
D
23,701 – 35,150
E
35,151+
F
State Highway System
Rural 2-lane Highway*

ADT
0 – 4,700
4,800 – 8,400

LOS
A-B
C

8,500 – 14,300
D
14,400 – 28,600
E
28,700+
F
*2-lane and 4-lane base table data was used

Rural 4-lane Divided Highways*
ADT
LOS
0 – 25,700
A-B
25,701 – 40,300
C
40,301 – 51,000
51,001 – 57,900
57,900+
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D
E
F

Urban 4-lane Signalized Divided Highway*
ADT
LOS
N/A
A-B
0 – 37,900
C
37,901 – 39,800
D
N/A
E
N/A
F
*Class I
** Class I with exclusive left turns lanes
Urban 2-lane Highway*
ADT
LOS
0 -8,600
A-B
8,601 – 17,000
C
17,001 – 24,200
D
24,201 – 33,300
E
33,301+
F
*2-lane and 4-lane base table data was used

Urban 6-lane Highway*
ADT
LOS
0 – 55,000
A-B
55,001 – 77,700
C
77,701 – 98,300
98,301 – 108,800
108,801+
*base table data was used

D
E
F

Urban 4-lane Signalized Undivided Highways**
ADT
LOS
N/A
A-B
0 – 36,005
C
36,006 – 37,810
N/A
N/A

Urban 4-lane Highways (divided)*
ADT
LOS
0 – 36,700
A-B
36,701 – 51,800
C
51,801 – 65,600
65,601 – 72,600
72,600+

D
E
F

Urban 4-lane Freeway*
ADT
LOS
0 – 45,800
A-B
45,801 – 61,500
C
61,501 – 74,400
74,401 – 79,900
79,901+

Rural 4-lane Freeway*
ADT
LOS
0 – 28,800
A-B
28,801 – 43,000
C
43,001 – 52,300
52,301 – 60,000
60,001+
*base table data was used

D
E
F

D
E
F
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Transportation Element Appendix B
Spokane County Public Works Department
2019 Mead / Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan
The Mead / Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan can be found at;

https://www.spokanecounty.org/4356/Mead-Mt-Spokane-Transportation-Area-Plan
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1. INTRODUCTION
The Mead-Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan provides a long-range vision for the future transportation
network in this area of unincorporated Spokane County. This Plan was led by Spokane County in a
collaborative effort with the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).

Purpose of this Plan
The purpose of the Mead-Mt. Spokane
Transportation Area Plan is to guide
investment in transportation infrastructure,
planning, and policies to improve traffic
safety, traffic operations, street design, street
connectivity, driveway access, bike and
pedestrian facilities and transit service in
anticipation of future growth.

The primary outcomes of this plan include a prioritized
list of capital improvement projects, recommended
policies and future studies aimed at improving traffic
safety, street connectivity, driveway access and
multimodal mobility for all users of the transportation
system through the year 2040. This Plan serves as a
resource to Spokane County, WSDOT, Spokane
Regional Transportation Council (SRTC), Spokane
Transit Authority (STA), the public, and development
community on how the transportation network will
improve and change over time. This Plan will also be
incorporated into Spokane County’s Capital Facilities
Improvement Plan, Arterial Road Plan and future
updates to the Comprehensive Plan.

Study Area
The study area is mapped in
Figure 1 and includes about a
nine square mile area around US
2 and SR 206 in unincorporated
Spokane County between the
communities of Mead and
Colbert. The study area is
bounded by Farwell Road on the
south, Shady Slope Road on the
west, Greenbluff Road on the
north, and Bruce Road on the
east.
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Why Now?
Spokane County recognizes that the area around US 2 within the study area is poised for increased
development, traffic growth and demand for more multimodal travel (walking, bicycling, transit) in the near
future. Several factors will likely contribute to this growth, including the addition of new sewer lines to the
area (as part of the Mead-Mt. Spokane Pump Station and Pipeline Project), future completion of the North
Spokane Corridor (Future US 395), the amount of developable land available, market pressure for new
commercial and residential development, continued regional population and employment growth, and
increased recreational trips.
WSDOT previously completed a US 2 Corridor Study: Deer Road to Elk-Chattaroy Road in 2016, focused
primarily on the US 2 corridor through the area. The Mead-Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan builds off
of that project by more holistically incorporating both the State and County road network and multimodal
transportation facilities in the area and evaluating future land use. This Plan was also developed using
community visioning and polling and included a land use market analysis, traffic forecasts and operations
analysis, crash analysis, and multimodal transportation network assessment. By completing this Plan
before growth occurs and by working closely with the community to understand the issues, desires and
vision, the County and other transportation agencies will be able to more effectively shape future desired
growth patterns and support near-term and long-term transportation priorities.
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2. EXISTING CONDITONS
Land Use & Zoning
The study area is in a largely rural part of the Spokane Region, but includes two distinctive land use types,
one characterized as more suburban in nature and the other more rural. The suburban development type
includes a combination of several single family residential subdivisions as well as a commercial area
adjacent to US 2 extending from just south of Mt. Spokane Park Road (SR 206) to Day Mt. Spokane Road.
The commercial area and residential subdivisions fall outside of the Spokane urban growth area (UGA),
and instead are within a zone designated as a Limited Area of More Intense Rural Development (LAMIRD),
see Figure 2. Existing zoning within the LAMIRD allows for uses and densities that are more suburban and
urban in nature. Most of the areas within the LAMIRD zoned for single-family residential have been
developed. However, much of the land area within the LAMIRD zoned for commercial or industrial uses are
currently undeveloped, in part because sewer historically has not been available. Outside of the LAMIRD,
land uses and zoning are generally dedicated to traditional rural and agricultural uses as well as
conservation areas.

Roadway Network & Traffic
The existing roadway network and street classification is mapped in Figure 3. WSDOT owns and operates
three highways in the study area: US 2, SR 206, and future US 395. The latter, which is the northern
section of the North Spokane Corridor, is a six-lane freeway that will eventually connect south to I-90 near
downtown Spokane (that project is currently slated for completion by 2030).
US 2 is five-lane highway that serves as the primary north-south connector through the area. US 2 is an
important part of the state highway system and is a part of the national highway network (connecting both
coasts), thus serving as a key artery for regional traffic. However, due to the existing land uses and local
street network, most of the area’s local traffic must also use US 2. Most of the commercial land uses in the
study area are centered around this highway with access directly off US 2.
Figure 3 also illustrates a somewhat fragmented arterial and collector road network outside of the state
highways (US 2 and SR 206). The other north-south roads in the area are maintained by Spokane County
and are either non-continuous through the area or not well connected to other streets, meaning most of
the north-south local traffic is forced to use US 2. Given that most of the developable land is also close to
US 2, the limited connectivity will likely cause future traffic congestion and safety issues as new growth
occurs.

4

Rd
Bosto n

Green Bluff Rd

Go lde n D
r

Midway Rd
Ln
ge
r ita
e
H

Silver Pine Rd

Day Rd

Mckinnon Rd

Yale Rd

Day-M t Spokane Rd

R
we
Lo

d

w
ie
ir v
Fa

Dr

V
U
206

2

395

£
¤

Center Rd

Bruce Rd

Market St

Sha dy Slope
Rd

£
¤

Nels
on

3rd Av

Fairview Rd

Freya St

Sheridan St

Wilson St

Small Tract Agricultural

Ln

Ha

Farwell Rd

Rd
gs
stin

Low Density Residential

Neighborhood Commercial

Light Industrial

Rural Conservation

Medium Density Residential

Community Commercial

Heavy Industrial

Urban Reserve

High Density Residential

Regional Commercial

Rural Traditional

Rural Activity Center

Rural-5

Mineral Lands

Limited Development Area Commercial

Mixed Use

LAMIRD Boundary

Figure 2

Existing Zoning
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County Street Classifications
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Observed Traffic Speed on US 2
Traffic speed data collected on US 2 in the winter of 2019 shows that that between SR 206 and Day
Mt. Spokane Road about 58% of traffic was exceeding the posted speed of 45 mph, with 12% of
traffic traveling greater than 5 mph over the posted speed. Between Day Mt. Spokane Road and
Greenbluff road about 93% of traffic was exceeding the posted speed of 45 mph, with 65%
traveling greater than 5 mph over the posted speed. Note: the posted speed in the southbound
direction changes from 60 mph to 45 mph about halfway between Greenbluff Road and Day Mt.
Spokane Road, around where the speed data was collected.
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US 2 Driveway Access Deeds
The segment of US 2 through the study area is considered a modified access control highway. Driveway
access to parcels off this segment of US 2 was deeded as part of a previously established agreement, with
the specific location of driveways (both existing and future) already identified. While the deeds limit the
ability for WSDOT to mandate consolidation of driveways in the future, the designation also means no new
driveways will be granted beyond those already deeded. WSDOT also controls the median and thus has the
ability to restrict left-turn movements at driveways as needed to improve safety and traffic operations. See
appendix for a map of deeded access on US 2.

Level of Service
Spokane County uses level of service (LOS) to describe and evaluate traffic operations at intersections.
Levels range from LOS A to LOS F, which encompass a range of congestion types from uninterrupted traffic
(LOS A) to exceeding motor vehicle
capacity (LOS F) and are based on the
Level of Service Descriptions
Highway Capacity Manual. The LOS
standards used by Spokane County
A
Free-flowing conditions.
are:
B
Stable operating conditions.
•
•

LOS D for signalized
intersections
LOS E for unsignalized
intersections

C

Stable operating conditions, but with some impact.

D

High density of motorists, but stable flow.

E

Near-capacity, with speeds reduced.

F

Over-capacity conditions with long delays.

WSDOT also uses LOS thresholds for
state highways. The LOS standard for state highways in Urban Areas (including the study area) is LOS D at
signalized intersections and LOS E at unsignalized intersections. Within the study area this would apply to
all intersections along US 2, SR 206 and Future US 395 (North Spokane Corridor). For intersections with
roundabouts WSDOT uses volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio as the measure of effectiveness instead of LOS.
The v/c threshold WSDOT applies to roundabouts is 0.85-0.90.
Existing LOS was analyzed on weekday morning and afternoon peak hours at seventeen intersections in
the study area (base on traffic counts collected in 2019 or calibrated to 2019 levels). The results, mapped
in Figure 4, show that most locations in 2019 operate at acceptable levels of service, with minimal delays
to motorists.
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Existing Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service
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Traffic Safety Analysis
Analysis of five years of crash data from 2014-2018 was performed for the WSDOT highways and County
roads within the study area. Crash data was provided by WSDOT from State Patrol and County police
reports. Crashes were organized into three different categories: minor and possible injury crashes, severe
injury and fatal crashes, and crashes involving a bicycle or pedestrian.
Figure 5. Summary of 2014-2018 traffic crashes by severity in the study area

Total Crashes

Minor and Possible
Injury Crashes

Severe Injury and
Fatal Crashes

Crashes Involving a
Bicyclist or Pedestrian

340

142

10

1

Figure 5 shows that in five years of crash data there were a total of 340 crashes within the study area. Of
these, 142 resulted in minor injury or possible injury, ten resulted in severe injury or death, one involved a
bicycle and zero involved a pedestrian. The majority of the injury crashes in the study area occurred along
US 2, including 113 (of the 142) minor injury crashes and five (of the ten) severe injury/fatal crashes.
Crashes were additionally organized by study area intersection (17 in total – see Figure 6) and road
segment (for mid-block, minor street and driveway related crashes). For each intersection or road
segment, trends of specific crash types were identified, with specific attention paid to crash types
identified by WSDOT’s Target Zero approach or that are most likely to result in a serious injury and may be
correctable by a proven countermeasure. This analysis identified six intersections and three road
segments, all along US 2, where specific crash types may be preventable by a countermeasure. These
locations (identified for potential safety improvements) are mapped in Figure 7 and are listed below. See
appendix for crash data analysis.

Locations Identified for Potential Future Safety Improvements
Intersections

Street Segments

US 2 & Farwell Road

US 2 – Deer Road to Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206)

US 2 & Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206)

US 2 – Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) to Lane Park Road

US 2 & Walker Avenue

US 2 – Moody Road to Day Mt. Spokane Road

US 2 & Lane Park Road
US 2 & Day Mt. Spokane Road
US 2 & Greenbluff Road
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Study Intersection Crashes - 2014-2018
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Locations for Safety Improvements
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It should be noted that some of the crash data includes crashes that occurred prior to safety
improvements made by WSDOT in 2017 on US 2 between Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) and Day Mt.
Spokane Road. Because there was only one year of crash data available post improvements, it was too
small of a sample size to reasonably draw conclusions about the effectiveness of the new safety
improvements. Additional crash analysis along this segment of US 2 should be performed in the future
once sufficient data exists to draw conclusions as to the effectiveness of the safety improvements made in
2017 and to determine additional safety improvements beyond those recommended in this Plan.

Pedestrian Infrastructure
Figure 8 illustrates the existing sidewalks and marked pedestrian
crossings within the study area. The sidewalk network is fairly
fragmented as most streets do not have sidewalks. Those that do include
a mix of buffered and attached sidewalks and are mostly along streets
that have recently been reconstructed or are near one of the four schools
in the study area. As part of Phase 1 safety improvements which
emerged from the US 2 Corridor Study: Deer Road to Elk-Chattaroy Road,
WSDOT added a five-foot attached sidewalk along the west side of US 2
and part of the east side between Day Mt. Spokane Road and Mt.
Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) in 2017. In discussions with WSDOT staff,
the agency would have preferred to build a buffered sidewalk, but there
were budget and right-of-way limitations when the 2017 project was
implemented.
North of Farwell Road there are two signalized pedestrian crossings on
US 2, at the intersections with Day Mt. Spokane Road and Mt. Spokane
Park Drive (SR 206), which are about one mile apart. Within the
commercial area between these two locations (which are dominated by
retail and fast food uses), a pedestrian could have to travel up to a mile
out of their way to find a signalized crossing.

Rapid rectangular flashing
beacon along Day Mt. Spokane
Road adjacent to Mountainside
Middle School

There is a marked pedestrian crossing with a rapid rectangular flashing beacon along Day Mt. Spokane
Road adjacent to Mountainside Middle School. Additionally, there are several marked uncontrolled
crossings around Meadow Ridge Elementary School (along Freya Road, Moody Road and Day Mt. Spokane
Road) as well as along Greenbluff Road in front of Colbert Elementary School.
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Informal “Desire” Paths
Pedestrians will typically take the path of least resistance, which is often the shortest path, whether
there is a formal walkway or not. Informal paths are created when people walk along the same
route over and over in places where there is demand for people to walk (often because its the
shortest or only feasible route) and no formal walkway exists. These paths, sometimes called
“desire paths,” represent routes where pedestrian demand exists and a more formal, accesible
walkway should be considered.
Several informal paths in the area were identified and are highlighted here.
Along the north side Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) between Lowe Road and Fairview Road

Between Lowe Road and Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) across the railroad tracks

Between Beverly Road and the railroad tracks along US 2
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Bicycle Network
Figure 9 illustrates the existing bicycle network in the area. Most of
the bike facilities in the area are designated shared roads along
local streets, arterial roads and state highways. As part of Phase 1
safety improvements that emerged from the US 2 Corridor Study:
Deer Road to Elk-Chattaroy Road, WSDOT added a buffered bike
lane along US 2 from Day Mt. Spokane Road to Mt. Spokane Park
Drive (SR 206) in 2017 (and as part of that project reduced the
posted speed from 55 to 45 mph). Five-foot bike lanes (4 feet from
the gutter pan joint) exist along portions of Day-Mt. Spokane Road
(with a posted speed of 45 mph) and Farwell Road (with posted
speed of 35 mph). The Children of the Sun Trail is a paved multiuse
trail that runs parallel to the North Spokane Corridor (future US
395) with access points at Farwell Road and Shady Slope Road.
Bike lane on Day Mt. Spokane Road
However, there are no separated bicycle facilities (bike lanes or
trails) connecting the Children of the Sun Trail with the core
commercial and residential areas north of Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206).

Transit Service
Spokane Transit Authority, the Spokane regional transit provider, does not currently provide transit service
to the study area. The closest transit stop is the Hastings Park-and-Ride near Division Road and Hastings
Road, about 1.5 miles west of the study area. That stop is served by routes 25 and 124. The southwest
portion of the study area falls within the STA service boundary, roughly south of Deer Road and west of the
BNSF railroad.
As part of the SRTC Horizon 2040 Plan, STA will be exploring opportunities to provide transit to Mead, at
the south end of the study area. The 2040 Plan identifies potential frequent service along US 2 south of
Farwell Road, express service along Farwell Road east of US 395 and south along the North Spokane
Corridor and a new park-and-ride near the future US 395 and Farwell Road intersection (see Figure 10). A
new park-and-ride (and service extension) to Mead is not currently funded as part of the 10-year plan.
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Figure 10. Horizon 2040 Transit Priority (High Performance Transit) Network

Existing Projects, Plans & Policies
Previously established or ongoing plans, projects and policy documents relevant to this Plan are listed
below. Relevant aspects of these documents were incorporated into this Transportation Area Plan. In
addition, it is recommended that future updates of these larger regional plans and overarching policy
documents should incorporate the outcomes presenting in this Plan.
Mead-Mt. Spokane Pump Station and Pipeline Project (Ongoing)
As of publication, Spokane County is currently in the process of implementing Phase 1 (of five total
planned phases) of this project to bring sewer to area. Sewer service will allow more of the commercial
and industrial zoned land to be developed within the study area.
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Spokane County Standards for Road and Sewer Construction (2018)
This document provides guidance and standards to developers and agency staff on street design in various
contexts, including sidewalks and bike facilities, as well as traffic impact studies.
Horizon 2040 Plan (2018)
The Horizon 2040 Plan is the long range transportation plan for the Spokane Region, led by SRTC, and
updated in 2018. Key relevant elements of the Horizon 2040 Plan include completion of the North
Spokane Corridor by 2030 and extension of transit service to the southwest portion of the study area (see
Transit Service). The Plan also identifies regional bike facilities in the study area along Farwell Road,
Market Street, US 2 north of SR 206, and Mt Spokane Park Drive (SR 206).
Spokane County Comprehensive Plan (2017)
The Comprehensive Plan provides a high-level vision and guidance on future land use, zoning, urban
design, street design and character of the area. The Mead-Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan should be
incorporated into future updates to the Comprehensive Plan.
Connect Spokane (2017)
Connect Spokane: A Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation is Spokane Transit’s plan
that sets forth a vision and policy framework, guiding decisions made by STA’s Board of
Directors, its staff and partnering agencies that will further Spokane Transit’s mission and vision
for at least the next 30 years. The plan identifies the potential siting of a Park and Ride in Mead,
at the south end of the study area.
US 2 Corridor Study: Deer Road to Elk-Chattaroy Road (2016)
For this study, WSDOT used analysis of crash trends and community input to identify countermeasures
with the greatest potential to reduce serious and fatal injuries on US 2 between Deer Road an ElkChattaroy Road. Phase 1 of the project was implemented in 2017 and included low-cost improvements to
the section from Day Mt. Spokane Road to Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206). This included the addition of
buffered bike lanes, attached sidewalks, flashing advance signal warning signs, chicanes, left turn access
restrictions, formalized two stage left-turn lanes and reduction in posted speed from 55 mph to 40 mph.
Phase 2 is an unfunded list of potential long-term improvements to be addressed as development occurs.
Preliminary concepts include increasing connectivity of the parallel local street network, additional access
management strategies, separate bike and pedestrian facilities, and roundabouts at SR 206, Lane Park and
Day Mt. Spokane Drive, and at SR 206 & Chris Court. The Mead-Mt. Spokane Transportation Area Plan
builds off of the US 2 Corridor Study to provide a more holistic long-range transportation plan for the area.
Spokane County Regional Trail Plan (2014)
The Regional Trail Plan identified the rail corridor through the area as a potential future rail-to-trail.
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3. 2040 CONDITIONS
Between now and 2040, the area around US 2 within the study area is poised for significant change. The
addition of new sewer lines to the area combined with pent up demand for development will likely result in
increased near-term development around US 2. The completion of the North-Spokane Corridor is likely to
further increase development demand given the ease of access that corridor will provide to Downtown
Spokane and the rest of the Spokane Region. Additionally, regional through traffic along US 2 is also
expected to continue to grow. These changes are anticipated to increase traffic as well as pedestrian and
bicycle activity, magnifying existing traffic safety concerns on US 2, SR 206 and the County road network.

Land Use Market Analysis
The current version of the 2040 SRTC travel demand model (last updated in 2017) was used to develop
traffic forecasts for this Plan. However, the model does not factor in more recent changes to the area (such
as impending implementation of the sewer line and current market conditions) that are likely to impact
development potential. In order to more accurately forecast future traffic and multimodal travel demand, a
land use market analysis was performed. The market analysis considers existing zoning, developable land,
capital facilities plans and market conditions to project the amount of development by different land use
types likely to occur in the study area through 2030 and 2040.
Results of the market analysis are quantified in Figure 11 and show that the study area may see over 1
million square feet of new development between now and 2040 (even with no changes to zoning or land
use regulation). This includes a combination of single-family and multi-family residential, retail, office and
industrial uses. The majority of the development is expected to occur on underutilized parcels close to US
2 between Day Mt. Spokane Road and Deer Road as shown in Figure 12. A complete description of the
market analysis methodology and findings is available is appendix.
Figure 11. Projected land use growth between now and 2040

Acres

Development
Square Feet

Number of
Units

Estimated
number of jobs

Single-family

19.6

189,362

135

n/a

Multifamily

22.7

306,318

306

6

Retail

42.5

277,550

n/a

617

Industrial

26.0

85,102

n/a

142

Office

8.4

68,984

n/a

197

Storage

9.9

64,799

n/a

4

17.0

55,534

n/a

28

146.2

1,047,650

442

994

Use

Warehouse
Total
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Figure 12. Projected land use growth by 2040
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Travel Forecast
Land use forecasts derived from the land use market analysis were used to update the SRTC 2040 travel
demand model. The morning and afternoon peak-hour compound annual traffic growth rates along major
road segments within the study area were pulled from the travel demand model (using the difference
between the 2015 and 2040 models). These rates were applied to existing (2019) observed traffic counts
at the 17 study area intersections to develop traffic forecasts. A complete description of the methods and
assumptions used to develop traffic forecasts is available in the appendix.
Using this methodology and land use assumptions described earlier, traffic along US 2 south of SR 206 is
expected to grow about 1.9%-2.1% annually in the peak hour. North of SR 206, traffic is forecast to grow
about 0.6%-1.1% annually. Along SR 206, traffic is forecast to grow between 0.1% and 1.8% depending
on the segment and time of day, with higher growth rates forecast closer to US 2 and in the afternoon
peak. Traffic on Day Mt. Spokane is expected to grow between 1.0-4.0% annually depending on the
segment and time of day. Traffic forecasts also show little to no growth along Market Street and Bruce
Road south of SR 206, as some traffic on those streets is expected to shift to US 2 with the completion of
the North Spokane Corridor.
In addition to growth in traffic, the addition of so much residential and commercial development within
close proximity of each other and near to the already established single-family residential neighborhoods
will generate increased demand for walking and biking trips in the study area. This is because, with the
new development, there would greater opportunity for short trips to stores, restaurants and employment
opportunities for new and existing residents. There will also likely be a significant increase in demand to
cross US 2 by foot, bicycle or vehicle as residents attempt to access services on both sides of the highway.
With the addition of nearly 1,000 new employees to the area over the next 20 years and given the
probability of new multifamily housing, there is also likely to be an increased demand for transit, which is
currently not provided to the area but could be accessed from the proposed park-and-ride near Farwell
Road and US 395.

Future Level of Service
Assuming no improvements or changes to the local street network, 2040 level of service (LOS) was
analyzed on weekday morning and afternoon peak hours at seventeen intersections in the study area. The
results, mapped in Figure 13, show that several intersections along US 2 are expected to exceed WSDOT’s
LOS D threshold for signalized intersections and LOS E threshold for unsignalized intersections. Depending
on where development occurs and which streets are used to access that development, the Yale Road/SR
206 intersection may also exceed LOS D.
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4. COMMUNITY VISION
Given the major changes to land use anticipated in the future, understanding the community’s vision of
how to support growth with new transportation infrastructure was a critical component of this plan.
Community input was gathered through online polling, in-person public workshops, orientation interviews,
and a technical advisory committee. The community was asked to provide perspective on current
transportation issues, priorities for future investment, and desired future outcomes to inform Plan
recommendations and priorities.

Advertising Public Workshops
Several methods were used to get the word out about public workshops in the two weeks prior to each
meeting. Strategies included posting flyers at businesses in the study area, use of local media outlets,
newsfeeds on the Spokane County website and the project website, contacting stakeholders and agency
representatives, as well as through the use of variable message boards along US 2 and signs on major
County Roads throughout the study area.

Community Feedback
Visioning Workshop (March 2019)
Over 80 people attended the first public workshop in
March 2019 to learn about the project and provide input
on current transportation issues, priorities, and a
conceptual vision for future land use and transportation
network. Participants were split into small groups and
asked to help develop a topical, long-term vision for the
transportation environment in the study area. They then
used these findings to evaluate two differing growth
scenarios.
Project Evaluation Workshop (May 2019)
About 55 people attended a second workshop in May
2019 to learn about draft recommendations based largely
on the outcomes of the first workshop. Participants
divided in to small groups and through an exercise
identified which projects and elements they view as most
valuable to achieving the community’s vision and most
urgent to implement.
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Online Questionnaire
Nearly 80 respondents participated in an online questionnaire and mapping exercise where participants
could identify preference for several concepts important to County transportation design and policy, such
as street connectivity, land use design, bike and pedestrian options and transit service. A map was also
provided online for participants to drop a pin on locations of concern and provide a brief explanation.
What the Community Expressed about Future Land Use and Transportation
Opinions varied in regard to the priorities and design that the future transportation network should take. A
few topical areas drew general consensus, while the community was more divided or neutral on others.
The following provides a high-level summary of the community’s preference and vision for transportation
in the area based on the outcomes of the workshop and online survey:
•

More Walkways and Bikeways – Providing more options for walking and biking had the strongest
and most consistent support of all the elements surveyed.

•

Mixed Support for Transit – The community was fairly divided on bringing transit to the area, with
some offering strong support and others viewing it as less important or desired.

•

Improve North-South Alternative Connections – While opinions on general street connectivity
varied, there was relatively strong support for providing alternative north-south street connections
beyond US 2, and for access to local businesses and improving circulation through the area.

•

Grow Toward a Walkable Village Hub – When presented with two scenarios for how
transportation can support future growth, there was a strong preference for a walkable
environment scenario, with more local-serving businesses, increased street connectivity, and
slower traffic. Many also recognized the importance of maintaining US 2 as a facility for moving
regional traffic.

•

Address SR 206/Market Street
Intersection – There was a
consistent theme in comments
received that this intersection does
not function well, resulting in unsafe
and undesirable driving behavior as
drivers attempt to make a
northbound left.

Projects with the Strongest Community Support
(May 2019 Project Evaluation Workshop)
•

Improve Market Street to SR 206 Connection

•

US 2/Lane Park Road full access
improvements and pedestrian crossing

•

Pedestrian/Bicycle bridge at Yale Road over
the railroad tracks

A complete summary of the public outreach
efforts and outcomes can be found in the
appendix.
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Orientation Interviews
Orientation interviews were completed with representatives of various organizations, as well as business
and land owners, representing a variety of interests from the area. Interviews revealed important topics
and issues to consider as part of this plan. Interviews were conducted with representatives of the fire
department, sheriff’s department, school district, retail businesses, land owners, neighborhood groups,
developers, commercial real estate industry, the airport, County staff and advocacy groups. A complete
summary of the interview findings are provided in the appendix. A high-level summary of key themes that
emerged from the interviews are provided below. Much of the conversations revolved around US 2.
•

There are multiple opportunities for increased development once the sewer project is complete.

•

Most interviewees (particularly business owners) favor introducing transit to the area.

•

Traffic speed on US 2 is of concern (particularly at night and during bad weather) and the
challenges it creates for drivers making left turns as well as pedestrians. Some agreed that speeds
have slowed some since improvements were made in 2017.

•

US 2 acts as a barrier for pedestrians and motor vehicle traffic accessing local businesses.

•

Few people walk or bike due to the speed of traffic, limited crossings on US 2, and lack of
connections.

•

Appreciation for the quiet, suburban quality, and economic diversity in the area.

•

Desire for better highway access management on US 2 to improve safety, regional traffic flow, and
predictability in how to access businesses.

•

The Market Street/SR 206 operates poorly and is viewed as a safety concern (as drivers often cut
through the Yoke’s parking lot and make U-turns on SR 206) and will get worse with development
if not addressed.

Technical Advisory Committee
A technical advisory committee (TAC) was established for this project. The TAC provided guidance and
oversight during plan development. Representative Spokane County departments and other regional
agencies of the technical advisory committee included:
•

Spokane County Traffic/Transportation Planning

•

Spokane County Building & Planning

•

Spokane County Environmental Services

•

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT)

•

Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC)

•

Spokane Transit Authority (STA)
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4. 2040 PLAN
The 2040 Plan summarizes the recommended improvements to the transportation system to be
implemented to the Mead-Mt. Spokane Area over the next 20 years. The Plan includes a list of capital
improvement projects, planning & engineering studies and policy recommendations. These are aimed at
achieving the community’s vision and are in alignment with priorities established by Spokane County,
WSDOT, SRTC and STA. Plan elements are intended to:
•

Increase street connectivity

•

Improve multimodal mobility for all users, including people walking, biking, driving and using
transit as well as for both local and regional trips

•

Improve safety by reducing the likelihood of severe injury and fatal crashes

•

Support the community’s vision for land use growth that encourages locally-oriented businesses
in a well-connected, walkable neighborhood setting.

The future transportation network will result in a more-connected local street network, providing
alternatives to US 2 for local trips. It will allow for more trips to be made by walking and biking, and provide
safer crossings of US 2. It will result in a connected local bike network tied to regional bike facilities and
that is more accessible to a greater spectrum of users and skill levels. It will support the possibility of
future transit service to the area. It will reduce turning movement conflicts along US 2, thus increasing
safety, while maintaining adequate levels of service for regional traffic. It will also help support an increase
in convenient neighborhood access to new development along walkable, low-speed streets, while limiting
conflict with regional, pass-through traffic.

List of Capital Improvement Projects & Studies
Twenty-seven capital improvement projects and studies are identified as part of this plan to be
implemented between now and 2040. These projects are listed in Figure 14, which also indicates the lead
entity (Spokane County, WSDOT, STA, developer) and primary focus of the project (street connection, bike
and pedestrian improvement, transit improvement, safety improvement or LOS improvement). A map of
the projects is also provided in Figure 15, organized by project type. Project descriptions may be found
beginning on page 30.
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Figure 14. Project List
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1. Freya Street Connection (Lane Park Road to Deer Road)
2. Highland Road Connection
3. Yale Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge Connection
4. Yale Road Street Connection Study
5. Day Mt. Spokane Road Safety and Multimodal Improvements (Road Diet)
6. Market Street & Center Road Bicycle Connection Study to Children of the Sun Trail
7. Market Street to SR 206 Connection
8. Mt Spokane Park Drive Multiuse Trail
9. Lowe Road to Mt Spokane Park Drive Multiuse Trail Connection
10. US 2/Lane Park Road Intersection Full Access Improvements & Pedestrian Crossing
11. US 2 Median South of SR 206 (Barrier to Prevent Left Turns)
12. Additional US 2 Left Turn Restrictions from SR 206 to Day Mt Spokane Road
13. Enhanced Safety & LOS Improvements at US 2/Farwell Road Intersection
14. Enhanced Safety & LOS Improvements at US 2/SR 206 Intersection
15. Enhanced Safety Improvements at US 2/Day Mt Spokane Road Intersection
16. Enhanced Safety Improvements at US 2/Greenbluff Road Intersection
17. Park and Ride at US 395 & Farwell Road
18. Evaluate Extension of Transit Service to LAMIRD
19. Yale Road Reconstruction as a Collector Street with Sidewalks and Bike Lanes
20. Freya Street Connection (Moody Road to Lane Park Road)
21. Medina Ln./Neptune Rd. Commercial Access Connection (Day Mt Spokane to Highland Rd.)
22. Chris Court to Black Road Connection
23. US 2 Signalized Pedestrian Crossings Spaced About a Quarter Mile from Lane Park Road
24. US 2 Buffered Sidewalks
25. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Bicycle & Pedestrian Improvements
26. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Capacity and Operations Improvements
27. Day Mt. Spokane Road/Bruce Road Intersection Operations and Safety Improvements
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Project Descriptions
A general description of each project mapped in Figure 15 is provided below.
1. Freya Street Connection (Lane Park Road to Deer Road)
Construct a new collector street along the alignment of Freya Street from Lane Park Road to Deer
Road with bicycle lanes (or parallel multiuse trail) and sidewalks on the east side (if the airport
redevelops sidewalks would be constructed by developers on the west side). Implement turn
pockets at major intersections or driveways. The Freya Street connection between Deer Road and
Highland Road (see Project #2) will be needed in order to convert the US 2/Deer Road intersection
into right-in-right-out only as part of Project #11.
2. Highland Road Connection
Construct a new collector street along the alignment of Highland Road from US 2 to connect with
the future Freya Street connection. The street should be constructed with bicycle lanes (or parallel
multiuse trail) and sidewalks on both sides. This street should have a two-way left turn lane or turn
pockets at major driveways.
3. Yale Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Bicycle Pedestrian Bridge Connection
Construct a pedestrian and bicycle-only bridge over the BNSF railroad tracks to connect the two
sides of Yale Road. This project may be implemented in two phases: a study to determine the
location, preliminary design and feasibility, followed by final design and construction. This bridge
should be constructed along an alignment that could allow a future parallel full street connection
to be built as described in related Project 4.
4. Yale Road Street Connection Feasibility Study
Conduct a study to determine the feasibility, impacts and benefits of constructing a bridge over the
BNSF railroad tracks to connect Yale Road on either side of the tracks. If built, the bridge would be
constructed parallel to the planed bicycle/pedestrian-only bridge described in Project 3.
5. Day Mt. Spokane Road Safety and Multimodal Improvements
Within the existing curb-to-curb width, restripe the four-lane segment of Day Mt. Spokane Road
east of US 2 to three lanes with wider buffered bicycle lanes (including one travel lane in each
direction and a center-turn lane). Construct a pedestrian refuge median at the marked crosswalk
adjacent to Patricia Drive (in front of Mountainside Middle School). Consider reducing the posted
speed from 45 mph to 35 mph. This project would be implemented in conjunction with a related
stormwater project.
6. Study bicycle connection along Market Street and Center Road
Conduct a study to provide a separate bicycle connection from Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) to
Farwell Road and Children of the Sun Trail via bicycle lanes or a parallel multiuse trail. The bicycle
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connection would likely follow Market Street south of SR 206. Study should also consider the
feasibility of constructing a multiuse trail to connect Center Road to the Children of the Sun Trail
including paving the segment of Center Road east of Oak Street. This would provide a lower stress
bicycle connection from Children of the Sun Trail to Market Street than the alternative along
Farwell Road. The bicycle connection along Center Road could be a shared facility, because it is a
low volume, low speed facility.
7. Market Street to SR 206 Connection
Study potential to reroute Market Street to connect into Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) east of
the Yoke’s Fresh Market. A roundabout is recommended at the new intersection to allow for safe
full access of pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle traffic. Consider realigning Chris Court to the
northern leg of this intersection (see Project 23). This project may be implemented in phases. The
first possible phase consists of an alternative analysis to determine the best solution to improve
the connection from Market Street with US 2. The second phase will consist of construction of the
preferred alternative.
8. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Mutliuse Trail
Construct a new multiuse trail on the north side of Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) from US 2 to
Fairview Drive to meet existing bicycle and pedestrian demand between Mt. Spokane High School,
nearby residential subdivisions and commercial development around US 2.
9. Lowe Road to Mt. Spokane Park Drive Multiuse Trail Connection
Construct a new multiuse trail along existing County and WSDOT right-of-way between Lowe Road
(just south of Peone Pines Drive) and Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) just west of the railroad
crossing. This connection will provide a more direct bicycle and pedestrian connection between
the existing residential subdivision and commercial development west of the railroad along a
currently unestablished route already being used by pedestrians. As a first phase of this project
WSDOT and the County will work to secure the property along the trail alignment in anticipation of
future construction.
10. US 2/Lane Park Road Intersection Full Access Improvements & Pedestrian Crossing
As a condition of future development, the US 2/Lane Park Road intersection will be improved to
provide full access for all vehicle movements as well as marked pedestrian crossings. This
intersection will be implemented with a roundabout configuration, which is consistent with the
conclusions of the WSDOT US 2 Corridor Study completed in 2016.
11. US 2 Median South of SR 206 (Barrier to Prevent Left Turns)
In order to improve traffic safety, extend the median and barrier along US 2 south from Mt.
Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) intersection to the existing barrier north of the US 395 intersection to
prevent all left-turn movements along this stretch of US 2. This will effectively convert Deer Road
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and other driveways on this stretch of US 2 from full access to allow right-in-right-out only
movements Note: restrictions to Deer Road cannot occur until the Freya Street Connection (Project
1) and Highland Road Connection (Project 2) are completed, which will provide alternative access.
As additional development occurs along US 2, turn restrictions will be required along US 2
driveways.
12. Additional US 2 Left Turn Restrictions from SR 206 to Day Mt Spokane Road
In order to improve safety and future level of service, continue improvements initiated by WSDOT
in 2017 along US 2 to restrict additional left-turn movements at uncontrolled intersections and
driveways, particularly at locations with a high injury crash rate, between Day Mt. Spokane Road
and Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206). As new development occurs along US 2, turn restrictions
may be required along US 2 and full access will be provided by developers via parallel local and
collector streets.
13. Enhanced safety & level of service improvements at US 2/Farwell Road Intersection
Implement safety improvements at the US 2/Farwell Road intersection to counter injury crash
history, notably to reduce the likelihood of rear-end and failure-to-yield crashes. Additionally, as a
condition of future development this intersection will be included as part of transportation impact
analysis and improvements may be needed to address future traffic growth to maintain acceptable
levels of service. Preliminary analysis shows a second northbound-left turn lane and a separate
southbound right turn lane may be needed depending on the intensity of future development.
14. Enhanced safety & level of service improvements at US 2/SR 206 Intersection
Implement safety improvements to counter injury crash history, notably to reduce the likelihood of
higher speed rear-end crashes at the US 2/Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) intersection.
Additionally, as a condition of future development this intersection will be included as part of
transportation impact analysis and improvements may be needed to address future traffic growth
to maintain acceptable levels of service. Preliminary analysis shows a second northbound-left turn
lane and a separate eastbound right turn lane may be needed depending on the intensity of future
development.
15. Enhanced safety improvements at US 2/Day Mt. Spokane Road Intersection
Implement safety improvements to counter injury crash history, notably to reduce the likelihood of
higher speed rear-end crashes and failure to yield crashes at the US 2/Day Mt Spokane Road
Intersection.
16. Enhanced safety improvements at US 2/Greenbluff Road Intersection
Implement safety improvements to counter injury crash history, notably to reduce the likelihood of
failure to yield crashes at the US 2/Greenbluff Road Intersection. Providing a refuge lane to
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formalize a two-stage left-turn for vehicles making a westbound left from Greenbluff Road to US 2
should be considered as a possible countermeasure.
17. Explore Further a Park-and-Ride in the Study Area
Explore the viability of and construct a new park-and-ride in the study area. Previous evaluations
identified a location near the future US 395 and Farwell Road intersection. This project would
occur concurrent with transit service being extended to this location as identified in the Horizon
2040 Plan and Connect Spokane Plan. The park-and-ride would likely serve as the route’s
terminus.
18. Evaluate Extension of Transit Service to LAMIRD
As part of the next long-term Transit Plan update, STA and Spokane County will evaluate the
potential to extend transit service to the LAMIRD. Preliminary concept identified Farwell Road and
Market Street a as well as Freya Street and Lane Park Road as a possible alignment for future
transit extension to the LAMIRD. The study should examine the possibility of on-demand, mobilityas-a-service and other emerging options in addition to traditional fixed-route transit.
19. Yale Road Reconstruction as a Collector Street with Sidewalks and Bike Lanes
As a condition of future development, pave and upgrade Yale Road from Lane Park Road to Mt.
Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) to include curb, gutter, sidewalk and separate bicycle facilities
(either bike lanes or a multiuse path).
20. Freya Street Connection (Moody Road to Lane Park Road)
As a condition of future development, a new collector street will be constructed along the Freya
Street alignment between Moody Road and Lane Park Road. The street will be constructed with
sidewalks and separate bicycle facilities (either bike lanes or a multiuse trail). This project, along
with the Freya Street project to the south (Project 1), will provide a continuous parallel north-south
connection on the east side of US 2 between Deer Road and Mt. Spokane Park Drive.
21. Medina Lane or Neptune Road Commercial Access Connection (Day Mt Spokane to Highland
Rd)
As a condition of future development, a new collector street will be constructed roughly along the
alignment of the existing Medina Lane, Neptune Road or Old Boston Road between Day Mt.
Spokane Road and Highland Road. This street should be constructed to follow the new sewer line,
would include sidewalks on both sides and provide local circulation and access to future
commercial development on the west side of US 2.
22. Chris Court to Black Road Connection
As a condition of future development, a new collector street will be constructed roughly along the
alignment of the existing Black Road to connect Lane Park Road with Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR
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206) on the east side of US 2. This street would include sidewalks on both sides and provide local
circulation and access to future commercial development on the east side of US 2. This road
should connect to the extent possible with the realigned Market Street at the future Mt. Spokane
Park Drive (SR 206) intersection (see Project 8).
23. US 2 Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings Spaced About a Quarter Mile from Lane Park Road
A pedestrian crossing analysis will be required for all new developments along US 2 to identify
potential increased crossing demand across. As the land around US 2 between Day Mt. Spokane
Road and Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) builds out and pedestrian demand increases,
additional enhanced pedestrian crossings will be constructed on US 2 north and south of the Lane
Park Road intersection as a condition of future development. These would be constructed
following the improvements of the US 2/Lane Park Road intersection (see Project 12) and would
effectively result in quarter mile spacing of controlled pedestrian crossings along US 2 between
Day Mt. Spokane Road and Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206). Feasibility studies and coordination
with WSDOT will be required to select the appropriate pedestrian crossing infrastructure.
24. US 2 Buffered Sidewalks
As a condition of future development, buffered sidewalks will be constructed on both sides of US 2
within the LAMIRD. The existing sidewalks constructed along US 2 in 2017 were implemented as
an interim measure (due mostly to right-of-way and funding constraints) until a complete buffered
sidewalk network could be completed in the future as development occurs.
25. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Bicycle & Pedestrian Improvements
As a condition of future development, buffered sidewalks and bicycle lanes (or a parallel multiuse
trail) will be provided on both sides of Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206) between US 2 the railroad
tracks east of Yale Road to accommodate future multimodal traffic. See related Project #26.
26. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Capacity and Operations Improvements
As a condition of future development, transportation impact analysis associated with development
in this area should address capacity and operations along Mt. Spokane Park Drive (SR 206)
between Chris Court and the railroad tracks. Depending on the intensity of development the TIA
may conclude it necessary for the developer to widen Mt. Spokane Park Drive and/or implement
intersection improvements at the intersection with Yale Road.
27. Day Mt. Spokane Road/Bruce Road Intersection Operations and Safety Improvements
Improvements will be implemented at this intersection to address sight distance concerns and
traffic operations from future growth. The specific improvement will be determined as part of
project development and may include converting this intersection to a roundabout.
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Street Design Policies
Several street design policies specific to the LAMIRD and urban growth areas of the study area are
recommended to support increased multimodal mobility options and comfort for people walking and
biking. It is recommended to incorporate these policies into future updates of the Spokane County
Standards for Road and Sewer Construction.
1. Landscaped buffered sidewalks on both sides of all new streets within the LAMIRD
2. Landscaped buffered sidewalks provided by and developers along property frontage as parcels
redevelop in LAMIRD with landscaping to be maintained by property owners.
3. Bicycle lanes or a parallel multiuse trail on all collector and arterial streets in urbanized area
a. Recommend bicycle lane width of 6 feet to curbface, with at least 4 feet from the curb
joint (current standard only requires 4 feet from joint)
b. Recommend a buffered bicycle lane wherever possible and on all streets with a posted
speed of >35 mph
c. Consider a protected bicycle facility (such as a separate multiuse trail) to allow for use by
a wider range of skill levels
4. Arterial, collector and commercial access local streets designed to accommodate transit
(appropriate pavement structure, adequate space along sidewalks for bus stop and wheelchair
ramps/lifts)

Future Bike Network
Implementation of the projects and policies identified in this Plan will result in a more complete bicycle
network that is connected into the regional system and that is accessible to users with a wider range of
skill levels. A map of the future bike network is provided in Figure 16. Some key changes from the existing
bike network include: realigning the north-south bike route from US 2 to Yale Road and Freya Street,
providing wider buffered bike lanes on Day Mt. Spokane Road, completing the multiuse trail on the north
side of SR 206 from Mt. Spokane High School to US 2 and connecting the area to the Children of the Sun
Trail via a yet to be determined separated bicycle facility (bike lanes or a trail).

Future Transit Service
This plan supports STA’s current plan to extend transit service to the south end of the Study Area by 2040.
In addition, STA and Spokane County will evaluate the potential to extend transit service to the LAMIRD.
Extension of transit service will be dependent on future funding, as well as the extent, type and intensity of
development in the area. Preliminary conceptual analysis identified Farwell Road and Market Street as a
possible alignment for future transit extension to the LAMIRD, as well as Freya Road to Lane Park Road
depending on future development patterns.
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5. IMPLEMENTATION
Spokane County, in partnership with WSDOT and STA, will work toward gradually implementing this plan
over the next 20 years with a goal to complete all projects by the year 2040. The pace of implementation
will be dependent in large part on funding, as well as when, where and how the area develops, which will
be driven in large part by the private sector.

Project Prioritization
In order to guide implementation and priorities, all 24 projects identified in this plan have been grouped
into five different time frames as illustrated in Figure 17.
•
•
•
•
•

Near-Term
Mid-Term
Long-Term
Upon Development
Ongoing Safety (monitoring)

Prioritization was based on community input, agency priorities, project complexity, and in some cases the
logical order required for implementation. Exact timing of implementation will depend on funding for some
projects and when development occurs for others. It should also be recognized that priorities may shift
over time, and other changes may occur that cause projects identified in this plan as Mid-Term and LongTerm to either be implemented earlier or later than currently planned. Lastly, for several of the safety
improvement projects along US 2, the efficacy of these projects will be evaluated again in 2023 based on
five years of crash data following the interim safety improvements made by WSDOT in 2017.
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Figure 17. Project Prioritization
Near Term

Mid Term

Long Term

Upon Development

Ongoing Safety
(monitoring)

3a. Yale Road
Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bridge Connection
Study & Design
5. Day Mt. Spokane
Safety and
Multimodal
Improvements
6a/7a. Market
Street to SR 206
Connection
Alternatives Analysis
& Design combined
with Market Street &
Center Road Bicycle
Connection Study to
Children of the Sun
Trail
8. Mt Spokane Drive
Multiuse Trail
Connection

3b. Yale Road
Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bridge Connection
Construction
7a. Market Street to SR
206 Connection
Construction
9. Lowe Road to Mt
Spokane Park Drive
Multiuse Trail
Connection
11. US 2 Median South
of SR 206 (Barrier to
Prevent Left Turns)

4. Yale Road Street
Connection Study
6b. Market Street & Center
Road Bicycle Connection
Study to Children of the
Sun Trail Implementation
19. Park and Ride at US
395 & Farwell Road
20. Evaluate Extension of
Transit Service to LAMIRD
27. Day Mt. Spokane
Road/Bruce Road
Intersection Operations
and Safety Improvements

1. Freya Street Connection (Lane Park
Road to Deer Road)
2. Highland Road Connection
10. US 2/Lane Park Road Intersection
Full Access Improvements & Pedestrian
Crossing
12. Additional US 2 Left Turn
Restrictions from SR 206 to Day Mt
Spokane Road
19. Yale Road Reconstruction as a
Collector Street with Sidewalks and
Bike Lanes
20. Freya Street Connection (Moody
Road to Lane Park Road)
21. Medina Lane or Neptune Road
Commercial Access Connection (Day Mt
Spokane to Highland Road)
22. Chris Court to Black Road
Connection
23. US 2 Signalized Pedestrian
Crossings Spaced About a Quarter Mile
from Lane Park Road
24. US 2 Buffered Sidewalks
25. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Bicycle &
Pedestrian Improvements
26. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Capacity
and Operations Improvements

13. Enhanced Safety & LOS
Improvements at US 2/Farwell
Intersection
14. Enhanced Safety & LOS
Improvements at US 2/SR 206
Intersection
15. Enhanced Safety
Improvements at US 2/Day Mt
Spokane Road Intersection
16. Enhanced Safety
Improvements at US2/Greenbluff
Road Intersection
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Project Cost Estimates
Planning-level costs (in Year 2019 dollars) were estimated for select projects. These are shown in Figure
18. Estimates include 30% contingency. These costs are meant to provide high-level guidance as the
County seeks funding for projects. More accurate cost estimates will be determined as a part of project
development for each project. Cost estimates for projects not on this list will be estimated as part of future
studies or will be implemented by developers. More detailed information regarding cost estimates can be
found in the appendix.
Figure 18. Planning-level project cost estimates for select projects (in thousands of 2019 dollars).

Design
Cost

Right-ofWay Cost

Const.
Cost

Total Cost

1. Freya Street Connection (Lane Park Road to
Deer Road)

$690K

$340K

$4,530K

$5,530K

2. Highland Road Connection

$150K

$9K

$852K

$1,090K

$140K

$20K

$600K

$760K

$40K

$10K

$240K

$290K

N/A

N/A

N/A

$200K

$130K

$20K

$940K

$1,090K

$320K

$150K

$1,300K

$1,770K

$300K

$0K

$1,700K

$2,000K1

$280K

$60K

$1,660K

$2,000K1

not avail.

not avail.

not avail.

$4,070K2

$210K

$0K

$1,370

$1,580K

$30K

$0K

$130K

$160K3

$300K

$170K

$1,690K

$2,160K

Project Name & Number

3. Yale Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge
Connection
5. Day Mt. Spokane Road Safety & Multimodal
Improvements
6. Market Street & Center Road Bicycle
Connection Study
8. Mt. Spokane Park Drive Multiuse Trail
10. US 2/Lane Park Road Full Intersection
Access Improvements & Pedestrian Crossing
13. Enhanced Safety & LOS Improvements at US
2/Farewell Road Intersection
14. Enhanced Safety & LOS Improvements at US
2/SR 206 Intersection
15. Enhanced Safety Improvements at US 2/ Day
Mt. Spokane Road Intersection
16. Enhanced Safety Improvements at US 2/
Greenbluff Road Intersection
23. US 2 Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings
27. Day Mt. Spokane Road/Bruce Road
Intersection Operations & Safety Improvements

1.
2.
3.

About half the total cost of this project is for LOS improvements and half is for safety improvements.
Cost of a roundabout estimated by WSDOT in 2014 at $3,712K and adjusted for 2019 dollars based on highway
construction cost inflation.
This cost is per pedestrian crossing. Up to two pedestrian crossings may be included as part of this project.
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Next Steps
Recommendations and outcomes of this Plan should be incorporated into future updates to the following
plans, tools and documents:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Spokane Comprehensive Plan
Spokane County Standards for Road and Sewer Construction
Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan
WSDOT Capital Improvement Plan
SRTC Horizon 2040 Plan
SRTC 2040 Travel Demand Model
Connect Spokane (STA Long-Range Transit Plan)

Based on findings of the land use market analysis and the feedback received from the community, it is
recommended that the County explore the potential for developing a sub-area plan for this region. A subarea plan will allow the County to better define and manage how land develops in the study area, align
development with the community’s vision, and better ensure the implementation of the transportation
improvements recommended in this plan. A sub-area plan also allows for additional funding opportunities
for the transportation infrastructure identified in this Plan. Currently, all planned improvements would
need to compete with other County transportation projects for grants, gas tax funds, WSDOT funding,
private development frontage improvements, and other sources. Sub-area plans have the potential for
other types of funding, such as a transportation benefit district, or coordinated traffic impact mitigation
funding.
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11/20/2019

Draft

Spokone County Oepqftment of Building ond Plonning

- LL-25-19

Building and Planning Department response to
Futurewise comment letter on Comprehensive Plan
Update, dated November 13,2019.
Detailed comments on the Planning Report
We appreciate and strongly support the steps that Spokane County is taking to
implement the settlement agreement.

(lounn is taking stcps t() implcmcnt tlrc scrtlcnrcnr
agrccrncnt bctrvccn
and Kathr' \liotke. the Neighborhor>d .\lliancc ofSpokane Counn..
liuturcs'isc, the Irilc l\lile l'rairic Nciglrborlrood -\ssociation, the Southgatc Ncighborhood (louncil,
thc (ilcnrosc .\ssociation, l)aul Kropp, l,ar4 Kunz, l)an Ilcndcrson, Ncil i\lcmbrcr., Kasi Ilan.er'.lan'is. tlrc Statc r>f \\'ashington l)cpnrnncnt of (lommercc (Oommcrcc), and thc \\'ashingtrxr Statc
l)cpnrtrncnt of 'l rarrsportation (\\'Sl)t)'l). \\'c supp<>rt and acknos'lcdgc thc s,ork thc (lounn. has
alrcndv clonc to irnplcmcnt thc agrccmcnt. \\'c bcliclc it is in thc bcst possiblc intcrcsrs (,fall partics
to tirll| irnplenrcnt this imp()rtant agrccmcnt.

\\'c apprcciatc

ar:d strrxrgh support that Spokanr:

tlrc (lotrtn

Resoonse

Thank you for the words of support.
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Spokone County Deportment of Building ond Plonning

Please clarify "Settlement Agreement, I erm 5." Please see Plannrng Report
Comprehensrve Plarr Update an tntegrated St pA/GMA Documenr (Nov 14,

2)1gl 1.4.2

Prevrous actrons related to the Settlement Agreement on page 1 4.
'I'he discussion in "Setdement Agrccment,'ltrm 5" indicatcs that Resolution 2016-0553
brought
2(xl7-cPA-o5 (i\Ic(iladc$ and the Nlead-Itlt. Spokrnc urban growth area (GA) expansion area into
compliance. But Rcsolution 2016-0553 onll,adopted the "2017 - 2037 Iiorecast and Allocation for
Spokane Countl"'and did not addrcss 2007-CPA-05 (i\Ic(ilades) or the lvtead-l\lt. Spokane UGA
cxpansion.: \\'e think that Rcsolution 2017 -0361 is the resolution that this section means to refer
too. \\'e recommend ir bc rcviscd to reflect Resolution 2017 -0361.

Resoonse

Correction noted for record.
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Spokone County Depoftment of Building ond Plonning

The proposed amendments to the procedures for zoning code amendments should

provrde for public notice and public comment on requests that the Board of County
Commissioners initiate a zoning text amendment. Please see Planning Report
Comprehensive Plan Update an lntegrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 201,91 4.1.2
Proposed Zoning Code Amendments - Procedures Zoning Code, Chapter 14.402.080
General Procedures on page 4-5
'l hc proposecl procctlurcs firr rcqucstir.tg zoning cotlc amcndmcnts
provitlc tlrat n parn, requesting
atl anlcndmcnt lilcs an application uith thc l)cpartmcnt r>f l)uilding and l)lanning. 'l hc dcpartment
then conducts a prcliminan' rcr-icrv and makcs a rccornnrcnclad<xr to tlrc Roard of (ilrnn
(irmmissioncrs. 'l hc lloard ()i (:()unt'\' (-ommissioncrs then tlccidcs u'hcthcr to iniuarc rlic

amcndnrcnt and considcr thc an.rcndmcnt s'ith arl'other initiated amendmcnts. I [()\\'c\.cr, there arc
no public intoh cmctrt ()pp()rtunitics during rhe dcpartlncnt's prcliminan rcvicn, or thc l}rard of
(lounn' (lon.tmissioners' rcr-ics' of s-hcthcr to initiatc thc amendmcnt. l'he public ofien has valuablc

intirnnatirn rhat srrukl assist thr l]oard r>i ( ,or,ttn' (,ornrnissioners in dccidine s,hcthcr t() initiat(
thc zoning amcndmcnt. \\'c rccorrmcnd that thc lloard of Counn (-ommissioners girc public nodcc
of the recluestcd zoning at'r.tendnrcnts and hold a public hcaring on tlrem ()r at lcast pror.idc frrr a
rcas,rnablc \\,rittcn c()lnnlcnt pcriod.'l his ivill alkrs'thc lloard ro considcr rhc public c()ntrncnrs.
()thcr countics rcr;trirt'ptrblic noticc and an ()pp()rrutrin t() cr)rnment (n requcsls ro iniriatc tl.rc
public n,rtice and nn ()pp(,rtunin for public corrrment is als()
^nlcndmc!]t Pr()cess.rl)rolirling
corrsistcnt lith thc ( irosth trlnnagcmcnt .\ct's rc<luircmcr.rt f<rr "carh and contintrous public
ParticiPati(xr in thc do'ck4rurcnl and atrrcndmcrrt oi cr>mprelrcnsilc land usc plans and dcleloprncnt
rcgulad(nrs implemcnting suclr plans.",

ResDonse

Providing additional public notice during the initiation phase of annual comprehensive plan
amendments may be beneficial, however, including those provisions in this document would require

additional research and consultation with the Board of County Commissioners. Revising the current
proposal could lengthen the time it would take to complete the update process. The Department
recommends that consideration of the proposed changes should occur after adoption of update. lf there
is a decision to move forward with this approach, the provisions could easily be amended in to the
Zoning Code as it would not require amendment of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Spokone County Depoftment oj Building ond Plonning

The proposed amendments to the procedures for comprehensive plan amendments
should provide for public notice and public comment on requests that the Board of
County Commissioners initiate a comprehensive plan and concurrent zoning amendment
Please see Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update an tntegrated SEPA/GMA
Document (Nov. 14, 2019) Proposed Amendment Chapter proposed Spokane County

Zoning Code Amendment 1,4.402.10O on page 4,9
'l lrc proposed proccclurcs tirr requesting contprehensir.c plan amcndmcnts
pror.idc that a parn.
rc<lucsring an amcndmcnl tilcs an application s'irh rlrc l)cpartment of Iluilcling and l)lanning.'l hc

depnrtment tht'rr conclucts a preliminan' revies' and nukcs a rccommcndadon to thc Board of
(lor.mn' (lommissioncrs. 'l'hc lloard of (lounn (lornmissioncrs thcn dccidcs thcthcr to initiatc the
amcntltnent nnd crxrsidcr thc amcndment \\ith anv othcr initiated amcndmcr.rts. I Iorvevcr, therc arc
no public inr'oh'emcttt opportunitics durins thc clcpartnrcnt's prcliminan rcvicrv r>r lloard of (-ountv
(lonrmissiotrcrs' rclics' oI s lrcther t() initiatc thc amendrncrrt. -flre public oftcn lras valuablc
inlirnnation that s'ould assist rlrc lloard ot (lour.ttr'(l<xurnissi<xrcrs in dcciding s'l.rcther to initiatc

tlrc cotrtprehcnsivc plan anrcndmcrtt. \\'c reconrrrcnd that thc Roard o[(]ourrn'Oornnrissioncrs givc
public noticc oI thc rcqucstctl comprclrcnsile plarr arrd rlcvekrpmcnt rcgulatiorr arncntlncnts and
Irold a public hcaritrg on thctn or at lcast protide a s'rittcn c()mrnent pcriod.'l'his s'ill allorv the
lloard t<> cousidcr thc public c<xnrncnts. ()tlrcr countics rcquirc public notice and an ()pportuniN t()
c()mtncnt on requcsts to irritiatc Ihe amendmcnt proccss.i l)rn'iding an ()pp()rtunin frtr public
c()mnrcnr is also consisrcnr s'ith tltc (iros,th \lanagcmcrrr ;\ct's re<luircmcnt tirr "carh,and
c()rttir')u()tts public participation in thc dcvclopmcnt and amcndmcl'rt ()f c(rnprchcl)silc land usc
plarrs and tlctelopmcnt rcguhtirxrs implcmcnting such plans.",
Response
See previous comment.
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Spokone County Depoftment ol Building ond Plonning

Futurewise strongly supports the adoption of the new water trails policies and trail map.
Please see Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update an lntegrated SEpA/GMA
Document (Nov. 14, 20191 4.2 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment - Water Trails
on pa8es 4.14 through 4 16.
Boating is a big bLrsiness in \\'ashirrgton Statc s-itlr totrrl cxpcnditurcs estimarccl at S-1..176 billiol
tlollars.- \\'lilc tl.rc largcst Part ()f thcsc cxpcr:tliturcs is estirnatcd to bc spcnt r>n ntotr>rizcd boating,
txnrm()t()rized boating crpenditurcs are estirnate<l at S5ttU,.l28.-195 and ra fring cxpcnditures are
esdnratcd ar 552,0113,2.1(r.' \\'hilc not includcd in rlrc l>olrins cat(€on.. ir.rncr tubing or floating
cspenditures are cslintated at another S573.-+ l( 1.901.,

(lounn

is a grcat plact lo brmr, rafi. or float.'l hcsc activitics crxrtril>urc ft) tlre c()unt\.
ccotlollll llv the txpcntlinrrcs ol pcople s h,, cn[agc in thc activitics and bl cnhancing the counn.'s
qualtti of htl' s'hich cncotrragcs businesscs and cmpl()\'ees to k>catc in Spokanc ( lounn.. 'l'hcv also
providc pht'sical activitics that benctit thc hcalth of thc pardcipants- ltrr tlrcsc reasons. rvc srronglv
suPp()rt tltc proposccl watcr trails policies and trail map.'t hc policics and map will cnhancc rhcse
laluablc activities.
Spr>kanc

Response

Comment noted.
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Spokone County

Depoftfient of Building ond Plonning

Futurewise supports the county proposal to remove the "Geiger Spur" from the UGA and
give the area a rural holding comprehensive plan designation and zone untrl such time as
the County conducts the transportation, capital facility, and land capacity analysis
necessary to include the area in the UGA. Please see Planning Report Comprehensive
Plan Update an lntegrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) Comprehensive plan
Update 2019 page 4-18, pages 4 23 and 4-24, and page 5-20.

\\'c undcrstalrd tlrat Spokanc (iotuttv is norv proposing t() rcm()yc thc Ocigcr Spur lionr thc L'(l-.\

and gir-c thc arca a llural 'l'raditional c<xlrprchcosivc plan dcsignation and zone undl such timc as the
(lountl' c()nducts thc transportation, capital tacilin', antl land capacitt'analvsis ncccssar)'to includc
the arca in thc L'(i-\. \\'c sr.rpporr this approach as it allol's thc counn to finish thc capital facilin'
plan and transp()rtad(nr clcnrcnt updates without anah zing the impacts of thc dcvelopnrcnt of thc
(iciger Spur at urban intcnsitics and planning lirr thc capital facilitics and rransportarion facilitics
necded to scn'c this area t,hcn dctclopcd tbr urban uscs,

Response

Comment noted. While the Geiger Spur is removed from the current proposal, future development of
the area could occur through a subsequent urban groMh area amendment or as a major industrial
development consistent with RCW 36.70A.365.

6
Page 53

11/20/2019

Spokone County Depoftment ol Building ond Plonning

5

Proposed Map Amendments. Please see Ptanning Report
Comprehensive Plan Update an lntegrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) pages
5-3, page 5 7, page 5 9, and Page 5 20,
Please clarify Chapter

-l'hc

Bigckrs'(iulch L'( i.\ cxpansion, \lap # 5 in the Scrtlcrrrcnr -\grcemcnt and i\lap { in thc
Planning Itcport. sas onh incltrdcd bccarrsc thc propcrt\' \'cstcd t() de\-clopn)ent rcgulations
allosing an urban cot't.rrncrciaI usc bcfr rrc thc lloard madc a dctcnrrinatiorr oI inlalidirv. 'l he
prlrp<rsed .lpoknt Lorrtrll (-ttltit,tl lici/itit't l>hn states that "tlrq r cstcd burlding pcnrrir :rpplicariorr tirr
thc propcnv idcntiticd in i\l;rp #5 has l;rpscd. land is] null antl r-.irl ...",'(.urrcorlv. tlrcrc has bccn
nr> anah'sis of thc capital tircilitics necdcd t() supp()rt this frccstanding L (1.\.,' 'l hc proposccl .i7ra,(aar
(-onn/1 (.it/titul l'ailiti't lthr als() statcs thar "devclrpment of thc srrbicct propcrn will bc strbjcct to
c()ncurrcDcv rclics'al tlrc tirnc oi application shcn the rnap arnendrnent i[ tlnalizcd pursuant t(, thc
tcnns of tlrc Scttlcmcnt .\grccnrcnt.",: So it is unclcar if rhc (-orrnB rs planning on kccping this land
in a t'(i,\. IJccause thc pcmrits that lcstcd tlris dcr-clopnrcnt to rcgr,rlariorrs allrwing urbarr uscs are
null ancl rrrid and rhc lcstcd pcnnits l'ere tlre rclson it las incltrdcd in thc t'(i.\, s'c rcspcctfirlh'
insist that tlrc l\lap { lligclrrv (iulch cxparrsion bc removt.tl fronr thc L (}.\.
Resoonse

Map 4 within the Planning Report for the Comprehensive Plan Update, dated November 14, 2019,
accurately reflects the provisions of the Settlement Agreement. Exhibit "8" on page 15 of the Settlement

Agreement, as it relates to the Southeast Valley, states as follows:
Map
Description

Bigelow Gulch

Changes

to BoCC UGA Modification (Res. 2013-0589)
for maps illustrating revisions

See Exhibit "C"

lnclude only porcels 463U.97Oi. SW corner of
Aryonne Rood ond Bigelow Gulch. Retoin
previous comp plon ond zoning on remoindet of
porcels.

I

lmplementing Comprehensive Plan/Zoning
Community Commerciol (CC)for the lond in the
UGA, porcel 46jU.9103. Rurol Troditionol (RT)lor
lond outside the UGA.

s.rd.@nr

^cr@nr
l&r-i-,,.'db,"-r-t''e h
I d..,. r.e..hrkrn.i
b k( .dqd- o,
| .n,6o
I krbror!.Nr.r.6(rlr
'd,
l*,l.*.*t-a
---a
l^Mi..d.d.rerotuL'
i bdtr d.dhtn|e."d
("-ffih'
ld-ad-<--"d

lo,-rrou.rror

I
I
I

l
I
I

I
I
I

i

,/l

n""

f,/

t_
.l)
./!'

l

UGA S.ttlernonl Agre€rtenl
Mop 5' iig.lo* Gukl'
rddor].{Gcd,cd.d!*nl
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Copitol Focilities Plon Comment
The proposal includes analysis of the proposed land use changes within the adopted existing

environmental regulations referenced in the SEPA Addendum. The adopted existing environmental
documents include the Draft Supplemental EIS and Final Supplemental ElS, Urban Growth Area Update,
adopted October 27,2077 and December 21, 2011 respectively. The adopted documents evaluated
alternative scenarios for growth and the current proposal for the Comprehensive Plan Update falls

within the scope of analysis included in the document. The documents include analysis of adopted levels
of service, comparison of service/facility impacts as well as fiscal analysis.
The Draft Transportation Element, included within the Capital Facilities Plan update, includes detailed
analysis of transportation impacts including an inventory of existing facilities and level of service
analysis. The Spokane Regional Transportation Council additionally provides regional levels of service

evaluation and evaluation of consistency with the regional transportation plan.
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'l hc l)lannirrg Ilcport on pagc {-2-1 indicatcs that arca rcti'rcd t() in
llrc settl(.n.lcnt Aerccnrclt as
"Southcast Yallcr " t:rap ntunbcr 7 and Nlap 6 in thc Planninc Ilcport s'ill rrot bc inchrdcd in the
L'(i.\ at this tirnc. \\'c strpporr rcrnoving "S<>uthcast Yallo" lron.r thc L'(i-\ as ir is not uccdcd t<r
n.lcct thc nccd ti)r Ll(i.\. IIos'ctcr, "Southcast Yallcr'." rcfcrrcd to as l\lap (r in thc l)lanning Rcport.
is currentll in thc L'O:\ and propr>scd l\lap 6 cxr pagc 5 9 srrultl crxttinuc ro kccp it in thc L'(1.\.
'l}crcfirrc. a rnap rcmoling thc arca from thc L'(i.\ nnd giling rhc arca a rural
c<>mprehcrtsilc plan
dcsignation and z()ning should be incltrtletl in (-haprcr 5 and rhc propr>scd IIap (r should bc
rcrnovcd.
Response

Term 10.2 (page 4-241in the settlement agreement applies only to those parcels that may be
subsequently acquired by the school district and does not require removalof land currently owned by
Central Valley School District. Map 6 within the Planning Report for the Comprehensive Plan Update,
dated November 74,2079, accurately reflects the provisions of the Settlement Agreement. Exhibit "B"
on page 16 of the Settlement Agreement, as it relates to the Southeast Valley, states as follows:
Map
Description

Southeost

volley

to BoCC UGA Modification (Res. 2013-0689)
See Exhibit "C" for maps illustratrng revisions
Chan8es

lmplementing Comprehensive Plan/Zoning
Low Density Residentiol (LDR) Iot the lond in the
UGA, porcels 55296.9002 & 55213.9028. Previous

lnclude only porcels 55296.9002 & 55213.9028.
Retoin previous comp plon ond zoning on
remoinder ol porcels.

designotions of Ubon Reserye (UR) & Rurolfor
lond outside the UGA.

The map for the Southeast Valley illustrated in the Settlement Agreement is also consistent with the
proposed changes in the Planning Report. Please note that the proposed amendment includes only the
land currently owned by the School District.

it
q.

&r.6|,dnb'nr.
..,.d,.bdE*'
.5r'.-,9*,d

S"

\
)1

UOA S.tllemcnl

Agra.6..r
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\\'c undcrstand thnt thc Gcigcr Spur is to bc rcrnoved tir-rnr thc L'(l-\ at this timc. 'I'hercl1rre, a nrap
rentovilrg thc arca from the Lr(]-\ and giling (he arca a rural conrprclrcnsilc plan dcsignation and
zoning shrtuld bc irrcludcd in (.hapter 5. (lurrentlr'. Planning Rcport l\lap l7 on pagc 5-20 sratcs rhat
tlre "(icigcr Spur is rcmoved fnrm c<xrsidcration f<rr inclusion in thc L'(ir\ and u.ill retain thc Rural
Traditional dcsignation rhat s'as ir.t placc prior to thc 2013 L(i-\ tlpdarc."'lhe map nccds to rcmorc
thc (icigcr Spur from thc U(i,\ and rcdesiqnarc it as Ilural 'l radidonal sincc rhc arca is curre-nt iq r[c
LI(i.\ arrd ha.s an urban comprchcnsivc plan dcsignauon and z()ring. ( aAS

tn(Crtf Clqle

Response

The 2013 Urban Growth Area Update was invalidated by the Growth Management Hearings Board so
the Geiger Spur is not currently in the UGA. The map on page 20 illustrates the proposed action,
proposinB that the Geiger Spur is no longer being considered for inclusion in the UGA and will retain the

RuralTraditional designation that was in place prior to the 2013 UGA update.
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Detailed comments on the Environmental lmpact Statement Addendum
to adcl anallses or inlirmratitxr about a pr()p()sal but n()t t() n()t
substalrtialh cl.rangc thc analvsis oi signiticnr'lt irrpacts antl alternativcs in thc exisring cnvironmcnlal
docunrcnl.rr \\'e bcliclc thc addcndun.t nccds to incluclc thc tirllou,rng inf<rnnadon if thc (lounn is
going to relv on thc carlicr draft and tlnal cnvironmcntal impacts statcmcnrs.
-r\rr a<ldendum nra\, bc rrscd

Analyze the impacts of failing to include the concurrency analysis required by Spokane
County Code (SCC) 13.650.102(c) in the capital facility plan
thc concurcncv analysis rt'gtrircd bl Spokanc (lounn (-odc (S(.ti) I .1.(r5t). I { )2(c) for
cmcrsrncl mcdical scn'iccs, policc/shcritT protcction, librarics, and sch(x)ls is not includcd in thc
capital faciliN plan, thc addcndum nc(ds t() anah'zc hon concurrcocl rvill bc dctcnnined for thosc
public facilitics and thc cnlir()nmcntal impacts, such as ovcrcroldcd sch<xrls, ofnot including thc
concurcncl anah'sis in thc capital tacilin plan. I)ublic scn'iccs arc clcmcnts of thc cnvironmenl that
tnust bc anah'zcd in an I'll S or addcndun.rl ()i corrrsc. ii thc capital thcili$' plan includcs the
c()ncurrcncl anah'sis rcquircd bv S(l(l I .1.(r5( t. l ( )2(c) lhco tlrc addcndtrm docs not nccd ro anall'zc
Irirst.

if

thesc impacts.

Response

The Comprehensive Plan and Capital Facilities Plan are not subject to the requirements of SCC, Title 13,
Section 13.650.102 ofthe Spokane County Code. Title 13, Application Review Procedures applies only to
processing applications for project permits. Project permits are defined in Chapter 1.3.200 of Application
Review proced ures as:
"Project permit" or "project permit applicotion" medns ony lond use or environmentol permit or
license required from o review authority for o project oction, including but not limited to building
permits, short pldts, subdivisions, binding site plons, plonned unit developments, conditionol uses,
vdrionces, shoreline permits, site plon review, pemits or opprovols required by the Criticol Ared
Ordinonce, sit-specific zone reclossifications, monufoctured home porks, ond chonge of condition
requests, but excluding the permits/licenses specified herein, dnd those permit opplications excluded
by RCW 36.70.8.740.

While review under the above concurrency regulations is not required, the proposal does include
analysis of the proposed land use changes within the adopted existinB environmental regulations. The
adopted existing environmental documents include the Draft Supplemental EIS and Final Supplemental
ElS, Urban Growth Area Update, adopted October 21, 2011 and December 21, 2011 respectlvely. The
adopted documents evaluated alternative scenarios for growth and the current proposal for the
Comprehensive Plan Update and Capital Facility Plan falls within the scope of analysis included in the
document. The documents include analysis of adopted levels of service, comparison of service/facility
impacts as well as fiscal analysis. The proposed Capital Facilitles Plan additionally includes analysis of
project impacts.
The proposed Capital Facllltles plan additionally includes detailed analysis of plan elements.
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Analyze whether the alternatives would meet the greenhouse gas emission limits in RCW
70.23s.020(1Xa)

.\pril 7,2olo, Scoping (lommcnr Irttcr and ()thcr lctrcrs rcc<xnrnendc{ r6ar
thc Supplcrncrttal I invir<xrmcrrtal Impact Statcmcnt (SlrlS) addrcss thc grccnhousc gas cmissions
frrxn the altcrnativcs and s hcthcr thc altcrrratilcs rvould nrcct thc grccnhousc gas crnission limits irr
R(l\\'70,2.15.o2o(1)(a). Rt-\\' l{).2.35.t t2{)(l)(r) scts state grccnhousc gas cmissions limits thar requirc
rcducing grccnhouse gas emissions t() n() m()re than the 199() lcvcl br 202o, to rcduce crnissi6ns to
25 pcrcent bclot' the 1 99o lcvcl br' 20.1-1, and to reducc crnissions to 50 pcrccnt o[ rhc 1990 lclel bv
205o. .\n artlh'sis of rvhcthcr tlrc altcrnarir-cs mect rhcsc rcquircmcnts is rctluircd bccausc "lc]limat.."
is att "clct:-tent of thc cnvironurcrtt" utrdcr thc rcgulations that inrplcrncnt thc Statc [.]nr.ironrncntal
Sccotrd, I'uturcsisc's

l)r>Iic1

.\ct (SliP-\).'t

I.argcr r,rrban gr()\t'th arcas. bccalrsc tlrcl cnc()uragc morc and l()ngcr autom()l)ilc tdps, incrcasc
grccnh<.rusc gas cmissi<xrs. such as C():. In \\'ashington Sratc, transportati(n) acti\-itics arc thc largest

contributor to grccnht>usc gas emissions, gcncratir.rg {7 perccnt oi our statc's cl()bal tvanrrine
causinggascs."''lhc\\'ashirgt.n(llirnatc.\dr-is.n.'l'eam((-_\'l)wroterhat\.cmustrcduc(lthc
anr()unt ()f drivil'lg rvc do iitlc arc going rr) mcct thc statc's grccnhouse gas emissions reguircmcnts
(thcv verc goals s'lren thc (..\'l u.rrxc its reconrmcndntirxrs):

In order to signiticantlv rcducc ltransponarionl cmissions, gr(rvth pattcrns and krrrgtcnn infrastructurc chriccs thar rcsLrlt in crxnpact *'alkablc. bikable antl transit friendh.
conrnruniries rnusr lx supportcd, lundecl and irnplcrncntc<i. (llearrer cars and tucls
alone *ill 11()t s.ftlcicnrlv rcducc \\'ashingr()n's rransp()rlati.n-rclatcd cmissions
challcngc.,or *-ill inrpr.r'cd br:si.css practices ard m.rc cfficicnt cncrgl usc al,nc.
(iornpounding tllc cl.rallcnge, rrost cap-and-tradc market mcclranisms bcing
considcrcd through<>ut tl.rc rv.rld ar rhis timc do not dircctl| reducc rranspr>rtarion'lir put it bluntlr'. sirh()ur r(.ductions irr tchicle
re latcd cm.issions.
milcs trarcled (\,NI'l')
bl singlc occupancv lchiclcs, lr'c arc unlikch. r() nlcct rhc Sratc's gorls ti>r cmission
reducti.ns. .\nd pc.plc sill ..t-irr thcr. cnrrr.t(,r-gcl r)rrr ()[ rheir cars in sufticicnt
numbcrs if thcy tl. n.t ha'c
altcrnatil.c .pti,ns t,r c<xrducring thc actir.itics.
'iablc
trips and trarcls nccded and dcsircd for daih. lifc.rSo, thc addcndtrm should arrah zc thc grccnhousc ctnissions tnnr thc altcrnativcs including thc
gr()\'th Plartncd otttsidc thc urban gros-th arcas ancl dctcrminc rvhcthcr thcv will rncct rhc starc
grccnhouse gas ctrrissirxr rcducliott rcquircnrcnts. If rhc analvsis ,rfgrcenlrousc gas cmissi<>ns shos,s
an altcrnatitc s'ill nr>t ntccl rhe grcenhousc gas emission limits in Il(l\\'7t).235.1)20(l)(a), s'c
rccommend that ntitigaritxr nlcasurcs bc inchrdcd so lhat thcl car) nrcct tlrc rcducti<xrs trortr the land
usc attd transprlrtation scctors n(ccssan' tlt tnccl tll(' stlltc ctnissil)n rcdtrcrir>rt rcguirenlcDts.

See response on next page
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Response

The issue of greenhouse gas under RCw 70.235.020 was previously addressed in the Final Supplemental
Environmental lmpact Statement, Urban Growth Area Update, dated December 21, 2011. The response
is shown as follows:

5. The SEIS should include an analysis of the greenhouse gas emissions of the
alternativss.
Response
Comments noted and incorporated in the FSEIS
Greenhouse gases are generated predominantly by the burning of fossil fuels and
increases in greenhouse gases are linked to increases in global mean temperature.
ln our region, greenhouse gasses are predominantly generated from automobile
emissions.
A general analysis finds that Alternative 1 provides the most compact development
scenario and would produce fewer greenhouse gasses by reducing the total number
of automobile trips and providing for more compact, efficient development.
Alternatives 2 through 4 progressively increase greenhouse gases by encouraging
more and longer automobile trips within larger urban growth areas. Modeling
greenhouse gas emissions for each study area or alternative is outside the scope of
the SEIS.
Appendix D to the FSEIS includes the report, "Washington Sfata Greanhouse Gas
lnventory and Reference Case Projections. 1990-2020". The Center for Climate
Strategies prepared the report for the Washington State Department of Ecology in
December of 2OO7. The report presents initial estimates of greenhouse gas
emissions for the period from 1990 lo 2020. The estimates are intended as an initial,
comprehensive understanding of current and possible future GHG emissions for
Washington, and, thereby inform future analysis and design of GHG mitigation
strategies.
Addressing climate change and greenhouse gases in comprehensive plans is not a
specific requirement of the Growth Management Act; however, the DSEIS addresses
air quality within Chapter 3 which includes analysis of carbon monoxide emissions.
Spokane County has adopted a carbon monoxide maintenance plan to monitor and
evaluate CO emissions to ensure complhnce with Federal Regulations.
RCW 70.235.020. as referenced in the Futurewise letter, directs the State to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and to develop a system for monitoring and reporting
emissions of greenhouse gases. RCW 70.235 does not require Counties to illustrate
compliance with the reduction requirements of RCW 70.235.
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Analyze the impacts of the planned growth outside the urban growth areas on water
quantity and quality

'l'hirtl. thc addendtrm shoLrld analt'ze thc inrpacts of the planned grosth otrtsidc thc urban
gros-th
areas (),r \\'ater quantitr antl gualitr'. Surthcc and ground \\.atcr nl()\.cmcnt! guantitf, arrd <1uali$. is an
clemctrl ()[ thc cntirontncnt that must bc analt'zcd in environrncntal docurntnls u.hcrc rlrcrc rnal bc
probal>le rdvcrse impacts.r' Spokane Oountl is planning on incrcasing thc rural poprrlati.'n b1 t i.f,53
to a t()tal rural population ol lttt1,663 , I Ios'cvcr, alntost all o[ thc s.atcr in Spokane (_ounn. is
alrcadl allocatcd to otlrcr ttscs.r' So thc s'ater uscd bv rhc 17,653 ncrv rcsidcnls l,ill halc to contc
from s atcr providers l'ith s'atcr rights senior to instream tlos' rules or the s'arer l'ithdrarvals s-ill
rcducc thc rvatcr arailablc r() rivcrs, strealns, lakcs, rvetlands, and otlrer scnior s,atcr rights holdcrs.
l'hcsc exct'ssive t'ithdrau'als l'ill alsr> ach crscll impacr s'atcr qualin'. 'I hcsc arc significant arJversc
environmrntal impacts rhar necd t,r be analvzcd in thc addcndum.
Resoonse

The Addendum relies on water analysis contained in the Draft Supplemental Environmental lmpact
Statement for the Urban Growth Area Update, dated October 21, 2011. The EIS evaluated alternative
scenarios for growth and, it is important to note, the current proposal for the Comprehensive plan
Update falls within the scope of analysis included in the DEIS for both projected population increases
and land areas considered.
Chapter 3 of the DEIS includes analysis of water quality, stormwater, water supply and water demand,
water demand impacts and water rights. An appendix to the DEIS additionally includes a detailed study
on water demand titled, Spokane County Water Demand Forecast Model, prepared by Spokane County
Water Resources Department in January of 2011. The study projects water demands out to the year
2040. The forecast model was updated in 2013.
Spokane County has a robust regional watershed planning program. The current watershed planning
group includes the WRIA 54, WRIA 55/57, and WRIA 56. Each of these WRIAS have developed a
watershed plan and detailed implementation plans.

Permit exempt wells are currently being studied for the WRIA 55 Watershed. During the 2018 Legislative
Session ESSB 6091, codified as RCW 90.94 Streamflow Restoration, was passed to address issues raised
by the 2016 Washington Supreme Court Decision, Whatcom County v. Hirst, Futurewise, et al. The new
law directs the WRIA 55 lnitiating Governments, in collaboration with the planning unit, to update the
WRIA 55 Watershed Plan to include projects and actions that will measure, protect, and enhance
instream resources in WRIA 55. At a minimum the watershed plan update must include those actions
that the planning units determine to be necessary to offset potential impacts to instream flows
associated with permit-exempt domestic water use. The plan update is due by February 7,ZOZI.fo
date, a draft estimated range of impacts from permit exempt wells put into use over the next twenty
years has been completed, and water offset projects totaling 3,503 acre-feet per year have been
identified along with non-water fish habitat enhancement projects. The water offset projects exceed
the high estimate of permit exempt demand by 1,448 acre-feet per year. To view the current work on
this proposa I p lease see http://www.sookanewatersheds.o rP./
The proposed Capital Facilities Plan additionally provides detailed analysis of services and providers,
including level of service analysis.
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816 Second Ave, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104
p. (206) 343-0681
futurewise.org

December 11, 2019
Mr. Stephen Pohl, Chair
Spokane County Planning Commission
Spokane County Department of Building and Planning
1026 W. Broadway Ave.
Spokane, Washington 99260
Dear Chair Pohl and Planning Commissioners:
Subject: Comments on the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update and
Addendum for the Planning Commission Public Hearing on Dec. 12, 2019.
Sent via email to: jfarstrider@spokanecounty.org; jpederson@spokanecounty.org;
SDavenport@spokanecounty.org
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Spokane County Comprehensive Plan
Update. The periodic updates to the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan, required every eight
years, are an opportunity to ask important questions about the future of the county. Those questions
include:
◼ Is the comprehensive plan helping to achieve the community’s preferred future? If not, what
changes need to be made to achieve the preferred future.
◼ Do the comprehensive plan and development regulations require changes to comply with state
law?
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update.
While we largely support the update, we do have some recommendations identified below. This
letter first summarizes our key recommendations and then discusses the recommendation in more
detail first on the Planning Report and then on the Environmental Impact Statement Addendum.
These comments are based on the Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated
SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) (hereinafter the Planning Report) and the Spokane County
2017-2037 Periodic Update of the Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement
Addendum issued October 30, 2019.
Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that encourage healthy,
equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect our most valuable farmlands, forests,
and water resources. We have members across Washington State including Spokane County.

Summary of Recommendations
◼ Futurewise appreciates and strongly supports the steps that Spokane County is taking to
implement the settlement agreement. Please see page 3 of this letter for more information.
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◼ The new procedures for zoning code amendments should provide for public notice and an
opportunity for public comments on requests that the Board of County Commissioners initiate a
zoning text amendment. The public can have useful information the County Commissioners
should consider when deciding whether to initiate an amendment. Please see page 4 of this letter
for more information.
◼ The new procedures for comprehensive plan amendments should provide for public notice and
an opportunity for public comments on requests that the Board of County Commissioners
initiate a comprehensive plan amendment. The public can have useful information the County
Commissioners should consider when deciding whether to initiate an amendment. Please see
page 5 of this letter for more information.
◼ Futurewise strongly supports the adoption of the new water trails policies and trail map. This
can benefit recreation for county residents and the county economy. Please see page 5 of this
letter for more detail.
◼ Futurewise supports the county proposal to remove the “Geiger Spur” from the urban growth
area (UGA) and give the area a Rural Traditional comprehensive plan designation and zone until
such time as the County conducts the transportation, capital facility, and land capacity analysis
necessary to include the area in the UGA. This will result in more expeditious completion of the
updates to the capital facility element and transportation element. Please see page 6 of this letter
for more detail.
◼ The Draft Capital Facilities Plan Update is incomplete and not ready for final review by the
Planning Commission and the public. Futurewise supports the completion and adoption of the
updated capital facility plan, but more work remains to be done before the Planning
Commission can recommend adoption of this document. Please see page 6 of this letter for
more detail.
◼ Please clarify Chapter 5 - Proposed Map Amendments. The Bigelow Gulch UGA expansion,
Map # 5 in the Settlement Agreement and Map 4 in the Planning Report, should be removed
from the UGA since the permit vesting this property to regulations allowing urban uses has
lapsed.1 Map 17 also needs to be clarified. Please see page 7 of this letter for more detail.
◼ The Environmental Impact Statement Addendum issued on October 30, 2019, for the Spokane
County 2017-2037 Periodic Update of the Comprehensive Plan (hereinafter addendum) must
analyze the impacts of failing to include the concurrency analysis required by Spokane County
Code (SCC) 13.650.102(c) in the capital facility plan. Failing to address the indirect concurrency
public facilities and services will adversely impact emergency medical services, police/sheriff
protection, libraries, and schools is not included in the capital facility plan because they will lack
the necessary facilities. Please see page 8 of this letter for more information.
◼ The addendum must analyze whether the alternatives would meet the greenhouse gas emission
limits in RCW 70.235.020(1)(a). Greenhouse gas pollution will adversely impact Spokane

Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 8 (June 2019) last accessed on Oct. 28, 2019 at:
https://www.spokanecounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/27702/Capital-Facilities-Plan-0919?bidId=.
1
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County, its businesses, and residents. Lessening greenhouse gas pollution will help reduce the
environment impacts of planned growth. Please see page 7 of this letter for more information.
◼ The addendum must analyze the impacts of the planned growth outside the urban growth areas
on water quantity and quality. Almost all of the water in Spokane County is already allocated to
various uses. So, there are only very limited water resources available for rural growth. The
impact of the planned rural growth needs to be analyzed in the addendum. Please see page 11 of
this letter for more information.

Detailed comments on the Planning Report
We appreciate and strongly support the steps that Spokane County is taking to
implement the settlement agreement.
We appreciate and strongly support that Spokane County is taking steps to implement the settlement
agreement between the County and Kathy Miotke, the Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County,
Futurewise, the Five Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association, the Southgate Neighborhood Council,
the Glenrose Association, Paul Kropp, Larry Kunz, Dan Henderson, Neil Membrey, Kasi HarveyJarvis, the State of Washington Department of Commerce (Commerce), and the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT). We support and acknowledge the work the County has
already done to implement the agreement. We believe it is in the best possible interests of all parties
to fully implement this important agreement.

Please clarify “Settlement Agreement, Term 5.” Please see Planning Report
Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) 1.4.2
Previous actions related to the Settlement Agreement on page 1-4.
The discussion in “Settlement Agreement, Term 5” indicates that Resolution 2016-0553 brought
2007-CPA-05 (McGlades) and the Mead-Mt. Spokane urban growth area (UGA) expansion area into
compliance. But Resolution 2016-0553 only adopted the “2017 - 2037 Forecast and Allocation for
Spokane County” and did not address 2007-CPA-05 (McGlades) or the Mead-Mt. Spokane UGA
expansion.2 We think that Resolution 2017-0361 is the resolution that this section means to refer
too. We recommend it be revised to reflect Resolution 2017-0361.

Spokane Count Resolution 2016-0553 In the Matter of Adoption and Allocation of a 20-Year Population Forecast for
2017-2037 to Implement the Settlement Agreement Relating to Growth Management Hearings Board Cases, No. 05-10007, No. 08-1-0002, No. 13-1-0006c, and No. 14-1-0002 pp. 5 – 6 of 6 (Aug. 3, 2016).
2
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The proposed amendments to the procedures for zoning code amendments should
provide for public notice and public comment on requests that the Board of County
Commissioners initiate a zoning text amendment. Please see Planning Report
Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) 4.1.2
Proposed Zoning Code Amendments – Procedures Zoning Code, Chapter 14.402.080
General Procedures on page 4-5
The proposed procedures for requesting zoning code amendments provide that a party requesting
an amendment files an application with the Department of Building and Planning. The department
then conducts a preliminary review and makes a recommendation to the Board of County
Commissioners. The Board of County Commissioners then decides whether to initiate the
amendment and consider the amendment with any other initiated amendments. However, there are
no public involvement opportunities during the department’s preliminary review or the Board of
County Commissioners’ review of whether to initiate the amendment. The public often has valuable
information that would assist the Board of County Commissioners in deciding whether to initiate
the zoning amendment. We recommend that the Board of County Commissioners give public notice
of the requested zoning amendments and hold a public hearing on them or at least provide for a
reasonable written comment period. This will allow the Board to consider the public comments.
Other counties require public notice and an opportunity to comment on requests to initiate the
amendment process.3 Providing public notice and an opportunity for public comment is also
consistent with the Growth Management Act’s requirement for “early and continuous public
participation in the development and amendment of comprehensive land use plans and development
regulations implementing such plans.”4
The Draft – 11-25-19 Building and Planning Department Response to Futurewise comment letter
on Comprehensive Plan Update, dated November 13, 2019, hereinafter the Draft – 11-25-19
Planning Department Response, on page 3 states that while it may be beneficial to provide for early
public comment, allowing public comment at this time would require additional research and
consultation with the Board of County Commissioners, could lengthen the time to complete the
update, and could be done later. This response ignores the fact that failing to provide “early and
continuous public participation in the development and amendment of comprehensive land use
plans and development regulations” is a violation of state law.5 We urge the Planning Commission to
not recommend approval of any of the amendments that violate state law including this amendment.

See for example Thurston County Code 2.05.020C enclosed with this letter.
RCW 36.70A.140.
5 RCW 36.70A.140.
3
4
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The proposed amendments to the procedures for comprehensive plan amendments
should provide for public notice and public comment on requests that the Board of
County Commissioners initiate a comprehensive plan and concurrent zoning amendment.
Please see Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA
Document (Nov. 14, 2019) Proposed Amendment - Chapter proposed Spokane County
Zoning Code Amendment 14.402.100 on page 4-9
The proposed procedures for requesting comprehensive plan amendments provide that a party
requesting an amendment files an application with the Department of Building and Planning. The
department then conducts a preliminary review and makes a recommendation to the Board of
County Commissioners. The Board of County Commissioners then decides whether to initiate the
amendment and consider the amendment with any other initiated amendments. However, there are
no public involvement opportunities during the department’s preliminary review or Board of County
Commissioners’ review of whether to initiate the amendment. The public often has valuable
information that would assist the Board of County Commissioners in deciding whether to initiate
the comprehensive plan amendment. We recommend that the Board of County Commissioners give
public notice of the requested comprehensive plan and development regulation amendments and
hold a public hearing on them or at least provide a written comment period. This will allow the
Board to consider the public comments. Other counties require public notice and an opportunity to
comment on requests to initiate the amendment process.6 Providing an opportunity for public
comment is also consistent with the Growth Management Act’s requirement for “early and
continuous public participation in the development and amendment of comprehensive land use
plans and development regulations implementing such plans.”7
The Draft – 11-25-19 Planning Department Response on page 4 refers back to the response on page
3 that stated that while it may be beneficial to provide for early public comment, allowing public
comment at this time would require additional research and consultation with the Board of County
Commissioners, could lengthen the time to complete the update, and could be done later. This
response ignores the fact that failing to provide “early and continuous public participation in the
development and amendment of comprehensive land use plans and development regulations” is a
violation of state law.8 Again, we urge the Planning Commission to not recommend approval of any
of the amendments that violate state law including this amendment.

Futurewise strongly supports the adoption of the new water trails policies and trail map.
Please see Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA
Document (Nov. 14, 2019) 4.2 Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Water Trails
on pages 4-14 through 4-16.

See for example Thurston County Code 2.05.020C.
RCW 36.70A.140.
8 RCW 36.70A.140.
6
7

Page 67

Spokane County Planning Commission RE: Comments on the Spokane County Comprehensive
Plan Update
December 11, 2019
Page 6
Boating is a big business in Washington State with total expenditures estimated at $4.476 billion
dollars.9 While the largest part of these expenditures is estimated to be spent on motorized boating,
nonmotorized boating expenditures are estimated at $588,428,495 and rafting expenditures are
estimated at $52,083,246.10 While not included in the boating category, inner tubing or floating
expenditures are estimated at another $573,410,901.11
Spokane County is a great place to boat, raft, or float. These activities contribute to the county
economy by the expenditures of people who engage in the activities and by enhancing the county’s
qualify of life which encourages businesses and employees to locate in Spokane County. They also
provide physical activities that benefit the health of the participants. For these reasons, we strongly
support the proposed water trails policies and trail map. The policies and map will enhance these
valuable activities.

Futurewise supports the county proposal to remove the “Geiger Spur” from the UGA and
give the area a rural holding comprehensive plan designation and zone until such time as
the County conducts the transportation, capital facility, and land capacity analysis
necessary to include the area in the UGA. Please see Planning Report Comprehensive
Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) Comprehensive Plan
Update 2019 page 4-18, pages 4-23 and 4-24, and page 5-20.
We understand that Spokane County is now proposing to remove the Geiger Spur from the UGA
and give the area a Rural Traditional comprehensive plan designation and zone until such time as the
County conducts the transportation, capital facility, and land capacity analysis necessary to include
the area in the UGA. We support this approach as it allows the county to finish the capital facility
plan and transportation element updates without analyzing the impacts of the development of the
Geiger Spur at urban intensities and planning for the capital facilities and transportation facilities
needed to serve this area when developed for urban uses.

Futurewise supports the completion and adoption of the updated capital facility plan and
transportation element, but more work remains to be done before the Planning
Commission can recommend adoption of the capital facility plan. Please see Planning
Report Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019)
4.3 Proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Text Amendments Implementation of
Settlement Agreement – UGA Update Appeal on page 4-19.
While Futurewise supports the completion and adoption of the updated capital facilities plan and
transportation element, our December 10, 2019, letter to the Spokane County Planning Commission
Earth Economics, Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in Washington State p. 69 (Prepared for the Washington
Recreation and Conservation Office: 2015) and accessed on Sept. 23, 2019 at:
https://www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/index.shtml.
10 Id.
11 Id.
9
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documents that more work is needed to finish these important documents. We recommend that
Planning Commission not recommend approval of the updated capital facilities plan until that work
is completed.

Please clarify Chapter 5 - Proposed Map Amendments. Please see Planning Report
Comprehensive Plan Update an Integrated SEPA/GMA Document (Nov. 14, 2019) pages
5-3, page 5-7, and page 5-20.
The Bigelow Gulch UGA expansion, Map # 5 in the Settlement Agreement and Map 4 in the
Planning Report, was only included because the property vested to development regulations
allowing an urban commercial use before the Board made a determination of invalidity. The
proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan states that “the vested building permit application for
the property identified in Map #5 has lapsed, [and is] null and void …”12 Currently, there has been
no analysis of the capital facilities needed to support this freestanding UGA.13 The proposed Spokane
County Capital Facilities Plan also states that “development of the subject property will be subject to
concurrency review at the time of application when the map amendment if finalized pursuant to the
terms of the Settlement Agreement.”14 So it is unclear if the County is planning on keeping this land
in a UGA. Because the permits that vested this development to regulations allowing urban uses are
null and void and the vested permits were the reason it was included in the UGA, we respectfully
insist that the Map 4 Bigelow Gulch expansion be removed from the UGA.
We understand that the Geiger Spur is to be removed from the UGA at this time. Therefore, a map
removing the area from the UGA and giving the area a rural comprehensive plan designation and
zoning should be included in Chapter 5. Currently, Planning Report Map 17 on page 5-20 states that
the “Geiger Spur is removed from consideration for inclusion in the UGA and will retain the Rural
Traditional designation that was in place prior to the 2013 UGA Update.” The map needs to remove
the Geiger Spur from the UGA and redesignate it as Rural Traditional since the area is current in the
UGA and has an urban comprehensive plan designation and zoning.
The Draft – 11-25-19 Planning Department Response on page 10 states that “[t]he 2013 Urban
Growth Area Update was invalidated by the Growth Management Hearings Board so the Geiger
Spur is not currently in the UGA.” While it is correct that the UGA expansions were found to
violate state law and a determination of invalidity was made, that did not remove the Geiger Spur
from the UGA.15 With certain exceptions not relevant to this discussion, a determination of
invalidity stops vesting and development until the county or city adopts a comprehensive plan and
development regulation amendment that the Growth Management Hearings Board finds no longer

Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 8 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
Id.
14 Id.
15 Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County v. Spokane County, Eastern Washington Region Growth Management Hearings
Board (EWRGMHB) Case No. 13-1-0006c, Order Granting Dispositive Motion Re: Public Participation (Nov. 26,
2013), at 7 – 15 of 17 affirmed Spokane Cty. v. E. Washington Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 188 Wn. App. 467, 490 – 94, 353
P.3d 680, 690 – 92 (2015).
12
13
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substantially interferes with the goals of the Growth Management Act (GMA).16 To resolve the
determination of invalidity, Spokane County must adopt a comprehensive plan and development
regulations that no longer substantially interfere with the goals of the GMA.17 For the Geiger Spur,
that will require the county to adopt a resolution or ordinance removing the area from the UGA and
adopting a Rural Traditional Comprehensive Plan designation and zone.

Detailed comments on the Environmental Impact Statement Addendum
An addendum may be used to add analyses or information about a proposal but not to not
substantially change the analysis of significant impacts and alternatives in the existing environmental
document.18 We believe the addendum needs to include the following information if the County is
going to rely on the earlier draft and final environmental impacts statements.

Analyze the impacts of failing to include the concurrency analysis required by Spokane
County Code (SCC) 13.650.102(c) in the capital facility plan
First, if the concurrency analysis required by Spokane County Code (SCC) 13.650.102(c) for
emergency medical services, police/sheriff protection, libraries, and schools is not included in the
capital facility plan, the addendum needs to analyze how concurrency will be determined for those
public facilities and the environmental impacts, such as overcrowded schools, of not including the
concurrency analysis in the capital facility plan. Public services are elements of the environment that
must be analyzed in an EIS or addendum.19 Of course, if the capital facility plan includes the
concurrency analysis required by SCC 13.650.102(c) then the addendum does not need to analyze
these impacts.
The Draft – 11-25-19 Planning Department Response on page 11 states that “[t]he Comprehensive
Plan and Capital Facilities Plan are not subject to the requirements of SCC, Title 13, Section
13.650.102 of the Spokane County Code. Title 13, Application Review Procedures applies only to
processing applications for project permits.” This statement and the rest of the discussion of the
capital facility plan and indirect concurrency is not correct. SCC 13.650.102(c) provides in full that:
(c) Indirect Concurrency. Fire protection, police protection, parks and
recreation, libraries, solid waste disposal and schools shall be considered
indirect concurrency services. Spokane County shall demonstrate the
adequacy of indirect concurrency services through the Capital Facilities Plan
(CFP). The CFP will be updated consistent with the update schedule required
by the Growth Management Act, [RCW] 36.70A. All indirect concurrency
services will be evaluated for adequacy during the CFP update. The
evaluation will include an analysis of population, level of service and land use
RCW 36.70A.302.
RCW 36.70A.302(7)(a).
18 WAC 197-11-600(4)(c).
19 WAC 197-11-444(2)(d).
16
17
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trends in order to anticipate demand for services and determine needed
improvements. If any indirect concurrency services are found to be
inadequate, the county shall adjust the land use element to lessen the demand
for services, include a project in the CFP to address the deficiency, or adjust
the level of service. To implement any of these methods an amendment to
the comprehensive plan is required.20
As you can read above, SCC 13.650.102(c) requires that “Spokane County shall demonstrate the
adequacy of indirect concurrency services through the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP).” This is a
requirement that applies to the capital facilities plan, not to project permit reviews. As Futurewise’s
letter to the Spokane County Planning Commission on December 10, 2019, demonstrates, Spokane
County has failed to meet this requirement. Failing to demonstrate the adequacy of indirect
concurrency services in the capital facility element also violates RCW 36.70A.020(12) which provides
that that Spokane County is to “[e]nsure that those public facilities and services necessary to support
development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available for
occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum
standards.”

Analyze whether the alternatives would meet the greenhouse gas emission limits in RCW
70.235.020(1)(a)
Second, Futurewise’s April 7, 2010, Scoping Comment Letter and other letters recommended that
the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) address the greenhouse gas emissions
from the alternatives and whether the alternatives would meet the greenhouse gas emission limits in
RCW 70.235.020(1)(a). RCW 70.235.020(1)(a) sets state greenhouse gas emissions limits that require
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to no more than the 1990 level by 2020, to reduce emissions to
25 percent below the 1990 level by 2035, and to reduce emissions to 50 percent of the 1990 level by
2050. Washington is already not on track to meet the 2020 greenhouse gas reduction requirement of
90.0 million metric tons (MMT).21 The 2017 emissions were 97.5 MMT.22 An analysis of whether the
alternatives meet these requirements is required because “[c]limate” is an “element of the
environment” under the regulations that implement the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).23
Larger urban growth areas, because they encourage more and longer automobile trips, increase
greenhouse gas emissions, such as CO2. In Washington State, transportation activities are the largest
Underlining added. SCC 13.650.102 is enclosed with this letter.
State of Washington Department of Ecology, Washington State Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 1990-2015: Report to the
Legislature p. vii & p. 1 (Publication 18-02-043: Dec. 2018) accessed on Nov. 25, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1802043.pdf; Evan Bush, Washington’s greenhouse-gas emissions
continue to trend higher in latest inventory Seattle Times (Nov. 19, 2019) accessed on Nov. 27, 2019 at:
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/washingtons-greenhouse-gas-emissions-continue-to-trendhigher-in-latest-inventory/ and both documents enclosed in separate emails.
22 State of Washington Department of Ecology, 2017 greenhouse gas data webpage accessed on Dec. 10, 2019 at: .
https://ecology.wa.gov/Air-Climate/Climate-change/Greenhouse-gases/2017-greenhouse-gas-data and enclosed in a
separate email.
23 WAC 197-11-444(1)(b)(iii).
20
21
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contributor to greenhouse gas emissions, generating 44.6 percent of our state’s global warming
causing pollution.24 The Washington Climate Advisory Team (CAT) wrote that we must reduce the
amount of driving we do if we are going to meet the state’s greenhouse gas emissions requirements
(they were goals when the CAT wrote its recommendations):
In order to significantly reduce [transportation] emissions, growth patterns and longterm infrastructure choices that result in compact walkable, bikable and transit friendly
communities must be supported, funded and implemented. Cleaner cars and fuels
alone will not sufficiently reduce Washington’s transportation-related emissions
challenge, nor will improved business practices and more efficient energy use alone.
Compounding the challenge, most cap-and-trade market mechanisms being
considered throughout the world at this time do not directly reduce transportationrelated emissions. To put it bluntly, without reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
by single occupancy vehicles, we are unlikely to meet the State’s goals for emission
reductions. And people will not—in fact, cannot—get out of their cars in sufficient
numbers if they do not have viable alternative options for conducting the activities,
trips and travels needed and desired for daily life.25
So, the addendum should analyze the greenhouse emissions from the alternatives including the
growth planned outside the urban growth areas and determine whether they will meet the state
greenhouse gas emission reduction requirements. If the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions shows
an alternative will not meet the greenhouse gas emission limits in RCW 70.235.020(1)(a), we
recommend that mitigation measures be included so that they can meet the reductions from the land
use and transportation sectors necessary to meet the state emission reduction requirements.
The Draft – 11-25-19 Planning Department Response on page 13 quotes the entire statement on
greenhouse gases from the old Final EIS. That old analysis does not adequately address the
greenhouse gas emissions from the expanded urban growth area. It also contains no analysis of the
greenhouse gas emissions from the 17,653 people Spokane County is planning to add to the rural
area, resulting in a total rural population of 108,663.26 These impacts must be analyzed in the
addendum.
Recent scientific reports document that “the required cuts in emissions are now 2.7 per cent per year
from 2020 for the 2°C [temperature increase] goal and 7.6 per cent per year on average for the 1.5°C
goal.”27 “Further delaying the reductions needed to meet the goals would imply future emission
reductions and removal of CO2 from the atmosphere at such a magnitude that it would result in a
serious deviation from current available pathways. This, together with necessary adaptation actions,
State of Washington Department of Ecology, 2017 greenhouse gas data webpage.
Leading the Way: A Comprehensive Approach to Reducing Greenhouse Gases in Washington State Recommendations of the Washington
Climate Advisory Team p. 57 (February 1, 2008) accessed on November 12, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/0801008b.html.
26 Draft Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 40 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
27 United Nations Environment Programme, Emissions Gap Report 2019 p. xx (UNEP, Nairobi: 2019) accessed on Nov.
27, 2019 at http://www.unenvironment.org/emissionsgap and enclosed in a separate email.
24
25
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risks seriously damaging the global economy and undermining food security and biodiversity.” We
cannot afford to take actions that increase global warming pollution, we must decrease it. Actions
that increase global warming pollution also violate RCW 36.70A.020(10) which directs Spokane
County to “[p]rotect the environment and enhance the state’s high quality of life, including air and
water quality, and the availability of water.”

Analyze the impacts of the planned growth outside the urban growth areas on water
quantity and quality
Third, the addendum should analyze the impacts of the planned growth outside the urban growth
areas on water quantity and quality. Surface and ground water movement, quantity, and quality is an
element of the environment that must be analyzed in environmental documents where there may be
probable adverse impacts.28 Spokane County is planning on increasing the rural population by 17,653
to a total rural population of 108,663.29 However, almost all of the water in Spokane County is
already allocated to other uses.30 So the water used by the 17,653 new residents will have to come
from water providers with water rights senior to instream flow rules or the water withdrawals will
reduce the water available to rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands, and other senior water rights holders.
These excessive withdrawals will also adversely impact water quality. These are significant adverse
environmental impacts that need to be analyzed in the addendum.
The Draft – 11-25-19 Planning Department Response on page 14 claims the old Draft and Final
EIS addressed this impact. The Draft and Final EISs did not analyze the impacts of rural
development on water quantity, the impacts of the permit-exempt wells on senior water rights

WAC 197-11-444(1)(c)(i) & (iv).
Draft Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 40 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
30 State of Washington Department of Ecology Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Palouse
Watershed, WRIA 34 p. 2 (Publication Number: 11-11-038, Revised May 2015) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111038.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Upper Crab-Wilson Watershed, WRIA 43 p. 3 (Publication
Number: 11-11-047, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111047.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Lower Spokane Watershed, WRIA 54 p. 2 (Publication Number:
11-11-058, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111058.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Little Spokane Watershed, WRIA 55 pp. 2 – 3 (Publication
Number: 11-11-059, Revised Feb. 2015) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111059.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Hangman Watershed, WRIA 56 pp. 2 – 3 (Publication Number:
11-11-060, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111060.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Middle Spokane Watershed, WRIA 57 p. 3 (Publication Number:
11-11-061, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111061.html and all enclosed in an email accompanying
Futurewise’s letter to the Spokane County Planning Commission (Nov. 13, 2019).
28
29
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holders, or the impacts of the withdrawals on instream flows.31 The Environmental Impact
Statement Addendum must analyze these impacts.
Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please contact
Kitty Klitzke at telephone 206 343 0681 ext. 113 and email: kitty@futurewise.org or Tim
Trohimovich at telephone (206) 343-0681 ext. 102 and email: tim@futurewise.org.
Very Truly Yours,

Kitty Klitzke
Spokane Program Director

Tim Trohimovich, WSBA No. 22367, AICP
Director of Planning and Law
cc:

Mr. Dan Catt, Sr. Deputy Prosecuting Attorney Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney’s
Office via email at: DCatt@spokanecounty.org w/enclosures

Enclosures

Planning Report Comprehensive Plan Update November 14, 2019 An Integrated SEPA/GMA Document
Attachment G Previous Environmental Documents Adopted by Reference, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement Urban Growth Area Update pp. 3.20 – 3.23 & Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Urban Growth Area
Update p. 36.
31
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Chapter 13.650 - CONCURRENCY
Sections:

13.650.102 - Concurrency facilities and services.
(a)

The following facilities and services must be evaluated for concurrency:
(1)

Transportation;

(2)

Public water;

(3)

Public sewer;

(4)

Fire protection;

(5)

Police protection;

(6)

Parks and recreation;

(7)

Libraries;

(8)

Solid waste disposal;

(9)

Schools.

(b)

Direct Concurrency. Transportation, public water and public sewer shall be considered direct
concurrency services. Concurrency requirements for public water and public sewer service are
detailed in Section 13.650.112. Transportation facilities serving a development must be constructed,
or a financial guarantee for required improvements must be in place prior to occupancy. Applicable
permit/project applications shall required transportation concurrency review, described in Section
13.650.104. A concurrency certificate shall be issued to development proposals that pass the
transportation concurrency review.

(c)

Indirect Concurrency. Fire protection, police protection, parks and recreation, libraries, solid waste
disposal and schools shall be considered indirect concurrency services. Spokane County shall
demonstrate the adequacy of indirect concurrency services through the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP).
The CFP will be updated consistent with the update schedule required by the Growth Management
Act, RWC 36.70A. All indirect concurrency services will be evaluated for adequacy during the CFP
update. The evaluation will include an analysis of population, level of service and land use trends in
order to anticipate demand for services and determine needed improvements. If any indirect
concurrency services are found to be inadequate, the county shall adjust the land use element to
lessen the demand for services, include a project in the CFP to address the deficiency, or adjust the
level of service. To implement any of these methods an amendment to the comprehensive plan is
required.

(Res. No. 14-0093, 4-1-2014; Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.104 - Transportation concurrency and review.
A certificate of concurrency, issued by public works, shall be required prior to approval of certain
project permits.
(a)

The following project permits/project applications are subject to transportation concurrency review.
(1)

Subdivisions;

(2)

Short plats;

(3)

Zone changes with site plans;

(4)

Planned unit developments;
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(5)

Commercial/industrial building permits;

(6)

Residential building permits over four units;

(7)

Conditional use permits;

(8)

Manufactured home parks;

(9)

Subdivision/short plat extension of time (see exemption in subsection (b)(3) of this section);

(10)

Change of conditions.

A certificate of concurrency, issued by public works, shall be required prior to approval of the
applications in this subsection.
(b)

The following project permit/project applications are exempt from concurrency review:
(1)

Project permits that were issued, or project applications that were determined to be complete
(see RCW 36.70B) prior to the effective date of these concurrency regulations.

(2)

The first renewal of a previously issued, unexpired project permit, provided that substantial
progress has been made as determined by the appropriate review authority.

(3)

Any project permit that will have insignificant transportation impact, and that will not change the
traffic volumes and flow patterns in the afternoon peak travel period, as determined by the
county engineer/public works director.

(4)

(5)

The following project permit actions:
(A)

Boundary line adjustments;

(B)

Final subdivisions/final PUD's/final short plats/final binding site plans;

(C)

Temporary use permit;

(D)

Variances.

Proposed project permits/project applications that do not create additional impacts on
transportation facilities. Such projects may include but are not limited to:
(A)

Any addition or accessory structure to a residence with no change or increase in the
number of dwelling units over four units;

(B)

Interior renovations with no change in use or increase in number of dwelling units over
four units;

(C)

Any addition, remodel, or interior completion of a structure for use(s) with the same or
less intensity as the existing use or a previously approved use.

(Res. No. 16-0288, 4-19-2016; Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.106 - Transportation concurrency review procedures.
(a)

(b)

Applicability. All project permits, except for those exempt, shall apply for transportation concurrency
review at the time applications for project permits are submitted. Inquiries about availability of
capacity on transportation facilities may be made prior to project permit applications, but responses
to such inquiries are advisory only and available capacity can only be reserved through a
concurrency certificate as set forth in these regulations.
Procedures.
(1)

Applications for transportation concurrency review shall be submitted on forms provided by the
review authority.

(2)

Transportation concurrency review shall be performed for the specific property, uses, densities
and intensifies based on the information provided by the applicant/property owner. The
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applicant/property owner shall specify densities and intensities that are consistent with the uses
allowed.

(c)

(d)

(3)

The review authority shall notify the Spokane County engineer/public works director, or his/her
designee, of all applications received requiring transportation concurrency review and shall
request a concurrency determination.

(4)

Spokane County engineer/public works director shall notify the applicant/property owner and
the review authority of the results of the concurrency determination within thirty days of receipt
of an application for transportation concurrency review. If additional information is needed to
determine concurrency, such additional information may be requested by the Spokane County
engineer/public works director. The request shall not make the original project application
deemed incomplete.

(5)

The project permit may be conditioned as necessary to ensure that an improvement relied
upon to demonstrate concurrency will be completed or a transportation system management
strategy shall be a part of the permit decision.

(6)

If the proposed project fails the concurrency test and the project permit cannot be conditioned
to accomplish concurrency, the project permit(s) shall be denied.

(7)

If the proposed project passes the concurrency test, public works shall issue a concurrency
certificate to the applicant/property owner. The certificate shall be used to maintain an
accounting of traffic impacts on county roads and the capacity that has been reserved.

(8)

If the project permit has been withdrawn, expires, or is otherwise cancelled, the concurrency
certificate shall automatically be voided. The appropriate review authority shall send notice of all
voided certificates to the applicant/property owner and the county engineer/public works
director.

Relation to Other Requirements. Compliance with or exemption from the requirements of these
regulations shall not exempt a project from compliance with all other county, state, and federal
regulations.
Concurrency Certificate.
(1)

(e)

A concurrency certificate shall only be issued upon payment of any concurrency fee due.

(2)

A concurrency certificate shall apply only to the specific land uses, densities, intensities and
project described in the application and project permit.

(3)

A concurrency certificate is not transferable to other property, but may be transferred to new
owners of the same property.

(4)

A concurrency certificate shall remain valid so long as the accompanying project permit has not
expired or been revoked.

(5)

A concurrency certificate is valid for any modification of the permits for which the certificate was
issued so long as such modification does not require the applicant to obtain a new project
permit.

(6)

Any capacity that is not used because the full extent of the development is not built shall be
returned to the pool of available capacity.

Concurrency Certificate Fees. Fees for issuing concurrency certificates shall be based on an
adopted fee schedule.

(Res. No. 16-0288, 4-19-2016; Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.108 - Phased development.
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When a project is proposed in phases or construction is expected to extend over an extended period
of time, the applicant/property owner may offer a schedule of completion/occupancy that will be used by
the county engineer/public works director to determine the schedule of transportation improvements that
must be completed, or financially guaranteed, prior to completion/occupancy of each phase. The required
transportation improvements shall be determined by analyzing the traffic impacts estimated to be
generated by the fully completed project.

(Res. No. 16-0288, 4-19-2016; Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.110 - Transportation concurrency test procedures.
(a)

Highway capacity manual methods selected by the county engineer/public works director shall be
used to analyze project impacts to intersections.

(b)

Level of service information in the capital facilities plan shall be used as a starting reference to
analyze project impacts.

(c)

Level of service information shall be updated as necessary to account for traffic levels resulting from
the following:
(1)

Traffic from newly constructed projects;

(2)

Projects for which traffic impacts have been tentatively reserved;

(3)

Projects for which a concurrency certificate has been awarded; and,

(4)

Non-project, general background traffic increases.

Level of service information shall also be updated as necessary as a result of any discontinued
concurrency certificates, funded road projects or new level of service analysis.
(d)

Each county intersection affected by the proposed projects shall be reviewed and analyzed for
concurrency. The applicant/property owner may be required to provide a traffic analysis if existing
information does not provide adequate information for the concurrency assessment.

(e)

Project proposals shall pass the concurrency test if: (1) the transportation impacts from the
proposed project does not decrease the level of service of affected intersections below the adopted
standards; or, (2) the applicant/property owner agrees to modify the project or provide transportation
improvements and/or binding financial commitments that will result in the level of service of each
deficient intersection meeting or exceeding the adopted standards.

(Res. No. 16-0288, 4-19-2016; Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.112 - Water and sewer concurrency inside urban growth areas.
For purposes of this section, new development shall include subdivisions, short plats, binding site
plans, manufactured home park site development plans, planned unit development, and zoning
reclassifications. Conditional use permits shall also be considered new development if the proposed use
would result in an increased amount of wastewater generated on the site. New development not requiring
sewer and/or water service (e.g. cellular towers) is exempt from this section.
New development shall not be approved within the urban growth area boundary unless the proposal
can demonstrate the availability of public water and sewer services consistent with adopted levels of
service, and consistent with the definition for concurrency. New development must: (1) be connected to a
live (fully operational) public sewer at the time of completion/occupancy, or (2) be located within the
Spokane County six-year sewer capital improvement program, as adopted.
New development located within a six-year sewer capital improvement program area may install
septic systems on an interim basis until such time as sewer service is available. All new development
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shall install dry line sewers and double pumping if the new development will rely on an interim septic
tank/drainfield system rather than being connected to a live sewer. Once sewer service is available, the
development shall be required to immediately connect to the county's sewer system.
New development shall be deemed to have met the "availability" threshold for sewer concurrency if
the developer has approved sewer plans, and provides adequate financial security to cover the full cost of
constructing the sewerage facilities required for the development. Acceptable plans and security shall be
provided before final approval of the proposed development.
Developer-financed extensions of public sewer may be allowed within any area of the urban growth
area provided capacity and infrastructure needs are adequately addressed.

(Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
13.650.114 - Limitations of services outside urban growth areas.
(a)

Public sewer service shall not be provided outside the urban growth area except as follows:
(1)

In response to an immediate threat to public health or safety;

(2)

When necessary for the protection of aquifers designated in accordance with RCW
36.70A.170;

(3)

To vested development that is required to be served with sanitary sewer as a condition of
development approval;

(4)

As may otherwise be allowed by state law.

The extension of sewer service according to the exceptions permitted in this section shall not be
considered an inducement to types or levels of growth that are not appropriate in the rural area.
(b)

The provision of public water service and construction of water service lines or other water system
facilities shall be allowed outside urban growth area boundaries. The design of public water systems
in rural areas shall not be considered an inducement to types or levels of growth that are not
appropriate in the rural area.

(Res. 04-0461 § 3 (part), 2004)
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2.05.020 - Docketing.
Docketing refers to the process of establishing and maintaining a list of proposals to amend
comprehensive plans or development regulations administered by the county pursuant to the Washington
State Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.470). Dockets are useful for providing information about
amendment proposals that may be considered by the county in advance of public hearings and other
review procedures.
A.

The county shall maintain separate dockets for comprehensive plan amendments and
development regulation amendments.
1.

The comprehensive plan amendment docket shall include amendment proposals for adopted
county comprehensive plans, including the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan, the
Capital Facilities Plan, joint plans with cities for unincorporated urban growth areas, and
subarea plans. The docket shall not include amendment proposals to watershed action
plans, public service plans, or other functional plans that are not adopted as part of the
County Comprehensive Plan, such as stormwater basin plans. When a zoning ordinance or
other development regulation amendment is being considered concurrent with a proposed
comprehensive plan amendment, it shall be noted on the comprehensive plan amendment
docket.

2.

The development regulation amendment docket shall include amendment proposals to the
following elements of the Thurston County Code:
a.

State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 17.09;

b.

Critical Areas, Title 24 and Chapter 17.15;

c.

Platting and Subdivisions, Title 18;

d.

Shoreline Master Program, Title 19;

e.

Zoning, Titles 20, 21, 22 and 23.

The development regulation amendment docket shall not include zoning ordinance amendments that
are being considered concurrent with a proposed comprehensive plan amendment.
B.

Preliminary and Official Dockets.
1.

Preliminary dockets shall be maintained year-round. The preliminary docket shall include
proposals that the board of county commissioners has not yet selected to be reviewed for
adoption (i.e., put on the official docket). The board of county commissioners may take one
of the following three actions on any proposal on the preliminary docket:
a.

The proposal may be added to the official docket and reviewed for possible adoption;

b.

The proposal may be dropped from the preliminary docket; or

c.

The proposal may be left on the preliminary docket for future consideration.

After proposals have been selected for the official docket, a new preliminary docket shall be created
for the following docket cycle.
2.

Any person may propose amendments to comprehensive plans and regulations for
placement onto the preliminary dockets by providing information to county staff on forms
available from the planning department. Amendment proposals for the preliminary dockets
may also be initiated by the board of county commissioners, the Thurston County planning
commission, the Thurston County hearing examiner, or by a city or town that is party to a
joint plan with the county.

3.

The county shall set deadlines for receiving amendment proposals for the preliminary docket
prior to the public review period. Proposals received after the deadline shall appear on the
following preliminary docket.

4.

At the discretion of the board, official dockets shall include:
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C.

a.

Citizen-initiated amendment proposals, for which complete applications have been
submitted by the applicant;

b.

Amendment proposals that are submitted by cities or towns for amendments to joint
plans or development regulations affecting unincorporated portions of urban growth
areas, for which review by the public, the board of county commissioners and its
appointees can be accommodated within the time frames and resources available; and

c.

Other legislative amendment proposals initiated by the Thurston County board of
commissioners or selected by the board from the preliminary docket for further
consideration, which may include citizen-initiated amendments.

5.

Official dockets shall be labeled with the year in which action on the proposals is expected
to be taken. Preliminary dockets will be labeled with the date of the most recent update and
will include the year in which the proposals are expected to be considered by the Thurston
County board of county commissioners, pursuant to Section 2.05.020B1 above.

6.

Proposed amendments placed on the official docket which are not completed in the current
year shall be placed on the preliminary docket for the next year.

7.

Official dockets may be set for multiple years, or may be extended until completion.

8.

Official dockets may be amended during the docket year following the same public
participation procedure for initial docket adoption as specified in this chapter.

9.

Proposed amendments on the development regulation official docket may be acted on at
any time during the year.

10.

Proposed amendments shall be considered and reviewed as determined by the board of
county commissioners following the minimum process specified in this chapter.

Public Review of Preliminary Dockets.
1.

Preliminary dockets are subject to public review and comment prior to action by the board of
county commissioners, described in Section 2.05.020B1 above.

2.

A notice of docket availability shall be published in the official newspaper of record for
Thurston County at least twenty days prior to action by the board of county commissioners
to set the official docket. The notice shall also be sent to those who suggested amendments
or applied for citizen-initiated amendments. The notice shall seek written public comment on
whether the suggested proposals should be included on the official docket for further
consideration.

(Ord. 11627 § 1, 1998: Ord. 11398 § 9 (part), 1997)
(Ord. No. 14671, § 1, 10-25-2011; Ord. No. 14773, § 10(Att. I), 7-24-2012; Ord. No. 14961, §
3(Att. C), 12-17-2013)
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Washington State Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Inventory: 1990-2015
Report to the Legislature
See file for full report

December 2018
Publication 18-02-043
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I

Emissions Gap
Report 2019

See file for full report

Emissions Gap Report 2019
Page 85

•
•
•

Environment
Local News
Northwest

Washington’s greenhouse-gas emissions continue to
trend higher in latest inventory
Nov. 19, 2019 at 11:55 am Updated Nov. 19, 2019 at 6:20 pm

The Colstrip power plant, which provides power to Washington state residents, is located in southeast Montana
and is partially owned by Puget Sound... (Mike Siegel / The Seattle Times)

See file for full report
By
Evan Bush
Seattle Times staff reporter
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“Making the community our special interest!”
 PO Box 8005  Spokane, WA 99203 
December 11, 2019
Mr. Stephen Pohl, Chair
Spokane County Planning Commission
Spokane County Department of Building and Planning
1026 W. Broadway Ave.
Spokane, Washington 99260
Subject: Comments on the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update for the Planning
Commission Public Hearing on December 12, 2019.
Dear Chair Pohl and Planning Commissioners:
The Neighborhood Alliance is pleased to provide comments and testimony for the December 12
meeting of Spokane County Planning Commission and to take advantage of our state’s
requirement for early and continuous public participation in the consideration and adoption of
the comprehensive plans and development regulations (RCW 36.70A.140).
The November 14, 2019 Spokane County staff’s Planning Report, noticed and distributed to
accompany documentation made available to the public for the Spokane County Planning
Commission’s December 12 meeting, itemized four actions for the Planning Commission to
consider, as follows:
1. Text amendment to revise Comprehensive Plan amendment procedures. The changes are
intended to provide a streamlined process and correct inconsistences in procedural
guidelines.
2. Text amendment to include water trail goals within the Parks and Open Space Chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan. This is a housekeeping amendment to address policies that were
inadvertently omitted from the Regional Trails Plan update.
3. Text and map amendments to modify the plan to reflect a settlement agreement (BCC
Resolution 2016-0464) on the appeal of the County’s Urban Growth Area Update, adopted in
2013 (BCC Resolution 13-0689).
4. Map amendment to correct Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations for a
nonconforming use of a radio station located on 57th Avenue.
Pertaining to the third action above, on November 26, 2019, Spokane County distributed for
agency review a proposed amendment to the Chapter 7 Capital Facilities and Utilities element
(CFP) of the Spokane County comprehensive plan to serve as the 2017 periodic update for the
county’s CFP and to be subject to hearing before the Spokane County Planning Commission on
December 12, 2019. Additional material pertaining to this third action has been noticed and
distributed for public review for Planning Commission meetings in August and September of this
year.
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As to proposed action #1, the Neighborhood Alliance supports the proposed revision of the
comprehensive plan amendment procedures, subject to the proviso that the Planning Commission
in addition will recommend planning staff propose, after the 2017 comprehensive plan periodic
update is accomplished, requirements for a limited written public comment period for future
comprehensive plan amendment applications on the model, for example, of Thurston County, as
has been previously documented in testimony submitted for the November Planning Commission
hearing by the Neighborhood Alliance and Futurewise. (See Chapter 4 at 4.1, of the November
14 staff planning report for text amendments.)
As to proposed action #2 and #4, the Neighborhood Alliance supports the other proposed text
and map amendments to the Spokane County comprehensive plan. (In the November 14 staff
planning report, see Chapter 4 at 4.2 for the text amendment and Chapter 5 at 5.4 for the map
amendment.)
As to proposed action #3, pertaining to the referenced 2016 settlement agreement, please be
reminded the Neighborhood Alliance is a party to said settlement agreement. The inventory of
items comprising the settlement agreement “package” as a whole is extensive, which items are
reviewed in detail in the staff’s November 14 staff planning report, particularly at Chapter 4.3
“Proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Text Amendments,” and Chapter 5 “Proposed Map
Amendments” of the report.
Comments on Action #3 settlement agreement (SA) amendment items:
SA Number 3 – “Updated transportation and capital facility elements”
•

•
•
•

SA 3.1 and 3.2 – The transportation analysis required by SA 3.1 and 3.2 in Appendix D of
the draft document entitled “Capital Facilities Plan Spokane County November 2019” may
be deemed satisfactory, subject to three adjustments: (1) the LOS calculations the LOS tables
are based on are included as an appendix, (2) the estimated annual cost of mitigation for LOS
deficiencies be recalculated and shown to be based on the relevant LOS tables, and (3) that
Table 13 on p. 46 “Yearly Average Transportation Improvement Revenue” is supported by a
documentation of funding trends over time for each category shown: Federal, State, Local,
Other, and County.
SA 3.3 – Apparently, the transportation analysis undertaken for the 3.1 and 3.2 requirements
excluded the Geiger Spur area (see below), which is consistent with the consensus arrived at
this fall that it not be included.
SA 3.4 – The proposed November 2019 capital facilities plan update has been shown in
comment and testimony already in the record to be potentially insufficiently robust and
complete to meet the standards of the Growth Management Act and regulations.
SA 3.5 – Presumably the Department of Commerce has conveyed its view of the pertinent
standards for a capital facilities plan element, and we support continued efforts to produce a
compliant document.

SA Number 7 – GMHB Case 13-1-0006c maps and text amendments
•

There are adjustments to several maps still to be agreed as sufficient by the petitioners, as
listed and described in comments in the record by Futurewise.
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•

SA Number 9 - Geiger Spur Area

•

As of this date county staff have yet to propose both an amendment to the settlement
agreement to remove the Geiger Spur area from the UGA and a mapping of the removal, to
which all parties have given verbal assent. Therefore the staff comment for settlement
agreement number 9.1and9.3 (p. 4-23 , 4-24) that "the Geiger Spur area is removed" is not
yet documented and agreed to by the parties.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Kropp, Secretary

Sent via email to: jfarstrider@spokanecounty.org; jpederson@spokanecounty.org
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Davenport, Steve
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pederson, John
Wednesday, December 11, 2019 7:54 AM
Farstrider, Jane
FW: Comments on proposed changes to County Comprehensive Plan.

Jane,
Please include this comment in the CFP record. Hard copy to file and copy to electronic record. Also include in record for
comp plan update.
JP
From: Terri Martinez [mailto:terrimartinez@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 6:14 PM
To: Farstrider, Jane <JFARSTRIDER@spokanecounty.org>
Cc: Pederson, John <JPederson@spokanecounty.org>
Subject: Comments on proposed changes to County Comprehensive Plan.

To: Stephen Pohl, Spokane County Planning Commission Chair and Planning Commission members

As a concerned citizen of the county, I believe that if County Commissioners are to decide whether proposed
amendments will be considered as part of the comprehensive plan amendment process, there MUST BE
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND PUBLIC COMMENT.
To do less is the same as declaring that only the developers' interests and opinions are important to the county
when making land use decisions.
Also, although it was not a part of the hearing on Nov. 14, it is my strong belief that a concurrency analysis
MUST be a part of the update of the capital facility plan. The impact of zoning changes and/or proposed
developments on schools, fire protection, police, parks, and other public facilities and services is vital to good
decision-making and must be analyzed and considered.
I appreciate this opportunity to lend my voice to the decision-making process.
Sal and Terri Martinez
905 W Teal Ave 99218

1
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2017 – 2037

Capital Facilities Plan
December 12, 2019 Hearing
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John Pederson
Director of Planning
Spokane county Building & Planning
1026 W. Broadway Avenue
Spokane WA 99260

RE:

Revised submittal ofthe City ofSpokane's Draft 2 Spokane County CFP- UGA, Water,
Sewer, and Transportatlon
Dear Mr. Pederson and Spokane County Planning Commissioners:
This letter is to provide additional information and supplement the City of Spokane's August 27,
2019 Comments to Draft 2 - Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan for water and sewer. We
understand you will be holding a Public Hearing to review and respond to comments on
Thursday, September 25, 2019 and would like these comments to be included and addressed.
The City's earlier comments from September 25, 2018 and August 27, 2019 are incorporated
herein by reference. We respectfully requestthe Au gust 27,20L9 commentswith regards to

the projected flows in 2037 be amended and be repiaced with the attached revised comments,
Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

S-t S;'""-'Scott Simmons
Public Works Director
City of Spokane

Cc:

Theresa Sanders, City Administrator
Heather Trautman, Planning Director, City of Spokane
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o APITAL

To:
From:
Dato:
Re:

FacttttY PleNtttttc

Spokane County
City of Spokane, lntegrated Capital Management
REVISED version of the 8/2712019; Submitted 0912612019

City of Spokane Gomments
Draft 2 Spokane County CFP

-

UGA, Water, S6wor, & Transportation

Thank you for the opportunity to revierv and comment on Draft 2 of the Spokane County Capital Facility Plan
(CFP) which was made available on July 26, 2019. Th€ City of Spokane lntegrated Capital Managern€r( has
frformed a curso'ry revielr/ of lhis second draff of the CFP. Most of the concems addressed in the City's
previous r€sponse to the Spokane County's near Final Draft CFP (the last draft version dated 231/18) by the
City have been addressed. There are ho\ ever, a ta{ areas of concern that still need to be addressed. The
City welcomes and appreciates the opportunity to revielr, any additional drafls of the doorment before adoption.
Comments on the last drafl as subrnitted by the City of Spokane it appears that most of the data has been
coneded to reference the Countys 2014 Comprehensive Wa$et/\rater Managernent Plan, the 1990
Coordinated Water Sptem Plan, and the 1994 CounqNiie Planning Policies. ln additon, many WAC and
RClr'r' references for concurerrcy, land use, and GMA requirements have been incorporated into the Spokane
County Capital Facility Plan. Most of the future projedions for all of the water and was{ewater sysiems
regarding: flows, needs, conslruclion, jurisdidion, and coordination have been included in the County Plan
and, for the most part, are satisfadory.

Following review of this second draft, the C,ty recomm€nds a few changes before the Spokane
County CFP is adopted, as follows:

The 800 gpd minimum Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) standard for Urban Growth Areas (UGA) tables in
the County CFP should have reference and chrification that this standard is an initial point of reference with
the actual requirements for each water dislrict being based on each purveyo/s system design and demand
pattems, as stated later in the plan. Additionally, the high minimum ERU requirement that Spokane County is
proposirg could have dire consequences to water purveyors during a drought period. lt goes againsl the
County's own water conseryation goals as well as the 1999 Coordinated Water q/stem Plan.
This creates jurisdic{ional concem for the City of Spokane, and likely other water purveyors, thal the 800 gpd
minimum ERU can be misconstrued for development and that purveyors will be required to p,rovide this level
of service as a second standard for urban growth areas. This standard has the poEntial to violate sections of
state law; the Public Water System Coordination Act of 1977 (Chapter 70.1 16 RC\,V), Water or Sewer District

Assumption of Jurbdiclion (Chapter 35.13A RCV9, and Water D€mand Design Crileria WAc 24c29G
221[4]). These statutes give puneyors, specifically cities like Spokane, jurisdiciion to set standards wihin their
o,irn water service area boundaries.

-
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The City of Spokane, as a water purveyor, has iurisdiclion over its water seNioe area and may €stablish its
own ERU requiremenE so long as it meets the minimum state requirement of 350 gpd per ERU. The Crty of
Spokane cannot meet the 800 gpd per ERU minimum that the County is proposing. The City of Spokane will
provide an ERU equivalent to its own standards for all areas in the Joint Planning Areas or UGA that are within
its water service boundary.

It is tecomrnended the County take the follouring action to establish an ERU: Adopt an ERU slandard created
by the Water Utility Coordinating Committee for the Coordinated Water SysEm Plan, replace the 800 gpd
minimum ERU with the stale minimum of 350 gpd per ERU, or remove a County ERU fom the CFP completely

and use a table of ERU standards for each water system. Legal state minimums, Ecology, and local health
districts have.iurisditrion over private lrrells.

Sanitarv Sewer and Wastewater Treatrnent REVISED
The 2006 Wastaoater Facility Plan and Amendment are not induded in the County CFP. The County CFP
does not include any information about the Spokane County RegionalWater Reclamation Facility (SCRVVRF)
beatrnent plant being expanded or additional capacity being purchased at the Cty of Spokane's RPVr'RF.

This issue should be addressed to confirm capacity at SCRWRF will be sufficient to treat future peak ffows
from the North Valley lnterceptor (lwl) and the South Valley lnterceptor (NVl). The County also referen@s a
detailed treatrnent capacity analysis titled, "Spokane County Selver Basin Capacrty 2017-2037-, but it is not
available on the County's lvebsite to cross-reference.

Transoo edon:
There are a few missing map components and a couple of figures should have the following updated
Map scale is very small and they are hard to read.
Figure 2 is labeled 'Funclional Classrficatim Network' h.{ appears to sho^, only Sate highwa}rs.
There is no other map shofling the FunctionalChssification.

The Fish Lake Trail and

Appb

ay Trail are missirE from the

tike plan.

lt would be good

to at bast

show the alignmenl
Figure 12 - STA Existing Routes. Recomrn€nd updating this to show the routes that will be in efiecl
in Sedember 2019. There are several dlarEes.

City ot

SpokJE Commer$s, August

'15,

2019; PagB 2
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The comm€nts by soction trom the preliminary review psrtaining to water and s€wsr uuliti€8
ar€ pro\rid€d below. S€ctbns are lislad with pag€ numb€r and paragraph. Cornrnents are
list€d in blue text

Goals & Policies:

CF-l PollclGs
1.1 Table -

.

pg. 2s,30

Domestic Water Service Standard

-

800 gallons per resk ential equivalent per day.

The County doos not own or oper8,te a wdter system and should not set an equivalenl rasidential
unit (ERU). Clarificatbn a cross r€farBnce shou/d be added stating this standad may be ditreront
based uqn separate sfandards of each individual water district. Ihe Slale minimum level of
seNice of 350 gallons per ERU per day should be referanced as well.

Level of Servlce (LOSI Standards:

Tablc CF.6: Gapltrl Facllt$r Lovols of Ecrvlc. wlthln UGA -p9.36

.

Domestlc Water Servlce UGA LOS Standard

-

800 gallons per residential equivalent per day.

Therc should be a cross refercna with the previous level of seNicf, tabr€s sfaring this standad
may be differcnt besed upon sepa.ate standads of each individual weter district.

.

Water Sorvico Standard

-

Minimum water pressure of 45 pounds per square inch.

A reference to the state minimum standads lor domestic water and lirc flow that puveyors must
follow should be included in the CFP. Each water system has their own standad that must meet
the minimum state standa/ds (30 psi for domestic water and 20 psi for fire flow).

T.bl.

.

CF-l O:

W.t r ilghti

city of spokane

-

-

p9. 63

59,876,237 galJday avallable in 2030.

We arc unceiain wherc this number cr.mes from as therc is no data source referenced for the
table. ls this number supposed to be the remaining city water rights or the total city water ruhts
that arc used?

Aonendlx B: Servlcec and Provldenr:
Domcadc Watcl

.

Table CF-l1 Wate. Demand - pg.65

City of Spokane Commeots, August 15, 2019; pag€ 3
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Additiqtal wabr t@nsnisskyl and stora,ge capacity is linited in the Moftnrebnbse and Shawae
UGA-JPA and may not be available for futue gowth.
Level of Service (LOS) Standard

-

p9.88

The regional minimum LOS for dornestic water is established within tile County's Comprehensive Plan
and set at 800 gallons per residential connedion, per day for each of the folb,virE n€eds. Developnent
conditions in different areas of the County and specific needs of eacfi de'\relopment type will influence
how these level of service standards will apply. For instance, in areas where el€vation and storage are
issues, fire flow may be the most challenging level of seruice stiandard to achie\re. ln flater areas, flow
rates aM sysbm netuork issues may present the greatest degree of challenge. Ljtility providers will
need to manage the application of level of service standards in ways appropriate to the context within
which developrnent will occur. The &)0 oallons oer laslr€rlbl conn€dbn 6tanda[d 6 inbnded onfu as
an inithl mir of rsb,€,rco. wih actlal r€ouisn€.G fur 6adl rEts disfrid based umn €a.h purtn o/s

sv$eril deshn

{ld

dernand

o&rns"

The County does not own or oponte a water system and should not set an equivalent rcsidential
unit (ERU). The 1999 C.aodinated Water System P/a, estaD,lsr,es water puNeyor juisdictions
and esrabrr.sies minimum design standads. A cross reference to puNeyor level of sevice tables
stating their standads should be used as each water distrbt may have differcnt sevice standards
and ERUs. Ihe State minimum level of seruice ls 350 garrons per ERU per day should be
rcfercnced as the minimum ,equircment.

Sanltary

.

S.w.r

REVISED

2o-Year Wastewater Treatment Cap.clty Analysl!

-

ln 2017, the County provided sewer service to approximatety 53,946 Equivalent Residential Units
(ERUS), including residential, commercial, and industrial users, resulting in 9.9 MGD average
daily demand for wastewater treatment (Again, the more conservative 10.5 MGD is used as the
existing flow in the following analysis).
The titlo "Trcatment Capacity" doesn't align with their statement about p,oviding "sewer satuice"
which implhs collection and trcatment. Additional capacity expansion should bo consklered at
SCRWRF in this section tor redundancy and resiliencc purposes.

Detailed analysis of treatment capacity tited, "Spokane County Sewer Basin Capacity, 20172037' is available through Spokane County and incorporaled by reference.

- This revised comments poftains to the Appendix
-

to the County's CFP, which projects llows in 2037

Appendix to County's CFP

Spokane County has contractual ights to 10 mgd of maximum daily flow trcatment
- (i.e.,

capacv at RPWRF
maximum volume on any calendar day) and 24 cfs (15.5 mgd) of instantaneous peak conveyance
capacity in the Ctty's sewer intorceptor system (i.e., maximum tlowrate at any moment). This Appendix
anticipates collecting 14.3 million gallons of maximum day flow by 2037. No peak instantaneous
f,ownte is predicled Since Step 3 of this Appendix ,elies on an 18-mgd sum of SCRWRF'9 8-mgd
capacity plus contnclual lhmgd capacity at RPWRF, the City believes the CFP must (1) indicate the
2037 peak tlownte and (2) addrcss how any potential excess flow beyond the contractual 1hm$l and
24-cfs limits wi be handled in the event of a ,eduction or loss of trcatment capability at SCRWRF or
City of Spoksne Commenb,
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pumping capacv at SVlNVl. Additbnally, if there
tigger expansbn ot SCRWRF, please so indicate.

ae

any rcgulatory capacity thrcsholds that would

Water Reclamatlon Faclllty lmprovements- pg. 139
This program addresses the County's long{erm wastewater lreatment capacity needs. lt includes
the final payments for conslruction of the new water reclamation facility at the Stockyards, as well
as the new SVI and NVI pump stations and force mains to the SCRWRF, and the river outfall for
final €ffluent discharge. The program also includes the development of a construclsd uretlands

site (Saltese Flats) to provide for a future altemative lo cunent discharge of effluent to the
Spokane River.

Upgrado and funding tables should be included for SCRIyRF by year and facility type for
tinancing/repayment. Futurc upgradas or expansions (next 20 years) should be accounted for
SCRWRF in this sectbn similar to the table for the Sanesa Flats wetland rostontion.

Long Te]m Funding tor Wa3tewater Treatsnent - pg. 'lrli!
The rate study report and model, dated January 2016, prepared by Financial Consutting Solutions
Group, entitled Final Report for Wastewater Rate Study, is available through Spokane County.

A

basic overview of this rute study in table format should be included in the CFP. This long

tem

funding should also ac@unt for SCRWRF expansions/updares as wel, as for additional phases
to Sa,fese Frars wellands.

Privat. Utalitles
Table CF66 Prlvate Utility Services - pg. 180

Wreless providers: Verizon, AT8T, T-Mobile, Sprint, Nextel, Voicestream, GTE.

,sl st oud ba retined. Nextel marged with Sprint in 2005,
T-Mobile
in
2001, GTE became Veizon in 2000, and AT&T has rcmained
Voices,ream became
the same. The wircless provkler ta e list should be updat^d as follows: AT&T, Spint-Nextel, TMobile, and Veizon.
The wireless sevice provider

Wircd telecom providers should be an added category to F.pldco Cable-Tv as Xfinity and Century
Unk do more now than p,ovide Cable TV. lntemet prcvidars should be included in this teble and
sater/de se/vrbes should be added as well.

Aooendix C: Baseline Assessment for Exoanded UGA:

City of Spokan€ Commenb,

At{ust

15, 2019; Page 5
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Dom.3tlc W.t.a

.

Clty of Spokane pg. 191
The City did not respond to requesB for co{Tmert, l-lowever, those areas within the UGA eittEr are
already sened by or are wihin the phnned water service area for the City of Spokane.
The City of Spokano senla respor,se on 09f2tr2018 detailing its concems.

Senlt.ry S.w.r

.

Clty of Spokane pg. 198
The Cily did not respond to requests for comment.
The City of Spokana s6nt a /6sponse on

09nt2018 detailing

its concemg

City of SpokarE Cdnmen6, Argust 15, 2019; Pag6 6
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816 Second Ave, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104
p. (206) 343-0681
futurewise.org

December 10, 2019
Mr. Stephen Pohl, Chair
Spokane County Planning Commission
Spokane County Department of Building and Planning
1026 W. Broadway Ave.
Spokane, Washington 99260
Dear Chair Pohl and Planning Commissioners:
Subject: Comments on the proposed Amendment to Chapter 7, Capital Facilities and
Utilities of the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan and the proposed
Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices (Revised PC Hearing
Draft 11/25/19).
Sent via email to: jpederson@spokanecounty.org; JFARSTRIDER@spokanecounty.org;
SDavenport@spokanecounty.org
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment to Chapter 7, Capital
Facilities and Utilities of the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan and the proposed Spokane
County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19.
While we appreciate the improvements Spokane County has made to the last draft, the capital
facility plan (CFP) still fails to the comply with the Growth Management Act (GMA) and Spokane
County’s settlement agreement with Futurewise, state agencies, and other organizations and
individuals. These deficiencies must be corrected. More detail on our concerns is provided below.
Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that encourage healthy,
equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect our most valuable farmlands, forests,
and water resources. We have members across Washington State including Spokane County.
The notice of the updated capital facility plan indicated that there were amendments to Chapter 7,
Capital Facilities and Utilities, of the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan. We were unable to find
any amendments to Chapter 7. If amendments to Chapter 7 are proposed, please provide us with a
copy of the proposed amendments.
This letter first summarizes our key recommendations and then discusses the recommendation in
more detail.

Summary of Recommendations
◼ Confirm that the capital facility plan element (CFP) addresses the facility needs for all of
unincorporated Spokane County including the existing urban growth areas (UGAs) and the

Page 99

Spokane County Planning Commission
RE: Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19
December 10, 2019
Page 2
UGA expansions. Assuming, as this CFP does, that these plans exist does not comply with the
GMA.1
◼ Include a forecast of future needs for schools. Please see page 7 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include proposed locations and capacities for expanded or new capital facilities for water
systems. Please see page 8 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include proposed locations and capacities for expanded or new capital facilities for fire and
emergency medical services. Please see page 8 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include proposed locations and capacities for expanded or new capital facilities for schools.
Please see page 8 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for water systems. Please
see page 9 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for fire and emergency
medical services. Please see page 9 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for public safety services.
Please see page 9 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for sewer facilities. Please
see page 9 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an at least a six-year plan that will finance capital facilities within projected funding
capacities and that clearly identifies the sources of public money for water systems. Please see
page 11 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an at least a six-year plan that will finance capital facilities within projected funding
capacities and that clearly identifies the sources of public money for fire and emergency medical
services. Please see page 11 of this letter for more detail.
◼ Include an at least a six-year plan that will finance capital facilities within projected funding
capacities and that clearly identifies the sources of public money for schools. Please see page 11
of this letter for more detail.
◼ Modify the requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of
meeting existing needs so that it is consistent with the GMA. Please see page 12 of this letter for
more detail.
◼ Conduct and include the concurrency analysis required by Spokane County Code (SCC)
13.650.102(c) for emergency medical services, police/sheriff protection, libraries, and schools.
Address the park deficiencies identified in the concurrency analysis. Please see page 12 of this
letter for more detail.
◼ After completing the above tasks, redo the baseline assessment for the expanded UGAs taking
this new data into account. Please see page 13 of this letter for more detail.

1

Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 194 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19); RCW 36.70A.070(3), (6).
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◼ Require that the CFP six-year funding plans will be updated at least every two years so financial
planning remains sufficiently ahead of the present for concurrency to be evaluated. We
recommend the balance of CFP be updated at least every eight years as part of the periodic
update to the comprehensive plan or when there are substantial amendments to the UGAs or
population and employment projections. Modify proposed Table CF-9 to include these update
provisions. Please see page 14 of this letter for more detail.

The Forward needs to reflect that the capital facility plan and
transportation element must address the impacts of the existing and
expanded urban growth area including projects with approved permits
and all of unincorporated Spokane County
The proposed CFP, on page 7, writes that: “The parties to the Settlement Agreement acknowledge
that adoption of the 2017 – 2037 population forecast while lower than the population forecast
adopted in 2013 does not require a reduction to the size of the Urban Growth Area Boundary.”
While it is true that we have agreed that the adoption of the new population projection does not
require reductions in the urban growth area (UGA), the settlement agreement by its own terms
requires Spokane County to remove 1,200 acres from the urban growth areas.2 The 1,200 acres is
reduced by any land zoned light industrial when the settlement agreement was approved and the
land is purchased by the Spokane International Airport for future use as a runway and ancillary areas
needed for the movement of air-traffic.3 So we recommend that page 7 state that while the new
population forecast does not require a reduction in the UGAs, the other provisions of the settlement
agreement do require a reduction in the UGA size.
Pages 8 and 9 of the proposed CFP list several developments that are asserted not to require analysis
in the CFP. Spokane County agreed “to adopt amendments to the capital facility plan that identify
existing and forecast future needs for new and expanded capital facilities for the expanded urban
growth area and the existing urban area to maintain adopted level of service standards …”4 This
analysis must include the developments described on pages 8 and 9. The transportation modeling,
for example, must include these projects in its trip generation model. If, either alone or in
combination with other developments, these developments negatively impact the adopted level of
service standards the CFP must address them. Similar, their impacts on fire protection, schools, and
other capital facilities and services must be analyzed.

Settlement Agreement between Kathy Miotke, the Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County, Futurewise, the Five
Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association, the Southgate Neighborhood Council, the Glenrose Association, Paul Kropp,
Larry Kunz, Dan Henderson, Neil Membrey, Kasi Harvey-Jarvis, State of Washington Department of Commerce, and
Washington State Department of Transportation and Spokane County p. 7 of 21 (June 20, 2016) and enclosed in an
email that accompanied Futurewise’s letter to the Spokane County Department of Building and Planning (Aug. 13,
2019).
3 Id.
4 Id. p. 4 of 21.
2
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In Miotke v. Spokane County, Spokane County expanded its UGA to include additional land and the
Board found this UGA expansion violated the GMA and entered an order of invalidity as the Board
did in this case.5 During the Board’s consideration of the appeal of that expanded UGA, urban
development rights vested within the newly-expanded UGA6 and urban development occurred
within the expanded UGA.7 While Spokane County repealed the UGA expansion in an attempt to
cure this violation,8 the repeal did not resolve the issue of allowing the vested urban development
outside the UGA. The Miotke court concluded that just repealing the UGA did not comply with the
GMA because it failed to address the development that had occurred in violation of the GMA.9
Thus, the Miotke court ordered Spokane County to go back and to produce evidence that the county
had fixed its GMA violation.10
The Miotke court rejected Spokane County’s assertion that since the development had vested the
county had no obligation to remedy that GMA violation, stating that: “[w]e reject the County’s
argument that the vested rights doctrine relieved the County of its burden to show compliance with
the GMA.”11 Similarly, vested developments listed on pages 8 and 9 do not excuse Spokane County
from the GMA requirement to adopt a CFP and a transportation element for the entire
unincorporated area of Spokane County under both the settlement agreement and the Growth
Management Act.

The proposed Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) element update does not
comply with the Growth Management Act and the settlement
agreement for the urban growth areas (UGAs) update
While we appreciate the hard work that Spokane County has devoted to the capital facilities plan
(CFP) element, it still includes significant inconsistencies with the GMA and the settlement
agreement for the urban growth areas (UGAs) update. We recommend that these inconsistencies be
corrected before the Planning Commission makes a recommendation for its approval.
RCW 36.70A.070(3) includes the required contents of a capital facilities plan (CFP) element:.
(3) A capital facilities plan element consisting of: (a) An inventory of existing capital
facilities owned by public entities, showing the locations and capacities of the capital
facilities; (b) a forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities; (c) the proposed
locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; (d) at least a six-year
plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding capacities and
Miotke v. Spokane Cty., 181 Wn. App. 369, 373, 325 P.3d 434, 436 – 37, review denied, 181 Wn.2d 1010, 335 P.3d 941
(2014).
6 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 373, 325 P.3d at 437.
7 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 373, 325 P.3d at 437.
8 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 374, 325 P.3d at 437.
9 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 384 – 85, 325 P.3d at 442 – 43.
10 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 385, 325 P.3d at 442–43.
11 Miotke, 181 Wn. App. at 380, 325 P.3d at 440.
5
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clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes; and (e) a requirement to
reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing
needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, and
financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and
consistent. Park and recreation facilities shall be included in the capital facilities plan
element.
In analyzing these requirements, the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board
(EWGMHB) quoted a Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board decision12 and
then found the Stevens County capital facilities plan (CFP) element violated the GMA.
The Board holds that a Capital Facilities Element [CFE] must include
all facilities that meet the definition of public facilities set forth in
RCW 36.70A.030(1[3]). All facilities included in the CFE must have a
minimum standard (LOS) clearly labeled as such (i.e., not
“guidelines” or “criteria”), must include an inventory and needs
assessment and include or reference the location and capacity of
needed, expanded or new facilities. (RCW 36.70A.070(3)(a), (b) and
(c). In addition, the CFE must explicitly state which of the listed
public facilities are determined to be “necessary for development”
and each of the facilities so designated must have either a
“concurrency mechanism” or an “adequacy mechanism” to trigger
appropriate reassessment if service falls below the baseline minimum
standard. Transportation facilities are the only facilities required to
have a concurrency mechanism, although a local government may
choose to adopt a concurrency mechanism for other facilities.
Therefore, at a minimum, Stevens County’s CFP must include the required elements
set forth in .070(3)(a)-(e) – inventory of current facilities, forecast of future needs,
proposed locations and capacities for expanded/new facilities, six year financing
plan, and a reassessment requirement.13
RCW 36.70A.030(13) provides that “‘[p]ublic 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.”
These requirements are augmented by the Settlement Agreement between the County and
Futurewise and other parties:
3.4. Spokane County agrees to adopt amendments to the capital facility plan that
identify existing and forecast future needs for new and expanded capital facilities
for the expanded urban growth area and the existing urban area to maintain
12
13

McVittie v. Snohomish County (McVittie VI), CPSGMHB Case No. 01-3-0002, Final Decision and Order (July. 25, 2001).
Wilma v. Stevens County, EWGMHB Case No. 06-1-0009c, Order on Compliance (May 22, 2008), at 10 – 11.
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adopted level of service standards, and that provides an analysis of financing
through the twenty-year planning period, including at least a six-year plan for
financing the capital facilities within projected funding capacities and clearly
identified sources of public money.14
Applying these requirements to the proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices
(June 2019), we see that many of these requirements are not met. We address each of these
requirements below.

An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities
We appreciate that the proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices (Revised
PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19) now include inventories of existing capital facilities owned by public
entities. The one exception seems to be transit facilities that serve unincorporated Spokane County.15
While current and planned routes are shown, there is no inventory of capital facilities such as
facilities and transit vehicles.16 If this information is in a publicly available document from the
Spokane Transit Authority, a cross reference could be included along with a statement that the
inventory is in that document.
Table CF-47 on page 170 seems to have a typographical error in the first line, far right-hand column.
The text in this cell of the table should be corrected as follows with our recommended addition
underlined and our recommendation deletion struck through: Wood waste,r asbestos, tires, concrete
& asphalt

Minimum level of service standards (LOS)
We appreciate that level of service standards (LOS) for the urban growth areas are provide on pages
40 to 41 proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19). It
would also be helpful, and it is required, to include level of service standards for the key public
facilities and services needed to support growth for the areas outside the urban growth areas
including transportation, fire and emergency medical services (EMS), law enforcement and justice,
parks, libraries, public schools, transportation, and water.17 For those LOSs that do not differ from
the UGA LOSs, a note to that effect could be added to the table.
We also think it would be helpful to add a cross-reference stating that the specific level of service
standards for county roads can be found on pages 9 and 10 of Appendix D.
Settlement Agreement between Kathy Miotke, the Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County, Futurewise, the Five
Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association, the Southgate Neighborhood Council, the Glenrose Association, Paul Kropp,
Larry Kunz, Dan Henderson, Neil Membrey, Kasi Harvey-Jarvis, State of Washington Department of Commerce, and
Washington State Department of Transportation and Spokane County p. 4 of 21 (June 20, 2016) underling added.
15 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 180 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19) and Appendix D:
Transportation Element and Technical Analysis pp. 41 – 44.
16 Id.
17 Wilma v. Stevens County, EWGMHB Case No. 06-1-0009c, Order on Compliance (May 22, 2008), at 10 – 11.
14
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The proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan states on page 20 that: “The level of service shall be

defined as the benchmarks which should be achieved and if not achieved the LOS should be revised or the
land use component of the Comprehensive Plan should be revisited, or additional funding should be
provided to meet minimum LOS.” But revising the LOS is not an option if funding falls short. RCW
36.70A.070(3)(e) provides that the capital facility plan element “shall” include “a requirement to reassess the
land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing needs and to ensure that the land use
element, capital facilities plan element, and financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are
coordinated and consistent.” For the transportation element, RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(iii)(C) provides that “[i]f
probable funding falls short of meeting identified needs, a discussion of how additional funding will be raised,
or how land use assumptions will be reassessed to ensure that level of service standards will be met ….” So,
reducing the LOS is not an option. The proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan needs to be

revised to make that clear.

The 2007 Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan included the level of service standards for the school
districts serving the county.18 The proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan only includes the
briefest summary and does not adopt the level of services standards from the school district capital
facility plans by reference.19 This does not comply with the GMA.

A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities
Schools
There is no forecast of future needs for schools.20 We note that the schools section starts out with
the statement that “Spokane County does not own or operate school facilities.”21 To the extent that
this is offered as a reason for failing to forecast the future needs for schools it is a misreading of the
Growth Management Hearings Board decisions. In the Wenatchee Valley Mall Partnership decision, the
Eastern Board concluded that “[t]he County must provide an inventory of existing capital facilities
and forecast the future needs for such capital facilities. More than this is not needed for special
districts or facilities not owned or operated by the County.”22 But Spokane County not provided a
forecast of the future needs for schools or transit. In addition, our settlement agreement with the
County obligates the Spokane County, in return for accepting oversized urban growth areas, to
“forecast future needs for new and expanded capital facilities for the expanded urban growth area
and the existing urban area to maintain adopted level of service standards, and that provides an
analysis of financing through the twenty-year planning period, including at least a six-year plan for

Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. PS-3 – PS-18 (Jan. 16, 2007) enclosed in an email that accompanied
Futurewise’s letter to the Spokane County Department of Building and Planning (Aug. 13, 2019).
19 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 149 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
20 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 148 – 166 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
21 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 148 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
22 Wenatchee Valley Mall Partnership v. Douglas County, EWGMHB Case No. 96-1-0009, Final Decision and Order (Dec. 10,
1996), at *21.
18
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financing the capital facilities within projected funding capacities and clearly identified sources of
public money.”23 This requirement is not met for schools and transit facilities.
The failure to forecast future school facility needs is even more inexplicable because the proposed
Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan states that “[i]ncreasing pressure to provide additional school
facilities in response to legislation and population growth is a critical issue.”24 This critical issue
should be address by forecasting future school needs.
Transportation
Table CF-6: Capital Facility Levels of Service within UGA, on page 40, states the transit level of
service is “[a]s adopted by Spokane Transit Authority Board of Directors.” We recommend that the
actual level of service (LOS) be included and that the County use this LOS to forecast future transit
capital facility needs for unincorporated Spokane County. The forecast can be in either the CFP or
the updated transportation element. If it is in the updated transportation element, we recommend
that it be cross referenced in CFP.

The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities
There are no proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities for water
systems.25 To the extent that the water systems have capital facility plans that provide this
information consistent with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be
adopted by reference or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
We are particularly concerned with the Valley UGA which is served by the Pasadena Park Irrigation
District which is project to have a 2030 deficit of 49,100.84 gallons of water per day.26 This
represents the water consumed by hundreds of residents. We suggest the CFP confirm that an
intertie with the City of Spokane or some other measure to obtain the needed water is possible and
the City of Spokane or other water source is willing to permanently supply this quantity of water if
the Pasadena Park Irrigation District’s own capital facility plan does not document that this water is
available through an intertie or other measure. This is important because almost all of the water in
Spokane County is already allocated to other uses.27 One of the advantages of preparing an CFP
Settlement Agreement between Kathy Miotke, the Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County, Futurewise, the Five
Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association, the Southgate Neighborhood Council, the Glenrose Association, Paul Kropp,
Larry Kunz, Dan Henderson, Neil Membrey, Kasi Harvey-Jarvis, State of Washington Department of Commerce, and
Washington State Department of Transportation and Spokane County p. 4 of 21 (June 20, 2016).
24 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 200 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
25 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 69 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
26 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 61 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
27 State of Washington Department of Ecology Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Palouse
Watershed, WRIA 34 p. 2 (Publication Number: 11-11-038, Revised May 2015) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111038.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Upper Crab-Wilson Watershed, WRIA 43 p. 3 (Publication
Number: 11-11-047, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111047.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
23
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before adopting substantial UGA expansions is that issues such as water availability can be
addressed in advance and UGAs adjusted to avoid development in areas where adequate supplies of
potable water are not available.
We appreciate and support that there are now estimates of fire stations needed within the county.28
However, there are no locations for those stations identified as they must be so they can be financed
and built.29 To the extent that fire districts have capital facility plans that provide this information
consistent with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by
reference or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
There are no proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities for schools.30 To
the extent that the school districts have capital facility plans that provide this information consistent
with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by reference
or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.

An analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for water systems.31 To the
extent that the cities, water districts, and other water providers have capital facility plans that provide
this information consistent with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans
should be adopted by reference or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year planning period for fire and emergency medical
services in urban or rural areas.32 To the extent that the cities and fire districts have capital facility
plans that provide this information consistent with the population projections and UGA expansions,
those plans should be adopted by reference or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.

Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Lower Spokane Watershed, WRIA 54 p. 2 (Publication Number:
11-11-058, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111058.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Little Spokane Watershed, WRIA 55 pp. 2 – 3 (Publication
Number: 11-11-059, Revised Feb. 2015) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111059.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Hangman Watershed, WRIA 56 pp. 2 – 3 (Publication Number:
11-11-060, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111060.html; State of Washington Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program, Focus on Water Availability for the Middle Spokane Watershed, WRIA 57 p. 3 (Publication Number:
11-11-061, Revised Jan. 2017) last accessed on Dec. 5, 2019 at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1111061.html all enclosed in an email that accompanied
Futurewise’s letter to the Spokane County Department of Building and Planning (Aug. 13, 2019).
28 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 79 – 80 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
29 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 79 – 88 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
30 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 149 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
31 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 69 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
32 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 79 – 83 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
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There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year period for law enforcement and justice.33
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year period for libraries.34
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year period for parks, recreation, golf, and open
space.35
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year period for schools.36 To the extent that the
school districts have capital facility plans that provide this information consistent with the
population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by reference or
otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
There is no analysis of financing through the 20-year period for solid waste.37
We appreciate that the transportation element now includes costs for road and state highway
improvements. It would be helpful to explain what is meant by “regional legislative request for
funding.” We presume it is a request to the Washington State legislature, but it could be requests to
the legislative bodies of cities or the congress. An explanation would be helpful. Also, it is unclear
whether the costs total to the anticipated revenues. A summary table of costs would be helpful. We
are concerned that it does not include any identified costs and revenues for pedestrian and bicycle
improvements.38 For transit facilities, we recommend that the Spokane Transit Plan be adopted by
reference as the financing plan for transit.
We are particularly concerned about the failure to include a financial analysis for the 20-year
planning period because the capital facility plan element has not been timely updated. Spokane
County has not updated its Capital Facilities Plan Element since it was adopted in 2007 and it
expired in 2012.39 Funding and expenditures for some capital facilities expired earlier. Planned solid
waste disposal revenues and expenditures ended in the 2006.40 Spokane County failed to review and
revise its capital facility plan element by the statutory deadline of June 30, 2017.41 The county also
missed the December 31, 2017, deadline to update capital facilities plan and to complete the other
work related to the urban growth areas appeal in the settlement agreement with Futurewise.42 Given
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 93 – 94 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 99 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
35 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 107 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
36 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 149 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
37 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 174 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
38 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19) Appendix D: Transportation
Element and Technical Analysis pp. 38 – 46.
39 Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. ES-1 – T-6 (Jan. 16, 2007).
40 Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. SO-9 (Jan. 16, 2007).
41 RCW 36.70A.130(5)(c).
42 Settlement Agreement between Kathy Miotke, the Neighborhood Alliance of Spokane County, Futurewise, the Five
Mile Prairie Neighborhood Association, the Southgate Neighborhood Council, the Glenrose Association, Paul Kropp,
Larry Kunz, Dan Henderson, Neil Membrey, Kasi Harvey-Jarvis, State of Washington Department of Commerce, and
Washington State Department of Transportation and Spokane County p. 5 of 21 (June 20, 2016).
33
34

Page 108

Spokane County Planning Commission
RE: Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan and appendices Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19
December 10, 2019
Page 11
this history, a 20-year financial analysis is needed to prevent gaps in capital facility funding and
revenues.

At least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding
capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes
There is no at least six-year financing plan for water systems.43 To the extent that the cities, water
districts, and other water providers have capital facility plans that provide this information consistent
with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by reference
or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
There is no at least six-year financing plan for fire and emergency medical services.44 To the extent
that the cities and fire districts have capital facility plans that provide this information consistent
with the population projections and UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by reference
or otherwise accounted for in the CFP.
There is no at least six-year financing plan for libraries.45
There is no at least six-year financing plan for schools.46 To the extent that the school districts have
capital facility plans that provide this information consistent with the population projections and
UGA expansions, those plans should be adopted by reference or otherwise accounted for in the
CFP. A school facility financing plan is particularly important because at least one school district is
“at or over capacity for learning space in all of our current buildings.”47
For transit facilities, we recommend that the Spokane Transit Plan be adopted by reference as the
financing plan for transit.
Some of the six-year financing plans include a single dollar amount for a category and year, but
multiple funding sources are ascribed to that single dollar amount.48 We have two concerns with this
practice. First, it makes it difficult for the funding agency to know how much money from what
source they budget for an expenditure. Second, it makes it difficult to know if the figures are realistic
as they cannot be compared to historic budget data and future revenue estimates. This is why RCW
36.70A.070(3)(d) requires an “at least a six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 69 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 83 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
45 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 99 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
46 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 149 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
47 Ned Wendle, Mead School District Facilities and Planning Director Letter to the Spokane County Commissioners p.
*1 (June 12, 2017). File No. 16-CPA-04 is referenced in the email transmitting the letter. Ned Wendle, Mead School
District Facilities and Planning Director email (June 22, 2017). See also Ned Wendle, Mead School District Facilities and
Planning Director, 16-CPA-04 Email (Aug. 31, 2016) all enclosed in an email that accompanied Futurewise’s letter to the
Spokane County Department of Building and Planning (Aug. 13, 2019).
48 See Table CF-20 Public Safety 6-Year Financial Plan in Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 94 (Revised PC
Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
43
44
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projected funding capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes …”49
Mixing multiple sources into one lump sum does not clearly identify the source of the public money.
We recommend a separate dollar amount for each revenue source for each expenditure.

The CFP must include a requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding
falls short of meeting existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital
facilities plan element, and financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are
coordinated and consistent and the reassessment provision in the proposed CFP does not
comply with the GMA
The Table CF-9 Implementation Programs, on page 47, provides that:
3. Assess the Comprehensive Plan and, as appropriate, reduce Level of Service
standards, increase funding for new or improved facilities or reassess the Land
Use element if the adopted Level of Service standards are not achieved.
The Board of County Commissioners is to undertake this assessment during semiannual updates and
UGA revisions.50 RCW 36.70A.070(3)(e) requires that the CFP include a “requirement to reassess
the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting existing needs …” It does not allow a
reduction in the level of service standards. Indeed, the use of the phrase “meet existing needs”
provides that reducing the need by reducing the level of service (LOS) is not an option. So, the
authorization to reduce the level of service standards must be deleted.
We recommend the following revision with our deletion struck through.
3. Assess the Comprehensive Plan and, as appropriate, reduce Level of Service
standards, increase funding for new or improved facilities or reassess the Land
Use element if the adopted Level of Service standards are not achieved.

Public facilities determined to be “necessary for development” and the concurrency
analysis required SCC 13.650.102(c) for those public facilities.
Spokane County Code (SCC) 13.650.102(a) provides that the “following facilities and services must
be evaluated for concurrency:” transportation, public water, public sewer, fire protection, police
protection, parks and recreation, libraries, solid waste disposal, and schools. So, these public facilities
have been determined to be necessary for development. Since identifying the public facilities
necessary for development is a CFP requirement, it would be helpful to cross reference this
provision in the capital facility plan.
SCC 13.650.102(c) provides:
49
50

Underlining added.
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 47 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
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Fire protection, police protection, parks and recreation, libraries, solid waste disposal
and schools shall be considered indirect concurrency services. Spokane County shall
demonstrate the adequacy of indirect concurrency services through the Capital
Facilities Plan (CFP). The CFP will be updated consistent with the update schedule
required by the Growth Management Act, [RCW] 36.70A. All indirect concurrency
services will be evaluated for adequacy during the CFP update. The evaluation will
include an analysis of population, level of service and land use trends in order to
anticipate demand for services and determine needed improvements. If any indirect
concurrency services are found to be inadequate, the county shall adjust the land use
element to lessen the demand for services, include a project in the CFP to address
the deficiency, or adjust the level of service. To implement any of these methods an
amendment to the comprehensive plan is required.51
There is no concurrency evaluation for emergency medical services.52 There is no concurrency
evaluation for police/sheriff protection.53 There is no concurrency evaluation for libraries.54 The
concurrency evaluation for parks and recreation facilities identified a deficiency for the West
Plans/Thorpe Urban Growth Area, but it does not appear that a facility is planned to address the
deficiency.55 There is also an area of high need in Valley Urban Growth Area, but again it does not
appear that a facility is planned to address the deficiency.56 While the 2007 Capital Facility Plan
includes a concurrency evaluation for schools, the proposed capital facility plan does not.57 This
failure to do the concurrency evaluation for these indirect concurrency services violates SCC
13.650.102(c) and the GMA.
The County’s response to comments claims that because the county is not making a project
decision, a concurrency analysis is not required. The County is mistaken. Because the County is
updating its long out-of-date capital facility plan, the indirect concurrency analysis must be included
in the capital facility plan as SCC 13.650.102(c) requires.

Appendix C: Baseline Assessment for the Expanded UGAs
We are concerned that because of the lack of forecasts of future needs, a lack of long-term financial
analysis, a lack of identified transportation project costs and revenues, and failures to conduct
concurrency analysis, it is not possible to determine at this time that “net UGA expansion impacts

SCC 13.650.102 was enclosed in an email that accompanied Futurewise’s letter to the Spokane County Department of
Building and Planning (Aug. 13, 2019).
52 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 79 – 83 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
53 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 89 – 94 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
54 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 97 – 99 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
55 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 106 – 07, 127 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
56 Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 106 – 07, 128 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
57 Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. PS-3 – PS-18 (Jan. 16, 2007); Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp.
148 – 166 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
51
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will be negligible” as the analysis claims for many public facilities and services.58 This analysis must
be done before adopting the capital facility plan.
One of the problems with Appendix C is that “[i]n preparing this baseline assessment, the County
assumes that areas included within the existing UGA are adequately served or there are plans in
place to ensure that the UGA can be served when developed to urban densities.”59 But the GMA
does not assume that the county and other providers have plans to adequately serve the UGA. The
GMA requires a CFP and transportation element to do that.60 If some other plan does what the
county assumes, the county can adopt the plan by reference in the CFP or transportation element.
But the county cannot just assume that the plans exist, the plans must exist. The CFP’s unsupported
assumption violates the GMA.

Other Comments on the CFP and Transportation Element
The proposed Table CF-9, Implementation Programs, on page 47 states the CFP will be updated
every seven years. But the CFP only provides six years of planned revenues and expenditures for
those facilities that include revenues and expenditures. So, there will be a one year unfunded gap,
which violates the GMA. WAC 365-196-415(2)(c)(ii) provides that the six-year funding plans should
be updated at least every two years so financial planning remains sufficiently ahead of the present for
concurrency to be evaluated. So, the planned revenues and expenditures should be updated every
two years. We recommend the balance of CFP be updated at least every eight years as part of the
periodic update to the comprehensive plan or when there are substantial amendments to the UGAs.
While we appreciate and strongly support the addition of the transportation element, we were
unable to find the land use assumptions used in estimating travel that RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(i)
requires to be included in the element. The assumptions are needed to determine where growth is
planned to occur and to evaluate impacts on the transportation system. We understand that the
county has an Excel spreadsheet that identifies the expected growth by traffic analysis zone. Please
include the spreadsheet and a map of the traffic analysis zones as an appendix to the CFP.
Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please contact
Kitty Klitzke at telephone 206 343 0681 ext. 113 and email: kitty@futurewise.org or Tim
Trohimovich at telephone (206) 343-0681 Ext. 102 and email: tim@futurewise.org.

Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan pp. 194 – 200 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
Proposed Spokane County Capital Facilities Plan p. 194 (Revised PC Hearing Draft 11/25/19).
60 RCW 36.70A.070(3), (6).
58
59
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Very Truly Yours,

Kitty Klitzke
Spokane Program Director

Tim Trohimovich, WSBA No. 22367, AICP
Director of Planning and Law
cc:

Mr. Dan Catt, Sr. Deputy Prosecuting Attorney Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney’s
Office via email at: DCatt@spokanecounty.org
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TABLE 13
Yearly average transportation improvement revenue
Federa

Yearly average ($r,ooo's)

Total (Years

7-

zo)

911,387

I

State

Local

Other

County

Tota

s6,684

$85

$2,153

$5,653

$

I

25,962

$363,5oo

The 20-year financing shows revenue that will be spent on capital projects, such as; improvements proiects,

pavement preservation, stormwater, safety improvements, multi-modal (Ped/Bike) projects and proposed
mitigation for level-of-service (LOS) deficiencies shown in this Transportation Element. The projects to
mitigate the LOS deficiencies shown Tables l.-11 for the 20-year financing plan total approximately S5
million. The sources of revenue shown in Table 13 will be used to fund LOS deficiency projects.
Expenditures for the 20-year financing plan are expected to fall within the yearly average and the total
revenue shown in Table 13. The 20'year financing includes financial commitments from the impacts of
development that are made concurrent with the development. Spokane County will continue to balance
anticipated expenditures and revenues against the needs of the community and to appropriately
accommodate current and futu re growth through the use of funding mechanisms aforementioned over the
2o-year horizon.
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Davenport, Steve
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tim Murrell <tim@whitworthwater.com>
Tuesday, November 26, 2019 2:31 PM
Pederson, John
Farstrider, Jane; Matt Wright
RE: Final Spokane County Draft Capital Facilities Plan

Good Afternoon John,
Is the goal of the CFP to simply address the impacts related to the removal or addition of JUST the areas listed on pages
10‐14? If so, we have no comment. If, however, there are modifications being proposed to increase densities (up‐zone)
either within the existing UGA boundary, or make modifications to the UGA boundary itself, we will want to further
analyze the impacts to Whitworth Water (District).
The top of page 68 suggests that water demand within the existing UGA will increase by approximately 56%. We would
like to know where these increases impact the District and determine if we would be able to address the water
demands.
Table CF‐11 (Water Demand) on page 67 seems to neglect the demand analysis of Whitworth Water District. The North
Metro Little Spokane UGA area as well as the area in and around the N. Hatch Rd. and E Rhea Rd. are not mentioned
here. Are no areas within the District expected to experience an increase in density in the timeframe of this study
(2017‐2037)?
There is a comment made in Appendix C that water districts were interviewed to understand the extent of service
impact this new UGA expansion involves. I know I have not been interviewed nor provided any maps or studies of
where this expansion is expected to occur. I would like to be provided this opportunity.
In summary, I would like to sit down with you or someone on your staff that understands the proposed UGA expansion
areas, as well as those areas within our District that will (or likely will) see up‐zoning within the timeframe
described. Without a solid understanding of the proposed expansion we are unable as a District to identify impacts.
Finally, on page 210, the contact for Whitworth Water District is no longer Susan but myself.
Thanks for the opportunity to review and I look forward to hearing from you and your staff.
Tim

Timothy R. Murrell
General Manager
Whitworth Water District
17401 N. Newport Rd
1
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Mead, WA 99021
Office: (509) 466‐0550
Direct: (509) 414‐0700
tim@whitworthwater.com
From: Farstrider, Jane <JFARSTRIDER@spokanecounty.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2019 9:02 AM
To: Dickson, John <JDICKSON@spokanecounty.org>; Wallace, Tonya D. <TWALLACE@spokanecounty.org>; Gemmill,
Gerry <GGEMMILL@spokanecounty.org>; Greene, Barry <BGreene@spokanecounty.org>; Barrentine, Marianne
<MBarrentine@spokanecounty.org>; Lindsay, Robert <RLindsay@spokanecounty.org>; Cooke, Kevin
<KCooke@spokanecounty.org>; Knezovich, Ozzie <OKnezovich@spokanesheriff.org>; Haubert, Gil
<GHAUBERT@spokanecounty.org>; psavage@srhd.org; awestby@spokanecleanair.org; Brenda.Smits@doh.wa.gov;
Washington State Department of Transportation Greg Figg, Transportation Planning Specialist ‐ EASTER REGION
<figgG@wsdot.wa.gov>; separegister@ecy.wa.gov; Commerce: Dave Andersen <dave.andersen@commerce.wa.gov>;
Chase, Doug <DChase@spokanecounty.org>; Mhynes@spokanetransit.com; Rstewart@SRTC.org; Spokane Regional
Transportation Council: Mike Ulrich, PLanner <mulrich@srtc.org>; Kitty Klitzke, Program Director
<kitty@futurewise.org>; tim@futurewise.org; rknorr@scld.org; proewe@scld.org; jrowell@cvsd.org;
jmcclure@cheneysd.org; sheak@evsd.org; wayne.leonard@mead354.org:; ned.wendle@mead354.org;
cmoss@mlsd.org; gene.sementi@wvsd.org; george.castor@wvsd.org; scwd3engr@comcast.net;
scwd3super@comcast.net; Matt Wright <matt@whitworthwater.com>; crohrbach@scfd3.org;
lisa.naccarato@honeywell.com; kwells@verawaterandpower.com; consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net;
consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net; Tim Murrell <tim@whitworthwater.com>; lpetersonnsid8@gmail.com;
ppid17bruce@comcast.net; rogersg@spokanevalleyfire.com; Fairchild Air Force Base: Jeff Johnson
<jeffrey.johnson.64@us.af.mil>; Fairchild Air Force Base Matt McCain (SEPA and DNS contact)
<matthew.McCain.4@us.af.mil>; chief.fairfielddistrict2@gmail.com; dcrawford@scfd3.org; Randy Johnson
<randyj@scfd4.org>; bcobbscfd5@gmail.com; admin@scfd5.org; mlong@scfd8.org; JCates@scfd9.org;
dbleeker@scfd9.org; nick scharff <nscharff@scfd10.org>; RockfordAuto@elkrivertv.netl; spcofd12@gmail.com;
keith@newmanlakefire.net; SEPA.Spokanevalley@spokanevalley.org; criggs@spokanevalley.org;
Pioneerh2o@gmail.com; jhohman@spokanevalley.org; Black, Tirrell <tblack@spokanecity.org>; Meuler, Louis
<lmeuler@spokanecity.org>
Cc: Pederson, John <JPederson@spokanecounty.org>; Davenport, Steve <SDavenport@spokanecounty.org>
Subject: Final Spokane County Draft Capital Facilities Plan
Project Description: Amendment to Chapter 7, Capital Facilities and Utilities of the Spokane County Comprehensive
Plan, and proposed 2017 Capital Facilities Plan Comment Deadline: December 12, 2019
Project Contact: John Pederson
Attachments: Final Draft CFP Circulation Memo

Jane Farstrider

Services Coordinator II
Building & Planning Department
509-477-7155
jfarstrider@spokanecounty.org
Gallup Strengths: Individualization|Connectedness|Relator|Intellection|Input
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Davenport, Steve
From:

Figg, Greg

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

FiggG@wsdot.wa.gov>
Wednesday, December 11, 2019 2:52 PM
Greene, Barry; Davenport, Steve
Kay, Charlene; Huot, Matt (ATG); Tim Trohimovich; Eichstaedt, Rick; Serr, Benjamin
(COM); Paul Kropp; Carter, Heather Ann (ATG)
FW: Final Spokane County Draft Capital Facilities Plan
Circulation Memo Draft Capital Facilities Plan-1 '12619.pdf
<

Good afternoon Steve and Barry,

opportunity to meet with the other petitioners on the transportation element of the proposed
Capital Facilities Plan. Based on this meeting WSDOT has the following comments on the plan:
Last week WSDOT had an

1.

Please include a spreadsheet that shows the land use that was included in the transportation analysis that was

prepared.

2.

3.

4.

The project cost as presented on page 46 of $5 million for the improvements does not include improvements
such as Deno Road, 21't Ave, Etc. These roadway improvements should be discussed in the funding section as
wellTable 13 presents that the County has approximately $25 million available per year for transportation

improvement revenue. Please verify that this correct.
lt is our understandin8 based on our last phone call with the petitioners and Spokane County that the
transportation element of the Comprehensive Plan will be updated to reflect the proposed Capital Facilities
Plan. Please provide additional details on when this update is occurring.

Please let me know if you should have any questions on these comments

Thanks,

Greg Figg

Development Services Manager
WSDOT Eastern Region Planning
2714 N. Mayfair Street

Spokane, WA 99207
(s09) 324-6199

figgg@wsdot.wa.gov

From: Farstrider, Jane <JFARSTRIDER@spokanecounty.orB>
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2019 9:02 AM
To: Dickson, John <J DICKSON@spokanecounty.org>; Wallace, Tonya D. <TWALLACE@spoka necounty.org>; Gemmill,
Gerry <GGEM M ILL@spokanecounty.org>; Greene, Barry <BGreene@spokanecounty.org>; Barrentine, Marianne
<MBarrentine@spokanecounty.org>; Lindsay, Robert <RLindsay@spokanecounty.org>; Cooke, Kevin
< KCooke@spokanecounty.org>; Knezovich, Ozzie <OKnezovich @spokanesheriff.orB>; Haubert, Gil
<GHAU BERT@spokanecounty.org>; psavage@srhd.org; awestby@spokanecleanair.org; Brenda.smits@doh.wa.gov;
Figg, Greg <Figgc @wsdot.wa.gov>; separegister@ecy.wa.gov; Commerce: Dave Andersen
1
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<dave.a ndersen @commerce.wa.gov>; Chase, Doug <DChase@spoka necounty.org>; M hynes@spokanetransit.com;
Stewart, Ryan (SRTC) <rstewa rt@srtc.org>; Spokane Regional Tra nsportation Council: Mike Ulrich, PLanner
<mulrich@srtc.org>; Kitty Klitzke, Program Director <kitty@futurewise.org>; tim @futurewise.org; rknorr@scld.org;
proewe@scld.org; jrowell@cvsd.org; jmcclure@cheneysd.org; sheak@evsd.org; wayne.leonard@mead354.org:;
ned.wend le@mead354.org; cmoss@mlsd.org; gene.sementi@wvsd.org; george.castor@wvsd.org;
scwd3engr@comcast. net; scwd3super@comcast.net; matt@whitworthwater.com; crohrbach @scfd3.org;
lisa.naccarato@honeywell.com; kwells@verawaterandpower.com; consolidatedirrigation@comcast.net;
consolidatedirrigation @comcast.net; tim@whitworthwater.com; lpetersonnsidS@gmail.com;
ppid l.7bruce@comcast.net; rogersg@spokanevalleyfire.com; Fairchild Air Force Base: Jeff Johnson
<jeffrey.johnson.64@us.af.mil>; Fairchild Air Force Base Matt Mccain (5EPA and DNs contact)
<matthew.McCain.4@ us.af. mil>; chief.fairfielddistrict2@gmail.com; dcrawford@scfd3.org; Ra ndy Johnson

<randyj@scfd4.org>; bcobbscfd5@gmail.com; ad min@scfd5.org; mlong@scfd8.org; JCates@scfd9.org;
dbleeker@scfd9.org; nick scharff <nscharff@scfd10.org>; RockfordAuto@elkrivertv. netl; spcofd 12@gmail.com;
keith@newmanlakefire.net; SEPA.Spokanevalley@spokanevalley.org; criggs@spokanevalley.org;
Pioneerh2o@gmail.com; jhohma n@spokanevalley.org; Black, Tirrell <tblack@spoka necity.org>; Louis Meuler
<Lmeuler@spokanecity.org>
Cc: Pederson, John <J Pederson@spokanecounty.org>; Davenport, Steve <SDavenport@spoka necounty.org>
Subject: Final Spokane County Draft Capital Facilities Plan

Project Description: Amendment to Chapter 7, Capital Facilities and Utilities of the Spokane County Comprehensive
Plan, and proposed 2017 Capital Facilities Plan Comment Deadline: December 12,2019
Proiect Contact: John Pederson
Attachments: Final Draft CFP Circulation Memo

Jane

fanlri/er

SeNices Coordinator ll
Building & Planning Department

509477-7155
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