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Project Title
City of Yakima’s Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update

Proposed Action and Alternatives
The proposed action is the adoption of the City of Yakima Comprehensive Plan 2040 and updated
Development Regulations and Critical Areas Ordinance will provide an updated land use plan and policies
to address growth through 2040. The Plan updates all sections of the 2006 plan and introduces new
elements for Historic Preservation and Energy.
Within the range of prior alternatives evaluated in 1997 and 2006, this Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Final SEIS) tests two alternatives, further described in this section:



Alternative 1 No Action – Current Comprehensive Plan: This alternative is required by the State
Environmental Policy Act. It assumes the 2006 Comprehensive Plan (as amended through 2016)
remains in place including its policies, land use plan, and codes. Growth would occur based on
current plans and zoning at a level above growth targets.



Action Alternative 2 – Plan Update – Infill, Mixed Use, and Higher Growth: This alternative updates
the Comprehensive Plan including the vision statement, all elements, the future land use map,
transportation plan, capital facilities plan, and selected implementing zoning and critical areas
regulations in a manner that promotes a vision of equity in plans and strategies, and growth in
already developed areas where there is infrastructure and a well-designed and compatible land use
pattern. This alternative would also implement the individual parcel rezone/ Future Land Use
amendments recommended for evaluation by the Planning Commission that promote infill and
greater land use compatibility. Growth would occur based on a revised land use plan and zoning at a
level higher than growth targets. A greater emphasis on infill development and mixed uses would
allow an improved jobs-housing balance.

The Final SEIS Preferred Alternative is consistent with Action Alternative 2 with adjustments often in
response to comments:



Land Use Map: Consistent with Action Alternative 2 provided that approximately 1.2 acres would
change from proposed Mixed Residential to Commercial Mixed Use.



Cultural Resources Policies: Shoreline policies regarding cultural resources protection are added to
the citywide Historic Resources Element.



Natural Environment Policies: Policies are included addressing conserving native vegegation, and to
sustain levee vegetation or enhance it.



Transportation System Plan: Map and text changes that show greater integration with the Bicycle
Master Plan, Airport Master Plan, and Transit Development Plan, correct maps of traffic features
such as signals, and adjust bike routes, pedestrian routes, and truck routes. A policy is added to
support development of a long-range transit plan.



Stream Regulations: Stream typing would be retained but descriptions of stream types would be
based on fish and salmonid presence. Buffers for Type 2 streams would be increased to 100 feet.
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Unless otherwise stated the impacts of the Preferred Alternative are considered identical to those of
Action Alternative 2.

Proponent and Lead Agency
City of Yakima; 129 N 2nd St; Yakima, WA; 98901

Tentative Date of Implementation
June 30, 2017

Responsible SEPA Official
Joan Davenport, AICP; Community Development Director
City of Yakima
129 North Second Street
Yakima, WA 98901

Contact Person
Joseph Calhoun, Senior Planner
City of Yakima Planning Division
129 North Second Street
Yakima, WA 98901
509-575-6042
joseph.calhoun@yakimawa.gov

Required Approvals
Recommendation by the Planning Commission and City Council Adoption. State agency review will also
occur in accordance with the Growth Management Act as coordinated by the State of Washington
Department of Commerce.

Principal SEIS Authors and Principal Contributors
This document was prepared under the direction of the City of Yakima Planning Division.

Principal Authors
BERK Consulting, Inc.
2025 First Avenue, Suite 800
Seattle, WA 98121
(Comprehensive Plan Update Consultant Lead; Existing Conditions Report; Land Capacity Analysis; Plan
Foundation and Vision; Housing Element; Utilities Element; Capital Facilities Plan and Element; SEPA
strategies and evaluation of: Natural Environment, Population/Housing/Employment, Plans and Policies,
Cultural Resources, Schools, Infrastructure)
City of Yakima Planning Division
129 North Second Street
Yakima, WA 98901
(Comprehensive Plan Update Management; GIS and Mapping; SEPA evaluation of Air Quality, Land Use
Patterns, Parks, Police, Fire, Power and Telecommunications, and Citizen Amendment Requests)

FINAL JUNE 2017 | Fact Sheet

v

YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Contributing Authors
Artifacts Consulting, Inc.
401 Broadway
Tacoma WA 98402
(Historic Preservation Plan)
Makers Architecture and Urban Design
Securities Building, 1904 3rd Ave #725
Seattle, WA 98101
(Land Use Element and Future Land Use Plan Update)
Shannon and Wilson, Inc.
400 N 34th St #100
Seattle, WA 98103
(Natural Environment Element, Critical Areas Ordinance Gap Analysis, Existing Conditions Report and
SEIS addressing Natural Environment)
Transpo Group
12131 113th Ave NE #203
Kirkland, WA 98034
(Transportation Element and Plan Update, transportation modeling and analysis)
Tadzo
4609 Scenic Drive
Yakima, WA 98908
(Yakima Economic Development Strategic Plan)

Date of Draft SEIS Issuance
March 17, 2017

Draft SEIS Comment Period
March 17, 2017 to May 16, 2017.

Date and Location of Draft SEIS Public Meeting
April 11, 2017: Joint City Council and Planning Commission Study Session. Location: City Hall Council
Chambers, 129 N 2nd St., Yakima, WA, 98901.
April 11, 2017: Public Open House, Yakima Valley Technical Skills Center

Date of Final SEIS Issuance
June 13, 2017

Date of Final Action
June 30, 2017 projected completion.

FINAL JUNE 2017 | Fact Sheet

vi

YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Prior Environmental Review / EIS Supplemented
This SEIS supplements the Final Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Yakima Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan, Appendix A, November 2006.

Subsequent Environmental Review
The City is using phased review in its environmental review of the City Comprehensive Plan update with a
programmatic review of the proposal and alternatives. Examples of proposals that may require more areaspecific or site-specific SEPA review when more details are known include, but are not limited to, capital
improvement projects and private development.

Location of Background Data
See Contact Person above.

Final SEIS Availability
The document is posted at the City’s website at:
https://www.yakimawa.gov/services/planning/comprehensive-plan-update/
Compact disks are available at no charge at Yakima City Hall, Planning Division. Copies of the document
may be purchased at Yakima City Hall Planning Division. A reference copy is available for review at City
Hall Planning Division as well. The address for City Hall, Planning Division is: 129 North Second Street,
Yakima, WA 98901.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY

1.1

Purpose of Proposed Action

What is the Proposal? Why is the City updating its Comprehensive Plan?
The City of Yakima is updating its Comprehensive Plan by June 2017 in accordance with Growth
Management Act (GMA). An updated Comprehensive Plan will mean more housing choices, new
opportunities for commercial and industrial growth, better connected roads and parks, new recreation
opportunities, and improved public services. Elements of the plan to be updated or added include: Vision
Statement, Land Use, Economic Development, Housing, Transportation, Capital Facilities, Utilities, Parks
and Recreation, Natural Environment, Energy (new), and Historic Preservation (new).
Based on 20-year growth targets, the City is anticipated to add more residents and jobs between now and
2040. To achieve an updated vision and accommodate growth, it is anticipated that the land use (and later
the zoning) map will be amended to reflect alternative land use patterns.
Transportation and Capital Facilities Plans will be amended and support the land use plan. Additionally,
the City is evaluating its land use and critical areas regulations for proposed amendments that are
consistent with the goals and policies of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

1.2

State Environmental Policy Act Process

What is a Programmatic SEIS?
This SEIS provides a qualitative and quantitative analysis of environmental impacts appropriate to the
general nature of a comprehensive plan update. The adoption of comprehensive plans or other long-range
planning activities is classified by SEPA as a nonproject (i.e., programmatic) action. A nonproject action is
defined as an action that is broader than a single site-specific project and involves decisions on policies,
plans, and programs. An EIS for a nonproject proposal does not require site-specific analyses; instead, the
EIS discusses impacts and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the
level of planning for the proposal (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 197-11-442).

What is an Integrated EIS Document?
The City has elected to integrate SEPA and the Washington State GMA in both the process and the
document (see WAC 197-11-235). Integration of the environmental analysis with the planning process
informs the preparation of GMA comprehensive plan amendments and facilitates coordination of public
involvement activities. The information contained in this SEIS will assist the City in refining a preferred
alternative, related comprehensive plan amendments, and implementing regulations. This SEIS will
supplement the 2006 EIS, prepared for the current City Comprehensive Plan, and will support the City
Comprehensive Plan as it may be amended through this update process.

What is the Public Comment Process?
A 60-day comment period was held with the integrated Draft SEIS. Comments were provided to the City
orally during open public meetings and workshops or in writing based on the opportunities and
instructions in the Fact Sheet.
The Final SEIS provides responses to comments on the Draft SEIS. See Appendix C.
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1.3

Public Involvement

Scoping
A Scoping Notice was posted online and sent to SEPA agencies on October 17, 2016. The comment period
ended on November 4, 2016. Four comments were received and are contained in Appendix A.

1.4

Summary of Proposed Alternatives

Objectives
Proposed Alternatives


Alternative 1 No Action – Current Comprehensive Plan: This alternative is required by the State
Environmental Policy Act. It assumes the 2006 Comprehensive Plan (as amended through 2016)
remains in place including its policies, land use plan, and regulations. Growth would occur based on
current plans and zoning at a level above growth targets.



Action Alternative 2 – Plan Update – Infill, Mixed Use, and Higher Growth: This alternative updates
the Comprehensive Plan, including the vision statement, all elements, the future land use map,
transportation plan, capital facilities plan, and selected implementing zoning and critical areas
regulations. The Plan promotes a vision of equity in plans and strategies, and encourage growth in
already developed areas where there is infrastructure and a well-designed and compatible land use
pattern.
This alternative would also implement the individual citizen amendment requests for the Future
Land Use Map that were recommended for inclusion in the 2040 plan by the Planning Commission.
Recommended citizen requests promote infill and greater land use compatibility. Growth would
occur, based on revised land use policies and zoning, at a level higher than growth targets. A greater
emphasis on infill development and mixed uses would allow for an improved balance between jobs
and housing.

The Final SEIS Preferred Alternative is consistent with Action Alternative 2 with adjustments often in
response to comments:



Land Use Map: Consistent with Action Alternative 2 provided that approximately 1.2 acres would
change from proposed Mixed Residential to Commercial Mixed Use.



Cultural Resources Policies: Shoreline policies regarding cultural resources protection are added to
the citywide Historic Resources Element.



Natural Environment Policies: Policies are included addressing conserving native vegegation, and to
sustain levee vegetation or enhance it.



Transportation System Plan: Map and text changes that show greater integration with the Bicycle
Master Plan, Airport Master Plan, and Transit Development Plan, correct maps of traffic features
such as signals, and adjust bike routes, pedestrian routes, and truck routes. A policy is added to
support development of a long-range transit plan.



Stream Regulations: Stream typing would be retained but descriptions of stream types would be
based on fish and salmonid presence. Buffers for Type 2 streams would be increased to 100 feet.
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Unless otherwise stated the impacts of the Preferred Alternative are considered identical to those of
Action Alternative 2.

1.5

Summary of Impacts of the Proposal and Mitigation Measures

This section provides a summary of impacts and mitigation measures more fully described in Chapter 3 of
this SEIS.

Natural Environment
How did we analyze the Natural Environment?
Natural environmental features were evaluated based on inventories of critical areas by federal, state,
county and city agencies, regional air quality monitoring results, and City stormwater management
programs.

What impacts were identified?
All alternatives would result in increased urbanization in the City, with a corresponding increase in
impervious surfaces, reduction in vegetative cover, and changes in hydrology. Some potential effects on
critical areas could include:



Urban development could create greater impervious area resulting in more rapid runoff and
degradation of water quality, reduce vegetation that can filter runoff or recharge, and reduce critical
aquifer recharge.



Development within floodplains could expose persons or employees to flood hazards.



Development of vacant or underdeveloped properties could lead to wetland or habitat loss, habitat
fragmentation, and loss of habitat connectivity.



New development could occur in areas of geologic hazards and subject persons or employees to
such risks.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Alternative 1 would have less housing, population, and employment growth than Alternative 2, as
described in Chapter 2 Alternatives. However, about 60% of growth in Alternative 1 is anticipated to occur
on vacant and agricultural land in the western city limits (west of 40th Avenue) where there are smaller
tributary streams and other habitat. Forty percent of development would occur in more developed areas
of eastern Yakima where natural systems are more altered, except along the rivers.
There would be less efficient development patterns under Alternative 1 with more single-purpose
commercial areas, less mixed uses, and less multifamily housing; thus, while there may be less nominal
growth, the less focused and less dense pattern could disturb more wetlands and fish and wildlife habitat
than Alternative 2.
Under Alternative 2, impacts to the natural environment would be similar to Alternative 1, but potentially
reduced in intensity if infill policies are more successful in adding more housing, population, and jobs in
eastern Yakima in already developed areas such as downtown. About 51% of growth would occur in
western Yakima and 49% in eastern Yakima, which demonstrates a greater infill focus.
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In already developed areas, implementation of newer stormwater regulations through the City’s NPDES
program and recent stormwater management regulations could improve water quality. Under both
alternatives, such regulations would be protective, but Alterative 2 promotes a greater infill policy and
could result in more areas redeveloping with improved water quality results over existing water quality.
Critical area regulations would be amended under Alternative 2 based on recent advances in best available
science as well as to improve consistency with the SMP (YMC Title 17). The Preferred Alternative would
further amend the Type 2 stream buffer to be 100 feet, similar to Yakima County and would be more
protective.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Mitigation measures include the new Natural Environment Element Policies and Critical Area Ordinance
amendments based on a best available science gap analysis. The Prefererd Alternative would add
additional policies regarding native vegegation, open space, and levees.
Additionally, the City would continue to apply its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) adopted in 2015, recent
Stormwater Management Program, and the Washington Department of Ecology’s Stormwater
Management Manual for Eastern Washington.
The City implements the International Building Code in YMC Chapter 11.04. This code ensures buildings
are developed in accordance with sound building requirements to prevent or minimize damage in seismic
events and allows the building official to require geotechnical analysis.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
Water Quality: Direct impacts to water quality such as increased impervious area and increased runoff
would be reduced through the implementation of federal, state, and City regulations, including critical
area and stormwater regulations.
Flood Hazards: Implementation of the City’s flood hazard regulations, SMP, and habitat enhancement and
flood hazard mitigation projects would reduce impacts.
Fish and Wildlife Habitats and Wetlands: Future development would likely have some impact, direct or
indirect, to local plants, animals, and habitats, including wetlands. Alternative 1 No Action is anticipated
to have a greater impact than Alternative 2 by allowing a lower density dispersed growth pattern in
relatively less altered areas in western Yakima, and generally by continuing critical area regulations that
do not incorporate more recent scientific information.
Geologically Hazardous Areas: Development within geologically hazardous areas poses an increased risk
to structures and the people living or working in them. Implementing building codes and critical areas
regulations will reduce potential risks or allow for notification of potential hazard areas under either
alternative.
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas: Critical aquifer recharge areas would be susceptible to groundwater
contamination under either alternative. While both alternatives would apply aquifer protection
regulations, Alternative 2 would be more protective by filling identified gaps in regulations.
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Air Quality
How did we analyze Air Quality?
Regional air quality reports were reviewed (YRCAA, and YVCOG). Common development patterns and
their use of wood heating fuel or their association with different travel modes were considered.

What impacts were identified?
Under both alternatives, current regulations and strategies would be implemented to maintain
attainment status for Carbon Monoxide and PM10 and taking necessary steps to stay in attainment status
for PM2.5.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Alternative 1 promotes significant growth in western Yakima at current development rates. This means
more single family homes and increases the use of single-occupancy vehicles due to a development
pattern that is not pedestrian oriented and is less supportive of bicycle and transit options.
Alternative 2 promotes more infill and incentivizes higher density residential development. Developing an
efficient transportation network, increasing transit use, and the conversion/redevelopment of older
buildings commercial and industrial to more efficient heating/cooling systems will help maintain air
quality standards. Infill and higher density residential development that locates residents closer to jobs
also supports more pedestrian and bicycle travel, which has a positive impact on air quality.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Updated land use plan designations as well as air quality policies promote development types that reduce
air emissions. National Ambient Air Quality Standards, Environmental Protection Agency Standards,
Washington State Department of Ecology Standards, and Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency laws and
regulations will apply to both alternatives. Certain new development projects are required to undergo
further review and permitting with the Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency.
As an implementatation action to its land use infill strategy and energy conservation policies in the
Comprehensive Plan, the City could consider planning for climate change such as by integrating climate
adaptation measures into its plans, policies, or programs. Sources of adaptation measures could include
guidance developed by the Washington Department of Ecology, University of Washington Climate Impacts
Group, and the Yakama Nation, which has developed a Climate Adaptation Plan for the Territories of the
Yakama Nation (April 2016).

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
New development through 2040 can potentially impact air quality due to new industries, increased traffic
congestion, and/or increased population density. Mitigation will be required at the project level, when
appropriate.

Land Use Patterns
How did we analyze Land Use Patterns?
The Land Use Patterns analysis considers:



Current land use based on local field review, as well as County Assessor records and aerial maps;

FINAL JUNE 2017 | Environmental Summary

1-5



Growth targets developed with Yakima County;



A city land capacity analysis for each alternative; and



Distribution of future land use by transportation analysis zone (TAZ) for each alternative.

What impacts were identified?



Both alternatives have sufficient capacity to meet 2040 targets of 17,167 more people and 8,556
more jobs. Alternative 2 has greater capacity than Alternative 1.



As development occurs, undeveloped land and existing land uses may convert to uses consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use (FLU) Map.



A greater emphasis on infill development may create rapid growth in certain areas of central and
eastern Yakima that increases the demand for expanded public services.



Depending on the scale and design of future projects, there could be compatibility concerns
between new development on undeveloped land and surrounding land uses. Similar compatibility
issues may occur between more intensive infill development and existing lower density
development.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Alternative 1 retains the current FLU designations and provides sufficient capacity for growth targets, but
less overall capacity for future growth than Alternative 2 given no changes in current residential densities
or infill strategies.
Under Action Alternative 2, the City would promote more infill, mixed use, and higher growth numbers in
key areas of the city in a manner that promotes a vision of equity in plans and strategies, and growth in
already developed areas where there is infrastructure and a well-designed and compatible land use
pattern. This alternative implements and streamlines FLU designations and the implementing zoning
regulations. Growth would occur based on this revised land use plan and zoning at a level higher than
growth targets. A greater emphasis on infill development and mixed uses would create an improved
balance between jobs and housing within the City.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
The Land Use Element Update contains revised goals and policies that promote orderly and compatible
growth throughout the City of Yakima. Projects which exceed established environmental thresholds will
undergo a project-specific environmental review.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
As development occurs over time, existing land uses will convert to land uses consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and will meet growth targets. Implementation of the Alternatives could irreversibly
commit vacant, agricultural, partially developed, and redeveloped properties to residential, employment,
and institutional uses.
Some land use(s) may result in a potential for compatibility impacts due to type, scale, or activity levels.
Updated goals and policies would promote compatible design, and require implementation of future
design and development standards consistent with policies to improve land use compatibility.
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Population, Housing, and Employment
How did we analyze Population, Housing, and Employment?
As with the land use analysis, population, housing, and employment was analyzed based on:



Growth targets developed with Yakima County;



A city land capacity analysis for each alternative; and



Distribution of future land use by transportation analysis zone (TAZ) for each alternative.

What impacts were identified?



Additional population, housing, and employment growth will occur, with differing distribution
patterns depending on the Alternative.



Yakima’s residential west will experience additional housing growth in a low density, single-family
pattern under both alternatives (with a greater share of population concentrated here under
Alternative 1 than Alternative 2).



Job growth will mainly focus Downtown, with some jobs along corridors outside of Downtown.
Additional jobs will concentrate on the currently vacant Mill Site, which will have impacts on
infrastructure needs.



Housing affordability, age of housing stock, and quality of housing stock are all concerns for each
alternative.



Growth will put pressure on the City’s infrastructure and service departments as more residents and
employees require services provided by the City.



Both alternatives can meet growth targets for the 2017-2037 period.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Alternative 1 retains the existing intent for future land use and zoning in the city and would result in lower
density residential development in the west and less downtown infill and redevelopment in the east. Jobs
would be located Downtown and along corridors outside of Downtown, with substantial new employment
development on the Mill Site.
Alternative 2 would result in a future land use pattern that reinforces downtown infill and redevelopment
with a focus on mixed use and multifamily housing in and around Downtown. More of the population
would live within and close to the Downtown area and other mixed use centers along arterials and crossroads. There would be more flexible attached housing opportunities with a combined Mixed Residential
designation allowing both R-2 and R-3 densities. Much of the employment growth would also be
concentrated Downtown and on the Mill Site.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
The City’s regulations on location, density, design, bulk, and other will help mitigate against the impacts
of added development and growth in the city. In addition, as more residents and employees come to
Yakima, there will be more demands on the services that the City and special districts supply. Level of
service standards and capital planning will help guide the City in providing these services to a growing
population base (which will also result in a growing tax base).
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With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
Growth will occur under either alternative. Under both alternatives, there will be an increased need for
infrastructure investment in roads, transit, utilities, parks, and other public facilities to maintain existing
levels of service for both residents and employers. These impacts are present for both alternatives being
pursued.
Yakima will face added affordability challenges due to increasing demands on the housing stock and an
economy that has not supported new residential or employment development in recent years.
With mitigation, the City can anticipate the location and development pattern of structures
accommodating the new housing and employment, as well as infrastructure and capital facilities that will
keep pace with the growth.

Plans and Policies
How did we analyze Plans and Policies?
Growth Management Act (GMA) goals, Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs), and City Vision Statements
were evaluated in relation to the studied alternatives.

What impacts were identified?



Both alternatives meet the Growth Management Act goals, Countywide Planning Policies, and the
vision statement in varying ways.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Generally, both alternatives meet GMA goals, with Alternative 2 having greater consistency with GMA
goals regarding:



Sprawl reduction and housing affordability and variety due to the promotion of infill and mixed use
designation changes;



Transportation with a transportation plan update and emphasis on multi-modal improvements;



Public facilities and services with a capital facility plan update aligning levels of service and revenues
and projects; and



Open space and recreation goals with the proposed Critical Area Ordinance amendments and parks
plan update.

Generally, both alternatives are consistent with CWPPs. Both alternatives promote development within
the existing UGA, accommodate growth targets, address essential public facilities, and promote housing
and economic development. Alternative 2 would further promote CWPPs by:



Updating housing inventories and strategies to increase housing affordability and variety, such as by
the promotion of infill and mixed use designation changes;



Update economic development strategies based on newer trends and outreach to stakeholders;



Updating transportation policies and strategies based on a transportation plan update and emphasis
on multi-modal improvements; and



Aligning public facilities levels of service and revenues and projects in a capital facility plan update.
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Under Alternative 2, given a desire for common and consistent development standards, the County’s land
use plan, zoning, and existing City-County interlocal agreements may need to be updated as described
above to reflect the City’s desired consolidation of land use categories and policies (and future code
amendments) addressing implementing zoning and design standards.
Both alternatives address a community vision that guides the preparation of the land use plan and
individual element policies. Alternative 1 No Action has a vision, goals, and policies that represents more
dated trends. Alternative 2 Action updates and elaborates upon the community vision reflecting the
changing community needs for housing, employment, and services in a manner promoting infill
development and reflecting the community’s diversity and neighborhood character.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
While still consistent in overall pattern and boundaries, the County’s land use plan and existing CityCounty interlocal agreements may need to be updated as described above to reflect the City’s desired
consolidation of land use categories and policies. Likewise, there would need to be an alignment between
the County’s and City’s implementing zoning and design standards.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
There is consistency with GMA goals, Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs) and the City’s vision
statement. Both City and County land use plans are consistent in pattern and location, but there will need
to be amendments of interlocal agreements and potentially plans and regulations under Alternative 2 to
remain consistent with CWPPs that call for joint planning and common standards.

Cultural Resources
How did we analyze Cultural Resources?
The Historic Preservation Plan developed in 2016 (Artifacts Inc. 2016) and information from the
Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) were reviewed and
summarized in the SEIS.

What impacts were identified?
Under both alternatives, potentially eligible properties for historic register listing identified in Exhibit 3-10
could be altered or redeveloped and no longer be eligible.
Archaeological resources may be disturbed due to development activities, particularly in areas of high and
very high risk identified in Exhibit 3-8. This risk is reduced with City regulations regarding identification,
avoidance, and mitigation (YMC 17.05.010).

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Under Alternative 1, current historic preservation policies and ordinances would be retained to reduce
potential impacts to historic sites (Chapter 11.62 YMC) and archaeological resources (YMC 17.05.010).
Alternative 2 promotes additional infill development and there could be more pressure for redevelopment
in areas of historic character, such as Downtown. However, Alternative 2 also proposes the City’s first
Historic Preservation Element and Plan with additional policies and strategies to promote the protection
of historic and cultural resources.
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What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Federal, state, and city regulations protect historic resources and archaeological resources under all
alternatives; however, under the Preferred Alternative that builds on Action Alternative 2, cultural
resources policies in the Shoreline Master Program would be applied citywide to protect archaeologic
resources and promote consultation with tribes. In addition, under SEPA, non-exempt development is
subject to review and evaluation regarding cultural resources, and mitigation measures may be imposed.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
If cultural resources are found in the future impacts to historic and cultural preservation can be adequately
mitigated by complying with federal, state, and local laws and mitigation measures.

Transportation
How did we analyze Transportation?
Transportation impacts were based on volume forecasts from a transportation demand model to get an
estimate of future traffic conditions under each of the alternatives. Estimated traffic conditions were
reviewed in relation to the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, as well as city and county
criteria for safety, access, and circulation for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.

What impacts were identified?
The anticipated vehicle traffic growth over the next 20 years would likely cause transportation impacts.
Under all alternatives several intersections would operate below adopted level of service (LOS) standards.
There may also be additional demands for transit facilities.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Under Alternative 1 (No Action) 17 intersections would operate below the adopted LOS standard because
of growth within the City. Delays at these intersections would result in congestion on major corridors
throughout the City with the exception of the downtown area which experiences a lesser amount of
intersection delay. Under Alternative 2 (Action), 16 intersections would operate below the adopted LOS
standard due to shifts in travel patterns resulting from changes in land use allocations.
What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Temporary construction impacts can be managed to reduce impacts on local traffic flow. LOS
improvements can be achieved for traffic operations through intersection improvements that increase
capacity or flow of traffic, as well as through level of service policy revisions. See Section 3.7 for more
information.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
The anticipated vehicle traffic growth over the next 20 years would cause unavoidable increases in traffic
and congestion that are characteristic of an urban area. Although there would be an increase in congestion
associated with urban levels of growth, there are no significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified if
the identified mitigation measures are implemented.
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Parks and Recreation
How did we analyze Parks and Recreation?
Parks and Recreation facilities were examined in-depth in the Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan
2018-2023 and the City of Yakima Existing Conditions Analysis completed in 2016.

What impacts were identified?



With a 2016 population of 93,410, Yakima is currently deficient in available park land and will
continue to be at a deficit unless new investments are made. Additional park land is needed in areas
throughout the City to appropriately distribute parks amenities across the seven City Districts.



Many parks have aging infrastructure and will continue to need investments to maintain, update,
and expand facilities



Under current parks capital planning, there will be an increase in access to existing trail systems.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Parks distribution in the No Action Alternative will likely mean more parks in west Yakima as the current
population trend grows that way. The Action Alternative promotes greater infill in east and central Yakima
which will create a necessity for expanded or new parks in established areas of the city, as well as updates
to the existing facilities.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?



Implement the Plan’s goals and policies to increase the available park land in Yakima as the
population grows to comply with level of service standards.



Require large projects to provide open space as part of the development plan.



Ensuring more access to existing trail systems through extending the network and creating multimodal connections.



Identifying and acquiring vacant land that may be suitable for future park development.



Pursuing local, state, and federal grants and other funding sources to replace aging park
infrastructure.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With mitigation, Yakima will build upon and enhance its City-wide park system to meet the recreation
needs of current and future residents and which complies with level of service standards identified in the
Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan.

Police and Fire Services
How did we analyze Police and Fire Services?
Police and Fire services were analyzed in the Capital Facilities Element, with a focus on the two
departments’ ability to provide an acceptable level of service (LOS) now and in the future. The identified
LOS for Police is 1.8 Officers per 1,000 population. The Fire Department has several standards for Fire
Suppression, EMS, Special Operations, Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting, and Wildland, with service
measured based on turnout times.
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What impacts were identified?



There will be pressure on these department’s ability to maintain or increase levels of service as
population increases.



Development patterns will have an impact on the ability of Fire and Police Departments to serve the
City efficiently.



Additional traffic congestion on City streets will impact the ability of Fire and Police Departments to
serve the City efficiently. Station location and accessibility will be important for maintaining and
improving the amount of time it takes for police and emergency services to reach the scene of
response.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
The alternatives differ in the amount of growth, as well as the location and intensity of growth across the
City. The distribution of population increases changes in the alternatives which may require modification
to service areas depending on where higher densities are located. In particular, Alternative 2 would see
areas of greater density and infill while Alternative 1 would expect a greater amount of the population to
locate within low-density developments, predominantly in west Yakima.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?



Involving police and fire early in the development process.



Ensuring that police and fire are aware of future planning processes and anticipated land use
distributions.



Maintaining rigorous capital plans that plan for needed facility investments.



Maintain LOS goals and prioritize improvements in service provision when needed.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With mitigation measures in place, Yakima can expect safe and consistent fire and police services
throughout the City‘s seven Council Districts.

Schools
How did we analyze Schools?
Schools are analyzed based on population growth and expected student generation by 2040.
What impacts were identified?



Population growth in the City will result in an increased student population.



There will be a need for expanded school facilities and new staffing to continue providing the
current level of service. Depending on the alternative and the location of residential growth, Yakima
School District and West Valley School District may have different impacts.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Impacts on schools will differ for each alternative due to the distribution of new residential growth. The
No Action Alternative continues the predominant westward growth which will increase students in the
West Valley School District similar to current rates. The Action Alternative promotes greater infill
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development which is anticipated to increase enrollment in the Yakima School District, perhaps greater
than current rates. Under each alternative, additional facility space and staffing will be needed.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
By setting level of service standard policies and participating in intentional capital planning, the school
districts can ensure that the impacts of student growth on the quality of their education is mitigated.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With mitigation, it is anticipated that student education quality and experience will not change because
of maintained service standards.

Sewer
How did we analyze Sewer?
Sewer is analyzed based on system capacity for treating wastewater.

What impacts were identified?



Additional wastewater loads would need to be treated as the population of customers in the district
increases and puts pressure on the system’s capacity.



System expansion and maintenance will require new system investments and capital planning.



Wastewater line extension for new development, particularly in West Yakima, will need to be sized
appropriately to accommodate future growth patterns.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
The Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant has existing capacity to accommodate projected
population growth through 2040 under both alternatives, with some surplus capacity. Although there will
be capital needs for wastewater treatment, these capital investments will be related to upgrades, system
expansion, and system efficiency.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Level of service standards and capital planning will allow the Wastewater Division to maintain acceptable
service as additional population is served by the system. This applies for both alternatives.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With planned upgrades and maintenance, the system will continue to serve the population at acceptable
levels and wastewater will be treated by the existing Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Water
How did we analyze Water?
Water was analyzed based on system capacity for serving customers with potable water.

What impacts were identified?



New water customers will join the system as population grows.

FINAL JUNE 2017 | Environmental Summary

1-13



Capital investments will be required to expand and maintain the system.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
For both alternatives, the water system has the capacity to serve the City’s new demands for potable
water.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?
Level of service standards and capital planning will allow the Water and Irrigation Division to maintain
acceptable water service as additional population is served by the system. This applies for both
alternatives.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With planned upgrades and maintenance, the system will continue to serve the population at acceptable
levels and potable water will be provided to all customers in the water district.

Utilities
How did we analyze Utilities?
Service providers for electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications are described in the Utilities
Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

What impacts were identified?



New development will require upgrades and expansions to the utilities networks to provide added
capacity.

What does it mean? What is different between the alternatives?
Alternative 1 will continue the trend of new development occurring mostly in west Yakima. Alternative 2
promotes greater infill densities in east and central Yakima. These different development patterns may
require differences in the location and timing of utilities expansion, but the added capacity needed will
not differ greatly. Utilities servers will meet the new demand, according to their business plan and the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission requirements.

What are some solutions or mitigation for the impacts?



Encourage providers to develop new utilities capacity as growth occurs.



For the Action Alternative, greater infill densities may mean the need to upgrade existing utility
infrastructure to accommodate new demands on the system.

With mitigation, what is the anticipated outcome?
With mitigation, all utilities will be provided at an acceptable level of service to accommodate future
demands.
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1.6

Citizen Amendment Requests

What are Citizen Amendment Requests?
The City of Yakima allows citizen amendments to the Comprehensive Plan on an annual basis. However,
during the update process the normal amendment process was not available for 2016 or 2017. As a
compromise so that citizens didn’t have to wait until 2018 to submit a request, a modified process was
put in place where citizens could submit requests during the update process that would be reviewed by
staff and the Planning Commission as part of the overall update. In total, 16 requests were submitted.
After review by staff and the Planning Commission, the following requests in Exhibit 1.6-1 were
recommended to move forward in the process.
Exhibit 1-1. Summary of Citizen Amendment Requests
Name

Description

Location
113 & 115 N 56th Ave

1

Datal Properties, LLC

Low Density Residential to Commercial Mixed Use

2

Landon Glenn

Industrial to Commercial Mixed Use

3

Jeff Baker

Regional Development to Commercial Mixed Use

Vic. Of E Nob Hill Blvd &
S 18th St

4

Jay Sentz

Low Density Residential to Community Mixed Use

4201 Summitview Ave

5

TM Rentals

Low Density Residential to Mixed Residential

Vic. Of S 38th Ave and W
Logan Ave

6

Gail Buchanan

Low Density Residential to Mixed Residential

408, 410, & 412 S 88th
Ave

7

Supercold Storage

Large Convenience Center to Industrial

8

Jerry Hand

Medium Density Residential to Commercial Mixed
Use

1406 S Fair Ave & 909
LaFollette

9

William and Linda
Beerman

Low Density Residential to Community Mixed Use

419 & 421 S 16th Ave,
1513 Tieton Dr

10

SOZO Sports of Central
WA

Industrial and Low Density Residential to
Commercial Mixed Use

Vic. Of S 36th Ave and
Sorenson Rd

11

Gary Delaney

Medium Density Residential to Community Mixed
Use

12

Mark Hoffmann

Industrial to Low Density Residential

203 & 207 Oak St

1415 River Rd

1414 S 2nd Ave
3109 W Washington Ave

How do these requests relate to the Comprehensive Plan?
These requests modify the Future Land Use designations of several parcels throughout the City. In most
cases these areas will see either an increase in residential density, an increase in commercial density, or
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the change brings the Future Land Use into conformance with existing property use and zoning. These
changes are cumulatively addressed in Alternative 2 in terms of overall land use patterns, housing and
employment growth, and utility and transportation needs. At a cumulative level, the requests would be
subject to development and design policies and regulations, and can be accommodated by infrastructure
system plans and public services, provided the mitigation measures in Chapter 3.0 are implemented. The
requests are individually analyzed at a programmatic level in Section 4.0

1.7

Major Conclusions, Areas of Controversy or Uncertainty, and Issues to
be Resolved

Key environmental issues and options facing decision makers include:



Alternative land use patterns in relation to 20-year growth estimates and community vision;



Relationship of land use patterns to environmentally sensitive areas and land use compatibility; and



Effect of growth on demand for public services, utilities, and parks and transportation capital
improvements.

All Alternatives would allow for expected population, housing and employment growth and increased
urbanization.
Prior to preparation of the Final SEIS, the following issues are anticipated to be resolved:



Selection and refinement of future land use based on the studied alternatives;



Refinement of goals, objectives, and policies; and



Deliberations on updated Capital Facility Plan and Transportation Plan; and



Refinements of proposed code changes, including the critical areas ordinance amendments and
potential zoning changes.

FINAL JUNE 2017 | Environmental Summary

1-16

ALTERNATIVES

2.1

Introduction and Purpose

The City of Yakima is updating its Comprehensive Plan by June 2017 in accordance with Growth
Management Act (GMA). An updated Comprehensive Plan will mean more housing choices, new places
to work, better connected roads and parks, new recreation opportunities, and improved public services.
Elements of the plan to be updated or added include: Vision Statement, Land Use, Economic
Development, Housing, Transportation, Capital Facilities, Utilities, Parks and Recreation, Natural
Environment, Energy (new), and Historic Preservation (new).
Based on 20-year growth targets, the City is anticipated to add more residents and jobs between now and
2040. To achieve an updated vision and accommodate growth, it is anticipated that the land use and
zoning map will be amended to reflect alternative land use patterns.
Transportation and Capital Facilities Plans will be amended and support the land use plan. Additionally,
the City is evaluating its land use and critical areas regulations for proposed amendments.

2.2

Description of Planning Area

The Yakima Comprehensive Plan Update applies to the current city limits encompassing 27.16 square
miles or about 17,385 acres. (Washington State Office of Financial Management, 2016) See Exhibit 2-1.
Exhibit 2-1. Yakima Council Districts

Source: City of Yakima GIS 2016
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The City of Yakima has been assigned an Urban Growth Area (UGA) by Yakima County consisting of
unincorporated land suited for urban development due to present urban patterns or ability to serve urban
development in the future. Willing residents, landowners, and residents may annex to the city if they are
part of the UGA. Total acres within the unincorporated UGA equal about 9,660 acres. (Yakima County,
Public Services Department, Planning Division, 2016, July 13)
Exhibit 2-2. Yakima UGA and City Limits Map

Source: (Yakima County, Public Services Department, Planning Division, 2016, July 13)

The focus of the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations is the Yakima incorporated city limits.
Yakima County is planning for the Yakima UGA in consultation with the City of Yakima. However, the SEIS
addresses cumulative growth patterns and demands for services, such as transportation, fire, and water,
within the city limits and UGA for a comprehensive evaluation.

2.3

State and Regional Planning Requirements

Growth Management Act (GMA)
The City of Yakima is required to update its Comprehensive Plan and development regulations in
compliance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) every eight years, with the current deadline of June
30, 2017. The plan must have a 20-year planning horizon and must plan to accommodate future growth
in coordination with Yakima County and neighboring cities.
By GMA requirements, the City must include the following comprehensive plan elements: land use,
housing, capital facilities, utilities, transportation, economic development, and parks and recreation. The
City has chosen to include the following optional elements: historic preservation and energy. The City
must also ensure its development regulations are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including
critical areas regulations and zoning.

Regional Plans
All cities’ and the County’s Comprehensive Plans are to be consistent with the Yakima County Countywide
Planning Policies, which addresses the following topics:
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The designation of urban growth areas;



Promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services to such
development;



The siting of public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature;



Countywide transportation facilities and strategies;



The need for affordable housing for all segments of the population;



Joint city and county planning within urban growth areas;



County-wide economic development and employment; and



Analysis of fiscal impact.

The Countywide Planning Policies also define roles for the County as a regional service provider and
primary planner of unincorporated areas, with responsibilities to enter into urban growth management
agreements to address joint issues. Cities are primary providers of urban governmental services, and
primary planners of incorporated areas, and joint planners with the County on unincorporated areas
through interlocal agreements. The Yakima Valley Conference of Governments serves as the Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) and performs responsibilities as identified in the most
recent GMA regional strategy.

2.4

SEPA Process

SEPA Scoping Process
The City voluntarily issued a scoping notice, optional for a SEIS (WAC 197-11-620(1)). See Appendix A for
the scoping notice and comments. Scoping allows early comment on the scope of the SEIS including topics
and alternatives. The scoping period extended from October 13 to November 4, 2016. Comments were
received from the following agencies:



Ahtanum Irrigation District: Concerns about traffic congestion on Ahtanum Road, and identification
of traffic improvements.



Washington State Department of Ecology: Suggestions provided on wetlands mapping, goals of no
net loss of wetland function, avoidance of wetland impacts, and reference to recent wetlands
documents.



Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife: Recommendations on management of
vegetation on river levees, protecting habitat in parks, open space, and riparian areas, and
recommendations on improving maps in the current Comprehensive Plan.



Yakama Nation: Requests addressing cultural resources in the EIS and Comprehensive Plan policies
and development regulations that protect cultural resources.

This SEIS addresses the evaluation of the alternatives in the Transportation Plan including traffic levels of
service. The SEIS also addresses natural resources and proposed updates to policies and critical area
regulations. Cultural resources are added as an SEIS topic in response to the scoping comment and
because the City is proposing a Historic Preservation Element.
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Programmatic and Integrated Analysis
This SEIS provides a qualitative and quantitative analysis of environmental impacts appropriate to the
general nature of a comprehensive plan update. The adoption of comprehensive plans or other long-range
planning activities is classified by SEPA as a nonproject (i.e., programmatic) action. A nonproject action is
defined as an action that is broader than a single site-specific project and involves decisions on policies,
plans, and programs. An EIS for a nonproject proposal does not require site-specific analyses; instead, the
EIS discusses impacts and alternatives appropriate to the scope of the nonproject proposal and to the
level of planning for the proposal (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 197-11-442).
The City has elected to integrate SEPA and the Washington State GMA in both the process and the
document (see WAC 197-11-235). Integration of the environmental analysis with the planning process
informs the preparation of GMA comprehensive plan amendments and facilitates coordination of public
involvement activities. The information contained in this SEIS will assist the City in refining a preferred
alternative, related comprehensive plan amendments, and implementing regulations. This SEIS will
supplement the 2006 EIS, prepared for the current City Comprehensive Plan, and will support the City
Comprehensive Plan as it may be amended through this update process.
The integrated Draft Comprehensive Plan/Draft SEIS document is structured as shown in Exhibit 2-3.
Exhibit 2-3. Yakima Integrated SEPA/GMA Plan and EIS
Document Section
Volume I. Yakima
Comprehensive Plan—A Policy
Document

Contents


Contains all policies and plans.



Contains required capital inventories, level of service analysis, and revenue
analysis needed to support planned growth as well as the current
community.



Analyzes the proposal and alternatives.



Summarizes the comprehensive plan policies and regulations that serve as
mitigation measures.

Volume II. Technical Appendices
Part A. Capital Facility Plan
Part B. Supplemental
Environmental Impact
Statement

The following documents are part of the record of the Plan Update
process, and summarized in the Plan and SEIS. As informational
documents, they may be updated overtime by the City without formal
amendment.
Other Supporting Material:



Existing Conditions Report: An informational document that contains all
inventories required by GMA and SEPA in the “Affected Environment”
discussions. This analysis is incorporated by reference in this SEIS.



Land Capacity Analysis: Provides a method and results of a land capacity
analysis for the alternatives. This analysis is summarized in the Plan
Elements and this SEIS.

Source: BERK Consulting, 2017

Phased Review
SEPA encourages the use of phased environmental review to focus on issues that are ready for decision
and to exclude from consideration issues that are 1) already decided or 2) not yet ready for decision
making (WAC 197-11-060(5)). Phased review is appropriate where the sequence of a proposal is from a
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programmatic document, such as an EIS addressing a comprehensive plan, to documents that are
narrower in scope, such as those prepared for site-specific, project-level analysis. The City is using phased
review in its environmental review of the City Comprehensive Plan update with a programmatic review of
the proposal and alternatives. Examples of proposals that may require more area-specific or site-specific
SEPA review when more details are known include, but are not limited to, capital improvement projects
and private development.

Supplemental EIS
This SEIS supplements the Final Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Yakima Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan, Appendix A, November 2006.
The 2006 EIS reviewed the 2006 Comprehensive Plan to the 1997 Comprehensive Plan and some of the
alternatives developed in 1997 including a Citizen Focus alternative based on comments for less intensive
uses and a Vision Focus alternative with connected transportation, and retail and housing nodes.

2.5

Objectives and Alternatives

Within the range of prior alternatives evaluated in 1997 and 2006, this SEIS tests two alternatives, further
described in this section:



Alternative 1 No Action – Current Comprehensive Plan: This alternative is required by the State
Environmental Policy Act. It assumes the 2006 Comprehensive Plan (as amended through 2016)
remains in place including its policies, land use plan, and codes. Growth would occur based on
current plans and zoning at a level above growth targets.



Action Alternative 2 – Plan Update – Infill, Mixed Use, and Higher Growth: Updates the
Comprehensive Plan including the vision statement, all elements, the future land use map,
transportation plan, capital facilities plan, and selected implementing zoning and critical areas codes
in a manner that promotes a vision of equity in plans and strategies, and growth in already
developed areas where there is infrastructure and a well-designed and compatible land use pattern.
This alternative would also implement the individual parcel rezone/Future Land Use amendments
recommended for evaluation by the Planning Commission that promote infill and greater land use
compatibility. Growth would occur based on a revised land use plan and zoning at a level higher
than growth targets. A greater emphasis on infill development and mixed uses would allow an
improved jobs-housing balance.

The Final SEIS Preferred Alternative is consistent with Action Alternative 2 with adjustments often in
response to comments:



Land Use Map: Consistent with Action Alternative 2 provided that approximately 1.2 acres would
change from proposed Mixed Residential to Commercial Mixed Use.



Cultural Resources Policies: Shoreline policies regarding cultural resources protection are added to
the citywide Historic Resources Element.



Natural Environment Policies: Policies are included addressing conserving native vegegation, and to
sustain levee vegetation or enhance it.



Transportation System Plan: Map and text changes that show greater integration with the Bicycle
Master Plan, Airport Master Plan, and Transit Development Plan, correct maps of traffic features
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such as signals, and adjust bike routes, pedestrian routes, and truck routes. A policy is added to
support development of a long-range transit plan.



Stream Regulations: Stream typing would be retained but descriptions of stream types would be
based on fish and salmonid presence. Buffers for Type 2 streams would be increased to 100 feet.

Unless otherwise stated the impacts of the Preferred Alternative are considered identical to those of
Action Alternative 2.

Comprehensive Plan Update Objectives
As part of describing proposed actions and alternatives, SEPA requires the description of proposal
objectives and features. Agencies are encouraged to describe a proposal in terms of objectives,
particularly for agency actions to allow for consideration of a wider range of alternatives and
measurement of the alternatives alongside the objectives. The City’s proposed Vision Statement is the
primary objective for the Comprehensive Plan Update:
A Vision for Yakima’s Future
The City of Yakima is the “Heart of Central Washington,” bounded by the Yakima River
and the railroad, serving as a center of the Yakima Valley’s agricultural prosperity for over
125 years, and growing into a dynamic cultural, recreational, and economic hub of the
region.
We celebrate our community of diverse cultures and offer opportunities for our public to
participate in community life. We have created an inclusive city where all feel welcomed
and safe. We work, live, and play side by side. Yakima has created a flourishing and diverse
economy attracting and retaining businesses with living wage jobs for all our people. We
preserve the character of our historic Downtown, residential neighborhoods, and
commercial centers. We encourage well-designed infill and new development, quality
public services, and infrastructure investments. Our residents have access to a high-quality
education, affordable housing, and healthy living. We enhance our natural and recreation
spaces. We connect our people and neighborhoods offering safe and reliable mobility
options including walking, biking, transit, and cars.
The degree to which each alternative accomplishes the objective is addressed in this Final SEIS, particularly
in Section 3.6, “Plans and Policies.”

Comprehensive Plan Elements
Both the No Action and Action Alternatives have Comprehensive Plan chapters including goals and
policies. The Action Alternative would update each chapter to address the revised vision statement,
refresh and amend policies to be consistent with GMA provisions that have changed since the City’s last
periodic update in 2006, and to be more streamlined and reader-friendly. Two new elements would be
added: historic preservation and energy. See Exhibit 2-4.
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Exhibit 2-4. No Action and Action Alternative Comprehensive Plan Elements
No Action: Current
Comprehensive Plan

Action: Proposed
Comprehensive Plan

Land Use

Land Use

Economic Development

Historic Preservation

Housing

Economic Development

Transportation

Housing

Capital Facilities

Transportation

Utilities

Capital Facilities

Parks and Recreation

Utilities

Natural Environment

Parks and Recreation
Natural Environment
Energy

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
The No Action Alternative retains the currently adopted Future Land Use Map and associated
implementing zoning as illustrated on Exhibit 2-5 below.
Exhibit 2-5. Future Land Use Map: Current 2016

Source: City of Yakima 2016
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The Action Alternative would amend the Future Land Use Map to:
1. Combine and rename some designations to streamline the map and provide a clearer land use
pattern.
2. Create a more compatible land use pattern, and recognize updated conditions and trends.
3. Respond to public redesignation requests evaluated by the Planning Commission.
The combined and renamed categories are illustrated on the table below, but generally result in fewer
land use map categories, and more mixed use residential-commercial districts. See Exhibit 2-6.
Exhibit 2-6. Future Land Use and Implementing Zoning by Alternative
No Action Alternative
Future Land Use

Implementing Zones

Low Density Residential

SR, R-1, R-2

Medium Density
Residential

R-1, R-2, R-3

High Density Residential

R-2, R-3, B-1, CBD

Neighborhood
Commercial

B-1, B-2, HB, R-3

Professional Office

B-1, B-2, R-3, GC

Community Commercial

B-1, B-2, SCC

General Commercial

B-1, B-2, SCC, LCC, GC, M1

CBD Core Commercial

Action Alternative
Future Land Use

Implementing Zones

Low Density Residential

SR, R-1

Mixed Residential

R-2, R-3

Community Mixed Use

B-1, B-2, SCC, HB, R-3

Commercial Mixed Use

LCC, GC, AS

CBD

CBD Commercial Core

CBD

Regional Commercial

LCC, CBD

Regional Commercial

RD

Industrial

M-1, M-2

Industrial

M-1, M-2, AS

Source: City of Yakima, 2016

Proposed land use designation area changes include several areawide or large property adjustments to
correct mismatches between uses and zoning or to address changing conditions and trends in
neighborhoods. See Exhibit 2-7.
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Exhibit 2-7. Action Alternative: Proposed Land Use Designation Area Changes
Location

Action Alternative: Proposed Designation Change

North of Fairgrounds Area

Change from GC to Neighborhood Mixed Use and
Mixed-Residential.

Washington Fruit and Produce Packing Plant

Change from Regional Commercial to Industrial to
match current use.

Old Fruitvale Drive-In Site/Area

Change from Industrial to Community Mixed Use

Congdon Area

FLU doesn’t match the established zoning; align the
current zoning with FLU.

Source: City of Yakima, 2016

The last category of changes addressed public requests for consideration of Future Land Use changes.
Sites or areas carried forward for study include those on Exhibit 2-8.
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Exhibit 2-8. Summary of Citizen Amendment Requests
Name

Description

Location
113 & 115 N 56th Ave

1

Datal Properties, LLC

Low Density Residential to Commercial Mixed Use

2

Landon Glenn

Industrial to Commercial Mixed Use

3

Jeff Baker

Regional Development to Commercial Mixed Use

Vic. Of E Nob Hill Blvd & S
18th St

4

Jay Sentz

Low Density Residential to Community Mixed Use

4201 Summitview Ave

5

TM Rentals

Low Density Residential to Mixed Residential

Vic. Of S 38th Ave and W
Logan Ave

6

Gail Buchanan

Low Density Residential to Mixed Residential

408, 410, & 412 S 88th
Ave

7

Supercold Storage

Large Convenience Center to Industrial

8

Jerry Hand

Medium Density Residential to Commercial Mixed
Use

1406 S Fair Ave & 909
LaFollette

9

William and Linda
Beerman

Low Density Residential to Community Mixed Use

419 & 421 S 16th Ave,
1513 Tieton Dr

10

SOZO Sports of
Central WA

Industrial and Low Density Residential to
Commercial Mixed Use

Vic. Of S 36th Ave and
Sorenson Rd

11

Gary Delaney

Medium Density Residential to Community Mixed
Use

12

Mark Hoffmann

Industrial to Low Density Residential

203 & 207 Oak St

1415 River Rd

1414 S 2nd Ave
3109 W Washington Ave

Source: City of Yakima, 2016

With the full list of map designation consolidations, areawide and local changes based on conditions and
trends, and public requests carried forward by the Planning Commission, the proposed land use map
would change as shown in Exhibit 2-9.
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Exhibit 2-9. Action Alternative Future Land Use Map

Source: City of Yakima, 2017

The Comprehensive Plan addresses a 20-year planning period and must demonstrate an ability to
accommodate future growth targets adopted in the Countywide Planning Policies. Based on collaborative
planning with the County, the City of Yakima is due to take 25% of the future growth. The City growth
targets would mean 17,167 new persons and 8,556 jobs between now and 2040. Land capacity analysis
of each alternative illustrates more than adequate citywide capacity for additional population and jobs
under each land use plan (current or proposed). The Action Alternative has a greater capacity for housing
growth and job growth given the land use map changes and greater emphasis on infill development.
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Exhibit 2-10. No Action Alternative Land Capacity Citywide and by Council District

NEW HOMES

1 2
3% 7%

7
58%

3
6% 4
3%
5
8%
6
15%

NEW JOBS
7
27%
6
0%5
8%

4
6%

1
38%

3
10%

2
11%

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2016
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Exhibit 2-11. Action Alternative Land Capacity Citywide and by Council District

NEW HOMES
1
3%

2
9%

3
6%

4
2%
5
8%

7
57%
6
15%

NEW JOBS
7
27%
6
0%

1
34%

5
8%
4
7%

3
12%

2
12%

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2016
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These targets represent a 20-year growth allocation, while land capacity considers a future buildout
condition. The City must at least plan for its targets but may consider a higher potential growth, such as
based on master plans and permit trends or other bases. For the purposes of this SEIS and transportation
and capital facility planning, each alternative is studied at a level greater than targets but less than
capacity. Assumptions are compared in Exhibit 2-10.
Generally, the alternatives would study population and housing at about 44-52% of the growth capacity,
and jobs at about 54-60% of capacity. The Action Alternative studies slightly higher growth than the No
Action based on the greater emphasis on infill development and changes to land use categories described
above.
Considering land use plans, growth capacity, permit activity, and other assumptions, the City has prepared
estimates of growth by Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). The TAZ level land use estimates are blockoriented and do not conform to city limits; this allows the transportation model to analyze growth within
land areas having common road access points regardless of political boundary.
Most services are driven by population growth, and more tailored estimates are prepared for population
and housing. The SEIS and Capital Facility Plan assumptions are based on the TAZ level growth estimates,
but adjust TAZ estimates based on geographic share of the city limit within the TAZ. For example, if 50%
of a TAZ contains land within the city limits then 50% of the growth in the TAZ is considered within the
city limits. This is a simple but more tailored estimate of growth planned in the city limits, and is used to
identify impacts or service demands in the SEIS and Capital Facility Plan.
Most employment in the Yakima area is concentrated in the city limits, and TAZs closely resembling city
limits are used for both the Transportation and SEIS assumptions.
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Exhibit 2-12. Alternative Growth Comparison

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2016
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The share of growth in western Yakima in relation to eastern Yakima differs among the alternatives. Using
school district boundaries as a reference to compare growth shares, Alternative 1 No Action directs about
40% of planned growth to eastern Yakima and 60% in western Yakima. Alternative 2 Action assumes a
nearly equal distribution of 50/50, which means the share of growth is more directed to eastern Yakima
based on a focus of infill development in areas with infrastructure and services.
Exhibit 2-13. Share of Growth in Eastern and Western Yakima

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; BERK, 2017

Transportation and Capital Facilities Plans
The No Action Alternative would retain current transportation and capital facilities plans, whereas the
Action Alternative would amend the plans to address the new land use plan and associated policies,
including those promoting greater infill in downtown and elsewhere in the established areas of the city to
take advantage of existing infrastructure and adaptively reuse sites to increase investment in housing and
jobs.

Land Use Regulations
The No Action Alternative would retain the current Future Land Use Map and zoning regulations. The
relationship between Future Land Use and implementing zoning would remain as a nearly 1:1 ratio. The
No Action Alternative will retain the historic growth patterns in Yakima, predominantly in districts 6 and
7. The Action Alternative would reduce the Future Land Use designations from ten to seven and revise
implementing zoning districts to be in-line with the most compatible designation. This new FLU/Zoning
relationship is intended to promote increased infill development in all districts that is complimentary to
the expected western growth in Districts 6 and 7.

Critical Areas Regulations
The No Action Alternative would retain current critical areas regulations. The Action Alternative would
amend critical areas regulations based on a gap analysis identifying revisions to comply with the State’s
more recently revised critical area classification guidelines and newer scientific and professional studies
such as those published by the Washington Department of Ecology in 2014. See also Appendix B for the
gap analysis and proposed code revisions for consideration.
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2.6

Summary of Alternatives

Exhibit 2-14 summarizes the key elements of the alternatives and how they vary by alternative. Generally,
the No Action Alternative retains current plans and regulations, and has a little less growth planned,
whereas the Action Alternative updates plans and regulations to meet the new Vision and GMA
requirements, and focuses on more infill growth and a slightly higher citywide growth assumption.
Exhibit 2-14. Summary of Alternatives
Feature

No Action Alternative

Comprehensive Plan Elements

Current Plan 2006 as annually
amended

Comprehensive Plan Future Land
Use Map

Current Plan 2006 as annually
amended

Growth Assumptions SEIS

Population: 18,700
Housing: 6,850
Jobs: 14,783

Transportation and Capital
Investments

Current Capital Facility Plan
including Budget and
Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP)

Land Use Regulations
Critical Areas Regulations

2.7

Maintain Current Regulations in
Municipal Code
Maintain Current Regulations in
Municipal Code

Action Alternative
Update existing elements and add
two optional elements
Amend map for streamlining,
conditions and trends, and public
request purposes
Population: 23,211
Housing: 8,502
Jobs: 15,318
Update Capital Facility Plan to
address new growth patterns and
proposed policies promoting multimodal transportation, which would
be implemented by subsequent
budgets and TIPs
Amend regulations to address gap
analysis
Amend regulations to address gap
analysis

Future Alternatives

The alternatives present a range of policy and growth options. Future alternatives that are consistent with
the range of alternatives studied in the Draft SEIS and that are consistent with the plan objectives may be
identified by decision-makers and are considered in the Final SEIS.

2.8

Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying Implementation of the
Proposal

SEPA requires a discussion of the benefits and disadvantages of reserving, for some future time, the
implementation of a proposal compared to possible approval at this time. In other words, the City must
consider the possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the proposal.
Adopting a Comprehensive Plan that includes new household and employment forecasts and updated
goals and policies has several benefits:



Provides for a diversified employment base and a greater range of housing choices.



Prepares the City for the state-mandated 8-year Comprehensive Plan periodic review with
household and employment forecasts for the planning period.
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Guides development and City resource allocations to meet forecast trends along with the
community vision.



Allows for growth to be directed in proximity to public services and utilities.

Delaying implementation of the proposal could delay natural environment impacts on vacant and
underdeveloped lands. This potential growth may instead occur elsewhere in Yakima County, with
unknown potential for related impacts at those other locations. Delaying implementation of the proposal
would allow for growth to occur based on the current City Comprehensive Plan and zoning regulations,
but would not prepare the City for new growth allocations, local needs such as more attached housing,
and a new horizon year.
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CONCISE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

3.1

Natural Environment

Affected Environment
Water Quality
In the City of Yakima, impervious surfaces and commercial, residential, and agricultural uses can generate
or convey a variety of pollutants, such as animal wastes, oils, fertilizers and herbicides, and metals, to
Yakima’s streams and lakes. These substances can damage groundwater, lakes, rivers, and streams;
disrupt human use of these waters; or interfere with the behavior and reduce the survival of aquatic life.
The loss of riparian vegetation and the associated shade that it provides has also had an impact on water
temperatures. Six waterbodies in the City have been documented as exceeding standards for one or more
water quality parameters. The City has a Stormwater Management Program for City of Yakima. The City
also regulates construction and post-construction stormwater management under Chapters 7.82 and 7.83
of the Yakima Municipal Code. These chapters require use of the latest edition of Washington Department
of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington.

Frequently Flooded Areas
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has mapped the floodplains for the Yakima and
Naches Rivers, as well as Wide Hollow, Bachelor, Spring, and Shaw Creeks (see Existing Conditions Report
and Natural Environment Element for maps). As currently mapped, eight percent of the City is in a
designated floodplain, mostly associated with the Yakima and Naches Rivers on the east and north sides
of the City, which are bounded by a levee system. The City regulates development in or near these areas
to ensure compatibility with surrounding properties, and to prevent an increase in risk to upstream or
downstream neighbors or the natural functions of floodplains.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
Although largely urbanized, the City of Yakima still has habitat for fish and wildlife distributed in parks and
other preserved open spaces, on agricultural lands, in underdeveloped or vacant spaces, and in and along
51.4 miles of stream corridors and several lakes (see Existing Conditions Report and Natural Environment
Element for maps). Some of the habitats such as shrub-steppe, wetlands and riparian areas associated
with rivers and streams are considered priority habitats defined by WDFW.
Several fish species are protected under the Endangered Species Act, and additional species are also state
priority species. In addition to fish, other priority species in the city include a number of birds, such as bald
eagle, wood duck, common loon, and great blue heron, many of which breed along the Yakima or Naches
Rivers; sharp-tailed snake and ring-necked snake; and Townsend’s ground squirrel.

Wetlands
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has mapped and classified wetlands in the City as part of its National
Wetland Inventory (see Existing Conditions Report and Natural Environment Element for maps); mapping
may underrepresent the area of wetlands due to the date of inventories and the nature of the data that
is not comprehensively collected by federal, state, or local agencies. Most of these wetlands are large
complexes associated with the Yakima and Naches Rivers, although smaller wetlands are scattered
throughout the City along the smaller streams and in other localized depressions.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Concise Analysis of Alternatives

3-1

Geologically Hazardous Areas
Geologically hazardous areas include areas of erosion hazard, landslide hazard, seismic hazard, and other
hazard, including volcanic. In the City, three types of landslide hazards have been mapped: intermediate
risk oversteepened slopes, high risk oversteepened slopes, and channel migration zones that are
associated with shoreline waterbodies (see Existing Conditions Report and Natural Environment Element
for maps). In Yakima, the high risk steep slopes are mainly isolated in the City’s north and northwestern
boundaries along West Powerhouse Road, Prospect Way, and Canyon Creek Road. Moderate risk steep
slopes are found nearby near Scenic Drive and Englewood Crest Drive.

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
Critical aquifer recharge areas are lands where surface waters or pollutants can infiltrate into groundwater
that is utilized for drinking water. The City’s drinking water comes from the Naches River water treatment
facility, but the backup supply comes from four municipal groundwater wells. To date, the City has
identified discrete areas that have high vulnerability to contamination (see Existing Conditions Report and
Natural Environment Element for maps); the City is also considering County-provided high and extreme
vulnerability areas. The Washington Department of Health maintains updated maps of wellhead
protection zones around drinking water sources on its website.

Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
All alternatives would result in an increase in population and employment density in the city limits, with
a corresponding increase in residential and commercial development. All alternatives would result in
increased urbanization in the City, with a corresponding increase in impervious surfaces, reduction in
vegetative cover, and changes in hydrology.
Earth and Water Quality: New development could occur in seismic and volcanic hazard areas, or within
or abutting landslide or erosion hazard areas, and potentially be vulnerable to a greater risk of damage.
Urban development on vacant or agricultural sites can lead to vegetation removal and increased
impervious surfaces, and accordingly increase erosion and landslide hazards in susceptible areas.
Urban development in the form of buildings and paved parking and roads prevents rain from infiltrating
into the soil, generating more rapid runoff from the land into nearby lakes and streams. However, in an
urban environment, the effects of redevelopment can result in an improvement of water quality and
increased infiltration as areas come into compliance with applicable stormwater quality standards.
Floodplains, Wetlands, and Fish and Wildlife Habitat: Increased development in floodplains could expose
larger populations to flood hazards. New development within the floodplain could increase current flood
elevations through the placement of fill and resulting reduction of flood storage. This could increase the
area affected by floods, the height of the flood, and/or the time it takes for flood waters to recede. New
development can result in increased impervious areas and worsen runoff, affecting water quality.
Development of vacant or underdeveloped properties could lead to wetland or habitat loss, habitat
fragmentation, and loss of habitat connectivity.
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas: Increased development and impervious surfaces often result in less
vegetation coverage that can naturally filter runoff. Critical aquifer recharge areas would be susceptible
to groundwater contamination. Potential sources of contamination that can impact groundwater sources
are leaks or releases of petroleum products, pesticides, fertilizers, herbicides, and septic systems.
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Alternative 1: No Action
Geologic hazards are generally found in northern Yakima, where planned single-family development could
disturb slopes and erosive soils. Critical area regulations would continue as adopted in 2016, and would
help avoid development on unstable slopes.
Alternative 1 would have lesser housing, population, and employment growth than Alternative 2 as
described in Chapter 2 Alternatives. However, about 60% of growth is anticipated on vacant and
agricultural land in the western city limits (west of 40th Avenue) where there are smaller tributary streams
and other habitat, and 40% in more developed areas of eastern Yakima where natural systems are more
altered except along the rivers.
There would be less efficient development patterns under Alternative 1 with more single-purpose
commercial areas, less mixed uses, and less multifamily housing; thus, while there may be less nominal
growth, the less focused and less dense pattern could disturb more wetlands and fish and wildlife habitat
than Alternative 2.
Growth could also occur in eastern Yakima along the Yakima and Naches Rivers where there are mapped
floodplains and habitats that could be further disturbed. However, the Shoreline Master Program (SMP)
would apply and would promote no-net-loss of shoreline ecological function; SMP shoreline designations
allow less alteration in areas of high ecological function or areas that present health and safety impacts
such as channel migration zones.
There would be no change in fish and wildlife or wetland regulations compared to Alternative 2, and while
most impacts could be avoided or mitigated, the results could be less protective as regulations would not
reflect the most recent guidance under best available science.
Growth could occur in high vulnerability aquifer areas or within wellhead protection areas. Development
could increase impervious areas and reduce groundwater recharge. Critical area regulations would limit
the types of uses that have a potential to result in groundwater contamination. No updates to the critical
aquifer recharge area regulations would be made under Alternative 1, and results would be less consistent
with best available science.

Alternative 2: Action
Impacts to the natural environment would be similar to Alternative 1, but potentially reduced in intensity
if infill policies are more successful in adding more housing, population, and jobs in eastern Yakima in
already developed areas such as downtown. About 51% of growth would occur in western Yakima and
49% in eastern Yakima, which demonstrates a greater infill focus.
Critical area regulations would be amended under Alternative 2 based on recent advances in best available
science as well as to improve consistency with the SMP. Key changes include:



In the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (FWHCA) section, broaden the application to
more than “hydrologically related critical areas” and update the stream typing and buffer system.



In the Wetlands section, implement updates for consistency with the recently modified wetlands
regulations in the SMP and recently issued science-based wetland guidance.



In the Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) section, extensively revise to fill the risk gap left by
deferring regulation of this resource primarily to state and federal law.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Natural Environment

3-3

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



With Alternative 1, the current Natural Environment goals and policies would apply.



Proposed Natural Environment goals and policies under Alternative 2 refine the City’s approach to
protection of the City’s water resources and critical areas. Some highlighted goals include:
o

9.1 Enhance and protect surface, storm, and groundwater quality and quantity.

o

9.3 Manage floodplains to protect public health and safety, and to support ecological function.

o

9.4 Preserve and enhance terrestrial and aquatic habitats to maintain viable populations of
plants and animals.

o

9.5 Manage use and development in geologically hazardous areas to protect public health and
safety.

Applicable Regulations



The City regulates frequently flooded areas, FWHCAs, wetlands, geologically hazardous areas, and
CARAs under Chapter 15.27 of the Yakima Municipal Code, which was last updated in 2008.



Yakima updated its SMP in 2015, which has been adopted as Title 17 of the Yakima Municipal Code.
In the City of Yakima, the waterbodies subject to the SMP are the Yakima River, Naches River,
Cowiche Creek, Willow Lake, Lake Aspen, and Rotary Lake.



In 2015, the City continued to meet its obligations under the federal Clean Water Act by developing
the Stormwater Management Program for City of Yakima. This local program will ensure that the
City is compliant with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Eastern
Washington Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit, and plans and implements performance
measures that reduce pollutants in stormwater to the “maximum extent practicable.”



The City also regulates construction and post-construction stormwater management under Chapters
7.82 and 7.83 of the Yakima Municipal Code. These chapters require use of the latest edition of
Washington Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington.



The City implements the International Building Code in Chapter 11.04. This code ensures buildings
are developed in accordance with sound building requirements to prevent or minimize damage in
seismic events. The code also allows the building official to require geotechnical analysis.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



Consistent with Alternative 2, the City could update its Critical Area Regulations, similar to the gap
analysis requirements included in Appendix B. The changes would include more recent critical area
classifications and protective standards particularly in the areas of fish and wildlife, wetlands, and
aquifers.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
All alternatives would result in increased urbanization in the City, with a corresponding increase in
impervious surfaces, reduction in vegetative cover, and changes in hydrology.
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Water Quality: Direct impacts to water quality such as increased impervious area and increased runoff
would be reduced through the implementation of federal, state, and City regulations, including critical
area and stormwater regulations. In already developed areas, implementation of newer stormwater
regulations through the City’s NPDES program and recent stormwater management regulations could
improve water quality. Under both alternatives, such regulations would be protective, but Alterative 2
promotes a greater infill policy and could result in more areas redeveloping with improved water quality
results over existing water quality.
Flood Hazard Areas: Under both alternatives there could be more development in western Yakima
compared to already developed areas and potentially more alteration of floodplains westward, though
more pronounced under Alternative 1 No Action. Implementation of the City’s flood hazard regulations,
SMP, and habitat enhancement and flood hazard mitigation projects would reduce impacts.
Wetlands and Plants and Animals: Future development would likely have some impact, direct or indirect,
to local plants, animals, and habitats, including wetlands. However, most development is likely to occur
within areas that have been previously disturbed by prior development or agricultural activity. Critical
area and SMP regulations can help protect the functions and value of wetlands and other habitats.
Alternative 1 No Action is anticipated to have a greater impact than Alternative 2 by allowing a lower
density dispersed growth pattern in relatively less altered areas in western Yakima, and generally by
continuing critical area regulations that do not incorporate more recent scientific information.
Earth: Development within geologically hazardous areas poses an increased risk to structures and the
people living or working in them. Implementing building codes and critical areas regulations will reduce
potential risks or allow for notification of potential hazard areas under either alternative.
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas: Critical aquifer recharge areas would be susceptible to groundwater
contamination under either alternative. While both alternatives would apply aquifer protection
regulations, Alternative 2 would be more protective by filling identified gaps in regulations.

3.2

Air Quality

Affected Environment
General Conditions
The airshed for the City of Yakima, as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), is the Yakima
Basin. According to the Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency, “the air quality in Yakima County is fresh, clean
and healthy most of the year, yet at certain times it faces challenges…” Although air quality currently
meets federal and state air quality standards, that has not always been the case. After years of planning
and analysis, coordination between Yakima County and incorporated cities, and implementation of
targeted projects, the urban areas of Yakima County were removed from non-attainment status for
carbon monoxide and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases that trap heat in
the atmosphere. Sources of greenhouse gask emisions include burning of fossil fuels such as for energy
and transportation. (Environmental Protection Agency, 2017)
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These gases can warm the climate, and have implications for water supply, water quality, fire incidences,
flood events, and other concerns for humans and natural ecosystems and species. For example, according
to the March 2012 Yakima River Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement, the “[a]verage annual air temperature is expected to increase, with
accompanying increased water temperatures, according to the Climate Impact Group (CIG), and more
precipitation is expected to fall as rain rather than snow.” This was predicted to affect endangered and
threatened fish species.

Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under both alternatives, current regulations and strategies would be implemented to maintain
attainment status for Carbon Monoxide and PM10 and taking necessary steps to stay in attainment status
for PM2.5.

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1 promotes significant growth in western Yakima at current development rates. This means
more single family homes and increases the potential for use of single-occupancy vehicles. There could
be an increase in short-term construction emissions and long-term traffic generation.

Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2 promotes more infill and incentivizes higher density residential development. Developing an
efficient transportation network, increasing transit use, and the conversion/redevelopment of older
buildings commercial and industrial to more efficient heating/cooling systems will help maintain air
quality standards. The development pattern in Alternative 2 would be more supportive of pedestrian and
bicycle transit, which would have a positive impact on air quality.
As quoted in the US EPA March 2010 draft paper Smart Growth: A Guide to Development and
Implementing Greenhouse Reduction Programs, “[c]ompact development reduces the need to drive by
putting destinations closer together and making walking, biking, and using mass transit easier. Any given
increment of compact development could reduce vehicle miles traveled up to 20 to 40 percent compared
to dispersed development on the outer fringe of an urban area.”

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
Alternative 1 would continue current air quality goals and policies, while Alternative 2 would streamline
and update them as follows:

GOAL 9.2. PROTECT AND ENHANCE AIR QUALITY.
Policies
9.2.1. Cooperate with local, State and federal air pollution control agencies and comply with
applicable regulations that govern air pollutants during land development, construction
and operation. (Update and expansion of Policy 10.3.1)

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Air Quality

3-6

9.2.2 Develop a land use pattern and associated infrastructure that encourages trip reduction,
minimizes vehicular emissions, and facilitates use of alternate modes of transportation.
(Update of Policy 10.3.3)
Alternative 2 would promote an updated Land Use Plan that further promotes development patterns that
reduce emissions as identified in policy 9.2.2. Alternative 2 would also provide an energy element that
promotes energy conservation.
See also discussion of Transportation Element policies and other mitigation to promote use of multi-modal
travel.

Applicable Regulations
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, Environmental Protection Agency Standards, Washington State
Department of Ecology Standards, and Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency laws and regulations will apply
to both alternatives. Certain new development projects are required to undergo further review and
permitting with the Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency.
Certain large facilities and transportation fuel suppliers must report their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
to the Washington State Department of Ecology: 1) Facilities that emit at least 10,000 metric tons of
greenhouse gases per year in Washington; or 2) Suppliers of liquid motor vehicle fuel, special fuel, or
aircraft fuel that provide products equivalent to at least 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year in
Washington. Between 2012-2015, two operators in Yakima have rported emissions, a paper packaging
operation and a landfill.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures
As an implementatation action to its land use infill strategy and energy conservation policies in the
Comprehensive Plan, the City could consider planning for climate change such as by integrating climate
adaptation measures into its plans, policies, or programs. Sources of adaptation measures could include
guidance developed by the Washington Department of Ecology, University of Washington Climate Impacts
Group, and the Yakama Nation, which has developed a Climate Adaptation Plan for the Territories of the
Yakama Nation (April 2016).

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
New development through 2040 can potentially impact air quality due to new industries, increased traffic
congestion, and/or increased population density. Mitigation will be required at the project level, when
appropriate.

3.3

Land Use Patterns

Affected Environment
Yakima’s current land use pattern is dominated by single family uses, both in the number of properties
(21,836) and the number of acres (5,274). Vacant/underdeveloped/open space is the second most
prominent land use category, followed by agriculture and resource lands. Exhibit 3-1 describes the land
use existing conditions with the number of properties and acres for each category of land use.
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Exhibit 3-1. Land Use Categories, Properties and Acres
Land Use Grouping

Number of Properties

Acres

Agriculture and Resource

108

1,617

Government / Education

154

522

Industrial

49

187

Manufacturing

207

544

2,485

977

139

790

1,199

1,028

801

765

21,836

5,274

675

801

Vacant/Underdeveloped/Open Space

1,639

1,857

TOTAL

29,292

14,363

Multi-Family Residential
Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Professional Offices and Services
Retail Commercial
Single Family Residential
Transportation

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2016

Similarly, the City’s future land use is predominantly Low Density Residential, followed by Industrial and
Medium Density Residential (see Impacts Analysis below). Overall, future land use includes 65%
residential uses and 20% commercial and professional offices.
A Buildable Lands Analysis, completed in 2017, indicated that the City has sufficient capacity to
accommodate future population (17,167 persons) and employment growth (8,556). (See Exhibit 2-12.
Alternative Growth Comparison.) The City of Yakima has a total of 3,577 developable acres. This accounts
for a total of 1,639 acres of land identified as vacant land, agricultural land, potential infill, and
underutilized land. The analysis accounts for Critical Areas and the restrictions they impose on
development.

Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Both alternatives have capacity to accommodate the assigned 2040 population target of 17,167 persons
and jobs target of 8,556. Both alternatives will increase in residential, commercial, and industrial
development.

Alternative 1: No Action
Under Alternative 1 No Action, the focus of land use will continue to be single-purpose zones such as Low
Density Residential.
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Exhibit 3-2. Alternative 1 No Action Future Land Use Share
Professional Office
3%

Regional Commercial
4%

Neighborhood
Commercial
3%
Community
Commercial
0.4%

General Commercial
9%
CBD Core Commercial
1%
High Density
Residential
7%

Medium Density
Residential
14%

Industrial
15%
Low Density
Residential
44%

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2016; BERK, 2016

Alternative 1 continues past trends with the majority of new development occurring in western Yakima
and along Major Arterials, with minimal infill development. Alternative 1 would result in a pattern of
typical neighborhood design consistent with past trends, greater investment in infrastructure in greenfield
areas compared with investments in developed areas of eastern Yakima; and less revitalization and
investment in older neighborhoods where retention and improvement of affordable housing stock is
supportive of housing goals

Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2 Action combines several future land use designations to provide a streamlined rezoning
process to help spur infill development.
Exhibit 3-3. Alternative 2 Action Future Land Use Share
Designation

Approximate Acreage

Percent of Total Acres

Low Density Residential

7,726

44%

Mixed Residential*

3,709

21%

Community Mixed Use

1,082

6%

Commercial Mixed Use*

1,902

11%

562

3%

Regional Commercial
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Designation

Approximate Acreage

Percent of Total Acres

266

1%

Industrial

2,509

14%

Total Gross Acres

17,756

100%

Central Business Core Commercial

* The Preferred Alternative is consistent with Action Alternative 2 provided that approximately 1.2 acres would change from
proposed Mixed Residential to Commercial Mixed Use.
Source: City of Yakima, 2017; BERK, 2016

Alternative 2 has a larger focus on infill development on vacant and/or underutilized sites in the city limits.
The potential for greater infill growth will require expanded or upgraded public services in already
developed areas. This update will provide consistent goals and policies for consistent and compatible
development throughout the City of Yakima.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
See Land Use Element Chapter 1.4 for Goals and Policies that provide for a broad distribution of
land use types with an emphasis on protection of neighborhoods and residential uses, and the
promotion of design and land use controls to minimize incompatibilities between uses.

Applicable Regulations
The following regulations guide land use in Yakima:



Title 14 – Subdivision Ordinance



Title 15 – Yakima Urban Area Zoning Ordinance.



Title 16 – Administration of Development Permit Regulations



Chapter 6.88 – Environmental Policy

In addition, project-specific environmental review and processing will occur when future projects are
submitted.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures
The City could adopt design and development standards consistent with updated Land Use Element
policies.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
As development occurs over time, existing land uses will convert to land uses consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and will meet growth targets. The implementation of the Alternatives could
irreversibly commit vacant, agricultural, partially developed, and redeveloped properties to residential,
employment, and institutional uses. Alternative 2 Action would focus more growth in already developed
areas and create a more efficient pattern in vacant and agricultural areas.
Some land use(s) may result in a potential for compatibility impacts due to type, scale, or activity levels.
Such impacts can be mitigated by individual project review and appropriate SEPA mitigation measures
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and land use permit conditions; zoning standards addressing height and setbacks, and landscaping
standards. Impacts could be reduced with Alternative 2 Action compared to Alternative 1 due to updated
goals and policies that promote compatible design, and creation of future design and development
standards consistent with policies.

3.4

Population, Housing, and Employment

Affected Environment
This section considers the current and forecasted population, housing, and employment under the City’s
current plan and zoning (No Action Alternative) and the alternative capacity for growth (Action
Alternative). The City had 93,220 residents in the base year (2015), with 37,411 housing units and 47,578
jobs. Additional information about demographics, the housing supply, and employment sectors can be
found in the City of Yakima Existing Conditions Report (BERK Consulting, 2017).

Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under both alternatives, new development would occur in the City, with different areas of focus for
development depending on the Alternative. New development in Yakima’s western residential areas
would occur in both alternatives. Both alternatives also anticipate job growth in the Downtown area, as
well as development on the Mill Site that would increase the employment activity in that area of the City.
Neither Alternative would exceed the City’s current land capacity, although the Action Alternative would
anticipate zoning changes that would redirect some of the residential and jobs development towards
mixed use and multifamily centers in and around Downtown and away from low density single-family
development.
Exhibit 3-4 shows the population, housing, and employment in Yakima during the 2015 base year, in
addition to the 2040 growth projections for both the No Action and Action Alternatives. Under both
alternatives, capacity for growth is not exceeded. The No Action Alternative would expect about 20%
growth in the population by 2040, while the Action Alternative would expect about 25% growth in the
population by 2040. Housing and employment growth would vary less between the two alternatives, with
18-23% housing growth expected and 31-32% employment growth projected.
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Exhibit 3-4. Population, Housing, and Employment Affected Environment (2015 and 2040)

No Action Alternative

Action Alternative

Base Year (2015)
2040

Capacity

2040

Capacity

Population

93,220

111,920

135,584

116,431

138,026

Housing

37,411

44,261

51,157

45,913

52,052

Employment

47,578

67,721

66,056

62,896

71,365

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; OFM, 2015; U.S. Census Bureau, ACS Five-Year Estimates, 2010 – 2014; BERK Consulting, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, anticipates population, housing, and employment growth in
Yakima city limits. Population and housing growth would be focused on the undeveloped areas on the
west side of the City. The No Action Alternative would introduce around 18,700 new residents, 6,850 new
dwelling units, and 14,783 new employees in Yakima by 2040 (see Exhibit 3-4).

Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2, the Action Alternative, anticipates infill development of population, housing, and
employment in the Downtown area and areas surrounding Downtown. Employment growth would
include new development on the Mill Site as the underutilized land adjacent to Downtown develops for
employment use. Development on the west side of the city would occur but would in balance with the
development on the east side. Compared to the No Action Alternative, Alternative 2 would implement
zoning that would encourage more infill development downtown through the use of mixed use and Mixed
Residential multifamily development types along arterials and at crossroads.
The Action Alternative would introduce around 23,211 new residents, 8,502 new dwelling units, and
15,318 new employees in Yakima by 2040 (see Exhibit 3-4).
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Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



The City of Yakima currently has the available land capacity and regulations in place to absorb
projected future growth for housing and employment for both the Action and No Action
Alternatives. As new residents and jobs come to the City, it is expected that private development
will respond to the demand for new housing, office space, and industrial space.



In addition, infill development provides the opportunity, under both alternatives, for Downtown
Yakima and the surrounding area to become more accessible and more affordable through mixed
use and pedestrian-oriented development patterns. Alternative 2 further supports this opportunity
with infill policies and a modified land use plan and economic development strategies. Assuming the
market allows for redevelopment, Downtown’s presence of vacant and older buildings creates
conditions ripe for redevelopment.



The Action Alternative would incorporate changes to land use and design regulations that would
support the infill goals of the City. The City recognizes a need to focus on corridors and areas that
may receive higher intensity development, specifically those outside of the denser Downtown area.
City policies identified in the Plans and Policies section and the City’s Future Land Use map (see
Exhibit 2-9. Action Alternative Future Land Use Map) will help Yakima mitigate impacts of
population, employment, and housing growth.

Applicable Regulations



Zoning regulations help further the City’s policies on location, pattern, and character of employment
and residential growth. The City’s zoning code implements the Comprehensive Plan policies for
housing density, type, and design. These mechanisms would apply for both Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



Housing affordability, as well as the quality and age of the housing stock is a concern for both
alternatives and the City should utilize public funds and regulatory tools to continue to address
these impacts. The Districts with the most need should be prioritized for implementation of these
tools to alleviate the impacts of growth. Federal, State, and local funding sources can be pursued to
help target issues related to housing affordability, either through assistance or subsidies.



Capital planning and level of service standards, incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan, help
mitigate against the increased pressure that service departments and the City’s transportation
network will experience. Service standards will help guide the departments on increased service
needs as the city grows, and capital planning will help ensure that the right projects are prioritized.
In addition, a growing tax base will help facilitate this capital planning process.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Population and employment in Yakima would increase under both alternatives. Growth in residents and
workers could result in secondary impacts on the natural and built environment, as well as significant
impacts on the demand for public services. Population and the housing units would increase under both
alternatives, with more impacts on services on the west side of the City anticipated under the No Action
Alternative than the Action Alternative. However, more intense housing and employment growth in the
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Downtown area, through infill, under the Action Alternative, would put pressure on service capacity in
certain areas of the City.
Under both alternatives, there will be an increased need for infrastructure investment in roads, transit,
utilities, parks, and other public facilities to maintain existing levels of service for both residents and
employers. These impacts are present for both alternatives being pursued.
Yakima will face added affordability challenges due to increasing demands on the housing stock and an
economy that has not supported new residential or employment development in recent years.
With mitigation, the City can anticipate the location and development pattern of structures
accommodating the new housing and employment, as well as infrastructure and capital facilities that will
keep pace with the growth.

3.5

Plans and Policies

Affected Environment
The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) contains 13 planning goals (RCW 36.70A.020) that
guide local jurisdictions as they determine their vision for the future, develop plans, write or amend
regulations, and implement programs and budgets that help realize the community’s vision. The 13 goals
are summarized below:
 Guide growth in urban areas

 Reduce sprawl

 Encourage an efficient multi-modal
transportation system

 Encourage a variety of affordable housing
types

 Promote economic development

 Protect property rights

 Ensure timely and fair permit procedures
 Retain and enhance open space, protect
habitat, and develop parks and recreation
facilities
 Ensure adequate public facilities and services
 Foster citizen participation

 Protect agricultural, forest and mineral lands
 Protect the environment
 Encourage historic preservation

A fourteenth goal of GMA consists of the goals and policies of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) as
set forth in RCW 90.58.020.
In addition to consistency with GMA goals, the City of Yakima’s Comprehensive Plan, along with other
jurisdictions’ plans in the County are to be guided by the Yakima County-wide Planning Policy (CWPP)
established in accordance with the GMA. The 2003 CWPPs create a framework that provides an overall
direction for development of jurisdictional comprehensive plans. CWPP topics include:



The designation of urban growth areas;



Promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban services to such
development;



The siting of public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature;



Countywide transportation facilities and strategies;
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The need for affordable housing for all segments of the population;



Joint city and county planning within urban growth areas;



County-wide economic development and employment;



Analysis of fiscal impact; and



Coordination with special purpose districts, adjacent counties and state, tribal and federal
governments.

In addition to consistency with state and regional policies, the Comprehensive Plan should be consistent
with the Vision Statement of the Comprehensive Plan as a measure of overall consistency with the land
use plan and policies. The current Alternative 1 No Action vision statement reads in part: The vision of
Yakima as a vital, prosperous community with a healthy economy and quality of life for all citizens depends
upon cooperation and common goals.
The City’s proposed Vision Statement associated with Alternative 2 Action is the primary objective for the
Comprehensive Plan Update and describes a diverse and inclusive community, providing opportunities for
affordable housing and family wage jobs, enhancement of the natural environment and recreation, and
investing in neighborhoods, infrastructure, and transportation. The full statement is listed in is
summarized in Section 2.5 of this SEIS.

Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Growth Management Act
Each GMA goal is listed below together with a discussion of each alternative’s consistency. Generally, both
alternatives meet GMA goals, with Alternative 2 having greater consistency with GMA goals regarding:



Sprawl reduction and housing affordability and variety due to the promotion of infill and mixed use
designation changes;



Transportation with a transportation plan update and emphasis on multi-modal improvements;



Public facilities and services with a capital facility plan update aligning levels of service and revenues
and projects; and



Open space and recreation goals with the proposed critical area ordinance amendments and parks
plan update.
Exhibit 3-5. Consistency with Growth Management Act Goals
GMA Goal

Discussion

(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in
urban areas where adequate public facilities
and services exist or can be provided in an
efficient manner.

Both alternatives focus growth in the city limit and provide for
coordinated planning in the UGA. No change to UGA boundaries
are proposed.

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

Both alternatives provide for urban densities. However, Alternative
2 provides for a greater focus on infill development and more
efficient land use patterns such as Mixed Residential and a variety
of mixed commercial-residential areas.
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GMA Goal
(3) Transportation. Encourage efficient
multimodal transportation systems that are
based on regional priorities and coordinated
with county and city comprehensive plans.

(4) Housing. Encourage the availability of
affordable housing to all economic segments
of the population of this state, promote a
variety of residential densities and housing
types, and encourage preservation of existing
housing stock.

(5) Economic development. Encourage
economic development throughout the state
that is consistent with adopted comprehensive
plans, promote economic opportunity for all
citizens of this state, especially for
unemployed and for disadvantaged persons,
promote the retention and expansion of
existing businesses and recruitment of new
businesses, recognize regional differences
impacting economic development
opportunities, and encourage growth in areas
experiencing insufficient economic growth, all
within the capacities of the state's natural
resources, public services, and public facilities.
(6) Property rights. Private property shall not
be taken for public use without just
compensation having been made. The
property rights of landowners shall be
protected from arbitrary and discriminatory
actions.
(7) Permits. Applications for both state and
local government permits should be processed
in a timely and fair manner to ensure
predictability.
(8) Natural resource industries. Maintain and
enhance natural resource-based industries,
including productive timber, agricultural, and
fisheries industries. Encourage the
conservation of productive forestlands and
productive agricultural lands, and discourage
incompatible uses.
(9) Open space and recreation. Retain open
space, enhance recreational opportunities,
conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase
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Discussion
Alternative 1 would maintain the current Transportation Plan while
Alternative 2 updates the plan and provides for greater multimodal
capital proposals to promote pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
modes of travel as well as address road congestion, airport needs,
and freight routes, to align with YVCOG regional transportation
planning.
Both alternatives provide sufficient housing capacity to meet
expected population growth. Alternative 2 provides for greater
housing variety and opportunities for affordable renter and owner
housing with the Mixed Residential and mixed use designations.
Alternative 2 Housing Element updates policies and addresses
recent housing trends including smaller household sizes, increases
in retirement population, opportunities for affordable ownership
housing (e.g. townhomes), and rental housing gaps. A greater focus
on infill under Alternative 2 will allow for greater investment in
existing neighborhoods and housing rehabilitation and retention.

Both alternatives encourage economic development. Alternative 2
updates the Economic Development Element and is based on a
new Economic Development strategy, and will help advance the
vision for Downtown revitalization, a diverse employment base,
and attracting and family-wage jobs.

Both alternatives provide for a reasonable use of private property.
City regulations provide for development standards to promote
fair and consistent regulation of property; avenues to request
variances and to grandfather existing legal uses remain.
Both alternatives would retain regulatory procedures that evaluate
permits consistently with permit procedures and criteria.
Alternative 2 includes policies to adjust land use designations to
create a more predictable land use pattern.
Both alternatives would retain current UGA boundaries and would
not alter designated resource lands of long-term commercial
significance. While agricultural activities are present in UGA and
city territory, they were not designated as lands of long-term
commercial significance and are anticipated to convert to urban
uses over the planning period 2017-2040.
Both alternatives include parks plans. Alternative 2 updates the
Parks and Recreation Element and associated functional plan to
address more recent park needs and the City’s equity analysis.
Alternative 2 also provides for critical areas regulations updates
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GMA Goal
access to natural resource lands and water,
and develop parks and recreation facilities.

(10) Environment. Protect the environment
and enhance the state's high quality of life,
including air and water quality, and the
availability of water.

(11) Citizen participation and coordination.
Encourage the involvement of citizens in the
planning process and ensure coordination
between communities and jurisdictions to
reconcile conflicts.

Discussion
that are more current with best available science to conserve
habitat.
Alternatives 1 and 2 allow development that would be subject to
federal, state, and local air quality laws and rules as described in
Section 3.2. Alternative 2 promotes a land use pattern focusing on
infill, more efficient densities, and opportunities for multi-modal
travel, which could further advance the protection of air quality.
Under both alternatives, the City would implement stormwater
regulations designed to protect water quality. Alternative 2 has a
greater focus on infill and a greater potential to improve water
quality with redevelopment as described in Section 3.1.
The current plan was developed with public outreach in 2006 and
2012 with annual amendments also subject to public hearings and
deliberation. Alternative 2 Action has been drafted with:


A visioning workshop and survey;



A public meeting to evaluate a draft vision and land use plan
amendment concepts;



Advertisement of opportunities to apply for citizen amendment
requests regarding the land use plan, and Planning Commission
evaluation of them; and



A 21-day SEIS Scoping notice to submit comments on the alternatives
and scope of the document.

See the Plan Foundation and Vision chapter of the Comprehensive
Plan and SEIS Section 2.4.
(12) 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.

Both alternatives address capital facilities. Alternative 2 provides a
more comprehensive evaluation of public facilities and services
aligning levels of service and revenues and projects through the
capital facility plan update.

(13) Historic preservation. Identify and
encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and
structures, that have historical or
archaeological significance.

Under Alternative 1 No Action, the City would continue a historic
preservation commission and preservation ordinance per Chapter
11.62 “Historic Preservation Ordinance for Special Valuation.”
Alternative 2 Action would continue the commission and ordinance
but establish a new Historic Preservation Element and Plan to
further identify eligible properties and incentivize historic
preservation.

Yakima County Countywide Planning Policies
Generally, both alternatives are consistent with CWPPs. Both alternatives promote development within
the existing UGA, accommodate growth targets, address essential public facilities, and promote housing
and economic development. Alternative 2 would further promote CWPPs by:



Updating housing inventories and strategies to increase housing affordability and variety, such as by
the promotion of infill and mixed use designation changes;



Update economic development strategies based on newer trends and outreach to stakeholders;



Updating transportation policies and strategies based on a transportation plan update and emphasis
on multi-modal improvements;
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Aligning public facilities levels of service and revenues and projects in a capital facility plan update.

Updates to joint planning or interlocal agreements may be needed with the City and County
Comprehensive Plan Updates.
A summary of CWPPs is presented below as stated in the 2003 document. A discussion of each
alternative’s consistency follows each CWPP summary.
Urban Growth Areas (UGAs): CWPPs regarding UGAs are concerned with “encouraging growth in UGAs
and discouraging urban growth outside of these areas. Also, development within UGAs should occur in a
logical fashion outward from the edge of developed land in conjunction with service and infrastructure
provision.” The policies also indicate sufficient UGA territory should be included to accommodate a
minimum 20-year population forecast. UGAs are also to contain greenbelts and open space. Infill
development including higher density zoning and small lot sizes are to be encouraged.
Discussion: Both alternatives focus growth in the city limits and provide for coordinated planning in
the UGA. No change to UGA boundaries are proposed. Both alternatives can accommodate allocated
growth targets for population and jobs. Alternative 2 would provide for a more efficient land use
pattern with Mixed Residential and a series of mixed use designations. Alternative also promotes infill
development in already developed areas, more consistent with CWPPs that promote a logical
progression of development from the edge of developed areas outward.
Contiguous and orderly development and the provision of services within UGAs: The intent of the CWPPs
is to “minimize differences in urban development regulations and standards between the County and the
cities and to facilitate the economical provision of urban services to development.”
Discussion: Both alternatives are designed to promote urban densities supported by infrastructure
without changes to UGA boundaries. However, Alternative 2 provides for a greater focus on infill
development and updates transportation and infrastructure plans. The City’s focus in the plan update
is the city limits while the County is planning for the UGA; both agencies are reviewing each other’s’
plans through regular communication and comment periods. Intergovernmental agreements may
need update based on both jurisdictions’ plan updates.
Siting public facilities of a county-wide or statewide nature: The CWPPs acknowledge that although
essential public capital facilities such as airports, landfills, jails, and similar examples “are necessary for
the common good, they are seldom welcome into a community or neighborhood. Recognizing that public
facilities of a statewide or countywide nature are an essential part of our society, policies for their siting
and construction are necessary to ensure a reasonable approval process. Each jurisdiction will utilize an
appropriate public process for siting essential public facilities, as outlined in their respective
comprehensive plans, policies or regulations.”
Discussion: Both Alternatives include policies addressing essential public facilities. A refreshment of
these policies in the Draft Land Use Element under Alternative 2 Action.
Transportation Facilities and Strategies: The CWPPs promote “the development of an integrated multimodal transportation system within Yakima County.” The CWPPs acknowledge that in developing
transportation elements, specific linkages will be undertaken to integrate the local and regional plans such
as the regional transportation plan developed by the Yakima Valley Conference of Governments.
Discussion: Alternative 1 would maintain the current Transportation Plan while Alternative 2 updates
the plan and provides for greater multimodal capital proposals to promote pedestrian, bicycle, and
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transit modes of travel as well as address road congestion, airport needs, and freight routes, to align
with YVCOG regional transportation planning.
Affordable Housing: The CWPPs note that “the marketplace will guarantee adequate housing for those in
the upper economic brackets, but that some combination of appropriately zoned land, regulatory
incentives, financial subsidies, and innovative planning techniques will be necessary to make adequate
provisions for the needs of middle and lower income persons.” The CWPPs for affordable housing are
intended to “provide a common ground and some universally acceptable parameters to help guide
decision-makers through the complex topic of affordable housing.” Policies guide the development of an
inventory and analysis to meet 20-year growth forecasts, strategies to provide a mix of housing types and
costs, preservation and rehabilitation of existing neighborhoods, compatible housing design, diverse
housing types such as for special needs populations, promotion of first-time homebuyer housing,
affordable housing incentives, and monitoring housing plans.
Discussion: Both alternatives provide sufficient housing capacity to meet expected population growth.
Alternative 2 provides for greater housing variety and opportunities for affordable renter and owner
housing with the Mixed Residential and mixed use designations. Alternative 2 Housing Element
updates policies and addresses recent housing trends including smaller household sizes, increases in
retirement population, opportunities for affordable ownership housing (e.g. townhomes), and
providing more opportunities for rental housing to fill gaps between household incomes and available
units. A greater focus on infill under Alternative 2 will allow for greater investment in existing
neighborhoods and housing rehabilitation and retention.
Joint Planning: The CWPPs describe that: “Because the UGA defines where the city is financially capable
of providing urban services and may ultimately annex, land use decisions need to respect the desires of
the community. Agreement on land use planning within the UGA is as important as designating the
boundary itself.” The policies relate to:



Coordinated planning for land use, capital facilities and infrastructure within urban growth areas;



The process for comprehensive plan amendments, zone changes and development review and
approval within UGAs; and



The establishment of common and consistent development and construction standards.
Discussion: The City has provided for mutual consultation on proposed comprehensive land use plan
policies for lands within urban growth areas with the County and special districts by inviting staff to
early coordination meetings such as regarding capital facilities and providing notice of public meetings
such as the visioning events and Planning Commission meetings.
Alternative 1 No Action provides a 1:1 match in land use and zoning with the County’s plan and zoning
within the unified Yakima Urban Area Plan. The City’s proposed land use plan under Alternative 2
includes a similar growth pattern of residential and commercial uses with similar boundaries as the
County’s land use plan. However, it consolidates land use categories and would allow for more zones
underneath the designations (see Exhibit 2-6). For example, Mixed Residential allows for both R-2 and
R-3 zones with moderate and higher densities. Therefore, some rezones could occur from R-2 to R-3
or vice versa over time.
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Exhibit 3-6. Western Yakima UGA Land Use Designations
Urban
Boundary

Growth

Yakima
Zoning

County

YCC Title 19
Forest
(FW)

Watershed

Agriculture (AG)
Remote/Extremely
Limited (R/ELDP)
Rural-10/5 (R-10/5)
Rural
(RT)

Transitional

Rural Settlement (RS)
Highway/Tourist
Commercial (HTC)
Mining (MIN)
Planned
Development (PD)
Suburban
Residential(SR)
Single
Family
Residential (R-1)
Two
Family
Residential (R-2)
Multi-Family
Residential (R-3)
Professional
Business (B-1)
Local Business (B-2)
Small Convenience
Center (SCC)
Large Convenience
Center (LCC)
General Commercial
(GC)
Light Industrial (M-1)
Yakama
Closed Area

Nation

Source: Yakima County GIS, 2017
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Exhibit 3-7. City of Yakima Proposed Land Use Plan – Western Yakima UGA

Source: City of Yakima, 2016

Under Alternative 2, given a desire for common and consistent development standards, the County’s
land use plan, zoning, and existing City-County interlocal agreements may need update as described
above to reflect the City’s desired consolidation of land use categories and policies (and future code
amendments) addressing implementing zoning and design standards.
Economic Development: The CWPPs describe that “Countywide economic development policies should
promote a regional economic development program consistent with local community preferences. The
rural and urban economies within the county are inextricably connected, and economic development
opportunities should strengthen linkages between population centers and outlying areas.” The CWPPs
“policies relate to a general strategy to help ensure future economic vitality, broaden employment
opportunities to meet the needs of projected future growth while maintaining a high-quality
environment.”
Discussion: Both alternatives encourage economic development. Alternative 2 updates the Economic
Development Element and is based on a new Economic Development strategy, and will help advance
the vision for Downtown revitalization, a diverse employment base, and attracting and family-wage
jobs. As the center of an agricultural economy many jobs in the City’s industrial and manufacturing
areas will still be associated with agricultural processing and other activities.
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Fiscal Impact: CWPPs promote the “provision of cost-effective urban infrastructure.” Policies address the
preparation of a capital facilities plan, coordinating with capital facilities providers, consideration of
impact fees, and annexation transition agreements from county to city.
Discussion: Both alternatives address capital facilities. Alternative 2 provides a more comprehensive
evaluation of public facilities and services aligning levels of service and revenues and projects through
the capital facility plan update.
Coordination with special purpose districts, adjacent counties and state, tribal and federal
governments: CWPPs relate to coordination among jurisdictions including the county, cities, special
purpose districts, adjacent counties, state agencies, Yakama Nation and the federal government.
Discussion: See discussion under Joint Planning.
Yakima Comprehensive Plan
Both alternatives address a community vision that guides the preparation of the land use plan and
individual element policies.
The current Alternative 1 No Action vision statement reads:
The vision of Yakima as a vital, prosperous community with a healthy economy and quality
of life for all citizens depends upon cooperation and common goals. This plan identifies
the strategies and challenges to guide future development in the Yakima Urban Growth
Area. This plan identifies current trends, choices and preferred alternatives to achieve our
common vision. This vision will serve as a foundation for all subsequent planning efforts
in the Yakima urban area.
Discussion: The current vision reflected public engagement and trends through 2006. Prosperity and
quality of life are continuing goals for the community. However, the diversity of the community, and
a more complete vision regarding housing, transportation, parks, and other topics are not as well
represented as the proposed vision below. The Alternative 1 No Action elements and policies, while
still relevant in many cases would not be updated to reflect more current trends and community
needs.
The Proposed Vision associated with Alternative 2 Comprehensive Plan Update reads:
A Vision for Yakima’s Future
The City of Yakima is the “Heart of Central Washington,” bounded by the Yakima River
and the railroad, serving as a center of the Yakima Valley’s agricultural prosperity for over
125 years, and growing into a dynamic cultural, recreational, and economic hub of the
region.
We celebrate our community of diverse cultures and offer opportunities for our public to
participate in community life. We have created an inclusive city where all feel welcomed
and safe. We work, live, and play side by side. Yakima has created a flourishing and diverse
economy attracting and retaining businesses with living wage jobs for all our people. We
preserve the character of our historic Downtown, residential neighborhoods, and
commercial centers. We encourage well-designed infill and new development, quality
public services, and infrastructure investments. Our residents have access to a high-quality
education, affordable housing, and healthy living. We enhance our natural and recreation
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spaces. We connect our people and neighborhoods offering safe and reliable mobility
options including walking, biking, transit, and cars.
Discussion: Alternative 2 Action updates and elaborates upon the community vision reflecting the
changing community needs for housing, employment, and services in a manner promoting infill
development and reflecting the community’s diversity and neighborhood character.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



Both alternatives address GMA and CWPP goals. Alternative 2 updates the Comprehensive Plan for
greater support of goals on efficient development patterns, and updated levels of service and
transportation and capital plans.

Applicable Regulations and Commitments



The Countywide Planning Policies, 2003, guide each jurisdiction’s plans and ensure general
consistency between City and County Plans.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



While still consistent in overall pattern and boundaries, the County’s land use plan and existing CityCounty interlocal agreements may need update under Alternative 2 to reflect the City’s desired
consolidation of land use categories and policies. Likewise, there would need to be an alignment
between the County’s and City’s implementing zoning and design standards.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts have been identified. There is consistency with GMA goals,
Countywide Planning Policies (CWPPs) and the City’s vision statement. Alternative 2 would further
support these documents given a greater attention to efficient land use patterns and infill development
as well as updated transportation and capital facility plans. Both City and County land use plans are
consistent in pattern and location, but there will need to be amendments of interlocal agreements and
potentially plans and regulations to remain consistent with CWPPs that call for joint planning and common
standards.

3.6

Cultural Resources

Affected Environment
Yakima began as a Euro-American agricultural community on lands historically used by Native Americans.
The Yakama Nation is most closely associated with this city, both because of the shared name and the
adjacent tribal reservation (created in 1855). The Yakamas and other regional tribes have a long history
of making seasonal camps, fishing, gathering and hunting in the area. Evidence of Native American
presence prior to Euro-American arrival is generally restricted to archaeological sites.
Exhibit presents the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) predictive
model regarding cultural resources. Areas along the Yakima and Naches rivers and other waterbodies are
particular areas of sensitivity regarding the potential presence of archaeological resources.
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Exhibit 3-8. Predictive Model of Cultural Resources Presence

Source: Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, 2017

Resources related to Native American history after the 1850s may also include a wide variety of
residential, industrial and agricultural resources, since Yakima’s farms, factories and canneries reportedly
employed Indian workers. In addition to Native American heritage, the presence and contributions of
other ethnic groups may be observed in the community, including but not limited to Spanish Basques,
Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, and Latino.
Besides farming and agriculture-related industries, the city has been most significantly shaped by the
introduction of railroads, irrigation, significant roads, and mostly single-family residential neighborhoods.
Most of the city’s development happened between the late 1880s and 1930, although the post-World
War II decades brought changes and modernization.
Yakima is one of the oldest communities in Washington. Its downtown and surrounding neighborhoods
contain dozens of properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); the Yakima Valley
Museum is one of the premier history museums in the state.
There are 12 properties listed in the Yakima, and National registers of Historic Places. There is one
property listed in the Yakima and National registers of Historic Places and the Washington Heritage
Register, including a historic district. There are three properties listed to the Washington Heritage Barn
Register. There are four properties listed only to the Yakima Register of Historic Places, including a historic
district. See Exhibit 3-9.
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Exhibit 3-9. Properties Listed in Registers

Source: Artifacts Consulting Inc. 2016

One of the responsibilities for a certified local government is to survey historic properties within the
community. Properties change over time, necessitating periodic updates to previously inventoried
properties. Additionally, every year, more properties become 50 years old, the standard minimum age for
properties to reach to be considered historic, as established by the National Park Service. Potentially
eligible properties based on a predictive model are shown in Exhibit 3-10.
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Exhibit 3-10. Potentially Eligible Properties

Legend
• 1A: potentially individually eligible to the National Register of Historic Places
• 1B: potentially contributing to a National Register of Historic Places eligible historic district
• 1C: potentially eligible for local designation, but not to the National Register
• 1D: potentially contributing to a local historic district
• 2A: not eligible, with conditions
• 2B: not eligible
Source: Artifacts Consulting Inc. 2016

As highlighted on the map, there are 11 properties determined eligible by the Department of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation (DAHP) for listing to the NRHP, but are not currently listed in any historic
register.
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Impacts
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Under both alternatives, potentially eligible properties for historic register listing identified in Exhibit 3-10
could be altered or redeveloped and no longer be eligible.
Archaeological resources may be disturbed due to development activities, particularly in areas of high and
very high risk identified in Exhibit 3-8, though the risk reduced with City regulations regarding
identification, avoidance, and mitigation (YMC 17.05.010).

Alternative 1: No Action
Impacts would be consistent with Impacts Common to All Alternatives. Under Alternative 1 No Action,
current historic preservation policies and ordinances would be retained to reduce potential impacts to
historic sites (Chapter 11.62 YMC) and archaeological resources (YMC 17.05.010). These include the local
historic register and associated tax incentives as well as requirements for surveys in areas of high and very
high risk of archaeological resources as noted on Exhibit 3-8. Stop work orders, evaluations, and mitigation
are possible actions should potential archaeological resources be uncovered.

Alternative 2: Action
Impacts would be consistent with Impacts Common to All Alternatives and Alternative 1 No Action.
Alternative 2 Action promotes additional infill development and there could be more pressure for
redevelopment in areas of historic character. However, Alternative 2 Action also proposes the City’s first
Historic Preservation Element and Plan with additional policies and strategies to promote the protection
of historic and cultural resources.
Under the Preferred Alternative that builds on Action Alternative 2, cultural resources policies in the
Shoreline Master Program would be applied citywide to protect archaeologic resources and promote
consultation with tribes.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



Alternative 2 includes a Historic Preservation Element and Plan.

Applicable Regulations
The following City codes protect historic and archaeological resource:



Chapter 11.62 YMC, Historic Preservation Ordinance for Special Valuation



YMC 17.05.010 Archaeological and Historic Resources: Requires evaluation in high and very high risk
areas for archaeological resource. Stop work is required if resources are found, followed by
evaluation, consultation, and mitigation as appropriate.

In addition, under SEPA, non-exempt development is subject to review and evaluation regarding cultural
resources, and mitigation measures may be imposed.
Future Projects will adhere to and comply with all State and federal laws including those summarized
below.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Cultural Resources

3-27



Washington State has a number of laws that oversee the protection and proper excavation of
archaeological sites (RCW 27.53, WAC 25‐48), human remains (RCW 27.44), and historic cemeteries
or graves (RCW 68.60). Under RCW 27.53, DAHP regulates the treatment of archaeological sites on
both public and private lands and has the authority to require specific treatment of archaeological
resources. All precontact resources or sites are protected, regardless of their significance or
eligibility for local, state, or national registers. Historic archaeological resources or sites are
protected unless DAHP has made a determination of “not‐eligible” for listing on the WHR and the
NRHP.



The Governor’s Executive Order 05‐05 requires state agencies to integrate DAHP, the Governor’s
Office of Indian Affairs, and concerned tribes into their capital project planning process. This
executive order affects any capital construction projects and any land acquisitions for purposes of
capital construction not undergoing Section 106 review under the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



Cultural resources policies in the Shoreline Master Program could be applied citywide to protect
archaeologic resources and promote consultation with tribes.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
If cultural resources are found in the future impacts to historic and cultural preservation can be adequately
mitigated by complying with federal, state, and local laws and mitigation measures.

3.7

Transportation

Affected Environment
This section describes the existing system and traffic conditions in the study area, including traffic
volumes, intersection level of service, public transportation services, and non-motorized transportation
facilities. A complete existing conditions analysis is found in Chapter 2 of the City of Yakima 2040
Transportation Plan.

Study Area Intersections
The study area intersections encompass locations on arterial roadways throughout the study area. The
study area and study intersections of the transportation analysis were established based on input from
city staff as well as review of travel patterns within the city. The study area intersections are found in
Exhibit 3-12in the following Traffic Operations section.

Roadway System
The study area is served by a network of roadways consisting of highways, principal arterial roadways,
minor arterial roadways, collector streets, and local streets. Additional discussion on the roadway system
serving the study area can be found in Chapter 2 of the City of Yakima 2040 Transportation Plan.

Traffic Volumes
Traffic counts were collected on City roadways in 2015 at mid-block locations to determine average daily
traffic (ADT) volumes to represent existing traffic conditions. In addition to ADT volumes, PM peak hour
turning movement volumes were also collected at study intersections for use in a level of service analysis.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Transportation

3-28

PM peak hour volumes typically represent the worst travel conditions experienced during the day.
Chapter 2 of the 2040 Transportation Plan provides additional detail regarding traffic counts used in
analysis.

Traffic Operations
Level of service (LOS) was used to rate traffic operations in the study area. LOS is measured on a scale
ranging from A to F, in which A represents freely flowing traffic and F represents severe congestion. LOS
ratings are based on the amount of delay a vehicle experiences at the intersection being studied. At
signalized intersections, LOS is calculated based on the delay of all vehicles entering the intersection. At
unsignalized intersections, the LOS is calculated based on the worst stop-controlled approach.
The City of Yakima has adopted LOS D as the standard for all city intersections within the city and UGA,
and LOS D on WSDOT facilities. Exhibit 3-11 summarizes the intersection LOS delay thresholds for
signalized and unsignalized intersections.
Exhibit 3-11. Level of Service Criteria
Level of Service

Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)
Signalized Intersection

Unsignalized Intersection

A

0 - 10

0 - 10

B

>10 - 20

>10 - 15

C

>20 - 35

>15 - 25

D

>35 - 55

>25 - 35

E

>55 - 80

>35 - 50

F

>80

>50

Note: The LOS criteria is based on control delay, which includes initial deceleration
delay, final deceleration delay, stopped delay, and queue move-up time.
Source: Transportation Research Board Highway Capacity Manual (2010)

As shown in Exhibit 3-12, three locations exceed the LOS D standard in existing conditions – S 64th Ave &
Tieton Dr (LOS F), N 16th Ave & W Tieton Dr (LOS E), and S 18th St & E Nob Hill Blvd (LOS E). All of the
intersections are signalized with the exception of S 64th Ave & Tieton Dr which is two-way stop controlled.
Exhibit 3-12. Existing PM Peak Hour Level of Service Summary
2016 Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour
ID

Location

Traffic Control

LOS

Delay (seconds)

1

N 72nd Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

C

31

2

S 72nd Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

C

27

3

S 72nd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

C

25

4

S 72nd Ave & W Washington Ave

TWSC

D

30

5

S 64th Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

A

8

6

W Washington Ave & S 64th Ave

Signal

B

17

7

N 40th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

C

26

8

N 40th Ave & Englewood Ave

Signal

C

22
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2016 Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour
9

N 40th AVE & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

C

22

10

N 40th Ave & W Summitview Ave

Signal

D

37

11

S 40th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

C

34

12

S 40th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

54

13

W Washington Ave & S 40th Ave

Signal

B

14

14

S 24th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

C

35

15

N 16th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

C

26

16

N 16th Ave & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

D

39

17

N 16th Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

C

26

18

N 16th Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

B

18

19

N 16th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

E

63

20

N 16th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

39

21

N 16th Ave & W Washington Blvd

Signal

C

27

22

S 3rd Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

A

10

23

S 3rd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

C

34

24

N 1st St & W I St

Signal

B

18

25

N 1st St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

C

21

26

E Nob Hill Blvd & S 1st St

Signal

D

37

Signal

C

26

27

W Washington Ave & S 1st ST

28

N 3rd St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

A

9

29

S Fair Ave & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

39

30

S 18th St & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

58

Note: The average delay for all vehicles is reported for signalized intersections. The delay of the worst
stop-controlled approach is reported for signalized intersections. Cells LOS and Delay in bold
exceed the City’s LOS D standard.
Source: Transpo Group, 2016

Transit
Yakima Transit serves the cities of Yakima and Selah with fixed route, paratransit, and vanpool services.
In addition to these core services, Yakima Transit also provides the Yakima-Ellensburg Commuter service
during morning and evening commute periods. Yakima Transit provides connections to rail, air, and other
fixed-route services. Information in this section is coordinated and consistent with the Transit
Development Plan (Yakima Transit, 2016).

Non-Motorized Facilities
The most complete system of sidewalks is located within the central business district and downtown area.
Sidewalks are generally provided on both sides of the street in these areas, but may not have standard
curb ramps or other ADA facilities. Many of the older residential neighborhoods east of 16th Avenue also
have sidewalks, along with the east-west arterial and collector roadways extending to the western
sections of the City.
Yakima has several important shared-use trails that provide critical connections and enhance pedestrian
travel. These off-street facilities include pathways and unpaved trails that are used by all types of non-
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motorized users. The Powerhouse Canal Pathway, Yakima Greenway, and several unnamed neighborhood
connector paths support pedestrian travel in Yakima.
Bicycling is an important and growing mode of travel for people in cities across the country. Existing bicycle
facilities are found in the Draft Bicycle Master Plan (City of Yakima, 2015). The City of Yakima has three
types of bicycle treatments: shared lanes, bicycle lanes, and shared-use trails.



While not formal bicycle facilities, roadways with shared lane markings, or sharrows, are important
components of the non-motorized network. Shared lane markings are an important tool that can
assist bicyclists and motorists by indicating appropriate bicycle positioning on a roadway, increasing
safety and visibility.



Yakima has approximately 5 miles of bike lanes currently installed. Bicycle lanes are present in the
central business district on W Lincoln Avenue, W MLK Jr. Boulevard, S 3rd Street, and S 6th Street.
There are also a few segments of bike lanes on the east end of town on Tieton Drive, W Nob Hill
Boulevard, and W Washington Avenue.



The shared-use trails that are part of the pedestrian network are important for bicycle travel. Paved
trails are preferred by many cyclists who also travel on streets, but finely crushed gravel surfaces
may be suitable alternatives.

Impacts
This section describes the transportation systems and conditions that are expected to exist in the long
term (2040) within the study area for the City of Yakima forecast land use Alternatives 1 and 2. The action
Alternative 2, is compared to the No Action alternative (Alternative 1) to identify project and policy related
impacts on transportation and potential mitigation measures.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Construction
Under all alternatives, construction for new development would result in temporary impacts on roadways.
Construction activities could affect local vehicle access. These impacts would include increased
congestion, traffic diversions caused by temporary road closures and detours, increased truck traffic
associated with construction activity, and temporary changes in roadside characteristics that could affect
safety. Impacts could also result from the intrusion of non-local traffic into residential areas because of
temporary street closures and traffic detours, as well as disruptions to vehicular and pedestrian access.
As part of normal construction planning and permitting, project developers, the City of Yakima, WSDOT,
Yakima County, and Yakima Transit would work to minimize the duration and impact of lane closures and
reductions by (a) maintaining through traffic, where practical, except for short-duration closures that
would generally occur on nights and weekends; (b) establishing detour routes on nearby arterials for
short-duration closures; and (c) maintaining traffic management systems. A Traffic Control Plan that
addresses all travel modes would be prepared at final design of new developments for approval and
implementation during construction. Operation
As a conservative assumption, analysts assumed the same roadway network in 2040 as existing
conditions. However, analysts assumed that signal timing would be updated at signalized intersections to
best serve future conditions. This process involved optimizing signal timing independently at signalized
locations. Intersection traffic control is consistent with those found in existing conditions.
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Alternative 1: No Action
Construction
Construction activity impacts in Alternative 1 are consistent with the impacts common to all alternatives.
Higher density development in the downtown core is not assumed in this scenario.
Operation
Roadway System
The roadway configuration and intersection channelization in the study area for the No Action Alternative
is unchanged.
Traffic Volumes and Operations
The project team obtained year 2040 vehicle volumes for the study intersections under Alternative 1 (No
Action) conditions from the Yakima Valley Conference of Governments’ Travel Demand Model. This model
used 2040 household and employment estimates to generate vehicle trips and assigned those trips to
roadways within the region and the City of Yakima and its UGA.
Traffic volumes for the study area intersections are generally expected to increase between 2016 and
2040 due to regional population and employment growth (see Exhibit 3-13). Seventeen intersections are
expected to operate at and E or F level of service by 2040 under Alternative 1. All other intersections in
the study area would operate at LOS D or better.
Exhibit 3-13. Alternative 1 Expected PM Peak Hour Level of Service Summary
2016 Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour
ID

Location

Traffic Control

LOS

Delay (seconds)

1

N 72nd Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

D

50

2

S 72nd Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

E

61

3

S 72nd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

52

4

S 72nd Ave & W Washington Ave

TWSC

F

130

5

S 64th Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

C

23

6

W Washington Ave & S 64th Ave

Signal

C

28

7

N 40th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

E

59

8

N 40th Ave & Englewood Ave

Signal

E

56

9

N 40th AVE & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

D

44

10

N 40th Ave & W Summitview Ave

Signal

E

61

11

S 40th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

E

65

12

S 40th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

F

94

13

W Washington Ave & S 40th Ave

Signal

E

61

14

S 24th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

44

15

N 16th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

D

52

16

N 16th Ave & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

F

84

17

N 16th Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

D

39

18

N 16th Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

C

23

19

N 16th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

F

120

20

N 16th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

65
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2016 Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour
ID

Location

Traffic Control

LOS

Delay (seconds)

21

N 16th Ave & W Washington Blvd

Signal

F

97

22

S 3rd Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

B

11

23

S 3rd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

65

24

N 1st St & W I St

Signal

E

59

25

N 1st St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

C

27

26

E Nob Hill Blvd & S 1st St

Signal

E

62

Signal

D

46

27

W Washington Ave & S 1st ST

28

N 3rd St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

B

13

29

S Fair Ave & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

F

86

30

S 18th St & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

65

Note: The average delay for all vehicles is reported for signalized intersections. The delay of the worst
stop-controlled approach is reported for signalized intersections. Cells LOS and Delay in bold
exceed the City’s LOS D standard.
Source: Transpo Group, 2016

Transit
Public transportation services under the No Action Alternative would be similar to the existing conditions.
With increased population and employment growth, demand for public transit would likely increase,
which could result in the need for service expansion in the study area. All of the study intersections are
located on a coordidor served by public transit.
Non-Motorized Facilities
Under Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative), non-motorized facilities would remain the same as under
2016 existing conditions. Other non-motorized facilities may be constructed between 2016 and 2040 as
proposed in the City of Yakima’s Transportation Master Plan.

Alternative 2: Action
Construction
Construction activity impacts in Alternative 2 are consistent with the impacts common to all alternatives.
Construction impacts may be intensified or prolonged in the vicinity of the downtown core where
concentrations of new development are planned. However, with implementation of measures described
under Impacts Common to All Alternatives, there would be no significant construction impacts under
Alternative 2.
Operation
Roadway System
The roadway configuration and the study are intersections for Alternative 2 would be consistent with the
Alternative 1. The roadway system improvements assumed for 2040 were discussed in the previous
section.
Traffic Volumes and Operations
To analyze conditions under Alternative 2, the population, households, and jobs assumed for Alternative
2 were used in the travel demand model to generate vehicle trips entering study locations. Traffic volumes
at study intersections for Alternative 2 had generally minor differences compared to Alternative 1.
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Traffic impacts were determined by using the same methodology used in Alternative 1 analysis. Signal
timing and entering volumes were updated at study intersections to determine level of service. Analysis
finds that 16 intersections fall below the City’s LOS D standard (see Exhibit 3-14). Each of these locations
are consistent with results found in Alternative 1, with the exception of the N 40th Ave & Englewood Ave
changing from LOS E to LOS D in Alternative 2. The change in level of service can be attributed to a
decrease in northbound and southbound vehicles entering the intersection, decreasing overall
intersection delay. .
Exhibit 3-14. Alternative 2 Expected PM Peak Hour Level of Service Summary
2016 Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour
ID

Location

Traffic Control

LOS

Delay (seconds)

1

N 72nd Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

D

50

2

S 72nd Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

E

61

3

S 72nd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

52

4

S 72nd Ave & W Washington Ave

TWSC

F

104

5

S 64th Ave & Tieton Dr

Signal

C

22

6

W Washington Ave & S 64th Ave

Signal

C

28

7

N 40th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

E

63

8

N 40th Ave & Englewood Ave

Signal

D

47

9

N 40th AVE & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

D

44

10

N 40th Ave & W Summitview Ave

Signal

E

65

11

S 40th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

E

67

12

S 40th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

F

92

13

W Washington Ave & S 40th Ave

Signal

E

59

14

S 24th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

D

44

15

N 16th Ave & Fruitvale Blvd

Signal

D

54

16

N 16th Ave & W Lincoln Ave

Signal

F

84

17

N 16th Ave & Summitview Ave

Signal

D

41

18

N 16th Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

C

23

19

N 16th Ave & W Tieton Dr

Signal

F

123

20

N 16th Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

63

21

N 16th Ave & W Washington Blvd

Signal

F

96

22

S 3rd Ave & W Yakima Ave

Signal

B

11

23

S 3rd Ave & W Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

64

24

N 1st St & W I St

Signal

E

59

25

N 1st St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

C

28

26

E Nob Hill Blvd & S 1st St

Signal

E

62

Signal

D

46

27

W Washington Ave & S 1st ST

28

N 3rd St & W Yakima Ave

Signal

B

14

29

S Fair Ave & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

76

30

S 18th St & E Nob Hill Blvd

Signal

E

63
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Note: The average delay for all vehicles is reported for signalized intersections. The delay of the worst
stop-controlled approach is reported for signalized intersections. Cells LOS and Delay in bold
exceed the City’s LOS D standard.
Source: Transpo Group, 2016

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



Alternative 2 will implement proposed policies in the Transportation Element in the City of Yakima
Comprehensive Plan update. The Transportation Element sets forth policies that address circulation
and design and support the reduction of vehicle trips through the creation of pedestrian-friendly
environments and increasing opportunities for transit and ride sharing.



Alternative 2 (Action) encourages a dense, mixed-use neighborhood core that encourages walking,
biking, and transit.

Applicable Plans and Regulations



Title 9 of the Yakima Municipal Code (YMC) addresses traffic control including adoption of the
Washington State Model Traffic Ordinance and a street designation system.



Title 8 of the YMC includes rules and regulations for street and sidewalk construction and right-ofway use.



The Yakima City Council is currently discussing the potential adoption of a Transportation Benefit
District.



Plans for the Mill Site include potential improved access from I-82 to the Mill Site.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures
This section describes the potential traffic mitigation measures for transportation mobility impacts caused
by the Yakima Comprehensive Plan Project action Alternatives 2. For assessing potential traffic mitigation
measures, impacts were determined by comparing intersection LOS for the 2040 Alternative 1 (No Action)
and Alternative 2 (Action) during the PM peak hour. The following criteria were used to identify traffic
impacts caused by the implementation of the action alternatives:
 Increase in traffic demand that results in unacceptable intersection operations according to the City
of Yakima (LOS E or F) at an intersection that operates acceptably (LOS D or better) under
Alternative 1 (No Action) in 2040.



Increase in traffic demand at an intersection that increases delay by more than 10 seconds at an
intersection that operates unacceptably (LOS E or F) under Alternative 1 (No Action) in 2040.

With planned improvements in the Transportation Systems Plan Update all study intersections satisfy the
criteria listed above to meet operations standards.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Vehicle traffic growth over 20 years will cause unavoidable increases in traffic and congestion,
characteristic of an urban area. Under all of the alternatives adverse impacts can be mitigated to ensure
that adopted City of Yakima LOS standards are met. Significant unavoidable adverse transportation and
traffic impacts are not anticipated with Alternatives 1 or 2, if identified mitigation measures are
implemented.
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3.8

Public Services

Affected Environment
Parks and Recreation
Yakima has around 401.82 acres of parks and recreation facilities, in addition to some public buildings,
such as the Harman Center and the Henry Beauchamp, Jr. Community Center. Also available to the public
are the Yakima Greenway, with about 10 miles of trails, the Sportsman State Park, and the Yakima Area
Arboretum. The City of Yakima Parks & Recreation Division also offers activities for adults, youth, and
seniors through sports programs, the senior center, summer day camps and other special events.
Only the Neighborhood and Community Parks are assigned levels of service standards. Based on a 2-acre
per 1,000 population standard for Neighborhood/Mini Parks, the City of Yakima has a current deficit of
park lands of 127.4 acres. Based on a 5-acre per 1,000 population standard for Community Parks, the City
has a current deficit of 217.8 acres.

Schools
The City of Yakima is primarily served by the Yakima School District and the West Valley School District. In
May of 2015, Yakima School District had 15,768 students and 881 teachers. East Valley School District had
3,107 students and 179 teachers (OSPI, 2015).
The current student-teacher ratio is 18.3 in the Yakima School District, and serves as a level of service
standard. The level of service for the West Valley School District is based on maintaining a similar facility
ratio per student, presently 167 square feet per student served.

Police
The Yakima Police Department (YPD) has 185 employees, about 80% of which are commissioned officers
and 20% of which are civilian personnel (YPD, 2016). The department has four divisions: Criminal
Investigation, Uniformed, Special Ops, and Administrative Services. The City is divided into 9 patrol
districts with each squad having an assigned officer to patrol the district.
The current LOS policy for YPD is 1.8 officers per 1,000 residents. Using the LOS of 1.8 officers per 1,000
residents, the department currently has a deficit of 20 officers.

Fire & Emergency Services
The Yakima Fire Department (YFD) had 104 full time equivalent (FTE) positions and about 115 personnel,
including 1 Fire Chief, 2 Deputy Chiefs, 2 Admin Staff, 8 Day Positions, 90 firefighters, and 12 reserve
positions (2016). In 2015, there were a total of 8,987 incidents, of which 66% were categorized Rescue
and Emergency Medical Service. Only 5.03% of the calls (452 calls) were for responses to incidents
categorized as Fires. YFD also contracts with Union Gap and Yakima County to provide fire service in the
City of Union Gap and Fire Protection District 11. Normal staffing conditions call for 6 stations with 7
response units.
Fire facilities have capital needs based on facility location and staffing. These two factors feed into a unit’s
response time, which is how LOS is generally measured. The current adopted level of service for response
time is 8 minutes. In 2016, the department was able to meet this level of service 69% of the time, with an
average response time of just over 8 minutes. However, the 2016 Annual Report indicated that there has
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been an increase in number of calls and type of responses, which has changed the scope of service needed
by YFD (YFD, 2016).

Impacts
General Impacts
Under both alternatives, growth will occur in the 20-year planning period, and increase the demand for
public services including parks and recreation, schools, law enforcement, and fire and emergency services.
Parks & Recreation Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future growth will put further demand onto the parks system, which currently does not meet the standard
for most LOS metrics. Many established parks have aging infrastructure that are in need of repair or
replacement.
Exhibit 3-15. Demand for Parks based on Growth 2015-2040
Parks

No Action

Action

Population Growth 2015-2040

18,700

23,211

Neighborhood/Mini Parks

37.40

46.42

Community Parks

93.50

116.05

Source: BERK, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1 No Action would require an additional 37.4 acres of Neighborhood/Mini Parks and 93.5 acres
of Community Parks, exacerbating the current deficit in both park types in 2016.
The No Action Alternative will continue the predominant westward trend of expansion. This means the
majority of the new population will be in west Yakima. The need for new parks in the west will be in
greater conflict with the need to redevelop existing parks and/or create new parks in central and east
Yakima.
Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2 Action would have a greater demand for parks than Alternative 1 with an additional 46.42
Neighborhood Parks and 116.05 acres of Community Parks, and would increase the current deficit
identified in 2016.
The Action Alternative promotes greater infill densities in central and east Yakima, while lessening
somewhat the western expansion. More infill projects will further highlight the need to rehabilitate
existing parks and explore opportunities for new park land in central and east Yakima. Westward
expansion will require new parks as well, but greater infill densities will help promote park equity
throughout the city.

Schools
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future population growth with result in added student generation. The share of population projected is
illustrated in the table below. Generally, the Action Alternative assumes higher population growth than
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No Action, but would distribute the population more equally between the two districts, whereas the
proportion of students expected in West Valley is higher than the Yakima School District under the No
Action Alternative. See Exhibit 3-16.
Exhibit 3-16. Net Population Growth Distribution by School District
School District Share

No Action

% Total Growth

Action

% Total Growth

7,502

40%

11,378

49%

11,376

60%

12,010

51%

Yakima School District
West Valley School District

Source: Yakima School District, 2016; West Valley School District, 2016; BERK, 2017

Both the Yakima School District and the West Valley School District will have additional needs for facilities
and staffing as the City’s residential population grows under both alternatives and there are more
students.
Exhibit 3-17 shows the base year students, No Action 2040 students projected, and Action
2040 students for the Yakima School District and the West Valley School District. District population is
greater in the Action Alternative than the No Action Alternative for both Districts.
Exhibit 3-17. School District Estimated Student Growth, 2015 – 2040

*School district student counts for 2040 are based on 2014 ACS household size estimates and 2016 student per household
ratios, using OSPI student counts.
Source: City of Yakima, 2016; OSPI, 2016; BERK, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
Under the No Action Alternative, Yakima School District could expect around 16,126 students to enroll,
which is an increase of around 1,150 students from 2016 (see Exhibit 3-17). The West Valley School District
could expect around 7,414 students, which is an increase of around 2,380 from 2016 (see Exhibit 3-17).
Alternative 2: Action
Under the Action Alternative, Yakima School District could expect around 16,849 students to enroll, which
is an increase of around 1,870 students from 2016 (see Exhibit 3-17). The West Valley School District could
expect around 7,551 students, which is an increase of over 2,500 from 2016 (see Exhibit 3-17).
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Police
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future growth will in turn increase the need for an adequate police force to meet the public safety needs
of Yakima’s residents. The availability of adequate police resources in all zones will be a primary goal.
Exhibit 3-18. Demand for Officers based on growth, 2015 - 2040
No Action

Action

18,700

23,211

Officers to meet LOS standard of 1.8 Officers per 1,000

201

210

Officers to meet existing LOS of 1.6 Officers per 1,000

179

186

Population Growth 2015 - 2040

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; BERK, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
The No Action Alternative will likely see the most increase in new residents in western Yakima and would
likely see little change to the current patrol districts. There would need to be at least 201 officers to meet
LOS standards, or 179 officers to maintain existing levels of service (see Exhibit 3-18). Although Alternative
1 would require less officers than the Action Alternative, which anticipates higher growth, the lower
density development pattern may put unique pressure on patrol service.
Alternative 2: Action
The Action Alternative will promote higher infill densities which could require redistribution of the current
patrol districts to meet the needs of greater densities in central and eastern Yakima. There would need to
be at least 210 officers to meet LOS standards, or 186 officers to maintain existing levels of service (see
Exhibit 3-18).

Fire & Emergency Services
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future growth in population and development density will increase the need for adequate fire
department personnel to meet the public safety needs of Yakima’s residents. In addition, there may be
added facility needs to ensure that fire personnel and apparatus are able to reach all areas of the city at
an appropriate turnout time. Exhibit 3-19 shows the potential facility needs for fire service in 2040 for
both alternatives. Around 3,000 more square feet of space would be needed for the Action Alternative,
not taking into account locational needs because of population distribution differences. The current
facility inventory includes over 67,000 square feet of space.
Exhibit 3-19. Demand for Fire Facilities, 2015 – 2040
Fire

No Action

Action

Population Growth 2015 - 2040

18,700

23,211

Facility Needs (SqFt)*

80,583

83,830

* Assumes 720 square feet per 1,000 served, based on the current facility level of
service for fire,
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Source: City of Yakima, 2016; Yakima Fire Department, 2016; BERK, 2017

Accessibility issues are important as population and employment growth impacts fire service as the
current level of service policies are related to the ability to meet turnout time goals. Added traffic
congestion on the road network would also put pressure on the Department’s ability to achieve turnout
time goals.
Alternative 1: No Action
The No Action Alternative will likely see the most increase in new residents in western Yakima and would
likely see little change to the current distribution of fire resources. Fire service provision in the lower
density west would be less efficient, and may require siting new facilities as more residents come move
into the west.
Around 13,360 additional square feet of facility space would be needed under the No Action Alternative
(see Exhibit 3-19). It is possible that additional facilities would need to be sited to meet turnout time goals
given the distribution of population, combined with added congestion on the road network (which would
slow down travel time from the fire facility to the response site). See Section 3.7 (Transportation) for
additional analysis on traffic impacts by alternative.
Alternative 2: Action
The Action Alternative will promote higher infill densities which could require redistribution of the current
fire resources to meet the needs of greater densities in central and eastern Yakima. Furthermore, the
potential for new development in areas of the downtown (taller buildings) could require additional aerial
ladder trucks. Higher density development also allows for more efficiency in locating stations than in lower
density areas, which could help increase levels of service for some areas of the City.
Around 16,600 additional square feet of facility space would be needed under the Action Alternative (see
Exhibit 3-19). It is possible that additional facilities would need to be sited to meet turnout time goals
given the distribution of population, combined with added congestion on the road network (which would
slow down travel time from the fire facility to the response site).
See Section 3.7 (Transportation) for additional analysis on traffic impacts by alternative.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
The Parks and Recreation Element and Capital Facilities Element and Plan discuss levels of service for
Parks, Police, Fire and Schools. Short and long range project lists are also included, with probable funding
sources and timelines.

Applicable Regulations



YMC Title 13 – Parks and Playgrounds



YMC Title 10 – Fire



YMC Title 6 – Public Safety and Morals

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



Project specific environmental and land use review will be required based upon the scope of future
redevelopment or new projects for parks, police, fire, and school facilities.
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Capital facility plans and functional plans such as for Parks and Recreation are generally updated
every six years consistent with GMA.



The City’s budget and capital improvement program implement the Capital Facilities Plan as well as
functional plans for Parks and Recreation.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Demand for services will increase under all studied alternatives. No significant unavoidable adverse public
service impacts are anticipated with implementation of either alternative with regular capital facility
planning and functional plan updates, generally every six years.

3.9

Infrastructure

Affected Environment
Water and Irrigation
Water
Water services in Yakima are principally provided by the Yakima Water Division in eastern Yakima, and
the non-profit Nob Hill Water Association serving western Yakima (Nob Hill Water, 2016). Some areas are
under served in both eastern and western Yakima; water service is extended on request and new
development pays for the extension of infrastructure.
The service areas of each water provider are identified below overlaid on Transportation Analysis Zones
within the city limits.
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Exhibit 3-20. Water Service Area within the Yakima City Limits by Transportation Analysis Zones

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2017

The City of Yakima Water Division is serving over 73,000 customers with 1,590,619 miles of water pipe.
The Nob Hill Water Association served over 28,000 customers in 2016, with some of the customers located
within the City of Yakima. The Association has over 870,000 feet of water main lines (Nob Hill Water
Association, 2015).
Irrigation
The City of Yakima was originally developed on irrigated farmland, with irrigation provided by several
private irrigation systems. Eventually, urban development replaced farmland. The irrigation systems were
left and suitably modified to irrigate lawns, gardens and small farms. To date, the City of Yakima maintains
two water delivery systems; one for potable water and one for irrigation water (City of Yakima, 2012).
The separate, non-potable irrigation system is composed of more than 60 systems and sub-systems, and
serves approximately 2,100 acres of developed land and 11,000 customers. It serves almost 50% of the
total potable water service area. A map showing irrigation-served areas appears below overlaid on
transportation analysis zones within the city limits.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Infrastructure

3-42

Irrigation-Served Areas in Yakima City Limits

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2017

The City of Yakima currently serves the irrigation district with a total of 85 miles of pipe for over 50,000
customers. The City has invested over $15 million in the irrigation system, which went toward refurbishing
32 miles of pipe line to bring the system up to an acceptable level of service. The level of service standard
provides for minimum design pressure of 20 psi. Service is provided by a staff of seven and one-half (7.8)
employees which amounts to 0.709 FTE per 1,000 accounts.

Wastewater
The Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) processes wastewater from homes and
businesses in Yakima, as well as Union Gap, Terrace Heights, and Moxee. The plant currently receives a
monthly flow of around 13 MGD on average, with peak flows during irrigation season when infiltration
adds around 4 MGD to the warm weather flows. Current plant capacity is rated near 22 MGD. Future
projects include an industrial waste bioreactor that treats food processing waste, the removal and use of
phosphorous as fertilizer, recovery of methane biogas to operate WWTP systems, and conversion of
biosolids into quality fertilizer (City of Yakima, 2016).
The City’s sewer service area includes the Yakima Urban Area including both the city limits and UGA.
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Exhibit 3-21. Yakima Sewer Service Area

Source: City of Yakima, Water System Plan, 2011

Parcels currently served by Yakima within the city limits are illustrated in the map below.
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Exhibit 3-22. Sewer-Served Properties in Yakima City Limits

Source: City of Yakima, BERK Consulting 2017

There are pockets of land in the City that are not served by sewers due to the land being vacant, or
challenging physical conditions, or past development allowed on septic systems. The City lacks a systemwide sewer plan to identify the specific locations of new trunk lines, the engineering, and cost of new
lines.
The City conducted a sewer system plan update in 2016, which considers future land use and growth.

Stormwater
Yakima’s stormwater collection area includes the City of Yakima, as well as some of the West Valley area
outside of city limits. With hot, dry summer weather and cold, dry winters, the majority of the annual
precipitation occurs between October and March. Runoff typically occurs during rapid warming events
and is tied closely to the snowfall conditions in the Cascades. In accordance with the NPDES Western
Washington Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit the City requires development to provide on-site
stormwater management to mitigate these impacts. Level of service standards require stormwater
quantity and quality treatment to be consistent with the City stormwater manual.
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Impacts
Water and Irrigation
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Water
The Draft Water System Plan update assumes 0.33% growth rate similar to Alternative 1, but with a
pattern of land use more consistent with Alternative 2.
Under both alternatives, the demand for water will increase as growth increases. Both alternatives will
result in average day demands (ADD) and maximum day demands (MDD) that are well within the
wastewater treatment plant capacity.
Exhibit 3-23. Yakima Service Area Water Demand by Alternative
–Growth Rate Impact on ADD and MDD
Scenario

2015

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

ADD (0.33%)
ADD (0.51%)
Difference

10.5
10.5
0.0

10.7
10.8
0.1

10.9
11.0
0.1

11.0
11.3
0.2

11.2
11.6
0.4

11.3
11.8
0.5

MDD (0.33%)
MDD (0.51%)
Difference
Treatment Capacity

18.4
18.4
0.0

18.8
18.9
0.1

19.1 19.4
19.3 19.8
0.3
0.4
21.6 mgd

19.6
20.3
0.6

19.9
20.8
0.9

Legend: Average Day Demand (ADD) and Maximum Day Demand (MDD)
Source: (Nob Hill Water Association, 2015)

The Nob Hill 2015 Water System Plans assumes a growth rate of over 2%. Based on the growth, the Nob
Hill Water System Plan addresses an average day demand is expected to increase from 4,434,000 gallons
per day in 2015 to 6,873,000 gallons per day in 2035. Its maximum day requirement is expected to increase
from 6,160 gpm in 2015 to 9,550 gpm in 2035.
Both alternatives will see an increase in demand. As the Action Alternative has higher growth overall than
the No Action Alternative, it has a higher growth rate. However, both alternatives are well under the
growth rate assumed in the Nob Hill Water System Plan.
Exhibit 3-24. Nob Hill Water System Growth
Year

Nob Hill System Plan

No Action

Action

2015

31,000

28,151

28,151

2040

51,536

40,248

41,066

Difference

20,536

12,097

12,916

Growth Rate

2.06%

1.44%

1.52%

Source: (Gray & Osborne, Inc., May 2015) and BERK Consulting 2017
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Irrigation
Both alternatives will increase the demand for irrigation services. The capital facilities improvements may
include extension or improvement of existing pipes by 3.81 to 6.24 miles.
Exhibit 3-25. Irrigation Pipeline Improvement Demand
Time Period

Yakima
Population

Feet of Pipe to Meet
Target LOS Standard

Current Feet of Pipe
Available

Net Reserve or
Deficit

LOS Standard = 1.6 miles of pipe per 1,000 served
2016

53,297

85.27

85.35

0.08

Alternative 1: 2014

55,727

89.16

85.35

(3.81)

Alternative 2: 2040

57,246

91.59

85.35

(6.24)

Source: City of Yakima, 2016; David Brown, City of Yakima Irrigation, 2016; BERK, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
Water
Within the Yakima Water Service Area, generally in eastern Yakima, the Alternative 1 No Action population
growth rate is 0.33% while the Action Alternative growth rate is 0.51%. By 2040 under Alternative 1, there
will be a net reserve of 1.7 MGD at MDD scenario. This is a greater net reserve compared to Alternative
2.
Alternative 1 has a projected growth rate less than the Nob Hill Water System Plan, and the Plan
improvements can accommodate the projected growth in western Yakima.
Irrigation
Alternative 1 focuses more growth in western Yakima proportionally to eastern Yakima. A greater need
for irrigation services will occur requiring over 3.81 miles of irrigation pipeline within eastern Yakima.
Alternative 2: Action
Water
Within the City of Yakima water service area, Alternative 2 will increase the water demand to a level
slightly higher than the Draft Water System assumptions. However, the difference in demand is less than
0.5 millions of gallons per day (MGD) at 2040 considering average day demand (ADD). The higher ADD is
still within the lower maximum day demand (MDD) (i.e. captures the additional population average
demand). Overall, the additional population does not drastically change demand (especially within the 10year WSP planning period). In addition, the capacity of the City’s Water Treatment Plant (WTP) is 21.6
MGD, and the increase in projected MDD still does not exceed the WTP capacity for the planning horizon.
This leaves a net reserve of 0.9 MGD at 2040 under MDD conditions. (HDR, 2017)
Alternative 1 has a projected growth rate less than the Nob Hill Water System Plan, and the Plan
improvements can accommodate the projected growth in western Yakima.
Irrigation
Alternative 2 focuses less growth in western Yakima proportionally to eastern Yakima. A greater need for
irrigation services will occur beyond Alternative 1 requiring over 6.24 miles of irrigation pipeline extension
or improvements within eastern Yakima.
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Wastewater
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
The Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (YRWWTP) has long-term capacity to serve at current
levels. A 2014 evaluation of loading and capacity done by the Water and Irrigation Division indicated that
there is capacity for hydraulic loading through 2074, organic loading through 2043, and solids loading
through 2052. See the Draft Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) for a summary analysis.
Exhibit 3-26 provides the LOS analysis for wastewater treatment, identifying the conservative analysis of
population in the 2015 Waste Load Assessment (growth rate of 1.24% over a 60-year period) greater than
both Alternatives 1 and 2, and focusing on the capacity for treating pounds of organic materials.
Exhibit 3-26. Sewer LOS Analysis
Time Period

Service Area
Population1

lbs of Organic Treatment
Capacity Needed to Meet
Target LOS Standard

Current lbs Organic
Treatment Capacity
Available

Net Reserve or
Deficit (lbs)

L LOS Standard = 342.8 pounds of maximum monthly organic loading per 1,000 population
2016

111,696

38,175

53,400

15,225

2040

147,379

50,371

53,400

3,029

*The Wastewater service area population includes the City of Yakima, Union Gap, and Terrace Heights
Source: Source: City of Yakima, 2016; Mike Price, Wastewater/Stormwater Manager, City of Yakima, 2016

The YRWWTP has capacity to treat up to 53,400 pounds of organic material. With current load levels of
342.8 pounds of maximum monthly organic loading per 1,000 population, the facility will have surplus
treatment capacity of over 3,000 pounds in 2040.
Both alternatives have lower growth rates than that assumed in the Waste Load Assessment: 0.33% and
0.51% respectively for Alternatives 1 and 2, while 1.16% is the rate assumed in the Waste Load
Assessment.
Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1 supports greater growth proportionally in western Yakima, which will require greater service
extension to serve greenfield development.
Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2 supports an infill policy with a more balanced level of growth between eastern and western
Yakima. Improvements to existing infrastructure in already developed areas will be needed as well as
extension in western Yakima. While in western Yakima, higher total growth is projected under Alternative
2 compared to Alternative 1, the density pattern is more efficient to serve.

Stormwater
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Level of service is regulated by the city’s code and design standards that comply with state regulation. All
new development must meet water quality, runoff, and erosion control requirements of the local and
state regulations. In 2005, Yakima County and the Cities of Yakima, Union Gap, and Sunnyside entered an
Interlocal Governmental Agreement for compliance under the Eastern Washington Phase II Municipal
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Stormwater Permit. The Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington provides the design
and management practices for facilities in compliance with federal, state, and local jurisdictional
requirements.
As the City grows, developments will be required to install new conveyance and stormwater management
systems. Maintaining level of service through 2040 will require maintaining the existing system and
ensuring new facilities are constructed in accordance with the Municipal Stormwater Permit.
Greater growth is anticipated under all studied alternatives, and such residential and employment
development to accommodate growth will be subject to the stormwater management plans and
regulations prepared by the City.
Exhibit 3-27. Stormwater Service Area – City Limits – Growth by Alternative
No Action

Action

2015 Population: City Limits

93,220

93,220

Population Growth: City Limits 2017-2040

18,700

23,211

Western Yakima Proportion of Growth

40%

49%

Eastern Yakima Proportion of Growth

60%

51%

111,920

116,431

Total Population City Limits
Source: OFM 2015 and BERK Consulting, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 1 No Action has lower growth than Alternative 2 Action overall, but with a greater proportion
of growth in a lower density pattern in western Yakima. Therefore, a greater level of growth will require
implementation of new stormwater systems in areas of greenfield development on vacant and
agricultural land.
Alternative 2: Action
Alternative 2 has a greater proportion of growth allocated to eastern Yakima with existing stormwater
systems built prior to newer stormwater standards. There is an opportunity for redevelopment in eastern
Yakima to improve systems and water quality as noted in Section 3.1.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



Alternative 1 is subject to current Comprehensive Plan capital facility policies, the existing Capital
Facility Plan, and more recent functional plans prepared for water, irrigation, wastewater, and
stormwater which have not yet been incorporated into the current Capital Facility Plan.



Alternative 2 updates the Capital Facility Plan and integrates analysis of water, irrigation,
wastewater, and stormwater from the City’s functional plans. Information is presented by Council
district. Refreshed policies address the City’s equity principles and fiscal policies.

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Infrastructure

3-49

Applicable Regulations and Commitments



Title 7 Public Services and Utilities regulates Irrigation System, Water System, Wastewater, and
Stormwater system connections and rates.



City of Yakima Water System Plans (2011; pending update in 2017), Wastewater Treatment Plan and
System Plans (2013, 2015 and 2016), and Stormwater Management Programs and Plans (2015)
guide long-range and strategic actions to ensure sufficient water supply, water treatment,
wastewater collection and treatment, and stormwater quality.



Special Districts including the Nob Hill Water Association provide water services in accordance with
a Water System Plan (2015).

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



None proposed.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Demand for water, irrigation, wastewater, and stormwater will increase under all studied alternatives.
Current plans address projected growth under either alternative. No significant unavoidable adverse
public service impacts are anticipated with implementation of either alternative with regular capital
facility planning and functional plan updates, generally every six years.

3.10 Power and Telecommunications
Affected Environment
Electricity
The City of Yakima is served by Pacific Power and Light Company. Demand for electrical service is
determined by the use. The broad distribution of land uses provided by the Future Land Use Map will help
determine where upgraded facilities may be necessary.

Natural Gas
The City of Yakima is served Cascade Natural Gas Corporation. Not all residences and businesses are
served, however. Future demand and growth patterns may require extended or upgraded facilities.

Telecommunications
Several telecommunications providers are within the City of Yakima. There are several options available
for when new construction occurs. The extension and upgrade of telecommunication facilities will likely
follow growth patterns.

Impacts
Electricity, Natural Gas, Telecommunications
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Population growth is compared below by Alternative. The addition of people under either alternative will
require a significant amount of new construction, and with new construction comes upgraded and new
utility infrastructure.
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Exhibit 3-28. Franchise Utilities Service Area – City Limits – Population Growth by Alternative
No Action

Action

2015 Population: City Limits

93,220

93,220

Population Growth: City Limits 2017-2040

18,700

23,211

Western Yakima Proportion of Growth

40%

49%

Eastern Yakima Proportion of Growth

60%

51%

111,920

116,431

Total Population City Limits
Source: OFM 2015, City of Yakima and BERK Consulting, 2017

Employment growth is compared by alternative below. Likewise, to population, new infrastructure for
power and telecommunications will be needed to meet employment demands.
Exhibit 3-29. Franchise Utilities Service Area – City Limits – Population Growth by Alternative
Scenario

No Action

Action

Employment 2015: By TAZ City Limit Approximation

47,578

47,578

Transportation and EIS Assumption: By TAZ

14,783

15,318

Total 2040

62,361

62,896

Source: City of Yakima and BERK Consulting, 2017

Alternative 1: No Action
The No Action Alternative will continue the past trends of the primary residential growth happening in
west Yakima. Higher demand for commercial and industrial utilities will occur in similar patterns in those
concentrated areas.
Alternative 2: Action
The Action Alternative promotes greater infill in east and central Yakima. The potential for redevelopment
and mixed uses may require existing utility infrastructure to be upgraded to accommodate higher
densities. Through a new Energy Element, this alternative also promotes and encourages the
incorporation of non-traditional energy sources, such as solar, wind and geothermal, into new
development and redevelopment.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features



Under Alternative 1, the current Utility Element will continue to apply with policies addressing utility
service provider coordination and conservation, and less emphasis on alternative energy sources.



With Alternative 2, the Utilities Element and Energy Elements both contain goals and policies for the
adequate distribution of utilities with new development and redevelopment projects. The Energy
Element establishes additional conservation policies and encourages use of alternative energy
sources.
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Applicable Regulations
Adequate utility service is a condition of development under these codes and ordinances; the zoning code
also addresses allowable utility facilities and permit requirements:



Title 14 Subdivisions



Title 15 Zoning



Title 11 Buildings



Title 12 Development Standards

Other Potential Mitigation Measures



New and redeveloped projects will undergo land use and environmental review, as dictated by the
scope of the project and applicable regulations.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Future population growth will increase the demand on utilities and will require extension and, in some
cased, upgraded facilities. Coordination with service providers early in project review will help avoid
significant adverse impacts.
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CITIZEN AMENDMENT REQUESTS

4.1

Programmatic Analysis of Citizen Amendment Requests

Each citizen amendment request described in Chapter 2.0 has been evaluated in Chapter 3.0 cumulatively.
In Exhibit 4-1, each request is evaluated individually at a programmatic level regarding potential effects
on the natural environment, land use and growth, and public services and infrastructure. The properties
contained in the requests below have been evaluated cumulatively for effects on public services and
infrastructure in Sections 3.7 to 3.10. At the time of any future development, street frontage and system
development changes would likely be required, consistent with the level of development.
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Exhibit 4-1. Citizen Amendment Requests – Programmatic Environmental Review
Name, Description,
Location

1. Datal Properties,
LLC
Low Density
Residential to
Commercial Mixed
Use
113 & 115 N 56th Ave

Natural Environment Effects

Land Use and Growth Effects

Public Service and Infrastructure Effects

A commercial development may be more
intensive in impervious area than
residential uses. For example, lot
coverage is 60% in low density zones (SR
and R-1) but 80-85% under zones
implementing Community Mixed Use
(see Exhibit 2-6 for zones and YMC Table
5-1.). An increase in impervious area may
increase stormwater flow and effect
water quality of streams to which the site
drains However, City stormwater
regulations will apply and will regulate
flows and water quality consistent with
the State’s most recent manuals.

The proposal will increase the potential
for mixed uses with higher densities and
greater employment growth.
The parcels are located at the cross-roads
of two arterials. The location is
appropriate for commercial use, but the
size and grade difference will make
development difficult. Based on size and
configuration of parcels, the
development potential of the lot for
commercial use is problematic for
parking and setbacks. If there is
insufficient area for landscaping and
setbacks, the compatibility with adjacent
residential areas could be insufficient.
New design guidelines that fulfil
proposed land use policies could help
mitigate the effect. Until such time as
design guidelines are developed a higher
permit review standard may be
appropriate to ensure sufficient
development conditions.

At higher densities and intensities, the
future commercial and residential uses
allowed by Commercial Mixed Use will
mean greater demand on public services
such as police, fire, schools, and parks
compared with lower density residential
uses.
There will be a greater intensity of use,
greater transportation trips, and likely a
higher demand for water, wastewater,
power, and telecommunication facilities
with mixed use employment and
residential uses at higher densities
compared with lower density residential
uses.
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Name, Description,
Location
2. Landon Glenn
Industrial to
Commercial Mixed
Use
203 & 207 Oak St
3. Jeff Baker
Regional Development
to Commercial Mixed
Use
Vic. Of E Nob Hill Blvd
& S 18th St

4. Jay Sentz
Low Density
Residential to
Community Mixed Use
4201 Summitview Ave

Natural Environment Effects

Land Use and Growth Effects

Public Service and Infrastructure Effects

Minimal effect to the natural
environment. The existing residential use
at 203 Oak St is completely built out.
Commercial development on the vacant
207 Oak Avenue Parcel would more
consistent with the neighborhood.

The size of the vacant parcel at 207 Oak
St is more amenable to commercial
development and is consistent with the
surrounding area. No changes are
proposed to the existing use at 203 Oak
Avenue.

Minimal effect. Potential new
development on the vacant lot will utilize
existing utilities in the right of way.
Utility and transportation demand from a
new commercial use would likely be
lower than a new industrial use.

Changing from Regional Development
(RD) to Commercial Mixed Use will have
little impact on the Natural Environment.
The RD is intended to allow projects at a
much larger scale than most the smaller
lots in this area can accommodate. The
Commercial Mixed Use designation is
more appropriate to the character of the
existing area.

Most the land use will remain the same.
When this area was changed to RD
several years ago there were many uses
rendered to be legally nonconforming as
a result. This change will bring long-term
historic uses back into compliance.

Minimal effect as most of the area is
already built out. New uses are limited
due to necessary utility and roadway
extensions that would be necessary if the
area were to stay as RD.

Commercial development on this lot is
proposed to be incorporated into the
adjacent commercial node to the east.
Lot coverage would increase from the R-1
standard of 60% to an SCC standard of
85%. All applicable development
standards will apply to future
development.

The proposal will increase the available
uses at the adjacent commercial
complex, along with allowing more space
for site distance at the existing
commercial exit. Site design standards
will be in place to protect adjacent
residential uses. The lot itself would be
difficult to site any commercial use due
to its size. However, incorporating the
lot into the adjacent commercial complex
will allow a site design that can be scaled
to the area.

Greater demand on public services will be
necessary to accommodate this higher
intensity commercial use. The proposed
site plan would remove the driveway on
this lot to incorporate the parcel into the
adjacent commercial development. If
approved, sight distance and grade issues
at the existing ingress/egress point into
the development will be greatly
improved.
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Name, Description,
Location

5. TM Rentals
Low Density
Residential to Mixed
Residential
Vic. Of S 38th Ave and
W Logan Ave

6. Gail Buchanan
Low Density
Residential to Mixed
Residential
408, 410, & 412 S 88th
Ave

Natural Environment Effects
An increase from Low Density Residential
to High Density Residential will increase
the density of these sites. Adjacent to
the south is Wide Hollow Creek which is
classified as a Type II water. Applicable
Critical Area development standards and
buffers will be observed with future
development. The applicant indicates
that of the total 7.55 acres,
approximately 4.11 acres is within the
floodplain/critical area of Wide Hollow
Creek; leaving 3.44 acres of developable
land.
An increase from Low Density Residential
to High Density Residential will increase
the density of these sites. Lot coverage
could increase from 60% to 80% and
building height could increase from 35-ft
to 50-ft if R-3 zoning is desired. If the
zoning changes to R-2, lot coverage and
building height remains unchanged.

Land Use and Growth Effects

Public Service and Infrastructure Effects

This change will increase the units per
acre from 7 to 8-12 (R-2) or up to 13+ (R3), depending on the desired zoning. The
on-site critical area and floodplain
further limit the available area for
development on these parcels, making
medium to high density residential a
viable option, if designed appropriately.

Medium or High Density development
will generate more traffic and require
greater utility needs than Low Density
development. The development review
process will require frontage
improvements and utility extension
consistent with the proposed use.

This change will increase the units per
acre from 7 to 8-12 (R-2) or up to 13+ (R3), depending on the desired zoning.
Increased densities will require additional
site design standards to promote
compatibility with adjacent single family
homes.

Medium or High Density development
will generate more traffic and require
greater utility needs than Low Density
development. The development review
process will require frontage
improvements and utility extension
consistent with the proposed use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

7. Supercold Storage
Large Convenience
Center to Industrial

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

1415 River Rd

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Programmatic Analysis of Citizen Amendment Requests

4-4

Name, Description,
Location

8. Jerry Hand
Medium Density
Residential to
Commercial Mixed
Use
1406 S Fair Ave & 909
LaFollette

9. William and Linda
Beerman
Low Density
Residential to
Community Mixed Use
419 & 421 S 16th Ave,
1513 Tieton Dr

Natural Environment Effects
A commercial development may be more
intensive in impervious area than
residential uses. For example, lot
coverage is 60% in low density zones (SR
and R-1) but 80-85% under zones
implementing Commercial Mixed Use
(see Exhibit 2-6 for zones and YMC Table
5-1.). An increase in impervious area may
increase stormwater flow and affect
water quality of streams to which the site
drains However, City stormwater
regulations will apply and will regulate
flows and water quality consistent with
the State’s most recent manuals.
421 S 16th and 1513 Tieton are an existing
commercial business. 419 is a single
family home. The proposal would
remove the single family home to expand
the parking are for the business. A
commercial development may be more
intensive in impervious area than
residential uses. For example, lot
coverage is 60% in low density zones (SR
and R-1) but 80-85% under zones
implementing Community Mixed Use
(see Exhibit 2-6 for zones and YMC Table
5-1.). An increase in impervious area may
increase stormwater flow and effect
water quality of streams to which the site
drains However, City stormwater
regulations will apply and will regulate
flows and water quality consistent with
the State’s most recent manuals.

Land Use and Growth Effects

Public Service and Infrastructure Effects

This neighborhood has a broad mixture
of residential and commercial uses.
Adjacent uses to these sites are
commercial to the north and east,
residential to the south and west. The
total acreage of both parcels is only 0.33
acres, which will dramatically limit the
intensity of any proposed future
commercial development. With careful
site design and consideration of setbacks
and landscaping, the impacts on adjacent
residential uses can be minimized.

Due to the limited area of the site, future
development will not likely put a burden
on the street or utility infrastructure.
More intense development will likely
require new water and sewer
connections that can handle more
capacity than the current residential uses.

The only land use change would be at
419 S 16th Avenue which would remove
the single-family home and incorporate
the property into the adjacent
commercial development. Careful site
design and appropriate site screening
and setbacks will be necessary to
promote compatibility with the
neighborhood.

Depending on future site design, this
change could minimize traffic conflicts by
relocating the existing driveway along
16th which is less than 100-feet from the
intersection. Stormwater management
will be important if the parking lot is
expanded.
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Name, Description,
Location

10. SOZO Sports of
Central WA
Industrial and Low
Density Residential to
Commercial Mixed
Use
Vic. Of S 36th Ave and
Sorenson Rd

Natural Environment Effects

Land Use and Growth Effects

Public Service and Infrastructure Effects

This area is currently being constructed
as a soccer complex and public park
(currently Low Density Residential).
Environmental considerations for the
complex were reviewed in SEPA#035-15.
Other parcels outside of the complex are
changing from Industrial to Commercial
Mixed Use. Future development will
undergo environmental review as
appropriate. Commercial uses will likely
have less environmental impact than
Industrial.

The soccer complex and park area
comprises the majority of this request,
which was approved by the City of
Yakima by CL2#014-15. Parcels outside
of the complex that are changing from
Industrial to Commercial will be able to
provide support facilities to the park.
Furthermore, these parcels are within
the Airport Safety Overlay which
dramatically limits the development
potential. Small-scale commercial
development is more viable than
industrial.

The 6-year TIP includes a project to widen
S 36th Avenue from Spring Creek Road to
Sorenson Road, and classify 36th as a
Collector. Utility connections and other
considerations will be required for future
development.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

None. This change simply brings the FLU
designation into conformance with the
existing land use.

11. Gary Delaney
Medium Density
Residential to
Community Mixed Use
1414 S 2nd Ave
12. Mark Hoffmann
Industrial to Low
Density Residential
3109 W Washington
Ave
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ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS, AND REFERENCES

5.1

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ADD – Average Day Demand
ADT – Average Daily Traffic
BAS – Best Available Science
BMPs – Best Management Practices
CARA – Critical Aquifer Recharge Area
CFP – Capital Facilities Plan
CPPs – Countywide Planning Policies
DAHP – Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
DEIS – Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EIS – Environmental Impact Statement
FEIS – Final Environmental Impact Statement
FEMA – Federal Emergency Management Agency
FLU – Future Land Use
FTE – Full Time Employees
FWHCA – Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas
GMA – the Washington State Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A)
GPM – Gallons per Minute
LOS – Level of Service
MDD – Maximum Day Demand
MGD – Million Gallons per Day
NPDES – National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
NRHP – National Register of Historic Places
OFM – Washington State Office of Financial Management
PHD – Peak Hour Demand
PHF – Peak Hour Flow
RCW – Revised Code of Washington
RTPO – Regional Transportation Planning Organization
SEPA – Washington State Environmental Policy Act (WAC 174-11)
TAZ – Transportation Analysis Zones
UGA – Urban Growth Area

FINAL JUNE 2017 |Acronyms, Abbreviations, and References

5-1

WAC – Washington Administrative Code
WDFW – Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
WSDOT – Washington State Department of Transportation
WSP – Washington State Patrol
WWTP – Wastewater Treatment Plant
YMC – Yakima Municipal Code
YRCAA – Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency
YRWWTP – Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
YVCOG – Yakima Valley Council of Governments

5.2
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DISTRIBUTION LIST
The following agencies and interested parties have received a notice of availability of the Draft and Final
SEIS.

Tribes
Yakama Bureau of Indian Affairs, Yakama Nation Environmental Management Program, Yakama-Klickitat
Fisheries

Federal Agencies
US Army Corps of Engineers, Natural Resource Conservation Service, NOAA Fisheries, US Environmental
Protection Agency, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal Aviation Administration

State Agencies
Department of Commerce, Department of Ecology, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Department of
Natural Resources, Department of Social and Health Services, Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation, Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, Office of Rural and Farmworker Housing, Department
of Transportation

Regional Agencies
Yakima County Commissioners, Yakima County Planning, Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency, Yakima Valley
Conference of Governments, Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency, Conservation District

Local Agencies
Ahtanum Irrigation District, Nob Hill Water, Greater Yakima Chamber of Commerce, Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce of Yakima, Nob Hill Water, West Valley School District, Yakima School District, Yakima Valley
Museum, Yakima Waste Systems, Yakima Library, City of Union Gap

Newspapers and Radio
Newspapers: Yakima Herald, El Sol de Yakima, Yakima Valley Business Times, Sunnyside Daily Sun News,
El Mundo, La Voz, Associated Press
TV Stations: KIMA, KNDO, KAPP, KCJT, KNDU, KEPR, KVEW, YCTC, Y-PAC
Radio Stations: Radio Yakima (KXDD, KHHK, KARY, KRSE, KBBO, KTCR), Townsquare Media Yakima (KMGW,
KIT, KUTI, KFFM, KDBL, KATS), Casa Media Group (KMNA, KLES), Bustos Media (KZTA, KDYK), La Marketa
Radio, Northwest Public Radio, KDNA
Interested PartiesCentral WA Homebuilders Association, Barge-Chestnut Neighborhood Association,
Yakima Association of Realtors, Associated General Contractors of WA, RCDR. Additionally, 213
individuals were notified via email who signed up for notification during our various outreach events.
All parcels with a future land use change, which may result in a future zoning change, have been notified
that their future land use is changing. For additional information, please see the contact information
provided on the fact sheet.
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Other
Commenters on the Draft SEIS. See Appendix C.
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State of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife
th

South Central Region 3 – 1701 S. 24 Ave., Yakima WA 98902-5720
Phone: (509) 575-2740, Fax (509) 575-2474

November 04, 2016
City of Yakima Planning Division
Joseph Calhoun, Senior Planner
129 N 2nd St
Yakima, WA 98901
Subject:

State Environmental Policy Act Document, Comments on
Determination of Significance and Notice of Scoping, Comprehensive
Plan 2040 Update, City of Yakima, Yakima County

Dear Joseph:
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the abovereferenced State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) document for a Determination of
Significance Notice on the Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update, received via the City
website on October 28, 2016, and offers the following comments at this time. Other
comments may be offered as the project progresses.
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Management and Removal of Vegetation on Yakima River Levees:
The City practices the removal of vegetation on the Federal flood-control levee system
within city limits. Active management of levee vegetation is no longer required for U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers - PL 84-99 levee certification. The near-stream and sometimes
overhanging vegetation, which has been severely cropped for many years, can provide
significant cover and shade for fish and a food source in the form of insects, which fall or
land on the water from it. Active removal of levee vegetation impairs the recruitment to
the river of woody debris organic detritus. Barren levees reduce channel roughness,
which is a negative characteristic in terms of providing for levee stability and longevity.
Thus, keeping vegetation on levees can have many positive benefits.
We recommend that the City immediately suspends its current management of vegetation
on the levee system and adopt a policy under Goal 9.4 of sustaining that vegetation and
approaching levees as fully part of the Riparian - Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation
Area. Pierce County, Washington makes available their document related to maximizing
habitat while minimizing negative effects of vegetation on levees. This document "Levee
Vegetation Management Strategy" is available on the Internet at
https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/4622.
In urban environments where wildlife presence is encouraged it is vital that small patches
of habitat be preserved and enhanced. In this environment, wildlife habitat; particularly
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for birds and small mammals, is limited in urban areas. When looking to develop parks
and new development in general; habitat should be preserved. Attempts to make
everything clean and "park-like" should be discouraged.
--Examples of how this can be done is to keep riparian vegetation intact and enhance it in
areas, such as along the greenway and local lakes and ponds. Birds typically use these
areas both for nesting and as important migration corridors.
--In our parks and open spaces, native vegetation should be planted as landscaping when
possible. We should find opportunities to encourage brushy habitat areas in our parks, not
just clean landscaping and lawns.
--Wetlands, and floodplain areas, even degraded ones, are often used by urban wildlife.
Attempts to fill them in or further degrade them should be discouraged.
Thus, a new policy might be adopted, such as: "Conserve, protect and enhance native
vegetation in open spaces, parks and riparian areas. Consider using native vegetation for
planting in these areas and look for opportunities to enhance habitat for fish and wildlife".
Goal 9.3.5 does not convey a clear meaning and its intentions are not well understood.
However, we do support certain land uses (parks, athletic venues) where important
hydrological functions exist, provided those natural functions continue to be fully
maintained following implementation.

Natural Environment Maps:
1. The wetlands/stream maps seem to be missing many/most of the smaller wetlands that
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) shows. Our recommendation is to use all the
information displayed on the NWI layer.
2. Areas listed as "Urban Natural Environment Open Space" are mapped as Shrub-steppe
(also listed as Urban Natural Environment Open Space" in the attributes). The term
"Shrub-steppe" carries much more clarity and provides a contextual tie-in to both
"Natural Environment" and "Open Space". Thus, "Shrub-steppe" is consistent across the
landscape and our is preferred term.
Zoning Maps:
Some of the floodplain is designated as "Vacant/Under developed/Open Space". We also
see that some of the Naches River floodplain is designated as "Agriculture and
Resource". The background on these groupings is unknown, but some of this verbiage
may be counterproductive in designating floodplain and riparian habitat.
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Please feel free to contact me with any questions or clarifications you may require. My
phone number is 457-9310.

Sincerely,

Eric Bartrand
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Area Habitat Biologist
1701 S 24th Avenue
Yakima, WA 98902
EB,SD:eb
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CRITICAL AREAS REGULATIONS UPDATE
BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION
With passage of the Growth Management Act (GMA), local jurisdictions throughout Washington State (State), including the City of Yakima (City), were
required to develop policies and regulations to designate and protect critical areas. The GMA directs jurisdictions to periodically conduct a thorough
review and update their Comprehensive Plan and regulations (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 36.70A.130). The City originally developed its first
critical areas regulations in 1998 as Chapter 15.27 of its Yakima Municipal Code (YMC), and adopted revisions in 2008 and 2009 based on the thencurrent best available science (BAS).
The City is currently undergoing a comprehensive review and update of its Comprehensive Plan and development regulations. When updating critical
areas policies and regulations, jurisdictions must revisit the standards to establish that they are based on the most recent BAS and “give special
consideration to conservation or protection measures necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries” (RCW 36.70A.172).
Critical areas, as defined by the GMA (RCW 36.70A.030(5)), include:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Frequently flooded areas (Part Four of YMC 15.27),
Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas (Part Five),
Wetlands (Part Six),
Geologically hazardous areas (Part Seven), and
Critical aquifer recharge areas (Part Eight).

The following table provides recommendations for revisions to the 2009 critical areas regulations based on recent advances in BAS, as well as
improvements to support clarity, ease of use, and general consistency with the RCW and the Washington Administrative Code (WAC), and to eliminate
redundancy and conflict with Title 17 (Shoreline Master Program [SMP] Regulations) YMC. Key areas of recommended change are as follows:
1) In the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas section, broaden the application to more than “hydrologically related critical areas” and
update the stream typing and buffer system.
2) In the Wetlands section, implement updates for consistency with the recently modified wetlands regulations in the SMP and recently issued
science-based wetland guidance.

DRAFT, September 2016

1

YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
CRITICAL AREAS REGULATIONS

3) In the Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas section, extensively revise to fill the risk gap left by deferring regulation of this resource primarily to state
and federal law.
The scientific information reviewed during development of these recommendations is included in the last column of the table and listed in the
References section at the end of this document.

ANALYSIS OF CRITICAL AREAS REGULATIONS (YMC 15.27)
Section of the
Yakima Municipal
Code Chapter 15.27

Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

Part One. General Provisions
Amend as follows: “The purpose of this chapter is to establish a single, uniform system of procedures and
standards for development within designated critical areas outside of shoreline jurisdiction within the
incorporated city of Yakima and its urban growth area.”
15.27.120 Purpose
of chapter

15.27.140.A
Applicability
15.27.140.B
Applicability

Amend as follows: “The provisions of this chapter shall apply to any new development, construction, or use
within the incorporated portion of the city of Yakima and its urban growth area outside of shoreline
jurisdiction designated as a critical area…”

Clarifies that these
regulations are not
applicable in
shoreline
jurisdiction;
shoreline critical
areas regulations are
separately addressed
in Chapter 17.09
Yakima Municipal
Code (YMC).
Change to avoid
confusion with
shoreline regulations
in Title 17.

Update as needed.
Part Two. Definitions

Fill

Amend as follows: “…The physical structure of a shore bank stabilization structure shall not be considered
fill….”
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Section of the
Yakima Municipal
Code Chapter 15.27

Fish and wildlife
habitat
conservation

Fish and wildlife
habitat
conservation areas

Habitats of local
importance
Hydrologically
related critical area
(HRCA)

Priority habitat and
species

Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

Add this definition: Fish and wildlife habitat conservation means land management for maintaining
populations of species in suitable habitats within their natural geographic distribution so that the habitat
available is sufficient to support viable populations over the long term and isolated subpopulations are not
created. This does not mean maintaining all individuals of all species at all times, but it does mean not
degrading or reducing populations or habitats so that they are no longer viable over the long term. Counties
and cities should engage in cooperative planning and coordination to help assure long term population
viability.

Definition taken
from Washington
Administrative Code
(WAC) 365-190130(1).

Add this definition: “Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas” are areas that serve a critical role in
sustaining needed habitats and species for the functional integrity of the ecosystem, and which, if altered, may
reduce the likelihood that the species will persist over the long term. These areas may include, but are not
limited to, rare or vulnerable ecological systems, communities, and habitat or habitat elements including
seasonal ranges, breeding habitat, winter range, and movement corridors; and areas with high relative
population density or species richness. Counties and cities may also designate locally important habitats and
species. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas does not include such artificial features or constructs as
irrigation delivery systems, irrigation infrastructure, irrigation canals, or drainage ditches that lie within the
boundaries of, and are maintained by, a port district or an irrigation district or company.

Definition taken
from WAC 365-190030(6)(a and c).

Add this definition: "Habitats of local importance" are designated as fish and wildlife habitat conservation
areas based on a finding by the city that they are locally important.

Definition adapted
from WAC 365-190030(6)(b).

Delete this definition as it’s no longer in use.

Add the following definitions:
“Priority habitat” means a habitat type with unique or significant value to one or more species. An area
classified and mapped as priority habitat must have one or more of the following attributes: comparatively
high fish or wildlife density, comparatively high fish or wildlife species diversity, fish spawning habitat,
important wildlife habitat, important fish or wildlife seasonal range, important fish or wildlife movement
corridor, rearing and foraging habitat, refuge, limited availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration,
unique or dependent species, or shellfish bed. A priority habitat may be described by a unique vegetation type
or by a dominant plant species that is of primary importance to fish and wildlife. A priority habitat may also be
described by a successional stage. Alternatively, a priority habitat may consist of a specific habitat element

DRAFT, September 2016

These definitions
were taken from
Washington
Department of Fish
and Wildlife’s
(WDFW’s) Priority
Habitat and Species
List (2008). WDFW’s
system for
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Recommendation

(such as talus slopes, caves, or snags) of key value to fish and wildlife. A priority habitat may contain priority
and/or nonpriority fish and wildlife.
“Priority species” means species requiring protective measures and/or management guidelines to ensure their
persistence at genetically viable population levels. Priority species are those that meet any of the criteria
listed below:
A. Washington State (State) Listed or State Proposed Species. State-listed species are those native fish and
wildlife species legally designated as endangered (WAC 232-12-014), threatened (WAC 232-12-011), or
sensitive (WAC 232-12-011). State proposed species are those fish and wildlife species that will be
reviewed by WDFW (POL-M-6001) for possible listing as endangered, threatened, or sensitive according
to the process and criteria defined in WAC 232-12-297.
B. Vulnerable Aggregations. Vulnerable aggregations include those species or groups of animals susceptible
to significant population declines, within a specific area or statewide, by virtue of their inclination to
congregate.
C. Species of Recreational, Commercial, and/or Tribal Importance. Native and nonnative fish, shellfish, and
wildlife species of recreational or commercial importance and recognized species used for tribal
ceremonial and subsistence purposes that are vulnerable to habitat loss or degradation.
D. Species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act as either proposed, threatened, or endangered.

Restore and
Restoration

Replace with the following (adapted from the definition used in YMC 17.01.090): “Restore,” “restoration” or
“ecological restoration” means the reestablishment or upgrading of impaired functions, such as those listed in
YMC 15.27.504, that have been lost or destroyed through natural events or human activity. This may be
accomplished through measures including, but not limited to, revegetation, removal of intrusive structures,
and removal or treatment of toxic materials. Restoration does not imply a requirement for returning the site
to aboriginal or pre-European settlement conditions.

DRAFT, September 2016

Comment /
Science Reference

designating Priority
Habitats and Species
(PHS), and providing
recommendations
for management of
those habitats and
species, is an
important element
of best available
science that guides
protection of the full
range of fish and
wildlife habitat
conservation areas.
The current
regulations
thoroughly address
aquatic species and
habitats, but other
habitats and species
are not covered.
Consistency with
definition in Title 17.
This definition
includes the
appropriate
acknowledgment
that “restoration” is
a continuum from
any upgrade to full
reestablishment.
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Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

Species of local
importance

Add this definition: ”Species of local importance” are those species that are of local concern due to their
population status or their sensitivity to habitat alteration or that are game species.

Taken from WAC
365-190-030(19).

Waters of the state

Add this definition: “Waters of the state” are all lakes, rivers, ponds, streams, inland waters, underground
waters, salt waters, and all other surface waters and watercourses within the jurisdiction of the state of
Washington.

Taken from Revised
Code of Washington
(RCW) 90.48.020.

Part Three. Application and Review Procedures
15.27.305
Documented
exemptions for
hydrologically
related critical
areas and wetlands

15.27.307.A
Mitigation
requirements

15.27.315
Supplemental
report
requirements for
specific critical
areas

Update section title to: Documented exemptions for fish and wildlife habitat conservation hydrologically
related critical areas and wetlands.

Greater consistency
with WAC
classification of
critical areas.

Modify as follows: If an alteration to a critical area is unavoidable, all adverse impacts to that critical area and
its buffers shall be mitigated for in accordance with an approved mitigation plan and mitigation for wetland
impacts shall be mitigated in accordance with the Washington State Department of Ecology Wetland
Mitigation in Washington State, Parts 1 and 2 (March 2006 or as updated).

Critical area-specific
mitigation guidance
should be located
within that critical
area’s regulations
section for ease of
staff and public use.
Greater consistency
with RCW and WAC
classification of
critical areas.

Modify as follows:
A. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation AreasStream Corridors. When a critical areas report is required for a
fish and wildlife habitat conservation areastream corridor or hydrologically related critical area, it shall include
the following:
Add a new 3. A discussion of any federal, state or local management recommendations which have been
developed for the species or habitats in the area, and how they will be incorporated into the project.
Part Four. Flood Hazard Areas

15.27.401
Principles

Modify as follows: Part Four recognizes the right and need of the river and stream channels to periodically
carry more than the normal flow of water….

DRAFT, September 2016

This sentence’s
reference to “the
river” implies that
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Recommendation

•

Consider curtailing certain permitted uses (particularly new development) in the floodway fringe and
expanding the list of prohibited uses in the floodway fringe so that treatment is more similar to floodway
regulations.

•

Consider prohibiting new dikes in the floodway.

15.27.40915.27.412
Floodway fringe
and floodway
permitted and
prohibited uses

DRAFT, September 2016

Comment /
Science Reference

there is only one
feature in the City of
Yakima (City) that
has designated flood
hazard areas. Two
rivers and a number
of streams have
mapped floodway
and/or floodplain.
RCW 36.70A.172
requires that the City
“give special
consideration to
conservation or
protection measures
necessary to
preserve or enhance
anadromous
fisheries.” WDFW
(Knight, 2009) and
many other sources
emphasize the
importance of
floodplains in
providing physical
habitat for
salmonids, as well as
supporting
watershed-/basinlevel processes that
help form and
maintain physical
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Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

habitat. New uses in
floodplains can
degrade aquatic
habitat and have an
adverse effect on
salmonids and other
aquatic or terrestrial
species if they
increase stormwater
runoff/reduce
infiltration, reduce
sources of large
woody debris, alter
the size and volume
of sediment inputs,
or interfere with
channel migration,
among others.
Part Five. Fish and Wildlife Habitat and the Stream Corridor System
General

15.27.500 Purpose
and intent

Replace use of “hydrologically related critical area” to the more encompassing “fish and wildlife habitat
conservation area” in this section. Retitle this Part Five as “Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas.”

See comment below.

Revise the Purpose and Intent section as shown below:

This Purpose and
Intent section and
the regulations that
follow target only
hydrologically
related critical areas,
which eliminates the
potential to provide
appropriate levels of
protection of upland

“The stream corridor system includes hydrologically related critical areas, streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands
and is part of a fragile and highly complex relationship of geology, soils, water, vegetation, and wildlife. Policies
and standards to help conserve and protect fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas are designed to
accomplish the following:
A. Meet the requirements of the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.172) regarding best available science;
B. Follow the requirements pursuant to flood-resistant construction in the adopted building code;
C. Provide a zero net loss of natural wetland functions and values;

DRAFT, September 2016
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Recommendation

BD. Provide possible Require consideration of alternatives for necessary development, construction, and uses
within fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas a designated stream corridor and other hydrologically
related critical areas;
CE. Prevent decline in the quantity and quality of surface and subsurface waters;
DF. Conserve, restore, and protect fish and wildlife habitats, vegetation, and ecological relationships;
EG. Protect sensitive areas of the stream corridor fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas from the
potential negative effects of development through coordinated land use planning; and
FH. Protect fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas Tthrough voluntary agreements or government
incentives., provide protection of natural wetland functions and values; and
I. Recognize wildlife area conservation habitats within their natural geographic location through coordinated
land use planning.”

Revise the Protection Approach section as shown below:
“A.
15.27.501
Protection
approach

To maintain fish and wildlife habitat, there must be adequate environmental conditions for reproduction,
foraging, resting, cover, and dispersal of animals. Factors affecting both habitat and its quality include
the presence of essential resources such as food, water, and cover nest building materials, and lack of
disturbance and diseases. The city of Yakima protects fish and wildlife habitat through:
1. Designation of fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas Protection of habitat for aquatic species;
and

Comment /
Science Reference

habitats and species
that require those
upland habitats to
support some part of
their life cycle.
Accordingly,
language is
recommended to
address the full
range of potential
fish and wildlife
habitats in the City,
outside of shoreline
jurisdiction, and to
be consistent with
updated definitions
of this critical area
type that were
promulgated by
WDFW and included
in the WAC.
Modified A for
technical accuracy
and to provide
greater clarity of
protection
mechanisms.

2. Application of development standards based on best available science to proposed activity and
development in or near fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. Protection of habitat for species
located near the water.

DRAFT, September 2016
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B.

The city of Yakima’s approach to protecting threatened, endangered, and sensitive species habitat is by
using the protection approach sections of this chapter.”

Replace/modify existing language in .502 and .503 with the following, and retitle section as 15.27.502
Designation:

Derived from WAC
365-190-130(2).

A.

Recommend
reorganization of
these code sections
to provide more
consistency with the
State’s classification
of critical areas, and
better balance the
emphasis on aquatic
and terrestrial
species.

Designation: Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas are those habitat areas outside of shoreline
jurisdiction that meet any of the criteria listed below.
1. Areas with which state and federal endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have a primary
association;
2. Habitats and species of local importance;
3. Naturally occurring ponds under 20 acres and their submerged aquatic beds that provide fish or
wildlife habitat;

15.27.502 and
15.27.503
Hydrologically
related critical area
features and
Habitat and
habitats of local
importance

Comment /
Science Reference

4. Waters of the state, including any required buffers and associated Federal Emergency Management
Agency-mapped floodplains and floodways;
5. Lakes, ponds, streams, and rivers planted with game fish by a governmental or tribal entity; and
6. State natural area preserves, natural resource conservation areas, and state wildlife areas.
B. Habitats and species of local importance.
1. All species and habitats identified by WDFW’s Priority Habitats and Species program that may be
found in the city of Yakima are designated as fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and
afforded protection under this chapter.
2. [Retain existing 15.27.503.B here]
3. [Modify existing 15.27.503.C as shown] “Development Standards. Projects located within habitats of
local importance or within 200 feet of species of local importance, as designated in subsection A B.1
and B.2 of this section, shall meet the standards below, rather than comply with the applicable
development standards in YMC 15.27.508 through 15.27.521, unless review is also needed for a
hydrologically related critical area. In addition, Pprojects shall be designated using management
recommendations established for the species or habitat by federal and state agencies, or those
adopted for species and habitats of local importance by the city of Yakima. The department shall
consider the extent such recommendations are used in its decision on the proposal, and may
consider recommendations and advice from agencies with expertise.”

DRAFT, September 2016

Although the City’s
code currently
contains a process
for designating
species and habitats
of local importance,
this section of code
has not been used.
Instead, it is
recommended,
consistent with
WDFW guidance,
that habitats and
species of local
importance be
specifically named to
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The current water-typing system does not provide a clear, scientific basis to distinguish the different water
types. The City should consider switching to either WAC 222-16-030 (Water typing system) or WAC 222-16031 (Interim water typing system). Either of these systems would support application of the buffer scale in a
way that more closely matches the actual functions and values of a given waterbody.

Streams, Lake and
Ponds Typing
System
15.27.505

DRAFT, September 2016

Comment /
Science Reference

include PHS
minimally, and then
include the process
for nominating
additional species or
habitats.
RCW 36.70A.172
requires that the City
“give special
consideration to
conservation or
protection measures
necessary to
preserve or enhance
anadromous
fisheries.” Although
the current typing
system’s linkage to a
suite of specific
functions (in the case
of Type 2) is sciencebased, the
application of it is
too subjective, and
there could be
situations where
anadromous fish or
other salmonids may
be using a lowerfunctioning stream,
and thus be assigned
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15.27.505.A
Streams, lakes and
ponds typing
system

15.27.505.B
Streams, lakes and
ponds typing
system

Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

Amend as follows: Type 1 waters streams are those waters, within their ordinary high water mark (OHWM),
meeting the criteria as “shorelines of the state” and “shorelines of statewide significance” under RCW Chapter
90.58. Other Wwaters associated with Type 1 waters streams as defined in RCW Chapter 90.58 are not
includedare not considered Type 1 waters. Type 1 waters are regulated exclusively under Title 17 of the
Yakima Municipal Code.

an inappropriately
smaller buffer.
If the City elects to
switch to the system
in WAC 222-16-030,
Type 1 would be renamed Type S.

The delineation of perennial streams into Type 2 (listed in current Appendix B) and Type 3 waters as currently
defined seems particularly vague and subjective. If the City does not wish to switch water typing systems
altogether, then it is recommended that Type 2 be defined as perennial, salmonid-bearing and Type 3 be
defined as perennial, non-salmonid-bearing. Type 4 should then be limited to non-fish-bearing. Appendix B
could either be eliminated, or updated based on the best available information. In the latter case, Cowiche
Creek (that portion which is not Type 1 or Type S) and Spring Creek, as well as any accessible tributaries,
should at the very least be added to Appendix B as a Type 2 water.

WAC 222-16-030 or 031; WDFW, 2016

If Appendix B is retained, with further modifications to the list, amend as follows: “Type 2 streams are those
surface water features listed in Appendix B of this title which require protection due to the nature of their
contributions to the functional properties listed in YMC 15.27.504. and are considered “streams, lakes and/or
ponds of local importance,” as listed in Appendix B of this title.”
Delete this provision.

15.27.505.F.3
Streams, lakes and
ponds typing
system
Remove this section regarding the wetland rating system.
15.27.506 Wetland
rating system

DRAFT, September 2016

Title 17 provides all
of the necessary
detail regarding
which waters may or
may not be
considered a
shoreline (Type 1).
Recommendation for
clarity. This
important regulation
should be in the
wetlands regulations
section.
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15.27.507 Maps

Comment /
Science Reference

Recommendation

Suggest relocating this section to a consolidated early section on critical areas maps in general, perhaps in Part
One or Part Two, Article II. The text and list should be modified accordingly, considering the actual content of
the updated map sets.
Delete these provisions.

15.27.510-.513
Use classifications
etc.

Amend as follows:
The establishment of a vegetative buffer system is necessary to protect the functions and values of certain
hydrologically related critical areas. Standard and minimum buffers for streams, lakes, and ponds, and
wetlands are listed in (Tables 27.5-1 and 27.5-2). Buffers associated with wetlands are listed in YMC
15.27.XXX.
15.27.514
Vegetative buffers

Table 27.5-1
Stream Water
Type
Type 1 shoreline
streams, lakes, and
ponds

1

Buffer Width—standard/(minimum
adjustmentwidth) 1
100'See Table 09.030-1 in YMC 17.09.030.P.

Buffer Width (if City chooses to
switch to one of the WAC rating
systems)
Type 1 / Type S. See Table 09.030-1
in YMC 17.09.030.P.

The concept of use
classifications
surrounding water
orientation is only
appropriate for
shoreline (Type 1)
waterbodies, which
are solely regulated
via Title 17. These
provisions are not
suitable or necessary
for Types 2-5 waters.
These buffer
recommendations
are based on review
of Final Draft Semiarid Riparian
Functions and
Associated
Regulatory
Protections to
Support Shoreline
Master Program
Updates (Anchor
QEA, LLC, 2013) and
aerial photographs.
Note that as

The buffer modifications suggested below are recommended if the City does not change its current rating system definitions.

DRAFT, September 2016
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Comment /
Science Reference

Recommendation

Type 2 streams,
lakes, and ponds
Type 3 streams
(perennial), lakes,
and ponds
Type 4 streams
(intermittent),
lakes, and ponds
Type 5 streams
(ephemeral)

A.

B.
C.
D.

DRAFT, September 2016

75'/(2556.25')

Type 2 or 3 / Type F = 75’

5065'/(2548.75')

Type 3 or 4 / Type Np = 50’

2550'/(1537.5')

Type 5 / Type Ns = 25’

No buffer standards. Type 5 streams are not
regulated as streams, but may be protected
under geologically hazardous area,
floodplain, stormwater, construction, grading
or other development regulations.

Not Applicable

Vegetative buffers shall be measured from the ordinary high water mark for streams, lakes, and ponds,
and from the edge of the wetlands. The width of the buffer shall be determined according to the stream
or wetland water type. Buffer width may be reduced through an adjustment permit process (YMC
15.27.317). However, the administrative official may not approve reductions to the standard buffer
widths for wetlands that score medium (twenty through twenty-eight points) or high (twenty-nine
through thirty-six points) for wetland habitat function, except where it can be shown that a particular
wildlife species’ needs within the buffer can be met with a smaller buffer.
Type 1 waters streams, lakes, and ponds are protected by the shoreline master program (Title 17) and are
not part of this title.
The minimum buffer widths listed in Tables 27.5-1 and 27.5-2 are the lowest possible buffer widths
allowed by means of the adjustment process. Adjustments below the minimum buffer width must meet
additional approval criteria as provided in YMC 15.27.317(C)(4).
The adequacy of these standard buffer widths presumes the existence of a relatively intact native
vegetative community within the buffer zone that is deemed adequate to protect the identified critical
area.
1. If the vegetation is degraded, then revegetation may be considered with any adjustment to the buffer
width.

currently defined,
the City’s Type 4
stream could be fishbearing.
Removed wetlandspecific language,
and relocated to the
appropriate
wetlands section.
Added detailed
regulations for
mechanisms to
modify stream
buffers, consistent
with the updated
wetland regulation
buffer modification
tools.
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Comment /
Science Reference

2. Where the use is being intensified, a degraded buffer may be revegetated to maintain the standard
width.
E.

Where a legally established road or railway crosses a buffer, the administrative official may approve a
modification of the minimum required buffer width to the waterward edge of the improved road or
railway if a study submitted by the applicant and prepared by a qualified professional demonstrates that
the part of the buffer on the upland side of the road or railway sought to be reduced:
1. Does not provide additional protection of the waterbody; and
2. Provides insignificant biological, geological or hydrological buffer functions relating to the waterward
portion of the buffer adjacent to the waterbody.
If the improved roadway corridor is wider than 20 feet, a study is not required.
F. Buffer averaging to improve habitat protection may be permitted when all of the following conditions are
met:
1. The water or its riparian corridor has significant differences in characteristics that affect its habitat
functions.
2. The buffer is increased adjacent to the higher-functioning area of habitat or more sensitive portion of
the habitat, and decreased adjacent to the lower-functioning or less sensitive portion as
demonstrated by a critical areas report from a qualified professional.
3. The total area of the buffer after averaging is equal to the area required without averaging.
4. The buffer at its narrowest point is never less than three-quarters of the required width.
G. Buffer averaging to allow reasonable use of a parcel may be permitted when all of the following
conditions are met:
1. There are no feasible alternatives to the site design that could be accomplished without buffer
averaging.
2. The averaged buffer will not result in degradation of the waterbody or riparian corridor’s functions
and values as demonstrated by a critical areas report from a qualified professional.
3. The total buffer area after averaging is equal to the area required without averaging.
4. The buffer at its narrowest point is never less than three-quarters of the required width.
The administrative official may not approve reductions to the standard buffer widths for wetlands that score
medium (twenty through twenty-eight points) or high (twenty-nine through thirty-six points) for wetland
habitat function, except where it can be shown that a particular wildlife species’ needs within the buffer can
be met with a smaller buffer.

DRAFT, September 2016
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15.27.515 Roads,
railroads, and
parking AND
15.27.516 Utility
transmission lines
and facilities

15.27.517 Shore
Bank stabilization
AND
15.27.518 Dredging
and excavation
AND
15.27.519 Filling
15.27.520
Commercial mining
of gravel

Recommendation

Table 27.5-2
Type 1 Wetlands
Type 2 Wetlands
Type 3 Wetlands
Type 4 Wetlands
(standard/minimum) (standard/minimum) (standard/minimum) (standard/minimum)
200'/100'
150'/75'
100'/50'
50'/25'
Consider developing a Public Agency and Utility Exception (PAUE), regulations for which could be located
within Article VI, Permit Review Criteria, and consolidating the applicable provisions from .515 and .516 into
more general criteria that could apply to more critical area types. Alternatively, could consolidate these two
sections into one section governing linear and/or public facilities, or even more generally be part of a
regulations section describing modifications allowed in non-shoreline waters and/or their buffers.

Most of the activities in .517 - .519 are most likely to be proposed or undertaken in shoreline jurisdiction, and
thus not subject to these regulations. Many of these provisions could be removed outright. As suggested
immediately above, these sections could also fall underneath a more general set of regulations describing
modifications allowed in non-shoreline waters and/or their buffers.

This activity seems likely to be only pursued in shoreline jurisdiction. If that’s the case, this section could be
deleted.

DRAFT, September 2016

Comment /
Science Reference

Suggestions will
support flexibility for
modifications that
often have minimal
feasible or
appropriate
alternatives.
Whitman County
Code 9.05.110
provides a good
example of PAUE
language.
Change would
eliminate
redundancy and
minimize
unnecessary
language.
Change would
eliminate
redundancy and
minimize
unnecessary
language.
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15.27.521
Reclamation

Recommendation

Retitle this section to “Restoration,” as Reclamation is a term more commonly associated with post-mining
activities.

Comment /
Science Reference

Consistency with
current terminology.

Part Six. Wetlands Replace 15.27.601-.605 with 17.09.040.B-.G, with the following exceptions:
1. Substitute appropriate cross-references in 15.27.XX for the equivalent references in Title 17 (e.g., in
17.09.040.B.2, substitute 17.25.200 for the reference to 17.01.090).
2. Replace “shoreline administrator” with “administrative official.”
3. Replace references to shoreline permits with the equivalent non-shoreline permit.
4. Replace “most current, accurate, and complete scientific and technical information available that is
applicable to the issues of concern” with “best available science.”

General

17.09.040.B.1

Revise 17.09.040.B.1 as follows: “Consistent with WAC 173-22-035, wWetlands in shoreline jurisdiction shall
be delineated…”
Revise 17.09.040.D.2 as follows: “Washington State Wetland Rating System for Eastern Washington, revised
October 2014March 2007 (Ecology Publication Number 14-06-03004-06-15, or as revised)…”

17.09.040.D.2

DRAFT, September 2016

As part of the recent
SMP update, the
wetland regulations
section was
incorporated into
the SMP, but
updated to reflect
the most current
scientific
information. Much
of the SMP version
of these regulations
can then be used
wholesale, except
where there were
shoreline-specific
modifications.
Update to remove
inapplicable
shoreline reference.
Ecology’s most
recent wetland
rating system
represents the best
available science
(Hruby, 2014).
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17.09.040.D.2.a-d

Recommendation

Replace 17.09.040.D.2.a-d with the following:
a. Category I wetlands are those that 1) represent a unique or rare wetland type; or 2) are more sensitive to
disturbance than most wetlands; or 3) are relatively undisturbed and contain ecological attributes that are
impossible to replace within a human lifetime; or 4) provide a high level of functions. Risk of any
degradation to these wetlands must be avoided because their functions and values are too difficult to
replace. Generally, these wetlands are not common and make up a small percentage of the wetlands in
the region.
b. Category II wetlands are difficult, though not impossible, to replace, and provide high levels of some
functions. These wetlands occur more commonly than Category I wetlands, but still need a relatively high
level of protection.
c. Category III wetlands are wetlands with a moderate level of functions and can often be adequately
replaced with a well-planned mitigation project. These wetlands generally have been disturbed in some
ways and are often less diverse or more isolated from other natural resources in the landscape than
Category II wetlands.

Comment /
Science Reference

Descriptions of the
different wetland
categories are from
Washington State
Wetland Rating
System For Eastern
Washington (Hruby,
2014).

d. Category IV wetlands have the lowest level of functions and are often heavily disturbed. These are
wetlands that should be able to be replaced and, in some cases, improved. However, experience has
shown that replacement cannot be guaranteed in any specific case. These wetlands may provide some
important functions and also need to be protected.
17.09.040.E
Wetland Buffers

Replace Sub-section E with XX.050 from Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates Eastern Washington Version
(Bunten and others, 2016).

Wetland Guidance
for CAO Updates
Eastern Washington
Version (Bunten and
others, 2016)

Replace Sub-sections F and G with Section XX.070 from Wetland Guidance for CAO Updates Eastern
Washington Version (Bunten and others, 2016).

Wetland Guidance
for CAO Updates
Eastern Washington
Version (Bunten and
others, 2016). While
lengthier than the
current language,
this more detailed
section will provide

17.09.040.F and G

DRAFT, September 2016
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Recommendation

Comment /
Science Reference

better consistency
with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers
(Corps) and U.S.
Environmental
Protection Agency
(EPA) Compensatory
Mitigation for Losses
of Aquatic Resources;
Final Rule (Corps,
2008).
Part Seven. Geologically Hazardous Areas
Modify A.2.d as shown: Channel migration zones and sStream undercutting.
15.27.701 Mapping
and designation

Modify C as shown: The approximate location and extent of geologically hazardous areas are shown on the
city’s critical area map titled “Geologically Hazardous Areas of the City of Yakima.” The following geologically
hazardous areas have been mapped and classified using the criteria found in WAC 365-190-120080(4)(b)
through (h):
Modify as shown: …YMC Title 11 requirements can be met by the application of the Best Management
Practices (BMPs) in the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual
(WDOEEcology publication number 04-10-076, or most recent version);…

Change clarifies
manual title, and
ensures that the
most current and
scientifically based
version would
continue to be used
in the future.

Modify as shown: …Protection measures for stream undercutting hazard areas will be accomplished by critical
areas review for flood hazards, and streams, and shoreline jurisdiction.

Update to remove
inapplicable
shoreline reference.

15.27.702.A

15.27.702.D

Updated WAC
language and
references.

DRAFT, September 2016

18

YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
CRITICAL AREAS REGULATIONS

Section of the
Yakima Municipal
Code Chapter 15.27

Recommendation

Modify as shown: …The administrative official is authorized to waive further geologic hazard review for
oversteepened slopes on the basis that the hazards identified by the geologic hazard report will be adequately
mitigated through conditions applied to the issuance of a grading or construction permit.
15.27.703.B.2

Comment /
Science Reference

Change for clarity
(the issuance of a
permit doesn’t
mitigate hazards,
unless that permit
contains appropriate
conditions).

Part Eight. Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA)
The map referenced in this section does not clearly illustrate all of the features named in the regulations. The
referenced critical aquifer recharge area guidance document has also been updated since 1997. The most
recent version (Morgan, 2005) stresses the importance of mapping public water supply wells, private wells,
aquifer boundaries, and areas that have been rated for susceptibility. In the absence of good maps, the 2005
guidance document emphasizes more strongly the important of performance standards. At this time, the
section should be edited to reflect what is available, and require use of the latest guidance for future mapping
efforts.

Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas
Guidance Document
(Morgan, 2005)

Suggest renaming this section to “Maps and Reference Documents” or something similar.
At a minimum, the following maps and reference documents could be listed:
15.27.810 Mapping

•
•
•
•
•
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U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx

Washington Department of Health Group A and B Maps
https://fortress.wa.gov/doh/eh/maps/SWAP/index.html
Soil Survey of Yakima County Area, Washington (report only)
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_MANUSCRIPTS/washington/yakimaWA1985/yakimaWA1985I.pdf
City of Yakima Wellhead Protection Plan http://www.yakimacounty.us/669/City-of-Yakima-WellheadProtection-Plan
Hydrogeologic Framework of Sedimentary Deposits in Six Structural Basins, Yakima River Basin,
Washington http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5116/pdf/sir20065116.pdf and Yakima Basin plate
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2006/5116/pdf/sir20065116_plate4.pdf
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Section of the
Yakima Municipal
Code Chapter 15.27

Recommendation

Existing .820.B essentially relies on property owner/applicant compliance with a variety of existing local, state
and federal laws. Given the lack of good maps at this time and the gaps in appropriate protection that can
result from reliance on state and federal regulations (see Morgan, 2005), complete revision of the regulations
is recommended as shown below.

Comment /
Science Reference

Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas
Guidance Document
(Morgan, 2005)

These regulations were adapted from the City of Redmond’s and City of Ellensburg’s regulations, both of which
were last updated in 2013, customized to the City of Yakima. After reviewing a number of examples of CARA
regulations from other cities and counties, Redmond/Ellensburg was chosen based on their content and level
of detail, which were a good fit considering the City of Yakima’s available information. Ellensburg has a similar
landscape position to Yakima. Where applicable, language from Yakima County’s code was also integrated.
15.27.820
Protection
Approach

During review of other CARA regulation examples, it was noted that there seemed to be three primary
approaches:
1) High level of detail and specificity based on more extensive groundwater/aquifer mapping and analysis
(e.g., Cowlitz County). This specificity can significantly reduce the burden on staff and applicants.
2) Low level of detail and specificity, with the regulations deferring primarily to state and federal regulations.
In several cases, additional reporting or other performance standards could be required by the Director when
a development “has potential to impact an aquifer,” but the regulations do not identify reliable, science-based
indicators to help a Director make that determination (e.g., Benton County).
3) Moderate level of detail, with tiered submittal requirements and more specific standards, but limited
supporting map analysis. (e.g., Redmond and Ellensburg).
The following set of recommended regulations takes the moderate approach. With a budget commitment by
the City (e.g., either now or as part of a future work program by the City or a joint effort of the County-City if
appropriate), maps could be generated and these regulations could be refined to further minimize staff and
applicant reporting and analysis.

RECOMMENDED CARA REGULATIONS
15.27.820 Protection approach.
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A.

Classification and Rating of Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. To promote consistent application of the standards and requirements of this section, Critical
Aquifer Recharge Areas within the City shall be rated or classified according to their characteristics, function and value, and/or their sensitivity to
disturbance.
1. Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas Classification. Critical aquifer recharge areas are those areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for

potable water. Wellhead protection involves the management of activities that have a potential to degrade the quality of groundwater produced by a
supply well. The City is classified into four wellhead protection zones that are based on proximity to and travel time of groundwater to Group A and
Group B water source wells within the City limits, and are designated using guidance from the Washington Department of Health Wellhead Protection
Program pursuant to Chapter 246-290 WAC.
a. Wellhead Protection Zone 1 represents the land area overlying the six-month time-of-travel zone of any Group A water source well and/or land

area overlying any Group B wellhead protection area.

b. Wellhead Protection Zone 2 represents the land area that overlies the one-year time-of-travel zone of any Group A water source well, excluding

the land area contained within Wellhead Protection Zone 1.

c. Wellhead Protection Zone 3 represents the land area that overlies the five-year and ten-year time-of-travel zones of any Group A water source

well, excluding the land area contained within Wellhead Protection Zones 1 or 2.

d. Wellhead Protection Zone 4 represents all the remaining land area in the City not included in Wellhead Protection Zones 1, 2, or 3.

2. Classification of wellhead protection zones shall be determined in accordance with the City’s Wellhead Protection Plan and the Washington State

Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water, Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) Mapping Application, which designates time of travel and
wellhead protection zones that correspond to Zones 1 through 4, noted in subsection 1 above.

B.

Prohibited Activities in Wellhead Protection Zones.
1.

Land uses or activities for new development or redevelopment that pose a significant hazard to the City’s groundwater resources, resulting from
storing, handling, treating, using, producing, recycling, or disposing of hazardous materials or other deleterious substances, shall be prohibited in
Wellhead Protection Zones 1 and 2. These land uses and activities include, but are not limited to:
a. Large on-site sewage systems, as defined in WAC Chapter 246-272A;
b. Hazardous liquid pipelines as defined in RCW Chapter 81.88;
c.

Solid waste landfills or transfer stations, including hazardous or dangerous waste, municipal solid waste, special waste, wood waste, and inert
and demolition waste;
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d. Liquid petroleum refining, reprocessing, and storage;
e. Bulk storage facilities;
f.

Hard rock and sand and gravel mining, unless located within the mineral resource designation;

g. The storage or distribution of gasoline treated with the additive methyl tertiary butyl ether;
h. Hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities except those defined under permit by rule for industrial wastewater treatment
processes per WAC 173-303-802(5)(a);
i.

Chemical manufacturing, including but not limited to, organic and inorganic chemicals, plastics and resins, pharmaceuticals, cleaning compounds,
paints and lacquers, and agricultural chemicals;

j.

Dry cleaning establishments using the solvent perchloroethylene or similarly toxic compounds;

k.

Primary and secondary metal industries that manufacture, produce, smelt, or refine ferrous and nonferrous metals from molten materials;

l.

Wood treatment facilities that allow any portion of the treatment process to occur over permeable surfaces (both natural and manmade);

m. Mobile fleet fueling operations;
n. Class I, Class III, Class IV, and the following types of Class V wells: 5A7, 5F01, 5D03, 5F04, 5W09, 5W10, 5W11, 5W31, 5X13, 5X14, 5X15, 5W20,
5X28, and 5N24 as regulated under RCW Chapter 90.48 and WAC Chapters 173-200 and 173-218, as amended;
o. Permanent dewatering of the aquifer for new projects and redevelopment;
p. Facilities that store, process, or dispose of radioactive substances; and
q. Irrigation with graywater or reclaimed water.
2.

C.

Other land uses and activities that the City determines would pose a significant groundwater hazard to Group A and Group B groundwater supplies
within the City limits, or would significantly reduce the recharge to aquifers currently or potentially used as a potable water source.

Wellhead Protection Zone Performance Standards.
1. Activities may only be permitted in a critical aquifer recharge area if the applicant can show that the proposed activity will not cause contaminants to

enter the aquifer and that the proposed activity will not adversely affect the recharging of the aquifer.
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2. Any uses or activities which involve storing, handling, treating, using, producing, recycling, or disposing of hazardous materials or other deleterious

substances shall comply with the following standards that apply to the wellhead protection zone in which they are located. Residential uses of
hazardous materials or deleterious substances are exempt from the following standards.

3. If a property is located in more than one wellhead protection zone, the Director of [XXX] shall determine which standards shall apply based on an

assessment evaluation of the risk posed by the facility or activity. The assessment evaluation shall include, but not be limited to: (a) the location,
type, and quantity of the hazardous materials or deleterious substances on the property; (b) the geographic and geologic characteristics of the site;
and (c) the type and location of infiltration on the site.

4. Development within Wellhead Protection Zones 1 or 2, and any facility or activity existing as of [XXX], within which hazardous materials or other

deleterious substances are present, shall implement the following relevant performance standards:
a. Secondary Containment.
i.

The owner or operator of any facility or activity shall provide secondary containment for hazardous materials or other deleterious substances
in aggregate quantities equal to or greater than 20 gallons liquid or 200 pounds solid or in quantities specified in the Yakima Fire Code, YMC
Chapter 10.05, whichever is smaller.

ii.

Hazardous materials stored in tanks that are subject to regulation by the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) under WAC
Chapter 173-360, Underground Storage Tank Regulations, are exempt from the secondary containment requirements of this section, provided
that documentation is provided to demonstrate compliance with those regulations.

b. Vehicle Fueling, Maintenance, and Storage Areas. Fleet and automotive service station fueling, equipment maintenance, and vehicle washing

areas shall have a containment system for collecting and treating all runoff from such areas and preventing release of fuels, oils, lubricants, and
other automotive fluids into soil, surface water, or groundwater. Appropriate emergency response equipment and spill kits shall be kept on-site
during transfer, handling, treatment, use, production, recycling, or disposal of hazardous materials or other deleterious substances.

c. Loading and Unloading Areas. Secondary containment or equivalent Best Management Practices (BMPs), as approved by the Director of Public

Works, shall be required at loading and unloading areas that store, handle, treat, use, produce, recycle, or dispose of hazardous materials or
other deleterious substances in aggregate quantities equal to or greater than 20 gallons liquid or 200 pounds solid.

d. Stormwater Infiltration Systems. Design and construction of new stormwater infiltration systems must address site-specific risks of releases

posed by all hazardous materials on-site. These risks may be mitigated by physical design means or equivalent BMPs in accordance with an
approved Hazardous Materials Management Plan. Design and construction of said stormwater infiltration systems shall also be in accordance
with YMC Chapter 7.83 and the latest edition of the Stormwater Management Manual for Eastern Washington, approved local equivalent, or
another technical stormwater manual approved by Ecology, and shall be certified for compliance with the requirements of this section by a
professional engineer or engineering geologist registered in the State of Washington.
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e. The record and construction details of any well regulated under Chapter 173-160 WAC, Construction and Maintenance of Wells, and any well

excluded per WAC 173-160-010(2) that is constructed or decommissioned in Zones 1 and 2, shall be provided to the Department of [XXX] within
60 days of well completion or decommissioning.

f.

Protection Standards During Construction. The following standards shall apply to construction activities occurring where construction vehicles
will be refueled on-site and/or the quantity of hazardous materials that will be stored, dispensed, used, or handled on the construction site is in
aggregate quantities equal to or greater than 20 gallons liquid or 200 pounds solid, exclusive of the quantity of hazardous materials contained in
fuel or fluid reservoirs of construction vehicles. As part of the City’s project permitting process, the City may require any or all of the following
items:
i.

A development agreement;

ii.

Detailed monitoring and construction standards;

iii.

Designation of a person on-site during operating hours who is responsible for supervising the use, storage, and handling of hazardous
materials and who has appropriate knowledge and training to take mitigating actions necessary in the event of fire or spill;

iv.

Hazardous material storage, dispensing, refueling areas, and use and handling areas shall be provided with secondary containment adequate
to contain the maximum release from the largest volume container of hazardous substances stored at the construction site;

v.

Practices and procedures to ensure that hazardous materials left on-site when the site is unsupervised are inaccessible to the public. Locked
storage sheds, locked fencing, locked fuel tanks on construction vehicles, or other techniques may be used if they will preclude access;

vi.

Practices and procedures to ensure that construction vehicles and stationary equipment that are found to be leaking fuel, hydraulic fluid,
and/or other hazardous materials will be removed immediately or repaired on-site immediately. The vehicle or equipment may be repaired
in place, provided the leakage is completely contained;

vii. Practices and procedures to ensure that storage and dispensing of flammable and combustible liquids from tanks, containers, and tank trucks

into the fuel and fluid reservoirs of construction vehicles or stationary equipment on the construction site are in accordance with the Yakima
Fire Code, YMC Chapter 10.05; and

viii. Practices and procedures, and/or on-site materials adequate to ensure the immediate containment and cleanup of any release of hazardous

substances stored at the construction site. On-site cleanup materials may suffice for smaller spills whereas cleanup of larger spills may
require a subcontract with a qualified cleanup contractor. Releases shall immediately be contained, cleaned up, and reported if required
under state or federal law. Contaminated soil, water, and other materials shall be disposed of according to state and local requirements.

g. Fill Materials. Fill material shall comply with the standards in YMC Chapter 7.82 and the following:
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i. Fill material shall not contain concentrations of contaminants that exceed cleanup standards for soil specified in WAC 173-340-740, Model

Toxics Control Act, regardless of whether all or part of the contamination is due to natural background levels at the fill source site. Where
the detection limit (lower limit at which a chemical can be detected by a specified laboratory procedure) for a particular soil contaminant
exceeds the cleanup standard for soil specified in WAC 173-340-740, the detection limit shall be the standard for fill material quality.

ii.

Fill materials in quantities greater than 10 cubic yards placed directly on or in the ground in excess of six months shall meet the following
requirements:
1. A fill material source statement shall be provided to the Department of [XXX] and shall be reviewed and accepted by the Department
prior to stockpiling or grading imported fill materials at the site. The source statement shall be issued by a professional engineer,
geologist, engineering geologist or hydrogeologist licensed in the State of Washington demonstrating the source’s compliance with
standards of the Model Toxics Control Act. The source statement shall be required for each different source location from which fill will
be obtained.
2. Analytical results demonstrating that fill materials do not exceed cleanup standards specified in WAC 173-340-740 may be used in lieu
of a fill material source statement, provided the regulated facility submits a sampling plan to, and which is approved by, the Director of
[XXX]. The regulated facility must then adhere to the approved sampling plan, and maintain analytical data on-site and available for
inspection for a minimum of five years from the date that the fill was accepted.

iii.

The Department of [XXX] may accept a fill material source statement that does not include results of sampling and analysis of imported fill if it
determines that adequate information is provided indicating that the source location is free of contamination. Such information may include,
but is not limited to:
1.

Results of field testing of earth materials to be imported to the site with instruments capable of detecting the presence of contaminants;
or

2.

Results of previous sampling and analysis of earth materials to be imported to the site.

iv.

A fill material source statement is not required if documents confirm that imported fill will be obtained from a Washington State Department
of Transportation approved source.

v.

The Director of [XXX] shall have the authority to require corrective measures regarding noncompliant fill materials, including independent
sampling and analysis, if the property owner or operator fails to accomplish such measures in a timely manner. The property owner or
operator shall be responsible for any costs incurred by the City in the conduct of such activities.

h. Cathodic Protection Wells. Cathodic protection wells shall be constructed such that the following do not occur.
i.

Vertical cross-connection of aquifers normally separated by confining units;
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ii.

Migration of contaminated surface water along improperly sealed well borings or casings;

iv.

Any of the above conditions caused by improperly abandoned cathodic protection wells that are no longer in use.

iii. Introduction of electrolytes or related solutions into the subsurface; and
i.

Underground Hydraulic Elevator Cylinders. All underground hydraulic elevator pressure cylinders shall be encased in an outer plastic casing
constructed of Schedule 40 or thicker-wall polyethylene or polyvinyl chloride pipe, or equivalent. The plastic casing shall be capped at the
bottom, and all joints shall be solvent- or heat-welded to ensure water tightness. The neck of the plastic casing shall provide a means of
inspection to monitor the annulus between the pressurized hydraulic elevator cylinder and the protective plastic casing.

j.

Best Management Practices (BMPs). All development or redevelopment shall implement BMPs for water quality and quantity, as approved by
the Director of [XXX], such as biofiltration swales and use of oil-water separators, BMPs appropriate to the particular use proposed, clustered
development, and limited impervious surfaces.

5. Development within Wellhead Protection Zone 3 shall implement appropriate BMPs and comply with the performance standards for vehicle fueling,

maintenance, and storage areas; loading and unloading areas; well construction and operation; fill materials; cathodic protection wells; and
underground hydraulic elevator cylinders in applicable subsections in C.4 of this section.

6. Development within Wellhead Protection Zone 4 shall implement BMPs for water quality and quantity.

7. An incremental environmental improvement to a system protective of groundwater shall not alter, expand, or intensify an existing legal

nonconformance, but may proceed without having to meet the following City codes:

a. Restrictions associated with critical areas and critical area buffers, if the footprint of the original system protective of groundwater is located

within the same critical area buffer, and it can be demonstrated through BAS that there will be no significant adverse impacts to the critical area
and its buffer;

b. Any requirement to bring all or any portion of the facility or the development it serves up to current building, fire, or land use codes that is

triggered by the value or design of the incremental environmental improvement to a system protective of groundwater; and

c. The incremental improvement shall not qualify as a redevelopment that would otherwise be prohibited by Title 15 YMC.

15.27.315 Supplemental report requirements for specific critical areas. (Addition)
E.

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. The approach of the City critical area regulations is to require a level of study and analysis commensurate with potential
risks to wellhead protection zones associated with particular sites and particular proposals. At a minimum, all applicants shall review the history of the site
and conduct a surface reconnaissance. The purpose of a critical aquifer recharge area report is to evaluate the actual geologic conditions and determine
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the site’s proximity to or location within a wellhead protection zone; evaluate the safety and appropriateness of proposed activities; and recommend
appropriate construction practices, monitoring programs, and other mitigation measures required to ensure achievement of the purpose and intent of
these regulations. The information required by this report should be coordinated with the study and reporting requirements for any other critical areas
located on the site. A critical aquifer recharge area report shall be prepared by a qualified professional who is a hydrogeologist, geologist, or engineer who
is licensed in the State of Washington and who has experience in preparing hydrogeologic assessments.
1. Level One Hydrological Assessment: At sites located within Wellhead Protection Zones 1 through 3, defined in Section 15.27.820.A.1, a critical aquifer

recharge areas report shall contain a level one hydrological assessment which includes the following site- and proposal-related information at a
minimum:

a. Information regarding geologic and hydrogeologic characteristics of the site, including the surface location of all critical aquifer recharge areas
located on-site or immediately adjacent to the site, and permeability of the unsaturated zone based on existing data.
b. Groundwater depth, flow direction, and gradient based on available information.
c.

Currently available data on wells and springs within 1,300 feet of the project area.

d. Location of other critical areas, including surface waters, within 1,300 feet of the project site.
e. Available historic water quality data for the area to be affected by the proposed activity.
f.

BMPs proposed to be utilized.

2. Level Two Hydrogeologic Assessment.
a. A level two hydrogeologic assessment shall be required for any of the following proposed activities at sites located within Wellhead
Protection Zones 1 through 3:
i.

Activities that result in 5,000 square feet or more impervious site area.

ii.

Activities that divert, alter, or reduce the flow of surface or groundwaters, including dewatering or otherwise reduce the recharging of
the aquifer.

iii.

The storage, handling, treatment, use, production, recycling, or disposal of deleterious substances or hazardous materials, other than
household chemicals used according to the directions specified on the packaging for domestic applications.

iv.

The use of injection wells, including on-site septic systems, except those domestic septic systems releasing less than 14,500 gallons of
effluent per day and that are limited to a maximum density of one system per one acre.
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v.

Any other activity determined by the Director of [XXX] likely to have an adverse impact on groundwater quality or quantity, or on the
recharge of the aquifer.

b. A level two hydrogeologic assessment shall include the following site and proposal-related information at a minimum, in addition to the
requirements for a level one hydrogeological assessment:
i.

Historic water quality and elevation data for the area to be affected by the proposed activity compiled for at least the previous five-year
period.

ii.

Groundwater monitoring plan provisions.

iii.

Discussion of the effects of the proposed project on the groundwater quality and quantity, including:

iv.

1.

Predictive evaluation of groundwater withdrawal effects on nearby wells and surface water features.

2.

Predictive evaluation of contaminant transport based on potential releases to groundwater.

Identification of the type and quantities of any deleterious substances or hazardous materials that will be stored, handled, treated,
used, produced, recycled, or disposed of on the site, including but not limited to materials, such as elevator lift/hydraulic fluid,
hazardous materials used during construction, materials used by the building occupants, proposed storage and manufacturing uses, etc.

v.

Proposed methods of storing any of the above substances, including containment methods to be used during construction and/or use
of the proposed facility.

vi.

Proposed plan for implementing YMC 15.27.820.C.3.f, Protection Standards During Construction.

vii.

A spill plan that identifies equipment and/or structures that could fail, resulting in an impact. Spill plans shall include provisions for
regular inspection, repair, and replacement of structures and equipment that could fail.

viii.

A complete discussion of past environmental investigations, sampling, spills, or incidents that may have resulted in or contributed to
contaminated soil or groundwater at the site. Attach copies of all historical and current reports, and sampling results.
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Yakima area, he’s been involved in multiple projects requiring hydrogeologic assessments including for the City of Moxee and City of Selah, Costco Union
Gap, and roadway/railway grade separation projects involving dewatering.
Katie Walter is the Natural Resources Group Leader at Shannon & Wilson, Inc. and has a Bachelor of Science degree from the University of Washington
in Botany. She has 26 years of experience conducting wetland delineations, developing mitigation plans, conducting natural resource inventories, and
permitting large complex multi-jurisdictional projects.
Jim Bailey is a Senior Hydrogeologist with Shannon & Wilson, Inc. He has a Bachelor of Science degree in Biology from the University of North Carolina,
and a Master of Science in Hydrogeology from Washington State University. He is a licensed geologist and hydrogeologist with more than 26 years of
experience. He specializes in water supply development and groundwater management experience, with a focus on municipal water supply including
water rights, well design/construction, and evaluation of well performance issues.
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Introduction
This appendix to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Final SEIS) contains public
comments provided on the Draft SEIS during the 60-day comment period and provides response to
those comments. The comment period for the Draft SEIS extended from March 17, 2017 to May 16,
2017. In total 14 comment letters were received during the comment period. In addition to letters
received during the published comment period, one additional letter was received late from the
Yakama Nation. The City of Yakima has voluntarily included responses to comments to the letter.
Written comments appear at the end of this appendix, with individual comments marked. See
Responses to Written Comments below with corresponding replies to numbered comments.
A public hearing was held on May 10, 2017, with hearing testimony summarized and responses to
comments appearing in Responses to Public Hearing Testimony later in this document. Minutes of the
hearing are available from the City of Yakima Planning Division. See the Fact Sheet for the Contact
Person.
Comments that state an opinion or preference are acknowledged with a response that indicates the
comment is noted and provided to the appropriate decision maker(s). Comments that ask questions,
request clarifications or corrections, or are related to the Draft SEIS analysis are provided a response
that explains the SEIS approach, offers corrections, or provides other appropriate replies.

Responses to Written Comments
Written comments appear in the order dated. If letters were received on the same date, they appear in
order of the agency or individual name alphabetically.

Exhibit 1. Written Correspondence Received
Date

Agency/Individual Name

Letter No.

3/28/17

Jay Glenn

1

4/10/17

Barb Smith Gilbert

2

4/11/17

Anonymous: Public Open House Comment Sheet

3

4/11/17

Charles Murphy: Public Open House Comment Sheet

4

1

Date

Agency/Individual Name

Letter No.

4/11/17

Ed Lisowski: Public Open House Comment Sheet

5

4/10/17

Valley Quality Homes: Tisha Busey

6

4/18/17

Talbott, Simpson & Davis: Jerry D. Talbott

7

4/18/17

Yakima Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee

8

4/26/17

Central Washington Home Builders Association: Joe Walsh, Government
Affairs Director

9

5/8/17

Carole Skolrud

10

5/10/17

Central Washington Home Builders Association: Joe Walsh, Government
Affairs Director

11

5/16/17

Joshua Hicks

12

5/16/17

Phil Hoge

13

5/16/17

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

14

5/22/17

Yakama Nation: Phil Rigdon, Superintendent, Yakama Nation Department
of Natural Resources. Received Post comment period.

15

Exhibit 2. Responses to Written Comments
Comment Number/
Summary

Response

1-1
In favor of zoning
changes and Action
Alternative 2.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

2-1
Support use of YVT
rights of way for bike
and pedestrian
transportation.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

3-1
Bike paths and
sidewalks should be
level grade.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

The Utilities Element promotes coordination and co-location of utilities. See
proposed policy:
8.2.1. Use land use, design, and construction policies and regulations to manage
placement and construction of utilities, encouraging the efficient use of land and
co-location of facilities where feasible.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

3-2
Protect parks and
greenbelts.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

4-1
Sports Complex Area
on Ahtanum needs
signals

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Please see the
Transportation Plan for proposed transportation improvements designed to
address the City’s levels of service. Individual developments are also subject to
environmental review at the time of permit, and concurrency requirements to
maintain levels of service.

4-2
Bring back parks and
pools for healthy
community.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Please see the
proposed Parks and Recreation Element. The City desires to meet needs of the
community within the resources available.

4-3
New development
should provide
sidewalks and
connections.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Please see the
Transportation Plan for proposed non-motorized improvements. The City also
considers routes to schools and other destinations through its environmental and
subdivision review, and street frontage requirements.

4-4
Consider Annexation
near Ahtanum.

The City considers annexations of land by willing property owners. See the
proposed Land Use Element policies regarding annexation.

4-5
Lincoln & Chestnut,
have more than one
family per home.
More cars. More
crowding.

Please see the proposed Land Use and Housing Elements for strategies to increase
the supply of different housing types affordable to different income levels.

4-6
Area Near 44th &
Tieton good for new
households due to
new school.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. See the Land Use
Element for policies and a land use map showing proposed areas for residential
uses.

4-7
Prepare School
District for growth.

The Yakima and West Valley School districts were contacted through the
Comprehensive Plan Update process in order to share proposed population
estimates and land use plans.

4-8
Provide safe routes
to schools.

Please see response to comment 4-3.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

4-9
SE Yakima – Aquatics
with YMCA – make
for whole
Community.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The City does not
operate the YMCA. Please see the proposed Parks and Recreation Element. The
City desires to meet needs of the community within the resources available.

4-10
Effect of Amazon on
Downtown Retail.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The City has
prepared an Economic Development strategy and desires a successful downtown.
Projected retail trends are accounted in the strategy and in prior downtown
studies. Increasing infill housing as promoted in the Land Use and Housing
Elements can help bring customers to downtown retail.

4-11
See Kansas Industrial
Power and Light
District for a
successful
redevelopment.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

4-12
Connect Yakima with
the Tri-cities –
wineries, commuters.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

4-13
Flooding near
Ahtanum. Protect
property value. Solve
repetitive loss.

The City has developed flood hazard regulations consistent with the State model
ordinance and best available science to protect public health and safety. Please see
proposed critical area revisions available with public hearing materials (Planning
Commission and City Council.)

4-14
Have a good
connection between
agriculture and
community.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

5-1
Ensure adequate
sidewalks on 16th
Avenue between
Fruitvale and Lincoln.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Please see the
Transportation Plan for proposed non-motorized improvements.

6-1
Opposed to changing
parcels from Arterial
Commercial to Mixed
Residential.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. See Chapter 2 of
the Final SEIS. Approximately 1.2 acres would change from proposed Mixed
Residential to Commercial Mixed Use.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

7-1
Hugh Bowman Ditch
should be correctly
labelled on
City/County Maps.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. County and city
maps follow naming conventions of federal and state agencies.

7-2
Utility trenches can
affect surface and
ground waters.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Utility projects
are subject to environmental review, stormwater regulations, and critical aquifer
recharge area regulations. Specific impacts can be addressed through the permit
process with these regulations.

7-3
New developments
continue irrigation
water but do not
switch from potable
to irrigation water.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. New
development is required to provide for adequate potable water supply.

7-4
Concerned about
auto traffic in
Ahtanum area.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. Please see the
Transportation Plan for proposed transportation improvements designed to
address the City’s levels of service. Individual developments are also subject to
environmental review at the time of permit, and concurrency requirements to
maintain levels of service.

8-1
2040 Plan does not
assume growth in
transit from 20162021. Only capital
acquisitions are
planned.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.
The 2040 Transportation System Plan incorporates the Yakima Transit 6-year plan.
The summary of the transit plan states “Yakima Transit’s 6-year TDP identifies a
variety of investments targeted at bringing back service.”
Please also see Transportation Element policies that support transit and alternative
modes. A policy was added in response to the comment as follows:
6.5.23 and 6.5.30 Support the development and adoption of a Long Range
Transit System Plan.

8-2
See literature about
improving physical
and mental health by
using transit.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

9-1
Priority habitats and
species definition is
broad. Is there
expertise to interpret
it?

Priority habitats and species is a program developed by the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife. That Department publishes lists of priority
habitats and species that meet that definition.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

9-2
Appreciate changes
to floodway fringe
uses. However, study
would require a cost
and time. Prefer
federal building code
standard.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The standards
meet federal standards as well as state rules to consider best available science.

9-3
Water Typing is
optional and should
be rejected.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The City’s current
water typing system is proposed to be retained in format but amended to address
best available science.

9-4
Vegetative Buffer
should rely on
published best
available science.

The report “Final Draft Semi-Arid Riparian Functions and Associated Regulatory
Protections to Support Shoreline Master Program Updates” dated June 2013 is
available at this link:
http://www.grantcountywa.gov/Planning/Shoreline-Master-Program/
Archive-July%202013%20Submittal%20to%20Ecology/
Riparian%20Functions%20and%20Regulations%20Report/
Grant_County_Riparian_Functions_2013_07_03.pdf
While the document has not been reissued as final, it was prepared and revised per
close coordination with (and funding from) Washington Department of Ecology. It
would qualify as Best Available Science under state rules. It would be considered
“Synthesis. A comprehensive review and explanation of pertinent literature and
other relevant existing knowledge by a qualified scientific expert.” See Best
Available Science Rules at: (http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365195-905).

9-5
Wetland Buffers –
section is lengthy.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The changes are
recommended to implement the Washington State Department of Ecology
guidance and best available science.

9-6
Aquifer Maps –
appreciate additional
reference maps.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

9-7
Aquifer Protect
Regulations section is
lengthy.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The changes are
recommended to implement best available science.

9-8
Additional
regulations add cost
to new housing.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The Growth
Management Act requires consideration of best available science in critical area
regulations. The Act also requires consideration of affordable housing. The City has
addressed greater flexibility in land use to allow a greater variety and supply of
housing.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

10-1
Support Additional
Sidewalks proposed
in plan.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

11-1
Support for infill
strategy.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

11-2
Think summary of
GMA goals in
Introduction could be
better stated.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.
The sidebar notes that the Growth Management Act goal language is summary in
nature. Some adjustments were made in the City Council hearing draft as part of
responses to comments:
Encourage a variety of affordable housing types including affordable housing
Recognize Protect property rights

11-3
Comments on critical
areas and cost of
regulations.

Please see responses to comments in Letter 9.

12-3
Please overall with
plan.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

12-2
Suggests several
fiscal policies.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.
The City’s Comprehensive Plan Update does include new policies emphasizing infill
development for efficient use of existing infrastructure.
Please also see the Capital Facility Plan Element and appendix for a summary of the
City’s expected revenue. Please also see the City’s annual budget for fiscal policies.

12-3
Street and
stormwater
recommendations.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

12-4
Support Bicycle
Master Plan.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

12-5
Fifth generation
Yakima family;
support a thriving
City.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

Please see the City’s municipal code and development standards for street and
stormwater standards.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

13-1
Support BPAC and
Yakima Planning
Commission
Recommendations.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

13-2
Support bike and
sidewalk
improvements to ZIer
Road.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

13-3
Add bike and
sidewalk
improvements to N
68th Avenue between
Summitview and
Cowiche Canyon
Road.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

14-1
Management and
Removal of
Vegetation on
Yakima River Levees:
suspend
management of
levee.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. See the following
proposed policy added in response to comments:

14-2
Promote habitat
protection in urban
setting.

The comments are noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. The City requires
buffers to protect wetlands and riparian areas. Regarding parks, see the following
proposed policy added in response to comments:

9.4.5 Sustain existing levee vegetation to promote and retain functional
habitat. Enhance levee vegetation during maintenance projects, where
feasible.

9.4.6 Conserve, protect and enhance native vegetation in open spaces,
parks and riparian areas. Consider using native vegetation for planting in
these areas and look for opportunities to enhance habitat for fish and
wildlife.
14-3
Goal 9.3.5 Unclear

The policy is designed to promote low intensity uses such as parks in flood hazard
areas:
9.3.5 Within frequently flooded areas, encourage and support the retention
of natural open spaces or land uses, such as parks, that can maintain
important hydrologic function with minimal risk to property damage from
floodwaters.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

14-4
Wetlands Map may
be missing
information.

The comments are noted. A revised wetlands map has been prepared and included
in the Natural Environment Element.

14-5
Urban Natural Open
Space less clear than
Shrub Steppe.

The phrase urban natural open space is from the Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife priority habitat and species mapping. The additional explanation
that urban natural open space contains shrub-steppe is added to the Existing
Conditions Report.

14-6
Groupings of vacant
and agricultural land
on map may be
counter-productive.

The map referenced is the current land use based on Assessor land use codes. The
future land use map in the Land Use Element guides future land uses. No change is
proposed.

15-1
Support for
Alternative 2.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

15-2
Apply best science to
cultural resources
protection and water
supply.

Please see responses to specific comments in body of letter.

15-3
Protect cultural
resources, protect
groundwater, and
ensure adequate
water supplies.

Please see responses to specific comments in body of letter.

15-4
Support for
Alternative 2.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-5
Land use patterns.

The pattern for land use distribution and Urban Growth Area size is consistent with
Yakima County’s 2016 UGA Phase 2 Review – Yakima County Ordinance 14-2016.
The County staff report for the UGA update estimated future population growth
and included a land capacity analysis by land use type.
Yakima County is responsible for permitting in the unincorporated UGA. The
application of the County’s proposed YCWRS to the UGA should be a comment
directed to Yakima County.
Both the City of Yakima water plan and Nob Hill Water identify sufficient water
rights to serve expected growth during the planning period.
Regarding whether exempt wells are allowed, the City of Yakima limits density
when a well in employed. See YMC § 15.05.030 – Creation of New Lots –
Subdivision Requirements, subsection C. For development in the Nob Hill Water
area, adequate water supply is assured through the development process. Water
system hookup is required with all new subdivisions.
The City’s plan focuses on the city limits, as stated in multiple places. The City has
not requested any additional UGA territory. The City has included policies
regarding coordination with Yakima County regarding annexation (see Land Use
Element Policy 2.1.9). The City is focusing on infill strategies to direct growth in
already developed areas.

15-6
Coordination with
Yakima County
needed.

Please see Response to Comment 15-5. Also, the following proposed Land Use
Policies promote coordination with the County:
2.1.8. Work with other jurisdictions and agencies, educational and other
organizations, and the business community to develop and carry out a
coordinated, regional approach for meeting the various needs of Yakima
County communities, including housing, human services, economic vitality,
public safety, utilities, infrastructure, parks and recreation, transportation,
and environmental protection.
2.1.11 Continue to coordinate with Yakima County on future
land use, shoreline, critical area, and infrastructure policies,
plans, and permit reviews in the Yakima UGA.
2.1.12 Work in collaboration with Yakima County and cities through
regional forums such as the Yakima Valley Council of Governments and the
Yakima Basin Integrated Water Resource Management Plan.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-7
Cultural resources.

The polices contained in the Shoreline Element (and still retained therein) have
been generalized and implemented in the Historic Preservation Element, as
follows:
12.2.6. Maintain active communication with the Confederated Tribes and
Bands of the Yakama Nation and formalize a consultation process for
archaeological reviews.
12.2.7. Identify areas classified as “high risk and/or very high risk” for
archaeological resources based on the Washington State Department of
Historic Preservation (DAHP) predictive model and require a site inspection
or evaluation by a professional archaeologist.
12.2.8.
Require the protection and restoration of areas and site in the
City of Yakima having historic, archaeological, cultural, educational or
scientific value consistent with local, state, and federal laws.
12.2.9.
Development permits should contain conditions of approval
which require developers to immediately stop work and notify local
governments, the DAHP, and the Yakama nation if any archaeological or
historic resources are uncovered during excavation.
12.2.10. Development that would destroy archaeological, cultural, and/or
historic sites or data will be delayed for an appropriate amount of time as
determined by the City in consultation with interested parties that would
allow an appropriate entity to protect or mitigate the affected resource.
12.2.11. Establish and implement procedures that protect cultural and
historic resources by designing projects to avoid impacting resources to the
greatest extent possible or identifying and implementing mitigation
measures when avoidance or preservation is not possible.
Due to receiving these comments outside of the 60-day SEIS comment period,
collaboration with the Yakama Nation cultural resources staff will be difficult to
accomplish prior to plan adoption. We would be amenable to future meeting(s)
with the Yakama Nation cultural resources staff to identify areas that may be
updated in future amendment processes.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-8
Climate change.

The Final SEIS includes adjustments to the Draft SEIS Air Quality Analysis to:
Reference the Comprehensive Plan and policy features that promote energy
and water conservation, and a mixed use and infill development pattern and
reduced vehicular trips that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Provide a reference to the Yakama Nation’s Climate Adaptation Plan in the SEIS
as a document of local importance.
Reference the Yakima Basin Integrated Water Management Plan analysis of
climate change.

15-9
Future Land Use Map
and development
along channel
migration zones and
floodplains.

The City of Yakima doesn’t have land use categories for Open Space or Parks. The
land use categories along streams, floodplains, etc. are not substantively changing
from previous plans. Parks and open space are an allowed use in all future land use
designations and zoning districts. Identifying these areas as only suitable for parks
and open space could result in a regulatory taking. Private land must have a
reasonable use and the City cannot zone something solely for public or park uses
without it being in public ownership.
The City does employ measures to protect critical areas, such as allowed uses and
buffers. The City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and Shoreline Master Program
(SMP) addresses channel migration zones, floodplains, and other critical areas, and
has specific use environments and regulations to address no net loss to shoreline
and critical area ecological functions. The allowed uses in the Floodway Fringe
areas have been reduced, consistent with best available science.

15-10
SEIS Section 3.1
Natural Environment.

Water Quality: The identified section includes a brief discussion on the
environment. Water quality planning is discussed in further detail on page 3-5.
Frequently Flooded Areas: The City of Yakima utilizes the FEMA FIRM maps to
depict frequently flooded areas. The Fish and Wildlife Habitat map identifies the
riparian areas. Also, see CAO and SMP regulations. Furthermore, see existing
code section YMC § 15.27.419 that allows utilization of best available data.
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA): The Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas map
includes high vulnerability areas and time of travel. The City has obtained the
Yakima County CARA data for inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan Natural
Environment Element.

15-11
Industrial.

Industrial development may be consistent with CARA designated areas, per YMC
§15.27.820 which limits certain uses in these areas and also includes performance
standards.

15-12
Cascade Mill Site.

Redevelopment of the mill site is an on-going process that will require extensive
environmental review when development is proposed. Existing environmental
reports can be found here: https://www.yakimawa.gov/services/strategicprojects/cascade-mill-district-development-project/

15-13
Historic preservation.

See response to comment 15-7.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-14
Water Quality and
Critical Areas

Please see response to comments 15-10.

15-15
Wetlands and
streams.

A table of priority fish species is found in the Natural Environment Element.
Additional map products identifying anadromous fish can be produced in the
future.

15-16
Wildlife

This map was created using Priority Habitats and Species data. Only those items
that show up in Yakima were identified in the Map and Legend. See also the
Existing Conditions Report.

15-17
Sensitive Fish Species

This table identifies species and location based upon Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife data. The title is misleading to state “Mapped.”
The rivers and streams are already mapped separately, it would be confusing to
create several map layers for each identified species. “Mapped” will be changed to
“Identified.”

15-18
Critical aquifer
recharge area.

Please see response to comments 15-10.

15-19
Climate change.

Please see response to comments 15-8.

15-20
Challenges and
opportunities, policy
10.1.1.

New stormwater facilities are required to implement best management practices,
consistent with the Eastern Washington Stormwater Manual. Existing septic
systems can continue until failure and then connect to sewer if available. All new
construction is required to connect to sewer. To state the existing stormwater
facilities and septic systems degrade water quality is overly broad. As noted, there
are current code(s) in place that dictate what can and cannot be built.

15-21
Policy 10.1.3.

This policy fully supports the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. To include additional
text from the plan would be redundant.
Regarding adding climate change analysis from the basin plan, please see response
to comment 15-8.

15-22
Goal 10.3

The policies supported by Goal 10.3 all set strong policy for the protection of
floodplain ecological functions.
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-23
Policy 10.4.1

It should be a goal and policy to protect fish and wildlife general, not just those
species that have special local, state, or federal status. The protection of fish and
wildlife outside of species that have local, state, or federal status is not specifically
required. However, current zoning standards for lot coverage, setbacks, building
height, etc., in addition to floodplains, geohazard areas, and other protections
under the SMP and CAO, all provide additional areas for habitat conservation.
Proposed changes to YMC 15.27.502(B) state that all habitats identified in
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Priority Habitats and Species
program that are found in the City are designated as fish and wildlife conservation
areas.

15-24
Shoreline Element.

See Response to Comment 15-7.

15-25
Energy Element.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision-makers. See also response to
comment 15-8.

15-26
15.27.502 and
15.27.503

See Response to Comment 15-16.

15-27
Stream typing.

The Planning Commission did not recommend to move forward with the interim
typing system. The typing system will not change as originally proposed. However,
the typing system is not required, and substantive protective measures are
proposed for amendment consistent with best available science.

15-28
15.27.514 –
Vegetative Buffers.

The Type 2 stream buffer is changed to 100’. Other buffers changed consistent with
Yakima County CAO.

15-29
Wetlands.

The comment is noted and forwarded to City decision-makers.

15-30
Aquifer mapping.

See responses to comment 15-10. Regarding wells, the Nob Hill and City water
system plans address private wells and pollution prevention programs within
wellhead protection areas.
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Comment Number/
Summary
15-31
Flood regulations.

Response
15.27.409(C) – Floodway Fringe. Encroachment in residential zone greater than 1
unit per acre. This provision acknowledges that the floodway fringe is already
compromised. New development will still need to comply with current
standards, including certification from a registered professional engineer.
15.27.317 – Adjustment. The process being administrative simply means the
Administrative Official is the decision maker. 15.27.317(B) specifically states the
adjustment will be processed as a Type 2 review, which includes public notice
and a 20-day comment period.
15.27.502 – Designation – Removal of floodplains, etc. The Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Conservation Area specifically includes “waters of the state, including
any required buffers and associated FEMA-mapped floodplains and floodways.”
Floodplains are not de-designated. Furthermore, it also includes “lakes, ponds,
streams, and rivers planted with game fish by a governmental or tribal entity.”

15-32
Habitats of Local
Importance

The text specifically states that all habitats identified by Department of Fish and
Wildlife’s Priority Habitats and Species program that may be found within the city
are designated. As mentioned previously, the Wildlife map reflects this. To further
provide a list that may change in the future would be redundant and is not needed.

15-33
Water Typing System

Please see response to comment 15-27.

15-34
15.27.507 Maps

As noted previously, the Wildlife map includes all priority habitat and species data
that is in the City limits. Also, sensitive fish species are identified in Exhibit 10-5 of
the Natural Systems Element. The City of Yakima includes regulatory FEMA maps as
required. The remaining maps are informational and are intended to identify areas
that may or may not need additional review under the CAO or SMP, as appropriate.

15-35
Stream Buffer
Requirements

As noted previously, the Type 2 buffer is changed to 100’ and other buffers
changed for consistency with Yakima County CAO.

15-36
Wetlands

15.27.601 B, subsections 1 and 2: This section is consistent with 15.27.200, RCW
36.70A.030(2), and the SMP – 17.09.040(B).
15.27.604 Wetland Buffers: While this does increase complexity, the standards
herein also promote greater flexibility.

15-37
Geologically
Hazardous Areas

The commenter believes there is an inconsistency with 15.27.701 and 702 –
designations and provisions for geohazard areas.

15-38
Aquifer maps.

Please see Response to Comment 15-10.

There is no inconsistency. The document provided only shows specific sections
that were changed. Appropriate designation and provisions exist for all areas –
erosion hazards, landslide hazards, channel migration zone and stream
undercutting, seismic hazards, volcanic hazards.

City of Yakima Comprehensive Plan Update | Responses to Comments Final SEIS
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Comment Number/
Summary

Response

15-39
Shoreline master
program.

See prior responses. The updates to both the SMP and CAO are consistent.

Responses to Public Hearing Testimony
Public hearing testimony comments appear in the order received.

Exhibit 3. Public Hearing Comment Summaries and Responses
No.

Speaker Name

Summary of Comments

Response

1

Joe Walsh (Central
Washington
Homebuilders
Association)

Audience member Joe Walsh of the
Central Washington Home Builders
Association (CWHBA) suggested changes
to the wording of some of the Growth
Management Act Goals listed in the
Comprehensive Plan.

The Growth Management Act
Goals were not written as a part of
the Yakima Comprehensive Plan
Update process and are applicable
to all jurisdictions planning under
GMA. See also response to
comment 11-2 in Exhibit 2.

2

Rob Strader (Yakima
Bikes and Walks)

Audience Member Rob Strader of
Yakima Bikes and Walks spoke on the
Blue Zone presentation that was
recently made at the Yakima Chamber of
Commerce covering topics on healthy
communities. He encouraged the
Commission to include language in the
plan that would support some of the
concepts that were presented.

The comments are noted and
have been provided to City
decision-makers.

Audience member Shirley Strader of
Yakima Bikes and Walks echoed the
previous comments made about the
Blue Zone presentation, and
commented on the Bike Master Plan and
multi-modal transportation methods.

The comments are noted and
have been provided to City
decision-makers.

Audience member Phil Hoge echoed
previous comments regarding multimodal transportation and urged for

The comments are noted and
forwarded to City decisionmakers.

3

4

Shirley Strater
(Yakima Bikes and
Walks)

Phil Hoge

City of Yakima Comprehensive Plan Update | Responses to Comments Final SEIS

Please see the Transportation
Element Goals and Policies that
support healthy communities,
including Active Transportation
Policies 6.5.15 through 6.5.23.

Please see the Transportation
Element Goals and Policies that
support transit and alternative
modes, including Goal 6.1 and the
Active Transportation Policies
6.5.15 through 6.5.23.
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No.

Speaker Name

Summary of Comments
development standards to be created or
revised to better support goals in the
Comprehensive Plan 2040 such as goal
2.3.3. which states, “create walkable
residential neighborhoods with safe
streets and good connections to schools,
parks, transit, and commercial services.”
Hoge also expressed that he would like
the recommendations made by the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee to be incorporated into the
plan. He then pointed out that in the
Transportation Systems Plan it is
incorrectly indicated that there are bike
lanes on Lincoln Ave between 24th Ave
and 40th Ave, as well as on Fruitvale
Blvd between 23rd Ave and 40th Ave.
Lastly, he suggested that primary and
secondary bike routes be defined in the
plan.

5

6

Tony Sandoval

Bill Hordan (Hordan
Planning Services)

Response

See Figure 4-8. Bicycle System
Plan for Primary and Secondary
Bike Routes.

Audience member Tony Sandoval
emphasized the need to make areas like
downtown more bike and pedestrian
friendly.

The comments are noted and
have been provided to City
decision-makers.

Audience member Bill Hordan of Hordan
Planning Services expressed his support
of the key amendments to the land use
elements which were listed in the staff
report.

The comment is noted and has
been provided to City decisionmakers.
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Please see the Transportation
Element Goals and Policies that
support alternative modes,
including Goal 6.1.

17

Calhoun, Joseph
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Landon <landonglenn@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 28, 2017 9:04 PM
Calhoun, Joseph
Zoning changes

Hi Joseph,
I am writing as part of the public to state I am in fact in favor of the proposed zoning changes. Action alternative 2 I
believe is the name.
Thank you.
Jay Glenn

1
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Calhoun, Joseph
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

barbsg2@gmail.com
Monday, April 10, 2017 3:03 PM
Calhoun, Joseph
2040 plan

Hello,
Please utilize the 48 miles
of city-owned Yakima Valley Transit (YVT) rights-of-way for bike/pedestrian transportation.
An inter-connected system of paths/trails is beneficial for:
-Economic development
-Health (obesity reduction)
2-1
-Carbon reduction
-Car traffic reduction
-Tourism (+connection to Greenway & Cowiche Canyon Conservancy & Wm 0 Douglas trails) -Quality of life for residents
This system should be coordinated with UGA utilities (laying sewer, water, electrical & broadband lines while
constructing bike/pedestrian paths) & should be included as a key component in the transportation master plan.
For more information on routes & funding coordination-- perhaps contact Yakima Bikes & Walks, Phil Hoge &/or Yakima
Valley Conference of Governments, Larry Mattson.
Thank you.
Barb Smith Gilbert
Sent from my iPhone

1

Comprehensive Plan 2040 - Public Comments
City of Yakima
Comprehensive Plan 2040 Community Visioning Open House
Yakima Valley Technical Skills Center -1120S18th Street, Yakima
Tuesday April 11, 2017
4:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
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Q Valley Quality Homes
1830 SOUTH FIRST STREET • YAKIMA, WA 98903 • BUS: (509) 453-8937 • FAX: (509) 575-7702
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APR 11 2017
Mr. Joseph Calhoun, Senior Planner
City of Yakima
129 North Second Street
Yakima, Washington, 98901

FAXED[]
FYIO

RE: Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update & Draft Supplemental SEIS
Dear Mr. Calhoun:
This letter is in response to your request for written comments on the above proposal. For the
record, Valley Quality Homes of Spokane, LLC is the owner of Parcel Numbers 191320-33429,
33430, 33431, 33432, 33433, 33434, 33435 and 33441. These parcels will be affected by the
proposal that contemplates changing the underlying comprehensive plan designation from
Arterial Commercial to Mixed Residential. This letter is being written in OPPOSITTON to that
proposal.
This property was purchased in 2007 for the sole purpose of future commercial endeavors that
would be compatible with the Yakima Speedway which abuts this property to the east. The
property was purchased from the owner of Yakima Speedway and is intended to be developed in
conjunction with that property once the current land use ceases and a new land use emerges. The
property is currently vacant and is not a good site for residential housing. Specifically, the
intensity of the existing land uses in the surrounding area is incompatible with residential
housing. The noise, dust, light, glare, long hours of operation and high volumes of traffic that
are generated by surrounding land uses are just a few of the adverse impacts that make
residential housing and commercial uses within this neighborhood incompatible with one
another.

6-1

Based on all the above, we are requesting that all our property be removed from the above
proposal.
Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact me at 509-4538937.

Sincerelyk

~~
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RECEIVE
JERRY D. TALBOTT
TALBOTT, SIMPSON & DA VIS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
308 N. 2No STREET
Yakima, Wa. 98901
(509) 575 7501
FAX (509) 453 0077
Email: jtalbott@talbottlaw.com

APR 2 C 2017
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April 18, 2017

Joan Davenport
AICP Director
Department of Community Development
129 N. Second Street, 2"d Floor
Yakima, Wa. 98901
Re: Comprehensive Plan 2040 Comments

We represent the Ahtanum Irrigation District and wish to comment on the
proposed 2040 Comprehensive Plan in regard to water and utilities.
1. We want to be sure the Hugh Bowman ditch is correctly labeled on
the City/County maps. George Marshall, our stream patrolman will
be happy to supply maps and information in this regard.

7-1

2. When utility trenches, and their associated granular pipe bedding
and backfill materials are placed through areas of surface water
and/or shallow ground water, they can impact surface/groundwater
conditions by providing a higher permeability pathway for
7-2
surface/ground water to flow. In some cases, trenches can act as
surface/ground water drains and result in lowered surface/ground
water elevations compared to pre-trench conditions, which in turn
can negatively impact environmental conditions( wetlands, springs,
streams) as well as local surface and ground water users. When
trenching in the vicinity of irrigations ditches, other surface waters, or
through ground water, cutoff trench dams of impermeable material
(clay) will be required to be placed across pipe trenches, as

necessary, to prevent the movement of water along the outside of
the pipe within granular bedding and backfill materials. Trench dams
are required to be installed using proper construction specification,
materials and frequencies for the conditions encountered by
particular projects. Utility project planning and design should
consider and address any potential impact on surface and ground
water conditions.
3. All new developments in AID within the City limits are required to
continue the use of existing irrigation water (where available) rather
than allowing developments to switch to irrigation from potable water
sources. We will be examining this when asked to approved plats
within the District.
4. We continue to be concerned about the automobile traffic in the
Ahtanum area. As new developments are built, the traffic becomes an
increasing problem.
Very truly yours,

~~~

RECEIVED
APR 2 6 2017

CITY OF·· •YAKIMA
' •. n1v
PL ~~ \. ~ ~ .. : ~
A~.,

L:'

7-2
Con't

7-3

7-4

April 18th 2017

4.4 TRANSIT and TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

I have noticed in the 2040 transportation plan there are reference to the General and Safety policy,
1."Multimodal transportation network moves people and goods safely through the city."
Other points of interest:
2."To encourage enhanced community access and promote healthy life styles"
3. "To be responsive to the needs of passengers (Transit) getting to work and school."
4."This schedule re-alignment (Transit) offered more direct routing and maximize transfer point
connections(?), as well as overall frequency(?)of transit service within the community."
5."Reduce growth in vehicle travel demand through TRANSIT, ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION AND OTHER
COMMUTE REDUCTION STRATEGIES."
6."2040 plan indicates NO growth for transit from 2016 - 2021" other than capital acquisitions.
This plan reads in cover letter style with laudable endeavors, generalities and meets the
bureaucratic requirements; however, there are no plan specifics for developing Transit as one of the
multimodal transportation systems. Listed below are questions a developing Transit plan would include
making it a viable part of the comprehensive plan to growth.
How does this plan encourage non-traditional users?

8-1

How does this plan make transit service more appealing and convenient for non-traditional users?
How does this plan intend to educate non-traditional users of it health benefits and advantages?
How does this lead non-traditional users into using transit as the gateway to Active Transportation
modes as well as for example, the last mile concept.
How does Transit encourage non-traditional users to reduce growth in vehicle travel demands?
The above point #4 appears effective on paper only, customers using the system find it otherwise.
Overall service has been reduced and peak service (to/from work) scaled back, contrary to Table2-1
(2015) giving the appearance of expansive service throughout the week. The trend in ridership is falling
figure 2-7 Historical Transit Ridership.
How does transit build frequency which builds ridership by non-traditional users?
How does this transit plan build AM to PM service (duration) for non-traditional users for work, school
and general daily destinations?
Is this a Transit Development Plan?

8-4

What if improving your physical and mental health was as easy as riding the bus?
Breathing fresh air, driving safely, being physically active, and avoiding excessive stress are a
few of the well-known steps toward living a healthy life style. Actually, using transit supports
all of the above! The Victoria Policy institute and The America n Public Transportation
Association explored the health impacts of transit, and here is what they found:

1) Public transit users are more active.
Individuals who use public transportation get over three times the amourit of physical activity
per day of those who don't (approximately 19 minutes, rather than six minutes) by walking to

stops and final destinations. The U.S. Center for Disease Control recommends 22 minutes of
moderate physical activity, such as brisk walking, per day (or 150 minutes per week). Getting
active helps lower the risk for many serious diseases, such as: heart and vascular diseases,
strokes, diabetes, hypertensive diseases, osteoporosis, joint and back problems, colon and
breast cancers, and depression.

2) Buses are safer than individual vehicles.
Bus re lated accidents have one--t\<Ven tieth the passenger fatality rates of automobile travel. Car
accidents are responsible for a pproXimately 40,000 deaths (and many more injuries) per year,
making them one of the largest causes of death for people aged 1-44. Traveling on public
transit significantly diminishes this threat. Moreover, areas with high public transit movement
tend to have better overall security and reduced crime rates.

3) Public transportation reduces stress.
Public transportation improves access to education and employment, which in turn leads to

better long-term economic opportunities. In fact, 12 percent of transit riders are traveling to
schools and almost 60 percent are going to work It also provides access to social and
recreational activitjes, allowing individuals to participate in events they otherwise couldn't.
Furthermore, public transit benefits community cohesion by promoting positive interactions
between neighbors.

Learn how seven transit agencies were unified with just one app.

4) Public buses keep air cleaner.
Pollution is estimated to cause as many deaths per year as traffic accidents. However, buses
(especially newer diesel and electrically powered vehicles) produce less pollution than cars per
passenger mile by utilizing advanced technologies and higher standards. In fact, from 19922009, buses using alternative fuels (such as natural gas) jumped from 2 to 30 percent and
electric rail transit increased from 29 to 34 percent of passenger miles.

8-2

5) Riding public transportation saves money.
"Affordable transportation" generally means that an individual's total travel expenses make up
less than 20% of their household finances. Car payments, gas prices and parking can be a major
budget drain, but public transportation lessens those financial burdens by alleviating the need
to purchase and operate individual vehicles (saving a household around $6,251 annually) and
helping riders avoid parking fees. This supports public health by leaving riders with more
money for better living arrangements, healthy food, and medical services.

6) Public transportation provides access to essential needs later in life.
A survey of Americans aged 65 and older found that non-drivers take 15% fewer trips to the

doctor, 59% fewer shopping trips and restaurant visits, and 65% fewer trips for social, family,
and religious activities than those using an individual vehicle. Public transportation is a way for
these non-drivers (particularly low-income seniors and disabled individuals) to gain access to
important services and activities that improve public health such as: healthcare appointments,
basic shopping, banking, education, and employment opportunities.
The benefits of public transportation are expansive, ranging from public health to household
finances. If you'd like to learn more about public transit's positive effec

8-2
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CWNBA
City of Yakima Planning Commission
104 North 1st Street
Yakima, WA 98901
RE:

April 26, 2017

Yakima Critical Areas Ordinance Update (YMC, Chapter 15.27)

Honorable Planning Commission Members:
On behalf of the many members of the CWHBA, I would like to thank
you for this opportunity to comment on this current update to
Chapter 15.27, the Critical Areas Ordinance. I understand the
complexity of this endeavor and I appreciate the time and energy you
have invested in this process.
The following is a list of suggestions and observations:
15.27.200 Definitions generally - Priority habitat and species The
language recommended is broad to the point of being worrisome.
Does staff have the expertise to interpret the meaning and intent of
the language in the references? If not, we would prefer not including it
and allow the SEPA process to reveal all that applies to a particular
project.
15.27.409 Permitted Uses. We appreciate the modifications to the
initial draft allowing for some development in the floodway fringe.
However, it comes with a price - a "Study" produced by a qualified
professional in accordance with YMC 15.27.314. Studies take
additional time and can be costly. We prefer being held to the federal
minimum building code standard.
15.27.505 Water Typing B. This section is recommended for
change. It is optional and should be rejected.
15.27.514 Vegetative Buffers The basis for the recommended
changes is an unpublished document. We suggest any update here be
based upon published BAS.

9-1
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15.27.604 Wetland Buffers This section is recommended to grow
from 2 pages in length to 10 pages. Not required.

9-5

CARA (15.27.810) Mapping. We support the additional reference
maps.

9-6

CARA (15.27.820) Protection Approach. This section is
recommended to grow from 1 page in length to 5 pages. Not required.

9-7

Phone:(509) 454-4006 Fax: (509) 454-4008 \ www.cwhba.org I social media @cwhba

The Central Washington Home Builders Association is all about affordable housing. Housing
that is affordable to all wage-earning groups, not just a few. Pointing out the consequences of
governmental regulatory action is one way we hope to keep a damper on unnecessary costs.
In the most recent NAHB study of the cost ofregulation, (March 2016), averaged for the entire
country, it was determined that government regulation (federal, state and local) accounted for
24.3% of the total consumer cost in the purchase of a new home. In real dollars, that was $84,671
on top of costs directly related to construction and sales. But because we live in Washington
State, we are saddled with an additional 8.2% in regulatory costs. This brings the total direct cost
of government to over $105,000 for the average homebuyer purchasing a $300,000 home in the
State of Washington. Regulations have consequences - they come with a price!
As you deliberate on the content of this 2017-2022 CAO update, please remember consequences.
If we truly expect to safely house our community as laid out in the Comp Plan Housing Goals
and Policies, we must be cautious with adding more regulation than absolutely necessary. Thank
you for this opportunity to provide comment.
~~11cerfly,
r
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Joe,, Walsh
Government Affairs Director
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Making the total direct cost of government over $105,000.

Example: On a $300,000 home add another $23,000

Remember in Washington State you need to add another 8.2% to the cost:

50 percent. R:egulatory costs during development increased by 1 i~.1

Regulatory costs during construction increased the fastest from $22,535 to $33,784 during that same time P,~riod-an increase of

ln a home went from $65,224 in April of 2011 to $84,671 in Marct1 20113-a 29.8 percent increase.

The association applied the percentage increase due to regulation to home prices from Census data and found that regulatory costs

'

construction site, which may lead to delays in .addition to the hard cost of filing for a permit."

"The federal government can also impact the price of a home--for example, by requiring permits for stormwater discharge on

increase costs to builders and developers, or cause delays that translate to higher costs."

jurisdictions may chargE~ permit, hook-up, and impact fees and establish development and construction standards that either directly

"Regulations mme in many forms and can be imposed by different lev1~ls of government," explains the report. "At the local level,

According to the report, regulations implemented during the lot's development are responsible for 14.6 percent of the total, while 9.7
percent is due to costs that accrue aft(:Jr the builder has purchased a finished lot.

a report from the National Association of Home Builders.

Government regulatioms are responsible for adding $84,671 to the final price of a new sin~~le-family home, according to

Washington Free Beacon

Report: Gove rnment regulations add $84,671 to new home
.
pnces

Calhoun, Joseph
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Carole Skolrud <carole.skolrud@gmail.com>
Monday, May 08, 2017 7:10 PM
Calhoun, Joseph
ADDITION OF SIDEWALKS, ETC TO 88TH AVE NE BETWEEN SUMMITVIEW & TIETON

Dear Mr. Calhoun,
I have actively advocated for the improvements to be made in this location for a number of years. I was
encouraged to see its inclusion on the 2040 plan.

10-1

As this is a potentially serious safety issue, with many schoolchildren walking along a busy street with literally
no shoulder (let alone sidewalks), I strongly recommend the completion of this project as soon as possible.
Thank you for your consideration,
Carole Skolrud (509) 853-5759

1
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City of Yakima Planning Commission
129 N 2nd Street
Yakima, WA 98901

May 10, 2017

RE: Yakima Comprehensive Plan 2040
On behalf of the many members of the CWHBA, I would like to thank
you for this opportunity to comment on this current update to Yakima
Comprehensive Plan 2040. I understand the complexity of this
endeavor and I appreciate the time and energy you have invested in
this process.
First of all, we would like to thank Planning staff for their willingness
to look beyond new development as the sole source of growth. Infill
and re-development haven't received much attention in Yakima until
now. We appreciate its inclusion in Plan 2040.
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We do have a few thoughts to share on the Growth Management Act
Goals listed in the Introduction section of the Comp Plan on page
INTR-4. For comparison, I've attached a copy of the GMA Planning
Goals directly from the RCW 36.70A.020 to these comments.
In my view, there are some on this list of goals that misconstrue the
meaning and intent of the RCW. The first is the Housing element. To
quote the RCW: (4) "Housing. Encourage the availability of affordable
housing to all economic segments of the population of this state, ... "
The Comp Plan version of this is: "Encourage a variety of housing
types including affordable housing." This reads as if "affordable
housing" were a type of housing intended for a particular economic
segment. It is clearly a misinterpretation of the RCW. It should read
"Encourage a va ri ety o f afforda ble housing types.

11-2

The RCW Goal (6) Property rights. "Private property shall not be
taken for public use ... The property rights of landowners shall be
protected from arbitrary and discriminatory actions." This is a bold
statement calling for a defensive approach to property rights.
However, the stated Comp Plan goal is: "recognize property rights."
That almost sounds like a reluctant admission that Yes, they exist, and
there's not much we can do about it. My recommendation is that the
action word be changed; it should read Protect property rights.
Then there is RCW Goal (8) Natural Resource Industries. "Maintain
and enhance natural resource-based industries, ... timber, agriculture,
Submitted:

5 /ID/17

'IPC Hearin@
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fisheries." Again, this reads as an aggressive call to action. To my way
of thinking this requires much more jurisdictional creativity than just
a basic Protect approach as indicated in the Comp Plan. The RCW
identifies these natural resource-based "Industries" as productive
enterprises, and calls on the jurisdiction to creatively work toward the
Enhancement of them.

DIV.
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Finally, we would just like to point out there is no RCW planning goal
called "Support parks and recreation." This is a subset of the previous
goal of Open Space. It's like the third goal on the list - "Protect ru ral
character"; it is also subset of both goal 1 and 2. Pulling them out
separately is somewhat misleading in that they are not stand alone
goals.
The remainder of our comments are suggestions and observations for
the Critical Areas Ordinance (Ch. 15.27).
15.27.200 Definitions generally - Priority habitat and species. The
language recommended is broad to the point of being worrisome.
0Ges staff have the expertise to interpret the meaning and intent of
the language in the references? If it is not mandatory that this be
included, we would prefer eliminating it.
15.27.409 Permitted Uses. We appreciate the modifications to the
initial draft allowing for some development in the floodway fringe.
However, it comes with a hefty price -a "Study" produced by a
qualified professional in accordance with YMC 15.27.314. Studies take
additional time and can be costly. We prefer being held to the federal
building code standard.
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15.27.505 Water Typing B. This section is recommended for change.
It is optional and should not be included.
15.27.514 Vegetative Buffers. The basis for the recommended
changes is an unpublished document. It is our position that only
published Best Available Science should be referenced.
15.27.604 Wetland Buffers This section is recommended to grow
from 2 pages in length to 10 pages. It is not required and should not
be included.

Phone:(509) 454-4006 Fax :(509) 454-40081 www.cwhba.org I social media @cwhba
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CARA (15.27.810) Mapping. We support the additional reference
maps. Additional information like this is always an asset.
CARA (15.27.820) Protection Approach. This section is
recommended to grow from 1 page in length to 5 pages. It is not
required and should not be included.

The Central Washington Home Builders Association is all about
affordable housing. Housing that is affordable to all wage-earning
groups, not just a few. Pointing out the consequences of governmental
regulatory action is one way we attempt to keep a damper on
unnecessary costs.
In the most recent National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)
study of the cost of regulation, (March 2016), averaged for the entire
country, it was determined that government regulation (federal, state
and local) accounted for 24.3% of the total consumer cost in the
purchase of a new home. In real dollars, that was $84,671 on top of
costs directly related to construction and sales.

11-3
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But because we live in Washington State, we are saddled with an
additional 8.2% in regulatory costs. This brings the total direct cost of
government to over $105,000 for the average homebuyer purchasing
a $300,000 home in the State of Washington. Regulations often have
consequences - sometimes it's big!
As you deliberate on the content of this Yakima Comprehensive Plan
2040, please remember the consequences. If we truly exp ect to safely
house our com mun ity as laid out in th e Comp Plan Hous ing Goals and
Policies, we must be cautious with adding more regulation than
absolutely necessary. Thank you for your hard work and this
opportunity for us to provide comment.
S.iliCJe ly,
r

I - ,,
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Joe;Walsh
Government Affairs Director
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RCW 36.70A.020: Planning goals.
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The following goals are adopted to guide the development and adoption of comprehensive
plans and development regulations of those counties and cities that are required or choose to
plan under RCW 36.70 , \.0 40. The following goals are not listed in order of priority and shall be
used exclusively for the purpose of guiding the development of comprehensive plans and
development regulations:
(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities
and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.
(2) Reduce sprawl. Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into
sprawling, low-density development.
(3) Transportation . Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that are based
on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans.
(4) Housing . Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of
the population of this state , promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and
encourage preservation of existing housing stock.
(5) Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout the state that is
consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic opportunity for all citizens of
this state, especially for unemployed and for disadvantaged persons, promote the retention
and expansion of existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses, recognize regional
differences impacting economic development opportunities, and encourage growth in areas
experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the capacities of the state's natural
resources, public services, and public facilities.
(6) Property rights . Private property shall not be taken for public use without just
compensation having been made. The property rights of landowners shall be protected from
arbitrary and discriminatory actions .
(7) Permits. Applications for both state and local government permits should be processed
in a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.
(8) Natural resource industries. Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries,
including productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries. Encourage the conservation
of productive forestlands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.
(9) Open space and recreation . Retain open space, enhance recreational opportunities,
conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource lands and water, and
develop parks and recreation facilities .
(10) Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality of life,
including air and water quality, and the availability of water.
(11) Citizen participation and coordination . Encourage the involvement of citizens in the
planning process and ensure coordination between communities and jurisdictions to reconcile
conflicts.
(12) 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 .
(13) Historic preservation . Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and
structures, that have historical or archaeological significance.

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36. 70A. 020
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Calhoun, Joseph
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joshua Hicks <joshuadavidhicks@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 4:53 PM
Calhoun, Joseph
Comprehensive Plan 2040 input

Hi Joseph,
I'd like to weigh in on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, and I'm grateful for the opportunity to do so.
As a whole I am very positive about the plan and the direction it provides for our city over the next 23 years.
Even projects of which I was skeptical, namely the Mill Site development, I now feel more positive about.
Since I largely agree with the content of the plan, my feedback is primarily concerned with prioritization/focus
and sustainability. I encourage Yakima to focus on the following:

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Map out the city's revenue streams and expenses by parcel (this presents the city and the public with
hard data on what investments will be most sustainable and have the greatest return; improving what's
already profitable will help us grow and endure as well as provide the funds for improving those areas of
the city that are not profitable) Organizations such as Urban3 specialize in this type of analysis
12Emphasis on maintenance and improvement of existing infrastructure first and foremost
Emphasis on maintenance and improvement of sections of the city older than 75 years
2
Set a target of 40 to 1 private to public investment dollars for all future new development (current
projects such as Downtown Plaza exempt; future projects such as Mill Site non-exempt)
Set a minimum of 20 to 1 private to public investment dollars for all future new development (current
projects such as Downtown Plaza exempt; future projects such as Mill Site non-exempt)
Ensure city finance practices accrual accounting rather than cash accounting
Remove parking minimums city-wide (not just downtown)

Some other items worth consideration:
•
•
•
•

Whenever possible, use permeable pavement
Reduce posted and non-posted speed of residential streets to 20 mph based on National DOT collision 12survival rates
3
Encourage reduction of actual automotive speed via reducing lane width on streets designated for
increased pedestrian and bicycle use
Enforce pedestrian crosswalk laws

With regards to the Bicycle Master Plan, I am very excited about the prospect of actual bicycle infrastructure in
Yakima. I think it is an important step in providing greater accessibility and mobility to lower income segments
of our population or those seeking financial independence, along with health and quality of life improvements
to the rest of the population. It will also help Yakima save money long-term on infrastructure maintenance.
I currently commute to and from work via bicycle as much as possible. The route I have settled on takes me
briefly north across Tieton Dr through residential streets to the intersection of Yakima Ave and 16th Ave in
order to safely and reliable cross 16th Ave. From there I take Yakima Ave all the way to Naches Ave where I
1
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12-4
tum left to get to Lincoln Ave. I find Yakima Ave provides a very pleasant view of the city, and the posted
con't.
automobile speed a better fit for cycling than other routes (although I wish the stretch from 16th Ave to
Summitview/7th Ave was also posted 25 mph).
Going home I must take Lincoln Ave initially, but given the posted and actual automotive speeds I get off of
this thoroughfare as quickly as possible-typically 3rd St or 2nd St. From there I take Sgt Pendleton Way to
Front St to Yakima Ave through the intersection with 16th Ave and wend my way through the residential streets
back to the south side of Tieton Dr (the evening crossing being quite a bit more difficult).
Most of the proposed routes and changes look promising. As I am a comparatively inexperienced cyclist, I'm
sure the Toole Design Group can plan better routes and infrastructure for cyclists safety better than I. As a
resident, however, I think cycling infrastructure along Yakima Ave would be at least as desirable if not more so
than the other routes. Lincoln and MLK were originally designed for automotive throughput for those needing
to quickly bypass downtown, and I would personally not choose to bicycle along those routes. Additionally, I'm
very concerned about the Chestnut/16th Ave crossing. It just seems dangerous and unreliable to me, and I'm not
sure how that would change without a signal (yet a signal might be odd/difficult so close to another signal).

As a 5th generation native of Yakima descended from the owner of the first building moved to North Yakima, I
love this city. I've lived in Seattle and Los Angeles, and I always planned to return and raise a family here as 12well. I am happy to be doing just that, and equally happy to find so many others have realized what a special 5
place this city is and the potential it has to be even better. It is my aim to help Yakima be a place where my sons
can also grow and thrive and be a part of what makes this one of the best places in the world.
Best regards,
Joshua Hicks
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Calhoun, Joseph
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Phil Hoge <philhoge@aol.com>
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 11 :25 PM
Calhoun, Joseph
Comments on Comp Plan 2040

Joseph,
When I testified to the Yakima Planning Commission on May 10, I said that I might provide written comments by May 16
(the deadline for comments) after seeing the BPAC's comments. Here are my supplemental written comments:
1. I support the BPAC's and the Yakima Planning Commission's recommendations as you provided in your email below.
2. I support Yakima Planning Commissioner Peter Marinace's comments at the YPC's 5/10 meeting regarding Zier Road
needing bike lanes and sidewalks due to the school children "traffic". I urge you to revise the Draft 2040 Transportation
System Plan to incorporate the plans of the WVNP, which recognized that the plan for Zier - between the junior/middle
school campus and the 9th/high school campus - should include bike lanes.
3. N. 66th Ave. -- I urge that the section of N. 66th Ave. between Summitview and Cowiche Canyon Rd be designated
appropriately for biking and walking. As indicated in the WVNP, this section is a key leg in the Greenway Master Plan's
"West Side Loop". It is also the only way for connecting west Yakima residents with the Cowiche Canyon Conservancy
trail.
-Phil Hoge
-----Original Message----From: Calhoun, Joseph <Joseph.Calhoun@YAKIMAWA.GOV>
To: phil hoge <philhoge@aol.com>
Sent: Thu, May 11, 2017 8:00 am
Subject: RE: Comp Plan 2040
Phil,
The YBPAC's recommendations, and other changes, are contained in the text below. The ADA transition plan is not
completed at this time. I will check with Engineering on the progress.
Page 8
1. New Section 1.4.2 - talks about the connection to the Bicycle Master Plan
2. New Section 1.4.3 - talks about the connection to the Airport Master Plan
3. New Section 1.4.4 - talks about the connection to the Transit Development Plan
Page 10
4. Section 1.6.3 - Added language regarding historic transit ridership that can be found in the Transit Development Plan.
Page 13
5. Section 2.1.1 - Clarified grade separated crossing for Valley Mall Boulevard only.
Page 15
6. Figure 2-1
a. Add a Traffic Signal at 64th and Tieton.
b. Add a Traffic Signal at 72nd and Mead.
c. Add a Traffic Signal at 96th and Wide Hollow Road.
Page 28
7. In the second paragraph under 2.2.1, change the number of intersections that don't meet City LOS standards to two
and delete the reference to the S. 64th Ave I Tieton Dr intersection.
Page 29
1
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8. Figure 2-9
a. Change the Two-Way Stop F at the intersection of 64th and Tieton to a Signal B or C.
Page 46
9. Figure 4-3
a. Yakima Ave from Interchange to 16th Ave - Shared Priority
b. North 1st Street from "I" St to Interchange - Shared Priority
c. Nob Hill from 64th Ave to 3rd Ave - Shared Priority
d. Tieton Drive from ?2nd Ave to 5th Ave - Auto Priority
e. Fruitvale from 40th Ave to 5th Ave - Shared Priority
f. New EasUWest Corridor - Future Shared Priority
g. Identify streets outside of city limits as a different color, regardless of priority
Page 50
10. Figure 4-4
a. Remove Yakima Ave as a Truck Route
Page 53
11. Figure 4-6
a. EasUWest Corridor as future Primary Pedestrian Route
b. North 6th Avenue from Fruitvale to City Limits - Primary Pedestrian Route (same as on Fig 4-8)
Page 54
12. Figure 4-8
c. Add EasUWest Corridor as future Primary Bike Route
Page 61
13. Figure 4-9
d. Add project R-1 (H Street Extension) to the map.
14. Project List:
e. A-13 - Clarification of X project

Joseph Calhoun
-----Original Message----From: phil hoge [mailto:philhoge@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 4:01 PM
To: Calhoun, Joseph <Joseph.Calhoun@YAKIMAWA.GOV>
Subject: Comp Plan 2040
Hi Joseph,
Could I get a look at:
1. BPAC's recommendations,
2. ADA Transition Plan (mentioned on page T-9, policy 6.5.18)?
--PH
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State of Washington

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
South Central Region 3 - 1701 S. 24th Avenue, Yakima, WA 98902-5720
Telephone: (509) 575-2740 • Fax: (509) 575-2474

May 16, 2017
Joseph Calhoun, Senior Planner
Community and Economic Development
City of Yakima
129 North 2nd Street
Yakima, Washington 98901

Subject:

State Environmental Policy Act Document, Comments on SEIS for
Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update, City of Yakima, Yakima County

Dear Joseph:
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) document for a Determination of Significance Notice on
the Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update, received via the City website on May 15, 2017, and offers
the following comments at this time. Other comments may be offered as the project progresses.
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Management and Removal of Vegetation on Yakima River Levees:
The City practices the removal of vegetation on the Federal flood-control levee system within
city limits. Active management of levee vegetation is no longer required for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers - PL 84-99 levee certification. The near-stream and sometimes overhanging
vegetation, which has been severely cropped for many years, can provide significant cover and
shade for fish and a food source in the form of insects, which fall or land on the water from it.
"Conditions and Trends" in the draft Comprehensive Plan - Natural Environment section state
The loss of riparian vegetation and the associated shade that it provides has also had an impact
on water temperatures. Yakima River is listed "of concern" for elevated temperature.
Active removal of levee vegetation impairs the recruitment to the river of woody debris organic
detritus. Barren levees reduce channel roughness, which is a negative characteristic in terms of
providing for levee stability and longevity. Thus, keeping vegetation on levees can have many
positive benefits.
We recommend that the City immediately suspends its current management of vegetation on the
levee system and adopt a policy under Goal 10.4 of sustaining that vegetation and approaching
levees as fully part of the Riparian - Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area. That policy
would be consistent with Policy 10.4.3 and 10.4.4. Pierce County, Washington makes available
their document related to maximizing habitat while minimizing negative effects of vegetation on
levees. This document "Levee Vegetation Management Strategy" is available on the Internet at
https ://www .co.pierce.wa.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/4622 .
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City of Yakima DCED
Comments on SEIS I Plan 2040
May 16, 2017
Page 2

In urban environments where wildlife presence is encouraged it is vital that small patches of
habitat be preserved and enhanced. In this environment, wildlife habitat; particularly for birds
and small mammals, is limited in urban areas. When looking to develop parks and new
development in general; habitat should be preserved. Attempts to make everything clean,
manicured, and non-complex should be discouraged.

14-2
--Examples of how this can be done is to keep riparian vegetation intact and enhance it in areas,
such as along the greenway and local lakes and ponds. Birds typically use these areas both for
nesting and as important migration corridors.
--In our parks and open spaces, native vegetation should be planted as landscaping when
possible. We should find opportunities to encourage brushy habitat areas in our parks, not just
clean landscaping and lawns.
--Wetlands, and floodplain areas, even degraded ones, are often used by urban wildlife. Attempts
to fill them in or further degrade them should be discouraged.
Thus, a new policy might be adopted, such as: "Conserve, protect and enhance native vegetation
in open spaces, parks and riparian areas. Consider using native vegetation for planting in these
areas and look for opportunities to enhance habitat for fish and wildlife".
Goal 9.3.5 does not convey a clear meaning and its intentions are not well understood. However,
we do support certain land uses (parks, athletic venues) where important hydrological functions
exist, provided those natural functions continue to be fully maintained following implementation.
Natural Environment Maps:
1. The wetlands/stream maps seem to be missing many/most of the smaller wetlands that
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) shows. Our recommendation is to use all the information
displayed on the NWI layer.
2. Areas listed as "Urban Natural Environment Open Space" are mapped as Shrub-steppe (also
listed as Urban Natural Environment Open Space" in the attributes). The term "Shrub-steppe"
carries much more clarity and provides a contextual tie-in to both "Natural Environment" and
"Open Space". Thus, "Shrub-steppe" is consistent across the landscape and our is preferred term.
Zoning Maps:
Some of the floodplain is designated as "Vacant/Under developed/Open Space". We also see that
some of the Naches River floodplain is designated as "Agriculture and Resource". The
background on these groupings is unknown, but some of this verbiage may be counterproductive
in designating floodplain and riparian habitat.
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City of Yakima DCED
Comments on SEIS I Plan 2040
May 16, 2017
Page 3
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please feel free to contact me with
any questions or clarifications you may require. My phone number is 457-9310.

Sincerely,

Eric Bartrand
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Area Habitat Biologist
1701 S. 24th Avenue
Yakima, WA 98902
EB,SD:eb

Confederated Tribes and Bands
of the Yakama Nation

May 16, 2017
Sent via Email

Established by the
Treaty of June 9, 1855

Received 5/22/17 by
Joseph Calhoun,
City of Yakima

City Of Yakima
c/o Joseph Calhoun, Senior Planner
I 29 N 2nd Street
Yakima, WA 9890 I
Email: joseph.calhoun@yakimawa.gov

RE:

Comments on the City of Yakima's Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Planning Official,
I write on behalf of the Yakama Nation Department of Natural Resources ("YN DNR") to
provide comments on the City of Yakima's ("City") Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update (the
"Comprehensive Plan") Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (the "Draft
SEIS"). The Draft SEIS includes updates to the comprehensive plan, transportation plan, and
development regulations, including the City's Critical Areas Ordinance ("CAO"). YN ONR
looks forward to the opportunity to work with the City to strengthen the Draft SEIS, the
Comprehensive plan, and its associated regulations prior to their finalization.
YN DNR supports the Action Alternative 2, which emphasizes infill, mixed use, and higher
growth development in the city core, and associated updates to the City's Comprehensive Plan
and CAO. The YN DNR also supports the inclusion of new Historic Preservation and Energy
elements of the Comprehensive Plan. Urban sprawl in the City and its UGA has historically
contributed to significant adverse impacts to the Yakama Nation's treaty reserved resources,
including fish, game, traditional foods and medicines, and associated time immemorial water
rights.
Broadly, YN DNR is concerned that the SEIS fails to use, consider, and appropriately
incorporate best available science and information regarding (a) the identification and protection
Yakama Nation, Post Office Box 151, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 865-5121
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YN DNR COMMENTS ON CITY OF YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

204-0 UPDATE DRAFT SEIS

MAY 16, 2017

of cultural resources, (b) ensuring that adequate water supplies are legally and physically
available for residential development in the UGA, and (c) the acknowledgement and planning for
climate change. Further, YN DNR is concerned that the probable environmental impacts of the
Draft Plan cannot be adequately assessed as required under the State Environmental Policy Act
("SEPA") in the absence of such information.

15-2
Cont.

Because the Draft SEIS is not based upon sufficient information regarding the above elements of
the environment, YN DNR is concerned that the proposed action alternatives for the Plan do not
sufficiently address or provide clear policies and procedures for:
•
•
•

The protection of cultural resources through cooperative action with the Yakama Nation.
The protection and management of groundwater quantity.
Ensuring adequate water supplies are legally and physically available for residential
development within resource lands and Urban Growth Areas (UGA).

These concerns, and others, are addressed more specifically in the section-by-section analysis
attached hereto as Exhibit A.
YN DNR appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIS, and looks forward to
working with the City of Yakima to ensure that proposed land use plans and regulations promote
sustainable development, and protect the environment the Yakama Nation's Treaty resources.
Please contact YN DNR 's John Marvin atjmarvin@yakama.com with any questions regarding
these comments.
Sincerely,

PHIL RIGDON, SUPERINTENDENT

Y AKAMA NATION DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

PAGE
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YN DNR COMMENTS ON CITY OF YAKIMA C OMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE DRAFT SEIS

MAY 16, 2017

EXHIBIT A

YN DNR Comments, Questions, Concerns: A Section-by-Section Analysis

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - March 2017
•

Scoping - 1.4 Summary of Proposed Alternatives - Action Alternative 2 - pg. 1-2.
The YN DNR supports the Action Alternative 2, which emphasizes infill, mixed use, and
higher growth development in the city core, including updates to the Comprehensive Plan
and the Critical Areas Ordinance ("CAO"), and the inclusion of new Historic
Preservation and Energy elements to the Comprehensive Plan.

•

Land Use Patterns- YN DNR recently submitted comments to Yakima County
concerning proposed edits to their comprehensive plan and associated designations of
Urban Growth Areas ("UGA"), including concerns about the lack of a clear plan to
ensure legal water availability for UGA growth dependent upon permit-exempt-wells. As
you may know, Yakima County is preparing to implement the Yakima County Water
Resource System ("YCWRS"). YN DNR is encouraged by Yakima County's proactive
approach, and supports YCWRS. However, there are important questions and issues with
YCWRS that impact the City of Yakima, and should be considered in the SEIS and City
Comprehensive Plan. Critically, the YCWRS, as proposed, only applies to " rural
domestic" development. Therefore the YCWRS appears not to address water availability
in the UGA.
While the Draft SEIS does analyze municipal and Nob Hill Water Association water
availability within the city limits on page 1-13, it is unclear if exempt wells are
considered a potential allowed water source for development within the UGA. Absent a
clear plan and process to ensure both the physical and legal availability of water for such
permit-exempt-wells, they should not be allowed, because the withdrawals could illegally
impact senior water users.
The lack of a clear proposal to ensure adequate water supplies for proposed development
within the UGA is particularly concerning due to the large amount of anticipated
residential development in the UGA. According to Yakima County projections, more
than twice the amount of County residents will reside within the 14 cities UGA within the
next twenty years, yet the YCWRS does not serve the UGA. In Section 5.8.S.2
(Countywide Urban Growth Area Land Capacity Analysis Results) of the Yakima
County draft comprehensive plan, the County has determined the amount ofland
necessary for development over the 20 year planning period in the UGA for all 14 cities,
including the City of Yakima. Table S.8.S.2-2 of the draft Yakima County
PAGE
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YN DNR COMMENTS ON CITY OF YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE DRAFT SEIS
MAY 16, 2017

comprehensive plan shows an excess of residential land in each of the fourteen cities and
towns within Yakima County, including the City of Yakima. The current planning period
is 20 years, yet most of the cities within the County exceed these requirements.
Specifically, the City of Yakima has enough land allocated within its UGA for 98 years
of development. Section 2.2 of the Draft SEIS states the UGA consists of about 9,660
acres, or approximately 55% of the 17,385 acre city limits. Section 2.2 of the Draft SEIS
clearly states that it addresses cumulative growth patterns and demands for services, such
as water within the city and the UGA, however, no such analysis for the UGA can be
found. In Section 3.3 Land Use Patters (pg. 3-7), the SEIS indicates that the city
currently has 3,577 acres of developable land, plus the 9,660 acres of UGA equals 13, 134
acres of developable land; this appears excessive.
The Draft SEIS states that countywide planning policies and coordination with Yakima
County may be necessary [emphasis added]. It is quite clear that these policies and
coordination need to occur now. The YN DNR finds the excess amount of UGA
residential development to be inconsistent with other goals and policies within the draft
Yakima County comprehensive plan and the City of Yakima' s SEIS. These include (but
are not limited to):
• Yakima County LU-U 1.1 Areas designated for urban growth (including
commercial, industrial, residential, public facilities, etc.) should be determined by
preferred development patterns, residential densities, and the financial and
technical capacity of the community to provide urban governmental services.
• Yakima County LU-U 1.3 Sufficient area should be included in the urban
growth areas to accommodate the 20-year low population forecast. Additional
land may be included to allow for market choice and location preferences not to
exceed l 0 percent or 80 acres, whichever is larger.
• Yakima County Countywide Planning Policies
o "encouraging growth in UGAs and discouraging urban growth outside of
these areas. Also, development within UGAs should occur in a logical
fashion outward from the edge of developed land in conjunction with
service and infrastructure provision."
o " minimize differences in urban development regulations and standards
between the County and the cities and to facilitate the economical
provision of urban services to development."
o "Because the UGA defines where the city is financially capable of
providing urban services and may ultimately annex, land use decisions
need to respect the desires of the community. Agreement on land use
planning within the UGA is as important as designating the boundary
itself."
• COY Plan 2040 LU 2.1.7. pg. LU-7 Allow new development only where
adequate public services can be provided.
• COY Plan 2040 2.7.7. pg. LU-30. Establish resource protection and
sustainability goals, monitor development to track success in meeting those goals,
and refine the implementation strategy as needed to help meet goals.
PAGE40F
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YN DNR COMMENTS ON CITY OF YAKIMA C OMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE DRA FT SEJS

MAY 16, 2017

It is recommended that the City of Yakima and Yakima County review the excess lands
reserved for residential development within the UGA, and also develop a plan to ensure
adequate water supplies are legally and physically available for residential development
within the UGA.

•

15-6
Cont.

Cultural Resources- page 1-8. Section 3.6. YN DNR strongly supports the inclusion
of a Historic Element and cultural resources policies in the Comprehensive Plan to
identify and protect cultural resources. However, the Draft SEIS and associated
plans/regulations woefully underrepresent the Yakama Nation' s history and relationship
to the lands where the City of Yakima now sits. YN DNR also supports the inclusion of
the Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) predictive model and
the protection of sites identified in DAHP's database per YMC 17.05.010.
However, YMC 17.05.010 only applies in Shoreline jurisdiction, which is a small
fraction of the City of Yakima. Shoreline cultural resource policies cannot themselves
serve as a protective strategy for the more comprehensive impacts of development
allowed throughout the City under the proposed Comprehensive Plan update and
associated regulations, whose geographic impact extends well beyond the shoreline
YN DNR recommends a more robust set of Comprehensive Plan goals and policies and
CAO or other regulations to identify and protect cultural resources. Risk factors to
consider in the development of specific policies and regulations may include, but are not
limited to, the amount of proposed ground disturbance, the development site's risk rating
in DAHP's statewide archaeological predictive model, the DAHP database of known
archeological sites, and the presence of high-risk soil types and nearby historic features.

15-7

For high-risk projects, professional cultural resources investigations or surveys may be
warranted. Cultural resource surveys are specifically requested by the Yakama Nation
for projects proposed within Y:. mile of a known site. Notification and the opportunity to
comment on all professional cultural resource surveys completed should also be provided
to both the Yakama Nation and DAHP to ensure professional survey and reporting
guidelines are followed . YN DNR encourages the city to work with the Yakama
Nation's cultural resources staff to develop specific revised language for the Draft SEIS,
Comprehensive Plan, and associated regulations.

•

Section 1.7 Major Conclusions, Areas of Controversy or Uncertainty, and Issues to
be Resolved - pg. 1-15. An issue not addressed in the Draft SEIS is climate change and
potential to contribute to or exacerbate the environmental impacts of proposed
development. The Yakama Nation's Climate Adaptation Plan for the Territories of the
Yakama Nation was published in April, 2016. The Climate Adaptation Plan represents
the first collective effort by the Yakama Nation to identify (1) important resources and
cultural components most likely to be impacted by climate change, (2) work we are
currently undertaking that recognizes and will help to reduce climate change impacts, and
PAGES OF 12

15-8

YN DNR COMMENTS ON

Crrv OF YAKIMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2040 UPDATE DRAFT SEIS

MAY 16, 2017

(3) specific recommendations for deeper analyses of vulnerabilities and risks to our most
important interests and adaptation actions that we should implement now. The Climate
Adaptation Plan's goal is to be a starting point for the conversation about climate change
and planning for adaptation throughout all of the territories of the Yakama Nation. It is
derived from the experience of the Yakama Nation people, its tribal programs, and
findings from regional experts on these important topics. This document is one way we
can educate ourselves and our neighbors about current vulnerabilities and future risks and
share ideas about actions that we may need to take to build climate resilience. It is a
living document that will be revisited and adjusted over time to reflect new information,
new understandings, and new priorities. YN DNR suggests that the City of Yakima
review and incorporate either text from or a reference to the Yakama Nation's Climate
Adaptation Plan. (Attached).
•

•

Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map - Exhibit 2-9. Action Alternative Future
Land Use Map - pg. 2-10. YN DNR is concerned with development along streams and
within floodplains and channel migration zones, not only for impacts to the natural
environment, but because of the high likelihood of the presence of cultural resources. It
appears from the map that that a residential designation has been applied along streams
and their floodplains and channel migration zones. The city should consider more
appropriate land use designations, such as parks or open spaces, for these lands.
A voiding development in the floodplain protects residents and industry, saves the City
future resources that would be expended to defend such vulnerable developments, and
also protects the unique and critical ecological and cultural values of these areas.
Moreover, such designation would assist the City in resolving the deficit in parklands and
open space noted in the Draft SEIS.
Section 3.1 Natural Environment - pg. 3-1
o Water Quality. This section fails to include a discussion on the requirement to
protect water quality as part of planning for and protecting water resources
through comprehensive planning efforts.
o Frequently Flooded Areas. Frequently flooded areas are greater than depicted
on the FEMA FIRM maps referenced. Just this year the City had flooding where
it has not seen flooding in a very long time. FEMA FIRM maps are the minimum
to consider under GMA. Floodplains are also fish and wildlife habitat, and should
be considered thusly in the Draft SEIS.
o Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas - pg. 3-3. Why is the City not utilizing data
from Yakima County? Yakima County produced aquifer susceptibility maps for
its CAO, and has recently conducted aquifer analysis for its proposed
groundwater utility. YN DNR suggests obtaining and utilizing such data from
Yakima County.

We are Yakima-Comprehensive Plan 2040- Volume I: Draft Comprehensive PlanMarch 2017
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•
•

•

•

15-11
2.2.7 Industrial- pg. LU-14. Is the designation and the protection of Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas consistent with the designation of industrial lands?
2.S.6 Cascade Mill redevelopment-pg. LU-27. YN DNR previously reviewed SEPA
15-12
notification on a proposed redevelopment of the Cascade Mill. At that time there was
concern with the potential for water quality impacts of the old landfill and the legacy
contaminants of the mill itself. Have these issues and potential environmental impacts
been addressed?
Historic Preservation Element. Pg. HP-1.
o As previously stated above, the Draft SEIS woefully underrepresents the Yakama
Nation's history and relationship to the lands where the City of Yakima now sits.
The plan references RCW 36.70A.020(13), yet the plan barely acknowledges the
15-13
Yakama Nation and its significant cultural and archaeological presence in the
region. We would also ask that you not use the term "Indian" when referring to
"Natives'', "Indigenous People" or the Yakama People in official documents.
o 3.6 Goals and Policies - pg. HP-S. YN DNR encourages the city to work with
the Yakama Nation's cultural resources staff to develop specific revised language
for the comprehensive plan.
Natural Environment Element - pg. NE-1.
o Water Quality - pg NE-2. The plan fails to acknowledge and plan for the
protection and enhancement of water quality.
15-14
o Critical Areas - pg. NE-3. Floodplains are more than the FEMA FIRM
designated. Floodplains are fish and wildlife habitat, and the protection and
restoration of floodplains is essential for restoring anadromous fish.
o Exhibit 10-3 Wetlands and Stream - pg. NE-6. It is recommended that a
15-15
map/maps displaying the presence and use by anadromous fish be included in the
exhibits.
o Exhibit 10-4. Wildlife- pg. NE-7. This does not look like a complete display of
15-16
WDFW PHS data. PHS data contains both habitat types and species use, in
addition to individual occurrences.
o Exhibit 10-S. Sensitive Fish Species Mapped in the Citys Streams and River pg NE-8. This exhibit references a map/maps, yet no map/maps are displayed.
This table is inaccurate and the supporting text inadequately describes the historic
and current use of sensitive fish species. Chinook have no federal status in the
Yakima River Basin. The Yakama Nation had already begun its supplementation
15-17
program for chinook when the federal government began assessing species
viability. Coho and Sockeye were historically extirpated from the Yakima River
Basin; sockeye in the early I 900's with the construction of irrigation dams on
their glacial spawning lakes, and the Coho in the I 980's with cumulative habitat
destruction of their spawning tributaries. Both Coho and Sockeye have been reintroduced into the Yakima by the Yakama Nation. Steelhead and rainbow trout
are the same species, with different life cycles; anadromous versus resident.
Pacific lamprey are another anadromous species in the Yakima that also has a
significant cultural significance to the Yakama Nation.
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•

•

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas- pg. NE-11. As previously stated, it does not
appear that the City is utilizing all available data, and fails to acknowledge
existing individual wells and protection of groundwater quality.
o 10.3 Challenges and Opportunities - NE-13. As previously stated, the plan
fails to acknowledge climate change and its impacts. Please see The Yakama
Nation's Climate Adaptation Plan for the Territories of the Yakama Nation
(2017).
o GOAL 10.1. Enhance And Protect Surface, Storm, And Groundwater
Quality And Quantity- pg. NE-13. As previously stated, the plan fails to
adequately plan for and protect both water quantity and quality to ensure that
senior water users rights are protected.
• Policy 10.1.1. pg. NE-13. Existing Stormwater facilities and individual
septic systems are currently degrading water quality. The plan should
acknowledge the existing issues and plan to address them.
• Policy 10.1.3. pg. NE-13. The plan should incorporate more information
and data from the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan.
o Goal 10.3. Manage Floodplains To Protect Public Health And Safety, And To
Support Ecological Function - pg. NE-14. We do not see a strong policy set for
the protection of floodplain ecological functions. Such policies should be
developed, with input from the YN DNR. To the extent this work cannot be
completed prior to implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, it should
expressly set the goal and expectation for the development of such a policy, and
provide for its incorporation as a portion of the Comprehensive Plan upon
completion.
o Policy 10.4.1 - pg. NE-15. It should be a goal and policy to protect fish and
wildlife generally, not just those species that have special local, state, or federal
status. At a minimum, consider including for local protection species that have a
special cultural significance to the Yakama Nation. Please consult with YN DNR
and cultural resources staff for further information regarding such species.
Shoreline Element - pg. S-1.
o 10.6 Historic, Cultural, Scientific, and Educational Resources Sub-element.
• As noted above, these goals, policies and principals should apply citywide,
not just in the Shoreline, if they are to truly address the OMA goal to
identify and protect cultural resources through the Comprehensive Plan
and throughout the City.
Energy Element- pg. E-1.
o Please see The Yakama Nation's Climate Adaptation Plan for the Territories of
the Yakama Nation (2017).
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8.0 Appendix B: Critical Areas Ordinance Gap Analysis.
The existing City of Yakima CAO was copied from the Yakima County CAO (2007) before the
final version as adopted by the Board of County Commissioners and before the CAO went
through appeal at the Eastern Washington Growth Management Hearings Board (EWGMHB).
While the two are similar, there are some very stark and important differences, especially for
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buffers and CARA. Yakima County is also currently adopting edits to its CAO, and YN DNR
recommends that the City review those proposed edits and incorporate where appropriate for
consistency.
YN DNR generally supports the proposed updates to the City's CAO, however, we provide the
following comments and issues for consideration and action:

o Sections 15.27.502 and 15.27.503. Habitats and Species of Local Importance.
YN DNR supports the overall edits to make the City's CAO more consistent with
the GMA, and the inclusion of WDFW Priority Habitats and Species ("PHS") as
Species and Habitats of local Importance, which Yakima County is also proposing
in its current update process. The City's CAO should contain the PHS lists. The
PHS data can be displayed as habitat types, species use, and individual
occurrences. The Draft SEIS does not fully depict the full extent of PHS data for
the City.
o Section 15.27.505 Streams, Lakes and Ponds Typing System. The YN DNR
does not support the proposed new water typing system. This is where the
Yakima County CAO and City of Yakima CAO are inconsistent. The proposed
typing system is overly complicated for a City that has four known fish bearing
streams outside SMP jurisdiction. Wide Hollow is specifically called out for its
contributions to anadromous fish. It seems like a fairly simple GIS exercise could
type the known fish bearing streams, and make a preliminary typing for all other
streams. The proposed edits also make the CAO inconsistent with the Yakima
County CAO.
o Section 15.27.514 Vegetative Buffers. YN DNR does not support the existing or
proposed stream buffer for Type 2 fish bearing streams. Anything less than 100
feet for a fish bearing stream is inconsistent with Best Available Science
("BAS"), and findings by the EWGMHB on the Yakima County CAO appeal by
the Yakama Nation (2013). In addition, YN DNR does not support the minimum
buffer widths or approval criteria for adjustment, because they are also
inconsistent with the findings by the EWGMHB on the Yakima County CAO
appeal by the Yakama Nation. Buffer adjustments, if allowed, should be the
minimum necessary to afford relief, while adhering to mitigation sequencing, with
an emphasis on buffer averaging.
o YN DNR supports the update of the wetland sections consistent with BAS. YN
DNR is not familiar with the reference to Brunten et. al. 2016, and would
recommend a reference to the Washington Department of Ecology's wetland BAS
below, with emphasis on Appendix 8-D.
• Granger, T., T. Hruby, A. McMillan, D. Peters, J. Rubey, D. Sheldon, S.
Stanley, E. Stockdale. April 2005. Wetlands in Washington State Volume 2: Guidance for Protecting and Managing Wetlands. Washington
State Department of Ecology. Publication #05-06-008. Olympia, WA.
o Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA)- Why is the City not utilizing data
from Yakima County? The Yakima County CAO produced aquifer susceptibility
maps that were found compliant by the EWGMHB. In addition, the Yakima
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•

County water utility has recently completed a groundwater model for the entire
County that may aid in designating and protecting CARA. It appears the CAO is
only concerned with public water supply wells. Has there been an inventory of
individual wells within the city? It is common knowledge that there are still
individual wells as well as individual septic systems within the city that provide
negative impacts to the environment. The proposed regulations fail to
acknowledge and protect existing individual wells.
City of Yakima 2017 GMA Updates
o YMC Chapter 15.27 Critical Areas
• The YN DNR supports most of the proposed edits to Article III
Floodway Fringe to better protect floodplains and their function. In
Section 15.27.409.C, subsection 2 allows encroachment iflocated in a
residential zone greater than 1 unit per acre. YN DNR does not support
this provision; all developments within the floodway fringe must adhere to
the new standards.
• Section 15.27.412.H. The YN DNR supports the prohibition of new dikes
in the floodway.
• Section 15.27.317 Adjustment - pg.9. Subsection A describes the
adjustment process as "administrative". YN DNR requests notice and an
opportunity to comment on all critical areas permits. These types of
permits have the potential to negatively impact Yakama Nation's Treaty
resources, including, but not limited to fish and wildlife, their habitats, and
Yakama Nation water rights.
• Section 15.27.502 Designation. By switching to a new designation
system, the City now has un-designated floodplains as fish and wildlife
habitat. The YN DNR requests that floodplains be included as a FWHCA.
The BAS is clear that these features are in fact habitat. The FEMA
standards in the flood hazard section are intended to protect people and
structures from flooding, and do not acknowledge the habitat functions.
The de-designation of floodplains appears inconsistent with the list of
functional properties of aquatic fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas
in Section 15.27.504.
• Section 15.27.502.B. Habitats of Local Importance ("HOLi"). The YN
DNR supports the inclusion of WDFW PHS as a HOLL The CAO should
also include the PHS lists, consistent with the Yakima County CAO and
comprehensive plan (2017).
• Section 15.27.505 Water Typing System. Again, the YN DNR does not
support to proposed water typing system, as it seems overly complicated
for a relatively small landscape that has known fish and non-fish bearing
streams. Further, it does not appear that any streams in the City would
qualify as a Type 2 stream based on the proposed designation criteria for
diversion, therefore the known fish bearing streams in the City would
likely fall under a Type 3 designation, which provides inadequate
protection for Treaty reserved resources. Water typing systems should
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properly protect known fish bearing streams and associated Treaty
resources.
Section 15.27.507 Maps. This section needs to be updated. The proposal
is to include WDFW PHS as HOLi, and the associated maps are now more
regulatory than informational. A simple GIS exercise to designate stream
typing based on fish use could also create maps that are more regulatory.
Article IV Buffer Requirements. Section 15.27.510 Vegetative Buffers.
The YN DNR does not support the existing or proposed stream buffer for
Type 2 fish bearing streams. Anything less than 100 feet for a fish bearing
stream is inconsistent with the BAS, and findings by the EWGMHB on
the Yakima County CAO appeal by the Yakama Nation. In addition, the
YN DNR does not support the minimum buffers widths or approval
criteria for adjustment as also inconsistent with the findings by the
EWGMHB on the Yakima County CAO appeal by the Yakama Nation.
Buffer adjustments, if allowed, should be the minimum necessary to afford
relief, while adhering to mitigation sequencing, with an emphasis on
buffer averaging.
Part Six. Wetlands. The YN DNR generally supports the proposed edits
to the wetland provisions, consistent with BAS.
• In Section 15.27.601.B, subsections 1 and 2 are inconsistent with
BAS and the definition in section 15.27.200 and RCW
36.70A.030(21), and should be deleted.
• Section 15.27.604 Wetland Buffers. The buffer section generally
looks consistent with BAS, but appears to be overly complicated.
While it can be assumed that most proposed development in the
city will be of a high intensity, not all will. In subsection 1 there
are provisions for maintaining corridors and association with
WDFW PHS, which results in narrower buffers for maintaining
connectivity. While this is admirable, it appears that these may
only occur in Shoreline jurisdiction. A simple GIS exercise could
indicate the potential outside SMP jurisdiction. It appears that
most proposed developments will be subject to Table 27.6.3. This
still looks overly complicated. There are probably not any alkali,
vernal pool, or bog wetlands in the city. The YN DNR is not
familiar with the reference to Brunten et. al. 2016, and would
recommend a reference to the Washington Department of
Ecology's wetland BAS (Granger et. al. 2005, which includes the
2004 updates), with emphasis on Appendix 8~D .
• Section 15.27.604(1). The YN DNR supports the use of signs for
educating the public on the location of protected wetland areas,
however, penneant signs should be required for all approved
critical areas permits.
• Section 15.27.605 Compensatory Mitigation. This section
generally looks consistent with the BAS, but there are missing
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categories or mitigation that are represented in Granger et. al. 2005
Appendix 8-D.

•

Part Seven. Geologically Hazardous Areas.
There appears to be an inconsistency between Section 15.27.701
that designates the geologically hazardous areas, yet the protection
approach in 15.27.702 only protects for erosion and stream
undercutting.
Part Eight. Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. The YN DNR generally
supports the proposed CARA edits, based on BAS. Please see the previous
comment above on CARA data availability and individual wells.
YMC Title 17 Shorelines. It is assumed that the critical areas edits
proposed are the same as proposed in the SMP. All comments on
proposed edits to the CAO would apply to the SMP as well.
• Table 09.030-1 Standard Stream Buffers. This table seems
overly complicated, not consistent BAS, and not consistent with
the known landscape. As previously stated, the minimum buffer
width for fish bearing streams, as established by the EWGMHB for
Yakima County, is a minimum 100 feet. The controlling provision
for development in the SMP is the designation of the
Floodway/CMZ Shoreline environment, with the exception of
Cowiche Creek that does not have a designated Floodway/CMZ.
There should be no non-water oriented development with the
floodway/CMZ designation of the Naches and Yakima Rivers. It
is recommended that a 100 foot buffer from the Floodway/ CMZ of
said rivers be established to fully protect that environment. The
Cowiche Creek should, at a minimum, be protected with a
minimum I 00 foot buffer. The YN DNR is generally not
concerned with the ecological integrity of gravel pit lakes on the
landward side of Highway 12. However, when Buchanan Lake
does become a Shoreline, it will require a higher level of protection
due to its ecological connectivity with the Yakima River.
•

•

•
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City of Yakima Planning Commission (YPC) City Hall Council Chambers
Meeting Minutes of May 10, 2017
Call to Order
Vice-Chair Patricia Byers called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.
Roll Call
YPC Members Present:
YPC Members Absent:
Staff Present:
Others:

Vice-Chair Patricia Byers, Bill Cook, Al Rose, Peter
Marinace, Jacob Liddicoat, Gavin Keefe
Chairman Scott Clark (excused)
Joseph Calhoun, Planning Manager; Lisa Maxey, Planning
Specialist; Sara Watkins, Senior Assistant City Attorney
Sign-in sheet in file

Staff Announcements
None noted.
Audience Participation
Audience member Pat Moran addressed the Commission regarding curb cuts within
the city that are not well-suited for mobility devices like wheelchairs due to the
improper angling.
Approval of Meeting Minutes of April 26, 2017
Commissioner Marinace asked if staff was able to conduct an interview with a news
station to communicate how the Comprehensive Plan 2040 update will affect the
community after noting that this was included in the minutes of the previous meeting as
a suggestion from the Commission. Planning Manager Joseph Calhoun indicated that this
was not able to be completed but described the other means of notification provided to
the public about the plan update. Commissioner Cook motioned to approve the minutes
of April 26, 2017. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Marinace and carried
unanimously.
Public Hearing: Comprehensive Plan 2040 Update
Joseph Calhoun provided a summary of the staff report on this matter.
Audience member Joe Walsh of the Central Washington Home Builders Association
(CWHBA) suggested changes to the wording of some of the Growth Management Act
Goals listed in the Comprehensive Plan.
Audience Member Rob Strader of Yakima Bikes and Walks spoke on the Blue Zone
presentation that was recently made at the Yakima Chamber of Commerce covering
topics on healthy communities. He encouraged the Commission to include language in
the plan that would support some of the concepts that were presented.
Audience member Shirley Strader of Yakima Bikes and Walks echoed the previous
comments made about the Blue Zone presentation, and commented on the Bike Master
Plan and multi-modal transportation methods.
Audience member Phil Hoge echoed previous comments regarding multi-modal
transportation and urged for development standards to be created or revised to better
support goals in the Comprehensive Plan 2040 such as goal 2.3.3. which states, “create
walkable residential neighborhoods with safe streets and good connections to schools,
-1-
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parks, transit, and commercial services.” Hoge also expressed that he would like the
recommendations made by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee to be
incorporated into the plan. He then pointed out that in the Transportation Systems Plan
it is incorrectly indicated that there are bike lanes on Lincoln Ave between 24th Ave and
40th Ave, as well as on Fruitvale Blvd between 23rd Ave and 40th Ave. Lastly, he suggested
that primary and secondary bike routes be defined in the plan.
Audience member Tony Sandoval emphasized the need to make areas like downtown
more bike and pedestrian friendly.
Audience member Bill Hordan of Hordan Planning Services expressed his support of the
key amendments to the land use elements which were listed in the staff report.
After receiving all public comments, vice-Chair Byers closed the public testimony portion
of the hearing. Discussion took place amongst commissioners regarding the public
testimony received. They had consensus to change one of the Growth Management Act
Goals stated in the draft Comprehensive Plan 2040, so that the goal reads, “encourage a
variety of affordable housing types” rather than, “encourage a variety of housing types
including affordable housing”, and to change another goal to read, “protect property
rights” rather than, “recognize property rights.” The Commission also agreed to have
staff revise the language in Policy 2.1.9 in Appendix A – Comprehensive Plan
Amendments to remove the language which reads, “the City should give priority
consideration to annexation proposals that are financially self-sufficient or those where
the fiscal impact can be improved. The City should develop a variety of service delivery
or revenue enhancement options to increase the feasibility of annexation. The City may
request a fiscal analysis of the annexation proposal by annexation proponents,” and
replace it with, “the City will prepare a fiscal analysis of the proposal prior to
annexation.”
Calhoun announced that suggestions from the Bike and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
and from the public will be included in the Transportations Systems Plan, the incorrect
bike lanes locations will be fixed, and 80th Ave from Nob Hill Blvd to Zier Rd and Zier
Rd from 72nd Ave to 96th Ave will be added as bike and pedestrian priorities. He further
commented that the definition of primary and secondary bike routes will be inserted.
A few comments were made on grammatical and formatting issues in Appendix D – 2017
GMA Updates.
Calhoun presented staff’s response to suggested changes received on April 26, 2017 by
CWHBA in regards to the Critical Areas Ordinance update. After discussion, the
Commission had consensus to reject the incorporation of the Interim Water Typing
System found in WAC 222-16-031, and instead make minor revisions to the definitions of
the stream types in the water typing system that is currently being used.
Commissioner Cook motioned for staff to modify the findings of fact and draft ordinance
to include the changes as discussed and agreed upon at this meeting and to forward a
recommendation of approval to City Council for final consideration. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Marinace and carried unanimously.
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Follow-up Discussion on Sign Code Amendments Remand
Senior Assistant City Attorney Sara Watkins presented a memo to the Commission
outlining options on how to regulate trailered signs, as discussion on this topic was
initiated at the Council public hearing in which the sign code amendments was remanded
back to the Planning Commission for further review.
Discussion ensued regarding what constitutes a trailered sign and the necessity to keep
trailered signs from obstructing the view of traffic.
The Commission had consensus to ask staff to research and report back on what the
average size of a portable sign is, how many companies in Yakima manufacture trailered
signs, and what the penalty would be for violating the sign code. They also requested
staff to collect any pictures they can find of trailered signs in Yakima, to invite local sign
manufacturers to the next Planning Commission meeting, and to revisit the requirement
of having portable signs no further than 10 feet from the primary building of the business
and come up with possible alternative language while considering how other
jurisdictions regulate this.
Other Business
Discussion
Adjourn
A motion to adjourn to May 24, 2017 was passed with unanimous vote. This meeting
adjourned at 5:07 p.m.

Chairman Scott Clark

Date

This meeting was filmed by YPAC. Minutes for this meeting submitted by: Lisa Maxey, Planning Specialist.
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