
DRAFT June 17, 2026 

 

 

  i 

 

City of Yakima 
Comprehensive Plan  

Volume II - Technical Analysis 
DRAFT June 2026 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by  

 

 

 

 

 
 



  ii 

Contents 
1. Introduction ....................................................................................................................................................... 1-1 

1.1. Planning Framework ............................................................................................................................... 1-1 

1.2. Context ...................................................................................................................................................... 1-7 

2. Land Use ............................................................................................................................................................. 2-1 

2.1. Overview ................................................................................................................................................... 2-1 

2.2. Land Use Patterns and Growth ............................................................................................................. 2-1 

2.3. Future Land Use ..................................................................................................................................... 2-18 

Planning and Regulatory Context .................................................................................................................... 2-32 

3. Housing Analysis .............................................................................................................................................. 3-1 

3.1. Overview ................................................................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.2. Summary of Key Findings ...................................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.3. Community Profile................................................................................................................................... 3-2 

3.4. Housing Inventory ................................................................................................................................. 3-22 

3.5. Housing Programs ................................................................................................................................. 3-30 

3.6. Displacement & Displacement Risk ................................................................................................... 3-31 

3.7. Racially Disparate Impacts ................................................................................................................... 3-34 

3.8. Projected Housing Needs .................................................................................................................... 3-48 

3.9. Adequate Provisions ............................................................................................................................. 3-53 

4. Transportation .................................................................................................................................................. 4-1 

4.1. Existing Transportation System ............................................................................................................ 4-1 

4.2. Travel Forecasts and Alternatives Evaluation .................................................................................. 4-25 

4.3. Transportation Systems Plan ............................................................................................................... 4-31 

4.4. Financing Program ................................................................................................................................. 4-68 

5. Capital Facilities ................................................................................................................................................ 5-1 

5.1. Overview ................................................................................................................................................... 5-1 

5.2. Needs and Financing ............................................................................................................................. 5-16 

6. Glossary ............................................................................................................................................................ 6-27 

7. References ....................................................................................................................................................... 7-29 



  iii 

Exhibits 
Exhibit 1-1. New Key GMA Requirements for Yakima’s Comprehensive Plan Updates . 1-2 

Exhibit 1-2. 4th Street from a 1940s Postcard ......................................................................... 1-7 

Exhibit 1-3. East Yakima Avenue from a 1900s Postcard ...................................................... 1-7 

Exhibit 2-1. Existing Land Use Map ............................................................................................ 2-2 

Exhibit 2-2.Existing Land Use within the City Limits and Unincorporated UGA ............... 2-3 

Exhibit 2-3. Council Districts by Size in Acres, City of Yakima, 2025 .................................. 2-3 

Exhibit 2-4. Existing Land Use, District 1 ................................................................................... 2-4 

Exhibit 2-5. Existing Land Use Acres, District 1 ....................................................................... 2-5 

Exhibit 2-6. Existing Land Use, District 2 ................................................................................... 2-6 

Exhibit 2-7. Existing Land Use Acres, District 2 ....................................................................... 2-7 

Exhibit 2-8. Existing Land Use, District 3 ................................................................................... 2-8 

Exhibit 2-9. Existing Land Use Acres, District 3 ....................................................................... 2-9 

Exhibit 2-10. Existing Land Use, District 4 .............................................................................. 2-10 

Exhibit 2-11. Existing Land Use Acres, District 4 ................................................................... 2-11 

Exhibit 2-12. Existing Land Use, District 5 .............................................................................. 2-12 

Exhibit 2-13. Existing Land Use Acres, District 5 ................................................................... 2-13 

Exhibit 2-14. Existing Land Use, District 6 .............................................................................. 2-14 

Exhibit 2-15. Existing Land Use Acres, District 6 ................................................................... 2-15 

Exhibit 2-16. Existing Land Use, District 7 .............................................................................. 2-16 

Exhibit 2-17. Existing Land Use Acres, District 7 ................................................................... 2-17 

Exhibit 2-18. Future Land Use Map with Council Districts .................................................. 2-19 

Exhibit 2-19. Future Land Use in Acres ................................................................................... 2-20 

Exhibit 2-20. Future Land Use Areas by Council District ..................................................... 2-20 

Exhibit 2-21. Critical Area & Other Deductions ..................................................................... 2-21 

Exhibit 2-22. Parcel Development Status Definitions ........................................................... 2-22 

Exhibit 2-23. Developable Land Area by Zone, Incorporated Yakima ............................... 2-23 

Exhibit 2-24. Developable Land Area by Zone, Entire Yakima UGA .................................. 2-25 

Exhibit 2-25. Density and Mixed-Use Split Assumptions by Zone in the Yakima UGA . 2-25 

Exhibit 2-26. New ADU Capacity by Zone .............................................................................. 2-27 

Exhibit 2-27. Net New Housing Units by Zone ...................................................................... 2-28 



  iv 

Exhibit 2-28. Square Feet per Job Assumptions .................................................................... 2-28 

Exhibit 2-29 Job Capacity by Zone ........................................................................................... 2-29 

Exhibit 2-30. Land Capacity Analysis Output Summary ....................................................... 2-31 

Exhibit 2-31 Use Classes for Permitting .................................................................................. 2-32 

Exhibit 3-1. Population Growth in City of Yakima and Peer Cities, 2014-2024 ............... 3-3 

Exhibit 3-2. Age Distribution in City of Yakima and Yakima County, 2022 ....................... 3-4 

Exhibit 3-3. Areas with Large Percentages of Senior or Minor Residents, City of Yakima, 2022 3-4 

Exhibit 3-4. Percentage of Population by Race and Ethnicity in City of Yakima and Comparison 

Geographies, 2017 and 2022 ....................................................................................................... 3-5 

Exhibit 3-5. Languages Spoken at Home in City of Yakima and Washington State, 2017 and 2022 3-6 

Exhibit 3-6. Percent of Residents that Identify as Hispanic or Latino, City of Yakima, 20223-7 

Exhibit 3-7. Household Size by Tenure in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 ............................... 3-8 

Exhibit 3-8. Percentage of Households by Income Level in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 3-9 

Exhibit 3-9. Median Household Income by Ethnicity in City of Yakima and Washington State, 2022

 ............................................................................................................................................................ 3-9 

Exhibit 3-10. Median Household Income by Census Tract in City of Yakima, 2022 ...... 3-10 

Exhibit 3-11. Cost Burden Status by Income Level of Households, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 3-11 

Exhibit 3-12. Total Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 3-11 

Exhibit 3-13. Household Tenure by Cost Burden in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 ........... 3-12 

Exhibit 3-14. Cost-Burdened Renter Households by Household Type and Income Level, City of Yakima, 

2018-2022 ..................................................................................................................................... 3-12 

Exhibit 3-15. Homeless System Project Entries by Project Type, Yakima County, SFY 2024 3-14 

Exhibit 3-16. Top Reasons Cited as Cause of Homelessness, Yakima County, 2024..... 3-15 

Exhibit 3-17. Renter Households by Disability Status and Income Level in City of Yakima, 2018-2022

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-16 

Exhibit 3-18. Elderly, Cost-Burdened Households by Household Type and Income Level, City of Yakima, 

2018-2022 ..................................................................................................................................... 3-16 

Exhibit 3-19. Projected Population by Age Range, Yakima County ................................... 3-17 

Exhibit 3-20. Farmworker Employment Counts, Yakima County, 2023 ........................... 3-18 

Exhibit 3-21. Housing Affordability in Yakima for a Full-Time Minimum-Wage Worker, 2024 3-19 

Exhibit 3-22. Employment Density in the City of Yakima, 2023 ........................................ 3-20 

Exhibit 3-23. Total Jobs in the City of Yakima, 2012-2022 ................................................. 3-21 

Exhibit 3-24. Commute Distance for Workers, City of Yakima, 2022 ............................... 3-21 

Exhibit 3-25. Housing Inventory by Type in City of Yakima, 2024 .................................... 3-22 



  v 

Exhibit 3-26. Percentage of Housing Unit Sizes Compared to Household Sizes, City of Yakima, 2022

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-23 

Exhibit 3-27. Residential Properties by Year Built, City of Yakima, 2025 ......................... 3-24 

Exhibit 3-28. Household Tenure, City of Yakima, 2022 ....................................................... 3-24 

Exhibit 3-29. Housing Tenure by Race and Ethnicity, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 ........ 3-25 

Exhibit 3-30. Percent Change since 2014 in Typical Home Value and Median Family Income (MFI)

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-25 

Exhibit 3-31. Home Ownership Affordability in City of Yakima, 2025 ............................. 3-26 

Exhibit 3-32. Yakima County* Rental Rates and Affordability, 2024 ................................ 3-27 

Exhibit 3-33. Yakima County Apartment Rents and Vacancy, 2014-2024 ...................... 3-28 

Exhibit 3-34. Count of Permitted Dwelling Units by Project Type in City of Yakima, 2010-2014 3-29 

Exhibit 3-35. Subsidized Rental Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, City of Yakima, 2023 3-30 

Exhibit 3-36. City of Yakima Housing Program ...................................................................... 3-30 

Exhibit 3-37. Race & Ethnicity in the City of Yakima, Yakima County, and Statewide, 2017 & 2022

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-32 

Exhibit 3-38. Displacement Risk in the City of Yakima, 2020 ............................................. 3-33 

Exhibit 3-39. Social Vulnerability in the City of Yakima, 2020 ............................................ 3-33 

Exhibit 3-40. Demographic Change in the City of Yakima, 2020 ....................................... 3-34 

Exhibit 3-41. Dissimilarity Index for the City of Yakima and Comparison Geographies 3-36 

Exhibit 3-42. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as White Alone, City of Yakima, 2020 3-37 

Exhibit 3-43. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as Hispanic or Latino, City of Yakima, 2020

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-37 

Exhibit 3-44. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as Black, Indigenous, or a Person of Color, City 

of Yakima, 2020 ............................................................................................................................ 3-38 

Exhibit 3-45. PM2.5 Concentration, City of Yakima, 2014-2017 Average ...................... 3-39 

Exhibit 3-46. Environmental Health Disparities Map Score, City of Yakima, 2022 ........ 3-40 

Exhibit 3-47. Transportation Noise Levels, City of Yakima, 2020 ...................................... 3-41 

Exhibit 3-48. Urban Heat Island Severity, City of Yakima, 2023 ........................................ 3-43 

Exhibit 3-49. Tree Canopy Coverage, City of Yakima, 2021 ............................................... 3-43 

Exhibit 3-50 Racially Disparate Impacts – Housing Policy Analysis and Audit Summary3-45 

Exhibit 3-51. Project Housing Needs, Yakima County (2020-2046) ................................. 3-48 

Exhibit 3-52. Allocation of Projected Housing Needs to Jurisdictions and UGAs, 2020-2046 3-49 

Exhibit 3-53. City of Yakima and UGA Combined Allocation of Projected Housing Needs, 2020-2046

 .......................................................................................................................................................... 3-50 



  vi 

Exhibit 3-54. Housing Types and Potential Income Levels Served .................................... 3-50 

Exhibit 3-55. Capacity for Housing Compared to Projected Housing Need, City of Yakima3-51 

Exhibit 3-56. Capacity for Housing Compared to Projected Housing Need, City of Yakima and 

Unincorporated UGA Combined ............................................................................................... 3-52 

Exhibit 3-57: Planned Changes to Lot Development Standards by Zone ......................... 3-55 

Exhibit 3-58. Minimum Required Parking Spaces Per Unit by Housing Type in City of Yakima, Current 

Zoning and New State Requirements ....................................................................................... 3-57 

Exhibit 4-1. Existing Roadway Network and Signals ............................................................... 4-3 

Exhibit 4-2. Existing (2025) Average Daily Traffic Volumes .................................................. 4-5 

Exhibit 4-3. Existing Pedestrian Facilities .................................................................................. 4-7 

Exhibit 4-4. Existing Bicycle Facilities ......................................................................................... 4-9 

Exhibit 4-5. Existing (2026) Fixed Route Summary ............................................................... 4-10 

Exhibit 4-6. Existing Transit Corridors ...................................................................................... 4-11 

Exhibit 4-7. Historical Yakima Transit Ridership .................................................................... 4-12 

Exhibit 4-8. Existing Freight Corridors ..................................................................................... 4-14 

Exhibit 4-9. Existing Intersection Vehicle Level of Service .................................................. 4-16 

Exhibit 4-10. Network Typology and LOS Standard ............................................................. 4-17 

Exhibit 4-11. Existing Pedestrian Level of Service ................................................................. 4-18 

Exhibit 4-12. Existing and Proposed Bicycle Facilities .......................................................... 4-19 

Exhibit 4-13 Existing Bicycle Level of Service ....................................................................... 4-20 

Exhibit 4-14. Total of All Reported Collisions (2020 – 2024) .............................................. 4-21 

Exhibit 4-15. Vehicle Collisions (2020 – 2024) ...................................................................... 4-22 

Exhibit 4-16. Intersections with Collision Rates Exceeding the Critical Collision Rate (2020-2024) 4-23 

Exhibit 4-17. Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes (2020 – 2024) ............................................ 4-24 

Exhibit 4-18. Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions (2020 – 2024) ........................................... 4-25 

Exhibit 4-19. Existing and Future Intersection LOS Summary ............................................ 4-26 

Exhibit 4-20. Functional Classification Relationship between Mobility and Access ....... 4-33 

Exhibit 4-21. Roadway Functional Classification ................................................................... 4-34 

Exhibit 4-22. City of Yakima Functional Classification Definitions .................................... 4-35 

Exhibit 4-23. Highway and Street System Plan (2050 Planned Network) ........................ 4-36 

Exhibit 4-24. Pedestrian System Plan ....................................................................................... 4-38 

Exhibit 4-25. Bicycle System Plan ............................................................................................. 4-39 

Exhibit 4-26. Examples of Bicycle Facilities ............................................................................ 4-40 



  vii 

Exhibit 4-27. Truck Route Classification .................................................................................. 4-41 

Exhibit 4-28. Street Design Guidelines .................................................................................... 4-42 

Exhibit 4-29. Roadway and Intersection Improvement Projects ........................................ 4-45 

Exhibit 4-30. Roadway and Intersection Improvement Projects and Recommended Studies 4-45 

Exhibit 4-31. Active Transportation Improvement Projects ................................................ 4-57 

Exhibit 4-32. Active Transportation Improvement Projects ................................................ 4-57 

Exhibit 4-33. Transportation Project and Program Costs (2027 – 2050) ......................... 4-69 

Exhibit 4-34. Estimated Transportation Revenues (2027 – 2050) ..................................... 4-70 

Exhibit 4-35. Estimated Transportation Revenues (2027 – 2050) ..................................... 4-72 

Exhibit 5-1. City of Yakima Water Facilities Inventory ........................................................... 5-2 

Exhibit 5-2. City of Yakima Irrigation Facilities Inventory ...................................................... 5-3 

Exhibit 5-3. City of Yakima Wastewater Facilities Inventory ................................................ 5-3 

Exhibit 5-4. City of Yakima Stormwater Facilities Inventory ................................................. 5-4 

Exhibit 5-5. Refuse Facility Inventory ........................................................................................ 5-5 

Exhibit 5-6. City of Yakima Fire & Emergency Services Facilities Inventory ...................... 5-6 

Exhibit 5-7. School District Student-Teacher Ratios ............................................................... 5-6 

Exhibit 5-8. LOS-Included Park Acres by Park Type (Exclusions Applied) .......................... 5-7 

Exhibit 5-9. LOS-Excluded Park Acres by Park Type including Rationale ........................... 5-7 

Exhibit 5-10. Public Buildings Inventory (2026) ....................................................................... 5-9 

Exhibit 5-11. Water LOS Analysis – Millions of Gallons per Day (MGD) .......................... 5-10 

Exhibit 5-12. Wastewater LOS Analysis .................................................................................. 5-10 

Exhibit 5-13. Refuse LOS Analysis ............................................................................................ 5-11 

Exhibit 5-14. Yakima Emergency Response Times ................................................................ 5-12 

Exhibit 5-15. Yakima Police Department LOS Analysis ........................................................ 5-13 

Exhibit 5-16. Yakima School District LOS Analysis ............................................................... 5-13 

Exhibit 5-17. Yakima Adopted Parks Standards ..................................................................... 5-13 

Exhibit 5-18. Yakima Parks and Recreation Facility Needs and Deficiencies – 2025-20465-15 

Exhibit 5-19. Public Buildings LOS Analysis ............................................................................ 5-16 

Exhibit 5-20. Water System Improvements and Funding .................................................... 5-17 

Exhibit 5-21. Irrigation System Improvements and Funding ............................................... 5-19 

Exhibit 5-22. Wastewater System Improvements and Funding.......................................... 5-20 

Exhibit 5-23. Stormwater System Improvements and Funding .......................................... 5-21 



  viii 

Exhibit 5-24. Fire System Improvements and Funding ......................................................... 5-22 

Exhibit 5-25. Future Yakima Parks Projects; Funded, Budgeted, or Identified 2025-20295-24 

Exhibit 5-26. Airport Improvements and Funding ................................................................. 5-25 

Exhibit 6-1. HUD Income Limits by Household Size (Number of Persons in Household), 2025 6-28 

 

 



 

 

  1-1 

1.  Introduction  

1.1.  Planning Framework 
The Comprehensive Plan (Plan) guides Yakima’s long term physical development for 20 or more years, 

addresses community values, activities or functions, and provides policies guiding how Yakima’s desires 

for growth and character are to be achieved. The City of Yakima needs to update its 2017 Plan 

consistent with the updated Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements. GMA requires each 

Washington city and county planning under GMA periodically review and, if needed, revise its Plan and 

development regulations as part of a periodic review cycle (RCW 36.70A.130). Less extensive revisions 

and updates are incorporated into the Plan on an annual basis. The Plan Update addresses the following 

elements: land use, housing, economic development, historic preservation, transportation, parks and 

recreation, natural environment and shorelines, capital facilities, utilities, and energy. A new climate 

resilience element, as required by the GMA, is integrated in multiple elements and in the goals and 

policies. The focus of the Plan and development regulations is the Yakima incorporated city limits. 

Yakima County is planning for the Yakima unincorporated urban growth areas (UGA) in consultation 

with the City of Yakima.  

1.1.1.  Growth Management Act (GMA) 

The GMA contains 15 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 15 goals are summarized below: 

 

 Guide growth in urban areas 

 Reduce sprawl  

 Encourage an efficient multi-modal transportation 

system 

 Encourage a variety of housing types including 

affordable housing 

 Promote economic development 

 Recognize property rights 

 Ensure timely and fair permit procedures 

 Protect agricultural, forest and mineral lands 

 Retain and enhance open space, protect habitat, and 

develop parks and recreation facilities 

 Protect the environment 

 Foster citizen participation 

 Ensure adequate public facilities and services 

 Encourage historic preservation 

 Adapt to and mitigate the effects of a changing 

climate 

 Integrate shoreline master program (SMP) goals and 

policies   

 

Since Yakima’s previous comprehensive plan update in 2017, the Washington State Legislature adopted 

several significant changes to the GMA goals and requirements for housing. Exhibit 1-1 lists major 

legislative changes that apply to Yakima and how the City can address them. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.130
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020
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Exhibit 1-1. New Key GMA Requirements for Yakima’s Comprehensive Plan Updates 

New Statutes and Requirements Applicable to 

Yakima 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan and Code 

Sections to Update 

HB 1220 (2021) - Affordable Housing, Displacement, 

and Racially Disparate Impacts.  

Requires local jurisdictions to plan for and 

accommodate housing affordable to all economic 

segments of the population, including moderate, low, 

very low, and extremely low income, as well as 

emergency shelters and permanent supportive housing.  

Mandates that comprehensive plans identify land use 

capacity, barriers, and programs to address housing 

shortage.  

Requires jurisdictions to assess and address racially 

disparate impacts, displacement, and exclusion in 

housing, identify areas at high risk of displacement, and 

establish anti-displacement policies.    

Amended goal and policy language related to equity, 

racially disparate impacts, displacement, vulnerable 

populations, and historically marginalized communities 

and add supporting goals and policies. 

The Housing Chapter of Volume 2 summarizes: 

 Displacement, displacement risk, exclusions, and 

racially disparate impacts. 

 Yakima’s allocation of countywide projected housing 

needs by income level. 

 Analysis to demonstrate there is sufficient buildable 

land capacity to accommodate all projected housing 

needs in the city and UGA.  

 Adequate Provisions identified to address regulatory 

and process barriers to new multifamily and 

affordable housing production. 

HB 1337 (2023) - Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) 

At least two ADUs (both attached, both detached, or 

one attached and one detached per lot) must be 

allowed in residential zones in urban growth areas 

(UGAs) within all zones in urban growth areas where 

single-family homes are permitted. Applicable 

standards for Yakima include:   

 Two ADUs are allowed per lot  

 ADUs do not require owner occupancy 

 ADUs allow separate sale  

 Parking requirements   

 Maximum size limit shall be no less than 1,000 sq-ft  

 Setback should not be more restrictive than the that 

of primary units (can be on lot lines in certain 

circumstances).  

 Height limit at least 24 ft. 

ESHB 1293 (2023) 

May not impose aesthetic standards or requirements 

for design review that are more restrictive for ADUs 

than those for principal units.   

YMC 15.09.045 includes attached and detached ADUs 

with a maximum 1,000 sq-ft floor area limit. The code 

needs update to comply with HB 1337 as follows:  

 Specify the number of ADUS allowed 

 Clarify not requiring owner occupancy 

 Clarify the size limit and other standards 

 Update YMC 15.06.040 for parking 

 Clarify the design review requirements    

 

HB 1110 (2023) – Middle Housing 

Requires cities to allow a broader range of housing 

types in areas that previously allowed predominantly 

The City has updated its zoning code. YMC 15.04.030 

includes attached single-family dwelling (townhomes), 

duplex, cottage housing, multi-family development. 

Multifamily development can include apartments, 

triplex, fourplexes etc.  

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1509.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1506.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1504.html
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New Statutes and Requirements Applicable to 

Yakima 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan and Code 

Sections to Update 

detached homes. For Yakima (a Tier 1 City of at least 

75,00) must include:  

 At least six of the nine middle housing types 

(duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, fiveplexes, sixplexes, 

townhouses, stacked flats, courtyard apartments, 

cottage housing.)  

 4 units per lot (6 units per lot near major transit) 

Update code as follows:  

 YMC 15.02 to clarify multi-family definitions to 
include triplex, fourplexes or multiplexes   

 YMC 15.04.030 Table 4-1 to include multiplexes   

HB 1181 (2023) – Climate Planning 

For the City of Yakima, this requires comprehensive 

plans to include a Climate Resiliency sub-element. The 

policy changes must address climate impacts and 

increase resilience across various local sectors. 

Jurisdictions must adopt climate policies through a 

framework consistent with the Department of 

Commerce’s (“Commerce”).   

Yakima integrates climate goals, policies, current 

conditions, and future trends into other chapters / 

elements. A climate vulnerability assessment was 

prepared which is a technical appendix to the 

Comprehensive Plan. This assessment discusses 

historical trends and future projections to provide a 

foundational understanding of how climate-related 

hazards will affect the City of Yakima now and in the 

future. The goals and policies are established to 

identify, protect, and enhance infrastructure, natural 

areas, and communities to foster resiliency to natural 

hazards and address impacts exacerbated by climate 

change. 

 HB 1998 (2024) – Co-housing 

Requires communities to allow co-living on any lot 

located within a UGA that allows at least six multifamily 

residential units, including mixed use zoning. This 

includes any lots required to allow six middle housing 

units. 

Key revisions for the City to include:  

 Update YMC 15.02 to add definitions for sleeping 

units and co-living housing.  

 Update YMC 15.04.030 Table 4-1 to allow co-living 

housing in all zones that allow multifamily housing 

with six or more units per lot.  

 Clarify co-living housing sleeping unit for purposes of 

calculating dwelling unit density consistent with HB 

1998 (e.g. sleeping unit not more than ¼ of a 

dwelling unit for density purposes).  

 Update off-street parking considerations for co-living 

in YMC 15.06.040 

SB 5258 (2023) & SB 5559 (2025) – Unit lot 

subdivision 

This requires cities, towns and counties (RCW 

58.17.060(3)) planning under GMA to allow unit lot 

subdivisions in their short plat regulations, to facilitate 

townhome and condominium development. 

Unit lot subdivision is a method of dividing a single 

parent parcel into unit based lots that can be sold to 

individual owners. RCW 58.17.060 requires 

jurisdictions to include procedure allowing “division of a 

parent lot into separately owned unit lots. Portions of 

the parent lot not subdivided for individual unit lots 

Update Short Subdivision Chapter 14.15 to include 

Unit Lot Subdivision provisions. 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1502.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1504.html
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=58.17.060
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima14/Yakima1415.html
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New Statutes and Requirements Applicable to 

Yakima 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan and Code 

Sections to Update 

shall be owned in common by the owners of the 

individual unit lots, or by a homeowners’ association 

comprised of the owners of the individual unit lots.”   

HB 1754 (2020) - Limitations on Regulating Temporary 

Housing Provided by Religious Organizations.  

This places new limitations on the ability of jurisdictions 

to regulate temporary housing for unhoused individuals 

on religious organization property. Allows jurisdictions 

to require a religious organization hosting the homeless 

and the agency managing the hosting to enter a 

memorandum of understanding to protect the public 

health and safety of residents. 

The City currently complies with this under YMC 

6.92.070 and 6.92.080 

HB 1377 (2019) - Density Bonus for Affordable 

Housing for Religious Organizations.  

Require fully planning cities and counties provide a 

density bonus for low-income affordable housing on 

properties owned by religious organizations. A density 

bonus is a zoning tool that allows a developer to build 

higher, more units, or with more floor space than 

normally permitted in that area  

Update the Zoning Code to include density bonus.  

SB 6015 (2024) – Residential Parking 

This establishes new rules for residential parking 

standards that cities must enforce including limitations 

on what can be required to meet minimum parking 

requirements. It provides various ways to count parking 

such as enclosed of unenclosed, tandem, grass block 

paved surface etc.   

Update residential parking standards in YMC 15.06.040 

Table 6-1, including:  

 Clarify parking spaces can be enclosed or unenclosed 
parking for residential uses; garages and carports 
can’t be required as a way to meet minimum parking 
requirements for residential development  

 Identify that tandem parking spaces count towards 
meeting minimum residential parking requirements 
(one space for every 20 linear feet with any 
necessary provisions for turning radius)  

 Clarify that parking spaces with grass block pavers 
count towards minimum parking requirements.  

 Off-street parking may not be required as a condition 
of permitting a residential project if compliance with 
tree retention would otherwise make the proposed 
residential development or redevelopment infeasible.  

 Revise code so that parking spaces are not required 
to exceed 8 feet by 20 feet except for required 
parking for people with disabilities    

 

SB 5184 (2025) – Parking Reform 

Reduces or eliminates parking requirements for certain 

residential uses and commercial spaces in cities with a 

population of 30,000 or more. 

Update YMC 15.06.040 parking standards for 

compliance with the following parking requirements:  

 ADU or residences under 1200 sq-ft: 0 per unit  

 Detached single-family: 1 per unit 

 Duplex: 0.5 per unit 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima06/Yakima0692.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima06/Yakima0692.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1506.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1506.html
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New Statutes and Requirements Applicable to 

Yakima 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan and Code 

Sections to Update 

Yakima must adopt this by January 2027.  Multifamily dwellings/ apartments: 0.5 per unit 

 Affordable housing or senior housing: 0 per unit    

 Commercial spaces under 3,000 square feet: 0 
parking 

 Commercial space: 2 stalls max per 1,000 sq-ft  

 

SB 5412 (2023) - SEPA Infill Exemptions.  

Expands SEPA categorical exemptions for residential 

projects to reduce local governments’ land use 

permitting workloads, thereby facilitating more housing 

development. All project actions with one or more 

residential housing units that meet certain criteria 

within incorporated UGAs or middle housing within 

unincorporated UGAs are categorically exempt from 

SEPA. 

YMC 6.88.070 A.4 refers to infill categorical exemption 

per RCW 43.21C.229 for a) residential development up 

to one hundred dwelling units in the GC and CBD 

zoning districts, and land in the R-3 zoning district 

located adjacent to a principal arterial; and b) Mixed-

use development up to one hundred dwelling units on 

upper floors in the GC and CBD zoning districts. 

Update YMC 6.88.070 to increase the threshold for 

middle housing. 

HB 1799 (2022)- Siting of Organic Materials 

Management Facilities.  

Requires a compost procurement ordinance (CPO). 

Reduction of organic materials from landfills through a 

variety of interventions. Encourage cities and counties 

to procure compost created to turn organic materials 

into finished products.  

Applies each city or county in which organic material 

collection services are provided under chapter 

70A.205 RCW.  

 

Applies to city or county with a population greater than 

25,000 residents to identify priority areas within the 

county for the establishment of organic materials 

management facilities. 

 

HB 1576: Requiring Property Owner’s Consent for 

Historic Landmark Designation 

prevents a city from designating a property as a historic 

landmark if the property is less than 40 years old; or 

the designation would restrict use, alteration, or 

demolition of the property and the owner’s consent 

was not obtained. Properties may be nominated as a 

historic landmark without the property owner’s 

consent, but the owner’s consent must be obtained 

before designation 

Yakima can consider updating its Historic Element 

policy to reflect this. 

  

 

1.1.2.  Countywide Planning Policies 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima06/Yakima0688.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/cgi-bin/rcw.pl?cite=43.21C.229
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima06/Yakima0688.html
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=70A.205
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The City of Yakima’s 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 revised 

CWPP creates a framework that provides an overall direction for development of jurisdictional 

comprehensive plans. The updated CWPP will be included with this Comprehensive Plan as Appendix B.  
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1.2.  Context 
Located in central Washington, on the banks of the Yakima River, the City of Yakima is the largest city in 

Yakima County and the county seat. The cities of Selah and Union Gap lie immediately to the north and 

south respectively of Yakima. In addition, the unincorporated suburban areas of West Valley and 

Terrace Heights are considered part of greater Yakima. 

Yakima is comprised of numerous neighborhoods. Older neighborhoods cover the east side of the city, 

from the Yakima River to approximately 16th Avenue. This area includes the original city and the growth 

occurring prior to World War II. This area also contains some of the more architecturally-significant, 

historical neighborhoods in the city, including portions of northeast and southeast Yakima. Exhibit 1-2 

and Exhibit 1-3 shows some of the older neighborhoods. Growth in Yakima has been largely westward 

from Downtown, despite a limited east-west street network and pedestrian-oriented infrastructure. 

Newer housing in the west provides residents with fewer opportunities to walk to destinations or 

amenities. Coupled with the long distance from employment centers in the east, this creates greater 

dependence on cars to access jobs, services, and amenities. 

Exhibit 1-2. 4th Street from a 1940s Postcard 

 

Source: HistoryLink, 2020. 

Exhibit 1-3. East Yakima Avenue from a 1900s Postcard 

  

Source: HistoryLink, 2020. 
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2.  Land Use  

2.1.   Overview 
This Land Use analysis provides information on the current land use planning framework in the study 

area that consists of the city limits and the unincorporated urban growth area (UGA), including adopted 

land use plans, existing land uses, and future land use designations and zoning applied by the City 

Yakima and Yakima County. This chapter also characterizes neighborhood features. 

This inventory relies primarily on information from the City of Yakima, Yakima County, and the Yakima 

Valley Conference of Governments. Additional data sources include population and housing estimates 

from the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM), data from the United States (US) 

Census Bureau and the American Community Survey (ACS). 

2.2.  Land Use Patterns and Growth 

2.2.1.  Existing Land Use  

Yakima’s existing land use pattern is dominated by single-family residential uses, both in the city limits 

and the UGA. Exhibit 2-1 provides a map of existing land use in the City of Yakima. Exhibit 2-3 shows 

the total acreage in each of the seven Council Districts. Sections followed by these exhibits include 

detailed breakdown of land uses and maps by each Council District. 
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Exhibit 2-1. Existing Land Use Map 

 
Source: City of Yakima, Yakima County Assessor, BERK, 2025. 
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Exhibit 2-2.Existing Land Use within the City Limits and Unincorporated UGA 

Existing Land Use  

Incorporated City 

(acres) Share (%) 

City + Unincorporated UGA 

(acres) Share (%) 

Single-family 

Residential 

5,547 38% 9,787 38.5% 

Multi-family 

Residential 

1,009 7% 1,144 4.5% 

Professional Offices or 

Services 

1,133 8% 1,487 5.9% 

Retail Commercial 1,370 9% 1,760 6.9% 

Industrial 1,675 11% 2,024 8.0% 

Government, 

Education, Utility, etc. 

766 5% 1,071 4.2% 

Parks, Recreation, 

Cultural 

263 2% 265 1.0% 

Agricultural 1,298 9% 3,570 14.1% 

Vacant 1,629 11% 4,298 16.9% 

Total 14,692  25,408  

Note: Acreages listed here are derived from parcel-level data and do not include right-of-way space. Total existing land use 
acreage shown here is slightly lower than the total land area of Yakima and its UGA. 
Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 

Exhibit 2-3. Council Districts by Size in Acres, City of Yakima, 2025 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 

  

1,236

2,136

2,618

966

2,273
2,082

3,381

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Council District
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2.2.2.  District 1 

District 1 is primarily comprised of single-family residential and vacant/undeveloped/open space lands. 

Exhibit 2-4 shows District 1 map with various existing land uses. Exhibit 2-5 provides the existing acres 

and shares for each existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-4. Existing Land Use, District 1 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-5. Existing Land Use Acres, District 1 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 300 24.3% 

Multi-family Residential 127 10.3% 

Professional Offices or Services 100 8.1% 

Retail Commercial 187 15.1% 

Industrial 177 14.3% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 43 3.5% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 15 1.2% 

Agricultural 9 0.7% 

Vacant 278 22.5% 

Total 1,236 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.3.  District 2 

District 2 predominantly includes single-family residential and retail commercial. Exhibit 2-6 shows 

District 2 map with various existing land uses. Exhibit 2-7 provides the existing acres and shares for each 

existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-6. Existing Land Use, District 2 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-7. Existing Land Use Acres, District 2 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 433 20.3% 

Multi-family Residential 171 8.0% 

Professional Offices or Services 216 10.1% 

Retail Commercial 472 22.1% 

Industrial 372 17.4% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 200 9.4% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 65 3.0% 

Agricultural 0 0.0% 

Vacant 207 9.7% 

Total 2,136 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.4.  District 3 

District 3 is primarily comprised of single-family residential. It also comprises of a major share of 

industrial land with the airport use. Exhibit 2-8 shows a District 3 map with various existing land uses. 

Exhibit 2-9 provides the existing acres and shares for each existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-8. Existing Land Use, District 3 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-9. Existing Land Use Acres, District 3 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 897 34.3% 

Multi-family Residential 85 3.2% 

Professional Offices or Services 202 7.7% 

Retail Commercial 198 7.6% 

Industrial 620 23.7% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 109 4.2% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 36 1.4% 

Agricultural 69 2.6% 

Vacant 402 15.4% 

Total 2,618.0 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.5.  District 4 

Almost half of District 4 is comprised of single-family residential (48.8%). Other uses such as multifamily 

residential, professional office, industrial, and government, education & utility have almost equal shares 

of land. Exhibit 2-10 shows the District 4 map with various existing land uses. Exhibit 2-11 provides the 

existing acres and shares for each existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-10. Existing Land Use, District 4 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-11. Existing Land Use Acres, District 4 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 472 48.8% 

Multi-family Residential 103 10.7% 

Professional Offices or Services 110 11.4% 

Retail Commercial 43 4.4% 

Industrial 101 10.5% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 98 10.1% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 23 2.4% 

Agricultural 0 0.0% 

Vacant 16 1.7% 

Total 966 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.6.  District 5 

District 5 is primarily single-family residential (34.9%) and industrial (15.5%). Exhibit 2-12 shows District 

5 map with various existing land uses. Exhibit 2-13 provides the existing acres and shares for each 

existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-12. Existing Land Use, District 5 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-13. Existing Land Use Acres, District 5 

Existing Land Use Groups Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 794 34.9% 

Multi-family Residential 206 9.1% 

Professional Offices or Services 289 12.7% 

Retail Commercial 126 5.5% 

Industrial 353 15.5% 

Government, Education, Utility, 
etc. 

117 5.1% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 45 2.0% 

Agricultural 62 2.7% 

Vacant 281 12.4% 

Total 2,273 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.7.  District 6 

District 6 is mostly single-family residential (68.9%). Exhibit 2-14 shows District 6 map with various 

existing land uses. Exhibit 2-15 provides the existing acres and shares for each existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-14. Existing Land Use, District 6 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-15. Existing Land Use Acres, District 6 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 1,435 68.9% 

Multi-family Residential 113 5.4% 

Professional Offices or Services 149 7.2% 

Retail Commercial 55 2.6% 

Industrial 13 0.7% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 58 2.8% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 15 0.7% 

Agricultural 62 3.0% 

Vacant 181 8.7% 

Total 2,082 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.2.8.  District 7 

Single-family residential (36%) and agricultural (32.4%) are two predominant uses in District 7. Exhibit 

2-16 shows District 6 map with various existing land uses. Exhibit 2-17 provides the existing acres and 

shares for each existing land use group.  

Exhibit 2-16. Existing Land Use, District 7 

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-17. Existing Land Use Acres, District 7 

Existing Land Use Acres Percent  

Single-family Residential 1,216 36.0% 

Multi-family Residential 204 6.0% 

Professional Offices or Services 67 2.0% 

Retail Commercial 289 8.5% 

Industrial 39 1.2% 

Government, Education, Utility, etc. 141 4.2% 

Parks, Recreation, Cultural 65 1.9% 

Agricultural 1,096 32.4% 

Vacant 264 7.8% 

Total 3,381 100% 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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2.3.  Future Land Use  
Yakima’s land use map designates Low Density Residential as a predominant land use constituting about 

53% of the total. Exhibit 2-18 shows the future land use map with Council Districts. See land within the 

City and UGA. See Exhibit 2-19 for the acreages within the city limits and the UGA . 
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Exhibit 2-18. Future Land Use Map with Council Districts  

 

Source: City of Yakima, 2025; Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025 
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Exhibit 2-19. Future Land Use in Acres 

Future Land Use  

Incorporated City 

(acres) 

Unincorporated UGA 

(acres) Total (acres) Share (%) 

Industrial 2,104 1,199 3,303 11.6% 

CBD Commercial Core 254 0 254 0.9% 

Regional Commercial 516 0 516 1.8% 

General Commercial 1,792 273 2,066 7.3% 

Neighborhood 

Commercial 

598 52 650 2.3% 

High Density 

Residential 

1,255 115 1,369 4.8% 

Medium Density 

Residential 

2,194 553 2,747 9.7% 

Low Density Residential 6,910 8,022 14,932 52.5% 

Open Space 403 0 403 1.4% 

Public Facilities 1,797 422 2,219 7.8% 

 

Exhibit 2-20. Future Land Use Areas by Council District 

Future Land Use  

Council 

District 

#1 

Council 

District 

#2 

Council 

District 

#3 

Council 

District 

#4 

Council 

District 

#5 

Council 

District 

#6 

Council 

District 

#7 

Industrial 190 461 331 184 665 17 257 

CBD Commercial Core 140 63 0 51 0 0 0 

Regional Commercial 294 222 0 0 0 0 0 

General Commercial 212 674 155 92 247 53 361 

Neighborhood Commercial 59 4 113 100 109 82 129 

High Density Residential 176 92 85 78 342 133 391 

Medium Density Residential 71 374 438 459 257 184 455 

Low Density Residential 474 383 878 261 898 2,053 2,039 
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Future Land Use  

Council 

District 

#1 

Council 

District 

#2 

Council 

District 

#3 

Council 

District 

#4 

Council 

District 

#5 

Council 

District 

#6 

Council 

District 

#7 

Open Space 14 142 92 20 54 15 67 

Public Facilities 148 247 952 72 208 48 137 

2.3.1.  Land Capacity Analysis 

As part of the Yakima Comprehensive Plan process, BERK Consulting, Inc. (BERK) conducted a Land 

Capacity Analysis (LCA) to determine the capacity for housing units and jobs within the City and 

surrounding unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA). This analysis estimated the total amount of new 

development that could occur on vacant or underutilized residential, commercial, and industrial lands 

over the planning period (2026-2046). Capacity is determined by several factors, including available land 

area, zoning regulations, critical areas identified by the city code, and market factors. 

BERK’s analysis examined individual parcels and deducted mapped critical areas in accordance with the 

existing Yakima Municipal Code (Chapter 15.27). The base point-in-time in which capacity was 

measured is May 2025, and the study area includes the entire city limits and UGA, both incorporated 

and unincorporated areas. Parcel data was retrieved from the Yakima County Assessor’s publicly 

available records. Critical area data was obtained as listed in Exhibit 2-21. For each critical area type, 

BERK applied a spatial buffer according to the City of Yakima development regulation requirements.  

Exhibit 2-21. Critical Area & Other Deductions 

Category Definition Method/Assumption Data Source(s) 

Wetlands All as determined by 

the National Wetland 

Inventory. 

Category IV: 40’ 

All other categories: 150’ 

National Wetland 

Inventory 

Washington 

Department of Ecology 

City of Yakima 

Streams, lakes, and 

ponds 

All, with attributes for 

fish-bearing streams. 

Streams and lakes: 

 Type 1: 

 Streams: 100’ 

 Lakes: 50’ 

 Type 2: 100’ 

 Type 3: 50’ 

 Type 4: 25’ 

Washington 

Department of Natural 

Resources 

Flood zones 100-yr flood zones. No buffer FEMA 
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Sources: City of Yakima Municipal Code Chapter 15.27; BERK, 2025. 

Once critical areas and their respective buffers were removed from the parcel land area, certain parcels 

were selected to be excluded from subsequent analysis based on the assumption that they are unlikely 

to see new development over the planning period. These parcels were selected based on existing land 

use information from the Yakima County Assessor’s Office. The specific use types considered not 

developable during the planning period, include: 

 Schools 

 Police & fire stations 

 Utilities 

 Open spaces & preserves 

 State or federally owned land 

 Churches & places of worship 

 Community centers 

After flagging those parcels for removal, the remaining parcels were assigned a current developable 

status. Exhibit 2-22 defines each parcel development status. Vacant, Agricultural, Partially-used, and 

Redevelopable parcels are assumed to have capacity for future development. Developed parcels are 

assumed to not have capacity for additional growth during the planning period.  

Exhibit 2-22. Parcel Development Status Definitions 

Geologic hazards & 

steep slopes 

High risk geologic 

hazards and slopes 

>40% across at least 

10 feet. 

No buffer City & University of 

Washington Digital 

Elevation Models 

Status Type Definition Method/Assumption Data Source(s) 

Vacant Residential-zoned 

parcels on which no 

significant development 

has occurred. 

Improvement value 

<$10,000 

County Assessor’s 

Office, City zoning 

Agricultural Residential-zoned 

parcels with agriculture 

as current use. 

Privately-owned land 

with agricultural current 

use 

County Assessor’s 

Office, City zoning 

Partially-used Residential-zoned 

parcels with existing 

housing units but 

capacity to add 

additional units. 

Single-family parcels in 

SR and R1 zones with 

single-family current use 

and greater than 0.5 

acres. 

County Assessor’s 

Office, City zoning 
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Sources: City of Yakima, Yakima County Assessor, BERK, 2025. 

Next, BERK summed the buildable areas of developable parcels by zone. Additional deductions were 

then applied to this aggregated developable area to account for future right of way and market factors – 

the assumption that not all properties would change in the planning period such as due to property 

owner preferences. The amount deducted was dependent on the parcel status. For example, space 

needed for future rights-of-way to serve new development was deducted from all parcels, but Vacant 

and Agricultural parcels had higher deductions for future rights-of-way as they are less likely to already 

be served by that infrastructure than Partially-used or Redevelopable parcels. The deductions applied 

were: 

 2.5% deduction for future public or semi-public uses 

 Vacant or Agricultural parcels: 

 15% deduction for future rights-of-way 

 15% deduction for market factors 

 Partially-used or Redevelopable parcels: 

 10% deduction for future rights-of-way 

 25% deduction for market factors 

The output is the total developable area for the entire UGA within the planning period. Tagging parcels 

by their zoning designation and whether they are within the incorporated city illustrates developable 

area by zone and jurisdiction. Exhibits 2-23 and Exhibit 2-24 present the total developable area by zone 

for the incorporated city of Yakima and the entire Yakima UGA, respectively. 

Exhibit 2-23. Developable Land Area by Zone, Incorporated Yakima 

Zone Yakima UGA Vacant Agricultural Partially-used Redevelopable 

SR 191 92 1 98 0 

Status Type Definition Method/Assumption Data Source(s) 

Redevelopable Parcels with existing 

structures (residential, 

commercial, or 

industrial) and a 

likelihood of 

redevelopment. 

(Not SR or R1 zones) 

Commercial, multi-

family residential, or 

industrial zoned parcels 

with single-family 

current use and/or the 

ratio of improvement 

value to land value is <1 

County Assessor’s 

Office, City zoning 

Developed Already developed and 

not expected to see 

new development 

during the planning 

period. 

All parcels not included 

in any of the above 

categories. 
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Zone Yakima UGA Vacant Agricultural Partially-used Redevelopable 

R-1 933 429 85 419 0 

R-2 948 222 47 0 678 

R-3 264 87 40 0 137 

B-1 35 16 0 0 19 

B-2 68 19 8 0 41 

HB 0 0 0 0 0 

SCC 71 16 37 0 19 

LCC 10 1 0 0 9 

CBD 33 8 0 0 25 

GC 330 183 3 0 144 

M-1 438 225 44 0 170 

M-2 17 11 0 0 6 

RD 145 114 0 0 31 

AS 94 94 0 0 0 

Total 3,579 1,516 266 517 1,279 
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Exhibit 2-24. Developable Land Area by Zone, Entire Yakima UGA 

Zone Yakima UGA Vacant Agricultural Partially-used Redevelopable 

SR 1,227 543 104 580 0 

R-1 3,319 1,388 373 1,558 0 

R-2 1,231 333 149 0 749 

R-3 303 114 40 0 149 

B-1 36 16 0 0 19 

B-2 85 24 8 0 53 

HB 0 0 0 0 0 

SCC 124 68 37 0 20 

LCC 10 1 0 0 9 

CBD 33 8 0 0 25 

GC 360 204 3 0 152 

M-1 763 392 87 0 283 

M-2 17 11 0 0 6 

RD 145 114 0 0 31 

AS 94 94 0 0 0 

Total 7,747 2,246 395 827 2,047 

Zone-specific density assumptions were then applied to the developable area outputs to determine the 

capacity for new housing units and jobs within the planning period. Assumptions were largely carried 

over from analysis completed during the previous City of Yakima Housing Needs Assessment in 2017. 

These values were the result of the analysis of achieved and potential densities per zone within Yakima. 

For mixed-use zones, the total developable acreage of that zone was split between commercial and 

residential uses. Exhibit 2-25 shows density and mixed use split assumptions.  

Exhibit 2-25. Density and Mixed-Use Split Assumptions by Zone in the Yakima UGA 

Zone 

Units per 

Acre 

Floor Area 

Ratio 

Square Feet 

per Job 

Split (Residential/ 

Non-Residential) 

Residential: SR (single-

family) 
4 N/A N/A 100% / 0% 

Residential: R-1 (single-

family) 
7 N/A N/A 100% / 0% 

Residential: R-2 (two-

family) 
12 N/A N/A 100% / 0% 
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Zone 

Units per 

Acre 

Floor Area 

Ratio 

Square Feet 

per Job 

Split (Residential/ 

Non-Residential) 

Residential: R-3 (multi-

family) 
18 N/A N/A 100% / 0% 

Mixed-use: B-1 15 0.26 500 50% / 50% 

Mixed-use: B-2 15 0.26 500 50% / 50% 

Mixed-use: SCC 15 0.26 500 50% / 50% 

Mixed-use: LCC 15 0.26 500 50% / 50% 

Mixed-use: CBD 15 2.00 500 50% / 50% 

Mixed-use: GC 15 0.26 500 33% / 67% 

Mixed-use: HB N/A 1.00 500 50% / 50% 

Industrial: M-1 N/A 0.45 1,000 0% / 100% 

Industrial: M-2 N/A 0.45 1,000 0% / 100% 

Mixed-use: RD 15 0.35 500 50% / 50% 

Airport: AS N/A N/A 1,000 0% / 100% 

To calculate capacity for net new housing units, a zoning designation’s total developable acreage (after 

deductions) was first multiplied by its residential split (e.g. if in a mixed use zone a share would be 

residential and a share would be commercial) then by its assumed units per acre. For partially-used and 

redevelopable parcels, existing units were then deducted from the total capacity to achieve a net new 

unit capacity.  

Next, we estimated capacity for accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Our analysis estimates the number of 

net new housing units that could be built in the form of ADUs on parcels that are already developed 

with a detached single unit home. To identify parcels that could add an ADU, we used the following 

criteria: 

 Residential parcels that have only one unit as of 2025 

 Zoning allows for ADUs 

 Lot size beyond the minimum required to support the existing single-family structure but no larger 

than half an acre, as those parcels would be candidates for subdivision. 
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Following guidance from the Washington State Department of Commerce, we assumed that 10% of 

parcels identified as having potential to add an ADU would choose add a single new ADU within the 

planning horizon.1  

Presents the capacity of new ADUs for the city of Yakima. The majority of ADU capacity exists in areas 

zoned R-1. 

Exhibit 2-26. New ADU Capacity by Zone 

Zone 

ADU Capacity 

(Incorporated City) 

ADU Capacity 

(Unincorporated UGA) 

ADU Capacity 

(Entire UGA) 

SR 10 6 15 

R-1 1,213 198 1,412 

R-2 449 2 451 

R-3 104 4 109 

B-1 9 0 9 

B-2 8 1 9 

HB 0 0 0 

SCC 2 0 2 

LCC 0 0 0 

CBD 0 0 0 

GC 36 0 36 

M-1 0 0 0 

M-2 0 0 0 

RD 2 0 2 

AS 0 0 0 

Total 1,832 211 2,043 

Exhibit 2-25 shows the net new housing unit capacity per zone, including ADUs, as determined by this 

Land Capacity Analysis. 

 
1 While 10% is the high end of the participate rate range offered in the Commerce guidance, we think it is justified due to 
changes in Yakima’s ADU regulations required by state law. These changes require the City and County to allow for up to two 
ADUs on any residential parcel within a UGA and allow for the sale of the ADUs as independent units. These changes have 
potential to make ADU production more feasible in Yakima. Additionally, our methodology does not consider the potential for 
ADUs to be included in new housing development, which adds even more capacity.  
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Exhibit 2-27. Net New Housing Units by Zone 

Zone 

Unit Capacity 

(Incorporated City) 

Unit Capacity 

(Unincorporated UGA) 

Unit Capacity 

(Entire UGA) 

SR 665 3,710 4,375 

R-1 7,095 15,776 22,871 

R-2 6,944 3,327 10,271 

R-3 3,273 617 3,890 

B-1 186 1 187 

B-2 426 116 541 

HB 0 0 0 

SCC 516 396 912 

LCC 74 0 74 

CBD 187 0 187 

GC 1,301 145 1,445 

M-1 0 0 0 

M-2 0 0 0 

RD 1,062 0 1,062 

AS 0 0 0 

Total 21,728 24,087 45,815 

Finally, to arrive at total job capacity, buildable square footage capacity was calculated as the 

developable acreage multiplied by an assumed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and converted into square feet. 

The product was then multiplied by the assumed Square Feet per Job value respective of zoning (shown 

in Exhibit 2-26). The final job capacity outputs from the model are shown in Exhibit 2-27. 

Exhibit 2-28. Square Feet per Job Assumptions 

Zone Square Feet per Job 

SR N/A 

R-1 N/A 

R-2 N/A 

R-3 N/A 

B-1 500 

B-2 500 
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Zone Square Feet per Job 

HB 500 

SCC 500 

LCC 500 

CBD 500 

GC 500 

M-1 1,000 

M-2 1,000 

RD 500 

AS 1,000 

Exhibit 2-29 Job Capacity by Zone 

Zone 

New Jobs 

Capacity 

(Incorporated 

City) 

New Jobs 

Capacity 

(Unincorporated 

UGA) 

New Jobs 

Capacity (Entire 

UGA) 

SR 0 0 0 

R-1 0 0 0 

R-2 0 0 0 

R-3 0 0 0 

B-1 374 3 377 

B-2 648 173 821 

HB 11 0 11 

SCC 600 592 1,192 

LCC 56 0 56 

CBD 2,558 0 2,558 

GC 4,224 406 4,631 

M-1 8,337 6,313 14,650 

M-2 334 0 334 

RD 1,997 0 1,997 

AS 0 0 0 
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Zone 

New Jobs 

Capacity 

(Incorporated 

City) 

New Jobs 

Capacity 

(Unincorporated 

UGA) 

New Jobs 

Capacity (Entire 

UGA) 

Total 19,140 7,487 26,627 

 

Exhibit 2-30 presents the full output summary for the land capacity analysis, disaggregated by 

incorporated Yakima, the unincorporated Yakima UGA, and the entire, combined Yakima UGA. The 

summary includes developable acreages by zone and by type, along with capacity for primary housing 

units, ADUs, employment square feet, and jobs. 

Modern industrial uses typically require lots at least 20 acres in size. This land capacity analysis 

identified 9 parcels within the entire Yakima UGA that are zoned as industrial, determined developable, 

and at least 20 acres in size. Each of these 9 parcels fall within the M-1 zone. The total buildable area of 

these parcels equals 326 acres. 
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Exhibit 2-30. Land Capacity Analysis Output Summary 

  Development Potential Acres (Buildable - Deductions) Net Residential Development Capacity Net Employment Capacity 

  Vacant Agriculture Partially-used Redevelopable Total Primary HUs ADUs Total HU Capacity Employment Sqft Jobs 
In

co
rp

o
ra

te
d

 Y
a
k
im

a 
SR 92 1 98 0 191 656 10 665 0 0. 

R-1 429 85 419 0 933 5,882 1,213 7,095 0 0. 

R-2 222 47 0 678 948 6,494 449 6,944 0 0. 

R-3 87 40 0 137 264 3,169 104 3,273 0 0. 

B-1 16 0 0 19 35 178 9 186 187,224 374 

B-2 19 8 0 41 68 418 8 426 323,985 648 

HB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,654 11 

SCC 16 37 0 19 71 514 2 516 300,087 600 

LCC 1 0 0 9 10 74 0 74 28,016 56 

CBD 8 0 0 25 33 187 0 187 1,278,754 2,558 

GC 183 3 0 144 330 1,265 36 1,301 2,112,237 4,224 

M-1 225 44 0 170 438 0 0 0 8,336,812 8,337 

M-2 11 0 0 6 17 0 0 0 334,468 334 

RD 114 0 0 31 145 1,060 2 1,062 998,469 1,997 

AS 94 0 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,516.2 266.44 516.98 1,279.22 3,579 19,895 1,832 21,728 13,905,706 19,140 

U
n

in
co

rp
o

ra
te

d
 Y

a
k
im

a 
U

G
A

 SR 451 103 482 0 1,036 3,704 6 3,710 0 0. 

R-1 959 288 1,139 0 2,386 15,578 198 15,776 0 0. 

R-2 111 102 0 70 283 3,326 2 3,327 0 0. 

R-3 27 0 0 12 39 612 4 617 0 0. 

B-1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,270 3 

B-2 5 0 0 12 17 115 1 116 86,411 173 

HB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SCC 52 0 0 1 53 396 0 396 295,880 592 

LCC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CBD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GC 21 0 0 8 30 145 0 145 203,152 406 

M-1 167 43 0 114 324 0 0 0 6,313,426 6,313 

M-2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,793.97 536.05 1,621.28 216.47 4,168 23,877 211 24,087 6,900,139 7,487 

E
n

ti
re

 Y
a
k
im

a
 U

G
A

 

SR 543 104 580 0 1,227 4,359 15 4,375 0 0. 

R-1 1,388 373 1,558 0 3,319 21,459 1,412 22,871 0 0. 

R-2 333 149 0 749 1,231 9,820 451 10,271 0 0. 

R-3 114 40 0 149 303 3,781 109 3,890 0 0. 

B-1 16 0 0 19 36 178 9 187 188,494 377 

B-2 24 8 0 53 85 533 9 541 410,396 821 

HB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,654 11 

SCC 68 37 0 20 124 910 2 912 595,967 1,192 

LCC 1 0 0 9 10 74 0 74 28,016 56 

CBD 8 0 0 25 33 187 0 187 1,278,754 2,558 

GC 204 3 0 152 360 1,410 36 1,445 2,315,389 4,631 

M-1 392 87 0 283 763 0 0 0 14,650,238 14,650 

M-2 11 0 0 6 17 0 0 0 334,468 334 

RD 114 0 0 31 145 1,060 2 1,062 998,469 1,997 

AS 94 0 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 3,310.18 802.49 2,138.26 1,495.69 7,747 43,772 2,043 45,815 20,805,845 26,627 
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Planning and Regulatory Context  
Beyond the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element, Regulations and Plans shaping the design of the 

built environment include the City’s zoning ordinance and a series of functional plans guiding 

infrastructure. Each is addressed below. 

2.3.2.  Title 15 – Yakima Urban Area Zoning Ordinance 

Title 15 of the Yakima Municipal Code provides standards for the various zoning districts and permitted 

uses throughout the City. Key provisions affecting the design of development include: 

Permitted uses (Chapter 15.04) and associated land use classification system. While nearly all cities 

contain lists of permitted outright, conditional, and permitted uses, Yakima has a system of review 

approvals from Class 1 to 3. Exhibit 2-28 shows difference use classifications.  

Exhibit 2-31 Use Classes for Permitting 

Class Type  Description Example of uses in zones 

Class 1 Permitted subject to administrative approval Attached or residential 
uses in R-1 or R-2 zones  

Class 2 Permitted uses also subject to administrative approval, 
but allows the administrative official to add conditions to 
mitigate impacts or require Class 2 uses to undergo a 
Class 3 review if certain conditions are present. Since 
there are very little design related standards in Title 15, 
this system adds a level of uncertainty and 
unpredictability to the review of uses that can be 
challenging both to applicants and the administrative 
official. 

Parts and Accessories 
(tires, batteries, etc.) uses 
in B2 zone. 

Class 3 Uses are generally not permitted in a district, but may be 
approved by the hearing examiner after Type III review 
and a public hearing. The hearing examiner may impose 
conditions to an approval. As with Class 2 approvals, 
without the benefit of design standards within Title 15, 
this procedure can add a level of uncertainty and 
unpredictability to the review of such uses. 

Office Contractor Building 
and Trade (Plumbing, 
Heating, Electrical, and 
Painting) in R-3 zone. 

   

Site design and improvement standards (Chapter 15.05) address the following aspects. These standards 

implement various land use policies of the Plan: 

 Maximum lot coverage (percentage of land area covered by structure and other impervious areas) 

 Minimum front, side, and rear setbacks (which vary depending on adjacent street classification) 

 Maximum height 
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 Fence and wall height standards 

 Access requirement (frontage by a public road or acceptable access easement) 

 Sidewalks are required on one side of the street (except for single-family structures). If no sidewalks 

existing within 200 feet of the use, no sidewalks are required. 

 Maximum density calculations (dwelling unit/acre) 

 Minimum lot size and width (which varies depending on housing type and zone) 

 Other development standards in Title 15 of the Yakima Municipal Code. This includes: 

 Off-street parking and loading (Chapter 15.06), which addresses minimum parking requirements, 

driveway locations, parking lot landscaping and lighting, and off street loading requirements. 

 Site screening standards (Chapter 15.07), which requires 3-10-feet of landscape screening or 

fencing for uses along edges of zoning districts. 

 Sign standards (Chapter 15.08) 

 Special development standards (Chapter 15.09) for specific uses 

 Critical areas provisions (Chapter 15.27) 

 Master planned development overlay provisions (Chapter 15.28) 

 Wireless communication facilities provisions (Chapter 15.29) 

 Overlay zone provisions (Chapters 15.28, 15.30, and 15.31 regarding master planned development, 

airport safety, and institutional overlays) 

2.3.3.  Adopted Plans and Projects 

Yakima Housing Action Plan 2021  

The Housing Action Plan developed objectives and strategies for Yakima to promote affordable housing. 

Objectives were set to increase housing supply and affordability, increase home ownership, and prevent 

displacement. It set priorities for various strategies for implementation to be led by the City or its 

partners.  

Yakima Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 2022-2027  

The Yakima Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2022, is the required six-year park 

plan update, which includes an inventory of park and recreational facilities, needs inventory, 

opportunities, goals and objectives, industry standards, demands, and needs, and a capital improvement 

program.  

Yakima Capital Budget 2025-2029  

This document provides a forecast for all Capital Funds for 2025 through 2029 and information for its 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) including revenues, expenditures, and identified future projects.  
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Historic Preservation Element (July 15, 2016) 

The Yakima Historic Preservation Commission completed this Element consistent with the GMA.  It was 

incorporated with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan in 2017.  YMC 11.62, Historic Preservation Ordinance 

for Special Evaluation provides implementation code for this element.    

2040 Transportation System Plan (adopted in 2017) 

The Transportation System Plan is intended to serve as a guide for making transportation decisions to 

address both short and long term needs. To meet Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements, the 

Transportation Systems Plan must identify existing transportation system characteristics, establish 

standards for levels of service, and identify existing and future deficiencies based on land use growth 

projections. 

Six Year Transportation Improvement Plan (From 2025 to 2030) 

The Transportation Improvement Plan identifies major projects and funding sources for a six-year time 

frame. Yakima’s Transportation Element will be updated as part of the Comprehensive Plan, in 

coordination with Yakima Valley Regional Council’s (YVCOG) data.      

Downtown Master Plan 

In November of 2013, the City Council approved an Action Plan of steps to be taken to accomplish this 

priority. The Action Plan was a summary of the Yakima Downtown Master Plan Report prepared in 2013 

by Crandall Arambula for the City Council. The Plan provided several action recommendations. Some of 

the actions have been completed such as a parking plan, and Chestnut Avenue improvement. The City is 

considering a new strategic plan in 2026 to identify goals and actions for Yakima’s downtown.   

Wastewater Collection System Master Plan  

This master plan was prepared in 2023 and describes the City’s wastewater collection system, the 

planning area characteristics, hydraulic criteria, and the hydraulic model development. The prioritized 

capital improvement program accounts for growth through the Yakima Urban Growth Area and includes 

suggested construction triggers for the orderly expansion of the wastewater collection system.   

Yakima Wastewater Treatment Plant Facility Master Plan, 2022  

The purpose of this Plan is to review the overall condition of the treatment plan facility and its capability 

to meet capacity needs and regulatory requirements through the planning period. The primary factors 

that will drive WWTP improvements are generally conditions, capacity, and/or regulatory based. This 

plan identifies existing and future needs or deficiencies of the WWTP and recommends improvements 

to remedy these items. The Treatment Plan is projected to serve 147,090 people by 2040, identify gaps 

and includes recommendations. 

Yakima 2017 Water System Plan  

The City’s water system plan was developed in 2017 to analyze the service area, water system and 

forecast water demand. This plan identifies policies for providing services such as annexation 



  2-35 

requirements, performance standards etc. The City aims to connect underserved areas to northeast and 

south-central areas in the City where utility services currently do not exist. 
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3.  Housing Analysis  

3.1.  Overview 
The City of Yakima’s Housing Element provides a framework for the City to support and encourage 

housing supply that meets local housing needs. The Housing Element will plan to increase housing 

choice and affordability for Yakima residents and workers of all income levels.  

This Housing Existing Conditions Report will serve as an appendix to the Housing Element. The purpose 

of this report is to provide an understanding of the Yakima community and its housing conditions. 

Overall, this report answers the following questions:  

 Who lives and works in Yakima and what are their socioeconomic characteristics? 

 What types of housing are available in Yakima? 

This report includes a Community Profile and Housing Inventory. The Community Profile analyzes 

Yakima’s population trends and projections, and includes data on age, race and ethnicity, household size, 

residents with special housing needs such as homelessness, disability status, farm workers, and 

employment. The Housing Inventory summarizes characteristics of Yakima’s housing stock, including 

housing types, location, tenure, unit sizes, conditions, and affordability for both rental and owned 

housing.  

Based on this understanding, we conduct analysis to assess future housing needs.  

3.2.  Summary of Key Findings 
 There is a housing shortage in Yakima. Only 2.4% of rental housing units in Yakima are vacant, 

which is lower than what is considered a healthy rate of 5% to 6%. The supply of ownership 

housing is also constrained. When vacancy rates and supply are low, people looking for homes have 

fewer options, increasing competition for the limited units available. This drives up both rents and 

housing prices. 

 Housing prices are rising faster than incomes. The typical home value in Yakima has risen by 99%, 

nearly doubling, between 2014 to 2022. Over the same period, the median family income only 

increased by 43%. This indicates homeownership is getting further out of reach for many 

prospective buyers. 

 Many households in Yakima are cost-burdened. Between 2018 and 2022, 33% of all households in 

Yakima were cost burdened. Nearly half (46%) of renter households, and a fifth (20%) of owner 

households, were cost-burdened. Cost-burdened households spend a large portion (over 30%) of 

their available income on housing costs. This leaves less money available for other vital needs like 

food, transportation, healthcare, and education.  

 Needs are greatest among low-income households. About 75% of all households with incomes 

below 50% of the Area Median Income (AMI) are cost-burdened. Nearly half of these households 

are severely cost-burdened, meaning they spend over 50% of their income on housing costs. While 
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there are low-income households living in neighborhoods across the city, the greatest concentration 

of low-income households is in eastern Yakima, and many of these households are of 

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity. 

 There is considerable need among elderly residents. There are 3,654 cost-burdened elderly (aged 

62+) households in Yakima. Three quarters (75%) of these households are Elderly Non-Family 

(typically living along), and nearly all have incomes well below the county median. These residents 

are spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs and often have fixed incomes that 

don’t keep pace with rising housing costs over time. 

 Yakima needs more housing diversity. Over 60% of all housing in the City of Yakima are single-

family homes. Not all households require, or can afford, that much space. For example, 30% of all 

households in Yakima are individuals living alone. Yet only 6% of housing units in Yakima are studios 

and only 11% have just one bedroom. Increasing the diversity of housing options available will 

increase housing supply and provide more choices for residents seeking more affordable housing 

that meets their current needs. 

3.3.  Community Profile 

3.3.1.  Population 

During the last ten years, Yakima County had an annual average population growth rate of about 0.6%, 

which was less than half Washington’s statewide growth rate of 1.4%. Yakima County’s population was 

estimated to be 263,200 in 2024, up from the 248,229 county residents in 2014. As the county’s largest 

population center, the City of Yakima has also grown steadily in recent years. In 2024, the city had an 

estimated population of 99,370 residents. In 2025, the city reached an estimated population of 100,000 

residents and County had an estimated population of 264,650.   

While Yakima has grown at a steady rate, the city slower growth than most peer cities in eastern and 

central Washington, as shown in Exhibit 3-1. Population Growth in City of Yakima and Peer Cities, 

2016-2024. 
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Exhibit 3-1. Population Growth in City of Yakima and Peer Cities, 2014-2024 

 

 

Sources: Washington Office of Financial Management, 2024; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.2.  Age of Population 

The City of Yakima’s age distribution aligns closely with Yakima County, with a slightly smaller 

proportion of younger residents (0 – 24 years old) and a slightly larger proportion of older residents (70+ 

years old) than the county, as shown in Exhibit 3-2. Age Distribution in City of Yakima and Yakima 

County, 2022. The City of Yakima has a large population of children, with 29,558 aged 19 years old or 

younger (31% of the total population). 
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Exhibit 3-2. Age Distribution in City of Yakima and Yakima County, 2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Demographic patterns across Yakima vary by geography. As shown in Exhibit 3-3, residents aged 65 or 

older are more typically located in the north central and western parts of the city. This aligns with the 

locations of local retirement communities and assisted living facilities such as The Terraces at 

Summitview and Fieldstone. Residents under 18 are more typically located in the south central and 

eastern parts of the city. Many of the areas with larger youth populations have larger proportions of 

Hispanic or Latino residents, as shown later in Exhibit 3-6. 

Exhibit 3-3. Areas with Large Percentages of Senior or Minor Residents, City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 
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3.3.3.  Race and Ethnicity 

Yakima is ethnically diverse. The City of Yakima’s Hispanic or Latino population comprises 47% of the 

total population, the largest of any reported comparison geographies besides Yakima County. The share 

of people who identify as Non-Hispanic People of Color grew from 5% in 2017 to 8% in 2022. A 

comparison of Yakima’s Hispanic or Latino population to comparable communities is shown in Exhibit 

3-4. Percentage of Population by Race and Ethnicity in City of Yakima and Comparison Geographies, 

2017 and 2022.  

The Non-Hispanic People of Color group includes those who identify as American Indian or Alaska 

Native, which makes up 1% of the city’s population, as well as other races. This percentage likely reflects 

the nearby presence of the Yakama Nation in Yakima County.  

Exhibit 3-4. Percentage of Population by Race and Ethnicity in City of Yakima and Comparison 

Geographies, 2017 and 2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 
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Reflecting its ethnic diversity, Yakima has a high proportion of residents (38%) who speak a language 

other than English at home compared to 21% statewide, shown in Exhibit 3-5. Spanish is the most 

common language among non-English speakers, with 36% of the city’s total population speaking it at 

home.  

Exhibit 3-5. Languages Spoken at Home in City of Yakima and Washington State, 2017 and 2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Areas on the east half of the city and near downtown have larger proportions of residents of Hispanic or 

Latino origin than areas on the west half of the city, as shown in Exhibit 3-6. Comparing to the age 

HISTORY OF THE LATINO COMMUNITY IN YAKIMA COUNTY 

The large number of Latino and Hispanic residents in the city reflects historical patterns of 

migration and employment, tied mostly to the local agricultural industry. While the city has been 

a destination for migrant Hispanic farmworkers over the years, growing numbers of Hispanic 

farmworkers began permanently settling in the area from the 1930s to 1980s due to changes in 

the agricultural industry and immigration reforms. 

Yakima’s population grew from roughly 3,200 residents in 1900, steadily increasing decade after 

decade, to 45,500 in 1960. These population increases were in part due to the arrival of 

Mexican American farmworkers from Texas in the early 1930s. During World War II, the U.S. 

government established the Bracero program, which allowed Mexican citizens to come to the 

Yakima Valley to work. While these workers did not settle in the Valley, this established the 

Yakima Valley as a destination for Latinx farmworkers. By the 1980s many former seasonal 

workers settled permanently in the Yakima Valley due to changes in immigration policies. By the 

1980s, Yakima County's Hispanic population was 14.8%, and by the 2000 census, 33% of the 

residents of Yakima County were of Hispanic or Latino origin, compared to 7.5% in the state. In 

2022, 51% of Yakima County’s population identified as Hispanic, nearly four times the statewide 

percentage of 13.1% 

Source: HistoryLink.org Essay 9187 by Jim Kershner 
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distribution map shown in Exhibit 3-3 reveals that there are larger populations of residents under 18 in 

areas that have large proportions of Hispanic or Latino residents. 

Exhibit 3-6. Percent of Residents that Identify as Hispanic or Latino, City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2018-2022; BERK Consulting, 2025. 

3.3.4.  Households 

A household is a group of people who live in a single dwelling unit, such as a house or apartment. 

Households can have one member or many members. They can be families or unrelated people living 

together. As of 2022, there are an estimated 34,830 total households in the City of Yakima. 

Understanding the makeup of the households in the city across age, race, and family sizes helps us to 

better understand the diversity of household types and sizes which can help support affordable housing 

strategies. 

3.3.5.  Household Size 

The average household size in Yakima is 2.61 people, down slightly from 2017’s average size of 2.71. 

More than half (59%) of the city’s residents live in single or two-member households. Exhibit 3-7 shows 

the breakdown of households by size by tenure.  
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Exhibit 3-7. Household Size by Tenure in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.6.  Household Income 

When summarizing housing affordability by income level, households are typically grouped relative to 

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Area Median Family Income (also 

known as “AMI”). The 2025 AMI for Yakima County is $82,300. However much of the data in this 

section reflects conditions as of 2022, when AMI was $72,300. HUD also applies adjustments for 

household size when determining the income level of a household. This is to reflect the fact that it 

requires more income to affordably support a larger family compared to just one or two household 

members. Exhibit 3-8 breaks down renter- and owner-occupied households in the City of Yakima by 

income level relative to AMI. It shows a significant difference between owner-occupied and renter-

occupied households, with owner households much more likely to have incomes above 100% AMI.2 

Only 22% of renter households had income at or above AMI, compared to 56% of owner households. 

More than a fifth of renter households have extremely low incomes, compared to 9% of owner 

households.  

 
2 Note that when grouping households by income level, HUD adjusts income thresholds based on household size to reflect the 
fact that the living expenses for a one-person household are significantly less than those of a family of four. These adjustments 
are based on HUD's published household Income Limits needed to qualify for income-restricted affordable housing that is set 
aside for households at a specified income level or below. Washington State Housing Finance Commission publishes an 
expanded version of these income limits for each county in Washington State. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html
http://www.wshfc.org/limits/Map.aspx
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Exhibit 3-8. Percentage of Households by Income Level in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Median household incomes vary by ethnicity as well, as shown in Exhibit 3-9. The median Hispanic or 

Latino household has an income about 9% lower than median Non-Hispanic White households. 

Exhibit 3-9. Median Household Income by Ethnicity in City of Yakima and Washington State, 2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

A map showing disparities in income by neighborhood is provided in Exhibit 3-10. Areas with lower 

incomes are concentrated near the urban core of Yakima, while areas with higher incomes above AMI 

are typically found on the outskirts of the city, or in the west half. 
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Exhibit 3-10. Median Household Income by Census Tract in City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.7.  Cost-Burdened Households 

One of the most common indicators of affordable housing needs is the number of households that are 

"cost-burdened" or spending a large share of their income on housing. These households have limited 

resources left over to pay for other life necessities such as food, medical care, transportation, and 

education. They are also at higher risk of displacement when housing costs rise, or life circumstances 

change. 

HUD considers housing to be affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s income. 

Households paying more than 30% of their income for housing are considered cost-burdened, and 

households paying more than 50% are considered severely cost-burdened. 

In 2022, at least 33% of all households in Yakima were cost-burdened, as shown in Exhibit 3-11. 

Households with lower incomes are more likely to be cost-burdened. 

Exhibit 3-11 and Exhibit 3-12 present estimates of total households by income level and cost-burdened 

status. It differentiates households that are moderately cost-burdened (spending 30-50% of their 

income on housing) from those that are severely cost-burdened (spending more than 50% of their 

income on housing). While there are cost-burdened households across the income spectrum, severe 

cost-burden is most prevalent among the lowest income groups. This includes slightly over 3,000 

households with extremely low incomes (less than 30% AMI), roughly 1,600 households with very low 

incomes (30 – 50% AMI), and 700 households with low incomes (50-80% AMI).  
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Exhibit 3-11. Cost Burden Status by Income Level of Households, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Exhibit 3-12. Total Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

As shown in Exhibit 3-13, renters are more likely to be cost-burdened than owners, with nearly half 

(46%) of renter households cost-burdened, compared to just under a quarter (20%) of owner 

households. Renters are also more severely cost-burdened than owners, with 24% of renter households 

severely cost-burdened compared to 8% of owner households.  
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Exhibit 3-13. Household Tenure by Cost Burden in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Renter households are most vulnerable to the impacts of rising housing costs. Exhibit 3-14 shows 
estimated counts of cost-burdened renter-occupied households by household type and income level. 
While there are households struggling with housing costs across the entire income spectrum, the 
greatest number are among household types with incomes below 50% of AMI. The greatest need is 
among Small Family, Elderly Non-Family, and Other (non-family) households, which are typically people 
living alone or with unrelated housemates. 

Exhibit 3-14. Cost-Burdened Renter Households by Household Type and Income Level, City of Yakima, 

2018-2022 

 

Household Type Description 

Family household A household that includes two or more people related by birth marriage or adoption. (Definition applies 

to all household types that include “family.”) 

Small Family Two persons, neither aged 62 or older, or 3 or 4 persons  

Large Family Five or more persons  

Elderly Family Two persons, with either or both aged 62 or older 

Elderly Non-Family One or two unrelated people with either aged 62 or older 
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Other Non-family, non-elderly households (includes those living alone or with housemates) 

Note: AMI = HUD Area Median Family Income 
Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 
 

3.3.8.  Residents with Special Housing Needs 

Several groups may have special housing needs or need supportive services, such as residents 

experiencing homelessness, residents with disabilities, and older residents. Given the city’s proximity to 

agricultural areas with significant seasonal workforce needs, farmworker housing needs also merit 

consideration.  

3.3.9.  Residents Experiencing Homelessness 

According to the Department of Commerce’s Snapshot of Homelessness in Washington State for July 

2024, there were 11,971 persons who were homeless or unstably housed in Yakima County.3 This was 

approximately 5% of the county population. Among these people, 9,906 were considered homeless.4 

During the same year, 2,894 individuals countywide accessed homelessness services, according to the 

Commerce Homeless System Performance County Report Card. Entries are broken down by project 

type, with nearly half (49%) of entries occurring at Emergency Shelters. A summary of the results is 

shown in Exhibit 3-15.  

 
3 Commerce extracted housing status data from ProviderOne, the Automated Client Eligibility System (ACES), and the 
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). "Homeless or Unstably Housed" refers to all clients or households 
experiencing homelessness or housing instability (e.g., they are literally homeless/unsheltered, receiving housing services that 
indicate housing instability, residing in transitional housing, or couch surfing). (Commerce, 2024). 

4 “Homeless Only" is a subset of the "Homeless or Unstably Housed" population and includes unsheltered clients/households 
who lack a fixed nighttime residence, are living outside or in a shelter not fit for human habitation, or are living in emergency 
shelter. (Commerce, 2024). 

https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/xonalo6msygtcjt0hr7ci7qjg8lug7rc/file/1768775308087
https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/xonalo6msygtcjt0hr7ci7qjg8lug7rc/file/1768775308087
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/comhau/viz/DRAFTWashingtonStateHomelessSystemPerformance_CountyReportCardSFY2019/ReportCard
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Exhibit 3-15. Homeless System Project Entries by Project Type, Yakima County, SFY 2024 

 

Sources: Department of Commerce, 2024; BERK, 2025. 

The 2024 Yakima County Homeless Point-in-Time (PIT) Count surveyed individuals on causes of 

homelessness. The top reasons included eviction, alcohol/substance use, and family crisis. However, 

there are often a combination of factors that contribute to housing insecurity and homelessness. Exhibit 

3-16 ranks the reasons cited by survey respondents. Research consistently indicates that the primary 

driver of homelessness is a lack of affordable housing supply.5 So while these individuals may have had 

life circumstances that made them more vulnerable to becoming homeless, the root challenge is housing 

affordability. 

 
5 See Homelessness is a Housing Problem (Colburn and Aldern, 2022) 

https://homelessnesshousingproblem.com/
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Exhibit 3-16. Top Reasons Cited as Cause of Homelessness, Yakima County, 2024 

 

Note: Participants could select more than one cause. 
Source: Yakima County Point-in-Time Community Report, 2024; BERK, 2025. 

While conditions may have changed since its report, Yakima County’s Five-Year Plan to End 

Homelessness (2018) identified the following population as needing specific attention with regards to 

homelessness care: 

 Individuals experiencing chronic homelessness, 

 Unaccompanied youth, 

 Veterans, 

 Families with children (including victims of domestic violence), and 

 Individuals over the age of 62. 

3.3.10.  Households with Disabilities 

Exhibit 3-17 shows renter households in Yakima by disability status and income. While there are 

households with disabilities across the entire income spectrum, lower income households are more likely 

to have a member living with a disability than higher income households. Of the disabilities listed, the 

most common conditions include ambulatory limitations and hearing or vision impairments. People with 

disabilities often have special housing needs, and benefit from accessible layouts, supportive design, and 

proximity to healthcare services. 
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Exhibit 3-17. Renter Households by Disability Status and Income Level in City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Note: AMI = HUD Area Median Family Income 
Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.11.  Older Residents 

15,250 residents in Yakima are aged 65 or older, or about 16% of the population.6 While older residents 

have a range of housing preferences, many need affordable, accessible housing in age-friendly 

neighborhoods with close links to healthcare and other supports. Some of these households in Yakima 

have the financial means to afford appropriate housing and services. Many others do not.  

Exhibit 3-18 shows the prevalence of cost burden among elderly households across income ranges. The 

greatest need is among Elderly Non-Family households (typically people living alone) with incomes 

below 30% AMI.  

Exhibit 3-18. Elderly, Cost-Burdened Households by Household Type and Income Level, City of 

Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Note: AMI = HUD Area Median Family Income 
Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) projects that the population of elderly 

households in Yakima County will increase faster than younger age groups. Exhibit 3-19 shows that by 

 
6 Source: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, 2018-2022 
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the year 2050, 20% of the population will be over age 65, up from 15% in 2022. This indicates the need 

for housing appropriate for elderly households will increase in the years ahead.  

Exhibit 3-19. Projected Population by Age Range, Yakima County 

 

Source: OFM, 2022; BERK, 2025. 
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3.3.12.  Farmworkers 

Yakima County is the biggest county in Washington for agriculture, measured both by number of 

workers and by number of farms.7 In 2023, there were 28,603 farmworker jobs in Yakima County, 

seasonally adjusted.8 However, as shown in Exhibit 3-20 there are more workers in the summer months 

than in the remainder of the year. This is due to the demand for seasonal farmworkers during the 

harvest months. Many of these seasonal workers are migrants who need temporary housing. A 2022 

study by the Department of Commerce found that the number of beds available in seasonal farmworker 

housing in Yakima does not nearly accommodate all the demand for seasonal housing, resulting in a gap 

of over 8,000 seasonal beds.9 The remainder of these seasonal workers must compete for housing with 

other renter households in Yakima.  

The average year-round agricultural employee in this region is estimated to earn $39,750 annually in 

wages, significantly less than the median household income. While a household with this income can 

afford an average 1-bedroom apartment, it is far less than needed to afford a family sized rental or 

homeownership.  

Exhibit 3-20. Farmworker Employment Counts, Yakima County, 2023 

 

Source: Washington State Employment Security Department, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

  

 
7 Washington State Employment Security Department, Agricultural Workforce Statistics, 2023 
8 Seasonal adjustment is a statistical technique that accounts for predictable seasonal patterns in agricultural employment. It is 
calculated by taking the average of monthly employment counts across the entire year. 

9 Washington State Employment Security Department, Agricultural Workforce Statistics, 2023 
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3.3.13.  Employment 

3.3.14.  Countywide Employment  

Yakima County had a total covered employment of 116,064 in 2023. The average annual wage was 

$49,831, or 57.2% of the state average of $87,091.10 The agricultural sector accounted for 25% of jobs 

(28,695 in total). The next largest employment sectors are Government with 16% (18,379 jobs), Health 

Care and Social Assistance at 15% (17,853 jobs), and Retail trade with 10% (11,509 jobs). 

3.3.15.  Citywide Employment 

According to the Census, as of 2022 there were 50,087 jobs in the City of Yakima. Between 2017 and 

2022, the city gained about 2,799 jobs, averaging ~1.2% growth (560 jobs) per year.11 Top sectors in the 

city include agriculture, health care, retail, and manufacturing. The City of Yakima's agricultural and 

manufacturing employers are diverse and include fruit packers, beef processors, and canneries. The  jobs 

in the health sector reflect the city’s role as a regional medical center, with a hospital and the nearby 

Pacific Northwest University of Health Sciences (in Terrace Heights). The highest concentration of jobs 

in Yakima are Downtown and in the eastern part of the city.  

About 1 in 7 (14%) primary jobs in Yakima paid less than $1,250 per month in 2022 (equivalent to 

$15,000 annually). However, not all these jobs are full-time. In 2022, a full-time minimum wage worker 

earned $2,511 a month. About a third (35%) of the jobs in Yakima paid between $1,250 and $3,333 per 

month. Many of those working these jobs would be cost-burdened by a one-bedroom rental without 

working multiple jobs, or rooming or cohabitating with others. The annual minimum wage increased 

annually to $16.28 per hour, or $2,821 per month for a full-time worker in 2024.12 Exhibit 3-21 shows 

that the average 1-bedroom rental in Yakima requires slightly more than 30% of monthly earnings for a 

full-time minimum wage worker. 

Exhibit 3-21. Housing Affordability in Yakima for a Full-Time Minimum-Wage Worker, 2024 

Sources: Washington Department of Labor & Industries, 2024; Washington Center for Real Estate Research, 2024; BERK, 
2025. 

Exhibit 3-22 presents employment density within the City of Yakima in 2022. Employment is most 

dense around the downtown core near the east side of the city. A few other points of dense 

employment exist in Yakima, including one at the MultiCare Yakima medical campus in central Yakima. 

There is also a smaller concentration of industrial and commercial jobs along Fruitvale Blvd in northern 

Yakima. Job density is lowest in aeras predominated by residential development. 

 
10 Sources: WA Employment Security Department, Yakima County Profile, 2025; BERK, 2025. 
11 Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2017 & 2022; BERK, 2025. 
12 Source: Washington Department of Labor and Industries, 2025. 

Monthly Earnings for Full-Time 
Minimum Wage Worker Average 1-Bedroom Rental Cost 

Share of Earnings Spent on 
Housing 

$2,821 $896 32% 
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Exhibit 3-22. Employment Density in the City of Yakima, 2023 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.16.  Employment Trends 

Employment growth between 2012 and 2022 has been mostly healthy: an average of +2.1% growth per 

year during the period. This period includes the COVID-19 pandemic, which impacted employment and 

job growth. By 2022, employment recovered to levels seen before the pandemic, as shown in Exhibit 

3-23. Many lower-paying employment sectors, such as healthcare support (nursing/medical assistants or 

home health aides), retail, and the food service industry, are currently in demand.13 

 
13 WA Employment Security Department, Occupations in Demand List, 2025. 
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Exhibit 3-23. Total Jobs in the City of Yakima, 2012-2022 

 

Sources: US Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2012-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.3.17.  Worker Residential Locations 

Many who work within the city of Yakima live elsewhere. Often, a lack of affordable housing in an 

economic center leads workers to search for living arrangements outside of their place of work. These 

workers have longer commutes, spend more of their income on gas and vehicle maintenance, and often 

live further from services. 

Exhibit 3-24 shows the commute distances for people who work within the city of Yakima. While most 

workers live within 10 miles of the city, a large share (almost 40%, or nearly 20,000 jobs) commute more 

than 10 miles. More than 12,000 workers commute more than 50 miles, bringing in people from places 

such as the Tri-Cities to the east or Wenatchee to the north. 

Exhibit 3-24. Commute Distance for Workers, City of Yakima, 2022 

Commute Distance Count Share 

Less than 10 miles 30,370 61% 

10 to 24 miles 4,652 9% 

25 to 50 miles 2,907 6% 

Greater than 50 miles 12,158 24% 

Source: US Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2022; BERK, 2025. 
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3.4.  Housing Inventory 

3.4.1.  Housing Supply Characteristics 

3.4.2.  Housing Units by Type 

There is a total of 38,584 housing units in Yakima, shown in Exhibit 3-25. Well over half (61%) of these 

units are single-family homes and 18% are multi-family buildings of 5+ units. Another 7% of units are 

smaller multi-family structures such as triplex and quadplex buildings, while duplexes account for 9%. 

Mobile and manufactured homes make up 5% of the housing inventory.  

Exhibit 3-25. Housing Inventory by Type in City of Yakima, 2024 

 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management, 2024; BERK Consulting, 2025. 

3.4.3.  Unit Size 

Exhibit 3-26 shows the Yakima housing supply by number of bedrooms and the share of households by 

household size. While roughly 17% of housing units are studios or 1-bedroom units 30% of households 

have one-person. This indicates a potential undersupply of smaller units compared to need. 
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Exhibit 3-26. Percentage of Housing Unit Sizes Compared to Household Sizes, City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.4.4.  Housing Condition 

According to the Yakima County Assessor’s Office as of April 2025, about 20% of the city’s residential 

parcels had primary structures that were built since 2000, and nearly two-thirds (63%) of units were 

built 40 or more years ago. These older units may represent lower quality housing stock that may 

require additional investments for upkeep. Older housing may also need modifications to ensure they 

are accessible for older residents, differently-abled residents, and families. While some older units may 

need maintenance or accessibility improvements, older housing stock may be the more affordable 

housing available in the city.  

Exhibit 3-27 maps the geographical distribution of residential structure by year built. It shows that much 

of the older housing stock in the city is located in central and eastern Yakima, in areas that are typically 

close to amenities, services, and jobs. Preservation and support for home maintenance in these areas 

can contribute to sustaining this relatively affordable component of Yakima’s market housing supply. 
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Exhibit 3-27. Residential Properties by Year Built, City of Yakima, 2025 

 

Source: Yakima County Assessor’s Office, 2025; BERK, 2025. 

3.4.5.  Housing Tenure  

In Yakima, just over half (54%) of housing units are owner-occupied (32% with a mortgage and 22% 

without) while 46% are renter-occupied, as shown in Exhibit 3-28. There are major disparities in 

homeownership by race and ethnicity. Exhibit 3-29 shows that 62% of White, Non-Hispanic households 

own their homes, compared to only 40% of Hispanic or Latino households. 

Exhibit 3-28. Household Tenure, City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 
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Exhibit 3-29. Housing Tenure by Race and Ethnicity, City of Yakima, 2018-2022 

 

Note: Households of color includes Hispanic or Latino households as well as households of a race other than White alone. 
Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.4.6.  Home Ownership  

Homeownership is the primary way most American families accumulate wealth. Homeownership in 

advantaged neighborhoods also provides access to higher performing school districts, amenities, and 

social capital that can lead to better opportunities. In 2021, there was a total of 18,500 owner-occupied 

housing units in Yakima.  

Exhibit 3-30 shows change in housing values over time in the city of Yakima compared to median family 

incomes in Yakima County. The separation between home value and income has grown between 2014 

and 2022. In that period, the typical home value in Yakima rose by 99%, nearly doubling. Over the same 

period, the median family income only increased by 43%. This indicates homeownership is getting 

further out of reach for many prospective home buyers.  

Exhibit 3-30. Percent Change since 2014 in Typical Home Value and Median Family Income (MFI) 

 

Note: Historic MFI and home value data are not adjusted for inflation. 
Sources: Zillow, 2025; US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2024; BERK, 2025. 
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One reason home values have increased so rapidly is the shortage of homes for sale. As of March 2025, 

there was just 2.3 months of supply.14 This supply measure compares the number of homes listed for 

sale to the rate at which homes are purchased. A healthy housing market has at least four months of 

supply available for home buyers. When the supply is limited, competition among homebuyers drives up 

sales prices.  

3.4.7.  Homeownership Affordability 

Exhibit 3-31 estimates the income needed to afford purchasing home in the City of Yakima, assuming 

the household has 3.5% down payment in savings available. Unfortunately, data about household 

savings is not available, so it is impossible to estimate how many households have accumulated the 

savings necessary for the assumed downpayment. 

The majority of home sales in Yakima are detached single-family homes. In many areas, townhomes 

provide a slightly lower cost option for homeownership. However, available data about townhome sales 

in Yakima indicates the costs of these homes are on par with the average home shown in Exhibit 3-31.15  

Exhibit 3-31. Home Ownership Affordability in City of Yakima, 2025 

 Home price 

3.5% Down 

Payment 

Annual income needed to afford 

(Assuming 3.5% down payment) 

New home $498,317 $17,441 $161,625 

(196% of AMI for 3-person HH) 

Average 

home 

$345,114 $12,079 $111,935 

(136% of AMI for 3-person HH) 

“Bottom-

tier” home 

$246,581 $8,630 $79,976 

(97% of AMI for 3-person HH) 

Notes: New home price is estimated based on Zillow “top tier” home value, which is the weighted average of all homes in the 
top third of home values in the region. Average home price corresponds to Zillow’s weighted average of the middle third of all 
home values in the region. “Bottom-tier” home corresponds to Zillow’s weighted average of the bottom third of all home values 
in the region. 
Source: Zillow, 2025; BERK, 2025. 

3.4.8.  Rental Housing 

There are a total of 16,335 occupied rental housing units in Yakima16. Nearly half (48%) of these units 

are rented by Non-Hispanic White residents, meaning 52% of rental units in Yakima are occupied by 

people of color. Of the residents in Yakima who identify as Hispanic or Latino, more than half (58%) are 

renters. 

 
14 Source: Redfin Monthly Housing Market Data, 2025. 
15 Source: Redfin Monthly Housing Market Data, 2025. 
16 Sources: US HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2018-2022; BERK, 2025. 

https://www.redfin.com/news/data-center/
https://www.redfin.com/news/data-center/
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3.4.9.  Rental Housing Costs and Vacancy 

Exhibit 3-32 shows average apartment rents as of 2024 as well as the household income level needed to 

afford the unit as a percentage of AMI. Households with incomes at 50% of AMI can still afford average 

market rents for 1- and 2-bedroom apartments. Those with lower incomes cannot. This helps to explain 

the fact that so many lower-income households in Yakima are cost-burdened. 

Exhibit 3-32. Yakima County* Rental Rates and Affordability, 2024 

 
1-bedroom 2-bedroom 

Average monthly rent $896 $1,094 

Annual income needed to afford $35,840 $43,760 

% AMI needed to afford (adjusted for assumed 

household size)** 

50% 50% 

Notes: *Most apartment buildings surveyed for these county-wide estimates are assumed to be in the City of Yakima.  
** Percent AMI calculations reflect adjustments by HUD, including adjustments for assumed household size. 
Source: Washington Center for Real Estate Research, 2024; WSHFC, 2025; BERK, 2025. 

Rents in Yakima are also rising at a faster rate than incomes. Between 2014 and 2024, the average 

monthly rent for a 2-bedroom apartment has risen by nearly 60%. During the same period median family 

income increased by only 34%.  

One likely reason for the continued increase in rent is extremely low vacancy rates, as shown in Exhibit 

3-33. From 2014 to 2021, the vacancy rate in apartment buildings remained under 2%, while rents 

increased. In 2022, the county experienced a sharp increase in vacancy rate up to nearly 6%, likely due 

to impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic. The rate has decreased since then to just over 2%. A healthy 

housing market has a vacancy rate of around 5%. When vacancy rates sink much below 5%, there are 

fewer options on the market for households seeking to move. This increases competition for the limited 

supply of available units and results in upward pressure on market rents.  
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Exhibit 3-33. Yakima County Apartment Rents and Vacancy, 2014-2024 

 

Note: Average rent does not adjust for inflation. 
Source: Washington Center for Real Estate Research, 2014-2024; BERK, 2025. 

3.4.10.  Housing Production 

Single-family homes have been developed at a steady pace over the past several years in Yakima, as 

shown in Exhibit 3-34. Recent years have seen a decrease in permitting for duplexes with an increase in 

units in other multi-family structures. Housing production has increased considerably since 2019 

compared to the preceding 10 years. Overall, 2,341 units of new housing units have been permitted in 

Yakima since 2019, with units in duplexes or multi-family buildings making up nearly 70%. These new 

units are adding diversity to the local housing stock, which provides more options at more affordability 

levels. 
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Exhibit 3-34. Count of Permitted Dwelling Units by Project Type in City of Yakima, 2010-2014 

 

Sources: Washington Office of Financial Management, 2024; BERK, 2020. 

3.4.11.  Subsidized Affordable Housing 

As of 2023, Yakima had 5,064 units of subsidized rental affordable housing, as summarized in Exhibit 

3-35. These housing units are typically available at below market rents to households that meet income 

eligibility standards. Subsidies can come either from local, state, or federal agencies. Funding sources 

include the Washington State Housing Finance Commission (which manages federal Low Income 

Housing Tax Credits), Washington State Department of Commerce programs (including the Housing 

Trust Fund), US Department of Agriculture’s Rural Housing Service programs, and HUD’s project-based 

Section 8 and other multi-family programs. 

Exhibit 3-35 shows the count of subsidized rental housing units in city of Yakima by unit size (number of 

bedrooms). Among units with known unit size, there is a relatively equal number of subsidized units that 

have between one to three bedrooms, with much less availability in studio units or units with four or 

more bedrooms. 
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Exhibit 3-35. Subsidized Rental Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, City of Yakima, 2023 

 

Source: Washington Center for Real Estate Research, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

3.5.  Housing Programs 
The City of Yakima operates the following programs to support housing stability and affordability. 

Exhibit 3-36. City of Yakima Housing Program 

Program Description Desired Outcome 

Single-Family 
Emergency Repair 
Program 

City housing program to support home repairs for 
low-income residents administered through the 
Office of Neighborhood Development to those who 
qualify (income and asset restrictions) 

 Support housing and 

financial stability for low-

income homeowners  

Exterior Paint 
Program 

City housing program administered through the 
Office of Neighborhood Development to those who 
qualify (age and disability restrictions) 

 Increased investment in 

neighborhoods 

 Aesthetic improvements 

Homeownership 
Through New 
Construction 

City housing program administered through the 
Office of Neighborhood Development to those who 
qualify (income restrictions) 

 Increased 

homeownership 

Tenant/Landlord 

Counseling 

Office of Neighborhood Development Services 

program to assist either tenants or landlords with 
disputes and advice on reaching agreements or 
seeking legal support. 

 Improved 

tenant/landlord 

relationships 

 Education on legal 

support for those in need 

Lot Acquisition 

Program 

A City program within the Yakima Target Area that 

provides funds to purchase lots for residential 
development projects. Lots must be residentially 
zoned, have vacant or substandard buildings, and be 
developed within 12 months of purchase. 

 New housing stock 

 Neighborhood 

revitalization 

 New infill development 

https://www.yakimawa.gov/services/neighborhood-development-services/do-i-qualify/
https://www.yakimawa.gov/services/neighborhood-development-services/do-i-qualify/
https://www.yakimawa.gov/services/neighborhood-development-services/do-i-qualify/
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Program Description Desired Outcome 

Downtown 

Redevelopment Tax 
Incentive Program 
(YMC 11.63) 

A City program that provides a tax incentive to 

stimulate new multi-family housing and the 
rehabilitation of vacant and underutilized buildings 
for multi-family housing.  

 Increased housing 

options in residentially 

deficient urban centers.  

3.6.  Displacement & Displacement Risk 
Policy guidance from Washington State Department of Commerce (Commerce) calls for comprehensive 

plans to study displacement and establish anti-displacement policies. Displacement refers to instances 

when a household is forced or pressured to move from their home against their will. Displacement can 

be physical, economic, or cultural. Direct, physical displacement occurs in cases of eviction, the 

termination of a tenant’s lease, or public land claims through eminent domain. Physical displacement can 

also occur when a property owner decides to renovate units to appeal to higher-income tenants or 

when buildings are sold for redevelopment. Another cause might be the expiration of an affordability 

covenant and resulting conversion of the unit to market rate housing. Economic displacement occurs 

when a household relocates due to the financial pressure of rising housing costs. Renters are more 

vulnerable to economic displacement, particularly those who are low-income, although some 

homeowners can experience this as well with significant increases to property tax bills. Cultural 

displacement is the result of fractured social fabrics. When physical and/or economic displacement 

affects community businesses, social institutions, and a concentration of racial or ethnic households, 

other households who affiliate with the affected cultural group may begin to feel increased pressure or 

desire to relocate. 

While it is not possible to directly quantify the number of households displaced in a given year, we can 

analyze indicators of displacement to identify communities that may face displacement pressure. One 

indicator of potential displacement is a reduction in households of a particular racial or ethnic group 

over time. As presented below in Exhibit 3-37, the proportion of Yakima’s population that identifies as 

non-Hispanic White decreased from 2017 to 2022, while the proportion of those who identify as 

Hispanic or Latino or non-Hispanic persons who identify as two or more races increased. This reflects 

trends countywide and statewide and does not provide evidence of displacement of BIPOC 

communities overall in the city of Yakima. However, this finding does not tell us whether there is 

evidence of displacement at the neighborhood scale. Displacement risk and displacement that may have 

already occurred within Yakima are discussed in more detail below. 
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Exhibit 3-37. Race & Ethnicity in the City of Yakima, Yakima County, and Statewide, 2017 & 2022 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-yr Estimates, 2017-2022; BERK, 2025. 

3.6.1.  Displacement Risk Mapping 

Commerce provides a displacement risk mapping tool that identifies areas where residents are at greater 

risk of displacement. This tool evaluates relative displacement risk on a Census tract-level with a focus 

on three core categories: (1) social vulnerability; (2) demographic change; and (3) market trends: 

 Social vulnerability: Calculates the share of BIPOC residents, the share of renter households, and 

median household income at a tract level. Each indicator is assigned a score (1-5) based on its level 

compared to the same measurement at the broader county level. Cumulative scores of 10 or more 

constitute higher social vulnerability. 

 Demographic change: Calculates the change in the BIPOC population and lower income households 

between 2010 and 2020 (BIPOC) or 2021 (low-income households). Each characteristic is assigned 

a score based on its change relative to the countywide change, and the combination of these two 

indicators produces a demographic change score of “gentrification,” “disinvestment,” or “no change.” 

 Market trends: Calculates 2015 rent levels for each tract, relative to the broader county, and also 

evaluates rental appreciation rates from 2010 to 2021 relative to the county. The combination of 

these two indicators produces a market trend of “Appreciated,” “Accelerating,” or “Stable.” 

Exhibit 3-38 maps the displacement risk assessment for every Census tract overlapping the city. The 

tool shows variation in displacement risk throughout Yakima, with areas of high and moderate 

displacement risk concentrated on the eastern side of the city (including Downtown and areas toward 

Interstate 82). Downtown and the areas surrounding it are considered socially vulnerable (e.g., there is a 

higher share of BIPOC residents, renter households, and median household income is ≤80% of AMI). 

These mostly include areas within the city near Interstate 82 and along the industrial corridor created by 

the BNSF railway. The pattern follows for Demographic Change (Exhibit 3-40), with nearly all of Council 

District 1 at the northeast of the city having experienced gentrification. 
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Displacement risk is low in the western parts of the city. Some areas within Council District 3 and 5 are 

considered at moderate risk of displacement, with districts 6 and 7 having no areas at risk of 

displacement according to the Commerce tool. The entirety of Council District 4 is identified as socially 

vulnerable, with most of 1, 2, and 5 vulnerable as well. Again, districts 6 and 7 are not identified by the 

tool to be considerably vulnerable. 

Note that Census tracts are often larger than neighborhoods experiencing gentrification and 

displacement. Yakima can use census tract data to monitor trends and review displacement risks in each 

Council district.  

Exhibit 3-38. Displacement Risk in the City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: WA State Department of Commerce, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

Exhibit 3-39. Social Vulnerability in the City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: WA State Department of Commerce, 2023; BERK, 2025. 
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Exhibit 3-40. Demographic Change in the City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: WA State Department of Commerce, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

3.7.  Racially Disparate Impacts 
New State and County requirements call for cities to assess whether racially disparate housing impacts 

are happening in their community, and to address them through policy and regulatory change. The 

requirements are not a charge against current communities in which there are racially disparate 

outcomes in housing, but an acknowledgement of the role land use policy has played in creating and 

institutionalizing race-based advantages and disadvantages.17 The statute uses the term “racially 

disparate” but does not identify protected groups based on race. Racially disparate impacts occur when 

policies, practices, rules, or other systems result in a disproportionate effect on one or more racial 

groups. Disparities in housing measures among different racial and ethnic groups are evidence of racially 

disparate impacts. 

A community’s current housing situation is the product of many forces including historical factors, 

policy, regulations, macroeconomic changes, lending practices, cost of development, and individual 

preference. City governments cannot control all these factors, but they can change local land use 

policies and regulations. Local land use policies and regulations have a significant impact on accessibility 

of housing for different households. As such, they are a key tool the City can use to address racially 

disparate impacts. 

The City and consultant team used several measures to explore whether racially disparate impacts exist 

in Yakima. Some of these measures were covered earlier in this document, such as rates of 

homeownership, household income, and cost-burdened status by racial and ethnic groups. Those 

measures show evidence of racially disparate impacts. Homeownership rates are lower among Hispanic 

or Latino households (Exhibit 3-29). Median household income is also lower for Hispanic or Latino 

households than it is for non-Hispanic White households ($53,505 versus $58,231; Exhibit 3-9) and 

 
17 See Commerce’s Racially Disparte Impacts guidance at https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-
management/growth-management-topics/planning-for-housing/updating-gma-housing-elements/. 

https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-management/growth-management-topics/planning-for-housing/updating-gma-housing-elements/
https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-management/growth-management-topics/planning-for-housing/updating-gma-housing-elements/
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Census block groups with median household incomes below the citywide median correspond with 

greater concentrations of Hispanic or Latino populations (Exhibit 3-10 and Exhibit 3-6). 

The team also explored displacement risk with the mapping tool provided by Commerce, as discussed in 

the prior section. The tool highlights areas of high and moderate displacement risk in and around 

Downtown and the eastern side of the city. It also indicates that displacement may already be occurring 

or have already occurred in primarily residential areas along Interstate 82. Additional measures the team 

used to explore exclusion and racially disparate impacts in Yakima are described in the following section, 

including a dissimilarity index and location quotient. These show evidence of segregation impacts the 

City should consider as it updates its housing policies. 

3.7.1.  Segregation Measures 

The team used two measures to help understand whether racial and ethnic segregation is happening in 

the city of Yakima to assess possible exclusion in housing: a dissimilarity index and a location quotient. 

These measures explore whether certain populations are excluded from housing within a specified area, 

in a manner that may be intentional or unintentional, but which nevertheless leads to non-inclusive 

impacts. The dissimilarity index compares the city of Yakima to itself and considers segregation citywide 

for various populations. The location quotient compares each Census block group in the city of Yakima 

to Yakima County. 

3.7.2.  Dissimilarity Index 

A dissimilarity index is a statistical method for measuring segregation based on the demographic 

composition of an area and smaller geographic units within that area. One way of understanding the 

index is that it indicates how evenly two demographic groups are distributed throughout an area: if the 

composition of both groups in each geographic unit (e.g., Census block group) is the same as in the area 

as a whole (e.g., countywide), then the dissimilarity index score for that county will be 0 (suggesting no 

segregation). By contrast, if one population is clustered entirely within one Census block group, the 

dissimilarity index score for the county will be 1 (complete segregation). The higher the dissimilarity 

index value, the higher the level of segregation in an area.  Generally, areas with a dissimilarity index 

score above 0.4 are considered more highly segregated. Scores between 0.3 and 0.39 are associated 

with moderate segregation, and scores below 0.3 are considered to have a low level of segregation.  

This methodology, as applied here, evaluates some of the largest non-White groups relative to the 

White population in Yakima. The scores therefore only represent the level of segregation between each 

group (Hispanic or Latino, Black, Asian, and all BIPOC) and the non-Hispanic White population. A similar 

analysis could be done to compare non-White groups to each other (e.g., Hispanic/Latino to American 

Indian or Alaska Native alone) to understand other dynamics; however, given the history of exclusionary 

housing practices in many places along with current residential trends, using the non-Hispanic White 

population as a point of comparison for understand relative segregation is often a useful starting point 

for evaluating disparate impacts related to housing. 

Exhibit 3-41 shows dissimilarity indices for Yakima as well as the cities of Kennewick, Richland, West 

Richland, and Pasco along with Benton and Franklin counties for comparisons. Based on this data, the 

city of Yakima has a high level of segregation (0.44) within the city for Hispanic/Latino residents (who 

make up approximately 47% of the city population; Exhibit 3-37), and moderate segregation for the 
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Black and All BIPOC populations. This suggests a moderate-to-high level of segregation within Yakima, 

which is consistent with mapping presented earlier in this report showing White, non-Hispanic 

populations are more prevalent in western areas of the city, while populations who identify as Hispanic 

or Latino (of any race) are more concentrated in and around Downtown and the areas surrounding it, 

especially to the southeast. 

Exhibit 3-41. Dissimilarity Index for the City of Yakima and Comparison Geographies 

 Hispanic or Latino Black Asian All BIPOC 

Yakima 0.44 0.37 0.27 0.39 

Kennewick 0.34 0.34 0.25 0.27 

Richland 0.22 0.24 0.28 0.13 

West Richland 0.21 0.17 0.24 0.14 

Pasco 0.48 0.29 0.24 0.44 

Yakima County 0.48 0.34 0.30 0.39 

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2020; BERK, 2025. 

3.7.3.  Location Quotient 

A location quotient is a helpful complement to other disparate impact measures and can reveal some 

trends that may otherwise be obscured. More specifically, it shows the concentration of communities in 

smaller areas within the city of Yakima (e.g., a Census block group) compared to Yakima County as a 

whole. Unlike the above application of the dissimilarity index, which compares the city to itself and 

considers segregation citywide for various populations, this use of the location quotient provides a more 

granular view, helping to show whether there are specific areas within Yakima that have 

disproportionately high or low populations of certain communities relative to countywide trends. 

The methodology assigns a block-group level score for each community. For example, if 7% of the UGA 

population is Black, and 7% of a particular block group population is Black, then the location quotient for 

the Black community within that block group is 1. A block group where 14% of residents are Black 

would have a location quotient of 2. And a block group where only 3.5% of residents are Black would 

have a location quotient of 0.5. In other words, block groups with high location quotient scores have a 

greater share of that population compared to the rest of the urban growth area. 

Exhibit 3-42, Exhibit 3-43Exhibit 3-44 show the location quotient for three race/ethnic groups in 

Yakima: White alone, Hispanic or Latino, and All BIPOC. They are based on block group population 

calculations. All areas with location quotients above 1.0 (green block groups) have a higher share of that 

particular group than the UGA as a whole. Areas with scores below 1.0 (purple block groups) have a 

lower share than the UGA. As shown, people identifying as White alone more consistently reside on the 

western half of the city, with very low quotient values within the Downtown area. There is a higher 

concentration of Hispanic or Latino populations in and around Downtown, especially to the southeast 

along Interstate 82. Examining the distribution of all BIPOC peoples (those identifying as any race other 

than White or a combination of two or more races) shows a point of concentration in the east near the 

edge of Downtown and around the Washington Park neighborhood, with most of the western half of 

the city and all of the unincorporated UGA having disproportionally less people identifying as BIPOC. 
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Exhibit 3-42. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as White Alone, City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2020; BERK, 2025. 

Exhibit 3-43. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as Hispanic or Latino, City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2020; BERK, 2025. 
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Exhibit 3-44. Location Quotient for Residents Identifying as Black, Indigenous, or a Person of Color, 

City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Bureau, 2020; BERK, 2025. 

3.7.4.  Environmental Health Disparities 

Environmental justice is concerned with the right of all people to enjoy a safe, clean, and healthy 

environment, and with fairness across racial, social, and economic groups in the siting and operation of 

infrastructure, facilities, or other large land uses. This section considers whether there are 

concentrations of racial groups in certain areas of the city with increased exposure to environmental 

health hazards or with limited access to transit, parks, or other services. Placing additional growth near 

high-volume roadways could expose future residents or workers to diminished air quality and 

heightened noise affecting quality of life and land use compatibility. It is particularly important to 

understand the health-related impacts of various land use patterns on spaces used by vulnerable 

populations, such as schools, daycares, elder care facilities, and medical centers.   

Roadway users and adjacent neighborhoods experience air pollution from vehicle exhaust and 

brake/tire/road wear. Pollutant particle size, topography, and wind patterns affect the geographic extent 

of concern, with the greatest impacts immediately adjacent to and downwind of major freeways. 

Roadway traffic, especially larger vehicles (i.e., trucks and buses) also produce noise, and urban heat is 

generally of greatest concern where most of the ground area is covered by pavement, buildings, and 

other surfaces that absorb and retain heat. 

Environmental exposure is affected by pollutants from both natural and manmade sources. Air quality 

and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are generally the greatest environmental exposure concerns in 

Yakima. These are areawide issues that are often discussed at a regional or even state level but there 

can be distinct differences between urbanized, populated areas and rural and undeveloped areas. 

Vehicles and equipment that burn fossil fuels are typically among the largest contributors to 

transportation-related emissions and can contribute to regional and localized concentrations of state 

and federally regulated pollutants. High concentrations of PM2.5 and other air pollutants contribute to 

respiratory problems, long-term health challenges, and increased healthcare costs.  Exhibit 3-45 maps 

PM2.5 concentration levels in Yakima with an observed 2014-2017 average. Concentrations of PM2.5 
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are highest in the east and northeast portions of the city, including Downtown and industrial areas, 

where many Hispanic or Latino residents live. 

Exhibit 3-45. PM2.5 Concentration, City of Yakima, 2014-2017 Average 

 

Source: WA Department of Health, Environmental Health Disparities Map, 2022; BERK, 2025. 

The Washington State Department of Health (DOH) also produces an Environmental Health Disparities 

Map to evaluate environmental health risk factors in communities across Washington. The 

Environmental Health Disparities Map provides an index of environmental exposures (e.g., diesel 

emissions and proximity to traffic and hazardous waste sites) and socioeconomic and health factors (e.g., 

poverty and cardiovascular disease prevalence). Health disparities generally rank higher in the eastern 

portions of the city in and around Downtown where Hispanic or Latino populations are more 

concentrated.  

A higher health disparity ranking represents an outsized burden of exposure and sensitivity to 

environmental harm. Prevailing socioeconomic characteristics and health factors—such as rates of 

poverty, chronic disease (like asthma) or low birthweight, limited English proficiency, race/ethnicity, or 

transportation expenses—can lead to worse health outcomes in some parts of the city than others 

despite varying levels of environmental exposures throughout the city. Environmental exposures include 

the levels of certain pollutants that residents and workers come into contact with, including airborne 

pollutants (e.g., diesel emissions, O3, and PM2.5) and proximity to traffic density or hazardous waste 

sites. Environmental exposure occurs when pollution sources get into the environment and affect 

individuals or populations. Prolonged exposure to pollutants may lead to poor health outcomes. 

Sensitive or vulnerable populations—including older adults, households living in poverty, disabled 

individuals, those without health insurance, households without access to a vehicle or other 

transportation options, and those experiencing homelessness—are at increased risk. 
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Exhibit 3-46. Environmental Health Disparities Map Score, City of Yakima, 2022 

 

Source: WA Department of Health, Environmental Health Disparities Map, 2022; BERK, 2025. 

Noise levels in Yakima are highest along major arterials, near the railway, and under the flight path of the 

Yakima Air Terminal/McAllister Field. Most other areas within Yakima are below the 45 dBA threshold 

measured by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Noise Map as shown in Exhibit 3-47. 

Health impacts from noise include hypertension, heart disease, and likely poor school performance 

among children. Additionally, noise can affect quality of life and cause vibrations that impact hospitals 

and health care facilities. Direct effects of noise that indirectly affect health include:  

• Speech interference  

• Sleep disturbance  

• Task interference  

• Impairment of classroom learning  

• Non-auditory health effects  

• Aversive effects on emotion and tranquility 
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Exhibit 3-47. Transportation Noise Levels, City of Yakima, 2020 

 

Source: USDOT, 2020; BERK, 2025. 

Extreme heat is among the most pervasive weather-related hazards in the United States, and 

Washington’s summers are becoming increasingly hotter and longer. The city of Yakima and surrounding 

region are expected to see warmer year-round temperatures, higher maximum summer temperatures, 

and more frequent and severe heat waves. (University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, 2025) 

Extreme heat is expected to be an increasingly prevalent hazard in Yakima, with a projected increase of 

at least 8 additional days of extreme heat (over 100o F) by 2079 in Yakima Couty. Per the City of 

Yakima Climate Impacts Summary and subsequent Vulnerability Assessment Memo, key risks associated 

with extreme heat include: 

 More extreme heat days puts residents in the Yakima at risk of heat-related illness and death. 

Prolonged exposure to high temperatures stresses the body and contributes to heat exhaustion and 

heat stroke. Individuals with chronic health conditions, people without adequate shelter, such as 

unhoused individuals are more at risk of injury and death from extreme heat. Additionally, older 

residents (those above age 65) are more likely to have existing health conditions (e.g., diabetes or 

heart disease) that worsen with significant heat stress.  

 Worse air quality due to increasing ground-level ozone formation—a phenomenon known as the 

"smog effect"—which can aggravate respiratory conditions like asthma and chronic bronchitis 

(Zhang & Wang, 2016; Fann et al., 2016). This air quality impact especially impacts older residents, 

younger residents, and individuals who work outside. 

 Heightened risk to people who work outside are also at of health issues related to extreme heat. 

Extreme heat events that put residents at risk of heat-related illnesses can also increase the need 

for emergency response, straining already strained emergency departments including fire, police, 

EMS, and hospital systems.  

 Disruption to important ecosystems and critical areas through rising surface water temperatures, 

range shifts, and subsequent competition with invasive species. For example, warming air and water 

temperatures have contributed to algal blooms and allowed non-native species to thrive throughout 

Yakima’s wetlands including the Yakima River and Naches River. These invasive species, coupled 



  3-42 

with heat stress from rising stream temperatures may strain important native species like the 

several fish and bird species that traverse and spawn in the Lower Yakima River Basin. Summer 

maximum temperatures are expected to increase and worsen these conditions. Warm winter 

temperatures can also negatively impact snowpack, stream flow, and increase pest populations. 

 Increased cooling demands and place additional stress on older buildings and HVAC systems. 

Increasing use of air conditioning depends on a stable, affordable electric supply. Rising electricity 

costs from climate-induced grid strain could further burden low-income households and rural 

communities. The region's growing population and aging infrastructure increase pressure on existing 

grid capacity.  

 Infrastructure damage as high heat causes roads to warp and buckle, damages bridge joints, and 

increases deterioration of pavement (Sen, Li, & Khazanovich, 2022). This occurred throughout 

Washington State during the 2021 heat wave as a result of prolonged exposure to temperatures 

above 100 Degrees Fahrenheit.  

Certain land use decisions may worsen the impacts of extreme heat on these critical assets. "Urban heat 

islands" contribute to this and occur when natural land cover is replaced by large amounts  of pavement, 

buildings, and other surfaces that absorb and retain heat. Structures such as buildings, roads, and other 

infrastructure absorb and re-emit the sun’s heat more than natural landscapes such as forests and water 

bodies. Urban areas, where greenery is limited, become “islands” of higher temperatures relative to 

outlying areas. This effect increases energy costs (e.g., for air conditioning), air pollution levels, and heat-

related illness and mortality and can further exacerbate heat exposure from climate change and the 

impacts of naturally occurring heat waves. Heat islands are also riskier for sensitive populations, 

including older adults, young children, populations with low-income, outdoor workers, and people in 

poor health. High pavement and rooftop surface temperatures can also heat up stormwater runoff, 

which drains into storm sewers and raises water temperatures as it is released into streams, rivers, 

ponds, and lakes.  

Exhibit 3-48 maps urban heat islands as modeled from satellite-derived information during the summer 

of 2023. Areas with a lower urban heat island effect are shown in white, while those with a greater 

effect are shown in deeper color. While all of Yakima is exposed during a heat event, certain areas will 

be hotter than others due to this effect, including eastern and southeastern portions of the city where 

Hispanic and Latino population are more prevalent. Parts of the city with more paved surfaces and less 

tree canopy and other vegetation tend to experience more heat, generally the more commercial and 

industrial areas of the city (tree canopy coverage is mapped in Exhibit 3-49). Industrial areas along the 

BNSF railway and in and around Downtown are especially susceptible to extreme heat. The ability to 

keep cool as temperatures rise during the summer is important especially in areas where heat severity is 

higher and tree canopy coverage is lower. Keeping cool is a function of surrounding tree canopy as well 

as how well insulated the building structures are, the presence or capacity of mechanical and/or natural 

cooling systems, and the ability of the structure to reflect heat during the summer and absorb it during 

the winter. 



  3-43 

Exhibit 3-48. Urban Heat Island Severity, City of Yakima, 2023 

 

Source: Trust for Public Land, 2023; BERK, 2025. 

Exhibit 3-49. Tree Canopy Coverage, City of Yakima, 2021 

 

Source: US Geological Survey, National Land Cover Dataset, 2021; BERK, 2025. 

3.7.5.  Engagement 

Housing focused engagement was conducted as part of the Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update to 

better understand contributing factors to racially disparate impacts, displacement, exclusions in housing, 

and future displacement risk. Strategies include open houses, and feedback from a Comprehensive Plan 

Steering Committee. See Comprehensive Plan Draft Appendix D for a summary of engagement 

conducted to date, including the following key themes: 

 Expand housing typologies and supply: a common theme heard across various engagement 

strategies is a desire to see more affordable housing options in Yakima, particularly for first time 
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home buyers. Community members also expressed a desire to see more affordable housing 

typologies, such as middle housing, Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s), and more 

 Incentivize housing through capital improvements: One of the biggest challenges noted with 

housing was around infrastructure. It was noted that developers are a critical player in expanding 

infrastructure capacity in Yakima. However, more city-led infrastructure projects and incentives 

could help reduce housing costs, and incentivize more residential development 

 Consistent design and land use patterns: To balance the potential increase of middle housing, 

several community members noted that land use patterns should ensure a smooth transition of 

zones, and building typologies. For Multifamily housing, providing open space with new 

development was highlighted as a key need. Design standards should offer consistency of 

residential urban design, and aesthetics.  

 Prioritize new housing along key transit and commercial corridors: When asked where there 

should be more housing, the majority of responses noted a desire for more housing along transit 

lines, and commercial nodes/corridors. People noted the development of new commercial centers 

in West Yakima, and agreement to see more multifamily housing in those areas. S 16th Ave was also 

mentioned as a key neighborhood for additional residential development. In addition, residential 

development in the UGA was noted as another potential area for additional housing. Air quality was 

identified as a key concern for people with health conditions during smoke and wildfire days. New 

housing design should consider addressing noise and indoor air quality.   
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3.7.6.  Policy Review 

A full list of the goals and policies related to housing in the City of Yakima can be found in the body of 

the Comprehensive Plan Housing Element. Exhibit 3-50 is a summary of updates made to the Housing 

Element of the Comprehensive Plan as part of the periodic update with the specific objective of 

lowering racially disparate impacts in housing. These policy changes are meant to address impacts such 

as hazard resiliency, affordability, access to services, and isolation from community. Enacting these 

policies is not the only step that needs to be taken to address racially disparate impacts of housing but 

these changes lay the groundwork for future efforts.  

Exhibit 3-50 Racially Disparate Impacts – Housing Policy Analysis and Audit Summary 

Goal and 

Policy # 

Previously Adopted Housing Goals and 

Policies 

RDI Related Edits/ Additions made as part of 

2026 Periodic Update to Comprehensive Plan  

3.1.2. 
Promote the preservation, improvement, 
and development of single-family homes in 
Yakima. 

Promote the preservation, improvement, 
and development of middle housing and 
single-family homes in Yakima. 

3.1.4. 

Facilitate small lot sizes, condominiums, 
clustering and other options that increase 
the supply of affordable homeownership 
options and the diversity of housing that 
meet the needs of aging, young 
professional, and small and large 
households. 

Facilitate small lot sizes, condominiums, 
townhomes, accessory dwelling units, 
clustering and other middle housing options 
that increase the supply of affordable 
homeownership options and the diversity of 
housing that meet the needs of aging, 
young professional, and small and large 
households. 

3.1.8. 
Encourage and incentivize affordable 
housing development. 

Encourage and incentivize affordable 
housing development for moderate, low, 
very low and extremely low income 
households. 

3.1.9. 

Support proposals for affordable assisted 

and market rate housing based on the 

following criteria: 

 Dispersion of affordable housing throughout 

the City 

 Convenient access to transit 

 A range of unit types 

 Ownership housing when possible 

Long-term affordability 

Support proposals for affordable assisted 

and market rate housing based on the 

following criteria: 

 Dispersion of affordable housing throughout 

the City 

 Convenient access to transit 

 A range of unit types including middle 

housing 

 Ownership housing when possible 

Long-term affordability 
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GOAL 3.3.  
ENSURE AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH SPECIAL 
NEEDS. 

ENSURE AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING FOR ALL INCOME GROUPS 
INCLUDING PERSONS WITH SPECIAL 
NEEDS. 

3.3.1. 

Prioritize the provision of fair share 
housing opportunities to all economic 
segments of the population and those with 
special needs. 

Prioritize the provision of fair share housing 
opportunities to all economic segments of 
the population and those with special needs 
as allocated through the regional allocation 
process. 

3.3.5 [NEW] 

Support programs to ensure that individuals 

and families vulnerable to natural hazard 

impacts have adequate housing options. 

Vulnerable communities include the 

following: 

 older adults and children 

 those with pre-existing health conditions 

including pulmonary conditions 

 individuals with mobility challenges 

 low- and extremely low-income individuals 

 pregnant people 

 people with limited literacy 

 people who speak English as a second 

language 

GOAL 3.4. 
ENCOURAGE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, 
AND MAINTENANCE OF HIGH QUALITY 
HOUSING. 

ENCOURAGE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, 
AND MAINTENANCE OF HIGH QUALITY 
HOUSING WITHOUT MAKING UNITS 
COST PROHIBITIVE. 

3.4.5. 
Implement utility standards that encourage 
infill development. 

Implement utility standards that encourage 
infill development and middle housing. 

3.4.6 [NEW] 

Encourage or incentivize residential 
development standards which increase 
resiliency to natural hazards such as 
extreme heat, severe storms, drought, and 
wildfire smoke through cross-ventilation, 
passive cooling window coverings, and 
energy efficiency upgrades 
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3.5.4. 

Consider human services objectives in 
developing City regulations and codes. For 
example, enforcing code abatement may 
mean making people homeless. Ensuring 
there are community resources to assist 
these residents, before they are abated, is 
critical. 

Consider human services objectives in 
developing City regulations and codes. For 
example, Ensure code enforcement does 
not result in displacement or homelessness 
enforcing code abatement may mean 
making people homeless. Ensuring there are 
community resources to assist these 
residents, before they are abated, is critical. 
 

3.5.7. [NEW] 

Connect with isolated community groups to 
ensure effective human service delivery and 
ensure people and homes are safe in the 
event of emergencies 
 

3.5.8. [NEW] 

Evaluate services, service delivery, and 
community-based resources as they relate 
to making individuals, children, and families 
more resilient to natural hazards of extreme 
heat, flooding, wildfires, and drought events 
 

GOAL 3.6. [NEW] 
Prevent discrimination, and displacement in 
the development and maintenance of 
housing. 

3.6.1 [NEW] 

Collaborate with community groups, 
organizations, non-profits, and businesses 
to help vulnerable groups obtain and 
maintain housing. 

3.6.2 [NEW] 
Evaluate the potential for displacement on 
lands proposed for rezone or 
redevelopment for public use. 

3.6.3 [NEW] 

Collaborate to understand the drivers of 
displacement through involvement of 
community groups, organizations, and 
institutions in affected areas. 
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3.8.  Projected Housing Needs 
Consistent with new requirements under the Growth Management Act (GMA), Washington State 
Department of Commerce (Commerce) provides guidance for determining countywide projected 
housing needs by affordability level, including permanent supportive housing (PSH) and emergency 
housing. This work involves coordination between a county and each of its constituent jurisdictions. The 
City of Yakima, in coordination with Yakima County, completed analysis consistent with Commerce 
guidance. A summary of the process follows. 

3.8.1.  Population Growth Projection 

Yakima County conducted an analysis of countywide population growth trends to derive an average 

annual growth rate (AAGR) used to project future growth. Using this method, it projects the countywide 

population will be 297,319 in the year 2024, an increase of 40,591 compared to the population in 2020. 

This is slightly higher than the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) “Medium” 

population projection for Yakima County, but significantly less than OFM’s “High” projection. 

3.8.2.  Projected Countywide Housing Needs 

Yakima County used Commerce’s Housing for All Planning Tool (HAPT) to calculate the total 

countywide housing needs by affordability level associated with the county’s projected population 

growth.18 The results are shown in Exhibit 3-51.  

Exhibit 3-51. Project Housing Needs, Yakima County (2020-2046) 

 

Total 

Affordability Level (% of Area Median Income) 
Emergency 

Housing/ 

Shelter Beds 

 
0-30% 

30-50% 50-80% 80-100% 100-120% 120%+ 

  Non-PSH PSH 

Total Future Housing 

Needed (2046)** 

114,482 8,261 4,495 25,742 36,353 12,706 8,282 18,643 1,951 

Estimated Housing 

Supply (2020)* 

89,425 4,351 228 20,264 33,325 10,917 7,070 13,270 572 

Net New Housing 

Needed (2020-2046) 

25,057 3,910 4,267 5,478 3,028 1,789 1,212 5,373 1,379 

* 2020 supply excludes homes in recreational use. Supply of PSH in 2020 is beds. However, projections of Net New Housing 
Needed (2020-2046) are in housing units. 
** Total Future Housing Needed (2046) excludes 2020 homes in recreational use. 
 
Source: WA State Department of Commerce, Growth Management Services Housing For All Planning Tool (HAPT). Calculations 
are based on the Yakima County 2046 Population Projections and Allocations. 

 
18 See Yakima County 2046 Housing Allocations, published 6/6/2025. 
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3.8.3.  Allocation of Projected Housing Needs to 
Jurisdictions 

To allocate countywide Net New Housing Needed to individual jurisdictions, the HAPT requires 

assumptions for the percentage of growth to allocate to each jurisdiction. The County developed 

assumption for growth by considering a number of factors, including historic population growth and 

development patterns, infrastructure capacity, and land capacity for future growth. They also considered 

existing disparities in affordability, housing supply, and proximity to employment. The results of this 

analysis are shown in Exhibit 3-52. 

Exhibit 3-52. Allocation of Projected Housing Needs to Jurisdictions and UGAs, 2020-2046 

 

Source: WA State Department of Commerce, Growth Management Services Housing For All Planning Tool (HAPT). Calculations 
are based on the Yakima County 2046 Population Projections and Allocations. 

Exhibit 3-53 shows the combined allocation for the City of Yakima and its UGA, including the allocation 

of countywide emergency housing needs. 
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Exhibit 3-53. City of Yakima and UGA Combined Allocation of Projected Housing Needs, 2020-2046 

 

Total 

Units 

Allocated 

Affordability Level (% of Area Median Income) 
Emergency 

Housing/ 

Shelter Beds 

 
0-30% 

30-50% 50-80% 80-100% 100-120% 120%+ 

 Jurisdiction Non-PSH PSH 

City of Yakima + UGA 10,648 1,750 1,911 2,450 1,286 760 514 1,977 617 

Source: WA Department of Commerce, 2025; BERK, 2025. 

3.8.4.  Capacity for Projected Housing Needs 

Under GMA, Yakima is required to plan for and accommodate future housing production to meet these 

housing need allocations at each income level. This includes demonstrating sufficient buildable land 

capacity for housing types appropriate to meeting these needs.  

Not all housing types are appropriate for meeting all housing needs. Due to differences in land and 

construction costs per unit, the affordability of new housing depends in part on housing type. For 

instance, a new single-family home on a large lot is the most expensive type of home to produce per 

unit. New homes often require an income of over 150% AMI to afford. Multifamily homes, such as 

apartment buildings, can be produced at a much lower cost per unit.  

Exhibit 3-54 presents seven different housing types that could be built in Yakima, as well as the lowest 

level of income that can be served assuming the new housing is either market-rate or a subsidized 

affordable housing project. These housing types and affordability assumptions are consistent with 

Commerce guidance for updating housing elements and BERK’s assessment of local housing costs.  

Exhibit 3-54. Housing Types and Potential Income Levels Served 

Housing Type Definition New Market 
Rate Housing 

Subsidized 
Affordable 
Housing 

Assumed Affordability 
Level for Capacity 
Analysis 

Low-Rise 

Multifamily 

Walk up apartment 

buildings or condominiums 

(up to 3 floors). 

>80-120% AMI 0-80% AMI Low-Income  

(0-80% AMI) 

Mid-Rise 

Multifamily 

Apartments or 

condominium buildings 

with 4-8 floors.  

>80-120% AMI 0-80% AMI Low-Income  

(0-80% AMI) 

Moderate 

Density 

Also known as “middle 

housing”. Inclues 

townhomes, duplexes, 

triplexes, quadplexes.  

>80-120% AMI 

& >120% AMI 

Not typically 

feasible at 

scale 

Moderate-Income  

(>80-120% AMI) 

ADUs Accessory Dwelling Units >50-80% AMI Not typically 

feasible at 

scale 

>50-80% AMI 
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Manufactured 

Homes 

Homes that are 

constructed in a factory 

and then assembled at the 

building site in modular 

sections 

>80-120% AMI 

as primary unit 

on lot 

Not typically 

feasible at 

scale 

Moderate-Income  

(>80-120% AMI) 

Low Density Detached single-family 

homes. 

>120% AMI Not typically 

feasible at 

scale 

Higher Income  

(>120% AMI) 

Sources: Washington Department of Commerce Guidance for Updating Your Housing Element, 2023; Benton County, 2025; 
BERK, 2025.  

BERK conducted a buildable land capacity analysis to quantify the number of new housing units that can 

be produced in the City of Yakima by housing type. See Section 2.3.1. Land Capacity Analysis for a 

technical description of the analysis. The results are summarized in Exhibit 3-55. It shows the City alone 

has capacity for over 21,000 net new housing units. Moreover, it shows there is sufficient capacity by 

assumed income level served to accommodate Yakima’s projected housing needs by income level. 

However, there is limited surplus capacity for low-rise multifamily development compared to the need 

for 0-50% AMI housing. If much of this capacity is consumed by market rate housing development that 

doesn’t serve these households, there could be limited remaining capacity to meet those 0-50% AMI 

housing needs.  

Exhibit 3-55. Capacity for Housing Compared to Projected Housing Need, City of Yakima 

Housing Type Assumed Income Level 
Served 

Net Housing 
Unit Capacity 

Projected 
Housing Need 

Capacity Surplus or 
Deficit 
 

Low Density (Detached 

Single Family) 

High (>120% AMI)  6,537   1,977   4,560 

Moderate Density Moderate (>80-120% AMI)  6,494   1,274   5,220  

ADUs >50-80% AMI  1,832   1,286   546  

Low-Rise Multifamily Low (0-50% AMI)*  6,863   6,111   752 

     21,728  10,648   11,080  

* Low-rise multifamily buildings, such as apartments, could also accommodate housing needs from 50-120% AMI in this analysis 
if there is a surplus. 
Source: BERK, 2025. 

Yakima’s allocation of countywide housing needs is intended for both the City of Yakima and its 

unincorporated UGA combined. Therefore, BERK also evaluated land capacity within the unincorporated 

UGA adjoining the City of Yakima. Exhibit 3-56 presents the combined capacity of both the City of 

Yakima and UGA, with comparison to projected housing need. The total capacity (44,066 housing units) 

is over double the capacity within city limits. Most of this additional capacity is for low density, detached 

single-family housing production. However, the UGA also includes additional capacity for low-rise 

multifamily housing which helps to address the limited surplus of capacity available in the city alone. 

https://deptofcommerce.box.com/s/1d9d5l7g509r389f0mjpowh8isjpirlh
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Exhibit 3-56. Capacity for Housing Compared to Projected Housing Need, City of Yakima and 

Unincorporated UGA Combined 

Housing Type Assumed Income Level 
Served 

Net Housing 
Unit Capacity 

Projected Housing 
Need 

Capacity Surplus 
or Deficit 
 

Low Density (Detached 

Single Family) 

High (>120% AMI)  25,819  1,977   23,842 

Moderate Density Moderate (>80-120% AMI)  9,820  1,274   8,546 

ADUs >50-80% AMI  2,043   1,286   757 

Low-Rise Multifamily Low (0-50% AMI)*  8,133   6,111   2,022  

     44,066   10,648   35,167  

* Low-rise multifamily buildings, such as apartments, could also accommodate housing needs from 50-120% AMI in this analysis 
if there is a surplus. 
Source: BERK, 2025. 
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3.9.  Adequate Provisions 
GMA requires that communities ensure that their Comprehensive Plan policies and regulations are 

designed to achieve housing availability for all community members at all income levels.   

Specifically, under RCW 36.70A.070(2)(d), City of Yakima must prepare a Housing Element that “[m]akes 

adequate provisions for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the community.” 

These provisions include “[d]ocumenting programs and actions needed to achieve housing availability 

including gaps in local funding, barriers such as development regulations, and other limitations. They also 

include “consideration of housing locations in relation to employment location” as well as “role of 

accessory dwelling units in meeting housing needs.” 

3.9.1.  Gaps in Local Funding 

Creating or preserving housing affordable to households with incomes of 0-50% AMI requires public 

subsidies. However, there is a lack of public funding needed to address all current and future needs in 

Yakima. In order to meet the City’s allocation of housing needs, Yakima needs to add a total of 13,655 

housing units affordable households with incomes from 0-50% AMI between 2020 and 2045. Based on 

data from the Washington State Housing Finance Commission, the average cost of constructing a new 

affordable housing unit in Yakima County in 2025 was $314,296 (Washington State Housing Finance 

Commission, 2025). This means affordable housing providers would need nearly $4.3 Billion dollars in 

public subsidies during this period to build the housing needed. This does not include operational costs, 

which can be significant for permanent supportive housing. This also does not include emergency 

housing needs. 

Much of the funding for affordable housing comes from federal and state sources. However, local 

governments in Washington have some local option tools for supporting affordable housing production. 

These include revenue sources as well as incentives to reduce costs for affordable housing developers. 

Yakima currently uses the following tools:19 

 Housing and related services sales tax (RCW 82.14.530). This tax has accumulated about $1 Million 

in revenue since its inception. As of December 2025, the City was preparing an application for 

funding to partially support a new affordable housing project with 10 or more units. 

 Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) (RCW 84.14). The Downtown Redevelopment Tax Incentive 

Program provides an incentive for all multifamily housing development in a designated area of the 

city. While this program has no affordability requirements, it does lower the cost of building new 

affordable housing projects, which tend to be apartment buildings. 

To address the gaps in local funding, the city is considering the following additional tools. However, 

these tools alone will not be enough to close the gap. 

 Expanding the MFTE program to all areas of Yakima allowing for multifamily development. 

 Waiving or reducing permit and utility connection fees for affordable housing projects. 

 
19 See Appendix B: Adequate Provisions Checklists for a list of all available tools and their use status in Yakima. 
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3.9.2.  Barriers to Housing Production 

While the City of Yakima has seen an increase in multifamily housing production in recent years (see 

Exhibit 3-34), there are nonetheless important barriers to the production of new multifamily housing 

sufficient to meet all low-income housing needs by the year 2046. To help identify barriers, the City 

reviewed its development regulations, permit process, and environmental constraints with the 

assistance of checklists provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce.20  

3.9.3.  Development Regulations 

The City reviewed its development regulations for barriers to housing production using checklists 

provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce. Through that process, it identified several 

changes to its development regulations to simplify its standards and increase flexibility for housing 

development. These changes are summarized by zone in Exhibit 3-57. 

Among these changes are off-street parking requirements. Yakima’s development code requires builders 

of housing to provide a minimum number of parking spaces per residential unit. These requirements, if 

set too high, can both increase the cost and limit the density of new housing construction. In 2025 the 

Washington State Legislature passed SB 5184, which limits the number of minimum parking spaces a 

city can require. Yakima will need to update its development regulations to comply with this new law by 

January 2027.  

Exhibit 3-58 compares the current parking requirements in Yakima to those in SB 5184. It shows the 

city will need to significantly reduce its requirements compared to current standards. These changes 

have potential to reduce the cost of new housing development and increase the achievable density due 

to the reduced land area required for parking. This reduces barriers to new housing construction by 

improving the developer’s financial return on investment. 

3.9.4.  Process Obstacles 

The City also reviewed its permitting process and fees for barriers to housing production using 

checklists provided by the Washington State Department of Commerce. This review identified the 

following actions for implementation: 

 Allow for full online permit application submittal. This will create efficiencies and address a 

bottleneck in capacity to process building application due to short-staffed planning and building 

department. 

 Establish SEPA threshold exemptions consistent with WAC 197-11-800 (1)(c) to encourage 

development (up to 30-100 single-family units in the city and up to 200 multifamily). 

  

 
20 See Appendix B Adequate Provisions Checklists for the full checklist review of barriers. This section includes a summary of 
findings. 
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Exhibit 3-57: Planned Changes to Lot Development Standards by Zone 

 SR R-1 R-2 R-3 HB B-1 B-2 SCC LCC GC CBD RD 
Code 

Sections 

Lot size 

(minimum) 

SF detached 

6,000 

sq-ft 

6,000 

sq-ft 

 

5,000 sq-

ft 

 

4,000 

sq-ft 

No 

change 

of 

existing 

use 

 (Do not allow single-family residential) 

Table 5-2 

(YMC 

15.05.030) 

SF attached/ 

zero lot line/ 

townhomes/ 

common wall 

4,000 

sq-ft 

4,000 

sq-ft 

3,500 sq-

ft 

3,000 

sq-ft 

Two-Family 

Dwelling/ 

duplex 

6,000 

sq-ft 

6,000 

sq-ft 

5,000 sq-

ft 

4,000 

sq-ft 

Multifamily 

Dwelling/ PD 

Residential 

Density May Not Exceed Maximum Number of Dwelling Units Permitted per Net Residential Acre.  

Density 

(minimum) 
4 

DU/NRA 

4 

DU/NRA 

8 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 
 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA 

13 

DU/NRA YMC 

15.03.020; 

Table 4-1 

(YMC 

15.04.030) 
Density 

(Maximum) 
7 

DU/NRA 

7 

DU/NRA 

(no 

change) 

12 

DU/NRA 
No Max         

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1504.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1504.html
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 SR R-1 R-2 R-3 HB B-1 B-2 SCC LCC GC CBD RD 
Code 

Sections 

Lot Coverage 60% 60% 70% 80%  85%  90%  100%  

Table 5-1 

(YMC 

15.05.030) 

Building 

Height  
35 ft 35 ft 35 ft 50 ft 35 ft 35 ft  35 ft 50 ft 50 ft 50 ft NA 50 ft 

 

Setback 

(front) 15 ft 15 ft 15 ft 15 ft         

Setback (rear) 15 ft 15 ft 10 ft 10 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft 20 ft  

Parking Apply SB 5184. 1 parking spot per detached single-family home; 0.5 parking spots per multifamily housing unit. No 

minimum parking requirement for ADUs. 

Table 6-1 

(YMC 

15.06.035) 

Cottage 

Housing  10,000 sq-ft  10,000 sq-ft  
10,000 

sq-ft 

YMC 

15.09.035 

and Table 

5-2, (YMC 

15.05.030). 

 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1506.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1506.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1509.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1509.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Yakima/#!/Yakima15/Yakima1503.html
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Exhibit 3-58. Minimum Required Parking Spaces Per Unit by Housing Type in City of Yakima, Current 

Zoning and New State Requirements 

Housing Type Current Zoning New statewide requirement under SB 5184 

ADU 1 0 if under 1,200 sq ft 

Sindle-detached home 2 1 

Duplex 2 0.5 

Multifamily building with fewer 

than 10 units 

2 (or 1.5 in CBD) 

 

0.5 

Multifamily building with greater 

than 10 units 

1.5 (or 1 in CBD) 0.5 

Source: ESSB 5184; YMC 15.06.040, Off-street parking standards, Table 6-1. CBD = Central Business District. 

3.9.5.  Housing Locations in Relation to Employment 
Locations 

Section 3.3.13. details employment trends and patterns in Yakima. There are over 50,000 jobs located in 

Yakima, and many of them are concentrated in the downtown area, as shown in Exhibit 3-22. Yakima’s 

Future Land Use Map, shown in Exhibit 2-18, allows for high- and medium-density residential 

development, as well as mixed use development, in close proximity to this job center. The land capacity 

analysis shows significant capacity for new housing in these areas through redevelopment and infill. By 

facilitating this kind of development, the City can increase the supply of housing and diversity of housing 

options close to job opportunities. 

3.9.6.  Consideration for the Role of ADUs 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) have potential to increase the diversity of housing options within 

areas where detached single-family homes predominate to include smaller and lower cost units. ADUs 

can be attached or detached from a primary residence on a shared lot. Depending on the context, ADUs 

can be an affordable housing option for Low-Income (50-80% MFI), Moderate-Income (80-120% MFI) 

households, or higher-income households. 

Consistent with new GMA requirements, City of Yakima will be updating land use regulations to allow 

two ADUs per in all residential zones, as well as several other changes that can reduce barriers to ADU 

production. These changes have the potential to increase the production of ADUs and diversify the 

housing supply in Yakima. 
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4.  Transportation 
The multimodal transportation system is integral to many facets of the 

City of Yakima, including land use, economic development, tourism, and 

recreation. This Transportation Technical Appendix is the background 

and companion document to the Transportation Element of the City’s 

Comprehensive Plan. The Transportation Element establishes the City’s 

goals and policies for developing the multimodal transportation system 

within the City. The Transportation Element and Technical Analysis 

provide a long-range vision for the City’s multimodal transportation 

system to guide City decision makers, staff, advisory bodies, and 

citizens on transportation priorities and projects over the next twenty-

five years. 

The Transportation Technical Appendix coordinates and plans for the 

development of a balanced, multimodal transportation system by 

recognizing the regional nature of the transportation system and the 

need for continuing interagency coordination. The Transportation 

Technical Appendix is organized into four chapters:  

 Existing Transportation System 

 Travel Forecasts and Alternatives Evaluation 

 Transportation Systems Plan 

 Financing Program 

4.1.  Existing Transportation System 
This chapter summarizes key components of the existing transportation system serving the City of 

Yakima and represent the transportation system in its current condition. An inventory of transportation 

facilities is presented through maps, figures, and descriptions that provide a foundation for identifying 

and prioritizing the City’s transportation improvement projects and programs, presented later in the 

section 4.3.  

The transportation system within the City of Yakima consists of streets and highways, pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities, and transit service. Freight and goods, which are vital to the City’s economic 

development, are primarily carried by trucks and rail lines. Following a description of the street system, 

subsequent sections describe the existing multimodal transportation system within the current City 

Limits and Urban Growth Area (UGA). 

4.1.1.  Transportation System Networks 

The transportation system inventory identifies key transportation issues to be addressed in this plan 

update. The networks that comprise the transportation system include the arterial and collector street 

system, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit service, freight routes, rail lines, and air facilities.  
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Street Network and Traffic Controls 

The street system provides mobility and access for a range of travel modes and users. Streets in the 

central business district and older sections of the City are laid out in a dense grid, while the newer 

neighborhoods in the western sections of the City have greater spacing between major roadways. The 

City limits, existing streets, and traffic signal locations are shown in Exhibit 4-1.  

Yakima City is at the crossroads of two major Washington State transportation corridors. Interstate 82 

(I-82) provides access to Oregon and the Tri-Cities area to the south, and the I-90 corridor to the north. 

US 12 provides an alternate pathway to Western Washington with connections to the I-5 corridor and 

the Puget Sound area (via SR 410).    

  



  4-3 

Exhibit 4-1. Existing Roadway Network and Signals 

 

 

Interchanges (I-82 and US 12)  

The interchanges with I-82 and US 12 act as major gateways in and out of the City of Yakima. Along I-

82, the City of Yakima has three interchanges: 1st Street, Yakima Avenue, and Nob Hill Boulevard. In 

addition, the Valley Mall Boulevard interchange in Union Gap provides a major I-82 access to southern 

areas of the City of Yakima. Along US 12, there are three interchanges: 40th Avenue/Fruitvale 

Boulevard, 16th Avenue, and 1st Street. Given the direct connections to these regional routes, these 

City streets are considered Principal Arterials.    

Major East-West Corridors 

The Summitview Avenue/Yakima Avenue corridor is a major east-west corridor connecting I-82, Yakima 

downtown, western areas of the City, and west valley areas in the county. This corridor crosses the 

railroad at-grade in the downtown area on Yakima Avenue.  While travelling west at 16th Avenue, 

Yakima Avenue transitions to a local access street that dead ends at S 36th Avenue.  For continued 

westerly travel, drivers must travel north along 16th to Summitivew, or access Summitview directly at 7th 

Avenue. This corridor is generally 4 to 5 lanes within the city.  
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The Nob Hill Boulevard corridor is another major east-west corridor within the city. It provides a more 

direct connection to I-82 for western areas of the city. East of I-82 Nob Hill Boulevard connects to SR 

24. It is generally 4 to 5 lanes within the city, and has a grade-separated crossing of the railroads.   

The Washington Avenue/Valley Mall Boulevard corridor is a major east-west corridor in the southern 

areas of the city. It provides access to the regional airport and connections to I-82 for southern areas of 

the city. The corridor is generally 4 to 5 lanes within the city, and has a grade-separated crossing for the 

railroad on Valley Mall Boulevard.   

Fruitvale Boulevard provides access to US 12 and industrial areas in the northern areas of the City. 

Lincoln Avenue and Martin Luther King Jr Boulevard provide a higher speed parallel route to Yakima 

Avenue with grade-separated rail crossings. Other east-west corridors include Tieton Drive, Walnut 

Street, Mead Avenue, and ‘I’ Street.   

Major North-South Corridors 

The 1st Street corridor provides a major north-south connection between US 12 and I-82 to the north, 

the Yakima downtown area, and Union Gap to the south. It is the only continuous route throughout the 

City east of the railroad.  It is generally 4 to 5 lanes within the City.  

The 16th Avenue corridor provides north-south mobility in the central areas of the City. It connects US 

12 to the north and the regional airport to the south, as well as connections to most major east-west 

City corridors. It is generally 4 lanes wide.  

The 40th Avenue corridor provides north-south mobility in the western areas of the City. It connects US 

12 to the north and connections to most major east-west City corridors. It is general 4 lanes wide.  

Other Principal Arterial connections providing north-south mobility include 72nd Avenue, 5th Avenue, 

8th Street, and Fair Avenue. Minor Arterial north-south corridors include 96th Avenue, 80th Avenue, 

64th Avenue, 3rd Avenue, Fair Avenue, 18th Street, and Rudkin Road. 

 

Traffic Volumes 

Traffic counts were collected at several locations on City roadways in 2025. These recent tube counts 

were used to update historical average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on City roadways to represent 

existing traffic conditions. Existing (2025) average daily traffic volumes for major roadways are shown in 

Exhibit 4-2. Significant volumes over 10,000 ADT occur on Yakima’s major streets, including east-west 

connectors such as Fruitvale Boulevard, Summitview Avenue / Lincoln Avenue, Tieton Drive and Nob 

Hill Boulevard, and on north-south routes like 40th Avenue, 16th Avenue, 3rd Avenue and 1st Street.  



  4-5 

Exhibit 4-2. Existing (2025) Average Daily Traffic Volumes  

 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Every trip begins and ends with a walk. People walk to their cars and drive to a location where they will 

walk into a building or facility, or they need to walk to a transit station. A well-established pedestrian 

system encourages healthy reactional activities, reduces travel demand on roadways, and enhances 

safety within a livable community. Non-motorized facilities provide critical access to and from transit 

stops, which can increase the use of active transportation. Along with shared-use trails, sidewalks are 

the primary facility type for pedestrians. Sidewalks are generally provided adjacent to the street on one 

or both sides. Where sidewalks are not available, pedestrians must use the roadway shoulders. The Draft 

Yakima Washington Pedestrian Master Plan (City of Yakima, 2021) provides recommendations to address 

Yakima’s current and future pedestrian needs. The Plan defines the network and outlines priority routes 

for pedestrian improvements in the City based on the priority routes identified in the 2050 

Transportation Element. Existing pedestrian facilities in the City of Yakima are illustrated in Exhibit 4-3. 

Sidewalks 

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 
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Avenue also have sidewalks, along with the east-west arterial and collector roadways extending to the 

western sections of the city. 

Shared-Use Trails 

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-

motorized users. The Powerhouse Canal Pathway, Yakima Greenway, Walter Ortman Parkway, William 

O. Douglas Heritage Trail and several unnamed neighborhood connector paths support pedestrian travel 

in Yakima.  

The Powerhouse Trail, Walter Ortman Parkway, and the Yakima Valley Greenway Trail are recreational 

and commuting trails. The Yakima Valley Greenway Trail is approximately 18 miles long and provides 

access to several parks, fishing lakes, playgrounds, and natural areas along the north and east sides of 

the city. The Powerhouse Trail is an in-city trail that connects to schools, city parks, and residential 

areas. The Walter Ortman Parkway, along Willow Street from 10th to 6th Ave, connects to the 

Powerhouse Canal Pathway through McGuinness Park.  

Shared-use trails may be primarily used for recreational purposes, but also serve commuter and utility 

travel between neighborhoods and to surrounding areas. Standard trails are separated from the 

roadways and vary in width from approximately 5 feet to 12 feet wide. ADA access is provided on many 

trails, but some may not include these features. Shared-use trails are also important linkages for bicycle 

travel. 
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Exhibit 4-3. Existing Pedestrian Facilities 

 

 

Bicycle Facilities 

Bicycling is an important and growing mode of travel for people in cities across the country. When 

appropriately planned, bicycle routes have a role in reducing congestion, improving air quality, providing 

travel choices, encouraging exercise and recreation, and providing greater mobility for those without 

access to a vehicle. Existing bicycle facilities and descriptions are coordinated and consistent with the 

Bicycle Master Plan (City of Yakima, 2017). 

There are a range of bicycle treatments available for cities to provide comfortable space for cyclists of 

all ages and abilities. The City of Yakima has three types of bicycle treatments: shared lanes, bicycle 

lanes, and shared-use trails. Existing bicycle facilities are shown in Exhibit 4-4 and described in the 

sections that follow. 

Shared Lanes 

While not formal bicycle facilities, roadways with shared lane markings, or sharrows, can provide 

connectivity for experienced cyclists. Shared lane markings are a tool that can assist cyclists and 

motorists by providing wayfinding and bicycle route definition, indicating appropriate bicycle positioning 
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on a roadway, and increasing safety and visibility. The Yakima Bicycle Masterplan recommends 

conversion of many of the City’s existing signed bike routes and roadways with shared lane markings to 

dedicated bicycle facilities. 

Bicycle Lanes 

Bicycle lanes are striped roadway space dedicated for cyclists and are typically provided on the edge of 

the traveled way. Bicycle lanes may be included on both sides of the roadway or on one side of a sloped 

roadway where there is not sufficient space for bicycle lanes in both directions. They are typically 4 to 6 

feet in width (not including vehicle buffers) and are marked with a wide white stripe or buffer area.  

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. 

Shared-Use Trails 

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. 
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Exhibit 4-4. Existing Bicycle Facilities 

 

 

Transit Facilities and Ridership 

Yakima Transit serves the city of Yakima with fixed route and paratransit 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, 2023). 

Fixed Route Service 

As of 2026, Yakima Transit operated Fixed-route bus service along ten different routes that operate 

between the hours of 6:00am and 7:00pm within the City of Yakima. Weekday routes are operated with 

one-hour and half-hour headways on most routes, while Saturday and Sunday routes are operated on an 

hourly basis. Exhibit 4-5 summarizes fixed route service, including the commuter route service between 

Yakima and Ellensburg.  
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Yakima–Ellensburg Commuter Service 

Yakima Transit hired Central Washington Airporter to operate the Yakima–Ellensburg Commuter service 

as a partnership with Central Washington University and WSDOT.  

Exhibit 4-5. Existing (2026) Fixed Route Summary 

Route Description Type of Service Frequency 

1 Service along Summitview / Lincoln Avenue from 

96th Avenue to Yakima Transit Center 
Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 60 mins 

2 Service via Tieton Drive and Nob Hill Boulevard to 

Yakima Transit Center  
Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 30 mins 

3 Service from Castlevale to Yakima Transit Center 
via 40th Avenue and River Road  

Weekday, Saturday Every 60 mins 

4 Service from Yakima Transit Center to Castlevale 
via 16th Avenue 

Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 60 mins 

5 Service from 72nd Avenue on Nob Hill Boulevard 
to Yakima Transit Center via Tieton Drive 

Weekday, Saturday Every 30 mins 

6 Service from Yakima Transit Center to N 4th Street 
via Fair Avenue (and back) 

Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 30 mins 

7 Service from BiMart and Chesterly Park P&R to 
Yakima Transit Center via 40th Avenue, 
Washington Avenue, and S 1st Street 

Weekday, 

Saturday 

Every 30 mins 

8 Service from Yakima Transit Center to City Hall via 

Yakima Avenue and N 1st Street 
Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 30 mins 

9 Service from Yakima Transit Center to BiMart and 

Chesterly P&R via Fruitvale Boulevard 
Weekday, 

Saturday, 

Sunday 

Every 30 mins 

11 Yakima – Ellensburg Commuter from Yakima 
Airport to downtown Ellensburg 

Commuter Every 90 mins 

Exhibit 4-6 identifies the roadways with transit service, which are identified as transit corridors. 
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Exhibit 4-6. Existing Transit Corridors 

 

 

Paratransit Service 

Paratransit service (Dial-a-Ride) is provided by Yakima Transit for patrons who cannot use fixed-route 

bus services due to a disability and in accordance with ADA. This service provides curb-to-curb 

paratransit service during the same operating days and hours of local fixed route service. Paratransit 

services are provided, door-to-door, to eligible clients and serves the areas within the city limits of 

Yakima and Selah and some trips into the City of Union Gap. 

System-Wide Ridership 

Yakima Transit reports ridership for all services in the Transit Development Plan. Similar to tracking trends 

in vehicle volumes, the number of annual passenger boards is important to the success and performance 

of a transit system. Exhibit 4-7 shows system-wide annual boardings for the most recent 5 years of 

available data. 
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Exhibit 4-7. Historical Yakima Transit Ridership 

 

 

As shown in Exhibit 4-7, annual boards dropped from 2020 to 2022 in the pandemic era but have since 

increased significantly in both 2023 and 2024. The fixed route system saw an increase of about 200,000 

riders between 2022 and 2024. 

Park-and-Rides  

There are five park and ride locations served by Yakima Transit: 

 Chesterly Park at the North 40th Ave / River Road intersection has approximately 50 spaces. 

 Gateway Information Center along Fair Avenue at I-82 ramps has approximately 64 parking 

spaces. 

 Public Works Facility at N 23rd Avenue / Fruitvale Boulevard has approximately 88 spaces. 

 Firing Center Park & Ride Lot in Selah is served by the Yakima—Ellensburg Commuter service 

and has approximately 35 parking spaces.  

 Selah Civic Center Park & Ride lot located next to the Selah Civic Center in downtown Selah 

The Park-and-Ride lots were shown previously in Exhibit 4-6. 
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Yakima Transit Center 

Yakima has one major transit center in its downtown area. The Yakima Transit Center is located along 

4th Street between Chestnut Avenue and Walnut Avenue. All Yakima Transit Routes are routed through 

the Yakima Transit Center. The transit center can accommodate up to 12 buses at a time.  

The location of the Yakima Transit Center was shown previously in Exhibit 4-6. 

 

 

Freight Corridors 

Centrally located for companies that rely on distribution throughout Washington State, the City of 

Yakima is a natural distribution hub served by many freight routes. Planning for freight is an important 

component to Yakima’s overall economy. While the City does not have designations for freight routes, 

WSDOT maintains a classification system for freight corridors statewide, including Yakima. 

The Washington State Freight and Goods Transportation System (FGTS) classifies highways, county 

roads, and city streets according to the average annual gross truck tonnage they carry. Truck tonnage 

values are derived from actual or estimated truck traffic count data that is converted into average 

weights by truck type.  

The FGTS uses five truck classifications, T-1 through T-5, depending on the annual gross tonnage the 

roadway carries. Yakima has roadways or roadway segments that fall into every classification level. 

 T-1: more than 10 million tons per year  

 T-2: 4 million to 10 million tons per year  

 T-3: 300,000 to 4 million tons per year  

 T-4: 100,000 to 300,000 tons per year  

 T-5: at least 20,000 tons in 60 days and less than 100,000 tons per year 

Corridors with the highest annual gross tonnage, T-1 and T-2 routes, are also identified as Strategic 

Freight Corridors. I-82 is a T-1 route that runs through Yakima County and connects to other freeways 

in Washington and Oregon. Many roadways with ramps to I-82, including US 12 and SR 24, are T-2 
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corridors and important connections to other regional destinations. Freight corridors are illustrated in 

Exhibit 4-8. 

Exhibit 4-8. Existing Freight Corridors 

 

 

Rail Lines and Crossings 

Rail lines in the City of Yakima are exclusively used for freight transportation and do not include 

passenger service. The double-tracked line through the City’s central business district is a Strategic Rail 

Corridor (WSDOT, 2013) and one of three statewide east-west rail lines. Owned by BNSF, these tracks 

connect Auburn and Pasco via Stampede Pass. Additional spur lines within the City and its UGA carry 

less train traffic, but many remain important connections for the rail community. 

At-Grade Rail Crossings 

Safety for all at-grade rail crossings is of potential concern for all modes near the crossing when the rail 

line is active. At-grade rail crossings typically include warning systems and signage to inform drivers of 

the conflict zone with rail traffic. Highly active crossings include gate arms to stop vehicle traffic, but 

spur tracks may not include these types of warning devices. 
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To reduce the negative impacts of at-grade rail crossings, the City has completed several grade 

separation projects, including the completion of the MLK Jr. and Lincoln Avenue grade separation 

projects in 2013 and 2014.  

 

Air Facilities 

The Yakima Airport (McAllister Field) is a general aviation air facility between Washington Avenue and 

Ahtanum Road in the south-central area of the City. The airport handles small passenger aircraft that 

includes flights to and from SeaTac Airport in Seattle. 

4.1.2.  Transportation System Performance 

Performance of the transportation system includes an evaluation of all modes based on City standards 

and available analysis tools. The existing performance results contained in this section will set the stage 

for the evaluation of the forecast (2050) transportation system. The following sections describe 

vehicular operations at intersections and on corridors, non-motorized operations, and transit service 

operations. 

Intersection Operations 

Intersection traffic operations evaluate the performance of signalized and stop-controlled intersections 

according to the industry standards set forth in the HCM 7th Edition and described in 2.2.1 Vehicle 

Level of Service. PM peak hour traffic operations were evaluated at 30 study intersections using 

Synchro version 10.1. The PM peak hour intersection operations were selected due to the higher typical 

traffic volumes occurring during that time period for a single hour between 4 and 6 p.m. 

Existing (2026) Intersection LOS 

City of Yakima LOS standards are identified in this Comprehensive Plan for roadways within the City. 

For these roadways, the standard is LOS D. Existing levels-of-service at key intersections in City of 

Yakima are shown in Exhibit 4-9. The results of the LOS analysis indicate that all study intersections 

currently meet City LOS standards, except for three intersections located at S 72nd Ave / W 

Washington Ave, and S 40th Ave / W Nob Hill Blvd, and S 18th St / E Nob Hill Blvd (Signal). These three 

intersections are located on arterial roadways which are designated to serve a high number of vehicles. 

Corridor Capacity 

The existing regional travel demand model includes a roadway capacity that provides an estimated 

volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio that is used to identify general areas where weekday PM peak hour 

volumes approach or exceed the capacity of the roadway. A roadway with a v/c ratio of 1.0 is assumed 

to be at capacity. As vehicle volumes approach peak roadway capacity, travel times and vehicle delays 

typically increase. While this does not necessarily mean the roadways would need widening, it does 

mean that these sections of roadway may need to be monitored closely.  

In situations where the roadway has an excess of capacity, the number of travel lanes could be reduced 

to include bike lanes or other enhanced non-motorized facilities in the street right-of-way. Average 

Daily Traffic was shown previously in Exhibit 4-2. 

General Guidance on Corridor Capacities 
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The specific corridor capacity is calculated based on hourly vehicle traffic volumes and can be impacted 

by many characters such as speeds, number of lanes, lane widths, on-street parking, and the number of 

access points per mile. In addition, intersection capacity constraints can limit the number of vehicles that 

a corridor can efficiently move. However, transportation professionals have created general guidance 

(“rules of thumb”) on how to size major urban streets based on Average Daily Traffic volumes, such as: 

 3-lane urban street capacity: 18,000 ADT 

 4-lane urban street capacity: 25,000 ADT 

 5-lane urban street capacity: 34,000 ADT 

Exhibit 4-9. Existing Intersection Vehicle Level of Service 

 

Active Transportation LOS 

The 2026 Transportation Element supplements the 2021 Pedestrian Master Plan and the 2017 Bicycle 

Master Plan to meet current policy direction from the GMA and WSDOT by establishing an active 

transportation network, performance measures, and MMLOS standards. Background information on the 

level of service standards is discussed in Volume I of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Pedestrian Route Classification  
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The Yakima Pedestrian Master plan identifies priority routes for pedestrian improvements in the city. 

These routes were based in part on the modal priorities set in the preceding 2040 Transportation 

Systems Plan, as well as the results of a needs assessment and public engagement. The network 

identifies specific infrastructure needs in various parts of the city by identifying network typologies. 

These network typologies are based on the pedestrian travel demand and character of the roads along 

these corridors. The LOS standards for each typology are based on the recommended sidewalk network, 

however, when planning for the needs of each location related to crossings, ADA accessibility, and other 

safety improvements, further study and consultation with the pedestrian master plan are recommended. 

Exhibit 4-10 shows the distribution of network typologies in the city and their corresponding LOS 

standards. The LOS standards for the network were developed to indicate how closely the existing 

facilities match the intended facilities from the network typology.  

Exhibit 4-10. Network Typology and LOS Standard 

 

Existing pedestrian LOS is shown on Exhibit 4-11.  
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Exhibit 4-11. Existing Pedestrian Level of Service 

 

Existing Pedestrian LOS generally meets standards in the downtown area, with a few key exceptions. 

The sidewalk network is largely built out in the downtown core and along major east west corridors like 

Nob Hill, Tieton and Summitview. However, many roadways in the northern areas of the city (such as 

Englewood) lack sidewalks.  

Bicycle Levels of Service 

The 2017 Bicycle Master plan (BMP) developed a proposed bicycle network by combining Yakima’s 

existing bicycle facilities with critical access connections across barriers such as railways and freeways, 

arterials with excess capacity, trail network connections and continuous residential streets. The bicycle 

master plan recommended several different facility types including bike lanes, shared use trails, and 

shared roadways. Facility types were chosen for the identified corridors based on need, ease of 

implementation, and public input. An additional facility type, “bicycle boulevards” was also included, with 

planned facilities such as signage, speed humps, and other traffic calming measures. Many of these 

corridors already existed as signed bicycle routes but were not up to existing Manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices (MUTCD) or Association of American State and Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO) standards at the time of writing the BMP.  Exhibit 4-12 shows the existing and proposed 

facilities in the bicycle network.  

https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://transportation.org/design-guidelines/
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The LOS standards for the bicycle network are a direct measurement of the planned network identified 

in the BMP. Wherever a facility is proposed where none are present this is considered a ‘gap’ in the 

network.  

Exhibit 4-12. Existing and Proposed Bicycle Facilities 

 

The existing levels of service for the bicycle network are shown in Exhibit 4-13. 
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Exhibit 4-13 Existing Bicycle Level of Service 

 

4.1.3.  Transportation System Safety 

The collision history of the transportation system can help identify crash patterns for all modes and is 

used in the development of projects to improve the safety of the City’s roadways. Records for the most 

recent complete five-year period were reviewed and include all collisions reported for the period of 

January 1, 2020 to December 31, 2024 in City of Yakima as provided by WSDOT. An evaluation of the 

location and severity of reported collisions was completed to identify potential safety issues for vehicles, 

pedestrians, and cyclists. 

Safety Analysis 

The most recent collision data during a five-year period for all roadways in the City of Yakima, excluding 

state highways and interstates, were used for analysis. The total number of collision records reviewed 

over the 5-year period totaled over 8,000, and the number of collisions reported by year is shown in 

Exhibit 4-14. 
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Exhibit 4-14. Total of All Reported Collisions (2020 – 2024) 

 

As shown in the figure, the total number of collisions was lowest in 2020 before significantly increasing 

through 2022. Though crashes declined between 2022 and 2024, the graph in Figure 2-10 shows a 

steady increase in the crash trend over the total five-year period. This trend follows national 

observations in the total number of crashes during COVID stay-at-home orders, and the sharp increase 

in crashes in the years following the end of the quarantine as more people began driving again.  

The total collisions over the 5-year study period are shown in Exhibit 4-15. 

The locations of collisions were mapped to identify roadway segments and intersections with the most 

frequent number of collisions. Roadways with higher volumes, such as Principal Arterials, generally have 

higher numbers of collisions.  
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Exhibit 4-15. Vehicle Collisions (2020 – 2024) 

 

Collision Severity 

Intersections with observed collision rates higher than the critical collision rate were flagged for further 

review, consistent with guidance provided in the Highway Safety Manual (AASHTO, 2010). The type and 

severity of reported collisions provides insight into the circumstances that resulted in higher collision 

rates at these intersections. 

The critical collision rate calculated for each intersection compares that location to other intersections in 

the City that have similar characteristics. Three groups of intersections were evaluated that included 

signals, two-way stop-controls, and all-way stop-controls. This is consistent with guidance provided in 

Chapter 4 of the Highway Safety Manual. Exhibit 4-16 summarizes the factors and calculations used to 

determine the critical collision rate for the study intersections. 

As shown in Exhibit 4-16, 13 intersections had an observed collision rate higher than the intersection’s 

critical collision rate. The 16th Avenue/Nob Hill Boulevard intersection had the highest observed 

collision rate at 0.99 with “approach turn” and “rear-end” being the predominant collision types.  

The remaining intersections had rates between 0.51 and 0.83 with angle crashes being the most 

common. Generally angle crashes are associated with poor visibility conditions.  
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Eight of the thirteen intersections had collisions with pedestrians or bicycles. Of those 8 intersections, 

the 16th Avenue/ Fruitvale Boulevard intersection had the most with two pedestrian collisions and one 

bicycle collision.   

Both of the two-way stop-controlled study intersections, W Washington Avenue/S72nd Avenue, and 

64th Avenue/Tieton Drive had observed collision rates higher than critical collision rates. 

Exhibit 4-16. Intersections with Collision Rates Exceeding the Critical Collision Rate (2020-2024) 

 Intersection 

 Peak 

Hour 

TEV1 

 Intersection 

Control 

 Number 

of 

Collisions 

 Pedestrian

/Bicyclist 

Collisions 

 Observed 

Collison 

Rate2 

 Critical 

Crash 

Rate4 

 Primary 

Collision Type 

E Nob Hill Blvd/Fair 
Ave 

2,266 Signal 37 0 0.89 0.41 Angle 

W Washington Ave/S 
72nd Ave 

1,128 TWSC 10 0 0.49 0.21 Angle 

N 3rd Ave/Yakima Ave 1,824 Signal 18 0 0.54 0.33 Angle 

18th Ave/Nob Hill Blvd 2,736 Signal 28 1 0.56 0.50 Rear End 

72nd Ave/Nob Hill Blvd 2,210 Signal 21 2 0.52 0.40 Approach Turn 

64th Ave/Tieton Dr 1,570 TWSC 15 0 0.52 0.29 Angle 

40th Ave/Washington 

Ave 
2,388 Signal 24 0 0.55 0.44 Approach Turn 

16th Ave / Fruitvale 

Blvd 
3,020 Signal 43 3 0.78 0.55 Approach Turn 

16th Ave/Lincoln Ave 3,398 Signal 52 2 0.84 0.62 Rear End 

16th Ave/Yakima Ave 2,451 Signal 23 2 0.51 0.45 Rear End 

16th Ave / Nob Hill 
Blvd 

3,726 Signal 67 1 0.99 0.68 Approach Turn 

3rd Ave/Nob Hill Blvd 3,420 Signal 39 1 0.62 0.62 Approach Turn 

1st Ave/I St 1,968 Signal 24 1 0.67 0.36 Angle/ Rear 

End 

(1) Total Entering Vehicles. 
(2) Collisions per MEV. 
(3) Calculated per Equation 4-11 in the Highway Safety Manual. 

A map of the crashes that resulted in fatal and serious injuries are shown in Exhibit 4-17. 
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Exhibit 4-17. Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes (2020 – 2024) 

 

 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 

Collisions with pedestrian and bicycle crashes were reviewed over the 5-year period of crash data 

obtained from WSDOT. There were a total of 196 pedestrian and bicycle crashes reported in the city 

during the analysis period, including 12 fatal and 33 serious injury crashes. Twenty-six of the 196 

pedestrian and bike crashes occurred at study intersections. Locations that experienced multiple non-

motorized collisions were reviewed for any crash patterns. Roadways with higher vehicle turning 

movements create safety concerns for pedestrians and cyclists. Locations where sidewalks are not 

present or only available on one side of the street can also be particularly hazardous. In addition, the lack 

of safe crossings on some corridors may be a factor because pedestrians and cyclists could be crossing 

at unsafe locations.    

The location of all non-motorized collisions reported over the 5-year study period are shown in Exhibit 

4-18. 
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Exhibit 4-18. Pedestrian and Bicycle Collisions (2020 – 2024) 

 

 

4.2.  Travel Forecasts and Alternatives 
Evaluation 

In addition to addressing existing needs, the City must develop its transportation system to 

accommodate forecast growth. The GMA requires that the transportation planning horizon be at least 

ten years in the future. For this current update effort, the City decided to use 2050 as the long-range 

horizon, consistent with the Land Use Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The longer-range 

horizon year allows the City to better plan for and scale transportation facilities that are needed as the 

City changes over the next two decades. 

The following provides an overview of the travel demand model used to create the forecasts and 

evaluate alternatives. It summarizes the land use assumptions and network alternatives. The alternatives 
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evaluations are presented, resulting in the development of the framework for the Transportation 

Element and improvement projects, which are presented in 4.3.  

4.2.1.  Travel Demand Model and Land Use Forecasts 

The YVCOG’s regional travel demand model was used to support the City’s transportation planning 

efforts. The travel demand model provides a tool for forecasting long-range traffic volumes based on the 

projected growth in housing and employment. The model is also useful in evaluating the impact of 

changes to the roadway network. 

Travel forecasts are largely derived based on changes in households and employment within the study 

area. In addition, the model land use forecasts reflect regional planning assumptions as defined by 

Yakima County’s growth allocations and YVCOG. Additional information on residential and employment 

land use forecasts assumed for the transportation analysis can be found in the Land Use Element of the 

City’s Comprehensive Plan. The 2050 forecast assumed the following improvements: 

 Add left turn lanes at the intersection of 16th Avenue and Tieton Drive 

 Realign the intersection of Washington Avenue and S 1st Street & add two-way left turn lane to 

Washington Avenue.  

4.2.2.  Vehicle Forecast Conditions (2050) 

Forecast travel conditions estimate where future bottlenecks may occur based on future travel demand. 

Travel demand is based on anticipated changes to land use and the types of trips generated based on 

the population and employment allocations described in the Land Use Element. The aggregation of 

those trips on City roadways provides planners with a future snapshot of the transportation system as a 

whole. Exhibit 4-19 summarizes the existing and forecast 2050 intersection LOS. Intersection LOS is 

graded from LOS A (little to no vehicle delay) to LOS F (substantial delay, intersection failing). The city’s 

vehicle intersection LOS standard is set at LOS D.  

Exhibit 4-19. Existing and Future Intersection LOS Summary 

Intersection Location Traffic Control Existing (2025) 2050 Forecasts 

72nd Ave / Summitview Ave Signal C D 

72nd Ave / Tieton Dr Signal C C 

72nd Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal C C 

72nd Ave / Washington Ave TWSC E A 

64th Ave / Tieton Dr TWSC C F 

64th Ave / Washington Ave Signal B C 

40th Ave / Fruitvale Blvd Signal C B 
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40th Ave / Englewood Ave Signal C C 

40th Ave / Lincoln Ave Signal C C 

40th Ave / Summitview Ave Signal D D 

40th Ave / Tieton Dr Signal C E 

40th Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal E E 

40th Ave / Washington Ave Signal B B 

24th Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal D D 

16th Ave / Fruitvale Blvd Signal C C 

16th Ave / Lincoln Ave Signal D D 

16th Ave / Summitview Ave Signal C D 

16th Ave / Yakima Ave Signal B B 

16th Ave / Tieton Dr Signal D C 

16th Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal D E 

16th Ave / Washington Blvd Signal C C 

3rd Ave / Yakima Ave Signal A A 

3rd Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal C D 

1st St / ‘I’ St Signal B B 

1st St / Yakima Ave Signal C C 

1st St / Nob Hill Blvd Signal D E 

1st St / Washington Ave Signal C C 

3rd St / Yakima Ave Signal A A 

Fair Ave / Nob Hill Blvd Signal D D 

18th St / Nob Hill Blvd Signal E D 

Traffic volumes in urban areas are typically highest during the weekday PM peak hour. This reflects the 

combination of commuter work trips, shopping trips, and other day-to-day activities which result in 

travel between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Therefore, the weekday PM peak hour is 

typically used for evaluating transportation system needs. 

The 2050 Baseline transportation system includes committed transportation system projects – those 

currently under construction or fully funded. As a conservative assessment of vehicle forecast 

conditions, the Baseline model did not assume significant changes to the City of Yakima network. The 
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YVCOG model included an additional lane of capacity along I-82 through the urban areas of the county. 

In addition, the YVCOG model included a new east-west road corridor connecting northeast Yakima to 

eastern county areas across I-82 and the Yakima River. 

Forecast Operations with Plan Framework 

The 2050 Baseline model includes roadway capacities that provide an estimated volume-to-capacity 

(v/c) ratio that is used to identify general areas where weekday PM peak hour volumes approach or 

exceed the capacity of the roadway. A roadway with a v/c ratio of 1.0 is assumed to be at capacity. As 

vehicle volumes approach peak roadway capacity, travel times and vehicle delays typically increase. 

While this does not necessarily mean the roadways would need widening, it does mean that these 

sections of roadway may need to be monitored closely. No roadway v/c issues were identified within 

the study area. 

As described in the Existing Conditions section, intersection traffic operations evaluate the performance 

of signalized and stop-controlled intersections according to the industry standards set forth in the 

Highway Capacity Manual 7th Edition (Transportation Research Board). Peak hour traffic operations 

were evaluated at the study intersections based on level-of-service (LOS) methodology. 

City of Yakima LOS standards are identified in this Comprehensive Plan for roadways within the 

incorporated areas of the City. For these roadways, the City maintains an adopted standard of LOS D. 

The results of the LOS analysis indicate that all study intersections will meet City LOS standards with 

existing configurations and controls, except for the intersections highlighted in red in Exhibit 4-19.   

Selected transportation projects described in 4.3. were developed to address intersection and roadway 

deficiencies found in the land use scenarios. 4.4. has more discussion about how and why projects were 

identified and selected for the Transportation Element. 

4.2.3.  Non-Motorized Forecast Conditions 

The non-motorized transportation network within the City of Yakima and its UGA serves pedestrians, 

cyclists, and other types of non-motorized users. The future non-motorized transportation network 

contained in the Transportation Element builds upon previous planning efforts that have identified 

future routes for bicyclists and pedestrians. These plans identify future pedestrian and bicycle routes for 

the City of Yakima through a combination of on-street facilities and off-street pathways provide the 

core network for walkers, cyclists, and other non-motorized users to travel. 

The City of Yakima will continue to develop pedestrian and bicycle facilities as part of its transportation 

system improvements. The TSP identifies the desired pedestrian and bicycle systems plans, which will 

guide the development and implementation of improvement projects throughout the City. The non-

motorized systems plan includes facilities on arterials, collectors, and local streets, as well as multi-use 

trails. The bicycle and pedestrian systems plans are discussed in 4.3.1. . 

4.2.4.  Transit Forecast Conditions 

To provide a comprehensive transportation system, the City of Yakima recognizes the importance of 

transit. As growth and density is encouraged in the downtown core, a frequent and reliable transit 

system can help move people efficiently without the use of a personal vehicle. The six-year (2016-2021) 

Yakima Transit - Transit Development Plan, contains the transit agency’s short and long-range priorities, 
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capital improvements, and planned operating changes. The City’s transit system plan is discussed in 

4.3.3.  

4.2.5.  Plan Framework 

A Plan Framework was established for creating the city’s long-range multimodal street network vision. 

The framework builds from the City’s prior Comprehensive Plan and Subarea Plans, as well as other 

agency transportation improvement programs. Below are the five key themes used to create the 

Transportation Master Plan and project list. 

Maintain Connected Networks 

The Transportation Element specifically identifies the primary and secondary routes for each of the 

major travel modes within the city. When layering these separate network plans together, urban 

corridors were classified as “Auto Priority”, “Bike/Ped Priority”, or “Shared Priority”. This allows project 

funding resources to be targeted to the best types of improvements that would complete the overall 

system. In addition, maintenance dollars could also be prioritized based on the anticipated street 

functions.    

Expand Capacity on Key Corridors 

Reviewing the travel demand model volume forecasts and intersection operations analysis made it clear 

that Principal Arterials will continue to be the core vehicle routes throughout the City. Principal Arterials 

should provide maximum vehicle capacity with 5 lanes, or if 5 lanes are not feasible, 4 lanes with greater 

access control. Arterial-to-arterial intersections should have traffic signals with separate left-turn lanes, 

and if necessary dual left-turn lanes and/or right-turn lanes.    

Right-Size Urban Corridors 

Many urban streets within the City are oversized for the traffic demands expected by 2040 and beyond. 

These are mostly 4-lane roads classified as local streets, major collectors, and even some minor arterials. 

Reducing the number of lanes to 2 or 3 lanes improves safety, allows for on-street parking, or provides 

space for bicycle facilities. It is also much easier to create safe pedestrian crossings on 2- or 3-lane 

facilities compared to 4-lane facilities.  

Bridge Non-Motorized Gaps 

A review of the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities shows that there are major gaps in connectivity 

throughout the overall system. While all roads should accommodate all users, the Transportation 

Element focuses on projects that help bridge the existing gaps in the system. 

Facilitate Economic Development 

The transportation system can be a major component in development of economic growth in the area. 

Increased capacity along I-82 and related interchanges helps drive opportunities to the City. New 

roadways in the Cascade Mill Site area provide the backbone for redevelopment in that area. In 

downtown areas and other activity centers within the city, providing lower stress multimodal urban 

corridors promotes economic vitality for the City.      

4.2.6.  Emerging Transportation Trends 
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In addition to formal transportation analysis and forecasting, long-range planning also includes 

anticipating emerging transportation trends that may change basic assumptions concerning how people 

travel and how transportation systems operate. Transportation-related technology has advanced quickly 

over the past decade, will continue to accelerate, and will create major shifts in transportation within the 

City of Yakima. This section describes some of these technology-related trends and the potential 

impacts on Yakima’s transportation system.   

Autonomous Vehicles (AVs) 

There is a great deal of uncertainty for communities planning for autonomous vehicles. Potential 

outcomes carry a wide range of possibilities. Over the next 15 years, a portion of the vehicles on the 

City’s streets and highways could be operating without drivers. It is possible that 30 to 40 years from 

now all, or nearly all, vehicles will be driverless or will have driverless capabilities in certain situations. 

The implementation of some of these technologies may be within the 2040 planning horizon, and thus 

the City should consider the ramifications of these technologies on its transportation network. A few 

key issues rise to the top of what local agencies should contemplate while preparing long-range plans. 

Roadway Capacity and Safety 

AVs will be able to space themselves closer together, effectively increasing the capacity of streets and 

highways. This is especially true if AVs travel in narrower lanes with smaller vehicles (assuming AV-only 

lanes and/or AV-only urban areas). This implies that roadway capacity improvements to accommodate 

more vehicles could be postponed as the potential of AVs becomes realized. In addition, AVs may 

reduce many common accident risks. 

Transit Service 

Over half of the cost of operating buses is related to the driver. In the future, replacing the driver with 

AV technology may enable transit operators to offer more service for the same cost. Technology that 

clears lanes when buses approach may allow them to avoid the same congestion they now face. This 

would also increase service as buses will be able to run routes faster. Such technology may reduce the 

need for investments in rail transit infrastructure as buses may operate with close to the same freedom 

that trains do on dedicated rights-of-way.  

On-Demand or Shared Ride Regulations 

The demand for shared ride services such as Lyft and Uber may likely increase as the economics 

improve without drivers. Public agencies would likely need to address regulations regarding these types 

of services, especially those that offer pooling options for two, three or more people to ride together.  

Human Services Transportation 

AVs may provide independent mobility for low-income and disabled populations, reducing the need for 

conventional demand response services. 

Parking Demand Shifts 

It is likely that the economics of transportation will dramatically change with widespread use of on-

demand or shared ride services. Car ownership in urban areas may further decrease if on-demand travel 

(with or without driverless vehicles) becomes a legitimate alternative. This would reduce the need for 

off-street parking at places of employment or residential areas, but would increase the demand for 

curbside areas set aside for loading/unloading activities.  
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Connected Vehicles 

Although it is not yet clear what the demand for vehicle-to-infrastructure may ultimately look like, cities 

might look ahead to providing infrastructure as efficient reference points. For example, light poles could 

become hubs of wireless communication to/from vehicles. Connected vehicle technology has the 

potential to optimize traffic flow as computer systems communicate with vehicles to moderate flow. 

Cities should monitor technologies to prepare for phased implementation of such systems.  

Teleworking 

Advances in technology and communication infrastructure as well as major changes resulting from the 

COVID-19 pandemic have facilitated the exponential growth of teleworking over the last several years 

and these trends are expected to continue. The land use and transportation implications of this trend are 

wide ranging including: reduced vehicle-miles traveled, reduced roadway congestion; reduced 

greenhouse gas emissions; and, greater number of employees choosing to live further from job sites. 

Transportation Funding Methods 

The traditional transportation funding method of taxing fuels has become unsustainable as 

transportation technology changes. The emerging funding trends point to user fees in the form of 

facility tolling or pay-per-mile taxes. These “user fees” would directly impact commuting costs and 

incentivize less frequent or shorter vehicle trips.    

Emerging Trends Takeaways 

It remains unclear whether these new technologies (or others) will be implemented by agencies, vehicle 

manufacturers, and related industries. The shifts may be relatively quick (within a decade) or take much 

longer to develop. The following list highlights the emerging trends takeaways as the City of Yakima 

plans for the future. 

 Growth in commute vehicle trips is likely to decline over time as teleworking technology 

improves.  

 Agencies can play a major role in how connected vehicle infrastructure gets implemented, which 

can lead to better traffic management. 

 Growth in car ownership is likely to continue to decline due to on-demand services and 

commuting costs. This would likely increase demands for non-motorized and transit modes. This 

would also decrease the need for off-street parking. 

 Demand for curb space for loading/unloading for AV and on-demand services would likely 

increase dramatically. This could impact on-street parking or default cross-sections. 

4.3.  Transportation Systems Plan 
The Transportation Systems Plan provides the blueprint for improvement projects and programs to meet 

the multimodal transportation needs of the community. Each mode has a separate systems plan that 

harmonize together to build the overall City plan. The Transportation Systems Plan is based on the 

evaluation of existing system deficiencies and forecasts of future travel demands. The improvement 

projects and programs must be balanced with the availability of funding, as discussed in the Financing 

Program.  
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The Transportation Systems Plan is organized and presented by travel mode to provide an overview of 

key components of each element. However, the Plan is integrated to create a multimodal transportation 

system. For example, improvements along arterial streets and highways also incorporate appropriate 

non-motorized improvements. The non-motorized systems were defined to support access to transit, 

and to provide alternatives to automobile travel within the City. As improvement projects move toward 

implementation, the City will conduct detailed design studies, supported with project-level 

environmental review, and input from the public and other stakeholders. 

A key implementation tool of the Transportation Systems Plan is a defined network classification 

system. Network classifications include the Roadway Functional Classification and the Truck Route 

Classification. These classifications directly influence the street cross-section design standards as City 

streets are reconstructed, improved, or enhanced.   

Each of the mode plans illustrate how the City of Yakima’s transportation system supports, and relies on, 

transportation facilities and programs provided by other agencies. These include new or improved 

interchanges with I-82 and US 12, consistency of the arterial and collector road system, connectivity of 

trails and non-motorized transportation systems, additional transit service and facilities, and rideshare 

programs. The City will continue to coordinate with WSDOT, Yakima County, and adjacent cities 

develop a comprehensive multimodal transportation system for the greater Yakima area. 

4.3.1.  System Plans by Travel Mode 

The Yakima Transportation System Plan combines the system plans from three different travel modes: 

vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles. The following sections highlights detail included in each of the 

system plans: Highway and Street System Plan, Pedestrian System Plan, and Bicycle System Plan.   

Highway and Street System 

Roadways are classified by their intended function to provide for a selection of roadways that provide 

varying degrees of access and mobility. Exhibit 4-20 shows the relationship between access, mobility, 

and street types. The City of Yakima maintains a functional classification that is tied to the City’s 

roadway plans and street standards. In addition to the City’s functional classification system, there are 

federal and state roadway designations. Federal and state grant programs provide funding for 

improvement projects that are on streets classified by federal or state roadway designations. 

City of Yakima Functional Classification  

The City’s Functional Classification defines the characteristics of individual roadways to accommodate 

the travel needs of all roadway users. The functional classification of the City of Yakima street system 

establishes five types of streets: State Highways, Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, Major Collectors, and 

Local Streets. A map depicting the functional classification designations for City roadways is provided in 

Exhibit 4-21. Exhibit 4-22 describes the roadway characteristics of these classifications recognized by 

the City.  

Access Management and Vehicle Capacity 

The term access management relates directly to the functional classification. Higher mobility means that 

greater access control is necessary, meaning better management of streets and driveways accessing the 

street. That access control on City streets is called Access Management. Many Principal Arterials within 

the city have a high number of access points (driveways and streets) which inherently limit mobility, and 
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ultimately vehicle capacity. In other words, better aligning the functional classification and access 

management will improve vehicle capacity on the arterial street corridors.  

Exhibit 4-20. Functional Classification Relationship between Mobility and Access 
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Exhibit 4-21. Roadway Functional Classification 
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Exhibit 4-22. City of Yakima Functional Classification Definitions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Streets and state highways are the backbone of the transportation system serving the City of Yakima 

and surrounding communities. They provide for the overall movement of people and goods, for a wide 

range of travel modes. Streets and highways serve automobile trips, trucks, transit, vanpools, carpools, 

and the majority of bicycle and pedestrian travel. Therefore, the streets and highways establish the 

framework for the overall transportation system for the City.  

Exhibit 4-23 highlights the highway and street system envisioned for the City of Yakima based on the 

size (number of lanes) and connectivity of City arterials and collectors. Most Principal Arterials are 

anticipated to be 4 to 5 lanes to best facilitate vehicular travel throughout the City. Existing Principal 

arterials limited to 4 lanes would be widened to 5 lanes where possible. Where widening Principal 

Arterials is impractical, then greater Access Management would be anticipated over time. Example 

corridors include 40th Street, 16th Street, 1st Street, Fruitvale Boulevard, Summitview Boulevard, Nob 

Hill Boulevard, and Valley Mall Boulevard.  

Minor Arterials would be 3 to 5 lanes wide depending on anticipated traffic volumes in the area. Major 

Collectors would be limited to 2 to 3 lanes, with possible exceptions in commercial areas. Existing Major 

Collectors with 4 lanes would likely be reduced to 3 lanes in the future. Local streets are mostly 2 lanes 

with possible exceptions in commercial areas.   

 

Classification Description 

State  

Highways 

State Highways connect major regions with one another, and WSDOT 

classifies certain State highways as Highways of Statewide Significance. 

Principal Arterials Principal Arterials serve both local and through traffic entering and leaving the 

City and provide access to major activity centers within Yakima. The Principal 

Arterials also connect the minor arterial and collector street system to the 

freeways.  

Minor  

Arterials 

Minor Arterial Streets support moderate-length trips and provide connections 

between neighborhoods and community/regional activity centers. There is a 

higher degree of access and lower vehicular travel speed than on major 

arterials.  

Major  

Collectors  

Major Collectors are the intermediate street classification. They provide a link 

between local roadways and the arterial system providing a balance between 

access and mobility.  

Local Streets Local streets provide direct access to adjoining properties, commercial 

businesses, and similar traffic destinations. These roadways also provide traffic 

circulation within or through neighborhoods. Local streets typically carry low 

volumes of traffic, at relatively low speeds. Through traffic is generally 

discouraged through appropriate geometric design and/or traffic control 

devices.  
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Exhibit 4-23. Highway and Street System Plan (2050 Planned Network) 

 

Other Street Classifications 

The following classifications are included as reference. Federal and state classification systems serve 

different purposes from the City classifications, particularly as it relates to funding.  

Federal Functional Classification 

The Federal Functional Classification system provides a hierarchy of roadways as defined by the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA). This classification system defines the role of travel through a network 

of roadways, rather than focusing on individual roadways. As a result, the Federal Functional 

Classification differs in several ways from the City’s Functional Classification. 

Changes to the Federal Functional Classification may be submitted through the Washington State 

Department of Transportation (WSDOT). 

National Highway System 

The National Highway System (NHS) includes the Interstate Highway System as well as other roads 

important to the nation’s economy, defense, and mobility as defined by the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA). Both I-82 and US 12 and are classified as NHS facilities. 
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Highways of Statewide Significance 

WSDOT designates interstate highways and other principal arterials that are needed to connect major 

communities in the state as Highways of Statewide Significance (HSS). This designation assists with the 

allocation of some state and federal funding. These roadways typically serve corridor movements having 

travel characteristics indicative of substantial statewide and interstate travel. I-82 and SR 12 are HSS 

facilities. 

Rail Crossings 

Rail crossings are an important consideration when developing the Highway and Street System Plan. For 

safety and mobility reasons, Principal Arterials ideally would have grade-separated rail crossings. 

Fortunately, most of Yakima’s Principal Arterials cross rail lines with grade-separated structures (Lincoln 

Avenue, Martin Luther King Boulevard, Nob Hill Boulevard, and Valley Mall Boulevard). In addition, US 

12 provides a major grade-separated crossing of the railroad corridor. In the long-term plan, an 

additional grade-separated crossing is anticipated between 5th Avenue and 1st Street north of 

downtown. This will reduce the crossing conflicts at nearby ‘I’ Street. 

The Highway and Street System plan anticipates that the rail crossings at Yakima Avenue and 16th 

Avenue (both Principal Arterials) would remain at-grade.  

Minor Arterials also have major rail crossings. Walnut Street is the only grade-separated crossing for a 

Yakima Minor Arterial. At-grade crossings are present at ‘I’ Street, Mead Avenue, and Washington 

Avenue. Changes to these routes or parallel routes are anticipated to reduce vehicle-rail conflicts in the 

future.   

Pedestrian System Plan 

Sidewalks, walkways, and multiuse trails are integral to the City’s overall transportation system. The City 

generally desires to have sidewalks or comparable pedestrian facilities on both sides of streets, unless 

special circumstances make it physically or cost prohibitive. In addition, safe crossings are desired at 

regular intervals along a corridor to discourage unsafe pedestrian and cyclist crossings of arterial 

roadways. 

The City requires that new developments construct sidewalks on their internal streets and adjacent 

frontages. This process has helped the City convert the rural roadways developed under Yakima County 

road standards into the urban facilities needed to support the additional growth and higher traffic 

volumes within the City. Developer improvements will continue to provide for a large portion of the 

ultimate pedestrian system; however, even with those improvements some significant gaps would 

remain in sidewalks along arterial and collector corridors. 

Exhibit 4-24 illustrates the priority pedestrian system plan for the City.  

Most of the additional pedestrian facilities will be constructed as part of associated roadway projects or 

through sidewalk infill projects. These may be constructed as part of developer frontage requirements or 

as part of a capital project by the City of Yakima or another agency. In some corridors, pedestrian 

facilities will be provided through development of multi-use trails separated from the travel lanes. 
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Exhibit 4-24. Pedestrian System Plan 
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Bicycle System Plan 

Exhibit 4-25 shows the planned bicycle system plan for Yakima and the surrounding areas. The bicycle 

system plan, provides comprehensive network of attractive bicycle facilities between the City’s 

residential neighborhoods, the transit system, employment areas, schools, and parks.  

Exhibit 4-25. Bicycle System Plan 

 

 

The bicycle facilities will include multiuse trails, protected bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, bike lanes, bike 

routes, and bicycle boulevards on lower volume roadways (see Exhibit 4-26). The 2017 bicycle master 

plan identified a skeleton network that, once built, would make connections with existing facilities and 

provide connections through downtown Yakima and to the Yakima Greenway. Many of these projects 

have yet to be completed, and these routes are considered part of the primary network. The primary 

bicycle routes indicate those corridors that have the highest priority for establishing a completely 

connected bicycle facility network. The secondary network indicates the arterials and collector streets 

that also should have basic bicycle facilities. Wide shoulders on higher speed roads and shared lane 

markings on low speed, low volume roads are appropriate bike facilities in the adjacent rural areas. 
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Specific improvements for each corridor are identified, however project level planning and engineering 

studies are still required to determine feasibility on a project by project basis.  

Exhibit 4-26. Examples of Bicycle Facilities 

 

 

Bicycle facilities would be added along most key arterials and collectors, excluding most Principal 

Arterials due to high vehicle and truck volumes and limited right-of-way. Where routes parallel to busy 

arterials exist, neighborhood streets converted to shared bicycle boulevards will provide low stress 

connections between neighborhoods. The main east west corridors will be Chestnut Avenue in western 

Yakima and Walnut Street in eastern Yakima, Englewood Avenue in the North and Washington Avenue 

in the south. Major north-south bicycle corridors would be 64th Avenue, 44th Avenue, 32nd Avenue, 

24th Avenue, 11th/10th Avenue (south of Walnut Street), and 5th Avenue (north of Walnut Street). 

Direct connections to the Yakima Greenway and Cowiche Canyon trails are also provided.    

Key investment priorities include completion of short gaps in the existing bike lane system, construction 

of continuous bike lanes and bicycle boulevards which provide alternatives to bicycling on arterials, and 

connecting neighborhoods to destinations like schools and parks. 

Freight System Plan 

The City of Yakima has a significant level of truck activity. With increased commercial and employment 

growth forecast through 2040, the level of truck activity will also increase. To systematically address the 

needs of future truck travel, the City has adopted a defined system of truck routes.  

As shown in Exhibit 4-27, the Truck Route system generally connects freight generating areas with I-82 

and US 12. In northwest Yakima, Summitview Avenue and 40th Avenue are the major routes. In 

northeast Yakima, 16th Avenue and 1st Avenue connect Fruitvale Boulevard and Downtown areas to 

US 12. Yakima Avenue, Lincoln Avenue, and Martin Luther King Boulevard connect downtown areas to 

I-82. In southeast and southwest Yakima, Nob Hill Boulevard, Washington Avenue, Valley Mall 

Boulevard, and Ahtanum Road connect areas to I-82.   
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Exhibit 4-27. Truck Route Classification 

 

No significant changes to the freight network as planned as part of the 2050 systems plan.  

4.3.2.  Street Design Guidelines 

The Street Design Guidelines are an integral part of implementing the Transportation System Plan. The 

Functional Classification and Travel Context Classification work together to inform City staff on the type 

of cross-section that would be anticipated for each roadway segment. 

Exhibit 4-28 shows the Street Design Guidelines for the City of Yakima. For Principal Arterials, only the 

Auto Priority and Shared Priority classifications are relevant. For Minor Arterials and Collectors, all three 

Travel Context Classifications are provided. The following are general observations about each design 

element. 

 Posted Speeds. Vehicle speeds would be 30 mph or less where bicyclist are anticipated. 

Otherwise arterial speeds could be 35 to 40 mph.  

 Number of Travel Lanes. Number of lanes would be dictated by the Highway and Street System 

Plan. 
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 Center Median. For safety and mobility reasons, a center median is always recommended on 

arterials and collectors. 

 Travel Lane Widths. Auto priority areas would have wider lanes (12 feet), otherwise narrower 

lanes are recommended. This does not include any width for shoulders or buffers. 

 Shoulder/Buffer. Buffers would always be recommended, especially adjacent to bike facilities.  

 Bike Facilities. Facilities would not be recommended on higher speed facilities. Elsewhere they 

would be recommended or required. 

 On-Street Parking. Parking would only be provided on lower speed minor arterials and 

collectors.  

Exhibit 4-28. Street Design Guidelines 

4.3.3.  Transit and Transportation Demand Management 

To provide a comprehensive transportation system, the City of Yakima recognizes the importance of 

transit and transportation demand management (TDM) programs. In general, these programs build on 

regional programs with some refinements to reflect the specific needs of the City. 
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Transit System 

Transit service in the Yakima area is provided by Yakima Transit. Yakima Transit has submitted to 

WSDOT a six-year Transit Development Plan (TDP) for the period 2025 to 2030. The TDP provides a 

framework to guide Yakima Transit’s service delivery through the next six years. The City should 

continue to work with Yakima Transit to improve transit services and develop a convenient, integrated 

and efficient transit system that supports future growth. 

Yakima Transit’s 6-year TDP identifies a variety of investments targeted at bringing back service. 

Besides capital investments in vehicle replacements and equipment upgrades, Yakima Transit also plans 

to have a new “Base of Operations” property as well as a new westside Transfer Station by the end of 

2030.  

TDM Programs 

The expansion of existing TDM programs are recommended to reduce the overall amount of travel by 

single-occupancy vehicles within the City. TDM programs are coordinated with regional agencies such 

as Yakima County, Yakima Transit and Yakima Valley Conference of Governments (YVCOG).  

The City of Yakima identifies Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) policies in the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, 

which includes policies found in the Yakima Valley Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (see Chapter 1 of 

the Bicycle Master Plan). The YVCOG discusses components of the CTR program including: 

 

 Ridesharing - Employers can develop and maintain a database of home addresses to facilitate 

carpool and vanpool matching between employees working on the same site. Employers can also 

provide financial incentives or reserved parking spaces for carpool and vanpool vehicles.  

 Flexible and Alternative Work Schedules – Flexible work hour schedules allow employees to 

adjust start/end times to accommodate carpools, vanpools, or transit options. Alternative work 

schedules can also be used to reduce the number of days an employee commutes during peak 

travel periods. These programs help reduce the need for adding capacity to highways and 

arterials, and reduce the levels of peak hour congestion. 

 Telecommuting – The use of telecommunications technology can allow some employees to work 

from home, reducing the need for travel to and from a work site for some work days. 

 Secured Bicycle Parking and Showers – Secured bicycle parking could be provided near major 

employment centers, preferably in a covered, weather-protected area. Shower facilities at work 

sites are also desirable to encourage commuting by bicycle. 

4.3.4.  Transportation Projects and Programs 

The City has identified a comprehensive list of multimodal transportation system improvement projects 

and programs. The multimodal improvement projects address transportation needs within the existing 

City limits. It also identifies improvement projects within the City’s unincorporated UGA needed to serve 

future growth within the area as it is annexed. Improvements under other jurisdictions include 

previously identified projects as well as potential improvements identified by the City of Yakima. The 

City will continue to coordinate with the other agencies in their transportation planning efforts to 
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facilitate development of a comprehensive transportation system for the City and surrounding 

communities.  

Each of the projects have been assigned a likely timing horizon of short-range (2027-2032), mid-range 

(2033-2040), and long-range (2040-2050). The timing blends the relative priority of each project with 

the likely timing to be able to fund, design, and construct an improvement project. The timing horizon 

also takes into consideration the availability of funding, which is presented in Chapter 5. 

Planning level cost estimates were prepared for each project under the jurisdiction of the City of 

Yakima. The planning level cost estimates are based on typical unit costs for different project types. The 

cost estimates also account for potential right-of-way acquisition, and engineering design Costs of 

specific needs such as a bridge or major power lines are also incorporated, at a planning level. All cost 

estimates are reported in 2026 dollars. 

The projects were categorized as follows: 

 Intersection Improvements include upgrading intersections through added turn lanes or 

modifications to traffic controls. Where applicable, improvements may also include upgrading 

traffic signals and implementing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), which could encompass 

modifications to vehicle detection and coordinated signal timing.  

 Active Transportation improvements add pedestrian and bicycle facilities to roadways or 

construct off-street multiuse pathways to complete gaps in the existing non-motorized network.  

 Study includes further analysis and evaluation to develop more detailed improvement projects 

and cost estimates. 

 Roadway Improvements include modifying roadways to current City design standards and 

incorporating multimodal improvements to serve higher traffic volumes and non-motorized 

travel. 

 New Roadway includes constructing new arterials or collector roads, including non-motorized 

facilities. 

Roadway and intersection improvement projects are shown in Exhibit 4-29 and described in Exhibit 

4-30, while active transportation projects are shown in Exhibit 4-31 and described in Exhibit 4-32. 
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Exhibit 4-29. Roadway and Intersection Improvement Projects  

 

Exhibit 4-30. Roadway and Intersection Improvement Projects and Recommended Studies 

PROJECT ID PROJECT NAME LOCATION DESCRIPTION TIME FRAME COST 

YAK84 16th Avenue 

Improvements 

  Reconstruct and widen 

16th Avenue and Tieton 

drive by adding left-

turn lanes for all 

movments at the in 

tersection. Upgrade the 

traffic signal 

Short  $       

4,037,700  

WA-14955 Coolidge Rd - Roadway 

Improvements 

72nd Avenue to 

84th Avenue 

Rehabilitate existing 

pavement and update 

roadway to current city 

standards 

Short  $       

1,500,000  



  4-46 

YAK102 N 1st Street & R Street 

Signal 

Intersection Install Traffic signal at 

the intersection 

Short  $          

468,889  

WA-15735 Nob Hill Blvd 28th Ave 

to 40th Ave Paving 

28th Avenue to 

40th Avenue 

This project will 

rehabilitate the 

pavement on Nob Hill 

Blvd by milling and 

paving,  

ADA curb ramp 

replacement, adjust 

utilities, restripe the 

road, and other work as  

needed to rehabilitate 

the pavement. 

Short  $       

1,414,000  

WA-15881 Nob Hill RR #2 and 

72nd Ave S #87 

Bridges - Joint 

Replacement 

Nob Hill Blvd to 

72nd Avenue 

Replace expansion 

joints on the Nob Hill RR 

#2 bridge and 

expansion joints and 

girder grout channels on 

the 72nd Ave S #87 

bridge. 

Short  $       

1,172,552  

YAK104 Tieton Drive Resurfacing S. 48th Ave. to S. 

72nd Ave. 

Grind and overlay, and 

ADA curb ramp 

replacement. 

Short  $       

1,386,000  

WA-15913 Yakima Valley Trolley 

Bridge Rehabilitation 

Naches River to 

Naches River 

The project will 

complete repairs to the 

Yakima Valley Trolley 

Bridge over the Naches 

River. Repairs include 

removing and replacing 

decayed timber 

elements, regrading 

and compacting 

approach fills, 

replacements of the 

timber sill footings and 

the timber backwall, 

and scour protection of 

a bridge pier 

Short  $          

653,000  

I-2 Nob Hill Blvd / 18th St 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Provide dual 

southbound left-turn 

lanes. Add westbound 

right-turn lane. Install 

curb, gutter, sidewalk, 

upgrade traffic signal 

Medium  $          

910,000  
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system. Coordinate with 

Project I-13 (trail 

connection). 

I-4 3rd Ave / Washington 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Upgrade the traffic 

signalization system 

Medium  $          

400,000  

YAK14 Washington Ave / 

Longfiber Rd 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Improve the 

Washington Avenue 

and Longfiber Road 

intersection by 

constructing an 

eastboung left-turn lane 

on Washington and a 

northbound left-turn 

lane on Longfiber, 

install or replace curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting, storm drainage 

and safety flashing 

signal. Project may be 

removed or changed 

based on Washington 

Avenue study findings. 

Short  $       

1,000,000  

YAK108 1st St / Washington 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Realign intersection, 

widen E. Washington 

Avenue to 

accommodate an 

additional lane, replace 

curb, gutter and 

sidewalk, and install a 

new traffic signalization 

system. Project may be 

removed based on 

Washington Avenue 

study findings. 

Long  $       

2,710,000  

I-7 72nd Ave / Tieton Dr 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. 

Long  $    

10,530,000  

I-9 40th Ave / Tieton Dr 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. Project 

may change based on 

40th Avenue Access 

Management Plan 

Long  $    

10,530,000  
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I-10 40th Ave / Summitview 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Improve the intersection 

by constructing larger 

corner radii, lengthening 

the turn lanes, and 

upgrading the traffic 

signal system. Project 

may be modified based 

on 40th Avenue Access 

Management Corridor 

Study findings. 

Medium  $       

1,920,000  

I-11 40th Ave / Nob Hill 

Blvd Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. Project 

may change based on 

40th Avenue Access 

Management Plan 

Long  $    

10,530,000  

I-12 16th Ave / Lincoln Ave 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. Project 

may change based on 

16th Avenue Access 

Management Plan and 

Lincoln Ave/MLK Bvd 

Realignment Study. 

Long  $    

10,530,000  

I-13 16th Ave / Nob Hill 

Blvd Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. Project 

may change based on 

16th Avenue Access 

Management Plan 

Long  $    

10,530,000  

I-15 1st St / I St Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. 

Long  $    

10,530,000  

I-16 3rd Ave / Nob Hill Blvd 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

on northbound and 

southbound approaches 

when needed. 

Long  $       

5,260,000  

I-17 Nob Hill Blvd / 1st St 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Set standard at LOS E. 

Add dual left-turn lanes 

when needed. 

Long  $    

12,280,000  
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YAK98 72nd Ave / Washington 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Improve intersection by 

installing a traffic signal 

system or roundabout. 

Medium  $       

2,000,000  

I-19 40th Ave / Englewood 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Replace traffic signal 

poles and upgrade 

controller. 

Medium  $          

610,000  

I-20 Powerhouse Rd / 

Englewood Ave 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Construct single-lane 

roundabout. If not 

possible, realign 

intersection, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and 

safety flashing signal. 

Short  $       

1,014,431  

I-21 48th Ave / Summitview 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Install traffic signal at 

the intersection of 

Summitview Avenue and 

48th Avenue. 

Medium  $       

1,220,000  

I-22 Washington Ave / 40th 

Ave Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Convert one northbound 

lane to a southbound 

left-turn lane to provide 

dual left-turn lanes. 

Update signal and lane 

markings at intersection 

to match. 

Medium  $          

350,000  

I-23 SR 12 / 16th Ave 

Interchange 

Improvements 

Interchange: SR 

12 Ramps / 16th 

Avenue 

Construct a roundabout 

where the westbound 

ramps intersect with N. 

16th Avenue. 

Coordinate with I-13 

project. 

Medium  $       

2,630,000  

I-24 16th Ave / Fruitvale 

Blvd Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Improve the intersection 

by constructing larger 

curb radii, installing 

ADA ramps, and 

upgrading the traffic 

signal system. 

Medium  $       

1,410,000  

I-26 16th Ave / Washington 

Blvd Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Widen south leg to 

provide exclusive dual 

left-turn lanes. Project 

may change based on 

Washington Ave 

corridor study. 

Medium  $          

490,000  
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I-27 Tieton Dr / 5th Ave 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Remove existing traffic 

signal and construct a 

roundabout, remove 

and replace curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and drainage 

Medium  $       

2,110,000  

I-28 16th & Mead 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Add pedestrian signal 

or full traffic signal 

pending MUTCD signal 

warrant 

Short  $          

750,000  

I-29 Summitview & 50th 

Intersection 

Improvements 

Intersection Add traffic signal at 

Summitview & 50th 

intersection 

Long  $          

750,000  

I-30 16th & Fruitvale Intersection Add Traffic Signal or 

Roundabout at 16th & 

Fruitvale Intersection 

Short  $       

2,285,100  

I-31 Mead Ave and 10th 

Ave 

Intersection Mead Avenue 

Pedestrian Signal at 

10th Avenue 

Short  $          

250,000  

S-1 40th Ave Access 

Management Plan (SR 

12-Washington) 

40th Ave: SR 12 

to Washington 

Ave 

Study to determine plan 

for access management 

and spot intersection 

improvements to 

improve vehicle 

capacity and safety for 

all travel modes in 

corridor. 

Medium  $          

880,000  

S-2 16th Ave Access 

Management Plan (SR 

12-Washington) 

16th Ave: SR 12 

to Washington 

Ave 

Study to determine plan 

for access management 

and spot intersection 

improvements to 

improve vehicle 

capacity and safety for 

all travel modes in 

corridor. 

Medium  $          

880,000  

S-3 Lincoln Ave & MLK Blvd 

Realignment Study 

(Auto and Bike Mobility) 

Lincoln Avenue: 

16th Ave to 5th 

Ave; Pierce Ave: 

Lincoln Ave to 

Summitview Ave 

Study the option of 

orienting the west end 

of the Lincoln/MLK 

couplet south to 

Summitview, and 

converting Lincoln Ave 

(16th to Pierce) to 3 

lanes with bike lanes. 

Medium  $          

440,000  
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Pierce Ave would be 

widened (to the east) to 

5 lanes between 

Summitview Ave and 

MLK Blvd. Intersection of 

Summitview Ave/Pierce 

Ave would have dual 

eastbound left-turns and 

dual southbound right 

turns. Need to improve 

both auto and bike 

east-west mobility in 

area. 

S-4 Washington Ave 

Corridor Study 

Washington Ave: 

16th Ave to 1st 

St 

Study feasibility of 

converting corridor from 

4 lanes to 3 lanes. 

Could reduce or 

eliminate need for 

improvements at 16th 

St, Longfiber Rd, and 

1st St. Increases safety 

along corridor and 

reduces conflicts at the 

at-grade railroad 

crossing. 

Medium  $          

260,000  

S-5 West Valley 

North/South Corridor 

(Ahtanum-Summitview) 

North-South 

Corridor West of 

80th Ave: 

Ahtanum Rd to 

Summitview Ave 

Corridor study to 

determine the best 

location for a 

north/south limited 

access vehicle corridor 

in West Valley. City 

and County joint 

project. 

Long  $          

880,000  

S-6 Citywide Speed Limit 

Study  

Citywide Conduct a 

comprehensive speed 

limit study to determine 

appropriate speed 

limits for all roadways 

across the city.  

Short  $          

150,000  

YAK10 H St Extension, Phase 1 

(1st-10th) 

'H' St: 1st St to 

10th St 

Construct new 3-lane 

roadway including 

water, sewer, curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system. 

Short  $       

7,470,000  
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R-2 24th Avenue Bike 

Corridor (Inglewood-

Washington) 

24th Ave: 

Inglewood Ave 

to Washington 

Ave 

Convert 4-lane street to 

3-lane street with bike 

lanes between 

Washington and Nob 

Hill. Wayfinding 

throughout corridor. 

Medium  $          

350,000  

R-3 6th Avenue 

Rehabilitation (Walnut-

River) 

6th Avenue, 

Walnut St to 

River Rd 

Reconstruct the existing 

trolley rail and 

impacted roadway, 

grind and overlay the 

remaining width of 6th 

Avenue. 

Medium  $       

7,720,000  

R-5 Linclon/MLK Bike 

Corridor 

Along Lincoln 

Ave, 5th Ave to 

10th St; Along 

MLK Blvd, 5th 

Ave to 10th St; 

Along Fair Ave, 

10th St to 

Yakima Ave 

Along Lincoln Ave and 

MLK Blvd, reduce 

vehicle lanes to 2 and 

add 

buffered/protected 

bike lanes. Add 

signage/markings to 

completed full corridor. 

Medium  $          

880,000  

R-6 Yakima Downtown 

Future Initiatives, Phase 

5 

Yakima Ave 

Corridor Area: 

1st St to 9th St 

Install historic lighting, 

sidewalk modifications 

and other 

improvements. Exact 

improvement area(s) to 

be determined. 

Medium  $    

10,530,000  

R-7 Yakima Ave Bridge 

Replacement (18th St) 

Yakima Ave / 

18th Street 

Crossing 

Replace the bridge on 

E. Yakima Avenue that 

crosses over 18th 

Street. Consider 

lowering 18th Street to 

accommodate larger 

vehicles. 

Medium  $       

5,540,000  

R-8 Spring Creek Rd 

Widening (Washington-

36th) 

Spring Creek Rd: 

Washington Ave 

to 36th Ave 

Widen roadway to 3 

lanes, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and 

street lights. 

Short  $       

3,370,000  

R-9 36th Ave Widening 

(Spring Creek-Sorenson) 

36th Ave: Spring 

Creek Rd to 

Sorenson Rd 

Widen roadway to 3 

lanes, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and 

street lights. 

Short  $       

1,590,000  
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R-10 Sorenson Rd Widening 

(36th-38th) 

Sorenson Rd: 

36th Ave to 38th 

Ave 

Widen roadway, install 

curb, gutter, sidewalk 

and street lights. 

Short  $          

560,000  

R-11 80th Ave Bridge 

Widening (Wide 

Hollow Creek) 

80th Ave: Wide 

Hollow Rd to 

Plath Ave 

Replace existing two-

lane bridge over Wide 

Hollow Creek with 

three-lane bridge. The 

City's involvement is 

only to pass through of 

an Ecology grant in 

conjunction with the 

County's flood plain 

management project. 

Short  $          

180,000  

R-12 Wide Hollow Rd Bridge 

Widening (Wide 

Hollow Creek) 

Wide Hollow Rd: 

89th Ave to 88th 

Ave 

Replace existing two-

lane bridge over Wide 

Hollow Creek with 

three-lane bridge. The 

City's involvement is 

only to pass through of 

an Ecology grant in 

conjunction with the 

County's flood plain 

management project. 

Short  $          

180,000  

R-13 River Rd Improvements 

(40th-36th) 

River Rd: 40th 

Ave to 36th Ave 

Upgrade road to urban 

standards and add bike 

facilities. 

Short  $       

2,630,000  

R-15 66th Ave Widening 

(Summitview-Scenic) 

66th Ave: 

Summitview Ave 

to Scenic Dr 

Reconstruct and widen 

roadway to three lanes, 

install curb, gutter, 

sidewalk, storm 

drainage system and 

utilities. 

Medium  $       

2,740,000  

R-16 I Street (6th Ave-3rd St) Along I St, 6th 

Ave to 3rd St 

Upgrade street to 

urban standards by 

constructing curb, gutter, 

sidewalk, and bike 

lanes. Keep at two 

vehicle lanes, no center 

vehicle median. 

Medium  $       

7,260,000  

R-17 64th Ave Widening 

(Washington-Nob Hill) 

64th Ave: 

Washington Ave 

to Nob Hill Blvd 

Widen roadway to 

three lanes, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system. 

Medium  $       

3,650,000  
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R-18 Englewood Ave 

Widening (40th-56th) 

Englewood Ave: 

40th Ave to 56th 

Ave 

Widen roadway to 

three lanes, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system. 

Medium  $       

2,990,000  

R-19 Englewood Ave 

Widening (24th-40th) 

and Bike Corridor 

Connection 

Englewood Ave: 

24th Ave to 40th 

Ave 

Reconstruct and widen 

roadway to three lanes, 

install curb, gutter, 

sidewalk, street lighting 

and storm drainage 

system. Install sewer 

and water lines. Add 

bike lanes to corridor. 

Medium  $       

6,760,000  

R-20 Englewood Ave 

Widening (16th-24th) 

Englewood Ave: 

16th Ave to 24th 

Ave 

Widen roadway to 

three lanes, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system, water 

and sewer lines. Add 

bike lanes to corridor. 

Medium  $       

5,980,000  

R-21 48th Avenue Widening 

(Summitview-Nob Hill) 

48th Ave: 

Summitview Ave 

to Nob Hill Blvd 

Reconstruct and widen 

48th Avenue, install 

curb, gutter, sidewalk, 

street lighting and 

drainage system. 

Medium  $       

4,520,000  

R-22 Nob Hill Widening 

(40th-48th) 

Nob Hill Blvd: 

40th Ave to 48th 

Ave 

Widen corridor to 5 

lanes 

Medium  $       

2,910,000  

R-24 Mead Ave 

Reconstruction (Rudkin-

Fair) 

Mead Ave: 

Rudkin Rd to Fair 

Ave 

Partner with Union Gap 

to reconstruct E. Mead 

Avenue, install curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and 

storm drainage system. 

Medium  $       

3,790,000  

R-25 Rudkin Rd Reconstruction 

(Viola-Rainier) 

Rudkin Rd: Viola 

Ave to Rainier Pl 

Reconstruct roadway, 

install curb, gutter, 

sidewalk and storm 

drainage. Partner with 

Union Gap to install 

additional sewer force 

main. 

Medium  $       

3,740,000  

R-26 1st St Revitalization, 

Phase 1 (N St-SR 12) 

1st St: 'N' St to 

SR 12 

Improve North 1st 

Street by rehabilitating 

the pavement and lane 

Short  $       

5,510,000  
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markings, removing on- 

street parking, 

enhancing street and 

pedestrian lighting, 

constructing median 

islands and installing 

various pedestrian and 

decorative elements. 

R-29 Lincoln Ave Safety 

Improvements (40th-

Powerhouse) 

Lincoln Ave: 40th 

Ave to 

Powerhouse Rd 

Convert 4-lane street to 

3-lane street with bike 

lanes. 

Medium  $          

740,000  

YAK11 Bravo Company Blvd 

Extension (H-Lincoln) 

10th St: 'H' St to 

Lincoln Ave 

Construct new 5-lane 

roadway including 

water, sewer, curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system. 

Connects new East-West 

corridor in Mill Site to 

Lincoln/MLK corridor. 

Short  $       

6,000,000  

WA-13520 H St Extension, Phase 2 

(10th-I 82) 

H' St: 10th St to 

I-82 

Construct 5-lane new 

roadway including 

water, sewer, curb, 

gutter, sidewalk, street 

lighting and storm 

drainage system. 

Creates Mill Site east-

west roadway. 

Short  $       

6,500,000  

N-4 Fruitvale Blvd to H 

Street Connection (5th-

1st) 

New arterial 

roadway 

between 

Fruitvale 

Blvd/5th Ave 

intersection and 

1st St/H St 

intersection. 

Contruction new arterial 

roadway to connect the 

Fruitvale Blvd and H St 

corridors to provide a 

continuous east-west 

corridor. RR crossing 

would be grade 

separated. 

Long  $    

43,850,000  

N-5 H St Extension, Phase 3 

(I 82-Butterfield) 

H' St: I-82 to 

Butterfield Rd 

Complete new east-

west corridor across the 

Yakima River to 

Butterfield Road 

Medium  $    

87,710,000  

O-1 I-82 / Yakima Ave 

Interchange 

Improvements 

I-82 Corridor: SR 

12 to Nob Hill 

Reconstruct/extend off-

ramp from existing I-82 

offramp for Lincoln 

Avenue (Fair Avenue) to 

vicinity of 'G' Street (the 

Medium  $  

131,560,000  
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new east-west corridor). 

Construct Collector-

Distributer (CD) roads 

and auxilary lanes 

along I-82. Construct 

new diamond 

interchange with 'H' 

Street extension. 

Connect 'H' Street 

ramps and Yakima 

Avenue interchange 

ramps to CD roads. Fair 

Ave Loop connector 

converted to limited 

access one-way road 

(right-in from Yakima, 

right-out to Fair Ave). 

O-2 Ahtanum Road Ahtanum Road 

from 26th 

Avenue to 42nd 

Avenue 

Reconstructing and 

widening roadway to 

three lanes, with a 

separated 

bike/pedestrian 

pathway. 

Short  $    

11,510,000  
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Exhibit 4-31. Active Transportation Improvement Projects  

 

Exhibit 4-32. Active Transportation Improvement Projects  

ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 

WA-
15117 

Fred Meyer 
Active 

Transportation 
Pathway - 

Fruitvale Blvd 
& 40th Ave 

Roundabout Intersection 

Roundabout, Rectangular 
Rapid Flashing Beacons 

(RRFB), New Marked 
Crosswalk, Green 
Pavement/Bicycle 

Intersection Crossing 
Markings, ADA Curb 

Ramps, Audible 
Pedestrian Signal, Bicycle 

Wayfinding 
Signs/Markings, Shared-

use Path/Trail Short  $           1,330,904  

YAK114 
N 16th Avenue 

Sidewalk 
River Road to US 

12 Off Ramp 
Contstruct sidewalk on 

west side of roadway Short  $               446,219  



  4-58 

ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 

YAK103  

Nob Hill 
Elementary 

School Safety 
Improvements 

various locations 
to various 
locations 

This project will make 
various pedestrian safety 

improvements in the 
vicinity of Nob Hill 

Elementary School, such 
as new sidewalk and 

constructing ADA ramps Short  $               674,520  

WA-
15118 

Prasch Avenue 
Sidewalk 

Improvements 
S 20th Avenue to S 

16th Avenue 

Construct sidewalks 
against existing curbing 

on Prasch Avenue from S. 
16th Avenue to S. 20th 

Avenue, and along S 16th 
Ave from Prasch Avenue 

to Nob Hill Blvd. Short  $               185,000  

YAK116 

Zier Road 
Sidewalk 

Improvements 

75th Avenue to 
West Valley High 

School Add sidewalk. Short  $               980,000  

A-2 

Washington 
Ave Bike 

Corridor (64th-
24th) 

Washington Ave: 
64th St to 24th St 

Add low stress bike trail 
on north side of corridor Medium  $           4,470,000  

A-3 

Naches 
Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Pacific Ave. to 

Walnut Ave. 

Remove the existing 
sidewalk on both sides of 
the road and install new 

sidewalk Medium  $               580,000  

A-4 
4th Street 
Sidewalk 

Pacific Ave. to 
Walnut Ave. 

Remove the existing 
sidewalk on both sides of 
the road and install new 

sidewalk Medium  $               550,000  

A-5 

Chestnut 
Avenue 

Sidewalk 
56th Ave. to 70th 

Ave. 

Construct curb, gutter and 
sidewalk on the north side 

of the road Medium  $               790,000  

A-6 
Mead Avenue 

Sidewalk 
27th Ave. to 28th 

Ave. 

Construct curb, gutter and 
sidewalk on the south 

side of the road Medium  $                 30,000  

WA-
13522 

Browne 
Avenue 

Sidewalk 
7th Ave. to 16th 

Ave. 

Remove the existing 
sidewalk on both sides of 
the road and install new 

sidewalk Medium  $               440,000  

YAK113 

Mead Avenue 
Pedestrian 

Signal 
10th Ave to 10th 

Ave. 

Install pedestrian signal 
across Mead Avenue 
north of 10th Avenue Short  $               400,000  

A-9 
44th Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Viola to Randall 

Park 
Construct sidewalk on the 

west side of the road. Medium  $               480,000  

A-10 
Pacific Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Fair Avenue to Jail 

Property 

Construct sidewalk on 
both sides of the road 

where needed. Medium  $               530,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 

YAK-109 
Fair Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Pacific Ave. to Nob 

Hill Blvd. 
Construct sidewalk on the 

west side of the road. Medium  $               490,000  

YAK110 
Nob Hill Blvd. 

Sidewalk 
12th Street to 14th 

Street 
Construct sidewalk on the 

south side of the road. Medium  $               170,000  

A-15 

16th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Improvements 
(Washington-

Nob Hill) 

16th Ave: 
Washington Ave to 

Nob Hill Blvd. 

Install 7-foot sidewalk on 
the west side of 16th 

Avenue. Medium  $           1,280,000  

A-16 

Nob Hill Blvd 
Sidewalk 

Improvements 
(16th-6th) 

Nob Hill Blvd: 16th 
Ave to 6th St 

Construct sidewalk in 
locations where it doesn’t 
exist on the south side of 

Nob Hill. Medium  $           2,630,000  

A-17 

Chestnut 
Ave/40th Ave 

Crossing 

Intersection 
(crossing east-

west) 

Add intersection 
treatment to create lower 
stress bicycle connection Medium  $                 70,000  

A-18 

Yakima 
Greenway Trail 

Access 
(Yakima Ave) 

Along Yakima Ave, 
10th St to 18th St 

Reduce turn radii at major 
intersections and improve 
trail pavement markings; 

complete trail connection 
on east end of corridor. 
Coordinate with future 

interchange 
improvements (Project R-

37). Medium  $           2,350,000  

A-19 

Yakima 
Greenway Trail 

Access (Nob 
Hill Blvd) 

Along Nob Hill 
Blvd, 18th St to I-

82 NB Ramps 

Reduce turn radii at major 
intersections and improve 
trail pavement markings; 

complete trail connection 
on west end of corridor Medium  $           1,210,000  

A-20 

Powerhouse 
Trail 

Connection 
(16th Ave) 

Intersection of 
16th Ave/ 

Englewood Ave 

Add lower stress bike 
connection between 

existing Powerhouse Trail 
endpoints, across 

intersection. Medium  $               390,000  

A-21 

32nd 
Ave/Lincoln 

Ave Bike 
Crossing Intersection 

Add RRFB for north-south 
bike crossing Medium  $                 70,000  

YAK107 

88th Ave 
Reconstruction 

(Tieton-
Summitview) 

88th Ave: Tieton Dr 
to Summitview Ave 

Construct curb, gutter, 
sidewalk and storm 

drainage system on the 
east side of 88th Avenue. Medium  $               591,000  

A-23 

Adams ES & 
Washington 

MS Safety 
Improvements Various Streets 

This project will make 
various pedestrian safety 

improvements in the 
vicinity of Adams 

Elementary School and Short  $               490,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 
Washington Middle 

School, such as, 
constructing sidewalks, 

improving roadway 
crossings, installing 

flashers and installing 
fencing. 

A-24 

32nd Ave/34th 
Ave Bike 
Corridor 

Along 32nd Ave, 
from Mead Ave to 
Englewood Ave; 
Along 34th Ave, 

Englewood Ave to 
Fruitvale Blvd 

Add bike boulevard 
treatments and 

wayfinding to corridor with 
a two lane bike lane Medium  $           1,470,000  

A-25 
Chestnut Ave 
Bike Corridor 

Along Chestnut 
Ave, 72nd Ave to 
24th; Jog north 

along 24th, then 
along Yakima Ave, 
24th to 14th; Jog 
along Terrace St, 

12th Ave, Chestnut 
Ave, 11th Ave to 

Walnute Ave; 
Along Walnut Ave, 
11th Ave to 5th Ave 

Add bike boulevard 
treatments (or bike lanes 

in wider sections) and 
wayfinding to corridor Medium  $           2,140,000  

A-26 
10th/11th Ave 
Bike Corridor 

Along 11th Ave, 
Walnut St to 

Steward St; Jog 
along Steward St; 

Along 10th Ave, 
Steward St to 

Washington St 

Add bike lanes or bike 
boulevard elements along 

corridor to lower stress Medium  $           1,120,000  

A-27 
3rd Street Bike 

Corridor 
Along 3rd St, I St to 

Pacific Ave 

Add bike lanes, buffered 
bike lanes, or widen 

buffered bike lanes to 
lower stress Medium  $           1,420,000  

A-28 
Maple St/Parks 

Bike Corridor 

Along Maple St, 
3rd St to 13th St; 

Along 13th St, 
Maple St to Beech 
St; Along Beech St, 

13th St to 
Chalmers Rd; 

Along Chalmers 
Rd, Beech St to 

Riverside St; Along 
Riversidr St, 

Chalmers Rd to 

Intersection crossing 
improvement at 6th St; 

Add bike lanes and 
wayfinding; Along Beech 

St remove yellow 
centerline and add fog 

lines to indicate low 
volume roadway Medium  $               910,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 
18th St; Along 18th 
St, Riverside St to 

Bike Trail 
Connection 

A-29 
Pacific/18th St 
Bike Corridor 

Along Pacific Ave, 
3rd St to 18th St; 

Along 18th St, 
Pacific Ave to Nob 

Hill Blvd 

Add bike lanes by 
removing parking or 

removing center median Medium  $           1,030,000  

A-30 

Garfield ES 
Safety 

Improvements Various Streets 

This project will make 
various pedestrian safety 

improvements in the 
vicinity of Garfield 

Elementary School, such 
as, constructing sidewalk, 

improving roadway 
crossings, installing 

flashers. Short  $               250,000  

A-31 

McClure ES 
Safety 

Improvements Various Streets 

This project will make 
various pedestrian safety 

improvements in the 
vicinity of McClure 

Elementary School, such 
as, constructing sidewalk, 
ADA ramps and improving 

crosswalks. Short  $               470,000  

A-32 

McKinley ES 
Safety 

Improvements Various Streets 

This project will make 
various pedestrian safety 

improvements in the 
vicinity of McKinley 

Elementary School, such 
as, replacing dilapidated 

sidewalk, constructing 
ADA ramps, and installing 

a HAWK pedestrian 
crossing system. Short  $               840,000  

A-34 

Cowiche 
Canyon Trail 

Improvements 

Cowiche Canyon: 
Powerhouse Rd to 

Trailhead 

Construct a 10-foot wide 
pathway, including two 
bridges over Cowiche 

Creek. Short  $           3,510,000  

A-35 

34th Ave to 
Greenway Trail 

Connection 

Along Fruitvale 
Blvd: 34th Ave to 

40th Ave 

Provide cycle track or trail 
on north side of Fruitvale 
Blvd to provide low stress 
bike connection between 

two primary bike 
corridors. Medium  $               330,000  

A-36 
Yakima Ave 

Bike Corridor 
Yakima Ave: 16th 
Ave to Terrace St 

Add short section of cycle 
track on south side of Medium  $               140,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 
Connection 

(16th-Terrace) 
Yakima (300 feet east of 

16th Avenue to Terrace St) 
by removing one 

eastbound vehicle lane. 

A-37 
3rd Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Nob Hill Blvd to 

Walnut Ave. 

Remove the existing 
sidewalk on both sides of 
the road and install new 

sidewalk Medium  $               840,000  

A-38 
E G St / N 6th 
St Bike Lane 

Along E G St / N 
6th St: N 3rd St To 

E Martin Luther 
King Jr Blvd Add 3630ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 40,000  

A-39 
S Fair Ave Bike 

Lane 

Along S Fair Ave: E 
Nob Hill Blvd To E 

MLK JR Blvd/E 
Lincoln Ave Add 9410ft of Bike Lane Long  $               110,000  

A-40 
W Mead Ave 

Bike Lane 

Along W Mead Ave: 
S 16th Ave To S 

Fair Ave Add 10600ft of Bike Lane Long  $               130,000  

A-41 
W Walnut St 

Bike Lane 
Along W Walnut St: 
S 6th St To S 8th St Add 760ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 10,000  

A-42 

N Front St Bike 
Lane and 
Sidewalk 

improvements 
Along N Front St: E 
Walnut St To E I St 

Add 5760ft of Bike Lane, 
add sidewalk on one side 

from MLK to I Street Long  $           3,120,000  

A-43 

Randall Dog 
Park Shared 

Use Trail 

Along Randall Dog 
Park: S 48th Ave To 

S 44th Ave 
Add 1350ft of Shared Use 

Trail Long  $               540,000  

A-44 

S 48th Ave 
Protected Bike 

Lane 

Along S 48th Ave: 
W Washington Ave 

To 200ft north of 
Randal Dog Park 

South Lot 
Add 870ft of Protected 

Bike Lane Long  $                 50,000  

A-41 

W Walnut St 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along W Walnut St: 
N 5th Ave To S 6th 

St 
Add 4550ft of Buffered 

Bike Lane Long  $                 20,000  

A-45 

S 5th Ave 
Protected Bike 

Lane 

Along S 5th Ave: 
Tieton Dr To W 

Lincoln Ave 
Add 3850ft of Protected 

Bike Lane Long  $               230,000  

A-46 

W MLK/Pierce 
Ave/W Lincoln 
Ave Buffered 

Bike Lane 

Along W 
MLK/Pierce Ave/W 
Lincoln Ave: N 6th 
Ave To N 6th Ave 

Add 1130ft of Buffered 
Bike Lane Long  $                 30,000  

A-47 
N 5th Ave Bike 

Lane 

Along N 5th Ave: W 
Lincoln Ave To 
270ft south of 

Cherry Ave Add 970ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 10,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 

A-48 

N 5th Ave 
Protected Bike 

Lane 

Along N 5th Ave: 
270ft South of 

Cherry Ave To W I 
St 

Add 2970ft of Protected 
Bike Lane Long  $               170,000  

A-49 

Occidental/S 
80th 

Ave/Coolidge 
Rd/S 72nd Ave 

Shared 
Roadway 

Along 
Occidental/S 80th 
Ave/Coolidge Rd/S 
72nd Ave: Western 
City Limits To Sali 

Rd 
Add 20060ft of Shared 

Roadway Long  $                 60,000  

A-50 

Cherry Ave 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along Cherry Ave: 
N 16th Ave To N 

5th Ave 
Add 3000ft of Buffered 

Bike Lane Long  $                 80,000  

A-51 

W Lincoln Ave 
Bike Lane and 

sidewalk 
improvements 

Along W Lincoln 
Ave: N 56th Ave To 

N 32nd Ave 

Add 8230ft of Bike Lane, 
add sidewalk on one side 

of W Lincoln b/t N 40th 
Ave and N 56th Ave Long  $           4,460,000  

A-52 

N 16th Ave 
Shared Use 

Trail 
Along N 16th Ave: 
River Rd To US 12 

Add 1490ft of Shared Use 
Trail Long  $               600,000  

A-53 
Tieton Drive 

Bike Lane 

Along Tieton Drive: 
S 72nd Ave To S 

5th Ave Add 23150ft of Bike Lane Long  $               270,000  

A-54 

Englewood Ave 
Bike Lane and 

Sidewalk 
improvements 

Along Englewood 
Ave: N 66th Ave To 

N 56th Ave 

Add 3350ft of Bike Lane 
and sidewalk on one side 

of street Long  $           1,810,000  

A-55 

N 74th Ave and 
Englewood Ave 
Climbing Lane 

& Shared 
Roadway 

Along N 74th Ave 
and Englewood 

Ave: W Lincoln Ave 
To N 66th Ave 

Add 3930ft of Climbing 
Lane & Shared Roadway Long  $                 30,000  

A-56 
S 80th Ave Bike 

Lane 

Along S 80th Ave: 
W Nob Hill Blvd To 

Tieton Drive Add 2650ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 30,000  

A-57 
W Nob Hill 

Blvd Bike Lane 

Along W Nob Hill 
Blvd: S 80th Ave To 

S 72nd Ave Add 1960ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 20,000  

A-58 

S 64th Ave 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along S 64th Ave: 
Occidental Rd To 

Tieton Dr 
Add 10630ft of Buffered 

Bike Lane Long  $               280,000  

A-59 

S 75th Ave/ 
City Owned 

Property 
Shared Use 

Trail 

Along S 75th Ave/ 
City Owned 

Property: West 
Valley Commuity 
Park Lot Entrance 

To W Viola Ave 
Add 910ft of Shared Use 

Trail Long  $               360,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 

A-60 
S 72nd Ave 
Bike Lane 

Along S 72nd Ave: 
Sali Rd To Spokane 

St Add 1000ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 10,000  

A-61 

W Lincoln Ave 
Shared Use 

Trail 

Along W Lincoln 
Ave: N 24th 

Ave/Powerhouse 
Rd To N 20th Ave 

Add 1300ft of Shared Use 
Trail Long  $               520,000  

A-62 

Yakima Valley 
Canal Shared 

Use Trail 

Along Yakima 
Valley Canal: N 

44th Ave To 
Castlevale/Fechter 

Road 
Add 2610ft of Shared Use 

Trail Long  $           1,040,000  

A-63 

E Martin Luther 
King Jr Blvd/ E 

Lincoln Ave 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along E Martin 
Luther King Jr Blvd/ 

E Lincoln Ave: N 
Front St To N 8th 

Street via E Lincoln 
Ave 

Add 5210ft of Buffered 
Bike Lane Long  $               140,000  

A-64 
S 56th Ave Bike 

Lane 

Along S 56th Ave: 
Tieton Drive To W 

Lincoln Ave Add 3960ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 50,000  

A-65 

N 16th Ave 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along N 16th Ave: 
W Lincoln Ave To 

Englewood 
Ave/Cherry Ave 

Add 1310ft of Buffered 
Bike Lane Long  $                 30,000  

A-66 

W Nob Hill 
Blvd Buffered 

Bike Lane 

Along W Nob Hill 
Blvd: S 72nd Ave 

To S 64th Ave 
Add 2600ft of Buffered 

Bike Lane Long  $                 70,000  

A-67 
S 18th St Bike 

Lane 

Along S 18th St: E 
Mead Ave To E Nob 

Hill Blvd Add 2720ft of Bike Lane Long  $                 30,000  

A-68 

W Lincoln Ave 
Buffered Bike 

Lane 

Along W Lincoln 
Ave: N 16th Ave To 

N 20th Ave 
Add 1320ft of Buffered 

Bike Lane Long  $                 30,000  

A-69 

S 18th St 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 18th St: 
Chalmers St to E 

Yakima Ave 

Add sidewalks to both 
sides of S 18th Street and 

Riverside St. 3,400ft Long  $           1,760,000  

A-70 

E Maple St 
Sidewalk 

Project 
Along E Maple St: S 
8th St to S  Fair Ave 

Add sidewalks to north 
side of E Maple between S 
8th and S Fair Ave. 2100ft Long  $           1,100,000  

A-71 

S 6th St 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 6th St: E 
Nob Hill Blvd to E 

Arlington St 

Fill sidewalk gaps on east 
side of S 6th St. approx 

780 linear feet Long  $               650,000  

A-72 

S 6th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 6th Ave: W 
Mead Ave to W 
Nob Hill Blvd 

Add sidewalks to west 
side of 6th ave b/t W Mead 

Ave and W Nob Hill Blvd 
ave, include sidewalks on 
both sides for section of Long  $               330,000  
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ProjectID Project Name Location (Extents) Description 
Time 

Frame Cost 
6th b/t Logan and Viola. 

3270ft 

A-73 

W Viola Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along W Viola Ave: 
S 6th Ave to S 4th 

Ave 
Add sidewalks to north 

side of W Viola Ave. 700ft Long  $               370,000  

A-74 

S 10th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 10th Ave: 
W Washington Ave 
to W Nob Hill Blvd 

Add sidewalk to west side 
of S 10th. 5,200ft Long  $           2,780,000  

A-75 

W Viola Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along W Viola Ave: 
S 16th Ave to S 

10th Ave 

Add sidewalks to south 
side of Viola Ave to 

connect to existing south 
side sidewalk at Viola and 

10th. 2600ft Long  $           1,370,000  

A-76 

S 12th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 12th Ave: 
W Washington Ave 

to W Mead Ave 

Add sidewalks to S 12th 
Ave on both sides 

between W Washington 
and W Pierce St, Add 

sidewalks to east side of 
12th between Pierce and 

Mead. 3130ft Long  $           1,230,000  

A-77 

S 20th Ave / W 
Mead Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 20th Ave / 
W Mead Ave: W 

Nob Hill Blvd to S 
16th Ave 

Add sidewalks to north 
side of W Mead b/t S 20th 

and S 16th, and along S 
20th On the east side 

between Mead and Nob 
Hill Blvd. 4000ft Long  $           2,100,000  

A-78 

S 16th Ave / W 
Arlington St 

Sidewalk 
Project 

Along S 16th Ave / 
W Arlington St: W 
Nob Hill to S 11th 

Ave 

Add sidewalk to fill gaps 
on S 16th Ave and W 

Arlington St from W Nob 
Hill to S 11th Ave Long  $           2,200,000  

A-79 

S 19th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 19th Ave: 
Tieton Dr to W 

Yakima Ave 

Add sidewalks on east 
side of S 19th between 

Tieton and Chestnut - not 
practical to extend 

sidewalk to Yakima. 
1320ft Long  $               700,000  

A-80 

S 24th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 24th Ave: 
Tieton Dr to W 
Chestnut Ave 

Add sidewalks to west 
side of S 24th Ave. 1300ft Long  $               680,000  

A-81 

N 24th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 24th Ave: 
Powerhouse Rd to 

Englewood Ave 
Add sidewalks to east side 

of N 24th Ave. 1000ft Long  $               550,000  

A-82 

Powerhouse 
Road Sidewalk 

Project 

Along Powerhouse 
Road: 160 ft 

northwest of N 
26th Ave to N 24th 

Ave 

Add sidewalks to both 
sides of Powerhouse 

Road. 1800ft Long  $               890,000  
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A-83 

W Chestnut 
Ave Sidewalk 

Project 

Along W Chestnut 
Ave: S 45th Ave to 

Henry Ave 

Add sidewalks to one side 
of Chestnut - whichever is 

most practical. 6900ft Long  $           3,670,000  

A-84 

N 32nd Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 32nd Ave: 
W Chestnut Ave to 

Englewood Ave 
Fill sidewalk gaps on east 
side of N 32nd Ave. 3500ft Long  $           1,880,000  

A-85 

S 32nd Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 32nd Ave: 
W Arlington St to 

Tieton Dr 

Add sidewalk to the east 
side of S 32nd b/t 

Arlington and Webster, 
and to the west side 

between Arlington and 
Tieton 1300ft Long  $               690,000  

A-86 

W Mead Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along W Mead Ave: 
S 32nd Ave to S 

29th Ave 
Add sidewalk to the north 
side of W Mead Ave. 700ft Long  $               390,000  

A-87 

Castlevale Rd 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along Castlevale 
Rd: Powerhouse 

Rd to Fruitvale 
Blvd 

Add sidewalk to the south 
side of Castlevale Rd. 

4700ft Long  $           2,470,000  

A-88 

N 34th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 34th Ave: 
Powerhouse Rd to 

Fruitvale Blvd 
Add sidewalk to west side 

of N 34th Ave. 2300ft Long  $           1,550,000  

A-89 

Powerhouse 
Rd Sidewalk 

Project 

Along Powerhouse 
Rd: N 40th Ave to 

N 34th Ave 

Add sidewalk along 
Powerhouse Rd from N 
40th Ave to N 34th Ave Long  $           1,240,000  

A-90 

N 40th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 40th Ave: 
Kern Rd to 

Castelvale Rd 
Add sidewalk to the west 

side of N 40th. 4000ft Long  $               420,000  

A-91 

Conestoga 
Blvd/Fechter 
Rd Sidewalk 

Project 

Along Conestoga 
Blvd/Fechter Rd: 

Surrey Ln to 
Congdon Canal 

Add sidewalk to East side 
of Conestoga blvd, 

connecting with sidewalk 
on south side of Fechter 

Rd @Congdon Canal.  
1200ft Long  $               660,000  

A-92 

N 44th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 44th Ave: 
W Lincoln Ave to 

Northern Terminus 
of N 44th Ave 

Between Summitview and 
Uplands, add sidewalk on 
one side of N 44th.  940ft. 

Between W Lincoln and 
Douglas, add sidewalk to 

east side of 44th 640ft. 
Between Douglas and 

Englewood, add sidewalk 
to both sides of 44th 

635ft. between 
Englewood and 

Gardenpark way, add 
sidewalks on east side of 
44th 1060ft.  3275ft total Long  $           1,740,000  
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A-93 

N 40th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 40th Ave: 
620 north of W 

Chestnute Ave to 
Summit View Ave 

Add sidewalk to east side 
of N 40th Ave 700ft Long  $               400,000  

A-94 

S 44th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 44th Ave: 
W Arlington St to W 

Chestnut Ave 

Between Arlington and 
Tieton, add sidewalks to 
west side of 44th 1300ft. 

Between Tieton and W 
Chestnut add sidewalks 

on one side of 44th/W 
Walnut/45th 1300ft. 

2600ft total Long  $           1,380,000  

A-95 

S 48th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 48th Ave: 
Randall Park West 
Lot to Signalized 

crossing @ 
MultiCare Cottage 

property 
Add sidewalk to West side 

of S 48th Ave 2100ft Long  $               410,000  

A-96 

W Lincoln Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along W Lincoln 
Ave: N 66th Ave to 

Bitteroot Way 

Add sidewalk to south 
side of W Lincoln Ave 

3400ft Long  $           2,070,000  

A-97 

N 56th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along N 56th Ave: 
325ft north of W 
Chestnut Ave to 
Summitview Ave 

Fill sidewalk gaps on West 
side of N 56th Ave 1000ft Long  $               510,000  

A-98 

S 65th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 65th Ave: 
Tieton Dr to W 
Chestnut Ave 

Add sidewalk to east side 
of S 65th Ave 1400ft Long  $               700,000  

A-99 

S 80th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 80th Ave: 
W Plath Ave to 

Wide Hollow Rd 
Add sidewalk to both 

sides of S 80th Ave 1000ft Long  $           1,000,000  

A-100 

S 75th Ave 
Sidewalk 

Project 

Along S 75th Ave: 
570ft west of S 
75th Ave to W 

Mead Ave 
Add sidewalk to east side 

of S 75th Ave 2300ft Long  $           1,220,000  

A-101 

Zier Road 
Sidewalk 

Improvements 

Along Zier Rd: S 
96th Ave to 570 ft 
west of S 75th Ave 

Add sidewalk to both 
sides of Zier Rd  OR add 
multiuse Path to South 

Side Long  $           6,050,000  

A-102 

Browne 
Avenue 

Sidewalk 
Replacement 7th Ave to 15th Ave Replace Sidewalk Short  $               936,000  

A-103 

2nd Street 
Sidewalk 

Replacement 
G Street to MLK 

Blvd Replace Sidewalk Short  $           1,917,400  
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A-104 

3rd Street 
Sidewalk 

Replacement 
G Street to MLK 

Blvd Replace Sidewalk Short  $           1,899,400  

A-105 

4th Street 
Sidewalk 

Replacement 
G Street to MLK 

Blvd Replace Sidewalk Short  $           1,783,200  

A-106 

6th Street 
Sidewalk 

Replacement 
G Street to MLK 

Blvd Replace Sidewalk Short  $           1,817,400  

A-107 

7th Street 
Sidewalk 

Replacement 
G Street to MLK 

Blvd Replace Sidewalk Short  $           1,869,700  

 

4.4.  Financing Program 
The list of transportation improvement projects must be funded and implemented to meet existing and 

future travel demands in and around the City of Yakima. Estimated project costs and future revenues 

are presented and options to fund the projects are described in this section. Implementation strategies 

are discussed and include items such as coordination with WSDOT, Yakima County, and Yakima Valley 

Conference of Governments (YVCOG) to prioritize and fund regional improvements. The 

implementation plan sets up the framework for the City to prioritize and fund the improvements 

identified in the transportation plan.  

The GMA requires the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include a multi-year 

financing plan based on the identified improvement needs in the transportation systems plan. The 

financing plan is to be the basis in developing the required six-year Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP). If probable funding is less than the identified needs, then the transportation financing 

program must also include a discussion of how additional funding will be raised or how land use 

assumptions will be reassessed to assure that level of service standards will be met. Alternatively, the 

city can adjust its level of service standards.  

A summary of costs for capital improvement projects and citywide maintenance and operation programs 

are presented in this chapter. The capital project and maintenance and operations program costs are 

compared to estimated revenues from existing sources used by the City to fund transportation 

improvements. Other potential funding sources to help reduce the projected shortfall are described. 

Lastly, a summary of a reassessment strategy for the city to use for reviewing transportation funding in 

the context of the overall Comprehensive Plan is also included. 

4.4.1.  Project and Program Cost Estimates 

Exhibit 4-33 summarizes the costs of the recommended transportation improvement projects and 

programs. These cover City of Yakima capital improvements, maintenance and operations. The costs are 

summarized for the life of the Plan. Improvements under the responsibility of WSDOT, or Yakima 
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County are not included in the summary table. However, the city may choose to include a share of the 

costs of WSDOT improvements in its transportation impact fee or other funding options. 

Exhibit 4-33. Transportation Project and Program Costs (2027 – 2050) 

Improvement Type  (2027-2050) Total Costs1 Percent of Total Costs 

Transportation Capital Projects2    

Intersection   $  114,160,000  19.0% 

Roadway Capital Projects (includes maintenance)   $    91,590,000  15.2% 

New Roadway   $  144,060,000  23.9% 

Active Transportation   $  105,860,000  17.6% 

Other (includes non-city led projects)   $  143,070,000  23.8% 

Studies   $       3,490,000  0.6% 

Total Costs  
$602,230,000 

100% 

1. All costs in 2026 dollars, rounded to $1,000 
2. Does not include other agency improvements 

 

Planning-level cost estimates were developed for the capital improvements and presented in the 

Forecast and Evaluation Chapter. The planning estimates were prepared based upon average unit costs 

for transportation projects within the region. Planning-level costs were developed with the assumption 

that costs would include associated storm water development requirements, property acquisition, 

wetland mitigation, and utility extensions and/or upgrades, based upon historic costs for those items. 

More detailed cost estimates will need to be prepared as the projects are closer to design and 

construction. Future design studies will identify specific property impacts and options to reduce costs 

and impacts on properties. 

The estimated capital cost of the Transportation Plan is approximately $602.3 million (in 2026 dollars). 

Approximately 17.6% percent of the capital costs are associated with completion of the active 

transportation network in the city. These costs cover upgrading roadways to provide expanded options 

for pedestrians and bicyclists, along with construction of urban features such as crosswalks and 

sidewalks. Approximately 24% of costs are for the construction of new planned roadways, while 

intersection improvements (like roundabouts and new signals) account for 19% of planned 

improvements. Roadway improvement projects (which includes roadway maintenance), account for 

15.2% of total costs. The “other” project category includes a new interchange along I-82, a major capital 

project that would be led by WSDOT and would not be the responsibility of the City of Yakima to fund.  

Maintenance and operations costs are included as part of the roadway capital projects – as they both 

use the same Street Fund.  These projects include roadway resurfacing and often include sidewalk and 

bike lane enhancements as part of those projects (such as the recent improvements along N 1st  

Street).  
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4.4.2.  Funding Analysis with Existing Revenue Sources 

The City has historically used city and state tax revenues, a transportation benefit district, and grants to 

construct and maintain their transportation facilities. In early 2026 the City of Yakima changed the 

method of collecting Transportation Benefit District revenues from $20 vehicle tab fees to a 0.1% tax 

increase. Funds from the 0.1% sales and use tax are used for resurfacing and rehabilitation on City 

streets, such as 1st Street Revitalization Phase 2, as allowed in RCW.82.14.0445. The description of this 

and other available funding sources and projected revenues are listed in Exhibit 4-34. 

Exhibit 4-34. Estimated Transportation Revenues (2027 – 2050) 

Capital Fund Type  Revenues Sources Estimated Biennial Budget Percent of Total Revenues 

Streets & Traffic Fund  > Property Taxes (REET 2) 

> State Gas Tax 

> Intergovernmental Revenues 

(Stormwater/Street Sweeping) 

> Charges for Goods & Services 

> Miscellaneous Revenues (Insurance 

Reimbursements for Motorist 

Damage) 

> Other Financing Sources (Uses) 

 

$8,422,000  27.0% 

Transportation Benefit 

District 

 0.1% sales tax $6,910,000  22.2% 

Street Overlay & 

Reconstruction 

 > Federal Grants 

> Capital Imp. Gas Tax 

> TBD or Transfer from TBD 

> Property Taxes 

> Fed. Highway Admin. 

> Dept. of Transp. 

> TIB 

> SEID Grant - Yakima County 

> Street Assessments 

 

$15,850,000  50.8% 

Estimated Total Revenues  

(biannual budget x 12) 

  $374,184,000 
 

 

Revenue projections were estimated based upon the City’s 2024 budget, and 5-years of historical 

revenues. Based on recent historical data, it is estimated that revenues would be more than $374 million 

during the 24-year period. 

Developer Transportation Funding 

The city uses several programs to help offset the increased traffic impacts of new development or 

redevelopment. These include construction of frontage improvements such as curb, gutter, and 

sidewalks, with or without dedication of right-of-way, and new roadways needed to serve the 

development. The City is also required to review the potential transportation impacts of development 
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and define appropriate mitigation under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and GMA 

concurrency requirements. In addition, the City previously adopted a Transportation Impact Fee 

program as allowed for by the GMA to help fund growth-related transportation system improvements. 

Other Developer Mitigation and Requirements 

The City has adopted specific development-related requirements which will help fund the identified 

improvements. These include requirements for frontage improvements, mitigation of transportation 

impacts under SEPA, and concurrency requirements. The City requires developments to fund and 

construct certain roadway improvements as part of their projects. These typically include reconstructing 

abutting streets to meet the City’s current design standards. These improvements can include widening 

of pavement, drainage improvements, and construction of curb, gutter, and sidewalks. 

Several of the projects identified in the Transportation Plan could be partially funded and constructed as 

part of new developments. 

The city also evaluates impacts of development projects under SEPA. The SEPA review may identify 

adverse transportation impacts that require mitigation. These could include impacts related to safety, 

traffic operations, active transportation, or other transportation issues. The needed improvements may 

or may not be identified as specific projects in the Plan.  

The city also requires an evaluation of transportation concurrency for development projects. The 

concurrency evaluation is intended to identify project impacts that will cause City facilities to operate 

below the City’s level of service standard. To resolve such a deficiency, the applicant can propose to 

fund and/or construct improvements to provide an adequate level of service. Alternatively, the applicant 

can wait for the City, or another agency or developer to fund improvements to resolve the deficiency.  

According to the GMA, the City must deny any proposal that will cause the level of service for 

transportation facilities to decline below the adopted standard unless a financial commitment is in place 

to complete measures to achieve the LOS standard within six years. (RCW 36.70A.070(6)(b). 

Grants 

Over the past several years the city has had significant success in securing grants for transportation 

improvements. Grant funding is typically tied to specific improvement projects and distributed on a 

competitive basis, often with a local funding match.  

4.4.3.  Forecasted Revenue Shortfall 

Exhibit 4-35. Estimated Transportation Revenues (2027 – 2050) 

 summarizes the City’s proposed transportation financing strategy plan’s program expenditures. The Plan 

results in a shortfall of approximately $228 million. This assumes that the level of grants and developer 

commitments will be generated as estimated in the Transportation Plan. The deficit could be greater if 

the level of development or the level of grant funding is less than forecast. The former would be offset 

by a reduced need for transportation improvements to accommodate growth. If the City is more 

successful in obtaining grants or other outside funding for projects, then the potential deficit could be 

reduced, as discussed in the next section. 
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Exhibit 4-35. Estimated Transportation Revenues (2027 – 2050) 

Revenue Source1 Total (2027–2050) 

Transportation Capital Revenues $374,184,000 

Total Capital Project Costs $602,230,000 

Total Estimated Shortfall ($228,046,000) 
 

1. All revenues in 2026 dollars 

Revenue Shortfall 

The approximately $228 million shortfall in funding would primarily affect the ability of the city to fund 

all the identified capital improvement projects during the planning period. As evidenced by the 

formation of the Transportation Benefit District, the City is committed to funding the existing 

maintenance and operations programs needed to preserve the integrity, safety, and efficiency of its 

existing transportation system. The maintenance and operations cost will expand with transportation 

system improvements and the future annexation of the City’s unincorporated UGA. 

4.4.4.  Potential Options to Balance the Plan 

As noted above, projected existing revenue sources would allow the city to fund the majority of the 

identified transportation improvement projects and program costs. The City could address this shortfall 

through delaying lower priority projects or increasing revenue allocations from discretionary sources, 

primarily the General Fund. 

Transportation Impact Fees 

The GMA allows agencies to develop and implement a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) program to help 

fund part of the costs of transportation facilities needed to accommodate growth. State law (RCW 

82.02) requires that TIF programs are: 

 Related to improvements to serve new growth and not existing deficiencies; 

 Assessed proportional to the impact of new developments; 

 Allocated for improvements that reasonably benefit new development, and; 

 Spent on facilities identified in the adopted Capital Facilities Plan. 

TIFs can only be used to help fund improvements that are needed to serve new growth. The cost of 

projects needed to resolve existing deficiencies cannot be included. 

The TIF program must allow developers to receive credits if they are required to construct all or a 

portion of system improvements to the extent that the required improvements were included in the TIF 

calculation. The city is in the process of updating its existing program based on the updated 

Transportation Plan. The City of Yakima is one of the only cities across Washington State that does not 

collect Transportation Impact Fees.  

Options for Reducing the Funding Shortfall for Capital Improvement Projects 

The city can increase funding for capital street projects using a range of revenue options. These include 

partnering with other agencies or additional grants as available. Alternatively, the city could delay 
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implementation of projects, especially lower priority improvements. Possible applications of these 

funding strategies are discussed below. 

Delaying Improvement Projects  

The City will not likely be able to, or may choose not to, fund lower priority projects within the 20-year 

horizon without additional funding sources. Some of these projects may be funded through impact fees 

and/or frontage improvement requirements as development (or re-development occurs). As 

developments occur in these areas the city may require project-specific facility improvements including 

SEPA mitigation measures, as appropriate. The city also may identify other programs or opportunities to 

partially or fully fund some of these improvements.  

Additional Grants and Other Agency Funding 

As discussed above, the transportation financing analysis estimates that the city may receive 

approximately $22 million in grant funding over the life of the Plan. If the City is able to pursue and 

receive grants at a higher rate, shortfalls may be less than projected. 

Tax Increment Financing 

Washington State allows cities to create “increment areas” that allows for the financing of public 

improvements, including transportation projects within the area by using increased future revenues 

from local property taxes generated within the area. The specific rules and requirements are noted in 

the Community Revitalization Financing (CRF) Act. 

The Local Infrastructure Financing Tool (LIFT) program is a potential tool for the City to pursue. Under 

this concept the annual increases in local sales/use taxes and property taxes can be used to fund various 

public improvements. 

The city may choose to further consider these types of funding programs in the future as part of its 

annual budget and six-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) processes. 

Voter Approved Bond/Tax Package 

Bonds do not result in additional revenue unless coupled with a revenue generating mechanism, such as 

a voter approved tax. The debt service on the bonds results in increased costs which can be paid with 

the additional tax revenues. Although the city does not anticipate issuing bonds in the near future, it 

remains an option for generating additional transportation revenues to fund some of the higher cost 

improvement projects. 

Local Improvement Districts 

A local improvement district (LID) is a special assessment area established by a jurisdiction to help fund 

specific improvements that would benefit properties within the district. LIDs could be formed to 

construct sidewalks, upgrade streets, improve drainage or other similar types of projects. A LID may be 

in residential, commercial, or industrial areas or combinations depending on the needs and benefits. LIDs 

can be proposed either by the city or by property owners. LIDs must be formed by a specific process 

which establishes the improvements, their costs, and assessments. The assessments are added to the 

property tax which helps to spread the costs over time. 

4.4.5.  Reassessment Strategy 
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Although the financing summary identifies the potential for a total revenue shortfall of approximately 

$228 million (in 2026 dollars) over the life of the Plan, the city is committed to reassessing 

transportation needs and funding sources each year as part of its six-year Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP). This allows the city to match the financing program with the short-term improvement 

projects and funding. To implement the Transportation Plan, the city will consider the following 

principals in its transportation funding program: 

 Balance improvement costs with available revenues as part of the annual six-year Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP); 

 Consider creation of a transportation impact fee (TIF) program 

 Review project design standards to determine whether costs could be reduced through 

reasonable changes in scope or deviations from design standards; 

 Fund improvements or require developer improvements as they become necessary to maintain 

LOS standards; 

 Explore ways to obtain more developer contributions to fund improvements; 

 Coordinate and partner with WSDOT, Yakima County, and others to implement improvements 

to I-82; 

 Vigorously pursue grant funds from state and federal sources; 

 Work with Yakima County to develop multiagency grant applications for projects that serve 

growth in the city and its UGA; 

 Review and update the TIF program regularly to account for the updated capital improvement 

project list, revised project cost estimates, and annexations; 

Some lower priority improvements may be deferred or removed from the Transportation Plan. The city 

will use the annual update of the six-year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to re-evaluate 

priorities and timing of projects and need for alternative funding programs. Throughout the planning 

period, projects will be completed, and priorities revised. This will be accomplished by annually 

reviewing traffic growth and the location and intensity of land use growth in the city and its UGA. The 

city will then be able to direct funding to areas that are most impacted by growth or to roadways that 

may be falling below the city’s level of service standards. The development of the TIP will be an ongoing 

process over the life of the Plan and will be reviewed and amended annually. 
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5.  Capital Facilities 

5.1.  Overview 
The GMA grants broad discretion for local jurisdictions deriving which types of capital facilities are 

provided and the levels of service required to evaluate for future growth and land development. Capital 

facilities include those owned by the City of Yakima and by other public entities. While transportation 

facilities are covered in this capital facilities element, these facilities are covered in more detail within 

the Transportation Element. Parks and Recreation facilities are included here to supplement the Parks 

and Recreation Element in Volume I. Under RCW 36.70A.070 (3), the GMA requires the capital facilities 

element must include the following: 

 An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities; 

 A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities; 

 The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities; 

 A capital facilities finance plan (covering a minimum of six-years) indicating projected funding 

capacities and sources of public money; and 

 A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting 

existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan element, and 

financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent. 

Prior periodic updates to the Capital Facilities Element included reference to a separate Capital Facilities 

Plan document where level of service standards and financing were separately addressed in a technical 

manner. This update consolidates the basis for capital facility level of service standards and financing 

projections into the Capital Facilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the Capital 

Facilities Element should be updated on a regular basis to ensure consistency with City’s financial 

budget planning, and Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The following sections provide a snapshot of the GMA’s capital facility element requirements based on 

long-range plans and facility programs available at the time. Funding expenditures and sources are 

referenced from the City of Yakima’s 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2026-2031 Six Year Capital 

Improvement Plan, and/or 2025-2030 Six Year Transportation Improvement Program. 

5.1.1.  Inventory 

Water 

Water services in Yakima are provided by the City of Yakima Water/Irrigation Division and Nob Hill 

Water Association. The Terrace Heights UGA area is served by Yakima County. The City’s water system, 

shares boundaries with four other water purveyors in the area, with the non-profit Nob Hill Water 

Association, as the only other water purveyor located within the city limits. The City’s water system 

generally serves central and eastern Yakima. Water service is extended on request, and new 

development pays for the extension of infrastructure.  
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Yakima Water/Irrigation Division operates a surface water treatment plant on the Naches River and is 

supplemented by four active wells that are used for seasonal emergencies and to meet peak demands. 

The City developed a Water System Plan in July of 2017 to anticipate and meet the target growth and 

land use plan impacts derived by this Comprehensive Plan. (Yakima, 2017) 

The City of Yakima Water/Irrigation Division serves over 73,000 customers with the facilities identified 

below. See Exhibit 5-1 for the numbers of fire hydrants, valves, pump stations and pipe length that move 

water throughout the city’s multi-level pressurized system.  

Exhibit 5-1. City of Yakima Water Facilities Inventory 

FACILITY FIRE HYDRANTS PIPE (FEET) VALVES 

District 1 370 227,694 1,163 

District 2 519 312,140 1,637 

District 3 455 293,985 1,425 

District 4 333 210,240 989 

District 5 629 385,817 1,821 

District 6 75 53,383 272 

District 7 50 27,930 146 

Outside City Limits 21 56,574 84 

Total 2,451 1,567,762 7,537 

Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima 2017 Water System Plan, 2016; Perteet, 2026 

In 2023, the Nob Hill Water Association served a population of over 33,500 across the western side of 

the City of Yakima. Approximately 11,243 customer meter connections and 12,864 equivalent 

residential units were provided with water. The Association sources water from a total of nine wells and 

distributes that water through eight booster stations, five storage facilities, fifteen pressure-reducing 

stations, and over one million feet of mainline. (NHWA, 2024) 

The City of Yakima and Nob Hill Water Association share two emergency interties assisting with 

pressure and flow control. The emergency interties each share unique operating characteristics in which 

one location can provide the City with additional conveyance, and the other provides Nob Hill with 

added conveyance in emergency situations. 

Irrigation 

The City of Yakima operates an irrigation utility that provides irrigation water to users in certain areas 

within the City. As the City limits expanded into areas with irrigated farm land, the existing irrigation 
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systems were maintained and converted into systems that irrigate lawns, gardens, and small farms. In 

addition to the City’s irrigation utility, some irrigation users within the City of Yakima are served by 

private irrigation systems or directly from canals. Homes without irrigation use the domestic water 

supply to maintain their lawns and gardens. The City’s irrigation system also operates under both its own 

water rights as well as purchased shares from other nearby irrigation canal companies. Exhibit 5-2 shows 

irrigation facilities in Yakima.  

Exhibit 5-2. City of Yakima Irrigation Facilities Inventory 

FACILITY VALVES PIPE (FEET) 

District 1 134 110,109 

District 2 105 68,743 

District 3 175 117,387 

District 4 189 120,139 

District 5 166 124,912 

District 6 0 0.0 

District 7 9 4,521 

Outside City Limits 0 0 

Total 778 545,810 

Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima 2017 Water System Plan, 2016; Perteet, 2026 

Wastewater 

The Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (YRWWTP) processes wastewater from homes and  

businesses in Yakima, Union Gap, Terrace Heights, and Moxee. There are pockets of land in the City that 

are not served by sewers due to the land being vacant, challenging physical conditions, or past 

development allowed on septic systems. 

 

The City provides wastewater collection services for approximately 29,300 accounts through over 365 

miles of wastewater gravity mains, force mains, and industrial waste trunk lines. The system also 

includes 11 lift stations (Yakima, 2023). See Exhibit 5-3 for the inventory in each district. 

Exhibit 5-3. City of Yakima Wastewater Facilities Inventory 

FACILITY 
SANITARY SEWER PIPE 

(MILES) 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE 

PIPE (MILES) LIFT STATIONS 

MAINTENANCE 

APPURTENANCES 

(MANHOLES, ETC.) 

District 1 33.29 2.55 1 556 

District 2 41.56 2.99 4 701 

District 3 55.43 0 0 1,041 
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District 4 33.46 1.21 2 558 

District 5 53.6 1.16 2 1,159 

District 6 59.11 0 2 1,304 

Total 357.76 7.91 11 6,734 

Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima Wastewater Collection System Master Plan, 2023; Perteet, 2026 

Stormwater 

Yakima’s stormwater collection area includes the City of Yakima and 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. 

 

The City possesses one stormwater source well, referred to as Naches River WTP, in which water is 

treated by chlorination, filtration, fluoridation, and other methods. Exhibit 5-4 shows facilities by 

districts in Yakima.  

Exhibit 5-4. City of Yakima Stormwater Facilities Inventory 

FACILITY 
STORM PIPE 

(MILES) CATCH BASINS UIC WELLS MANHOLES SWALES 

District 1 19.3 838 29 196 2 

District 2 20.8 744 79 164 4 

District 3 37.85 850 57 539 0 

District 4 14.87 692 31 170 0 

District 5 17.71 655 91 266 9 

District 6 20.22 1099 268 224 0 

District 7 28.47 1403 409 317 21 

Outside City Limits 13.29 38 4 28 0 

Total 172.51  6,319  968  1,904  36 
Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima Stormwater Management Program, 2024; BERK, 2026 

Solid Waste / Refuse 

According to Yakima County’s April 2023 Solid Waste and Hazardous Waste Management Plan, the City 

of Yakima serves 25,879 residential customers in the solid waste collection program.  Customers are 
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charged weekly by the size of their bin, with additional charges incurred for items placed outside of the 

bin, overfilling bins, additional collection trips, yard waste, and temporary metal bins. All refuse within 

the City is collected by the Refuse Division of the department of public works, a licensed collector, or 

taken to the sanitary landfill for disposal. Yakima Waste System offers biweekly curbside recycling for a 

fee.  

 

The Refuse Division operates 14 daily routes with 20 drivers utilizing 14 frontline trucks and 7 spare 

trucks. Customers can pay for 96-gallon or 32-gallon refuse carts and waste carts. Annually, around 

37,647 tons are collected, with around 90% of the tonnage categorized as garbage and around 10% 

categorized as recycled yard waste. See Exhibit 5-5.  

Exhibit 5-5. Refuse Facility Inventory 

Facility Location/Inventory 

Regional Landfills Terrace Heights Landfill 

Regional Transfer Stations Terrace Heights Transfer Station 

Garbage Pickup 36,600 Residential 

500 Multi-family 

Curbside Recycling Pickup Yakima Waste System 

Rural Recycling Centers Yakima Waste System 

Source: City of Yakima Refuse Division, 2026; ACS 5-yr Estimates; Perteet, 2026 

5.1.2.  Other Facilities Inventory 

Fire & Emergency Services 

The facilities used by the Yakima Fire Department (YFD) include five active stations, two inactive 

stations, a maintenance shop, and a drill facility. In total, the YFD operates out of 61,755 square feet 

with seven engines, one ladder truck, and various other fleet vehicles that support the Department’s 

work. Administrative and support staff total 15 employees and comprise 12% of the YFD’s total staff. At 

a ratio of 1.04 firefighters per 1,000 population, YFD hosted approximately 104 firefighters during the 

2024 calendar year. YFD also utilizes city civilian staff and partnerships with Yakima County Emergency 

Management.  

For Emergency Management Services (EMS), the YFD utilizes a third-party provider contracted for all 

medical incident response. Staffing for medical calls are dependent upon the assigned engine or ladder 

unit and include either two or three personnel from the private ambulance provider. Medical calls also 

include either two EMTs or a paramedic and an EMT depending on the call severity and availability 

(YFD, 2025). Exhibit 5-6 shows existing fire and emergency services facilities in Yakima.  
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Exhibit 5-6. City of Yakima Fire & Emergency Services Facilities Inventory 

Facility Location Size (Sq Ft) Size (Sq Ft) 

Station 91 401 North Front Street 12,540 1 Engine, ladder truck, rehab, 2 command, 

multiple staff units 

Station 92 7707 Tieton Drive 8,032 Engine, brush, utility 

Station 93 511 North 40th Ave. 9,188 Engine, platform truck, brush, utility 

Station 94 2404 W. Washington Ave. 6,568 Engine, tender, 2 ARFF units, MCI 

Station 95 & Drill 

Facility 

807 East Nob Hill Blvd. 10,939 2 Engines, tech rescue, boat, raft, Tech 

Rescue & HazMat Trailer, multiple staff 

units 

Maintenance Shop 2200 Fruitvale Blvd. 6,500 Bucket Truck, service truck, staff unit, 

reserve apparatus 

Race Station 1216 Race Street 4,988 General storage 

Fruitvale Station 2200 Fruitvale Blvd. 3,000  

Total 61,755  

Source: City of Yakima Fire Department, 2026 

Law Enforcement 

The Yakima Police Department’s (YPD) most recent annual report (2018) notes 131 commissioned 

police officers serving nine separate policing districts spanning city-wide. Approximately 53,000 calls for 

service were received by the YPD, resulting in a decline of reported crime events when compared to the 

prior three years. While the report notes hiring 10 new employees in 2018, as of 2025, the YPD 

employs 124 commissioned officers. (Boyle, 2026) 

Schools 

The City of Yakima is primarily served by the Yakima School District and the West Valley School District. 

The East Valley School District serves the unincorporated UGA east of the Yakima River. Exhibit 5-7 

shows the number of students and teachers, and student-teacher ratio in each School District.  

Exhibit 5-7. School District Student-Teacher Ratios 

School District 
Students 

(2023-2024) 

Teachers 

(2023-2024) 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

(2023-2024) 

Yakima School District 15,621 1,031 15.5:1 

West Valley School District 5,570 323 17.2:1 

East Valley School District 3,383 199 15:1 
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Source: Yakima School District and West valley School District, 2026 

Parks 

Park inventory listed in the exhibits below are adjusted slightly from the acreages listed in in the 

adopted 2022-2027 Yakima Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Master Plan. This exhibit separates 

parks and recreation facilities that have had changes of ownership since the plan’s adoption or park 

types that do not count towards LOS standards. The acreages also exclude sports fields and other 

recreation facilities owned by school districts. Yakima and West Valley School Districts manage several 

baseball, soccer, and football, and multi-purpose fields that are open to the public. However,  these 

facilities but do not count towards the parks LOS standards despite providing recreation opportunities 

to Yakima residents and visitors. See Exhibit 5-7 and Exhibit 5-8.    

Exhibit 5-8. LOS-Included Park Acres by Park Type (Exclusions Applied) 

Park Type Acres 

Mini Park 10.32 

Neighborhood Park 47.88 

Community Park (includes Fisher Golf Course and 

Gloria’s Park*) 

226.40 

Parkway 16.38 

Total 300.98 

Source: 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan, 2021; BERK, 2026 
*Gloria’s park not listed on 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan but has since been identified as a YPR Community Park.  

Exhibit 5-9. LOS-Excluded Park Acres by Park Type including Rationale 

Park name and Type Rationale for Exclusion from LOS Acres 

Yakima Arboretum - Community Park This facility is publicly owned but capital improvements 

and operations are managed by a 501(c)(3) non-profit 

entity 

60.00 

Sozo Sports Complex The developed portion of this facility is publicly owned 

but capital improvements and operations are managed 

by a 501(c)(3) non-profit entity 

38.50 

Sunrise Rotary Park – Mini Park This facility is owned and operated by Yakima 

Greenway, a 501(c)(3) non-profit entity 

3.63 

Sarg Hubbard – Community Park This facility is publicly owned but capital improvements 

and operations are managed by Yakima Greenway, a 

501(c)(3) non-profit entity 

28.00 

Tahoma Cemetery This facility is publicly owned and operated by the City 

of Yakima. However, it is not a traditional park property 

as it does not provide recreational opportunities 

55.00 
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defined in the LOS standards and is considered a 

special use property. 

Source: 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan, 2021; BERK, 2026 

Streets and Sidewalks 

The street network serving motorized traffic across the city and surroundings area includes the 

following functional classifications: local streets, neighborhood collectors, collector arterials, minor 

arterials, and primary arterials. Each street classification is defined by its intended purpose and context 

within the overall transportation network and provides a range of mobility and accessibility through 

specified design standards. Active transportation facilities, such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and ADA 

facilities are predominantly located along the side of street rights-of-way are the most evident in the 

downtown area. 

The City of Yakima maintains approximately 750 miles of streets and 250 miles of sidewalk. To further 

understand street classifications, reference the Transportation Element or the Transportation Chapter of 

this document, or see the City of Yakima 2040 Transportation System Plan. (Yakima, 2025c) 

Street Lights 

The City of Yakima maintains 4,925 streetlights. The approximate cost for power consumption is around 

$300k per year which works out to be about $61 per light per year.  

Transit 

Yakima Transit serves the cities of Yakima and Selah, operating under the direct responsibility of the 

City Council and a Transit Manager overseeing the daily operating activities. Yakima Transit has 53 

employees and contracts with private organizations for paratransit and commuter services. (Yakima, 

2025c) Within the City of Yakima, fixed-route services are provided on ten different routes and two 

park-and-ride lots are available. 

Airport 

The Yakima Airport (McAllister Field) is a general aviation air facility between Washington Avenue  

and Ahtanum Road in the south-central part of the city. The airport handles small passenger  

aircraft that includes flights to and from SeaTac Airport in Seattle. The Yakima Airport Terminal covers 

825 acres and is owned and operated by the City. There are two active runways located at McAllister 

Field, which provide primary air transportation for the region. Other facilities at the Yakima Air Terminal 

include runway and taxiway lighting systems, visual and electronic navigation aids, aviation hangers and 

tiedown aprons, a passenger terminal building, support and maintenance facilities, and airport offices. 

Public Buildings 

The City manages and maintains several municipal and cultural buildings  including City Hall, the Capital 

Theater, and the Convention & Events Center. See Exhibit 5-10 for a complete list of public buildings 

and their details.   
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Exhibit 5-10. Public Buildings Inventory (2026) 

FACILITY Location Size (Sq Ft) 

District 1 

Convention Center 10 N 8th St 68,344 

YPAL 602 N 4th St 10,472 

District 2 

ONDS Office 112 S 8th St 2,352 

Probation Office 207 E Spruce 5,376 

Henry Beauchamp, Jr. Community Center 1211 S 7th St 19,352 

District 4 

City Hall 129 N 2nd St 61,230 

Capital Theater 19 s 3rd St 55,700 

Trolley Barn 404 S 3rd Ave 13,572 

YPAC 124 S 2nd St 6,160 

City Gas Island 302 N 1st St 15,000 

District 5 

Public Works 2301 Fruitvale Blvd 93,565 

Total 351,123 

Source: City of Yakima, 2026 

5.1.3.  Level of Service 

Water 

Water demand forecasting present in the 2017 City’s Water System Plan was based on population 

estimates for 2015. Estimates and demand forecasting noted here are based on a service population of 

100,000 in 2025 and a projected population of 107,443 in 2046. The LOS standard is based on 

maximum day demand (MDD), representing the maximum demand on the system on any given day. 

Based on 2017 projections, the City estimates 233 gallons per day (gpd) per equivalent residential unit 

(ERU) and applies that to the projected land use and associated population growth. By 2046, with an 

estimated 0.5 million gallons per day (MGD) increase per 5-year period, a reserve of 0.3 MGD is 

anticipated. See Exhibit 5-11. 
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Exhibit 5-11. Water LOS Analysis – Millions of Gallons per Day (MGD) 

Year 

Service Area 

Populations 

Projected Maximum 

Day Demand (MGD) 

Current Water 

Treatment Plant 

Capacity (MGD) 

Net Reserve or 

Deficit (MGD) 

2025 100,000 19.3 21.6 2.3 

2046 107,443 21.3 21.6 0.3 

Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima 2017 Water System Plan, 2016; Perteet, 2026 

In 2023, the Nob Hill Water System Plan estimates approximately 344 gpd per ERU and has an average 

day demand that is expected to increase from 316.7 gpd/ERU in 2023 to 345.3 gpd/ERU in 2044. Its 

maximum day demand is expected to increase from 5,776 gpm in 2023 to 8,946 gpm in 2044. The 

System Plan bases the ERU projections on an estimated increase of 212 ERUs per year, consistent with 

maximum increase between 2015-2021. 

Irrigation water 

The City of Yakima Water/Irrigation Division currently provides irrigation water service through over 

545,000 feet of pipe to 10,690 parcels, totaling over 2,000 irrigated acres. The level of service standard 

provides for minimum design pressure of 20 psi. The City’s priority to is to maintain service to existing 

irrigation users. City Council has the authority to authorize additions or expansions to the current 

service areas when certain criteria are met. 5  

Wastewater 

The Yakima Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (YRWWTP) has a total design capacity of 21.5 million 

gallons per (MGD). In 2020, the YRWWTP had an average flow of 8.24 MGD based on a population of 

111,278, providing for long-term capacity to serve at current levels. Based on the projected population 

for 2046 and 89,658 pounds of organic loading capacity, a surplus of 52,827 pounds of organic 

treatment capacity will be available. (Yakima, 2023). See Exhibit 5-12 for wastewater LOS analysis.  

Exhibit 5-12. Wastewater LOS Analysis 

Year 
Service Area 
Populations* 

lbs. of Organic 
Treatment Capacity 
Needed to Meet Target 
LOS Standard* 

Organic Treatment 
Capacity Available 
(lbs) 

Net Reserve or 
Deficit (lbs.)* 

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

2025 
100,000 (COY) 

121,838 (Actual) 

34,280 (COY) 

41,766 (Actual) 
53,400 

19,120 (COY) 

11,634 (Actual) 

2046 
107,443 (COY) 

131,127 (Actual) 

36,832 (COY) 

44,951 (Actual) 
53,400 

16,568 (COY) 

11,634 (Actual) 
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Source: City of Yakima, 2026; City of Yakima Wastewater Collection System Master Plan, 2023; Perteet, 2026 
* (COY) = City of Yakima; (Actual) = Total Service Area Population 

Stormwater 

Stormwater level of service is regulated by the city’s codes and design standards that comply with state 

regulations. 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 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 new development or redevelopment occurs within the City, the developments will be required to 

install new stormwater management systems. Maintaining level of service through 2046 will require 

maintaining the existing system and ensuring new facilities are constructed in accordance with the 

Municipal Stormwater Permit. 

Solid Waste / Refuse 

The Solid Waste and Recycling Division operates under the mission of protecting the public health and 

safety of the City of Yakima and its residents through providing solid waste services that are efficient, 

cost effective, and environmentally responsible.   

Based on the current rate of 1.05 tons of garbage per household each year and a projected increase of 

4,818 households in 2046, garbage collection will increase by about 13%, or 4,924 tons. See Exhibit 

5-13. 

Exhibit 5-13. Refuse LOS Analysis 

Year Yakima  Households* 

Total Tons Removed to 

Meet Target LOS 

Standard 

Approx. Amount 

Removed in 2025 

Percent Increase from 

Current Refuse 

Tonnage Removed 

LOS Standard – 1.05 Tons per Household Per Year 

2025 35,726* 37,512 37,647 1% 

2046 40,544* 42,571  13% 

Source: City of Yakima Refuse Division, 2026; ACS 5-yr Estimates; Perteet, 2026 
* Based on 2024 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year Estimates for number of households and average household size 
(2.65). 

Other Facilities 

Fire & Emergency Services 

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. Response time is defined as the amount 

of time between the initial call for assistance and the arrival of the full first alarm response to an 
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incident. Response time is evaluated based on meeting the 90th percentile for all calls for each fire 

station. The department also measures turnout times (the time between a call and when apparatus is 

mobilized) and travel times (the time before the first engine company arrives) (YFD, 2025). The length of 

response time is mitigated by distributing stations throughout the city strategically, the type of 

equipment available at each of the facilities, and the level of staffing.  

The current targeted total response time for fire calls is less than 6 or 7 minutes, 90% of the time. The 

target total response time consists of a 60-second call processing, 60 or 80 second turnout time 

(dependent upon day or night), and a 4-minute travel time for the first arriving engine. These 

benchmarks serve as operational targets, not fixed requirements. Geography, staffing levels, and traffic 

patterns can affect whether these targets are consistently achieved. 

YFD relies on the EMS third-party provider, AMR, to respond to all medical calls within the city. The 

EMS targetted response time is ten minutes or less to 90% of the calls. The City of Yakima accounts for 

approximately 50% of the calls that AMR responds to within Yakima County. See Exhibit 5-14. 

Exhibit 5-14. Yakima Emergency Response Times 

Measure Policy 

2024 Average Across 

all Stations (Seconds) 

% of Time Policy Was 

Met in 2024 Across 

All Stations 

Fire Suppression 

Call Processing 

(Dispatch) 

≤ 60 seconds N/A N/A 

Turnout Time* 

(Day/Night) 

≤ 120/140 seconds, 

met 90% of the time 

223 49% 

Travel Time ≤ 240 seconds, 

met 90% of the time 

424 54% 

First Full Alarm 

Assignment 

≤ 360-420 seconds, 

met 90% of the time 

576 51% 

Source: City of Yakima Emergency response Division, 2026 

Law Enforcement 

The Yakima Police Department’s LOS is 1.8 officers per 1,000 residents. With a current force of 124 

commissioned officers, the City has a deficit of 56 officers under the current population of 

approximately 100,000 residents. An additional 13 officers will be needed to meet the needs of the 

increased population (Boyle, 2026). See Exhibit 5-15.  
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Exhibit 5-15. Yakima Police Department LOS Analysis 

Year Yakima  Population 

Officers Needed to 

Meet Target LOS 

Standard 

Current Officers 

Available 

Net Reserve or 

Deficit 

LOS Standard = 1.8 Officers per 1,000 population 

2025 100,000 180 124 (56) 

2046 107,443 193 124 (69) 

Source: City of Yakima Police Department, 2026 

Schools 

The City of Yakima UGA is served by three school districts. Two of the districts, East Valley and West 

Valley, also serve areas outside of the UGA. School LOS is determined by assessing the student to 

teacher ratio. As more students begin attending the schools, more teachers will be needed. However, 

without knowing the percentage of student enrollment living in the Yakima UGA or the distribution of 

new students between the school districts, determining the future needs of each school is not possible. 

This evaluation is based on the average student to teacher ratio at each school district and the number 

of new school aged children expected to live within the City. 

Currently, 20% of the population of Yakima is school aged, between 5-17 years old. If the City grows by 

7,443 people, 1,488 of those people may be school aged. With an average student to teacher ratio of 

15.9:1, as shown in Exhibit 5-16, 93 more teachers will be needed between the three school districts.  

Exhibit 5-16. Yakima School District LOS Analysis 

School District 

Student-Teacher Ratio 

(2023-2024) 

Yakima School District 15.5:1 

West Valley School District 17.2:1 

East Valley School District 15:1 

Average 15.9:1 

Parks 

The Yakima Parks and Recreation Department does not currently have an officially adopted level of 

service standard but has instead adopted the NRPA recommendations as a placeholder when adopting 

the 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan. Exhibit 5-17 shows the level of service standards from this plan. 

Exhibit 5-17. Yakima Adopted Parks Standards 

Facility Type Level of Service Standard 
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Community Park 5 Acres per 1,000 residents 

Neighborhood Park & Mini Parks 2 Acres per 1,000 residents 

Softball Fields 1 per 5,000 residents 

Lit Baseball Fields 1 per 30,000 residents 

Unlit Baseball Fields 1 per 5,000 residents 

Soccer Fields 1 per 10,000 residents 

Football Fields 1 per 20,000 residents 

Tennis courts 1 per 2,000 residents 

Sources: 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan, 2021; BERK, 2026. 

Yakima Parks and Recreation Department (YPR) denoted these park standards with the knowledge that 

they are met through a coordinated effort with other public entities with public parks facilities. YPR is 

highly dependent on the Yakima and West Valley school districts to meet service needs for softball, 

baseball, soccer, football, and tennis and has noted the following coordination efforts in the 2022-2027 

Adopted Parks Plan. YPR is the main provider of neighborhood and community parks to Yakima 

residents and a majority of YPRs investments are to improve or expand these facilities.  

 Softball – YPR owns and maintains 10 softball fields in the city with several additional softball fields 

located on school facilities throughout the city. Softball is a popular sport for adults and youth in 

Yakima and the plan highlights a deficiency in meeting its LOS standards and the demand for 

programming through either YPR facilities or coordination with external providers. 

 Baseball – YPR owns and maintains one unlit adult baseball field and four unlit youth baseball fields 

at Elks memorial park. All other public lit and unlit baseball fields are provided at public school 

facilities.  

 Soccer – YPR owns and maintains four soccer fields at Chesterley Park and one at West Valley 

Community Park. Additional fields are owned and operated either by the West Valley School 

District, the Yakima School District, or the Sozo Sports Complex. The 2022-2027 Adopted Parks 

Plan highlights the popularity of soccer in the City and the consistent growth in the need for 

additional YPR facilities or coordination with external providers.  

 Football – YPR does not own or maintain any dedicated football fields but instead relies on public 

fields owned and maintained by the West Valley School District and the Yakima School District 

 Tennis – YPR owns and maintains 26 tennis courts in parks including Lion’s Park and Kiwanis Park. 

While this number technically is not above the NRPA standard as listed in the 2022-2027 Adopted 

Parks Plan, school-district owned tennis courts help to meet the LOS standard. 

Park Acres – YPR does not currently own and maintain sufficient park and facility acreage to meet the 

LOS standards. See Exhibit 5-18 for parks and recreation facilities needs and deficiencies in Yakima.  
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 Exhibit 5-18. Yakima Parks and Recreation Facility Needs and Deficiencies – 2025-2046 

Park Type Inventory 2025 Needs 2025 Deficit 2046 Needs 2046 Deficit 

Neighborhood Parks / 

Mini Parks/ 

Parkways 

78 200 122 249 170 

Community Parks 254 500 274 621 367 

Sources: 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan, 2021; BERK, 2026 

In 2025, Yakima was deficient in neighborhood parks, mini parks, and parkways by approximately 122 

acres,  and deficient in community parks by 274 acres  based on the estimated 2025 population of 

100,000 residents. It is estimated that Yakima including UGA will reach a population of 124,259 by 

2046. Without significant investment in parks acquisition, improved coordination with external 

providers, or a lower level of service standard for these park facilities, deficits are expected to reach 170 

acres for neighborhood parks, mini parks, and parkways and 367 acres for community parks based on 

the unofficial NRPA LOS that is mentioned in the 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan. This does not include 

266 acres of Yakima Sportsman State Park which is a significant facility for Yakima.   

Despite the current and projected deficits, YPR asserts that public recreation access near Yakima 

provides ample recreational opportunities to residents and a combination of future improvements and 

LOS adjustments for YPR facilities will help meet demand for YPR owned and operated facilities.  

“Even with lower numbers presented above, Yakima citizens do have the advantage of being 

close to a variety of outdoor recreation opportunities with easy access to the Cascades 

Mountains to the west and multitude of river and lake access to the east. In addition, generally 

favorable climate in the spring, summer and fall months provide greater opportunity to 

recreate outside than other cities west of the mountains which receive a substantially greater 

amount  of rain.” 

- Ch. 7;  2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan 

Streets and Sidewalks 

Traffic and multimodal level of service is described in the Transportation Chapter of this document, the 

Transportation Element, and the City of Yakima Transportation System Plan. 

Street Lights 

The City is in the process of converting street lights to energy-saving LED lights. There is no adopted 

level of service standard. 

Transit 

A level of service methodology has not been established by the City or related agencies (Yakima, 2025c) 



  5-16 

Air Terminal 

The Master Plan identifies the mission of developing and maintaining an airport that serves the region  

with reliable and safe air service at a facility that is compatible with the community. According to the 

2020 Update of the Airport Master Plan a total of 81,600 enplaned passengers were forecasted for the 

2025 and 92,600 are forecasted in 2040. Overall, the Yakima Airport Terminal anticipates a one to two 

percent increase annually through 2040. The Airport Safety Overlay ordinance as adopted by the City of 

Yakima and Union Gap addresses land use compatibilities surrounding the Yakima Airport Terminal, to 

prevent obstruction of operations. 

Public Buildings 

The City established a LOS of 2,400 square feet per 1,000 persons based on the population and total 

public building square footage in 2017. The Capital Theater and Convention & Event Center are not 

included in the LOS standards due to the separate uses and the capital funds used for maintaining these 

facilities. Using the current population, the City has a deficit of . To maintain this ratio through 2046, the 

City would result in 2,110 square feet per 1,000 persons. See Exhibit 5-19.  

Exhibit 5-19. Public Buildings LOS Analysis 

Year Yakima    Population 
Square Feet Needed to 
Meet Target LOS 
Standard 

Current Square Feet 
Available 

 

Surplus or (Deficit) 

LOS Standard = 2,400 square feet per 1,000 population 

2025 100,000 240,000 227,079 (12,921) 

2046 107,443 257,863 227,079 (30,784) 

Source: City of Yakima; BERK, 2026 

5.2.  Needs and Financing 
Project planning is crucial for capital facilities management as it ensures that resources are allocated 

effectively and that the projects align with the community’s needs and long-term goals. Proper planning 

helps in identifying upgrades and enhancements, setting priorities based on urgency and feasibility, 

coordinating resources when collaborations are available, and ensuring outcomes lead to long-term 

value and sustainability. 

Natural hazards threaten the long-term value and sustainability of Yakima’s capital facilities due to 

possible service interruptions, required emergency interventions, and increased maintenance and 

improvement costs. Coordinating resources and understanding natural hazards will ensure that future 

and existing city facilities are resilient to observed and well-documented increased risk and impacts of 

extreme weather events.  Extreme weather events that impact Yakima includes extreme heat, extreme 

precipitation (including drought), and regional wildfires. Additional analysis on vulnerability of and risk to 

key capital facilities in Yakima can be found in Appendix A alongside possible strategies to increase their 

resilience to natural hazards. 
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Each of the following subsections addresses each facility’s commitment to long-term success, 

enhancement of the Yakima community, and resilience to natural hazards. 

5.2.1.  Water 

The City of Yakima’s 2025-2029 Capital Budgets Plan notes multiple funded improvement projects on 

new and existing facilities as well as updates to the Water System Master Plan. Examples of funded 

projects range from coordinated replacements and upgrades related to ongoing transportation 

improvement projects, conversion of metering and data collection systems, pump station updates in 

anticipation of future domestic demands, condition/leak assessments, and replacement of system 

components like chlorine generator cells, and variable frequency drives, The Terrace Heights Water 

System Distribution Improvements project, planned for approximately 2027, includes improving 

capacity. The CIP also includes five unfunded projects to construct new wells to improve water quality 

and keep up with increasing system demands (Yakima, 2025a). 

The Nob Hill Water Association 20-year CIP list improvement categories comprised of water main, 

pressure zone, pressure reducing valve, facility, miscellaneous, and developer-funded improvements. Of 

these categories over 85 improvement projects are listed but do not include expected timelines for 

executions in order to provide flexibility to coordinate them with other road projects as well as the 

uncertainty of the timing of other developer-led improvement projects. Projects are awarded with 

prioritization scores so that the implementation schedule can be prepared in alignment with the annual 

water budget. 

Exhibit 5-20. Water System Improvements and Funding 

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Transfers $3,557,378 $3,200,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000   

Miscellaneous Revenue 1,276           

Total Revenue Forecast $3,558,654 $3,200,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000   

Funded Expenditures             

City Service Allocation $47,021 $18,650 $19,210 $19,786 $20,380   

6th Ave Waterline 150,000 1,500,000         

34th & River Road Roundabout 600,000           

AMI to Orion Cell Conversion 600,000 600,000         

ASR Permit Completion 20,000 20,000         

Fair/Nob Hill Waterline 1,200,000           

N 1st Street Phase 3 50,000           
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PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Unserved Areas - Waterlines 200,000 50,000         

Water Main Replacement 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000   

Water Rate & Fee Study 10,000           

Cast Iron Waterline Replacement 50,000 1,000,000 500,000 2,000,000 1,000,000   

Galvanized Water Service 

Replacement 

25,000 25,000         

Kissel Well Variable Frequency Drive 50,000           

Reservoir Cleaning & Inspection 20,000       20,000   

Water Main Leak Detection 50,000 50,000         

Gleed PS Generator   250,000         

Miscellaneous Waterline 

Replacement. 

  50,000 1,000,000 50,000 1,500,000   

Water System Master Plan   150,000         

Water Filter Refurbish.   20,000         

Chlorine Generator Cell         300,000   

Gleed PS Additional. Pump         50,000   

Pump Station/Reservoir Site Security         100,000   

Transmission Main Assess.         50,000   

Total Funded Expenditures $3,097,021 $3,758,650 $1,544,210 $2,094,786 $3,065,380  

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

Irrigation water 

The City’s Irrigation Improvement Fund provides capital funding for all irrigation water supply, 

distribution, transmission, storage, pumping stations, and control systems. The primary source of funding 

is services rate charges with some grants and bond proceeds also contributing. The rate charge is 

comprised of an operations and maintenance components and a capital improvement component. 

Projected expenses based on the City’s Capital Budget include pump station improvements and 

irrigation main replacements. 
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Exhibit 5-21. Irrigation System Improvements and Funding  

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Department of Ecology Grant $4,600,000 $ $ $ $   

Charges for Services 1,675,810 1,726,084 1,803,758 1,884,927 1,969,749   

Bond Proceeds 10,000,000           

Total Revenue Forecast $16,275,810 $1,726,084 $1,803,758 $1,884,927 $1,969,749   

Debt Service Expenditures             

2020 Irrigation Rev Bonds $274,900 $273,750 $272,450 $271,000 $269,400  

Funded Expenditures             

City Service Allocation $191,377 $27,014 $27,824 $28,659 $29,519   

Interfund Loan & Interest 

Repayment 

2,052,519 2,076,729         

Nelson Dam Phase 2 8,000,000 4,400,000         

Pump Station Improvement 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000   

Irrigation Main Replacement     50,000 50,000 50,000   

Total Debt Services and Funded 

Expenditures 

$10,543,796 $6,802,493 $375,274 $374,659 $373,919  

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

5.2.2.  Wastewater 

The City funds wastewater capital improvement projects through one operating fund and three 

additional funds encompassing improvements, rehabilitation, and professional services related to 

construction activities associated with the Facility Plan, Biosolids Management Plan, and other planning 

documents associated with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

compliance. Funding is received from capital and connection charges and transfers form the Wastewater 

Operating Fund. Example projects from the City’s Capital Budget include coordinated replacements and 

upgrades related to ongoing transportation improvement projects, conversion of automated metering 

infrastructure, and replacement or rehabilitation of dewatering, grit, clarifier, and ultraviolet systems 

(Yakima, 2025a). 
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Exhibit 5-22. Wastewater System Improvements and Funding 

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Terrace Heights Sewer $ 40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000   

Union Gap Sewer (472) 81,000 81,000 81,000 81,000 81,000   

City of Yakima Transfer (472) 879,000 879,000 879,000 879,000 879,000   

Wastewater System Transfer (476) 1,557,378 1,500,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000   

Wastewater Treatment Fac Transfer 

(478) 

4,000,000 4,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000   

Miscellaneous Revenue 71,390 38,365 38,365 38,365 38,365   

Total Revenue Forecast $6,628,768 $6,538,365 $6,038,365 $6,038,365 $6,038,365   

Funded Expenditures             

City Service Allocation $36,904 $105,185 $105,185 $105,185 $105,185   

Services & Pass-Through Payments 2,800,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000   

Repair & Maintenance 725,000 725,000 725,000 725,000 725,000   

AMI to Orion Conversion (478) 600,000 600,000         

Biosolids Dewatering Impr (478)             

Collection System Rehabilitation (476) 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000   

Primary Clarifier Rehab (472)             

Primary Digester/UASB Rehab (478) 1,800,000           

Infill for Unserved Areas (476) 250,000           

Fruitvale/34th Sewer Impr. (476) 600,000           

Grit System Replacement (478) 1,925,000           

Sludge Building Structural (472) 500,000           

WAS Thickening Impr. (478) 2,000,000           

Yard Pump Station Rehab (472) 300,000           

Headworks Compactor Repl (478)   4,775,000         

N 6th Ave Sewer Improvements (476)   750,000         

UV Cooling System Imprv (476)     500,000       
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PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Total Funded Expenditures $11,136,90  $9,355,185 $6,318,792 $3,230,185 $3,230,185  

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

5.2.3.  Stormwater 

The City completed an update to its Stormwater Collection System Master Plan in 2024.  The plan 

identified over $100 million in capital improvement needs that would be funded through the City’s 

Stormwater Operating Fund. Examples of funded expenditures include Drainage Improvement District 

Integration, Street Flood Hazard Reduction through the post-construction inspection program, and 

Urban Stream Flooding Mitigation that are comprised of box culvert installation and debris removal to 

increase stream conveyance. Other items paid from this fund include professional services, repairs and 

maintenance (Yakima, 2025a). 

Exhibit 5-23. Stormwater System Improvements and Funding 

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Transfers $2,557,421 $2,500,000 $800,000 $800,000 $800,000   

Miscellaneous 71,388 38,365         

Total Revenue Forecast $2,628,809 $2,538,365 $800,000 $800,000 $800,000   

Funded Expenditures             

Funded Expenditures City Service 

Allocation 

$4,367 $19,293 $19,872 $20,468 $21,082   

Services & Pass-Through Payments 76,000 77,000 78,000 79,000 80,000   

Repair & Maintenance 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000   

Drainage Impr District Integration 1,000,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000   

Street Flood Hazard Reduction 1,200,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000   

Urban Stream Flood Mitigation 1,000,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000   

Total Funded Expenditures $3,315,367  $1,881,293  $1,882,872  $1,884,468  $1,886,082   

Source: Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

5.2.4.  Other Facilities 
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Solid Waste / Refuse 

Planned capital projects over the 2025 – 2046 period for the Solid Waste and Recycling Division are not  

yet identified. The Solid Waste and Recycling Division is an enterprise fund, so rates are set to ensure 

reliable, competitively priced service for the customers. An operating reserve is maintained and reserves 

allow for replacement of trucks without interruption of service. At this time, no new trucks are planned 

to be purchased.  Existing trucks will be replaced with newer trucks in accordance with their 

replacement schedule.  

Fire & Emergency Services 

As the number of calls increases and the city continues to increase population in the Western areas of 

the city the department could experience pressure on its ability to provide the same level of service in 

those affected areas. The city should enhance training and recruitment for firefighter and paramedic 

staffing, and modernize its response times and data management. Additionally, with 70% of emergency 

responses involving EMS, the city should consider strong oversight of contractual compliance within the 

city. (YFD, 2025b) 

The YFD’s General Fund supports a wide variety of services, assets, and payroll with goals to use 

expenditures for vacancy recruitment, pursuing grants, station improvements, and fire alarm monitoring 

upgrades. A Fire Capital Fund covers cost associated with fire apparatus and station equipment and 

firefighter gear, while a separate Emergency Services Fund, served by a tax levy, supports medical 

training, supplies, tools and equipment for emergency medical technicians. The Public Safety 

Communication Fund aids with 911 emergency dispatch and record keeping processes along with public 

safety radio communication alerts. (Yakima, 2025b) Planned capital projects include training equipment, 

back-up generators, siding and roof replacements, dorm remodeling, and sidewalk/driveway 

replacements. (Yakima, 2025a). Exhibit 5-24 shows fire system expenditure and funding.     

Exhibit 5-24. Fire System Improvements and Funding 

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Transfers $100,000 100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000   

Fire Protection Services 63,000 63,000 63,000 63,000 63,000   

Miscellaneous Revenue             

Total Revenue Forecast $163,000 $163,000 $163,000 $163,000 $163,000   

Funded Expenditures             

City Service Allocation $ $ $ $ $   

Supplies for Consumption & Resale 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000   

Repair & Maintenance 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000   

Total Funded Expenditures $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000   
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Total Unfunded Expenditures             

Facility Upgrades – Generators $100,000 $50,000 $ $ $   

Zetron Fire Station Alerting System 190,000           

Station 94 Roof Replacement   20,000         

Stations 91 & 95 Exterior Siding   100,000         

Station 91 Concrete Aprons     200,000       

Station 92 Concrete Aprons     200,000       

Training Tower Gas Propane Repair       250,000     

Station 95 Dorm Remodel         3,500,000   

Total Unfunded Expenditures $290,000 $170,000 $400,000 $250,000 $3,500,000  

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

Law Enforcement 

The Police Department continues it’s commitment to recruitment, evaluating, training, and allocating 

resources in order to foster a positive community through trusted communication and evidence-based 

policing. (YPD, 2018) The Law & Justice Fund (PD - Fund 333) serves as the primary funding source for 

the YPD equipment and technology expenses, as well as technical equipment for SWAT. Some of the 

Law & Justice funds also support facility maintenance expenses such as the Law & Justice Center 

security upgrade, carpet replacement, and parking lot resurfacing. The REET 1 Fund (RT – Fund 342) 

also provides funding for capital improvements including the YDP Zais Center and SAU Building and 

projected expenses for the YPD Annex Building. (Yakima, 2025a) 

Schools 

Based on projected student enrollment and estimated household sizes, by 2046 the Yakima School 

District will need 33 teachers, and the West Valley School District will need 24 teachers to meet student 

enrollment needs. 

Parks 

Future park investments in the City of Yakima are identified by Yakima Parks and Recreation and based 

on level of service standards set for in the 2022-2027 adopted Parks Plan. Currently the Yakima 

residents have sufficient access to recreation facilities, but as identified in Section 5.1.3. of this 

document, recreation facilities owned and operated by Yakima Parks and Recreation facilities are 

technically below the LOS standard for acres needed for Community Parks, Neighborhood Parks, and 

Mini Parks.  

Parks projects have been identified in the 2022-2027 Adopted Parks Plan to help close these gaps. The 

plan also includes strategies to efficiently use capital funds and improve the overall service provision 

through  additional coordination with nearby parks providers such as Washington State Parks, Non-
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profit organizations, private landowners, and school districts that serve Yakima students. A list of funded 

future parks projects can be found in Exhibit 5-25 below as well as the LOS impacts that they will have 

based on the 2025-2029 Capital Budget.  

Exhibit 5-25. Future Yakima Parks Projects; Funded, Budgeted, or Identified 2025-2029 

Project Cost 

External Funding 

Source 

Estimated 

completion LOS Benefit 

Aquatic center at Martin Luther 

King (MLK) JR. Park - Funded 

$11,000,000 Commerce Grant 

– 1,000,000 

Donations – 

3,300,000 

2025 N/A 

Gloria’s Park Development - 

Funded 

$250,040 Commerce Grant 

- $225,840 

2025 32 Acres of 

Community Park 

Harman Center / Gailleon Park 

Irrigation System Upgrade – 

Budgeted/Unfunded 

$40,000 Yet unfunded - N/A 

Elks Park Playground & Picnic 

Shelter – Budgeted/Unfunded 

$200,000 Yet unfunded - N/A 

Miller Spray Park Upgrade – 

Budgeted/Unfunded 

$15,000 Yet unfunded - N/A 

West Valley Community Park 

Pedestrian Bridge – 

Budgeted/Unfunded 

$900,000 Yet unfunded - N/A 

Kissel Park  Basketball Court and 

Walkways – Unbudgeted/ 

Identified need 

- - - N/A 

Larson Park New Picnic Shelter 

and Playground – Unbudgeted/ 

Identified need 

- - - N/A 

McGuinness Park Playground – 

Unbudgeted/ Identified need 

- - - N/A 

Milroy Park Playground – 

Unbudgeted/ Identified need 

- - - N/A 

Southeast Community Park 

Basketball Court – Unbudgeted/ 

Identified need 

- - - N/A 

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 
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Streets and Sidewalks 

To further understand planned transportation project and associated costs, reference the city’s Six-Year 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), or see the City of Yakima Transportation System Plan. 

(Yakima, 2025c) While the city has not adopted a level-of-stress method for evaluating sidewalks, bike 

lanes, and trails, the city should consider using the metric in the future to prioritize active transportation 

improvements. 

Street Lights 

When roadways are constructed or reconstructed, street illumination is commonly included in the 

overall design. In some cases power or electrical energy is not available and lighting may be limited to 

high congestion or high volume intersections. To further understand planned transportation projects 

that include street illumination, reference the city’s Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

Transit 

Yakima Transit does not have any significant operating changes planned at this time. The Yakima Transit 

six-year Transit Development Plan (2016-2021) addresses the future need for capital improvements 

across the transit system network. In 2024, investments to fleet buses included upgrades to modems, 

cameras, bus computers, and adding live streaming video capabilities. Planned improvement projects 

listed include the purchase of two new fixed-route transit buses every two to three years through 2031, 

and acquisition of FTA operating grants for fixed-routes. (Yakima, 2024) 

Airport 

Many of the planned capital projects in the Master Plan address expansion and upgrades to meet FAA  

criteria. The alternative analysis provided in the master plan notes the following considerations for 

future facility compliance, runway extensions and reconfigurations, expansion of the existing or 

construction of a new terminal, and consideration of hanger construction and aircraft parking needs. The 

Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for the Yakima Airport Terminal provides three phases of development 

through 2048; Phase I – short-term (2021-2025), Phase II – mid-term (2026-2030), and Phase III – long-

term (2031-2048). 

Exhibit 5-26. Airport Improvements and Funding 

PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Revenues Forecast             

Department of Ecology $375,000 $375,000 $ $ $   

Department of Transportation 6,359,198 2,025,000 2,025,000 2,025,000 2,025,000   

PFC Revenue 175,000 180,000         

Miscellaneous Revenue 2,100 2,100         

Total Revenue Forecast $6,911,298  $2,582,100  $2,025,000  $2,025,000  $2,025,000    
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PROJECT 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Funded Expenditures             

City Service Allocation $27,166 $38,577 $39,734 $40,926 $42,154   

Design, Eng & Construction Taxi Lane             

Snow Removal Equipment             

Terminal Design Phase 1A 316,298           

Terminal Construction Phase 1A 4,499,478           

Terminal Design Phase 1B 2,250,000 2,250,000         

Total Funded Expenditures $7,092,942  $2,288,577  $39,734  $40,926  $42,154    

Total Unfunded Expenditures             

Terminal Construction Phase 1B $2,000,000 $ $ $ $   

Terminal Building Construction Ph2   7,141,094         

Taxiway A & Connector Pavement       1,444,444     

Runway 9/27 Pavement Maintenance         1,444,444   

Runway 4/22 Pavement Rehab 

Design 

        500,000   

Total Unfunded Expenditures $2,000,000 $7,141,094 $ $1,444,444 $1,444,444  

Source: Yakima 2025-2029 Capital Budget, 2024; BERK, 2026. 

Public Buildings 

The City identifies capital maintenance, replacements, and other needed investments in its City Capital 

Budget (2025-2029) that help develop the capital improvement program and identify available 

revenues. The Capital Theater and Convention & Event Center are not included in the previous LOS 

standards due to the separate capital funds used for maintaining these facilities. All other public 

buildings are budgeted for or have estimated costs projected through the City’s REET 1 Fund (RT – Fund 

342), projected examples include, City Hall restroom renovation, Public Works facility equipment 

upgrade, and the Henry Beauchamp, Jr. Community Center fire alarm system update. 
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6.  Glossary 
This report uses some terminology, acronyms, or data sources that may be unfamiliar. Here are some 

definitions. 

Affordable Housing 

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers housing to be 

affordable if the household is spending no more than 30% of its income on housing costs. A healthy 

housing market includes a variety of housing types that are affordable to a range of different household 

income levels. However, the term “affordable housing” is often used to describe income-restricted 

housing available only to qualifying low-income households. Income-restricted housing can be located in 

public, nonprofit, or for-profit housing developments. It can also include households using vouchers to 

help pay for market-rate housing (see “Vouchers” below for more details). 

American Community Survey (ACS) 

This is an ongoing nationwide survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau. It designed to provide 

communities with current data about how they are changing. The ACS collects information such as age, 

race, income, commute time to work, home value, veteran status, and other important data from U.S. 

households. We use data from the ACS throughout this needs assessment. 

Area Median Income (AMI) 

This is a term that commonly refers to the area-wide calculation provided by the HUD for a county or 

metropolitan region.21 Income limits to qualify for affordable housing are typically set relative to AMI. In 

this report, unless otherwise indicated, AMI refers to the HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI). In 

2025, AMI for a 4-person household in Yakima County is $82,300. 

Cost Burden 

When a household pays more than 30% of their gross income on housing, including utilities, they are 

considered “cost-burdened.” When a household pays more than 50% of their gross income on housing, 

including utilities, they are considered “severely cost-burdened.” Cost-burdened households have less 

money available for other essentials, like food, transportation, and medical care.  

Household 

A household is a group of people living within the same housing unit.22 The people can be related, such 

as a family. A person living alone in a housing unit or a group of unrelated people sharing a housing unit 

 
21 Note that HUD sometimes refers to HUD Area Median Family Income as just Median Family Income, or MFI. See 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html 

22 The Census sometimes refers to "occupied housing units" and considers all persons living in an occupied housing unit to be a 
single household. So, Census estimates of occupied housing units and households should be equivalent. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html
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are also counted as households. Group quarters population, such as those living in a college dormitory, 

military barrack, or nursing home, are not considered to be living in households.  

Household Income 

The US Census Bureau defines household income as the sum of the income of all people 15 years and 

older living together in a household.  

Income-Restricted Housing 

This term refers to housing units that are only available to households with incomes at or below a set 

income limit and are offered for rent or sale at below-market rates. Some income-restricted rental 

housing is owned by a city or housing authority, while others may be privately owned. In the latter case 

the owners typically receive a subsidy in the form of a tax credit or property tax exemption. As a 

condition of their subsidy, these owners must offer a set percentage of all units as income-restricted and 

affordable to households at a designated income level. 

Low-Income (HUD Income Limits) 

Households that are designated as Low-Income may qualify for income-subsidized housing units. HUD 

categorizes families as Low-Income, Very Low-Income, or Extremely Low-Income relative to AMI, with 

adjustment for family size. Exhibit 6-1 shows the income thresholds as published by HUD. While these 

definitions are expressed as a percentage of AMI, HUD includes additional adjustments in Yakima 

County to increase the income thresholds. 

Exhibit 6-1. HUD Income Limits by Household Size (Number of Persons in Household), 2025 

Income Category 

Household 

Income Level 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Extremely Low-

Income 

30% of AMI $19,950 $22,800 $26,650 $32,150 $37,650 $43,150 

Very Low-Income 50% of AMI $33,200 $37,950 $42,700 $47,400 $51,200 $55,000 

Low-Income 80% of AMI $53,100 $60,700 $68,300 $75,850 $81,950 $88,000 

Source: US HUD, 2020; BERK, 2025. 

Median Family Income (MFI) 

The median income of all family households in an area. Family households are those that have two or 

more members who are related. Median income of non-family households is typically lower than for 

family households, as family households are more likely to have more than one income-earner. Data 

about median family income comes from the Census American Community Survey (ACS). However, 

HUD publishes current year MFI estimates for counties and metropolitan regions. These HUD MFI 

estimates are also known as AMI. Analyses of housing affordability typically group all households by 

income level relative to AMI.  

Vouchers (Tenant-based and Project-based) 

HUD provides housing vouchers to qualifying low-income households. These are typically distributed by 

local housing authorities. Vouchers can be “tenant-based”, meaning the household can use the vouchers 
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to help pay for market-rate housing in the location of their choice. Or they can be “project-based”, 

meaning they are assigned to a specific building.23 

Universal Design 

Universal design is “the design and composition of an environment so that it can be accessed, 

understood and used to the greatest extent possible by all people regardless of their age, size, or 

ability.”24 When integrated into the built environment, universal design principles ensure that residents 

who are aging or who have a disability are not blocked from accessing housing and services.  
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