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206 S. Granite Avenue / P.O. Box 1440
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CITY OF GRANITE FALLS
PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 24, 2015
7:00 PM
MEETING AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

FLAG SALUTE

3.

ROLL CALL

4.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
A. Meeting Minutes of February 10, 2015

5.

PUBLIC COMMENTS/RECOGNITION OF VISITORS-NON ACTION ITEMS
(Speakers must sign up prior to the meeting. Individual comments will be limited to
three minutes. Group comments shall be limited to five minutes.)

6.

NEW BUSINESS:

7.

CURRENT BUSINESS:
A. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Transportation Element Draft No. 4 - Review
& Approve for Environmental & State Agency Review
B. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No.
4 - Review & Approve for Environmental & State Agency Review
C. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Housing Element Draft No. 4 - Review &
Approve for Environmental & State Agency Review
D. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Land Use Element Comments & Questions

8.

REPORTS:
a. Staff Reports
b. Homework Assignments

9.

CORRESPONDENCE:

10.

ADJOURN:
If wheelchair access is required, please notify City Hall 48 hours in advance.
Notice-All Proceedings of this meeting are sound recorded.

Meeting Minutes of February 10, 2015

City of Granite Falls
206 S. Granite Avenue / P.O. Box 1440
Granite Falls, Washington 98252

P 360-691-6441
F 360-691-6734
www.ci.granite-falls.wa.us

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING
FEBRUARY 10, 2015
7:00PM
MINUTES

1. CALL TO ORDER:
Commissioner Cruger called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
2. FLAG SALUTE:
Commissioner Cruger led the Planning Commission, Staff and Audience in the Pledge of Allegiance
to the Flag.
3. ROLL CALL:
Planning Commission
Commissioner Frederick Cruger – Present
Commissioner Chris Marsh – Present
Commissioner Vervia Gabriel – Absent
Commissioner Lynn Martin – Absent
Commissioner Scott Morrison – Present

City Staff
City Clerk Darla Reese
City Consultant
Ray Sturtz - Community Planning
Services

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Meeting Minutes of January 27, 2015
Commissioner Morrison moved to approve the Minutes as written. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Marsh and passed 3-0.
Commissioner Marsh – Aye, Commissioner Cruger – Aye, Commissioner Morrison- Aye
5. PUBLIC COMMENTS/RECOGNITION OF VISITORS – NON ACTION ITEMS
No one chose to comment during this portion of the meeting.
6. NEW BUSINESS (None)

7. CURRENT BUSINESS
A. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update – Populations Projections – Review No. 2
Consultant Sturtz reviewed the Populations Projections with the Planning Commission. The
adjusted curve that now shows the slow growth rate as seen over the last four-five years up to the
next five years then accelerated growth (steeper curve) shown about the time the City anticipates
Suncrest Farms homes may start to become available.
There is currently no multi-family development or other plats currently pending. The City will need
to keep an eye on the growth by Building Permit Applications to see if we are ahead or falling
behind the curve from year to year. If there are changes, the Planning Commission can be alerted,
and the 6-Year CIP may need to be updated. The City Council is required to look at the 6-Year CIP
every two years, though Consultant Sturtz thinks it is a good idea for the Planning Commission to
look at it yearly.
Consultant Sturtz asked the Planning Commission if both the table and the estimated population
chart looked reasonable to them.
Commissioner Cruger asked if there was a way to include in the plan that the number was provided
to us because he feels the number is a little high.
Consultant Sturtz agreed. He added the allocation number is the cities we are just showing how
we will be getting there. He labeled this as the “allocation comment” and will work on the
language.
Attachment B – Handed out to the Planning Commission tonight
The revisions on the handout were based upon the Commission’s comments that Consultant Sturtz
received.
He asked Commissioner Cruger (Chairman) if this version with the changes is what he had in mind.
Commissioner Cruger agreed.
Additional proposed changes to handout:
•
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At the end of the back, add as shown in red “Snohomish County Tomorrow (SCT) used the
medium numbers for the purposes on planning and thereby reached the Granite Falls
allocation number for population of 7,843.”

•

Add to the following sentence: “Based on SCT numbers, the initial projected population
growth chart issued in 2012, when work on updating the 2015 Comprehensive Plan began,
showed a relatively steep curve indicating an accelerated growth between 2012 and 2025.”

B. 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update – Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 3 - Review
Consultant Sturtz reviewed the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element changes from the last meeting.
The following were additional changes to be addressed:
Page 3 –
Table CF-2
• Consultant Sturtz to check on why the price to re-build the City Hall went down from
$1,290,000 to $1,050,000?
•

The word “TATOLS” should be changed to “TOTALS”

Page 4 –
Public Works Shop Facilities
• Consultant Sturtz to ask City Administrator Kirk if we need to put numbers in this section
for a cost to re-build a shop since we have this information contained in the Community
Center section.
Page 5 –
Telecommunications
• Add Verizon
• Add paragraph for Verizon
Page 11 –
Treatment Facilities
• Consultant Sturtz to check the following sentences with City Engineer Perkins:
o “Based on the population projections in this plan, the plant will need a capacity of
0.950 million gallons per day maximum per month in 2035.”
o The additional components of the system needed include a new headworks with a
mechanical fire screen, a second oxidation ditch, additional UV disinfection, and
sludge hauling facilities and upgrades to the City’s lift station and force main. (This
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sentenced is okay and was mentioned by accident, should have been the following
comment instead).
o “The City of Granite Falls owns and operates its own wastewater treatment facility
with the capacity to treat .555 million gallons of raw sewage per day maximum per
month and 1.387 million gallons per day for a peak hour.”

Page 21 –
Capital Facility Revenue and Expenditure Summary
• Add to following sentence: “City sources include the general fund, developer mitigation
fees and enterprise funds which include city capital reserve funds for water and sewer.”
•

Change the following sentence: “Table CF-13 summarizes the revenue sources of funding
and expenditures for each of the five capital facility categories addressed previously.”

Table CF-13
• Consultant Sturtz to ask City Engineer Perkins about possibly changing the title of table to:
“Six-Year Capital Facility Cost Funding/Revenue Expenditure Summary – 2015-2020.”
• Make following change in table heading of “Total Revenue Funding Available.”
Page 22 –
Table CF-14
• Consultant Sturtz to ask City Engineer Perkins about removal of footnote 2. The problem
seen with taking the information out of the revenue available on Table CF-13 says that
there is $1,131,000 funds available but only $160,000 used for projects, so someone could
look at the table and think the City is building up a million dollars – which isn’t true because
it is believed that $50,000/year is coming out of that enterprise fund.
o Maybe have footnote 2 read “Debt for electrical upgrades completed in 2014 is
being paid at $50,000/yr and is being paid off?”
• Consultant Sturtz to check with City Engineer Perkins as to why footnote 2 was on both
Table CF-13 on page 21 (shown currently eliminated) and CF-14 on page 22 (shown
standing).
C. REPORTS:
A. Staff Reports
Consultant Sturtz asked the Planning Commission if they would like to see the Capital Facilities
Element in final form.
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The Commission members were in agreement on just having it emailed to them.
Consultant Sturtz will follow-up with both City Administrator Kirk and City Engineer Perkins then
will respond to the Commission. However, if there are issues that cannot be resolved, the item(s)
will be placed back on the Agenda.
Commissioner Cruger stated he sees that Miller Shingle was obtaining a Business License and
wondered if they were doing anything.
City Clerk Reese does not know. But mentioned sometimes, even an address change triggers the
State to have businesses obtain new licenses.
Consultant Sturtz explained that the black and white copy of the PowerPoint presentation handed
out to the Commission members tonight is going to be presented to the City Council tomorrow
night and invited the Commission to the meeting. He further added that he is updating the City
Council on the Planning Commission’s progress on the Comprehensive Plan update. He asked if the
Commission could review the paperwork either tonight or tomorrow and let him know if something
was said wrong or if any changes should be made prior to the Council meeting.
B. Homework Assignments (None)
D. CORRESPONDENCE:
Commissioner Marsh mentioned he will be attending the Motocross appeal hearing tomorrow
morning at 10am at Snohomish County and encouraged everyone to attend and support the track.
E. ADJOURNMENT:
Commissioner Cruger adjourned the meeting.
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2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Transportation
Element Draft No. 4 - Review & Approve for
Environmental & State Agency Review

Transportation Element Draft No. 4 - Attachment A, page 1 of 30

Transportation Element – Draft No. 4
Introduction
Transportation systems that facilitate access to employment, goods, services, and housing
areas are crucial to the economic and social vitality of cities, towns, and other urban
areas. No other public service so affects development patterns or is affected by them.
The relationship between land use and transportation is complex and ever-changing.:
attempting to pin it down to simple rules or formulae is like trying to hit a moving target.
Any number of projects can come under the heading of transportation planning: financing
and building a regional mass transit system, making transit services available to elderly or
disabled residents, or predicting the traffic impacts of a new shopping center on a
community's existing street system. Every transportation decision has implications for
land use (and vice-versa). The "trick" is to determine, as nearly as possible, how altering
one side of the equation will affect the other. The speed, safety and comfort with which
one can reach their destination impacts land use and vice-versa. Our present
transportation system, with its heavy reliance on the car, has resulted in unparalleled
mobility for the majority of American families, allowing them to live and work where
they wish. Families have often chosen to live in suburban communities, enjoying a
certain lifestyle and lower housing costs that meets their needs and budget. However,
this mobility has also changed communities over time., in part by moving industrial and
commercial centers to “central” locations, while sSmaller towns have become “bedroom
communities” as people commute from them to places of employment in the commercial
and industrial centers.
Two factors contribute to the complexity of the land use/transportation equation. First,
the relationship between land use and transportation is reciprocal: land use patterns affect
travel decisions, and travel decisions affect land use patterns--sometimes simultaneously,
sometimes sequentially. Second, the activity patterns of businesses and people change -independent of land use and transportation--in response to changing values, norms,
and/or preferences.
For 50 years or more, observer/critics of American urban life have argued that it is the
responsibility of transportation planners to utilize their professional skills to improve the
urban form. Two interrelated aspects of current development practices draw critics'
concern: suburbia and the preeminence of the private automobile. On one side, our
present transportation system, with its heavy reliance on the car, has resulted in
unparalleled mobility for the majority of American families, allowing them to live and
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work where they wish. Families have often chosen to live in suburban communities,
enjoying a certain lifestyle and lower housing costs. On the other side, however, this
mobility enjoyed by so many exacts a price in environmental damage, the consumption of
nonrenewable fossil fuels, and, one might argue, the loss of the tightly knit social units
that one existed throughout the country.
The State of Washington's Growth Management Act (GMA) position is that the
sprawling suburban development which has been growing in momentum in recent years
must be slowed considerably, if not outright stopped. Part of the intent of the State of
Washington's Growth Management Act (GMA) is to limit urban sprawl and concentrate
growth in identified urban areas. To that end, 13 goals were established for GMA, the
most pertinent to this discussion being:
•
•
•
•
•

Promote growth in existing urban areas where adequate public utilities and
services already exist.
Limit the disruption of existing neighborhoods to protect property values
and reducing Reduce sprawl and low-density development.
Connect land use planning to adequate regional transportation systems and
cleaner air.
Encourage affordable and available in-city housing.

This Transportation Element has been developed in accordance with RCW 36.70A.070
(the Growth Management Act) to address the motorized and non-motorized
transportation needs of Granite Falls. It represents the community's policy plan regarding
the provision of transportation facilities for the next 20 years.
The Transportation Element has been developed in accordance with the County-Wide
Planning Policies of Snohomish County, and has been integrated with the other
Comprehensive Plan elements to ensure internal consistency. The This Element
specifically considers the location and condition of the existing transportation circulation
system; the cause, scope, and nature of existing transportation problems; the projected
needs; and plans for addressing these needs while meeting Level of Service standards. In
order to meet concurrency requirements, if funding should fall short of financing the
levels of services in this plan then the City will reevaluate its land use projections or find
additional funding.
One of the major focuses to this Transportation Element is the proposed construction of
the Alternate Route. Granite Falls has endured the negative impact of truck traffic on its
streets for the last two decades. Dump trucks delivering gravel from the seven quarries
east of town to the rest of Snohomish County have only one route: through the Central
Business District. The high daily volumes of traffic damages the roads, disturbs citizens,
and creates traffic conflicts with local traffic.
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The City and County have worked together to develop a plan for an "Alternate Route"
north of town. It's expected that design will begin this year while construction could start
in 2007.
The GMA mandates that the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan include:
1. Land use assumptions;
2. An inventory of transportation facilities and services and the impacts to facilities
resulting from land use assumptions;
3. Level of Service standards and actions necessary for local transportation facilities
and services to meet the standards;
4. Identification of the transportation system needed to meet current and future
travel demand;
5. A multi-year finance strategy that balances needs against available funding;
6. Intergovernmental coordination and impact assessment;
7. Strategies for reducing travel demand; and
8. A pedestrian and bicycle component addressing community access and heath
objectives.

Classification and Levels of Service (LOS) of Existing Facilities
This inventory has identified the facilities that are currently in place to meet Granite Falls
existing demands. It is comprehensive because it covers all of the existing modes of
transportation in the community. This inventory include a map of the classification of
existing roads in the City of Granite Falls as well as the Urban Growth Area including the
functional classification of these roadways (see Figure TR-1: Street Network Plan).

Road Functional Classification
A highway functional classification groups the roads in a community according to the
character of service they provide. The two major considerations in the development of
this kind of inventory is whether the roadways being designated are primarily serving the
through movement of traffic or providing access to adjacent properties. An interstate
highway is an example of a road whose main mission is to facilitate the through
movement of traffic. A local residential street serving a subdivision is a type of roadway
that provides local access. The concept of functional classification defines the role that a
particular roadway segment plays in serving flow of traffic through the road network.
Roadways are assigned to one of several possible four general functional classifications
within a hierarchy according to the character of travel service each roadway provides
(FHWA, 2013).
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Major Arterials serve corridor movements having trip length and travel density
characteristics indicative of substantial statewide or interstate travel. In the case of
Granite Falls, its major arterial (arterials?) is used to convey substantial amounts of sand
and gravel material through the City to points west.
Minor Arterials provide service for trips of moderate length, serve geographic areas that
are smaller than their higher Arterial counterparts and offer connectivity to the higher
Arterial system.
Collectors serve a critical role in the roadway network by gathering traffic from Local
Roads and funneling them to the Arterial network.
Local access roads are not intended for use in long distance travel. Local roads are often
designed to discourage through traffic. Local roads are often classified by default. In
other words, once all Arterial and Collector roadways have been identified, all remaining
roadways are classified as Local Roads.
Source: Highway Functional Classification Concepts, Criteria and Procedures (Federal
Highway Administration, 2013 Edition)
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_class
ifications/
The four road classes, and the various roads in the categories, identified in the City’s
2005 Comprehensive Plan, in addition to Quarry Road, are given in Table 21.
Table TR-1
2005 City Road Classification
Road Type
Major Arterial

Minor Arterial
Collector
Arterial
Local

Road in Classification
Stanley St. (Granite Ave. to Jordan Rd.) /SR92, Quarry
Rd./SR92 (west of Jordan Rd.)
Alder Ave., Galena St., Granite Ave., Jordan Rd. (Stanley St. to
100th St. Burn Rd.), Mt. Loop Highway, Pioneer St./Menzel
Lake Rd., Stanley St, (east of Granite Ave.) Union St.(easts of
Granite Ave.)
Alpine St., Anderson Ave., Cascade Ave., Hemming Way.,
Jordan Road. (north of 100th St. Burn Rd.), Portage Ave
All roads not included above

The construction of Quarry Road, which opened in November 2010, dramatically
changed the traffic patterns within the City. Quarry Road is used to convey in excess of
four million tons of quarry aggregate material from areas east of the downtown core to
points west. Prior to its opening, all of the aggregate was hauled through downtown
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Granite Falls. Additionally, a substantial amount of passenger vehicle traffic transiting
to/from the Mt. Loop Highway to the east also uses Quarry Road. By observation the
traffic in the downtown core was greatly reduced by the opening of Quarry Road. This
reduction in traffic, particularly on Stanley Street, has reduced traffic on other downtown
streets. Prior to Quarry Road, drivers tried to avoid the downtown traffic on Stanley
Street by cutting off onto side streets. That traffic movement is now greatly reduced.
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has identified each of the
roads in Granite Falls according to their functional classification. Source: Web based
information
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/data/tools/geoportal/?config=functionalclass&layers=Functional+Class
Based upon the recent (2014?) traffic patterns With this Plan, the City is adopting the
WSDOT classification with the revisions shown in italics (Table TR-2):
Table TR-2
Current (2014?) City Road Classification
Road Type
Major Arterial
Minor Arterial

Collector Arterial
Local

Road in Classification
Quarry Rd./SR92, Stanley St.(Quarry Rd. to Granite Ave.)
Stanley St. (Granite Ave to Alder Ave.), 100th St. Burn Rd, Jordan
Rd., Galena St., Alder Ave., Mt. Loop Highway, Stanley Street/SR
92, South Granite Ave (north of Pioneer St.) Pioneer St./Menzel
Lake Rd.
South Granite Ave. (south of Pioneer St.)/Robe Menzel Lake Rd.,
Hemming Way, Alpine St., Pioneer St./Menzel Lake Rd.
All roads not included above

Note: WSDOT has Stanley Street and Quarry Road as a Minor Arterials, Mt. Loop Highway
and North Alder Avenue as Collector Arterials, and South Alder Avenue and Galena Street as
a local access street

Table TR-1 inventories the major existing roadways by their functional classification in
the City of Granite Falls today. Those streets that exist, but are not included in this table,
have been deemed to be local roads.
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Table TR-1
Route Classification of Granite Falls Roadways - 2001
Road Name
Portage Ave
Cascade Ave
Anderson Ave
Alpine Street
Alpine Ave
Hemming Wy
Jordan Road
Jordan Road
Burn Road
Wabash Ave
Kentucky Ave
Indiana Ave
Wallace Street
Grand Street
Bogart Ave
Saratoga St
Noble Way
Tompkins Pl
Paradise Lane
Granite Ave
Prospect Ave
Wallace Street
Stanley Street
Stanley Street
SR 92
Jordan Road
Granite Ave
Granite Ave
Galena Street
Galena Street
Union Street
Pioneer Street
Menzel Lake Rd
Alder Avenue
Alder Avenue
Mountain Loop
Highway
Mountain Loop
Highway
Stanley Street

Location

AWDT
Traffic
Volume
(PCE)

Road Classification

Existing
ROW

Req’d
ROW
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
100
100
100
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75
75

60
60
60
60
60
60
varies
60
60
50
50
50
75
50
50
50
50
50
60
60
60
75 varies
50
50
Varies >60
60
60
75
75
75
75
75
??
60
60
60 varies

Ref

South of Stanley St
North of Stanley St
Alpine St to Gun Club

7400
6480

Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Collector Arterial
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Local Access
Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial

North of Gun Club

4100

Minor Arterial

75

75 varies

1

East of Granite

6800

Minor Arterial

75

50

1, 2

East of Granite Ave
West of Granite Ave
North of Engebretson
Burn to Engebretson

5200
6500
2700

West of Cascade

North of Alpine
East of Cascade
Granite to Portage
Portage to Jordan Rd
West of Jordan Road
South of Burn Road
Stanley to Alpine
South of Stanley
West of Granite Ave
East of Granite Ave
East of Granite Ave

13300
14150
13711
7600
4342
3900

Source: 1. Granite Falls Alternate Route. Predesign Study, Gray and Osborne 2001
2. Granite Falls Alternate Route - Transportation Discipline Report, HDR, 2004
Truck and Trailer Combinations = 4 PCE
Single Dump Truck = 2 PCE

1
1
1

1
1, 2

2
2

1
1
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The above table shows how the key routes function today. These roads and streets do not
function "perfectly" when measured against federal and State Department of
Transportation standards. Table TR-2 presents the ideal standards and criteria for
principal and minor arterials, collector streets, and local roads.
Table TR-2
Typical Functional Route Classifications and Criteria
Typical Direct
Spacin Land
g
Access
(miles)

Roadway
Intersectio
n Spacing

Limited:
Major
generators
only
Restricted:
some
movements
prohibited;
number
and
spacing of
driveways
controlled
Safety
controls;
limited
regulation

1/2 mile

Safety
controls
only

Classification Function

Continui
ty

Major Arterial Primary:
traffic movement
Secondary: land
access
Minor
Primary:
Arterial
Intercommunity
areas and traffic
movement
Secondary: land
access

Continuo
us

1-5

Continuo
us

1/2-3

Collector
Arterials

Not
1/2 or
necessaril less
y
continuou
s

Local

Primary:
collect/distribute
traffic between
arterials and
local streets
Secondary: land
access
Tertiary:
interneighborhoo
d movement
Land access

None

As
needed

Spee
d
Limit
(mph
)
35-45

Comment
s/Traffic
Volume
(ADT)

3000 +
ADTs

1/4 mile

30-35 2001 30.00
ADTs
Backbone
of street
system

300 feet

25-30 1001-2000
ADTs,
Discourag
e throughtraffic

300 feet

25

0-1000
ADTs
Discourag
e throughtraffic

Source: Washington State Department of Transportation
These standards shown in Table TR-2 should always be the goal that Granite Falls should
strive to achieve. However, in the older parts of the City, there should not be great
concern if they cannot be completely attained.
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Roadway Level of Service Standards
This Transportation Element, in accordance with the Growth Management Act, must
establish Level of Service (LOS) standards for all roadways in Granite Falls. A traffic
study or other acceptable method is then used to estimate the LOS on city streets. These
The estimated LOS is then compared to the City adopted standards are to be used as a
means of measuring measure the performance of the overall transportation network. The
City, once these LOS standards have been adopted, has the responsibility of prohibiting
any development that would result in the LOS on any roadway not being met, unless
improvements are undertaken to mitigate these impacts concurrent with the proposed
development. Concurrency is defined as at the time of development or the presence of a
financial commitment to complete the improvements within six years.
Concurrency is defined as at the time of development or the presence of a financial
commitment to complete the improvements within six years. The term "Level of Service"
is an estimate of the quality and efficiency of performance of the transportation facilities
in a community. For Granite Falls to determine whether or not its roads are achieving
proper LOS standards, national criteria have been established by the Institute of Traffic
Engineers' Transportation Research Board that are used by the State, Snohomish County,
and the local communities. These criteria employ six different levels, designated by the
letters "A" through "F." Level of Service "A" represents the best operating conditions and
"F" indicates the worst. Each LOS has a “delay time” associated with it (Table TR-23).
Generally, LOS A is a free flowing condition and LOS F is means a significant and
generally unacceptable delay. The City of Granite Falls has determined that LOS D is the
minimum adequate LOS for all roadway intersections and links. The six LOSs are
described in the following table.
Additional parameters which should be included are:
1. Safety - Each roadway should be assessed to identify hazardous conditions such
as lack of visibility, inadequate shoulders, or hazardous driveways. Prioritizing of
improvements should rank roadways with the highest number of accidents ahead of
these projects having low numbers of accidents.
2. Roadway Condition - Several of Granite Falls roadways do not meet minimum
geometric standards. Others have deteriorated to the extent that reconstruction, rather
than maintenance repairs, are necessary to provide an acceptable level of service.
Prioritizing improvements should rank roadways in the worst condition ahead of
those in better condition.

Level of
Service A

Table TR-3
Roadway Level of Service Definitions
Represents free flow conditions. Individual motorists are virtually
unaffected by the presence of other vehicles in the traffic stream. Drivers
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have a high degree of freedom to select desired speed and to change lanes.
The level of comfort and convenience to the motorist or passenger is
excellent.
Level of
Service B

Level of
Service C

Level of
Service D

Level of
Service E

Level of
Service F

Clearly in the range of stable flow, although other vehicles in the traffic
stream are noticeable. Ability to select desired speed is relatively
unaffected, although there is a slight decline in the ability to change lanes
over the conditions present in LOS-A. The level of comfort and
convenience to the motorist or passenger is very good, although it is less
than that of LOS-A because the presence of other vehicles in the traffic
stream begins to affect individual behavior
Still in the range of stable flow, but the operation individual users is
significantly affected by interactions with other vehicles in the traffic
stream. Ability to select and maintain a desired speed is affected by the
presence of other vehicles and changing lanes becomes more difficult. The
general level of comfort and convenience is good, although it has declined
considerably from LOS-A.
Consists of high-density yet stable flow. The ability to select a desired
speed and to change lanes is severely restricted, and the driver or
passenger experiences a fair level of comfort and convenience. Small
increases in traffic flow can cause operational problems at this LOS.
Represents unstable flow and indicates that the road is at or near capacity.
Speeds are generally reduced to a low, but relatively uniform value during
peak periods. Ability to change lanes is extremely difficult and is
generally accomplished by forcing another vehicle to slow down to
accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and convenience is poor and
driver frustration is high. Small increases in traffic volume or other minor
problems, such as a stalled vehicle, can cause traffic to come to a
complete stop for relatively long periods.
Describes forced or breakdown flow. This condition exists when the
amount of traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount that can be
accommodated on the roadway. Lines of vehicles form behind such
locations. Operating conditions within the line include stop- and go-cycles
that are extremely unstable. Vehicles may move at reasonable speeds for
several hundred feet, then be required to stop for half a minute or more.
The level of comfort and convenience to the driver or passenger is
extremely poor.

While the above table presents a generalized description of the traffic characteristics of
the LOS, it is also necessary to qualify these standards in numerical terms. These
numbers will enable Granite Falls officials to establish where deficiencies exist today, as
well as monitor roadway volumes to determine when new development will generate
enough traffic to create unacceptable conditions without physical improvements.
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The following table establishes LOS thresholds for the different types of roads that exist
in Granite Falls. The threshold volumes take into account estimates of traffic distribution,
physical characteristics, and signal conditions (for arterials). They also present average
24-hour traffic volumes to express the various LOS thresholds. Some of the data that has
been gathered and that will be presented in later tables express existing or recent traffic
volumes on Granite Falls streets are afternoon peak-hour flows only. To convert these
data to approximate 24-hour volumes, it should be estimated that the afternoon peak-hour
flows constitute about ten percent (10%) of the average daily traffic flows. However, due
to the inordinate amount of truck traffic in Granite the traffic volumes are pretty constant
throughout the day from 6 AM to 6 PM. Peak Hour represents about 7% - 8% of total
traffic.
Estimating delay time enables identification of areas with traffic capacity deficiencies.
Based upon the capacity deficiency and the location, If traffic capacity deficiencies exist,
projects needed to increase traffic capacity are can be identified. Mitigation for the
impacts of new development may be in the form of Impact Fees and/or need to occur, and
those impacts may include construction of identified projects. Impact fees may include
the cost of existing public facilities improvements pursuant to RCW 82.02.060 1.d.
Table TR-3
Roadway Level of Service Definitions
Level of
Service
A
B
C
D
E
F

Delay Time
(Seconds)
<5
> 5.1 and <15
15.1 to 25.0
25.1 to 40.0
40.0 to 60.0
>60

Additional parameters which are used in the development of roadway capital
improvements are safety and roadway condition.
1. Safety - Each roadway should be assessed to identify hazardous conditions such
as lack of visibility, inadequate shoulders, or hazardous driveways. Prioritizing of
improvements should rank roadways with the highest number of accidents ahead of
these projects having low numbers of accidents.
2. Roadway Condition - Several of Granite Falls roadways do not meet minimum
geometric standards. Others have deteriorated to the extent that reconstruction, rather
than maintenance repairs, are is necessary to provide an acceptable level of service.
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Prioritizing improvements should rank roadways in the worst condition ahead of
those in better condition. However, if the rate of deterioration of a roadway can be
significantly reduced by application of an asphalt overlay, such action may be
considered for prioritization above reconstruction of a roadway.
Table TR-4
Generalized Daily Level of Service
Maximum Volume Thresholds for Urbanized Areas
by Functional Roadway Classification
(24-Hour Counts)
Functional
Roadway
Classification

Level of Service Thresholds
No. of
Lanes

A

B

C

D

F

16,500
34,900
52,400

17,400
36,900
56,200

15,300
32,500
48,900

16,100
34,000
51,200

14,800
31,700
47,900

15,700
33,400
50,300

13,700
30,200
46,300

15,400
33,200
50,200

11,600
24,300
37,200

12,900
26,400
40,100

ARTERIALS (Principal and Minor) - Divided and Undivided
•

•

•

•

Group A (0.0 - 0.75 signalized intersections/mile)
2 Undiv.
13,700
15,000
15.600
4 Div.
29,800
31,900
33,000
6 Div.
45,400
48,100
49,700
Group B (0.76 - 1.5 signalized intersections/mile)
2 Undiv.
9,000
13,700
14,500
4 Div.
20,000
29,700
31,000
6 Div.
30,600
45,100
46,700
Group C (1.6 - 2.5 signalized intersections/mile)
2 Undiv.
__*
10,200
13,500
4 Div.
__*
22,800
29,500
6 Div.
__*
35,100
45,000
Group D (2.6 - 3.5 signalized intersections/mile)
2 Undiv.
__*
__*
9,200
4 Div.
__*
__*
20,100
6 Div.
__*
__*
30,700

COLLECTOR AND LOCAL STREETS
2
4
6

__*
__*
__*

__*
__*
__*

7,700
16,200
24,900

Source: Florida Department of Transportation
Note: *Cannot be achieved

The threshold standards presented in Table TR-4 would be affected by a number of
factors, e.g., whether or not there is a median strip or if left-turn bays have been provided.
Table TR-5 presents these adjustment factors. It should be noted that they are for
principal and minor arterials only.
Existing Traffic Circulation Conditions and Level of Service

Transportation Element Draft No. 4 - Attachment A, page 12 of 30

Table TR47 shows the estimated Average Weekday Daily Trips (AWDTs) for local
roadways. The data was collected as a follow-up to the construction of Quarry Road to
assess if traffic volumes had changed on critical links within the City. Table TR-4 also
presents data from comparative locations collected prior to the construction of Quarry
Road. The table contains confirms the observation that along the Mt. Loop/Alder
Avenue/Stanley Street corridor there has been a large change in traffic volumes due to the
construction of Quarry Road. Particularly noticeable is the shift of truck volume to
Quarry Road. Virtually all of the 4-axle and greater vehicles observed on Quarry Road
east of Jordan Road would have had to traverse Stanley Street if Quarry Road were not
constructed.
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Table TR-4
Existing and Historic Traffic Counts
Link 1

Date

Bike

2 axle

3-4
axle

>4
axle

One Way
Total

Total

Sept
2002 3

Oct 2000 4
%
Trucks

Burn Road- Westbound west of Jordan
Burn Road- Eastbound west of Jordan
Burn Road- west of Quarry Road (WB)
Burn Road- west of Quarry Road (EB)
Pioneer St west of Alder (WB)
Pioneer St west of Alder (EB)
Granite Ave south of Pioneer (NB)
Granite Ave south of Pioneer (SB)
Quarry Road - North of SR 92 (NB)
Quarry Road - North of SR 92 (SB)
Quarry Road - west of Jordan Road (NB)
Quarry Road - west of Jordan Road (SB)
Quarry Road - east of Jordan Road (NB)
Quarry Road - east of Jordan Road (SB)
Quarry Road - West of Mt Loop (WB)
Quarry Road - West of Mt Loop (EB)
Jordan Road - North of Quarry Road (NB)
Jordan Road - North of Quarry Road (SB)
South Alder - S of Union St (NB)
South Alder - S of Union St (SB)

10/2013
10/2013
6/2011
6/2011
3/2010
3/2010
3/2011
3/2011
62011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
3/2010
3/2010

6
2
11
16
5
1
16
10
60
25
64
24
40
21
29
25
24
32
2
2

1317
1289
930
960
954
914
1070
1062
2692
2495
2383
2238
1164
1091
1160
1091
2320
2305
771
777

0
1
7
6
0
3
4
2
40
47
43
53
43
62
45
64
7
17
11
10

8
23
4
7
6
5
4
7
255
269
246
243
207
202
214
203
69
54
63
62

1,331
1,315
952
989
965
923
1,094
1,081
3,047
2,836
2672
2534
1,454
1,376
1,448
1,383
2,420
2,408
847
851

2,646

2,480

1,941
1,888
2,175
5,883
5,206
2,830
2,831
4,828
1,698

4,216

Total
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Mt Loop Hwy - SW of Quarry Road (NB)
Mt Loop Hwy - SW of Quarry Road (SB)
Mt Loop Hwy - NE of Quarry Road (NB)
Mt Loop Hwy - SW of Quarry Road (SB)
Stanley St East of Granite (WB) 2
Stanley St East of Granite (WB EB)

6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
6/2011
7/2011

2

Stanley St West of Granite (EB WB) 2
Stanley St East West of Granite (WB EB) 2

7/2011
1/2014
7/2011
1/2014
7/2011

29
31
30
49

1470
1392
1994
1991
2251
2127

46
48
33
20
95
90

128
123
93
102
24
22

-

2,374

100

25

-

3376
3,514

142
148

36
37

-

3,239

136

34

-

1- Data from Snohomish County
2- ADT extrapolated from Snohomish County Peak Hour Traffic Counts
3- Data from Granite Falls Alternate Route – Traffic Discipline Report
4- Data from Granite Falls Alternate Route Predesign report

1,673
1,594
2,150
2,162
2,370
2,395
2,370
2,674
3,555
3,958
3,555
3,647

3,267

6,014

41%

4,132

42%

13,624

4,312
4,740
5,069

7,100
7,605

6,346

13,151
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Traffic Reports conducted in advance of the construction of Quarry Road found that the
intersection of Stanley Street (SR 92) and Granite Avenue operated at Level of Service F.
A recent study conducted as part of a large proposed plat found that the Stanley
Street/Granite Avenue intersection now operates at Level of Service B, and is projected
to operate at LOS C. By observation this intersection is still the lowest operating LOS in
Granite Falls of the intersections analyzed. (Table TR-5).
Intersection Level of Service Analysis Summary
The level of service analysis for the existing 2019 base line and 2019 future with
development conditions is summarized in Table 5.
Table TR-5
Intersection Level of Service Summary
Intersection

Quarry Road at
100th St. Burn Rd.
Quarry Road at
SR-92
Jordan Road at
SR-92
N. Granite Ave at
SR-92
Jordan Road at
100th St. Burn Rd.

Existing
Conditions

2019 Baseline
Conditions

2019 Future with
Development
Condition

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

A

6.4 sec

A

6.6 sec

A

9.1 sec

B

14.5 sec

B

16.8 sec

C

31.4 sec

B

13.5 sec

B

13.9 sec

B

14.0 sec

B

14.9 sec

B

16.5 sec

C

17.2 sec

A

8.3 sec

A

8.4

A

8.4 sec

Table TR-5
Arterial Threshold Adjustment Factors
Lanes
Median
Left Turn Bays
2
Divided
Yes
2
Undivided
No
Multi
Undivided
Yes
Multi
Undivided
No
Source: Florida Department of Transportation

Adjustment Factor
+5%
-15%
-5%
-20%
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Generally speaking, LOS thresholds are determined by measuring the actual average
daily traffic (ADT) against the total design capacity for any given roadway. Obviously,
the lower the traffic volumes that a road is experiencing, then the lower (or better) the
LOS designation will be. The general volume/capacity ratios used to generally define
LOSs in any community are presented in Table TR-6a.
Table TR-6a
Roadway Volume/Capacity Ratios
for Establishing LOSs
Volume/Capacity Ratio

LOS

0.60<
0.60 - 0.69
0.70 - 0.79
0.80 - 0.89
0.90 - 0.99
>1.00

A
B
C
D
E
F

Source: Transportation Research Board: Highway Capacity Manual
As can be seen in the preceding table, once the traffic volumes on a road exceed the
design capacity, LOS-F has been attained. Conversely, if a two-lane collector road has an
ADT of 10,000 vehicles and its design capacity is 13,000 cars per day, it is functioning at
LOS-C (10,000+13,000=0.77).

Intersection Level of Service Standard
The LOS of intersections is a function of delay (time waiting to move through and
intersection) and capacity (number of additional vehicles that can be accommodated
without reasonable delay.
Table TR-6b
Operational Analysis of LOS
Level of Service
Stopped Delay Per Vehicle (sec)
A
<5.0
B
5.1 to 15.0
C
15.1 to 25.0
D
25.1 to 40.0
E
40.1 to 60.0
F
>60.0
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 1985. Special Report 209 (Washington, DC.
Transportation Research Board), p. 9-4.

Transportation Element Draft No. 4 - Attachment A, page 17 of 30

Table TR-6c
LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
Reserve
Level of Service
Expected Delay to
Capacity
(pcph)
Minor Street Traffic
<400
A
Little or no delay
300-399
B
Short traffic delays
200-299
C
Average traffic delays
100-199
D
Long traffic delays
0-99
E
Very long traffic delays
*
F
*
*When demand volume exceeds the capacity of the lane, extreme delays will be
encountered with queuing, which may cause severe congestion affecting other traffic
movements in the intersection. This condition usually warrants improvement to the
intersection.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 1985. Special Report 209 (Washington, DC:
Transportation Research Board), p. 10-9.

Table TR-6d
LOS C Volumes - Four-Way Stops
Demand
Split

LOS C Service Volume (vph)
No. of Lanes
2 by 4
4 by 4
2 by 2
50/50
1,200
1,800
2,200
55/45
1,140
1,720
2,070
60/40
1,080
1,660
1,970
65/35
1,010
1,630
1,880
70/30
960
1,610
1.820
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 1985. Special Report 209 (Washington, DC:
Transportation Research Board), p. 10-14.

Again, safety and roadway condition are additional important factors to consider when
evaluating intersections. Additionally, all major intersections should be illuminated.

Existing Traffic Circulation Conditions
Table TR-7 shows the estimated Average Weekday Daily Trips (AWDTs) for local
roadways.
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Table TR-7
Existing Traffic Counts
Roadway

2003 Estimated AWDTs

Jordan Road north of the City
Engebertson Road north of the City
Jordan Road south of 100th Street NE
100th Street NE
Mountain Loop Highway/north city limits
Alder Avenue at Alpine Street
Granite Avenue South of Stanley
Stanley Street east of Granite Avenue
SR-92 west of Jordan Road
Pioneer Street (Menzel Lake Road) east
city limits
Robe Menzel Road/south of city limit

4,400
1,700
7,700
2,300
7,500 2
9,000 2
10,000 2
12,500 2
20,000 2
3,000 2
4,0000 2 (Note figure has
dot in the wrong place in
2000 this report)

Sources: (1) 1999 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls
Alternative Route
(2) 2000 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls Alternative
Route.

Generally, the roadway system that has evolved to serve the vehicular transportation
needs of Granite Falls has not been adequate to address the truck traffic generated from
the large gravel mining operations to the south and east. The City and its surrounding
area lies between two rivers and access is limited to SR 92/Stanley Street, Burn Road and
the Jordan Road from the west and by the Mountain Loop Highway, Robe Menzel and
Menzel Lake Road to the south and east. The main east-west arterial serving the Urban
Growth Area (UGA) is SR 92. Robe Menzel, Menzel Lake and Jordan are primarily
north/south arterials. While these north-south routes function as minor arterials they are
not developed to arterial standards.
Although there are no officially designed truck routes in the City, the main routes serving
trucking needs in Granite Falls include State Routes 92, Stanley Street, Mt. Loop
Highway, Alder Avenue, and Menzel Lake Road. As a result most of the truck traffic
moves through the City on Stanley and therefore create conflicts with local traffic. Table
TR-8 shows 2003-projected LOSs for the major intersections in Granite Falls.

Table TR-8
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2003 Intersections LOS
Intersection

Type of Traffic Control

LOS

Mountain Loop Hwy./Gun Club Road
Alder Avenue/Alpine Street
Stanley Street/Portage Avenue
Stanley Street/Alder Avenue
Stanley Street/Granite Avenue
Jordan Road/Burn Road
SR-92/Jordan Road

All Way Stop
All-Way Stop
One-Way Stop
All-way stop
All-way stop
All-Way Stop
Signalized

B2
B2
E2
C2
F2
A2
B2

1999 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls Alternative
Route.
Granite Falls Alternate Route - Transportation Discipline Report, HDR, 2004

Non-Motorized Transportation Facilities (Pedestrian/Bicycle)
The City of Granite Falls is considered a very walkable city. The local terrain is
conducive for both walking and bicycling. Most streets have a sidewalk on at least one
side if not both. The relatively low traffic volumes and speed limits make for a safe and
enjoyable walk or bike ride. A system of sidewalks and pathways link all the school
grounds and parks located within the city. It also provided access to local businesses.
Planned for expansion of Frank Mason Park on the southwest edge of the city will
provide trail connections from Lake Gardner to the Pilchuck River. The city’s NonMotorized Plan is provided in Figure TR-2.
The Granite Falls School District has approved a walkway plan which includes ten
different school walkway routes. In planning these routes, consideration is also given to
bicyclists. The routes consider the pedestrian facilities like sidewalk, shoulder etc., the
schools being accessed, the age and number of students using the route and controls at the
crossing. The 1999 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls
Alternative Route describes the locations of these walkways.

Future Transportation Needs
While future plans must deal with correcting identified deficiencies, it should also
address how the community can meet the transportation demand that will necessarily
follow the population increases that are projected to occur over the next 20 years.
As a result of the construction of the Granite Falls Alternative Route known as Quarry
Road, street frontage improvements in new residential neighborhoods, with required, a
new high school facility, and a revitalized downtown commercial corridor, the
transportation capacity needs of the community in regards to both current and long term
for the (next 20 years) capacity have been addressed. However, there are transportation
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needs in regards to pedestrian connectivity. This includes provisions for walking trails,
infill of sidewalk areas, new sidewalk extensions, and rehabilitation of existing sidewalks
within the City that do not meet current standards for safety and walkability. Although
many areas of the City currently have adequate facilities to accommodate pedestrian
travel, the additional proposed sections identified in Figure TR-2 will provide additional
conductivity and rehabilitate aging substandard walkways promoting healthy lifestyles
and reducing environmental impacts within the community through a comprehensive
network of alternative transportation.

Analysis of Necessary Improvements
Congestion on downtown streets has increased as a result of regional population growth
and industrial activity at the quarries east and south of Granite Falls. Citizens have
expressed safety concerns because school children use the City's streets system for going
back and forth to school. Congestion adversely impacts city streets, particularly when
school buses and weekend tourist traffic compete with quarry trucks. The existing
roadway system was not designed to carry the traffic volumes currently experienced nor
was it design to handle the varying types of traffic, particularly the heavy truck traffic.
The City hopes to develop its vacant and underutilized land within the existing municipal
boundaries. The Granite Falls Comprehensive Plan includes goals and policies to
preserve the character and quality of life as growth occurs.
The City understands that it cannot achieve the comprehensive plan vision as long as it is
effectively being "cut in half' by heavy truck traffic. Consequently, the City' has approved
the pursuit of an "Alternative Route" for SR-92 to route truck traffic around the city
center. The Draft 1999 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls
Alternative Route describes the alternatives and the "preferred alternative" (See Land Use
Plan LU-1). The proposed Alternative Route would dramatically improve the current
LOS, capacity and safety issues in the City. The Alternate Route is proposed to be a
"limited access highway" so there would be few major intersections with downtown
streets. Intersections are proposed at SR 92, on the west side of town, at 100th Street,
Jordan Road and the Mountain Loop Highway to the east. The Alternative Route does
little in enhance internal traffic patterns in the City. However, by bypassing much of the
quarry traffic around the City it dramatically decreases congestion and noise, and
improves the level of service, and air quality in the downtown area.
The City has evaluated making several significant roadway connections to provide
alternatives for traffic coming from the Mountain Loop Highway and southeast through
the City. These interconnections are shown in Figure TR-1
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Proposals for new roadways are shown on Figure TR-1: Transportation Plan shown
earlier in this Element. This plan identifies the Classification of all new streets and the
proposed future improvements. All of the roadways that are proposed as new routes are
not anticipated to be built until post-year 2011 but the timing of these improvements may
be moved up depending on the availability of funding. Precise alignments will be
dependent upon how future development patterns ultimately lay themselves out; the
prioritizing of the construction of these roads will also be dependent on where post-year
2011 development occurs first.

Future Level of Service Analysis
Each jurisdiction is required to establish a LOS below which roadway systems require
improvement. Concurrency is the requirement of meeting a minimum LOS as described
in the Comprehensive Plan or development cannot take place until improvements are
made to correct the deficiency. The City of Granite Falls has determined that LOS D is
the minimum adequate LOS for all roadway intersections and links.

Summary of Six-Year Transportation Improvement Costs
The Alternate Route would result an adequate LOS being achieved on all City streets and
roads. Currently (2003) two intersections operate below LOS D Stanley Street/Granite
Avenue and Stanley Street/Portage Avenue. Interim improvements can improve this
intersection to LOS D but ultimately, the Alternate Route is the identified solution (See
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Granite Falls Alternative Route
1999). This project is included in the Six-year Transportation Improvement Plan.
Securing funding for this project remains a top priority for the City and Snohomish
County. This joint project is on both agencies 6-year TIP. Prior to the construction of
Quarry Road intersections within the downtown core, notably Stanley Street and Granite
Avenue, were at LOS F. Based upon the Suncrest Farms Traffic Analysis Report (2013)
the construction of Quarry Road has resulted in an adequate LOS on all roads and
intersections analyzed. The analysis included the busiest intersections within the City.
The Six-Year Transportation Improvement Cost forecasts balance the goals and policies
of all of the Comprehensive Plan elements. This forecast contains both funded projects as
well as those that will be funded by grants not yet committed. The forecast is depicted on
Table TR-10. The projects listed in this table address many of the deficiencies identified
by city staff for the pm-poses of this Plan. It is necessary to maintain a prioritized list of
projects so that the community can monitor future needs and pursue various funding
sources to address those needs. It is recognized that the principles of financial planning
that apply to capital improvements programming work here as well. However, the timing
and funding for transportation projects are restricted by the concurrency requirement and
the binding nature of adopted LOS standards. While the City is required to establish a
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six-year financing plan for both transportation and other capital facilities, it must also
provide such transportation facilities concurrent with new development. The 6-Year
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) balances the goals and policies of all of the
Comprehensive Plan elements (Table TR-6). The projects listed in this table address
safety and structural deficiencies, and includes one capacity driven project. Placement of
a project on the 6-Year TIP allows the community to pursue various funding sources to
address the projects.
Therefore it It is the intention of the City with the aid of this Plan to use the Street
Classification Plan to identify developer-driven as well as public-funded improvements to
the City's transportation system. When a permit is requested, the City shall consult this
Plan and determine the width of the right-of-way and the nature of the improvements and
require the developer to fund the appropriate frontage improvements. Right of way width
requirements are established in the City’s Public Works Standards based upon the road
classification.
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Table TR-6
City of Granite Falls
Summary of Year 2015 Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan

Project

Begin Termini

End Termini

Total Estimated
Cost of Project
(2014 $)

South Granite Avenue

Stanley Street

Galena Street

$ 474,000

Alder Avenue/Alpine
Street Intersection

N Alder Ave/
Mtn. Loop Hwy

E Alpine St

$ 316,000

Galena Street Extension

Portage Avenue

Stanley Street/Portage
Avenue Intersection

W Stanley St

North Alder Avenue

Stanley Street

Alpine Street

$ 610,000

North Granite Ave/Alpine
St Intersection
Stanley Street and Alder
Avenue Intersection
Jordan Road and 100th
Street Burn Road

North Granite
Avenue

Alpine Street

$ 617,000

E Stanley St

Alder Avenue

$ 380,000

Jordan Rd

100th Street
Burn Rd

$ 375,000

South Alder Avenue

Stanley Street

Pioneer Street

$ 656,000

Galena Street Extension

Portage Avenue

Jordan Road
Extension

$ 1,472,000

Annual Overlay

TBD

$ 100,000

Overlay Program

Miscellaneous Pedestrian
Improvements

TBD

$ 80,000

Annual Pedestrian Improvement Program

Jordan Road
Extension
Portage
Avenue

$ 1,472,000
$ 400,000

Project Description
Install curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Road
reconstruction.
Install traffic signal, turn lanes, and other
intersection improvements
Roadway extension. New alignment approximately
500' connecting new plat road
Install traffic signal, turn lanes, and other
intersection improvements
Road reconstruction
Install curb, gutter, and sidewalk on Alpine St.
intersection reconstruction
Install traffic signal and other intersection
improvements
Install traffic signal, turn lanes, and other
intersection improvements
Install curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Road
reconstruction.
Roadway extension. New alignment approximately
500' connecting new plat road
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Table TR-9
City of Granite Falls
Summary of Six-Year Transportation Improvement Costs
($ in thousands)
Priority
Number

1

Project Identification

Granite Falls Alternate Rte
from: SR92 to: Mt. Loop
Hwy: Environmental,
engineering, ROW
acquisition & construction

Total
Length
(miles)

1.9

Phase
Start

2

0.1

7000

3

0.47

4

0

Total
Funds

Years
1st

2nd

3rd

4th-6th

9000

9000

300

25000

2000

5000

350

35

365

55

310

770

80

850

31

31

60

630

176

5

181

206

10

216

535

50

585

300

45

345

275

105

380

340

60

400

7/1/04

1/1/04
Totals

Access, Circulation &
Parking Evaluation Evaluate
increasing traffic, circulation
& parking

Local
Funds

15000

Totals
N. Alder Ave from Stanley St
to Gun Club Rd Asphalt
restoration

State
Funds

6/30/04
Totals

Stanley & Granite
Intersection - Intersection
improvements, utility
relocation

Federal
Funds

45

805

80

550

1/1/04
Totals

31

S. Granite Ave from: Galena
St. to Pioneer St. Reconstruct
with curb, gutter & sidewalk
5

0.4

2/1/05
Totals

570

Jordan Rd. Sidewalks Jordan
Rd. from SR 92 to Burn Rd
5

5

0.3
West Stanley Sidewalk
construction

0.35

2/1/005
Totals
1/105
Totals

6

Jordan Rd from: SR 92 to:
Engebretson Rd Resurfacing
& sidewalk

0.32

1/1/07
Totals

7

Alder & Alpine Intersection
Intersection improvements,
signalization, & turn lanes

8

Stanley & Alder Intersection
Signalization, curb, gutter, &
sidewalk

0.1

1/1/05
Totals

0.1

9

65

280

1/1/06
Totals

Stanley & Portage
Intersection - Intersection
improvements & turn lane

560

380

1/1/06
Totals

80

320
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10

Stanley & Jordan Intersection
Signalization, turn lanes,
curb, gutter, sidewalk,
pedestrian safety

1/1/06
Totals

11

Jordan Rd and Burn Rd
Intersection - Signalization,
turn lanes

Annual Overlay

55

440

440

300

75

375

375

50

10

60

15

15

15

15

18,880

3,621

29,883

2,101

5,616

10,420

11,370

1/1/07
Totals

12

385

4/1/05
Totals

Grand Totals

7,382

The total six-year expenditure amounts to $29,883,000. There are also projects scheduled
beyond the six-year horizon and these include:
•
•
•

Extend the Granite Falls Alternate Route to the Gun Club Rd.
Connection of Galena with Stanley/SR 92 at Jordan Road.
Connection of Alpine with 100th Street NE (Burn Road).

Connection from Galena to Stanley and the Alpine connections are not anticipated in the
six-year TIP. As soon as the schedule and funding are available, this plan will be
amended to include the information. This should not be constructed as an indication of
the lack of resolve to pursue these projects.
A good concurrency strategy balances three main factors:
a. Available financial resources;
b. Acceptable transportation system performance conditions; and
c. The City's long-range vision for land use and transportation.
Granite Falls has identified its probable financial capabilities, projected roadway
performance conditions (through LOS standards), and a list of transportation funding
sources to implement the Comprehensive Plan. Within one year of Plan adoption, the
City will adopt a concurrency management system to assure the proper on-going
application of Growth Management Act requirements for transportation concurrency.

Transportation Goals and Policies
General Goals and Policies
Goal T-1 To plan, develop, and maintain a safe, adequate transportation system to
enhance mobility of people, goods, and services.
T1 T-1.1 Create a transportation system that supports proposed land use changes and
anticipated new development.

Transportation Element Draft No. 4 - Attachment A, page 26 of 30

Discussion: The Growth Management Act requires that land use and
transportation planning be concurrent. This is necessary for transportation
improvements to keep pace with land use changes and new development. To
combine an accessible, efficient pedestrian and bicycle system with the vehicular
system to provide alternative transportation choices.
T3 T-1.2 Place the highest priority for capital improvements on the existing roadway
systems in already developed commercial and residential areas.
T4 T-1.3 Discourage street development on slopes greater than 15 percent and in
other identified environmentally sensitive areas.
Discussion: Excessive gradients are difficult to negotiate in inclement weather,
especially snow. In addition, steep slopes are difficult to maintain. On steep
hillsides, surface modifications could also induce excessive erosion, undermine
the support of nearby land, or unnecessarily scar the landscape.
T5 T-1.4 Whenever possible, when installing new, or improving existing roadways,
retain existing trees and vegetation to provide green ways and to preserve open space
in residential areas and in the business district.
T6 T-1.5 Encourage placing utilities underground at the time of extensive street
improvements.
Discussion: Street, sewer, water and other utilities could be planned to coincide
with street construction, avoiding costly sewer and water line installation after
street construction.
T7 T-1.6 Encourage developers to use traditional street grids in new developments to
connect with other neighborhoods and to be compatible with the existing street
patterns of Granite Falls.
TA2 T-1.7 A city engineer must shall approve every subdivision plat certifying that
proposed streets comply with the adopted design specifications.
Goal T-2 To combine an accessible, efficient pedestrian and bicycle system with the
vehicular system to provide alternate transportation choices.
T2 T-2.1 Coordinate alternative transportation choices such as transit, ridesharing,
and non-vehicular use to reduce single occupancy vehicle use among commuters.
Goal T-3 To promote pedestrian and bicycle safety as focal points of the transportation
planning process.
T15 T-3.1 Connect neighboring residential areas with other land uses by removing
barriers that restrict pedestrian, and bicycle, and transit circulation.
General Policies
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Circulation Goals and Policies
To consider an alternative route to divert truck and other industrial traffic away from
downtown.
Goal T-4 To revise retain and maintain the circulation system in the city to facilitate
access to residential neighborhoods, to reduce pass-through traffic, and to enhance tourist
activity.
T-4.1 Develop and implement a city-wide Way Finding Sign Program to facilitate
vehicle and pedestrian access to services and recreation facilities within the
community.
T8 T-4.2 Coordinate subdivision street grids with connecting streets to assure
effective and safe circulation.
Discussion: When subdivision streets are designed to meet only the needs of the
subdivision, effective area-wide circulation remains uncoordinated, deficient and
costly.
T10 T-4.3 Develop a comprehensive downtown street design plan to integrate
needs of traffic, parking, transit and commercial land uses. Parking on one side
rather than both sides of a particular street should be encouraged. The other side
should be striped for bicycles.
To consider improvements to the circulation system to reduce congestion on city streets
during peak hour traffic.
Circulation Policies
T9
Locate commercial activities along Granite Avenue only in areas planned and
zoned for such uses.
Discussion: Traffic and safety problems on Granite Avenue would be further aggravated
by development fronting the highway. Direct egress and ingress will increase congestion
and decrease safety.
Transit Goal and Policies
Goal T-5 To continue improving public transit services as an alternative to the
automobile for commuter and regional trips.
T11 T-5.1 Encourage using local and regional public transportations systems to
relieve traffic congestion, promote energy conservation, and enhance mobility for the
community.
T12 T-5.2 Coordinate land use decisions with existing and planned public
transportation services.
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T13 T-5.3 Encourage transit use by providing disabled-accessible pedestrian
walkways to the bus stop and by constructing a passenger shelter at the bus stop.
T14 T-5.4 Encourage ridesharing and other transportation demand management
(TDM) measures designed to reduce demand for roadways space and reduce peakperiod vehicular traffic.
T16 T-5.5 Ensure that new development is compatible with public transportation
uses and facilities.
T17 T-5.6 Encourage land use patterns that direct higher density uses toward transit
stops and routes.
Parking Goal and Policies
Goal T-6 To provide an adequate supply of parking for both local and tourist needs.
T18 T-6.1 Consider on-street/off-street parking facilities to induce commercial
activity.
T-4.4 Parking on one side rather than both sides of a particular street should be
encouraged. The other side should be striped for bicycles.
Pedestrian/Bicycle Systems Goals and Policies
Goal T-7 To provide a safe pedestrian and bicycle system as an integral part of the city
roadway system and recreation plan.
T19 T-7.1 Improve the safety of the roadway system to enhance bicycle and
pedestrian use.
Goal T-8 To encourage greater use of walking and biking as transportation alternatives.
T22 T-7.2 Connect sidewalks to complete the pedestrian circulation system
throughout the city.
T23 T-7.3 Use local revenues designated for sidewalk improvements according to
the following priorities:
•
•

To facilitate movement by elderly and disabled people among residences,
work, shops, and social activity centers;
To facilitate movement by children to and from school facilities and other
community facilities.

Goal T-9 To connect a walking/biking system to parks, ball fields, and places of interest
in and around Granite Falls.
T20 T-8.1 Connect bike paths throughout the city for easy access to residential
neighborhoods, schools, activity centers, parks, and other places of interest.
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T21 T-8.2 Develop a bike and trail system for the enjoyment of tourists by
connecting places of interest such as the fish ladder park, the Snohomish County park
across the Pilchuck River, and the commercial district of Granite Falls.
Discussion: Land use and energy policies encourage concentrating commercial
activities close to residential neighborhoods to facilitate shorter travel distances. In a
small town, this can promote walking and bicycling to work and to shop. However,
walkways and bike paths seldom are separated from vehicular routes. For this reason,
they must be clearly marked, safe, and attractive to users. Motorists need constant
reminders that they must share the road with pedestrians and bicyclists.
Concurrency Goal and Policies
GOAL T-10 To establish and maintain a concurrency program and regulations in
accordance with RCW 36.70A.070(6)(b) and Snohomish County county-wide planning
policies.
T24 T-10.1 Ensure that if funding falls short of maintaining the LOS specified in this
Plan, then the City will reevaluate the land use assumptions, financial resources and
modify this plan so that LOS of service can be maintained. In order to do this, the City
should consider finding additional funding sources, reducing levels of service, increasing
efficiency of public transportation and multi-modal alternatives and modifying the land
use assumptions. The necessary improvements should be installed at the time or within
six years of the impact
T-10.2 In order to do this to maintain concurrency, the City shall should consider finding
additional funding sources, reducing levels of service, increasing efficiency of public
transportation and multi-modal alternatives, and modifying the land use assumptions.
T-10.3 The necessary improvements required for concurrency shall should be installed at
the time or within six years of the impact

Actions
TA1 Adopt the design specifications and street classification map described in this
Element.
TA3

Locate bicycle racks in commercial and recreational areas:

1) On Stanley Street and Granite Avenue in the business district.
2) In city parks and at Perrigoue Memorial Field.
TA4 Require safe bicycle and pedestrian crossings of Hwy 92 and Stanley Street.
Provide bicycle lanes on arterial and collector streets. Stripe the following arterials:
•

Hwy 92
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•
•
•
•
•

Stanley Street
Alder Avenue
Granite Avenue
Pioneer Street
Jordan Road to Perrigoue Memorial Field

TA5

Light sidewalks where nighttime use is desired.

TA6

Plant street trees in the downtown area.

Discussion: Landscaping can enhance the attractiveness of streets and provide visual and
physical barriers, but should be carefully designated not to interfere with visibility and
traffic safety.
*These recommendations are carried over from the 1995 and 2005 Comprehensive Plans.
They are still viable and appropriate for implementation as transportation improvements
are funded.
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FIGURE TR-2
City of Granite Falls
Non-Motorized Transportation Plan

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Capital Facilities &
Utilities Element Draft No. 4 - Review & Approve for
Environmental & State Agency Review

Community Planning Services Report
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Ray Sturtz, Community Planning Services

Subject:

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update – Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 4 – Final
Review

For Meeting of: February 24, 2015

ISSUE: Shall the Planning Commission by formal motion direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to
proceed with the environmental and state agency review of the Comprehensive Plan Capital Facilities &
Utilities Element as presented in Attachment A?
POLICY: Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, on or before June 30, 2015, all King, Pierce and Snohomish
Counties and the cities within those counties are to review and, if needed, revise their comprehensive
plans and development regulations to assure compliance with the Growth Management Act (RCW
36.70A).
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: As part of the Growth Management Act mandated Comprehensive
Plan Update, the Planning Commission has reviewed and updated the Comprehensive Plan 20-year
Vision Statement and the goals & policies in each Comprehensive Plan Element.
The Planning Commission has also reviewed and identified needed updates to current Elements of the
Comprehensive Plan as well as to each chapter of development regulations. In response, the
Staff/Consultant Team is currently conducting the necessary research and drafting amendments for the
Planning Commission’s consideration.
Early on in 2014, the Planning Commission met in joint session with the Parks & Recreation
Commission to review the final draft of the Parks, Recreation & Open Space (PRO) Element, a new
Comprehensive Plan Element, along with proposed regulations for park, open space and institutional
uses. The PRO Element will be a new Comprehensive Plan element. The Planning Commission is
recommending this new element be included in the updated Comprehensive Plan.
Earlier this year, the Planning Commission reviewed and discussed possible land use alternatives that
could result in amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map. Due to
limited budget and staff resources, the Planning Commission favored delaying further consideration of
any land use alternatives until after the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update was completed in mid-2015.
The Planning Commission was also briefed on the proposal to expand the UGA on the east side of the
city. The Planning Commission concurred with the City Council that the proposal would require a
significant amount of analysis and studies, including the possibility of an environmental impact
statement, and considered it beyond the scope of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update Program.
On September 9, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the proposed amendments to the Natural
Features and Siting of Essential Public Facilities Elements. These Elements will now proceed through
the environmental review process before being forwarded to state agencies for their review and
comments.
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On September 10, 2014, the Planning Commission met in joint session with the City Council to review
the status of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Program and specifically the proposed amendments to all the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. No additional amendments to the goals and polices were
proposed at the joint session.
At the August 26 and October 14, 2014 Planning Commission meetings, the draft of the Transportation
Element prepared by the City Engineer was reviewed and several amendments were made by the
Planning Commission. Text and tables were updated and reference to the Growth Management Act
requirements for transportation elements was added. The Planning Commission had several questions
for the City Staff/Consultant Team to research. This research was presented at the November 10, 2014
Planning Commission meeting at which time the Planning Commission concluded the review of the
Transportation Element.
At the October 14th meeting, a draft copy of the Non-motorized Transportation Plan Map and the
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map were distributed and briefly discussed. On October 28th, the
Planning Commission concluded its review of the Non-motorized Transportation Plan Map and
proposed several amendments for the Future land Use Map. Those amendments were provided for in
Future Land Use Map Draft No. 3 reviewed by the Planning Commission on December 9, 2014 at which
time additional amendments were identified. It is anticipated that Draft No. 4 of the map will be ready
for review in late January or early February, 2015 following the transfer of Quarry Road to the
Washington State Department of Transportation and SR-92 (from Quarry Road to Granite Avenue) to
the city.
Draft No. 3 of the Housing Element was also reviewed at the December 9, 2014 Planning Commission
meeting. The responses to the Planning Commission’s earlier questions concerning information from
the city’s Affordable Housing Profile were discussed and it was determined that updated data and charts
recommended by the Alliance for Affordable Housing (AHA) staff should be included in the next
Housing Element draft. AHA staff indicated those updates should be ready in time for the Planning
Commission’s first meeting in January.
The Planning Commission reviewed and identified updates needed for the Economic Development
Element of the Comprehensive Plan on February, March, and April of 2013. At the April 9, 2013
Planning Commission meeting it was determined that additional research and/or analysis was needed.
The results of that research and analysis were presented to the Planning Commission in Draft #4 of the
element on December 23, 2014. Some additional amendments were proposed at that meeting and the
Planning Commission was asked to propose additional goals and policies for inclusion in Draft #5. At
the January 13, 2015 Planning Commission meeting additional goals and policies were added and some
changes were proposed requiring additional research by the Staff/Consultant Team before specific
amendments could be drafted.
At the January 13th meeting, the Planning Commission also considered amendments to the Plan
Background/Introduction Chapter. The Planning Commission agreed to expand the Introduction
paragraph to provide some specific “Granite Falls flavor” into an otherwise fairly rote introduction.
Titles, dates, procedures, and references were made current and the Parks, Recreation & Open Space
Element was identified as a new element of the Comprehensive Plan. The Planning Commission also
made a minor amendment to the Vision Statement for clarity purposes.
The City Engineer and the City Administrator/Public Works Director met with the Planning
Commission on January 27, 2015 and reviewed in detail Draft #2 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities
Element. They also discussed population projection alternatives. The Planning Commission asked the
City Staff/Consultant Team to return with an adjusted population projection that indicated a slower
2

growth rate initially over the next 10 years with an accelerated rate beginning approximately 2025 that
achieves the city’s GMA allocated population of 7,844 by the year 2035. This change will require
adjustments in various elements of the Comprehensive Plan including the charts and graphs in the
Capital Facilities & Utilities Element indicating the projected need for improvements and expansion of
city infrastructure and facilities.
At the February 10, 2015 meeting, the Planning Commission reviewed and agreed to the amendments
presented in Draft No. 3 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element. Some additional amendments
were discussed and have been incorporated into Attachment A.
ANALYSIS: Draft No. 4 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element (Attachment A) includes the
proposed amendments discussed at the February 10th Planning Commission meeting. Proposed
deletions are indicated with strikethroughs and proposed additions are underlined in red text. The
changes include:
•

On page 3 of Attachment A, the word “TATOLS” was changed to “TOTALS” in Table CF-2.

•

On page 4 of Attachment A, Public Works Shop Facilities section:
o The title to the section was changed to “Public Works Facilities” to indicate the section
includes discussion of other facilities in addition to the Public Works Shop.
o The section was expanded to include discussion of the need for a Public Works storage
and shop facility and what the estimated cost of the proposed facility would be in 2015
dollars.

•

On page 6 of Attachment A, a paragraph describing the Verizon Phone Company was added to
the Telecommunications subsection as directed by the Planning Commission.

•

On page 20 of Attachment A, Capital Facility Revenue and Expenditure Summary subsection:
o The title of the subsection was changed to Capital Facility Funding and Expenditure
Summary.
o The term “fees” was added to “developer mitigation”; and
o A phrase was added to indicate that the enterprise fund includes capital reserve funds for
water and sewer.

•

On page 21 of Attachment A, Table GF-13:
o The title for the table was changed to Six-Year Capital Facility Funding/Expenditures
Summary – 2015-2020;
o The term “revenue” was replaced with the term “funding;
o The estimated cost of the proposed Public Works Storage/Shop was added into the
General Facilities dollar amount and the totals were adjusted accordingly; and
o A footnote was added to indicate General Facilities includes both the new City Hall and
the proposed Public Works Storage/Shop facility.

•

On page 21 of Attachment A, Table GF-14:
o The estimated cost of the proposed Public Works Storage/Shop was added into the
General Facilities dollar amount and the totals were adjusted accordingly.
o A footnote was added to indicate General Facilities included both the new City Hall and
the proposed Public Works Storage/Shop facility.
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ALTERNATIVES:
1. Review and discuss the proposed amendments in the Capital Facilities & Utilities Draft No. 4,
make any necessary changes, and by formal motion, direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to
proceed with the environmental and state agency review.
2. Review and discuss the Capital Facilities & Utilities Draft No. 4 and direct the Staff/Consultant
Team to make additional changes for Planning Commission consideration at a future meeting.
3. Review and discuss the Capital Facilities & Utilities Draft No. 4 at another time.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Review and discuss the proposed amendments, make any necessary
changes, and if further review by the Planning Commission is deemed unnecessary, direct by formal
motion the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the environmental and state agency review of the
Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 4 as presented in Attachment A.
RECOMMEND MOTIONS:
1.

To approve as proposed:

I move the Planning Commission direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the
environmental and state agency review of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 4 as
presented in Attachment A.
2.

To recommend additional amendments:

I move to amend Attachment A as follows: (state amendment)
3.

To approve as amended

I move the Planning Commission direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the
environmental and state agency review of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 4 as
presented in Attachment A and amended by the Planning Commission.
4.

To amend and require additional review:

I move the Planning Commission direct the Staff/Consultant Team to draft the following amendment(s)
for the Planning Commission consideration at a future meeting (state amendments):
ATTACHMENT:
A. Comprehensive Plan Capital Facilities & Utilities Draft No. 4
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Capital Facilities and Utilities Element – Draft No. 4
Purpose and Relationship to GMA
The Washington State Growth Management ACT (GMA) requires cities to prepare a Capital
Facilities Element consisting of:
a. An inventory of current capital facilities owned by public entities showing the location and
capacities of those public facilities;
b. A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities and utilities;
c. The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities and utilities;
d. At least a six-year plan that will finance capital facilities within the projected funding
capacities and clearly identify sources of public money for such purposes; and
e. A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable funding falls short of meeting
existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities element, and finance
plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent.
For the purposes of this plan, a capital facility is defined as a structure or equipment, which
generally costs $10,000 or more and has a useful life of ten years or more. Capital facilities
investments include major rehabilitation or maintenance projects on capital assets; construction of
new buildings, streets and other facilities; acquisition of land for parks and other public purposes;
and vehicle purchases.
Under the GMA, a capital facilities and utilities element is required to address all public facilities
except transportation facilities, which are to be addressed separately under the transportation
element of the plan. Accordingly, this Comprehensive Plan contains separate transportation and
capital facilities elements. However, the discussion of finance for both capital facilities and
transportation has been combined in one location under this capital facilities element.

Organization of Capital Facilities and Utilities Element
This element is presented in four parts:
1. Capital facilities and utilities inventories, alternative levels of service (LOS), and alternative
LOS-driven needs projections.
2. Capital facilities and utilities revenue sources and amounts and sample revenue “packages”
for capital facilities.
3. A summary discussion comparing projected capital facilities needs against funding capacity
and addressing the requirements in the Growth Management Act that a balance be
maintained between needs and funding.
4. Goals, policies, and actions to provide overall direction for capital facilities decisions in
accordance with the Growth Management Act.
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Inventories, LOS Standards and Needs Projections
This section presents summaries of existing inventories and alternative levels of service and needs
projections for the following types of public capital facilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City offices and support buildings
Public Works shop facilities
City maintenance shop facilities
Police facilities
Parks and recreation facilities
Water supply, distribution, and storage facilities
Sanitary sewage collection/treatment facilities
Stormwater management facilities

City Offices
City offices (excluding police, fire, and public works shops, which are addressed separately) are
located in one building. The specifications of this building are described below:
Table CF-1
City Office Inventory
Building
Location

Floor Area

City Hall

2,220

Types of
Office Uses
Finance, Planning, Admin.

Total floor space occupied by the Granite Falls city offices is about 2,220 square feet. The existing
level of service for a city office can be calculated by dividing the existing total square footage by the
existing (20042014) city population of 3,140 3,390. This yields a current level of service (LOS) of
700 650 square feet of office space per 1,000 population. Cities similar to Granite Falls have LOS
ranging from 1,000 to 1,500 square feet per 1,000.
In order to achieve an LOS of 1,000 square feet per 1,000 population while accommodating growth
anticipated under the proposed plan this Plan, the City would need an additional 1,600 5,622
square feet of office space during the 2005-2011 2015-2035 time period at an estimated cost of
$160,000 (note, these figures were based on building construction only). The City’s current office
building was originally constructed in 1910 1941 as a federal Works Progress Project (WPA). The
building is in poor condition and the cost benefit to remodel/add to existing space is low. The City
has owns property suitable to construct a new City Hall. Estimated construction cost would be
$300 per sq. ft. in 2014 dollars. The above information is summarized in Table CF-2.
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Table CF-2
City Office Space Requirements1
Time
Periods

Space Required
At 1,000 sq. ft.
per 1,000
Population

Space
Available

Net
Deficiency

Net Cost1

2004 2014

3,1003,390

2,220

(9001,200)

$90,000360,00

2005-2011

3,800

3,120

(700)

$70,000

2015-20182025

5,5004,300

02

(3,420)(4,300)

$1,650,0001,290,000

20192026-2035

7,800

6,7004,3003

(1,100)(3,500)

$690,0001,050,000

(1,6005,6007,800)

$2,340,000

TOTALS
1.
2.
3.

Source: City of Granite Falls
The age, condition, and configuration of the existing City Hall require a new structure to be built.
Assumes a new 4,300 sq. ft. City Hall is constructed in the 2015 -2025 time period.

Total cost to construct a new City Hall for City offices to replace the existing outdated structure
would be $1,650,000$1,290,000 for 2015-2018 the 2016-2025 time period. To accommodate
growth through 2035, total construction cost for the additional square footage needed would be
$690,000$1,050,000 in 2015 dollars.

Community Hall Center
The Community Center is was located on the corner of Pioneer and Granite Avenue. It includes
included 18,188 square feet of useable area. This building caught fire in 2007 and was
subsequently demolished in 2009. The use of the structure has been controversial as of late and
there appears to be some concern that the facility is not affordable for the City. There are no plans
to expand it over the next six years. The city currently has no facility space for a Community Hall.
The existing LOS provided by the old Community Center was is 5,960 square feet per 1,000
population. If the City were to choose to maintain this level, Table CF-3 describes the costs.
Table CF-3
Community Center Space Requirements
Time
Periods

Space Required
at 5,960 sq. ft.
per 1,000
population

2004 actual
2014
2005-2011
2015-20182016-2025
20192026-2035
TOTALS
1.
2.
3.

3,100
20,264
3,800
32,78025,630
42,900

Space
Available

Net
Deficiency

Net Cost1

18,460
0
18,460
02
0 25,6303

(0)
(20,264)
( 4,178)
(32,780)(25,630)
(42,900)(20,860)

$
$41,000
$6,407,000
$5,215,000
$41,00011,622,000

Source: City of Granite Falls
Community Center demolished in 2009
Assumes new 25,630 sq. ft. Community Center constructed in the 2016-2025 time period.
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Because the City has no plans for expansion, the The Community Center is currently not included in
the Capital Facilities Project List.

Public Works Shop Facilities
The operation building located on Wallace Street serves the treatment plan and, therefore, is
included in the sewer section of this element. The City uses the basement of City Hall and a 30’ X
42’ metal building near the Library for storage of equipment and supplies as well as workshop
space for maintenance and repair work, but no other significant maintenance facilities exist at this
time. Based on future growth projection in this Plan, a second metal pole building will be needed to
provide additional enclosed storage for equipment and supplies and workshop space to replace the
existing Public Work shop area that will be vacated upon construction of a new City Hall. The new
City Hall facility will provide office space for Public Works administration, but the workshop will be
relocated to the future additional metal pole building in an effort to consolidate Public Works
facilities. The estimated square footage needed to meet this future need is 1,500 square feet.
Estimated cost in 2015 dollars would be $75 per square foot, or $112,500.

Fire and Emergency Medical Facilities
Snohomish County Fire District No. 17 provides fire and emergency services in Granite Falls and the
surrounding UGA. The District is required to prepare and maintain a Capital Improvement Plan
which describes the facilities, equipment and staffing necessary to maintain its insurance rating.
Therefore, this Element does rely on reference to that plan for detail.

Electric, Water, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications Utilities
Electrical and Water
Snohomish County PUD provides water and electrical utilities for the City of Granite Falls. As part
of this planning process, PUD reviewed this amendment and the agency’s comments were
addressed. There appears to be no critical level of service issues with water and electrical utilities.
The PUD has a Utility Plan for the area that incorporates county growth projections for the next 20
years.
The City of Granite Falls is served by the Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1 (PUD).
State law authorizes PUDs and their powers are exercised through an elected board of
commissioners. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission directs some basic accounting
practices and generation guidelines.
The PUD obtains approximately 80% of its power from Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).
The remaining power is supplied from the PUD Jackson Hydro Project and other long-term power
contracts with various suppliers. The PUD services all of Snohomish County and Camano Island,
including the communities of Arlington, Everett, Granite Falls, Lake Stevens, Lynnwood, Marysville,
Mill Creek, Edmonds, Monroe, Snohomish, Stanwood and Woodway.
The PUD uses three major BPA delivery points in Snohomish County as the source for the 115,000volt transmission system. From these points the power is delivered via the PUD’s transmission
system to the District’s substations. The PUD electrical transmission system within Granite Falls
area consists of above ground power lines, which are located along 100th Street NE and Jordan
Road. The transmission facilities extend along 100th St. and Jordan Road where they terminate at
the PUD “Granite Falls Substation.”
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The PUD “Granite Falls Substation” is located on Jordan Road, to the north of SR 92 and just south of
100th St. NE intersection. At the PUD Granite Falls Substation, the 115,000-volt transmission
system voltage is transformed down to a 12,470-volt (12.47kV) distribution system voltage. PUD
residential, commercial and public customers in Granite Falls area are served by the 12.47kV
distribution system. The PUD electrical distribution system within Granite Falls consists of above
and below ground power lines. These distribution system power lines are typically located within
the road right of way.
The current PUD 2006-2013, 7-year Capital Plan identifies the need for additional 115kV
transmission facilities, additional substation capacity and additional 12kV distribution facilities in
order to serve the forecasted Granite Falls area growth. The additional substation capacity is
planned to be added at the existing Granite Falls substation site on Jordan Road. The additional
transmission facilities are currently planned to be added from the west of the existing Granite Falls
substation. The proposed distribution system extensions will “fan out” from the Granite Falls
substation in all directions along the road rights of way.
Additional new rights of way for transmission and distribution electric facilities and for new
substations may be developed if load growth or system reliability standards dictate the need. The
PUD will continue to analyze the electric system and either upgrade and/or extend the electric
system facilities as needed to handle the growth. The PUD will continue to provide reliable and safe
electric service to the Granite Falls area.
State of Washington law regulates all public utility districts. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission governs accounting practices of the utility. All rate decisions are the responsibility of
the elected PUD commissions. The Snohomish County PUD District No. 1 is also a member of the
Western Electricity Coordinating Council.
Natural Gas
Natural gas service is provided by Puget Sound Energy (PSE). PSE is the largest natural gas
company in Washington serving approximately 400,000 customers in five counties and sixty-four
cities. It is a demand-driven utility, meaning that no service is initiated until requested by a specific
customer. As natural gas is a competitive energy source, it can be assumed that the demand for it
will continue to grow, particularly if substantial savings over other fuels can be effectively
demonstrated (Acme, 1993).
Telecommunications
There are several companies providing satellite and fiber optic internet and telephone services in
Granite Falls. The three primary companies are Frontier Communications Corporation, Comcast
Corporation and DirecTV. The following information was obtained from their respective web sites
and other internet sources.
Frontier Communications Corporation is a U. S. based telephone company, mainly serving
rural areas and smaller communities including Granite Falls. Frontier is the sixth largest
local exchange carrier and the 5th largest provider of dsl (based on coverage area) in the
United States. In addition to local and long-distance telephone service, Frontier offers
broadband Internet, digital television service, and computer technical support to
residential and business customers.
Comcast Corporation is an American mass media company. It is the largest cable
company and home Internet service provider in the United States, and the nation's third
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largest home telephone service provider. Comcast services U.S. residential and
commercial customers in 40 states, including Washington State, and the District of
Columbia.
Verizon provides wireline phone service, Internet access, and television to residences and
small businesses, via either copper wire or fiber optic cable. Verizon's FiOS service,
launched in 2005, provides Internet, television, and phone service using fiber optic cable
instead of copper wire. As of September 2013, Verizon had a total of 5.9 million FiOS
Internet subscribers and 5.2 million FiOS TV customers, with FiOS accounting for 75% of
Verizon's revenues from fixed-line consumer retail. In September 2013, Verizon
announced that FiOS TV subscribers would be able to watch some television channels live
on their mobile devices
DirecTV provides television and audio services to subscribers through satellite
transmissions. Services include the equivalent of many local television stations, broadcast
television networks, subscription television services, satellite radio services, and private
video services. Subscribers have access to hundreds of channels, so its competitors are
cable television service and other satellite-based services.

Police Law Enforcement Facilities
The Granite Falls Police Department is currently staffed at 5 commissioned officers, 6 reserve
officers, and .5 1 FTE, non-commissioned staff.
In 2003, the City purchased a new 3,000 square foot building for the police station. The facility was
remodeled to increase efficiency of usage. The City of Granite Falls contracts out its Law
Enforcement services to the Snohomish County Sheriff. As part of the contracted services, the City
leases a 3000 square foot building to the Sheriff for both a local and regional police facility. This
facility in is owned by the City and was formerly used at as the City of Granite Falls Police Station
for City services only. It currently is configured to include a small reception area, while the
remaining space is divided into a small area for patrol officers to complete reports, a locker area,
and an area that is used for additional storage.
In addition to the facility requirements for both local and regional services, the City of Granite Falls
must also take into account accommodating parking for police vehicles. Adequate parking directly
affects the Police Department’s law enforcement service’s level of service, and it must be
considered when looking at impacts related to growth.
The specifications of the police law enforcement facilities are shown in Table CF-10.
Table CF-4
City Police Law Enforcement Facility Inventory
Building Name and Location
New Existing Police Law Enforcement Building

Floor Area

Function

3000

All

Level of Service (LOS)
Two levels of service for Police Law Enforcement Facility needs are projected—one representing
the existing level of service, the other representing the recommended level of service.
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The existing LOS for the local City police law enforcement services can be calculated by dividing the
existing total inventory of space by the existing 2004 2014 City population of 3,100 3,390. This
yields a current LOS of 968 885 square feet of police facility per 1,000 population.
Based on national standards used by other small Washington cities, the recommended square
footage is 500 square feet per 1,000 population. The City would not need to increase the square
footage in the next six years as shown in Table CF-11 below.
Table CF-5
Police Department Law Enforcement
Level of Service Requirements
Time
Period

Pop.

2004
20142015
2005-2011
2015-2020
2016-2025
2026-2035

3,100
3,390
3,911
5,017
4,300
7,800

Space
Required at
500 sq. ft. per
1,000 Pop.
1,500
1,700
1,950
2,510
2,150
3,900

Space
Avail.
(sq. ft.)
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000

Net Reserve
or Net Cost*
(Deficiency)
1,500
1,300
1,050
490
850
(950)

*Source: City of Granite Falls

Parks and Recreation Facilities
The City’s parks and recreation inventory totals 7.97 just over 42 acres excluding the Snohomish
County Park park property. The Parks Department City recognizes that non-City-owned parks and
recreation facilities such as County parks (120 acres), Department of Fish & Wildlife facilities,
School District facilities and private facilities function as resources for the local population;
however, these are not City facilities and are not included in the level of service calculations.
The City’s existing inventory of parks and recreation facilities is provided in the Parks, Recreation,
and Open Space (PRO) Element of this Plan. include mini-parks, neighborhood parks, and
community parks. These are as follows: The PRO Element also includes an inventory of non-city
owned park and recreation facilities that serve the Granite Falls community as well as the City.
Of the 42 acres of city-owned park land, 12.5 acres are developed for park purposes and the
remaining 29.5 are currently undeveloped. As stated in the PRO Element, in order to maintain the
existing Level of Service (LOS) for parks while accommodating growth anticipated under this Plan,
the City would need to develop an additional 7.5 acres of community parks sometime during the
2015-2035 period. The PRO Element also recognizes the need to develop more trails and walkways
for the enjoyment of both residents and visitors. The planned for development of the 5.5
undeveloped acres in Frank Mason Park and the 22 acres of park land on the western edge of the
City purchased in 2010 will more than fulfill this need.
Table CF-6
City Park Facility Inventory
Facility Name

Location

Area

Park Type
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Jack Webb
Jim Holm
Galena Park
Pilchuck Beach Park
Frank Mason Park
Perrigoue Memorial
O’Reilly Acres (County)
Undeveloped Park Property

115 S. Granite Ave.
210 S. Granite Ave.
701 East Galena.
Paradise Lane
Ray Gray Road/Lake Gardner
Jordan Road
Mountain Loop Hwy.
Paradise Lane

0.25 acre
.121.45 acres
2.6 acres
2.32 acres
210.4 acres*
3.0 acres
120.0 acres
22.0 acres

Mini-park
Mini-park
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Community
Community
Regional
Regional

*5.5 acres is undeveloped

The park and recreation facilities can be classified according to the following types: Small City Level
of Service and Standards provided in the Parks, Recreation and Space Element in this
Comprehensive Plan.
Mini-Park (Pocket Park) – A mini-park is characterized by having a unique feature like the Jack
Webb Park or the Jim Holm Park.
•
•

Service Area:
Size:

Four blocks from local residences
3,500 square minimum

Neighborhood Park – An area suited for passive and/or active family activities and play by
preschool and elementary school-age children. Includes facilities such as picnic tables and shelters,
barbecue pits, playground equipment, horseshoe pits, basketball backboards, grassy areas for free
play, and tennis courts.
•
•

Service Area:
Size:

Approximately 1/4- to 1-mile radius
1 acre to 5 acres

Community Park – Community parks are designed to serve the surrounding community.
Community parks may contain special amenities attractive to visitors throughout the area. Such
parks often consist of athletic facilities and significant natural features, such as large tracts of open
space or natural areas.
•
•

Service Area: Approximately 1- to 2-mile radius
Size:
Approximately 2 to 20+ acres

Linear Parks/Trails* -- Linear parks/trails are narrow corridors of open space. In most
circumstances, the linear corridor includes multipurpose trails that are used for one or more modes
of recreational travel including hiking, bicycle and horseback riding.
*The City does not have linear parks/trails.

Table CF-7
NRPA Standard LOS
Type
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Mini-Park
Softball
Baseball
Soccer

Typical Size

LOS

10-20 Acres
2-3 Acres
.6 to 1 Acre

2.5 Acres/1000
2.5 Acres/1000
2.5 Acres/1000
1/5,000
1/30000
1/10,000
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Football
Basketball

1/20,000
1/5000

Parks and Recreation Level of Service (LOS)
National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) standards are commonly used to evaluate local
levels of service. The existing LOS is compared with the national standards and this tells the City
how it compares but not what is right for the City. To answer that question, the City must evaluate
the needs of its citizens, the availability of funding and the general quality of life. Once this is done
it may be acceptable for the City to differ from national standards. NRPA uses the following
standards. Many even disagree with these standards especially when they are for specific ball
fields. Could you imagine one soccer field in a city of 10,000?
Community Parks – The level of service for the following City parks and recreation facilities are
based on the City of Granite Falls Park Board’s evaluation of existing facilities and the projected
needs required to maintain those facilities.
Mini-Parks – The existing LOS for mini-parks can be calculated by dividing the existing total
inventory (.37 acres) by the existing (2004) City population of 3,100. This yields the current LOS of
0.11 acres per 1,000 population. Obviously, the City is underserved by mini-parks. However, miniparks are typically required as developer improvements in each new neighborhood. Therefore, the
City should modify its development code to require these facilities.
Neighborhood Parks – The existing LOS for neighborhood parks can be calculated by dividing the
existing total inventory (2.6 acres) by the existing City population of 3,100. This yields a current
LOS of 1.19 acres of neighborhood parks per 1,000 population. In order to maintain the existing
LOS while accommodating growth anticipated under the proposed plan, the City would need an
additional 2.4 acres of neighborhood parks during the 2005 to 2011 period, with an estimated cost
of $255,000.
Table CF-8 summarizes the six-year cost projections for neighborhood park development. The cost
figures were derived from the regional recreation needs study conducted by Beckwith Consulting
Group for Snohomish County.
Table CF-8
Neighborhood Parks
Needs Projection
(LOS = 1.19 acres per 1,000 population)
Time
Period
2005-2011

Pop.
3,911

Net Reserve
Acreage
Acreage
or
Required Available (Deficiency)
4.65

2.1

(2.55)

Net Cost*

$255,000

The existing LOS is substantially lower than the NRPA standard of 2.5 acres per 1000.
*Source: City of Granite Falls

Community Parks – The existing LOS for community parks can be calculated by dividing the existing
total inventory (5 acres) by the existing City population of 3,100. This yields the current LOS of
1.61 acres of community parks per 1,000 population. In order to maintain the existing LOS while
accommodating growth anticipated under the proposed plan, the City would need an additional 8
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acres of community parks from 2005 to 2011 at an estimated cost of $300,000. The above
information is summarized in Table CF-9.
Table CF-9
Community Parks
Needs Projection
(LOS = 1.61 acres per 1,000 population)
Time
Period
2005-2011

Pop.
3,100

Net Reserve
Acreage
Acreage
or
Required Available (Deficiency)
8

5

(3)

Net Cost*

$300,000

*Source: City of Granite Falls

Recommended Level of Service (LOS)
Linear Parks and Trails – The City currently has no linear parks or trails therefore no projection for
need has been made. However, policies in this Plan recognize the need for these facilities and
encourage the City to develop a plan for linear parks and trails over the next six years.
For the purposes of this Plan, land costs have been set at $80,000 per undeveloped acre. The cost of
construction per acre was an additional $20,000, giving a total cost per acre of $100,000. See Table
CF-10 for current development cost per acre.

Six-year Capital Improvement Program
Water Supply, Distribution and Storage Facilities
Water Supply and Treatment
Inventory
The City has an agreement with Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) for provision of
water supply and storage and therefore, the only future needs will be in the replacement of the
aging distribution system.
Future Needs
The City of Granite Falls currently buys its water from Snohomish County Public Utility District
(PUD). The PUD and City of Everett indicated that they have adequate supply and storage for their
customers over the next decade.
The City has updated its Water Comprehensive Plan as of July 2013. The updated plan will be has
been adopted and approved by the Washington State Department of Health and is hereby
referenced in this Plan after Washington Department of Health approval, anticipated in the 3rd
quarter of 2013.
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Water Distribution
The City distribution system is comprised includes of 23,840 lf lineal feet of an AC (Concrete)
Asbestos Concrete (AC) pipe which is brittle and subject to breakage. The current capital facility
plan, below, includes the following AC water main replacement projects:
Table CF-11
Water System Costs
PROJECT

CIP Water Projects
D-1 Alder Avenue Master Meter Pressure Relief Value Completed in 2014
D-2 South Granite Avenue, Grand to City limits
Completed in 2013
D-3 Radio Read Water Meter Replacement Program (35k annually through 2020)
Pressure Relief Valves
D-4 Sample Stations

Estimated
Cost1

Project
Date

Project
Cost In
Year
Planned2

$30,000
$100,000
$250,000
$210,00
$25,000
$15,000

2013
2013
2014
2015-20
2015
2014
2015
2023
2015

$30,000
$100,000
$257,000
$35,000
$25,000
$15,500
$16,000
$217,000
$177,170
$172,000
$184,000
$498,300
$513,250
$504,000
$401,200
$263,000

D-10 South Granite Ave, Stanley to Galena

$167,000
$172,000

Wabash Ave, AC Water Main Replacement
D-5 Cascade Avenue Water Main Replacement

$175,000
$456,000

D-7 Stanley Street Water Line and Decommissioning of Portage Ave Master Meter

$336,000
$226,000

Future Water Projects
D-8 Grand Street Water Main Replacement
D-6 Menzel Lake Water Main Replacement

$226,000
$453,000

D-9 Galena Street, Cascade to Prospect Water Main
D-11 North Alder Avenue Water Main Replacement
D-12 Annual AC Main Replacement
S-1 West 100th Street (Burn Road) Master Meter

$195,00
$226,000
$200,000
$125,000

S-2 Mt. Loop Hwy. Master Meter

$130,000

2016
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2020
2017
2018
2022
2024
Annual
2015
2016
2021

TOTAL

$278,000
$509,900
$525,200
$247,000
$303,000
$200,000
$136,600
$164,700$3,127,120
$1,199,000

(1) Capital project cost estimates are tied to the June 2012 Seattle Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CSI).
(2) Project Costs in the year planned are based on inflating 2013 project costs by 3.0 percent annual inflation.

Sewage Treatment and Collection Facilities
Treatment Facilities
The City of Granite Falls owns and operates its own wastewater treatment facility with the capacity
to treat .555 million gallons of raw sewage per day maximum month and 1.387 million gallons per
day for a peak hour. Based on the population projections in this plan, the plant will need a capacity
of (t.b.d.) 0.950 million gallons per day maximum month in 2035. The additional components of the
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system needed include a new headworks with a mechanical fine screen, a second oxidation ditch,
additional UV disinfection, and sludge handling facilities and upgrades to the City’s lift station and
force main. Electrical upgrades to the wastewater facility are scheduled for 2013. The City projects
that the new facilities will cost about $9,200,000 $7,900,000 in 2013 dollars. (Note: This is to
achieve the capacity above.)
In order to fund the necessary expenditures, rates will increase as follows:
Table CF-12
Estimated Sewer Rate Increases to Fund Improvements
Rate/Month Increased To:
$5560
$57.5062.50
$6065

Date
1/1/20134/1/2015
1/1/20141/1/2017
1/1/20151/1/2019

The existing LOS for sewage collection is stated as “Meet the intent of the WSDOE Criteria for Sewer
Works Design.” The Department of Public Works has determined that this standard is also
adequate to meet future planning needs. The City has recently completed an inflow and infiltration
study. That study identified significant leaks into the system which have been fixed. The city
should continue to remove leaks into the system.
The City recently completed a Westside Sewer Facility Plan outlining its preference for expansion of
the sanitary sewer collection system to the westside of the City, west of Quarry Road. That plan
identifies capital facilities improvements to extend sewer and to upgrade the capacity of the
existing lift station, or divert wastewater around it. Estimated costs are approximately $3,000,000.
The cost to expand the system west of Quarry Road is approximately $1,900,000 which will be
developer funded and thus the that costs are is not included below.
Sewage Capital Improvement Plan
Electrical upgrades – wastewater treatment facility
Sludge handling and Compost Upgrades
Burn Road Lift Station Improvements or Bypass
Oxidation Ditch, associated piping and motors
TOTAL

$1,290,000
$1,110,000
$1,100,000
$5,690,000
$9,190,000 $7,900,000

Stormwater Management Facilities
The information in this section is based on the 2005 Stormwater Management Manual for the
Western Washington published by DOE. It establishes levels of service for stormwater facilities. .
In that manual levels of service for all new development are as follows:
•

•
•

Stormwater discharge rates after development shall be less than or equal to the predevelopment rate,. Discharge estimates shall be made using Western Washington
Continuous Simulation Hydrology Manual.
All projects meeting specific thresholds shall provide treatment and detention of
stormwater.
Conveyance facilities, in conjunction with allowable ponding, shall be sized to
convey the 100-year, 24-hour storm.
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The City of Granite Falls uses Lake Gardner for regional stormwater detention for the Central
Business District Basin. The stormwater from this area has been directed through pipes to Lake
Gardner for many years. In 2007, the lake outlet was reconfigured to allow the lake level to
fluctuate in response to stormwater runoff, in compliance with the Western Washington
Stormwater Management Manual, prior to discharge to the Pilchuck River. . Redevelopment in the
CBD is required to provide stormwater treatment to comply with the DOE Manual.
Under the Growth Management Act, comprehensive plans must include at least a six-year plan to
finance needed capital facilities. In order to comply with the Act, a balance must be maintained
between the costs of the needed capital facilities projects and the probable funding for those
projects. Table CF-14 sets forth a six-year forecast based on the capital facilities needs identified in
this element. It also portrays the transportation facilities costs, as shown in the Transportation
Element. It has been included with Capital Facilities so that a total picture of facilities costs are
depicted. Since the comprehensive planning process is a continuing, evolving process, this six- year
plan will have to be continuously reviewed and updated.

Revenue Sources
This section summarizes the revenue sources available to the City of Granite Falls and highlights
those available for capital facilities.
There are two types of revenue sources for capital facilities:
1. Multi-use: taxes, fees, and grants which may be used for virtually any type of capital facility
(but which may become restricted if and when adopted for a specific type of capital facility);
2. Single use: taxes, fees, and grants which may be used only for a particular type of capital
facility. These revenue sources are discussed below:
Multi-Use Revenue Sources
Property Tax
Local governments most often use property tax levies for operating and maintenance costs. They
are not commonly used for capital improvements. The 20052014 property tax rate collected by the
State and distributed to the in City of Granite Falls is currently (t.b.d.)$1.60 per $1,000 of assessed
value (AV). The maximum rate allowed by state law is $3.60 $1.60 per $1,000 AV. Local
jurisdictions can limit the amount to any amount equal to or below that number.
Under state law, local governments are prohibited from raising the property tax levy more than one
percent or the rate of inflation (whichever is less) of the highest amount levied in the last three
years (before adjustments for new construction and annexations). However, the state authorizes
temporary or permanent increases above this up to a statutory limit under local voter approval.
General Obligation Bonds & Lease-Purchase (Property Tax Excess Levy)
Voter-approved bonds increase the property tax rate, with increased revenues dedicated to paying
principal and interest on the bonds. Local governments are authorized in “excess levies” to repay
voter-approved bonds. Excess levies are increased in the regular property tax levy above statutory
limits. Approval requires a 60 percent majority vote in favor and a turn-out of at least 40 percent of
the voters from the preceding general election.
Councilmanic are authorized by a jurisdiction’s legislative body without the need for voter
approval. Principal and interest payments for councilmanic bonds come from general government
revenues, without a corresponding increase in property taxes. Therefore, this method of bond
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approval does not utilize a dedicated funding source for repaying the bond holders. Lease-purchase
arrangements are also authorized by vote of the legislative body and do not require voter approval.
The amount of the local government debt allowable for GO bonds is restricted by law to 7.5 percent
of the taxable value of the property within the City limits. This may be divided as follows:
General Purpose Bonds
Utility Bonds
Open Space and Park Facilities

2.5 percent
2.5 percent
2.5 percent

Of the 2.5 percent for General Purpose Bonds, the City may issue up to 0.75 percent in the form of
councilmanic bonds.
Depending on the amount in-term of the bonds or lease-purchase arrangement, the impact on the
individual taxpayer would vary widely; however, the GO bond scenario below illustrates the effect
on property tax. Please note that the annual debt service costs given are in addition to regular
property taxes.
Real Estate Excise Tax
RCW 82.46 authorizes local governments to collect a real estate excise tax levy of 0.25 percent of
the purchase price of real estate within the city limits. The Growth Management Act authorizes
collection of another 0.25 percent. Both the first and second 0.25 percents are required to be used
for financing capital facilities specified in local governments’ capital facilities plans.
The first and second 0.25 percent may be used for the following capital facilities:
(1) The planning, acquisition, construction, reconstruction, repair, replacement, rehabilitation,
or improvement of streets, roads, highways, sidewalks, street and road lighting systems,
traffic signals, bridges, domestic water systems, and storm and sanitary sewer systems; or
(2) The planning, construction, repair, rehabilitation, or improvement of parks and recreational
facilities.
In addition, the first 0.25 percent may be used for the following:
a. The acquisition and maintenance, if authorized by code at least until 2016, of parks and
recreational facilities;
b. The planning, acquisition, construction, repair, replacement, rehabilitation, or improvement
of law enforcement facilities, protection of facilities, trails, libraries, administrative and
judicial facilities, and river and/or floodway/fold control projects and housing projects
subject to certain limitations.
Business and Occupation Tax
RCW 35.11 authorizes cities to collect this tax on the gross or net income of businesses, not to
exceed a rate of 0.2 percent. Revenue may be used for capital facilities acquisition, construction,
maintenance, and operations. Voter approval is required to initiate the tax or increase the tax rate.
The City has not utilized this revenue source.
Local Option Sales Tax
Local governments may collect a tax on retail sales of up to 1.1 percent, of which 0.1 percent may be
used only for criminal justice purposes (public transportation-benefit authorities may levy up to 0.6
percent). Voter approval is required.
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Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
This tax is paid by motor vehicle owners, and is administered by the Department of Licensing.
Cities receive 17 percent of the total revenues from this tax, distributed on a per capita basis.
Utility Tax
RCW 35A.52 authorizes cities to collect a tax on gross receipts of electrical, gas, garbage, telephone,
cable TV, water, sanitary sewer, and stormwater management providers. Service users pay the tax
as part of their utility bill.
State law limits the utility tax to 6 percent of the total receipts for cable TV, electricity, gas, steam
(not applicable to Granite Falls), and telephone, unless a majority of the voters approved a higher
rate. There are no restrictions on the tax rates for sewer, water, solid waste, and stormwater.
Revenue can be used for capital facilities acquisition, construction, and maintenance.
Community Development Block Grants
Community development block grant (CDBG) funding is available annually state-wide through the
federal Department of Housing and Urban Development for public facilities, economic development,
and housing projects which benefit low- and moderate-income households. Funds may not be used
for maintenance and operations. Because the amount of CDBG funding varies substantially from
year to year, it is not possible to reliably forecast revenue from these grant sources. Due to updated
census data and other information used to define “low income areas” in 2014, there are no longer
areas in the City limits that qualify for low income targeted CDBG grant funding.
Community Economic Revitalization Board Grant (CERB)
The state Department of Trade and Economic Development provides low-interest loans, and
occasionally grants, to finance sewer, water, access roads, bridges, and other facilities for specific
private sector development. Funding is available only for projects which support specific private
developments or expansion which promotes the trading of goods and services outside the state.
The average requirement is create one job per (t.b.d.) of CERB financing. The City of Granite Falls
qualifies as a “Rural Community” under CERB criteria and is eligible for funding under the
Prospective Development Construction Program.
Public Works Trust Fund Grants (PWTF)
The state Department of Commerce provides low-interest loans for capital facilities planning,
emergency planning, and construction of bridges, roads, domestic water, sanitary sewer, and storm
sewer. Applicants must have a capital facilities plan in place and must levying the original 0.25
percent real estate sales tax (see real estate excise tax, above). Construction and emergency
planning projects must be for reconstruction or existing capital facilities only. The structure and
availability of these low interest loans is currently being evaluated at the legislative level and may
change due to funding shortfalls in other areas at the State.
Historically, however, these loans have been for construction projects and require a local match
generated only from local revenues or state-shared entitlement (gas tax) revenues. The required
local match is (t.b.d.) percent of a (t.b.d.) percent loan, (t.b.d.) percent for a (t.b.d.) percent loan, and
and a (t.b.d.) percent for a (t.b.d.) percent loan. Interest rates vary depending on the length of the
loan and typically range from 0.5% to 3.0%.
Emergency planning loans have historically been set at a (t.b.d.) five percent interest rate. If state
or federal disaster funds are received, they must be applied to the loan for the life of the project (20
years). Capital improvement planning loans are at least 0 percent interest, but require a 25 percent
local match.
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Single-Purpose Revenue Sources
Special-Purpose Districts
RCW 67.38.130 authorizes cultural arts, stadium/convention special purpose districts with
independent taxing authority to finance capital facilities. The District requires a majority voter
approval for formation, and has a funding limit of $0.25 per $1,000 of assessed valuation. Typically,
such a special-purpose district would serve a larger geographical area than the single city. Revenue
would be based on the tax base of the area within the special service district.
Park Districts
State law authorizes metropolitan park districts and park and recreation districts, each with
independent taxing authority. Granite Falls presently does not have park and recreation districts.
Park and Recreation Service Area (PRSA)
RCW 36.68.400 authorizes park and recreation service areas as junior taxing districts for the
purpose of financing the acquisition, construction, improvement, maintenance, or operation of any
park, senior citizen activity center, zoo, aquarium, or recreation facility. The maximum levy limit is
(t.b.d.) $0.60 per $1,000 AV. A PRSA can generate revenue from either the regular or excess
property tax levies and through general obligation bonds, subject to voter approval. Revenue may
be used for capital facilities maintenance and operations. Voters approve formation of a PRSA, and
subsequently approve an excess levy for the purpose of constructing facilities.
User Fees and Program Fees
These fees are charged for using park facilities (such as field reservation fees) or participating in
recreational programs (such as arts and crafts registration fees).
Park Impact Fees
RCW 80.02.050-090 authorizes local government to enact impact fees to be paid by new
development for its “fair share” of system improvements, costs of parks and recreation facilities
necessary to serve the development. Impact fees must be used for capital facilities necessitated by
growth, and not to correct existing deficiencies in levels of service. Impact fees cannot be used for
operating expenses.
State Parks and Recreation Commission Grants
These grants are for parks, capital facilities acquisition, and construction, and require a 50 percent
local match. Granite Falls currently has no state parks and recreational commission grants. It is not
possible to reliably forecast the amount of revenue the City would receive over 20 years from this
source.
Utility Local Improvement District
A Utility Local Improvement Districts (ULID) is a method allowed under RCW 35.43 to fund utility
infrastructure. ULIDs are setup to provide a special benefit to those within a defined area called an
Improvement District. ULIDs can be formed either by citizens coming to the City and forming a
district or by the City taking the lead. Either way there needs to be a vote of those impacted by the
forming of the District. ULIDs are typically formed when no single property development is big
enough to afford the required infrastructure. The formation of an ULID requires significant
administrative, engineering and legal costs and can increase the cost of the project by
approximately 30 percent.

2/24/2015

Capital Facilities & Utilities Element Draft No. 4, Attachment A, page 17 of 24
Community Facilities District
A Community Facilities District (CFD) is a Special Purpose District created to finance and
potentially construct local and sub-regional improvements/infrastructure needed to support
growth. RCW 36.145.090 labels a CFD as “an independently governed, special purpose district”. A
CFD provides tax exempt financing which substantially lowers infrastructure costs. Inclusion in the
CFD district is 100% voluntary. CFD property owners pay 100% of formation and operations costs
associated with the District. A petition must be accompanied by an “obligation” signed by at least
two petitioners who agree to pay the costs of the formation process. Residents and businesses
located outside the CFD boundaries are not subject to assessments. CFD bonds are secured only by
land inside the District. Improvements must increase property value at least as much as the
assessments and assessments must be fairly distributed. CFD improvements may be financed by
the District prior to, during or after completion of improvements. All improvements must be
permitted and approved by the City. A CFD does not burden municipal finances or debt capacity
and is not backed by the credit of the state or city. A CFD is different than LID because it allows a
slightly broader list of improvements, shifts risk entirely to developer/property owners, and there
is no claim on city funds.
Roads, Bridges, and Mass Transit
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
RCW 82.36 authorizes this tax, which is administered by the state Department of Licensing and paid
by gasoline distributors. Cities and counties receive 11.53 percent and 22.78 percent, respectively,
of motor vehicle fuel tax receipts. Revenues must be spent for “highway purposes” including the
construction, maintenance, and operation of city streets, county roads, and highways.
Local Option Fuel Tax
RCW 82.80 authorizes this countywide local option tax equivalent to 10 percent of the state-wide
motor vehicle fuel tax and a special fuel tax of 2.3 cents per gallon. Revenues are distributed back
to the county and its cities on a per capita basis (1.5 for population in unincorporated areas and 1.0
for population in incorporated areas). Revenues must be spent for “highway purposes” as
described in 21, above. Snohomish County has not enacted this local option fuel tax.
Commercial Parking Tax
RCW 82.80 authorizes a tax for commercial parking businesses, but does not set rates. Revenues
must be spent for “general transportation purposes” including highway purposes, public
transportation, high-capacity transportation, transportation planning and design, and other
transportation-related activities.
Transportation Benefit District
RCW 35.21.225 authorizes cities to create transportation districts with independent taxing
authority for the purposes of acquiring, constructing, improving, providing, and funding any city
street, county road, or state highway improvement within the district. Special district’s tax base is
used to finance capital facilities.
The District may generate revenue through property tax excess levies, general obligation bonds
(including councilmanic bonds), local improvement districts, and development fees (see related
discussions, above, for background on each of these). Voter approval is required for bonds and
excess property tax levies. Council approval is required for councilmanic bonds, special
assessments, and development fees.
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Transportation improvements funded with district revenues must be consistent with state,
regional, and local transportation plans; necessitated by existing or reasonable foreseeable
congestion levels attributable to economic growth; and partially funded by local government or
private developer contributions, or a combination of such contributions.
To date, no Many jurisdictions in the state has have formed a transportation benefit district. A
transportation benefit district would address specific transportation projects reducing congestion
caused by economic development. Consequently, the amount of revenue is a function of the cost of
the project, rather than a levy rate, assessment amount, or fee schedule. It is, therefore, not
possible to reliably forecast revenue from this source.
Road Impact Fees
RCS 82.02.050-090 authorizes cities and counties to exact road impact fees from new development
for its “fair share” of the system improvements costs of roads necessary to serve the development.
Impact fees must be used for capital facilities necessitated by growth and not to correct existing
deficiencies in level of service. Impact fees cannot be used for operating expenses.
Local Option Vehicle License Fee
RCW 82.80 authorizes a countywide local option fee of up to $15.00 maximum annually per vehicle
registered in the county, subject to the periodic “sunset.” Revenues are distributed back to the
county and cities within the county levying the tax on a weighted per capita basis (1.5 for the
population in unincorporated areas and 1.0 for population in incorporated areas). Revenues must
be spent for “general transportation purposes.” This fee is currently being collected in Snohomish
County.
Street Utility Charge
RCW 35.95.040 authorizes cities to charge for city street utilities to maintain, operate, and preserve
city streets as defined in RCW 82.80.050. Facilities which may be included in a street utility include
street lighting, traffic control devices, sidewalks, curbs, gutters, parking facilities, and drainage
facilities.
Businesses and households may be charged a fee of up to 50 percent of the actual cost of
construction, maintenance, and operations, while cities provide the remaining 50 percent. The fee
charged to businesses is based on the number of employees and may not exceed $2 per full-time
employee per month. Owners or occupants of residential properties are charged a fee per
household, which may not exceed $2 per month. The City does not currently have any street
utilities.
Surface Transportation Program (STP) Grants
Puget Sound Regional Council provides grants for road construction, transit, capital projects, bridge
projects, transportation planning, and research and development. Projects must be on the regional
TIB list, and must be for roads with higher functional classifications and local or rural minor
collectors.
Funds are available on an 86.5 percent federal/13.5 percent local match based on highest-ranking
projects from the regional TIB list.
Federal Aid Bridge Replacement Program Grants
WSDOT provides grants on a state-wide priority basis for the replacement of structural deficient or
functionally obsolete bridges. Funding is awarded on 80 percent federal/20 percent local match.
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Urban Arterial Trust Account Grants (UATA)
The Washington State Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) provides funding for projects to
alleviate and prevent traffic congestion. In order to be eligible, roads should be structurally
deficient, congested by traffic, and have geometric deficiencies, or a high incidence of accidents.
Funds are awarded on an 80 percent federal/20 percent local matching basis.
Transportation Improvement Account Grants (TIA)
The state TIB provides funding for projects to alleviate and prevent traffic congestion caused by
economic development or growth. Eligible projects should be multi-agency, multi-modal,
congestion, and economic development-related, and partially funded locally. Funds are awarded on
an 80 percent/20 percent local matching basis.
Sanitary Sewer
User Fees
The state authorizes cities, counties, and special purpose utility districts to collect fees from
wastewater generators. Fees may be based on the amount of potable water consumed, or may be
flat fees. Revenues may be used for capital facilities or operating and maintenance costs.
System Development Charges/Connection Fees
The state authorizes a fee to connect to a sanitary sewer system based on capital costs of serving
the new connection.
Centennial Clean Water Fund (CCWF)
The Department of Ecology (DOE) issues grants and loans for the design, acquisition, construction,
and improvement of water pollution control facilities and related activities to meet state and
federal requirements to protect water quality. Future funding cannot be reliably forecast. DOE
offers $45 million in grants and loans annually through this program. Most facilities receive 50% of
the total eligible costs with an additional 15% if the match would result in local hardship.
State Revolving Fund Loans
DOE administers low-interest loans and low-interest guarantees for water pollution control
projects. Applicants must demonstrate water quality need, have a facility plan for water quality
treatment, show ability to repay a loan through a dedicated source of funding, and conform to other
state and federal requirements. Granite Falls does not have any programs to qualify for these funds.
Solid Waste
Department of Ecology Grants
The state awards grants to local governments for a variety of programs related to solid waste,
including a remedial action grant to assist with local hazardous waste sites, moderate
risk/hazardous waste implementation grants, and waste composting grants. It is not possible to
forecast revenue from this source.
Flood Control Special Purpose Districts
RCW 86.15.160 authorizes flood control special purpose districts with independent taxing
authority (up to 50 cents per $1,000 assessed value property tax levy limit without voter approval)
to finance flood control capital facilities. In addition, the district can, with voter approval, use an
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excess levy to pay for general obligation debt. Granite Falls does not have a flood control special
district.
Storm Drain Utility Fee
The state authorizes cities and counties to charge a fee to support storm drain capital
improvements. The fee is usually a flat rate per residential equivalency. Residential equivalencies
are based on average amount of impervious surface. Commercial property is commonly assessed a
rate based on a fixed number of residential equivalencies. Granite Falls currently has a storm drain
utility.
Utilities
General Obligation Bonds and Property Tax Excess Levy
See Multi-Use Revenue, above, for general discussion of GO bonds. The amount of local government
debt for utility bonds is restricted by law to 2.5% of the taxable value of the property. Local
government utilities tend to use bonds backed by utility user fees rather than general obligation
bonds.
Water Supply
User Fees
The state authorizes cities, counties and special purpose utility districts to charge for water
consumption, usually on the basis of volume of water consumed. Revenue may be used for capital
facilities, operations and maintenance.
Six-Year Capital Revenue and Expenditure Study
This study analyzes revenue and expenditures for the following four separate capital facility
categories: 1) Transportation; 2) Water and Sewer; 3) Parks; and 4) General Capital Facilities.
The revenue projections used for this study include projecting taxes, general facility charges for
utilities, and impact fees currently earmarked for capital facilities. Also included in this analysis are
funds currently available and reserved for capital facility projects.
Transportation
The Transportation CIP is located in the Transportation Element and the projected costs and timing
of expenditures transferred to this Element.
Capital Facility Revenue Funding and Expenditure Summary
Table CF-13 summarizes the revenue sources of funding and expenditures for each of the five
capital facility categories addressed previously. City sources include the general fund, developer
mitigation fees, and enterprise funds which include capital reserve funds for water and sewer.
Other sources include state and federal sources, grants and loans.
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Table CF-13
Six-Year Capital Facility Cost/Revenue Funding/Expenditures Summary – 2015-2020
(Dollar amounts t.b.d.)
Capital
Total Revenue Funding Available
Facility
City Sources
Other Sources
Total Expenses
Transportation
$121,350
$2,295,650
2,417,000
1
Water
$1,445,000
$200,000
$1,645,000
$1,374,000
$0
$1,374,000
Sewer2
$2,501,000
$1,000,000
$3,501,000
$1,131,000
$0
$160,000
Parks
$350,000
$150,000
$500,000
General
$1,650,000
$1,650,000
Facilities3
$1,762,500
$1,762,500
Totals
$4,626,350
$3,445,650
$9,713,000
$4,638,850
$2,445,650
$5,941,000
$6,053,500
1.
2.

3.

Includes $35,000 annually for meter replacement reduction in reserves for capital projects.
Represents electrical upgrades, sludge handling/composting expansion and lift station improvements.
Electrical upgrades completed in 2014. Debt incurred: $50,000/yr. and is being paid off. Includes debt
incurred for electrical upgrades completed in 2014 which is being paid off @ $50,000/yr.
Includes $1,650,000 for new City Halls and $112,500 for new Public Works Storage/Shop facility

Table C-14 describes the timing of the expenditures. These expenditures occur over the next six
years.
Table CF-14
Parks and Recreation
Six-Year Capital Improvement Program/Expenditure Summary

Improvements
Transportation
Water1
Sewer2

Parks
General
Facilities3
TOTAL

(Dollar amounts t.b.d.)
2014
2016
2016
2017
$283,000
$80,000
$210,000
$491,000
$219,000
$35,000
$50,000
$50,000
$26,000
$27,000

Est.
Project Cost
$2,417,000
$1,645,000
$1,374,000
$3,501,000
$160,000

2013
2015
$507,000
$50,000
$248,000
$50,000
$20,000

$500,000
$1,650,000
$1,762,500
$6,101,000
$6,213,500

$100,000

$50,000

$75,000

$875,000

$578,000

$217,000

2017
2018
$380,000
$488,000
$539,000
$50,000
$28,000
$85,000

2018
2019
$612,000
$35,000
$1,160,000
$29,000

$95,000
$1,650,000
$1,762,500
$1,022,000 $2,401,000
$2,513,500

2019
2020
$555,000
$371,000
$298,000
$1,150,00
0
$30,000
$95,000

$958,000

1. Includes $35,000 annually for meter replacement.
2. Represents electrical upgrades, sludge handling/composting expansion and lift station improvements. Larger projects to
increase treatment capacity are growth dependent and are anticipated in the 5 to 10 year time frame. Inflow repairs are
reflected in the table above. Electrical upgrades completed in 2014. Debt incurred: $50,000/yr. and is being paid off.
3. Includes $1,650,000 for new City Halls and $112,500 for new Public Works Storage/Shop facility
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Capital Facilities Goals and Policies
GOAL CF-1 To provide adequate capital facilities to meet the needs of growth.
CF14-1.1

Contain extension of the sewer system within the geographic Local Service Area.

CF15 -1.2 The Local Service Area should coincide with the proposed Urban Growth Area.
CF16 -1.3 Prevent new residential development from installing septic service where sewer
extensions can be installed.
CF17-1.4 Consolidate new utility extensions into existing right-of-way and easements
whenever possible.
CF18-1.5 Enter into agreements with Snohomish County to define mutually exclusive and
exhaustive spheres of influence for major public service responsibilities.
Discussion: Such agreements should be subject to periodic review, should include
procedures for joint review of proposed annexations, and other adjustments to
boundaries or responsibilities.
Beyond the Local Service Area wastewater must be disposed of on-site. The Snohomish
County Health District permits and regulates private disposal systems. Lot size
requirements are 12,500 feet minimum depending on soils except when septic disposal and
wells are on the same lot. In that case, the size requirement is one acre.
CF19-1.6

Comply with state standards for collection of solid waste.

CF20 -1.7 Promote recycling as a method for reducing solid waste.
CF21 -1.8 Continue to work to improve the city’s distribution system.
CF22-1.9 School sites should be central to residential neighborhoods to encourage walking
and to provide access during after school hours.
Discussion: The premises for planning for elementary and secondary education at the
local level are: 1) that the physical and social community supports and reinforces the
family and the role of learning during child rearing; and 2) that a full range of educational
opportunities is provided to all citizens so that parents can choose from an increasingly
diverse curriculum for their children. School site planning is most beneficial and
economical when done with consideration to educational needs, safety, land and energy
conservation, and multiple use facility opportunities.
CF23-1.10 Provide schools with the capital facilities and public services necessary to fulfill the
purpose of education.
Discussion: This can include services such as police and fire protection, parking, sewer
and water, transportation access and routes, sidewalks, trails.
CF24 -1.11 Require school sites to be large enough for sufficient recreation, parking, and future
expansion.
Discussion: Off-street parking guidelines recommend one parking space for each twelve seats
in the auditorium or assembly room, plus one space for each two employees, plus sufficient offstreet spaces for the safe and convenient loading and unloading of students from school buses.
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CF25-1.12 Establish a cooperative relationship with the school district to permit use of school
facilities for community activities.
CF26 -1.13 Improve the city’s parks to provide both passive and active recreational
opportunities for residents and visitors.
CF27-1.14 Increase the amount of park space to accommodate a growing population. Base the
increase on established level of service standards.
CF28-1.15 Improve access to community facilities for use as activity centers for youth and
elders.
Discussion: Connect facilities to schools and residential neighborhoods with walkways
and bike paths.
CF29-1.16 Adopt Maintain and implement a an up to date storm drainage management plan
based on the Department of Ecology Stormwater Manual and the city’s National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.
CF30-1.17 Implement Participate in the implementation of the Puget Sound Action Team’s
2000 Water Quality Plan
CF31 -1.18 City will consider alternative financing mechanisms and other revenue sources
allowed under state law to finance the construction of community development infrastructure.
GOAL CF-2 To implement the 1993-1999 city’s Capital Facilities Plan.
CF13-2.1 Carry out the recommendations in the 1993 Capital Facilities Plan regarding the
wastewater treatment and collection.
CF32-2.2 The 6-year Capital Improvement Program shall be updated at least bi-annually
pursuant to state requirements.
GOAL CF-3 To review and revise the Land Use Element to insure concurrency with the Capital
Facilities Plan.
GOAL CF-4 To establish maintain level of service standards to ensure adequate service provision to
all current and future residents and businesses.
CF1-4.1 Survey residents and business owners to determine their level of satisfaction with
public facilities and services.
CF2-4.2 Determine adequate level of service standards based on public responses as well as
established state and national standards.
CF3-4.3 Base standards on quantitative as well as qualitative measurements.
Discussion: Level of service standards should be established to reflect realistic
expectations with respect to growth rates. Standards set too high without adequate
funding could impede desired growth.
CF4-4.4 Calculate the typical cost per unit of capacity for each facility and service provided to
determine funding and timing needs.
CF5-4.5 Analyze the city’s financial capacity to provide facilities and services at the desired
level of service standard.
CF6-4.6 Review and revise the Capital Facility Plan to make certain it is consistent with the level
of service standards that funding sources are identified/available, and that implementation is
concurrent with proposed development.
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CF7-4.7 Exercise caution when considering level of standards applied by state, federal, or other
agencies. Standards can be ideal and may not be practical for cities with limited resources.
GOAL CF-5 To ensure adequate capital facilities are available to serve newly annexed areas.
CF8-5.1 Design an annexation plan to phase in sections of the urban growth area as needed for
growth.
CF9-5.2 Make certain that the Capital Facilities Plan recognizes and plans for annexations into
the city from the urban growth area.

Utility Goals and Policies
GOAL U-1 To provide adequate, environmentally sensitive, and cost effective service to all utility
customers.

U11.1 Promote voluntary conservation of water and other resources.
U21.2 Make every effort to covert to cost effective and environmentally sensitive
technologies and energy sources.
U31.3 Work with Snohomish County PUD #1 and other utility providers to assure city
utility users adequate, cost effective service provisions.
U41.4 Whenever appropriate, co-locate utility facilities to maximize land use and cost
efficiencies and to minimize construction-related disruption.
U51.5 Develop a plan for utility provisions and extensions to accompany annexation
proposals.
U6-1.6 Encourage locating power substations in non-residential areas due to lowfrequency noise and reception interference.
U7-1.7 Encourage screening and landscaping of power substations to make them
compatible with surrounding areas
U8-1.8 Design, construct, and maintain utility lines in a manner that minimizes
environmental impacts.
U9-1.9 Encourage using utility corridor areas for agriculture and small tree production.
U10-1.10 Ensure that maintenance, repair, installation, and replacement activities by
utility providers are consistent with the city’s critical area ordinance.
U11-1.11 Encourage developers to site buildings on lots orienting houses and buildings
to maximize solar access.
U12-1.12 Ensure consistency with Countywide Planning Policies by coordinating with
Snohomish County and other utility providers in areas concerning growth and demand
for services
U-1.13 To process Process applications for permits and plan approvals for utility
facilities in a timely manner.
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2015 Comprehensive Plan Update - Housing Element
Draft No. 4 - Review & Approve for Environmental &
State Agency Review

Community Planning Services Report
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Ray Sturtz, Community Planning Services

Subject:

2015 Comprehensive Plan Update –Housing Element Draft No. 4 – Final Review

For Meeting of: February 24, 2015

ISSUE: Shall the Planning Commission:
1. Review and discuss Draft No. 4 of the housing element (Attachment A), and
2. By formal motion direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the environmental and
state agency review of the Comprehensive Plan Housing Element as presented in Attachment A?
POLICY: Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130, on or before June 30, 2015, all King, Pierce and Snohomish
Counties and the cities within those counties are to review and, if needed, revise their comprehensive
plans and development regulations to assure compliance with the Growth Management Act (RCW
36.70A).
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: As part of the Growth Management Act mandated Comprehensive
Plan Update, the Planning Commission has reviewed and updated the Comprehensive Plan 20-year
Vision Statement and the goals & policies in each Comprehensive Plan Element.
The Planning Commission has also reviewed and identified needed updates to current Elements of the
Comprehensive Plan as well as to each chapter of development regulations. In response, the
Staff/Consultant Team is currently conducting the necessary research and drafting amendments for the
Planning Commission’s consideration.
Early on in 2014, the Planning Commission met in joint session with the Parks & Recreation
Commission to review the final draft of the Parks, Recreation & Open Space (PRO) Element, a new
Comprehensive Plan Element, along with proposed regulations for park, open space and institutional
uses. The PRO Element will be a new Comprehensive Plan element. The Planning Commission is
recommending this new element be included in the updated Comprehensive Plan.
Earlier this year, the Planning Commission reviewed and discussed possible land use alternatives that
could result in amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map. Due to
limited budget and staff resources, the Planning Commission favored delaying further consideration of
any land use alternatives until after the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update was completed in mid-2015.
The Planning Commission was also briefed on the proposal to expand the UGA on the east side of the
city. The Planning Commission concurred with the City Council that the proposal would require a
significant amount of analysis and studies, including the possibility of an environmental impact
statement, and considered it beyond the scope of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update Program.
On September 9, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the proposed amendments to the Natural
Features and Siting of Essential Public Facilities Elements. These Elements will now proceed through
the environmental review process before being forwarded to state agencies for their review and
comments.
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On September 10, 2014, the Planning Commission met in joint session with the City Council to review
the status of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Program and specifically the proposed amendments to all the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. No additional amendments to the goals and polices were
proposed at the joint session.
At the August 26 and October 14, 2014 Planning Commission meetings, the draft of the Transportation
Element prepared by the City Engineer was reviewed and several amendments were made by the
Planning Commission. Text and tables were updated and reference to the Growth Management Act
requirements for transportation elements was added. The Planning Commission had several questions
for the City Staff/Consultant Team to research. This research was presented at the November 10, 2014
Planning Commission meeting at which time the Planning Commission concluded the review of the
Transportation Element.
At the October 14th meeting, a draft copy of the Non-motorized Transportation Plan Map and the
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map were distributed and briefly discussed. On October 28th, the
Planning Commission concluded its review of the Non-motorized Transportation Plan Map and
proposed several amendments for the Future land Use Map. Those amendments were provided for in
Future Land Use Map Draft No. 3 reviewed by the Planning Commission on December 9, 2014 at which
time additional amendments were identified. It is anticipated that Draft No. 4 of the map will be ready
for review in late January or early February, 2015 following the transfer of Quarry Road to the
Washington State Department of Transportation and SR-92 (from Quarry Road to Granite Avenue) to
the city.
Draft No. 3 of the Housing Element was also reviewed at the December 9, 2014 Planning Commission
meeting. The responses to the Planning Commission’s earlier questions concerning information from
the city’s Affordable Housing Profile were discussed and it was determined that updated data and charts
recommended by the Alliance for Affordable Housing (AHA) staff should be included in the next
Housing Element draft.
The Planning Commission reviewed and identified updates needed for the Economic Development
Element of the Comprehensive Plan on February, March, and April of 2013. At the April 9, 2013
Planning Commission meeting it was determined that additional research and/or analysis was needed.
The results of that research and analysis were presented to the Planning Commission in Draft #4 of the
element on December 23, 2014. Some additional amendments were proposed at that meeting and the
Planning Commission was asked to propose additional goals and policies for inclusion in Draft #5. At
the January 13, 2015 Planning Commission meeting additional goals and policies were added and some
changes were proposed requiring additional research by the Staff/Consultant Team before specific
amendments could be drafted.
At the January 13th meeting, the Planning Commission also considered amendments to the Plan
Background/Introduction Chapter. The Planning Commission agreed to expand the Introduction
paragraph to provide some specific “Granite Falls flavor” into an otherwise fairly rote introduction.
Titles, dates, procedures, and references were made current and the Parks, Recreation & Open Space
Element was identified as a new element of the Comprehensive Plan. The Planning Commission also
made a minor amendment to the Vision Statement for clarity purposes.
The City Engineer and the City Administrator/Public Works Director met with the Planning
Commission on January 27, 2015 and reviewed in detail Draft #2 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities
Element. They also discussed population projection alternatives. The Planning Commission asked the
City Staff/Consultant Team to return with an adjusted population projection that indicated a slower
growth rate initially over the next 10 years with an accelerated rate beginning approximately 2025 that
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achieves the city’s GMA allocated population of 7,844 by the year 2035. This change will require
adjustments in various elements of the Comprehensive Plan including the charts and graphs in the
Capital Facilities & Utilities Element indicating the projected need for improvements and expansion of
city infrastructure and facilities.
At the February 10, 2015 meeting, the Planning Commission reviewed and agreed to the amendments
presented in Draft No. 3 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element. Some additional amendments
were discussed and have been incorporated into Draft No. 4 of the Capital Facilities & Utilities Element
provided and discussed in a separate report.
ANALYSIS: Draft No. 4 of the Housing Element (Attachment A) includes the proposed amendments
discussed at the November 9, 2014 Planning Commission meeting as well as input from the AHA
Housing Planner. The AHA Planner is reviewing Draft 4 as this time and may have additional
comments prepared in time for the February 24th Planning Commission meeting. Proposed deletions are
indicated with strikethroughs and proposed additions are underlined in red text. The changes include:
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

On page 1 & 2 of Attachment A, Population Projection section – the population allocation
number has been updated and corresponding population scenarios in Table H-1 have been
adjusted accordingly.
On page 3 of Attachment A, the introduction paragraph to Figure H-1 regarding renter and owner
households has been expanded to explain why mobile home rentals are not indicated in Figure
H-1.
On page 6 of Attachment A, in Table H-4 the population numbers were adjusted to correspond to
the updated population allocation as well as the population projection recently agreed upon by
the Planning Commission.
On page 11 of Attachment A, Figure H-4 was moved from page 12 to page 11 so it appears next
to (follows) the paragraph that discusses the information displayed in Figure H-4.
On page 12 of Attachment A, the introduction paragraph to Figure H-5 was expanded as
recommended by AHA.
On page 15 of Attachment A, the Subsidized Housing Units section and Table H-9 were updated
with the latest number of Section 8 HVC in use in Granite Falls, was 36, now it’s 43.
On page 27 of Attachment A, the title to Emerging Group Home Facilities subsection was
changed to Emergency Group Home Facilities.

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Review and discuss the proposed amendments in the Housing Element Draft No. 4, make any
necessary changes, and by formal motion, direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with
the environmental and state agency review.
2. Review and discuss the Housing Element Draft No. 4 and direct the Staff/Consultant Team to
make additional changes for Planning Commission consideration at a future meeting.
3. Review and discuss the Housing Element Draft No. 4 at another time.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Review and discuss the proposed amendments, make any necessary
changes, and if further review by the Planning Commission is deemed unnecessary, direct by formal
motion the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the environmental and state agency review of the
Housing Element Draft No. 4 as presented in Attachment A.
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RECOMMEND MOTIONS:
1.

To approve as proposed:

I move the Planning Commission direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the
environmental and state agency review of the Housing Element Draft No. 4 as presented in Attachment
A.
2.

To recommend additional amendments:

I move to amend Attachment A as follows: (state amendment)
3.

To approve as amended

I move the Planning Commission direct the City Staff/Consultant Team to proceed with the
environmental and state agency review of the Housing Element Draft No. 4 as presented in Attachment
A and amended by the Planning Commission.
4.

To amend and require additional review:

I move the Planning Commission direct the Staff/Consultant Team to draft the following amendment(s)
for the Planning Commission consideration at a future meeting (state amendments):
ATTACHMENT:
A. Housing Element Draft No. 4
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Housing Element –Draft No. 4
Introduction
One of society's most basic needs is shelter. How we, as a society, preserve the housing stock we have
and how we plan to accommodate our future housing needs reflects upon the quality of life we enjoy or
want to enjoy. It is important to consider where we locate new residential areas, for this decision will
drive the determination as to where public infrastructure (roads, utilities, parks, and schools) will be
located.
Granite Falls’ historic downtown is typical of a small town developed in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries, with a grid street network, relatively small lots, and single family homes mixed with small
commercial spaces. Today there is a mix of building ages downtown, but it still features a traditional
small town character with a strong concentration of homes from the early 20th century. The City’s outer
edges predominantly feature homes constructed in the last 40 years, including many built in the past
decade, reflecting the City’s considerable growth during this period. 83% of all housing units were built
after 1970. Among older homes, the largest portion was built before 1939, with 11% of all units.
This study Element provides a detailed an inventory and analysis of the existing housing stock, assesses
the needs of the community, and puts forth a strategy to implement Granite Falls housing goals. It is
also intended to provide City officials and the general public with the information necessary to guide
housing growth in the direction that best addresses the desires of not only Granite Falls existing and
anticipated residents, but those with special housing needs as well.
This Element is intended to be consistent with Countywide Planning Policies.
This Housing Element for Granite Falls is subdivided into three main areas:
a. An inventory of the existing housing stock;
b. An in-depth analysis of the existing condition of the UGA's dwellings, housing delivery process,
and residential neighborhoods to determine if any problems exist or can be expected; and
c. A set of implementation policies designed to provide for the efficient delivery of housing and to
resolve any problems identified during the course of the study.
A majority of the statistics in this Housing Element come from the City of Granite Falls or the 2000 2010
census.

Population Projections
A complete analysis and discussion of projected population growth for Granite Falls to the year 2013
2035 is presented elsewhere in this Comprehensive Plan. It is expected that the Granite Falls area will
achieve a population level allocation target of approximately 7,870 7,842 somewhere between the
medium and high scenario as presented in Table H-12 H-11 H-1 in the next 20 years by the year 2035.
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Table H-12 H-11 H-1
City of Granite Falls and Environs
Alternative Population Scenarios: 2005 2011 to 2025 2035
Annual %
Change1
2003 20112
2005
2025
2035
3.6 3.3
2941 3,370
3180
6970
7,843
4259
1

Average Annual % Change is calculated by compounded growth
City of Granite Falls 2002-2003 Housing Unit Population Estimate Report
Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow Initial 2025 2035 Population Targets.
2

Therefore, the incremental increase in population for which housing will have to be provided over the
next 20 years is expected to be 6970 approximately 4,500 7,843.

Housing Characteristics
Introduction Inventory by Housing Type
This section deals with the characteristics and conditions of the existing housing stock in the City. The
primary source for statistical information was the 2000 2010 U.S. Census of Population and Housing.
Data provided by the City regarding building and demolition permits issued since April 1, 2000 (the date
that the last census was taken) has been used to update certain data.
Housing Units by Type, Tenure, and Occupancy Status
In 2000 2010, as shown in Table H-1, there were 872 1,499 housing units in Granite Falls, of which
almost 70 72% percent were single-family homes. Approximately 28 23 percent were multi-family
dwellings, and about 5.4 percent were mobile homes.
Table H-1 also indicates that, of the City's 872 1,499 units, 486 813 or 55.7 61.3% percent were owneroccupied; 386 513 or 44.3 38.7 percent were renter-occupied.
Table H-1
Granite Falls, Washington
Ownership Characteristics of Housing: 2000 2011
Type of Dwelling
Unit
Single-Family
Duplex
3 to 9 Family
10 Families or
More
Mobile Homes
Other
TOTALS

No.

%

614 1,044
19 22
89 143
51 181

70.4 69.9
2.2 1.5
10.2 9.5
5.8 12

47 81
7
872 1,449

5.4
0.8
100

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2011of Population and Housing by Place; Snohomish County: Profile 4 Household Characteristics of City of Granite Falls, 2000.
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Granite Falls’ historic downtown is typical of a small town developed in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries, with a grid street network, relatively small lots, and single family homes mixed with small
commercial spaces. Today there is a mix of building ages downtown, but it still features a traditional
small town character with a strong concentration of homes from the early 20th century. The City’s outer
edges predominantly feature homes constructed in the last 40 years, including many built in the past
decade, reflecting the City’s considerable growth during this period. 83% of all housing units were built
after 1970. Among older homes, the largest portion was built before 1939, with 11% of all units.
Overall, 76% of the City’s housing units are detached single family homes. Multifamily housing is split
relatively evenly between units in buildings with less than ten units and more than ten units. As shown
in Table H-2 and Figure H-1, below, Granite Falls homeowners live in detached single family or
manufactured homes, with renters distributed in a range of housing types. Figure H-1 shows the
distribution of renter and owner households among different types of households according to the U.S.
Census Bureau 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS). It should be noted that ACS data is based
on a sample survey, so there is a margin of error to consider. For example, while there weren’t any
mobile home renters in that sample, someone could always put their mobile home up for rent after the
sample was taken. The City’s multi-family units are almost exclusively occupied by renters.
Figure H-1.
Dwelling Type by Housing Tenure, City of Granite Falls
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Owners
Manufactured Home

Renters
Multifamily

Single Family

Source: US Census Bureau; American Community Survey 2008 - 2012
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Table H-2
Units in Structure by Tenure
Units in Structure
1, Detached
1, Attached
2
3 or 4
5 to 9
10 to 19
20 to 49
50 or more
Manufactured Home
Total Occupied Units

Owner-Occupied Housing
96%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
4%
834

Renter-Occupied Housing
30%
5%
3%
8%
19%
10%
11%
14%
0%
443

Source: US Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2008 – 2012

Figure H-1
Tenure Share by Units in Structure
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
1

2

3-4

5-9

10 19
Units in Structure
Owners

20 49

50+

Renters

Source: US Census Bureau; American Community Survey 2008 - 2012

Granite Falls has approximately 47 81 82 mobile homes. As of the 2000 2010 U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey, almost 5.4 4.6 percent of Granite Falls stock was mobile homes. The
majority of these units are situated in three mobile home parks. It may reasonably be expected that
mobile homes will constitute at least 5 to 10 percent of the City's housing stock for the next 20 years.
New single-family detached homes are being built in the Granite Falls area in the $100,000 to $200,000
price range and are being termed "affordable." Between 2001 and the 2003 2013, housing in Granite
Falls grew as follows:
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Table H-3
Granite Falls Washington
Additional Housing Units
2001-2003 2013
Unit
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total
Type
Single
65
32
56
38
19
7
49
34
3
1
7
1
312
Family
Duplex
6
4
6
6
6
28
Multi
6
53
13
72
Mobile
1
8
9
Homes
TOTALS 71
85
62
42
19
7
49
54
17
1
7
1
6
421

Average Household Size
Nationwide, there is a long-established trend of declining household sizes. In the 1950s and early 1960s,
the typical American family was comprised of three to four persons. Over the last 25 years, this number
has been steadily shrinking to the point where, nationally, it now stands at about 2.5 persons per
dwelling unit. Closer to home, the same declining pattern can be seen in Snohomish County and, to a
lesser extent, the City of Granite Falls. In 1990, the County's average household size was calculated by
the U.S. Census to be 2.57 persons. By 2000, this figure had dropped to 2.46 persons. The average
household size in Granite Falls was 2.9 persons. It has declined only minimally to approximately 2.75
persons in 2000 2010, according to the Census information provided in the January 2014 Housing and
Needs in Snohomish County Report. However, the 2011 U.S. Census Bureau American Community
Survey indicated the overall household size had declined to 2.48. It is important for Granite Falls to be
aware of this downward trend in looking at future population growth, for it will mean that more housing
will be needed to accommodate a given number of people.
As is to be expected, the number of persons living in single-family homes is, on average, greater than
that residing in apartments. According to the 2000 Census 2011 U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey, there were, on average, 2.70 persons per single-family home and 2.14 persons per
apartment unit. 2.77 persons residing in Granite Falls. By the year 2003, it is estimated that these
numbers will drop to 2.80 and 1.80, respectively. And in 2013, if the present trends continue, it is
expected that they will decline to 2.70 and 1.75, respectively. For mobile homes, it is expected that the
persons per household rate will remain relatively constant over the 20-year period. As of the 1990
Census, there were 2.18 persons per household living in mobile homes. By 2005, this figure is projected
to be 2.51 persons and in 2025, it is expected that there will be 2.15 persons per household. Overall, the
average household size is expected to drop to 2.35 persons by 2003 and 2.30 persons by the year 2013.
Tables H-13 H-4 presents the total number of dwelling units that will have to be built over the next 20
years, given the medium and high projected population, respectively, and estimated future household
size.
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Table H-4
Granite Falls, Washington
Projected Dwelling Units & Future Household Size: 2010-2035

Year

Population

Average
Persons per
Household

2010
2025
2035

3,364
6,970 4,259
7,870 7843

2.75
2.63
2.54

Number of
Households
1,223
2,650 1,619
3,098 3,088

Increase Over
Previous
Period
---1,427 396
443 1,469

Source: Snohomish County Planning Advisory Committee Housing Characteristics and Needs in
Snohomish County Report, January, 2014

The preceding table shows that there will be a need to build about 1,870 additional dwelling units by the
year 2035.

Household and Housing Unit Sizes
Table H-5, below, shows the percentage of households by size and the percentage of housing units by
number of bedrooms in the City. While over half of Granite Falls’ households consist of one or two
individuals, less than 40% of its housing units have two bedrooms or less. This is typical of housing that is
predominantly composed of single family homes, which are traditionally larger than multifamily units.
Table H-5
Distribution of Household and Housing Unit Sizes
Household Size
1
26.3%
2
33.2%
3
15.8%
4+

24.7%

Housing Unit Size
0 Bed
8%
1 Bed
6%
2 Bed
20%
3 Bed
48%
4 Bed
12%
5+ Bed
6%

Source: American Community Survey, 2008 – 2012

Age of Housing
Table H-6 indicates the age of Granite Falls housing stock in 2000, according to the U.S. Census. Slightly
more than 30 percent of the City's dwelling units were built between 1980 and 1990.
As construction activity has obviously continued since 1990, this means that more than one two-thirds
of the housing in Granite Falls is less than 25 years old. The implications of this fact are that the quality
of housing is bound to be relatively high, as these units have been built in accordance with up-to-date
building codes, and that the value of these homes is relatively high, considering their age and quality.
This situation also means that, while rehabilitation activities will be important, they will not be as critical
as in communities with higher percentages of older housing.
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Table H-6
Granite Falls, Washington
Age of Housing: 2000 2013
Year Housing Built
2012 to 2013
2005 to 2011
2000 to 2004
1999to 2000
1990 to 1998 1999
1980 to 1989
1970 to 1979
1960 to 1979 1969
1950 to 1959
1940 to 19591949
1939 or earlier
TOTALS

Number of
Units
7
147
381
72
353 469
72 80
151
196 58
22
4630
133 161
872 1,506

% of Total
0.5
9.8
25.3
8.3
40.5 31.1
8.3 5.3
10.0
22.5 3.9
1.5
5.3 1.9
15.3 10.7
100.0

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing Bureau American Community Survey2011; Selected Housing
Characteristics; Granite Falls City, Washington 2000.

Figures H-2 and H-3 provide information on new construction in the City in recent years. Figure H-2
shows the total number of net new residential units per year from 2001 to 2011 for both the City and
County, with the City on the left axis and the County on the right. Figure H-3 shows the share of the
City’s new units composed of single- and multi-family units. As shown, new residential development in
the City was hit much harder by the recession than the overall trend in the County. This is also reflected
in home sale data, discussed later.
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Figure H-2
Net New Residential Units for City and County
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Source: Puget Sound Regional Government

Figure H-3
New Permit Types over Time for City of Granite Falls
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Source: Puget Sound Regional Government
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Quality of Existing Housing
One of the statistical measures of quality of Granite Falls housing stock in 2000 is developed by the U.S.
Census. Measures such as the lack of complete bathroom facilities, kitchens, or heating equipment, or
the lack of a potable water system or means of disposing of sewage are all indicators of substandard
housing conditions.
Measured according to the above criteria, the quality of housing in the City is high. Most all of the
homes have complete plumbing facilities, and less than one percent did not have full kitchens. All of the
dwelling units have some form of home heating, as well as an adequate potable water source and
means of sewage disposal.
Overcrowding is also an indicator of substandard housing. According to the U.S. Bureau of Census, a
substandard condition exists if there are more than 1.01 persons per room living in a dwelling unit. In
making these computations, it must be understood that a "room" is a living room, dining room, kitchen,
bedroom, finished recreation room, or enclosed porch suitable for year-round use. Excluded are
bathrooms, open porches, balconies, halls, and utility rooms. The U.S. Census 2006-2010 American
Community Survey shows that only 30 31 dwelling units, or 3.6 2.6 percent of the occupied homes, in
Granite Falls in 2000 2012 were considered to be overcrowded. This figure is lower than the county
average of 4.6 percent.
Table H-4 shows that in 2004 2011, 66.9 61.3 percent of the homes are owner occupied and 38.7
percent were renter occupied.

Table H-4
Granite Falls. Washington
Tenure by Persons per Room: 2004 2011
Owner-Occupied
Renter-Occupied
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
566 813
66.9 61.3
280 513
33.1 38.7

Housing Affordability
Introduction
Across the state of Washington, housing affordability is becoming an increasingly continues to be a
serious problem. Under the Growth Management Act, local governments are being asked to analyze the
impacts of policies and regulations of the Comprehensive Plan on the development of various types of
housing, at various densities, and across a range of costs. This analysis should takes into account the
current and projected housing needs of Granite Falls residents. The outcome of this process will be is
policies that will provide opportunities for the development of the types and amounts of housing
expected to be needed over the next 20 years.
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For the purposes of the following analysis, Granite Falls’ housing stock is divided into owner occupied
dwelling units (home ownership), market rate rental units (both single- and multi-family), and subsidized
rental units defined as follows:
•

Owner occupied dwelling units include freestanding single-family homes, common wall singlefamily homes (townhomes), manufactured homes, and condominiums.

•

Market rate rental units are simply the stock of all housing units available for rent in the open
market. These are units that are privately owned and whose rents are determined by market
supply and demand pressures. A market rate rental unit can also be a subsidized rental unit, as
is the case with the Federal Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program. Section 8
vouchers can be used to rent any unit, as detailed below.

•

Subsidized rental units are targeted toward households with the lowest incomes, typically less
than 30% Area Medium Income (AMI). Populations targeted for subsidized rental units often
include the disabled, elderly, and other populations living on fixed incomes with special needs.
A subsidized property is one that receives funding, perhaps rental assistance or an operating
subsidy, to insure that its residents pay rents that are affordable for their income level. Some
properties only apply their subsidy to select units. It is also common for subsidized units to be
restricted to certain groups like families, the elderly, or homeless.

Owner Occupied Dwelling Units
Between 2008 and 2012, 58% of single family homes sold in Granite Falls were 3 bedrooms in size. This
includes freestanding single family homes, common wall single family homes (townhouses),
manufactured homes, and condominiums as identified by Snohomish County property use codes 111,
112, 116, 117, 118, 119, 141, 142, and 143. 15% of homes sold were four bedrooms in size, meaning
that three and four bedroom homes together represented 73% of sales. 21% were two bedrooms and
less. Homes listed as having zero bedrooms, 10% of total sales, were frequently manufactured homes.
In 2012, the median sale price for a single family home in Granite Falls was $140,000. Assuming a 20%
down payment and using average rates of interest, property taxes, and insurance as determined by the
Federal Housing Funding Board, the monthly payment for this home would be $674. For a family to
afford this payment without being cost burdened, they would require an annual income of at least
$27,354 in 2013 dollars, well below City median income, Snohomish County median income, and the
Seattle- Bellevue HMFA (HUD Metro Fair Market Rent) median income. This is considered very low
income for a three or four person household, and extremely low income for a five person household.
Appendix C provides high level statistics on sales of single family homes from 2008 - 2012 as well the
minimum income necessary to afford the median sale home by year. As shown, the minimum income to
afford a median home in the city dropped from $60,938 in 2008 to $27,354 in 2012, with an even bigger
percentage drop in the total number of sales. Combined with data on new housing units referenced at
the beginning of the section, it suggests that the recession had a particularly dramatic effect on the
City’s home sale market, and may have a longer recovery than other areas.
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Table H-7, below, displays the percentage of 2012 sales of homes of different sizes that are affordable to
each income level. “Not affordable” means that the minimum income required is higher than the middle
income upper cutoff. All of the percentages specify the portion of homes of that size that someone in
the particular income group could afford, adjusting for household size.
Table H-7
Affordable Home Sales by Size, 2012
Bedrooms
0
1
2
3
4

Extremely
Low
67%
100%
67%
42%
17%

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Middle

100%
100%
100%
87%
50%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Not
Affordable
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Total
Sales
3
2
6
38
6

Source: Snohomish County Assessor

The “affordability gap” describes situations where there are more households at a given income level
than there are housing options affordable to those households. Figure H-3 4 displays the percentage of
households in Granite Falls at each income level as well as the percentage of all home sales in 2012 that
each income level could afford.
Figure H-4
2012 Home Sale Affordability Gap
100%
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Source: ACS, Snohomish County Assessor
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Figure H-4 5 shows how the percentage of sales affordable to each income level has changed from 2007
to 2012. Figure 5 shows how the estimated percentage of home sales affordable to each income level
changed from 2008 to 2012, tracing the trajectory of the recession. As shown, affordability by this
estimate was theoretically not a challenge for households earning at least 80% AMI during this time –
those moderate income and higher. At the same time, this estimate only holds for households seeking a
home that suits their household size, when homes in Granite Falls tend to be larger than households.
Figure H-5
Home Sale Affordability, 2008-2012
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While these measures consider the ongoing affordability of home ownership, there are other important
factors not easily measured. While a 20% down payment is assumed in calculating the monthly debt
service, the question of whether or not a household can obtain the funds necessary for a down payment
is another important question. This also assumes that a very low income household could be approved
for a mortgage. Due to ongoing repair and maintenance costs, home ownership may not be the best
choice for many lower income households. For all these reasons, home ownership is generally targeted
for households earning at least 80% AMI.
Further, many of the most affordable sales were likely only so affordable because they were foreclosed
homes sold by banks. For example, there is a 4 bedroom home in Granite Falls that Fannie Mae sold for
$119,900 in 2012. At that price, a household with a minimum income of $23,427 could afford the
monthly debt service of around $577. This same home sold for $211,340 in 2005, well out of reach to
the household with the minimum income necessary to afford it in 2012. While low priced foreclosed
homes can put home ownership within reach for more households, this is accomplished at the expense
of previously displaced homeowners. Additionally, these sales contribute to ongoing uncertainty about
market home values. Low income home buyers could also become cost burdened by higher property
taxes on these “bargain” homes.
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Figure H-6, below, shows how sales have been divided between single family homes, condominiums,
and manufactured homes over time. Table H-6 shows how many sales of each type were affordable to
each income level in 2012. As shown, there were no condominiums sold during this period in the City.
Figure H-6
Home Sales by Type, 2008-2012
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Table H-6
Affordable Home Sales by Type, 2012

Extremely Low
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Middle
Not Affordable
Median Sale Price

Single Family
23
21
7
0
0
0
$140,000

Mobile Home
2
1
1
0
0
0
$108,450

Condo
0
0
0
0
0
0
n/a

Source: Snohomish County Assessor

Shared Rental Housing A popular market rate affordable housing option is to split housing costs with
roommates. These arrangements include renting a room, suite, or accessory dwelling unit (ADU) from a
homeowner living on site. While few of the listings posted provided an address to verify their location in
the planning area, shared rooms advertised as being located in Granite Falls generally ranged in monthly
rent from $450 to $650, including utilities.
Rents in this range are easily within reach for very low income single individuals, and possibly even
extremely low income couples. Individuals seeking roommates are able to discriminate in who they
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choose to share their housing, however, and often stipulate a preferred gender or bar couples from
sharing a room. It may be difficult for families with children and households with disabilities or other
special needs to find a suitable shared housing situation. In these cases, a household’s ability to find
shared housing will likely depend on whether or not they have local connections to help them find
understanding roommates without depending on strangers.

Market Rate Rental Units
There are an estimated 44 multifamily complexes in Granite Falls, ranging in size from 2 to 20 units
providing an estimated total of 194 dwelling units. According to the U.S. Census Bureau; American
Community Survey (ACS), there are an estimated total of 443 renter-occupied housing units, indicating
that there are around 249 rental units outside of multifamily complexes. This is primarily composed of
single family homes, but there is also one 20-space manufactured home park located in the city where
units are rented.
Table H-7 - Average Rent and Affordability by Size

1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom
4+ Bedroom

Average Rent
(With Utilities)

Minimum
Hourly Wage

Minimum
Annual Wage

Hours/Week at
Minimum Wage

Range

$711.50
$902.76
$1,386.12
$1,668.80

$13.69
$17.37
$26.65
$32.10

$28,480
$36,120
$55,440
$66,760

60
76
116
140

$665 - $762
$625 - $1,403
$1,048 - $1,549
$1,584 - $1,784

Source: Dupre & Scott, 2014; HASCO, 2013; National Low Income Housing Coalition, 2014

To provide an idea of what a household looking for a home today could expect to pay in rent and
utilities for a new home in Granite Falls, rent data was obtained from Dupre and Scott, an apartment
market research company, and the Housing Authority of Snohomish County (HASCO) tenant
information. This data, which includes both multifamily and single family rental units, is summarized in
Table H-7, below. In addition to the average rent by bedroom size in the sample, the minimum full time
hourly wage to afford each average rent, along with that wage translated into annual terms and the
number of hours someone would have to work per week earning minimum wage to afford the unit. As
shown, the average one bedroom apartment is affordable to very low-income one or two-person
households. Adjusting for household size, the minimum income required rises to low, or between 50
and 80% AMI, for 3 bedroom and larger units. However, while households with one or two individuals
comprise 60% of all households in the City, only 34% of housing units have one or two bedrooms
according to the US Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2008-2012.
The difference in minimum required income by size between single- and multifamily units is shown in
Table H-8, below. Again, larger and single family homes are generally more expensive to rent, despite
the fact that the demand for smaller units should be higher than the current supply. This mismatch
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could be explained by a general preference for larger homes, or that the stock of smaller units does not
suit the needs of smaller local households.
Table H-8 - Average Rent by Size, Single- and Multifamily
Bedrooms
1
2
3
4+

Multifamily
Average Rent
$722.56
$849.86
$1,138.50
$1,674.00

Minimum
Income
Very Low
Very Low
Low
Low

Single Family
Average Rent
No Data
$1,006.20
$1,406.75
$1,667.50

Minimum
Income
n/a
Low
Low
Low

Source: Dupre & Scott, 2014; HASCO, 2013

In addition to households living in homes larger than necessary, there will also be households who could
afford to live in more expensive homes. Due to this range of personal preferences, even if there is a unit
for every low income household that is affordable to them in the open market, a portion of these low
income households may not find available affordable units.

Subsidized Housing Units
The subsidized housing in Granite Falls is supported by two federal funded programs: Section 8 Housing
Choice Vouchers (HCVs) and United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) rental assistance. In
Granite Falls, the stock of subsidized housing consists of There are 36 43 Section 8 Housing Choice
Vouchers (HCVs) in use in Granite Falls, and the USDA rental assistance program supports 30 units of
housings for low income seniors and disabled individuals between located in two separate apartment
complexes. As of February 2014, there were The 36 43 HCVs in use in Granite Falls are administered by
the Housing Authority of Snohomish County (HASCO). The City’s stock of subsidized and workforce units
is summarized by unit size and income level served in Table H-9.
Table H-9 - Assisted Unit Summary
Assisted Units by
Number of Bedrooms
1 Bedroom
37
2 Bedrooms
16
3 Bedrooms
10
4 Bedrooms
3

Assisted Units by Income
Level Served
Extremely Low
27 33
Very Low
37 38
Low
2
Moderate
0

Source: HASCO

Of the 36 vouchers in use in Granite Falls, 27 support extremely low income households. Seven
vouchers go to very low income households, and two to low income households. The size of the voucher
holders’ units is more varied, with 11 one bedrooms, 12 two bedrooms, 10 three bedrooms, and three
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with four or more bedrooms. Several of the vouchers are from pools reserved for individuals with
disabilities and veterans.
A local apartment complex owned and operated by a national nonprofit affordable housing provider,
provides ten units of housing to low income seniors and disabled individuals. Ongoing funding for rental
assistance is provided by the United States Department of Agriculture’s rural rental assistance program,
which means that all residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent.
The units in another local apartment complex owned and operated by a private owner are for seniors
and disabled individuals. The property has 18 one bedroom and two two-bedroom units, with three of
these units featuring project-based rental assistance through the USDA rental assistance program.
Households must make less than 50% AMI to be eligible for the project-based subsidy units, with a
preference for households making even less.

Table H-4 shows that in In 2000 2011, 57.8 61.3 percent of all occupied homes in the City, were owneroccupied.
Table H-5 4
Granite Falls, Washington
Housing Tenure by Persons per Room: 2000 2011
Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Owner-Occupied
Renter-Occupied
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
486 813
57.8 61.3
355 513
42.2 38.7
Source:

U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey2011 of Population and Housing by Place; Snohomish

County: Profile 4 – Household Characteristics of City of Granite Falls, Washington, 2000.

Table H-6 H-5 shows that, of the 486 659 homeowners analyzed by the Census in 20002011, 210 365, or
almost 43 55.4 percent spent more than 30 percent of their income on housing. (The generally accepted
standard for determining housing affordability is that housing costs should not exceed 30 percent of
family income.)
The fact is that individuals and families at the lower end of the economic spectrum must pay more for
their housing. And, in Granite Falls, where housing costs can be expected to continue to rise as more
and more of the land is used up, this problem could grow. The Economic Element of this Comprehensive
Plan deals with the issue of attracting decent, good-paying jobs to the City.
If Granite Falls achieves a reasonable measure of success in this effort, it will mean that fewer families
will have to rely on some form of subsidized housing.
Additionally, we as a nation are getting older. In Granite Falls, one-third(?) of the households have at
least one(?) family member over the age of 60. People in Granite Falls, as is the case elsewhere, are
living longer. The implications of this are that as people get older and retire, they have less disposable
income. And, while many of them may have paid their mortgages off years ago, they are finding it to be
increasingly difficult to pay their property taxes and to maintain their homes properly, given their
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reduced financial circumstances. It’s easy to say that deteriorating homes must be brought up to
minimum building code standards. But, if the people living in these homes cannot afford to make the
repairs, how will this be done? If there are limited housing opportunities for the elderly or other housing
options, the growing number of older people will be forced to live in dwelling units that are falling into
disrepair.
Table H -6 H-5
Granite Falls, Washington
Percentage of Selected Monthly Owner Costs as Percentage of Household Income in 2000 2011
Percent of Income Range
Less than 20% 30% spent for housing
30% or more spent on housing
20% to 24%
25% to 29%
30% to 34%
35% or more
TOTALS

Number of
Homeowners
113 294
365
74
89
75
135
486 659

Percent of
Total
55.7 44.6
55.4
17.7
9.5
9.1
8.0
100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey2011 of Population and
Housing; Selected Housing Characteristics; Granite Falls City, Washington :2000.

The average medium value of all owner-occupied dwelling units in Granite Falls in 2000 2011 was
$152,100 $252,900, according to the U.S. Census American Community Survey. Table H-7 H-6, which
allocates these units into their various value ranges, shows that the City has a reasonable(?) distribution
of homes in most price categories. As might be expected, the The majority of housing is valued in the
$60,000 to $150,000 $150,000 to $499,999 range.

Table H-7 H-6
Granite Falls, Washington
Value of Specified Owner-Occupied Housing: 2000 2011
Value Range
Number of Units
Percent of Total
Less than $50,000
4 26
0.8 3.2
$50,000 to $99,999
17 11
3.5 1.4
$100,000 to $149,999
206 79
42.4 9.7
$150,000 to $199,999
241 118
49.6 14.5
$200,000 to $299,999
18 362
3.7 44.5
More than $300,000 to$499,999
184
22.6
$5600,00 to $999,999
28
3.4
$1,000,00 or more
5
0.6
Total
813
100
Median Value
$252,900
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2011 of Population and Housing by Place; Snohomish
County: Profile 7-Financial Characteristics of Housing Units of City of Granite Falls, 2000.
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Renter Occupied Dwelling Units
The 2000 2011 Census Bureau American Survey revealed that 285 513 units, or 33.1 38.7 percent of all
occupied housing, were rental accommodations. Because the rental market constitutes such a
significant component of the total housing picture in Granite Falls, the issue of affordability is as
important as it is for owner occupied housing.
The situation for lower-income renters spending higher proportions of their earnings for shelter is even
more serious than for lower-income homeowners, as can be seen in Table H-8 H-7. Nearly 35 53 percent
of the renters in Granite Falls spent more than 30 percent of their income for housing accommodations.
This is approximately the same the rate that exists for homeowners and indicates an obvious problem of
affordable rental housing for lower income households.
Table H-8 H-7
Granite Falls, Washington
Percentage of Household Income of Renters Spent for Housing: 2000 2011
Number of
Percent of
Percent of Income Range
Renters
Total
Less than 15% 30% spent for housing
45 226
15.1 47.2
15% to 19.9%
35
12.3
20% to 24.9%
43
15.1
25% to 29%
64
22.5
30% to 34% or more spent for housing
6 253
2.1 52.8
35% or more
76
26.7
Not Computed
18
6.3
TOTALS
287 479
100.0
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2011 of Population and Housing; Selected Housing
Characteristics; Granite Falls City, Washington (2000 CPH-L-82): 2000

The range of monthly gross rents paid by households in Granite Falls 1990 2011 is presented in Table H9 H-8. Gross rent is defined as the contract rent plus an estimated monthly cost for utilities. In 2000
2011, the average contract gross rent in the City was $825(?). Of the 285 479 units tabulated, 159 89 , or
55.7 18.6 percent fell within the $300 to $750 rental range. Approximately 6.7 5.6 percent of the rental
stock had rent levels below $300 per month.
Table H-9 H-8
Granite Falls, Washington
Average Gross Monthly Contract Rental Rates: 2000 2011
Number of
Percent of Total
Value Range
Units
Less than $200
13 11
4.6 2.3
$200 to $299
6 16
2.1 3.3
$300 to $499
50 12
17.5 2.5
$500 to $749
109 77
38.2 16.1
$750 to $999
64 149
22.5 31.1
More than $1,000 to $1,499
31 116
10.9 24.2
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No Cash Rent $1,500 or more
TOTALS

12 98
479

4.2 20.5
100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2011 of Population and Housing by Place; Snohomish
County: Profile 7-Financial Characteristics of Housing Units of City of Granite Falls, 2000

Special Housing Types
To provide a complete overview of the City of Granite Falls housing inventory, an assessment must be
made of the special housing types that exist. These include government-subsidized rental housing, group
homes, and mobile homes.

Subsidized Housing
Federally subsidized housing units impact the City's rental market to a certain extent. The Section 8
Program has been the major federal housing program since the 1970s. The program received its name
from the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which created this leased housing
program. Under Section 8 of the Act, low and moderate-income families pay up to 30 percent of their
income for rent and the federal government (the Department of Housing and Urban Development) pays
the difference between that amount and the market rent. Within Section 8 are a variety of other
activities, the largest of which is the certificate/voucher program. It should be noted, however, that
because of recent federal budget cutbacks, fewer Section 8 funds are available.

Mobile Homes
Granite Falls has approximately 47 81 82 mobile homes. As of the 2000 2010 U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey, almost 5.4 4.6 percent of Granite Falls stock was mobile homes. The
majority of these units are situated in three mobile home parks. It may reasonably be expected that
mobile homes will constitute at least 5 to 10 percent of the City's housing stock for the next 20 years.
New single-family detached homes are being built in the Granite Falls area in the $100,000 to
$200,000(?) price range and are being termed "affordable."

Housing Development Since 2000
<Additional research required in order to update paragraph> Table H-10 H-9 also shows the types of
units that are currently being permitted. For the 2000 – 2002 period, more than 32 percent of the
permits were for the construction of multi-family units. The significance of this is that the 2000 Census
reported, of the 872 dwelling units that existed as of that date, 470 or 29 percent were determined to
be multi-family. If the data that has started off the decade of the 1990s continues for the next several
years, it can be expected that a marked shift toward multi-family residential development will become
evident. This should not come as a surprise to anyone, with raw land getting increasingly expensive and
the costs of labor and building material climbing all the time. This situation is resulting in increasing
numbers of individuals and families at the lower end of the moderate-income scale being squeezed out
of the single-family housing market. The only options that are left for them are either a mobile home or
some type of apartment.
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Table H-10 H-9
Granite Falls, Washington
Residential Unit Building Permit Activity: 2000-2002
Number of
Year
Type
Units
2000
Single-Family
59
Duplex
12
Multi-Family
62
2000 Subtotals
170
2001
Single-Family
94
Duplex
4
Multi-Family
56
2001 Subtotals
154
2002
Single-Family
46
Duplex
0
Multi-Family
3
2002 Subtotals
49
2000-2002 TOTALS
373
Source: City of Granite Falls

Housing Requirements
Significant changes have been occurring in western Washington since the mid-1980s which, in turn, have
had and will continue to have a profound impact on the ability of Granite Falls residents to find suitable
housing at affordable prices. Nationally, rising construction costs and land prices, together with a
concurrent decline in the size of households have led to a growing demand for smaller, more efficient
homes. The decline in home mortgage rates between 2000 and present has made housing more
accessible to a broader range of the market. This situation exists in western Washington in general and
in Granite Falls in particular.
This section of the Housing Element will analyze the City's housing future, the anticipated number of
new households and the number of dwelling units that will have to be built by the year 2025 2035 to
accommodate the projected population. Of particular importance is the need to establish realistic
projections of the "affordable" housing needs for the next 20 years.
This will involve an orderly, step-by-step process that goes through the following procedure:
•
•
•
•

Define what is meant by "affordable housing" and those income groups in Granite Falls to which
this definition applies.
How many families in Granite Falls in 2000 2010 were in the very low, low and moderate income
groups.
Establish the projected population for the City to 2025 2035.
Determine the average family size (and, therefore, the additional number of dwelling units) by
the year2025 2035 for Granite Falls.
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•

Estimate the number of families that will require some form of subsidized or affordable housing
by 2025 2035.

Affordable Housing: Definition and Its Application to Granite Falls
Affordability, when it is applied to spending money on shelter, is the amount of money that can be spent
on housing. The U.S. Census defines "affordable" as spending no more than 30 percent of gross income
on housing. For example, if a family has a total gross annual income of $24,000, it is bringing in $2,000
per month. That family should be spending no more than $600 a month for shelter, including utility
costs ($2,000 x 30% = $600). In Granite Falls, as is the case elsewhere, those families that must be
targeted for affordable housing are those that fall in the extremely low, very low, low and moderate
income categories based on the community’s average medium income (AMI). The 2000 2012 U.S.
Census Bureau American Community Survey established that the average median income level for
Granite Falls was $47,643 65,389
•

•

Extremely Low – According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Extremely Low Income families are those
with a household income between 0 and 30% of the City’s average medium income. Therefore,
all families whose gross incomes were lower than $19,615 in 2012 were included in the
extremely low income category.
Very Low Income - The U.S. Census defines Very Low Income families as those with household
income levels below between 31 and 50 percent of the City's average median family income.
The 2000 2011 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey established that the median
income level for Granite Falls was $47,643 $60,252. Therefore, all of those families whose gross
incomes were lower than $23,821 $30,126 between $19,615 and $32,695 in 2000 2012 were in
the Very Low Income category.

•

Low Income - Low Income families are defined by the U.S. Census whose household income
levels fall between 50 51 and 80 percent of the City's average median family income. For Granite
Falls this means that those families whose gross incomes were between $32,695 and $52,311
between $23,822 $30,126 and $38,114 $48,820 were ranked in the Low Income category.

•

Moderate Income - The Census definition for Moderate Income families is those whose
household income levels are between 80 81 and 95 percent of the City's average median family
income. This means that those families whose gross annual incomes were between $38,114
$52,311 and $45,260 $62,120 are classified as Moderate Income.

Extremely Low, Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income Families in Granite Falls
As the above parameters are applied to Granite Falls, an estimated 844 653 881 families fell into the
extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income levels as of the 2000 2012 U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey. The number of households in each of these categories is as follows:
•

184 households, or 14% of Granite Falls’ total, are considered to be extremely low income
earning less than 30% of area medium income (AMI),
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•
•
•

167 households, or 13%, are considered very low income, earning between 30% and 50% of
AMI,
381 households, or 30%, are considered low income, earning between 50 and 80% of AMI, and
149 households, or 12%, are considered moderate income, earning between 80 and 90% of AMI.

It is worth noting that these percentages are not adjusted for household size due to data constants. A
household consisting of two adults with an income level equal to another household consisting of two
adults and three children would both be placed at the same percentage of AMI, even though the larger
family would likely be more constrained financially.
These families are those that are targeted as requiring affordable housing and, as can be seen in Table
H-11 H-10, constituted almost 56 50 percent of the families residing in Granite Falls in 20002011.
Table H-11 H-10
Granite Falls, Washington
Household Incomes and Affordability Ranking: 2000 2011
Income Level
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999 $19,999
$20,000 t0 $24,000
$25,000 to $34,999 $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999 $39,999
$40,000 to $44,9990
$50,000 to $74,999 $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,000 $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$200,00 or more
Totals
Medium Income

Number of
Families
70 30
40 105
73 52
58
99 27
31
173 39
117
252 113
237
99 157
36 182
46
2 38
6
1,326
$60,252

Percent
of Total
8.3 2.3
4.7 7.9
8.6 3.9
4.4
11.7 2.0
2.36
20.5 2.7
8.8
29.9 8.5
17.9
11.711.8
4.3 13.7
3.5
0.2 2.9
0.5
100.0
-

Targeted for
Affordable Housing
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
(assume 80%)
Yes
Yes
(assumes 95%)
No
No
No
No
No
No
-

Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2011 of Population and Housing; Income and Poverty Status; Granite Falls City,
Washington (2000 CPH-L-82): 2000

Because the moderate-income range goes up to $49,999 $59,999, it was necessary to interpolate within
the $35,000 to $49,999 $50,000 to $59,999 income group. It was estimated that 80 95 percent of those
in this group were below the $46,999$59,999 annual income level, as the median family income in the
City was $47,643 $60,252. In 2000 420 families fell within these categories.

Population Projections
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A complete analysis and discussion of projected population growth for Granite Falls to the year 2013
2035 is presented elsewhere in this Comprehensive Plan. It is expected that the Granite Falls area will
achieve a population level allocation target of approximately 7,870 somewhere between the medium
and high scenario as presented in Table H-12 H-11 in the next 20 years by the year 2035.
Table H-12 H-11
City of Granite Falls and Environs
Alternative Population Scenarios: 2005 2011 to 2025 2035
Annual %
Change1

2003 20112

2005

2025

2035

3.6

2941 3,370

3180

6970

7,870

Notes:
1
Average Annual % Change is calculated by compounded growth
2
City of Granite Fa11s2002-2003 Housing Unit Population Estimate Report
Source: Snohomish County Tomorrow Initial 2025 2035 Population Targets.

Therefore, the population for which housing will have to be provided over the next 20 years is expected
to be 6970 approximately 7,870.

Average Household Size
Nationwide, there is a long-established trend of declining household sizes. In the 1950s and early 1960s,
the typical American family was comprised of three to four persons. Over the last 25 years, this number
has been steadily shrinking to the point where, nationally, it now stands at about 2.5 persons per
dwelling unit. Closer to home, the same declining pattern can be seen in Snohomish County and, to a
lesser extent, the City of Granite Falls. In 1990, the County's average household size was calculated by
the U.S. Census to be 2.57 persons. By 2000, this figure had dropped to 2.46 persons. The average
household size in Granite Falls was 2.9 persons. It declined only minimally to 2.77 persons in 2000,
according to the Census. However, the 2011 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey indicated
the overall household size had declined to 2.48. It is important for Granite Falls to be aware of this
trend in looking at future population growth, for it will mean that more housing will be needed to
accommodate a given number of people.
As is to be expected, the number of persons living in single-family homes is, on average, greater than
that residing in apartments. According to the 2000 Census 2011 U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey, there were, on average, 2.70 persons per single-family home and 2.14 persons per
apartment unit. 2.77 persons residing in Granite Falls. By the year 2003, it is estimated that these
numbers will drop to 2.80 and 1.80, respectively. And in 2013, if the present trends continue, it is
expected that they will decline to 2.70 and 1.75, respectively. For mobile homes, it is expected that the
persons per household rate will remain relatively constant over the 20-year period. As of the 1990
Census, there were 2.18 persons per household living in mobile homes. By 2005, this figure is projected
to be 2.51 persons and in 2025, it is expected that there will be 2.15 persons per household. Overall, the
average household size is expected to drop to 2.35 persons by 2003 and 2.30 persons by the year 2013.
Tables H-13 H-12 presents the total number of dwelling units that will have to be built over the next 20
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years, given the medium and high projected population, respectively, and estimated future household
size.
Table 11-13 H-12
Granite Falls, Washington
Projected Dwelling Units: 2005-2025
Increase
Average
Over
Number of
Increase
Previous
Year
Population
Households
Size
Period
1
2
2000
2,191
2.51
872
----2005
3,911
2.50
1,275
403
2025
6,970
2.15
3,242
1,967
2.54
20353
7,870
t.b.d
t.b.d
Notes: 1City of Granite 2000 Housing Unit and Population Estimate Report.
2
US Census, 2000 - Overall Average
3
Snohomish County Tomorrow Initial 2035 Population Targets.
Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, 2000

The preceding tables show that, there will be a need to build between about 1564 (?) dwelling units
over the next 20 years.
Projected Affordable Housing Need <additional research require in order to update the following section>
It may be useful at this point to estimate the costs to purchase homes in various price categories:
•
•
•
•

A $70,000 home will have combined mortgage, property tax, and insurance cost of
approximately $750 a month and require a down payment and closing costs of about $4,250.
A $85,000 residence will have combined mortgage, property tax, and insurance costs of nearly
$900 per month and require a down payment and closing costs of close to $5,000.
A $100,000 house will have combined mortgage, property tax, and insurance costs of almost
$1,100 a month and require a down payment of about $6,000.
A $150,000 house will have combined mortgage, property tax, and insurance costs of almost
$1,650 a month and require a down payment of about $9,000.

Based on these estimates, a low income household (50 to 80 percent of median income) in Granite Falls
could afford the monthly payments for a home in the $45,000 to $85,000 range. A moderate income
household (80 to 95 percent of median income) could afford to purchase a home in the $90,000 to
$120,000 bracket. Having said this, there are only two problems that need to be resolved. First, with
retail prices increasing for everything, it is almost impossible for families at the lower end of the
economic spectrum to save the $5,000 to $10,000 necessary for a down payment. Second, almost no
one is building homes priced below $100,000.
It costs a homebuilder virtually the same for building materials and labor whether he is building a home
that will sell for $95,000 or one that will be marketed for $150,000. So, who can blame
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him if he tries to get nearer the $150,000 price tag for his homes? What is left for the very low, low, and
moderate income families are essentially two options. One, they buy a mobile home, or two, they rent. Until
some governmental entity gets serious about addressing the affordable housing issue, it appears that these will
continue to be the only choices.
Monthly payments for rental housing would be about the same for the various income strata; however, the
families are not burdened with the task of coming up with a $5,000 to $10,000 down payment. It is also
understood that, especially for families on the lower rungs of the economic ladder, they are resistant to moving
into any form of attached multi-family housing. This is understandable. Their concept of the "American dream"
is a single-family home on its own lot. But, with land, building materials, and labor costs ever escalating, the
potential to realize the "dream" is becoming increasingly remote.
Earlier in this Section, an exercise was performed to show that approximately 55 percent of the current
population of Granite Falls fall into the very low, low, and moderate income levels. At the local level, there is
nothing to indicate that this ratio is likely to change markedly over the next 20 years. However, the regional
approach to affordable housing developed by Snohomish County indicates that the proportion of affordable
housing Granite Falls should plan for is significantly lower than the existing 38 percent. This regional approach
takes into account and adjusts a jurisdiction's proportion of low-moderate income housing based on the
following factors: (1) lower income housing should be placed near lower income jobs; and (2) each jurisdiction's
proportion of low and moderate income households should more or less match the County's overall low-income
housing needs. Table H-15 H-13 shows the extent of affordable housing demand that is likely to be generated to
the year 2013.
<Table H-13 to be updated when the Snohomish County Housing Characteristic Report is issued>
Table H-14 H-13
Granite Falls. Washington
Projected Affordable Housing Demand: 2005-2025

Year
2000
2003
2013

Population

No. of
Households

2,1911
3,188
6,970

872
1,275
3,242

Number of
Households
Affordable
331
484
1,232

Notes: 'City of Granite 2000 Housing Unit and Population Estimate Report
Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, 2000

As Table H-14 H-13 shows, by using the existing proportion of low to moderate income households (38%), it is
estimated that 1,232 additional households will be eligible for some form of assistance by 2025. The 2000 US
Census found that in Granite falls 35.4% of renters with incomes below $50,0000 a year were paying more than
30% of their monthly income for housing. The 2001 Growth Monitoring Report revealed that between 1999 and
2001, 32.2% of the rental housing stock was affordable to very low-income households. The 2000 US Census
found that in Granite Falls among owners with incomes below $50,000 and a mortgage, 30.5% were paying
more than 30% of their monthly income for housing. This is the highest rate of any county jurisdiction. The
County and Census figures establish the low end of the range while the proportion used in Table H-14 is 38%.
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Special Housing Programs and Requirements
Elderly Oriented Group Homes
There are a number of different types of housing, which have emerged over the past 15 to 20 years to
serve the elderly population in a group setting. The two major types are generally divided into life-care
communities and Adult Congregate Living Facilities (ACLFs).
Life-care communities are generally larger scale developments with a minimum of 150 units and a
typical density range of 10 to 15 units per acre. They offer guaranteed health care, as well as other
services. They are costly to develop and, due to their expensive entry fees (averaging $20,000 to
$200,000) plus monthly payments, these communities are geared toward affluent elderly people.
The other form of service-oriented housing for the elderly is the ACLF, also known as elderly group care
housing. This version of senior adult congregate living is normally a smaller scale development than lifecare and generally does not have medical facilities on the premises. It often includes units without
kitchens for individuals requiring help in dressing, bathing, and eating. Such facilities typically are
comprised of one-bedroom units and are targeted toward middle-income elderly people. Recent trends
in this type of housing include double-sized, one-bedroom units for couples, as well as some doublesized, two-bedroom units. Areas within the facility are designated for different congregate or common
functions such as meeting rooms, dining areas, library, etc.
The following locational criteria are recommended when developing these elderly congregate housing
types in existing or designated residential areas:
•

•
•
•

They should be located in areas that are or are proposed to be residential in character and
within close proximity (15-minute driving or response time) to hospitals, emergency medical
units, neighborhood shopping, banks, restaurants, and other essential commercial services.
Additionally, they should be within reasonable proximity to local cultural, recreational,
educational, and entertainment facilities. Also, such housing should be located where residents
can easily be served by specialized demand-oriented transportation services such as "Dial-ARide" programs.
The intensity of the development should be compatible with that of the general area in which it
is located.
Congregate living facilities may be located in predominantly commercial areas if the adjacent
uses are compatible, sufficient buffers are provided, and pedestrian networks are in place.
Additional yard requirements and special buffering provisions should be included in the zoning
code whenever these facilities are located adjacent to single-family housing areas.

Specialized Congregate Living Facilities/Group Homes
Two other categories of group housing are those for the physically and developmentally disabled and
halfway houses. The need for these types of facilities is more difficult to forecast than that for elderly
housing. However, provisions for these types of housing arrangements should be discussed in this
Housing Element and provisions made in the zoning code to accommodate them.
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A. Group Homes for the Developmentally and Physically Disabled
This is a broad category that includes housing for the physically handicapped as well as for those with
mental disabilities. The principal difference between this classification and elderly housing is one of
scale. Group homes for the disabled generally house fewer residents than facilities for the elderly.
They also tend to occupy existing vacant homes rather than new, purpose-built structures. The
locational criteria and siting provisions for these types of group homes are similar to those for elderly
congregate facilities. Group homes for the developmentally and physically disabled should be
allowed in areas that permit higher density single-family homes and/or multi-family housing.
B. Halfway Houses
This is generally the most controversial type of facility and requires the most carefully considered
siting criteria. The group housing facilities in this category includes approved homes for juvenile
offenders, halfway houses to be used in the rehabilitation process for adult offenders in lieu of
institutional sentencing, facilities providing residential care for persons leaving mental institutions,
and rehabilitation centers for alcohol and drug users. These facilities would not be appropriate in
single-family residential areas. The most compatible surroundings would be multi-family and
commercial areas. Careful attention must be given in the zoning code to provisions for yards,
buffering, and security needs for these facilities.
C. Emerging Emergency Group Home Facilities
There are several group home types that have come into being in recent years in response to
changing societal demands. These include facilities for abused and battered wives and children and
homes for individuals with eating disorders. These groups come close to sharing the same
characteristics of those occupying halfway houses. Therefore, the same siting criteria for halfway
houses should be used for these types of housing.
D. Congregate Living Facilities/Group Homes: Conclusions
Conclusions: Although general provisions should be made for the inclusion of group homes in
Granite Falls in the future, specific parcels will not be designated. Specific requirements for the
various types of group homes will be included in the zoning code that will have to be revised and
updated to be in conformance with this Comprehensive Plan. These requirements will cover
minimum site areas, off-street parking, yard setbacks, and buffering requirements. One general
guideline that is to be noted is that group homes should be dispersed throughout the City to the
maximum extent possible. No one area or neighborhood should contain all or most of the group
housing in Granite Falls.

Supportive Housing Programs for the Elderly
According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census in a study entitled Demographic and Socioeconomic Aspects
of Aging in the United States, a larger percentage of the elderly owned their own home in 2000 (70
percent) compared to the general adult population (65 percent). The study also noted that most elderly
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households want to and will stay in their present home without going into either a group or
institutionalized care facility.
Therefore, it is believed that future housing programs for the elderly should concentrate on innovative
methods for assisting this segment of the population by supporting them in an independent living
environment. Much of this effort can be performed by the City, possibly in conjunction with a non-profit
organization charged with assisting the housing needs of the elderly. The following supportive programs
should be considered for implementation.

Accessory Dwelling Unit - Apartments
Accessory dwelling unit apartments are independent living units installed in the surplus space of a
single-family residence. This results in two independent households living under one roof. This program
is supported by the American Association of Retired Persons.
The primary barrier to the implementation of this program has been local regulatory requirements,
particularly the local zoning code. Modifications would have to be made to Granite Falls Zoning Code to
permit accessory apartments. This could be permitted in some single-family and the multi-family
housing districts, provided the overall unit contains a required minimum amount of living space (this will
be determined during the update of the zoning code).
The general picture of a successful accessory dwelling unit apartment program results in the
maintenance of an independent living environment for the elderly while providing companionship for
them and offers security and assistance to both households.

"Granny Flats"/"Elder Cottages" Detached Accessory Dwelling Units
These programs are often used interchangeably and can be considered to be the same program despite
some minor differences. Detached accessory dwelling units, sometimes known as "Granny Flats" or
"Elder Cottages", are small, permanent housing units placed in the yards of single-family homes. They
are designed for long-term living facilities, in most cases, for elderly individuals and range in size from
400 to 600 square feet.
Here again, local zoning regulations present the most significant hurdle to be overcome for the
successful implementation of these programs. Traditionally, single-family residential zoning districts
prohibit this type of accessory use. Modifications should be considered to Granite Falls Zoning Code that
would allow this addition to the permitted accessory uses in single-family districts.

Shared Housing Program for the Elderly
Another concept that assists the elderly to maintain an independent living environment is the one of
shared housing. This is an innovative living arrangement where two or more unrelated individuals live in
the same residence, each having separate bedrooms. The major difference between shared housing and
other elderly programs is that under this concept, the individuals share common areas.
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Shared housing programs can involve either a government agency or a private non-profit housing
corporation. The agency or corporation provides assistance in structuring this communal living
environment, and assumes the ultimate responsibility for the arrangement.
Necessary modifications to the zoning code should be minimal compared to other programs previously
discussed. These revisions would include modifications to the definition for households and a new
definition and provision for shared housing. A maximum number of persons allowed in shared housing
should be specified.

Tenant-Homeowner Match Program
A concept similar to the shared housing program is the tenant-homeowner match program. The
principal difference is that in the tenant-homeowner match program, the services to be rendered by the
tenant to the elderly homeowner is more formalized than in shared housing. These services are spelled
out in an official contract between the parties. Another difference is that in shared housing the two
parties are generally elderly individuals, while the tenant-homeowner match program usually involves
either a young single person or a young couple and an elderly homeowner. The tenant, in return for
paying a mini -mum rent to the homeowner, provides such stipulated services as yard work, home
maintenance, errand running, house cleaning, etc., free of charge.
The modifications to the zoning code that were discussed in the shared housing concept would be
similarly required to accommodate this program.
If all or most of these elderly housing initiatives were to be implemented over the next 20 years, they
could substantially reduce the need for the institutionalization of elderly households, lower the demand
for congregate living facilities, and maintain a high level of quality in the housing stock of the City.

Current Challenges and Opportunities
Granite Falls features a good supply of market rate rental housing for households above 50% AMI, and a
limited supply affordable to small households between 30 and 50% AMI. However, while the City has a
similar share of renters compared to the County overall, its renter households are smaller on average
than renter households countywide, and much smaller than local owner households. As the City’s
housing stock is predominantly composed of larger homes, smaller renter households may struggle to
find smaller affordable units. While a three bedroom home may be affordable to a low income
household between 3 and 6 individuals in size, it may not be affordable to a low income household
between 1 and 2 individuals in size.
Home ownership is also currently attainable in the City for households with a wide range of incomes.
Local home values and sales took a significant hit during the recession, and are still recovering.
Accordingly, home prices will likely rise to a more moderate level in the future, but the timing and
degree of that correction is not predictable with any degree of accuracy. Lower home values could also
mean that current homeowners may be underwater on homes purchased at the market’s peak.
The character of the City’s housing supply is driven by residents’ preference for a rural, small town
lifestyle. In order to maintain this atmosphere while supporting an increased diversity of housing types,
the City has pursued a number of policies, including:
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•
•
•
•
•

Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), adaptive reuse, conversions of existing
structures, and manufactured housing
Maintaining a small lot zoning district (2,500 sf)
Offering developers density bonuses
Preventing subdivisions downtown to preserve existing older housing
Allowing manufactured housing in standard residential zones as well as parks

These strategies are all very well suited to achieving the City’s housing affordability and diversity goals.
In addition to promoting and providing incentives for these policies where appropriate, the City should
continue to monitor their use and evaluate policies to make sure there are not unnecessary regulatory
barriers to use. There are a number of additional strategies the City could consider, including allowing
cottage housing and townhomes. Additionally, when opportunities arise, the City could partner with
nonprofit organizations developing housing for households earning below 30% AMI, the income group
generally not served by the traditional housing market.
The City is also working to support increased commercial activity in its downtown. If successful, these
efforts will increase the demand and viability of higher density mixed use multifamily development
downtown and assist in the housing market’s general recovery. While beneficial for the City as a whole,
economic development will likely result in upward pressure on housing prices. To manage affordability
challenges, the housing supply must increase to accommodate growth, balanced with the need to
preserve older, more affordable housing. Increased commercial activity and employment in the city can
also help with affordability by reducing transportation costs for resident commuters and stabilizing the
market for home owners.

Housing Goals and Policies
Goal H-1 To provide a range of housing types to ensure an adequate choice of living accommodation for
those desiring to live all Granite Falls residents.
H2 Encourage high-density housing (apartments, etc.) in areas now in transition toward this form
and in other selected areas serviced by sewer and other utilities within the UGB.
H3 H-1.1 Locate proposed Designate multi-residential family housing areas within the existing
sewer service area and phase it into the projected sewer service area and phase it into the projected
sewer service areas as shown in the City Sewer Collection and Treatment Capacity Section of the
Capital Facilities Element.
H4 H-1.2 Designate multi-family housing close to the downtown, transportation facilities, public
services, and near employment centers in the Urban Growth Area.
H8 H-1.3 Provide opportunities for mobile home development under specific ordinances and site
plan requirements. Allow HUD-certified manufactured homes on single-family lots, the same as
site-built homes, as well as in manufactured/mobile home parks.
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H-1.4 Adopt and periodically update residential land use regulations to allow for development that
will accommodate a range of incomes by providing for a variety of housing types and cost.
Regulations shall include provisions such as:
1. Allowing for accessory dwelling units in single-family houses and on single-family lots
subject to specific development, design and occupancy standards
2. Encouraging mixed-use (commercial/residential) developments in the downtown.
3. Providing for flexible subdivision standards subject to adopted criteria.
4. Allowing cottage housing development in areas with adequate services
H-1.5 Promote regulatory efficiency to minimize the cost of housing development.
H-1.6 Promote home ownership through flexible lot size requirements and by encouraging
alternatives to conventional detached single family housing, including townhouses and
condominiums.
H-1.7 Promote the development of housing for seniors of all incomes.
H-1.9 H-1.8 Encourage development and preservation of existing affordable small and mid-size
single-family housing units.
H-1.9 Ecourage development and preservation of small to mid-size single-family housing units.
H-1.10 Encourage infill housing on vacant or underutilized parcels with adequate services.
H-1.11 Consider providing incentives that encourages public agencies, private property owners, and
developers tpo build housing that helps fufill housing policy objectives.
Goal H-2 To provide fair and equal access to housing for all persons regardless of race, color, religion,
gender, sexual orientation, age, national origin, family status, source of income or disability.
H5 H-2.1 Encourage housing opportunities for those with housing assistance needs through the use
of available regional and federal funding programs.
H7 H-2.2 Disperse special needs housing for low income and special needs individuals throughout
the residential neighborhoods. Special needs housing provides living arrangements for those with
physical, mental, or emotional disabilities.
H9 H-2.3 Encourages Require ADA compliance and handicapped access pursuant to state law in all
residential structures.
H-2.4 Participate and cooperate with the Alliance for Affordable Housing, the Housing Authority for
Snohomish County and other service providers of various housing programs.
Goal H-3 To ensure strong, stable residential neighborhoods through public investment in infrastructure
and in preserving existing housing stock.

2/17/2015

Draft Housing Element No. 4 – Attachment A, page 32 of 32
H6 H-3.1 Retain Preserve and rehabilitate existing or older housing stock homes. Use through the
use of low interest loan programs and other available housing subsidy programs to rehabilitate.
Involve the Housing Authority of Snohomish County in various housing programs.
H1 Encourage protection of the "old town" area by ruling out high-density apartment complexes
and allowing grandmother apartments and like-design duplexes.
H-3.2 Publicize funding sources and programs to help lower income homeowners who are at risk of
losing their home sue to foreclosure.
H-3.3 Encourage the protection of the “old town” area existing single-family residential
neighborhoods by ruling out not allowing high-density apartments, and but allowing, grandmother
apartments accessory dwelling units and like design duplexes.
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City Clerk Staff Report
February 24, 2015

Business Licenses
Inside City –
Granite Falls School of Dance (Carmen Rochelle Anderson)
109 E. Stanley Street
Granite Falls, WA 98252
Pacific Coast Memorials, Inc.
10515 Mountain Loop Highway
Granite Falls, WA 98252
Wholesale, retail, manufacturing natural stone grave markers, monuments and memorials
Outside City –
Major Movers LLC
3011 Turk Drive
Tulalip, WA 98271
Packing, loading, relocating of customer items
Tellus LLC
4309 W 27th PL, Suite 103
Kennewick, WA 99338
General contractor services, excavation, sewer, water
System Tech Washington, Inc.
2816 N. Madelia St.
Spokane, WA 99207
Provide and install telecommunications cabling, limited energy cabling and associated components for
terminations
Northwest Facilities and Equipment Maintenance, LLC
11815 NE Sumner Street
Portland, OR 97220
Services, commercial restaurant appliance repair and services, facilities maintenance repair and services

-Continued-

Building Permits Issued:
Warren Jones
Forced Air Furnace Replacement <100,000 BTU

Building Permit Number 2015-001
Issued: 02/02/2015

Dennis Schule/Checkmate Ind.
Open roof area outside equipment storage

Building Permit Number 2014-032
Issued: 02/05/2015

Salina Thapa
Electric Hot Water Heater Replacement

Building Permit Number 2015-002
Issued: 02/06/2015

Ryan Framke
Forced Air Furnace Replacement <100,000 BTU

Building Permit Number 2015-003
Issued: 02/10/2015

