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Web: www.cityofleavenworth.com

LEAVENWORTH CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
Leavenworth City Hall- Council Chambers
Februmy 27,2018-6:30 PM

Call to Order
Council Committees -4th Tuesday-

Flag Salute
Public Safety 4:00

Finance 5:00

Roll Call
Consent Agenda
1. Approval of Agenda
2. Approval ofFebruary 13, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes
3. Approval ofFebruary 13,2018 Study Session Minutes
4. 2018 Claims $188,503.11
Councilmember and Committee Reports
Mayor/Administration Reports
Comments from the Public on Items Not on the Agenda
Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan Amendments @ 6:30 PM
Public Hearing on Annexation Request for Larry Langston (David Moffett agent) @ 6:30 PM
Resolutions, Ordinances, Orders and Other Business
1. Action: Ordinance 1560 Annexation Request for Lany Langston (David Moffett agent)
2. Action: Ordinance 1559 Comprehensive Plan Amendments
3. Action: Bid Award- Commercial I Whitman I Enchantment Way Street Improvement Project
4. Discusssion: LINK Transit Station Funding
5. Discussion: Interim Control Ordinance - Shared Common Wall Construction
Information Items for Future Consideration
1. Group Funding Applications Due by March 1, 2018
2. Transportation Benefit District Meeting to Follow Regular Meeting
Adjournment

(Next Ordinance is 1561- Next Resolution is 2-2018)
The City of Leavenworth is committed to providing reasonable accommodations in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
Please contact City Hall at (509) 548-5275 at least 72 hours prior to a scheduled meeting to request an accommodation.

SUPPLEMENTAL COUNCIL AGENDA
Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan Amendments @ 6:30 PM
The City Council is being asked to conduct a public hearing on the Comprehensive Plan
Amendments. The Public Hearing is an opportunity for interested persons to appear and voice
approval or disapproval of the Comprehensive Plan prior to the City Council's Consideration of
adoption.
This Public Hearing is a part of the final stage for adopting the 2017 Comprehensive Plan.
Although the process for creating, updating, and adopting the Plan included over a year of public
outreach and two public hearings with the Planning Commission, traditionally this time IS
provided for the Council to hear any comments and/or testimony from the public.
The Comprehensive Plan expresses a community's vision of itself, the community it would like
to become, its hopes and dreams, and the philosophical underpinning for any planning activity. It
is an expression of the "public interest," in the sense of exercising the public authority of a
municipality.
On January 3, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted their final Public Hearing with a
unanimous vote to recommend to the Council the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan update.
During the City Council's January 9, 2018 Study Session, the City Council conducted the second
reading of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update with a focus on the Transportation Element,
Housing Element, and Goals and Policies. From this meeting, the Council affirmed that the
Comprehensive Plan appeared substantively ready for adoption.
At the City Council's February 13, 2018 Study Session, City Council conducted the final reading
ofthe 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update. An overview ofthe Planning Commission changes and
update to the Comprehensive Plan was re-presented. Non-substantive changes and/or
information from the Council has been incorporated into the Plan being presented for final
adoption.

Public Hearing on Annexation Request David R. Moffett agent for Larry W. Langston at
6:30PM
The City Council is being asked to conduct a public hearing for the requested annexation. The
Public Hearing is an opportunity for interested persons to appear and voice approval or
disapproval of the annexation. During the City Council Hearing, the City Council:
a. Gives proponents and opponents an opportunity to speak.
b. The City Council decides whether to approve the annexation. If the Council decides to
approve, the Council must enact an ordinance (motion) to annex the territory (Pursuant to
RCW 35A.14.140). Subject to RCW 35.02.170, the ordinance may annex all or any
portion of the proposed area but may not include in the annexation any property not
described in the petition. Upon passage of the annexation ordinance, a certified copy shall
be filed with the Board of Chelan County Commissioners.
c. The Ordinance is prepared for tonight's Council action under "Resolutions, Ordinances,
Orders and Other Business."
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The pending property owner, David R. Moffett (agent for Larry W. Langston), is requesting
annexation for property located at 9342 Icicle Road, identified as parcel no. 241711420100, and
further described as Township 24 Nmih, Range 17 East Willamette Meridian, Section 11 North
West South East (quarter) - 10.55 acres. The full legal description and Survey are within the
attachments of the Ordinance. David R. Moffett submitted an intent letter on February 2, 2018,
and is signed by the owner's agent of not less than 10% in assessed value of the approximately
10.11acre property sought for annexation. This property is being purchased from Larry W.
Langston, and Mr. David R. Moffett has received a Dedication of Agent to pursue this
annexation request.
On February 13, 2018, the City Council reviewed the intent for annexation; and set the date of
February 27, 2018 to conduct its hearing and annexation process. Mandatory notice specifying
the time and place of the hearing and inviting interested persons to appear and voice approval or
disapproval of the annexation has been completed.

1. Ordinance 1560 Annexation Request for Larry Langston (David Moffett agent)
The City Council is being asked to adopt Ordinance No. 1560. Adoption of Ordinance No. 1560
is the final step for the annexation of property owned by Larry W. Langston located at 9342
Icicle Road, identified as parcel no. 241711420100, and futiher described and shown within
Exhibits A and B of the ordinance.
The following items are included under TAB 1:
• Ordinance No. 1560
• Annexation Territory Legal Description Exhibit "A"
• Annexation Territory Survey Exhibit "B"
• Intent to annex letter
• Dedication of Agent
•

MOTION: The Leavenworth City Council moves to adopt Ordinance 1560,
Annexation ofproperty owned by Larry W Langston located at 9342 Icicle Road,
identified as parcel no. 241711420100.

2. Ordinance 1559 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
The City Council is being asked to adopt Ordinance No. 1559. This Ordinance amends the entire
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Designations Map, and its appendices as mandated by the State
of Washington.
Background
During the Council's February 13, 2018 Study Session, City Council conducted the final reading
ofthe 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update. An overview ofthe Planning Commission changes and
update to the Comprehensive Plan was re-presented.
During the Council's September 12, 2017 Study Session, the Council was presented with an
early introduction to the 2017 Comprehensive Plan. During the Council's September 26, 2017
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Study Session, the Transportation Element was reviewed in detail. During the December 12,
2017 City Council Study Session, the City Council conducted their first reading ofthe 2017
Comprehensive Plan Update and provided guidance on how to proceed with the review. During
the Council's January 9, 2018 Study Session, the City Council conducted the second reading of
the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update with a focus on the Transportation Element, Housing
Element, and Goals and Policies. From this meeting, the Council affirms that the Comprehensive
Plan appeared substantively ready for adoption.
As a part of the process, the Planning Commission created subcommittees, invited the public to
review each element with a small workgroup, and met on the following: Jan 12, Jan 20, Jan 25,
Feb 2, Feb 8, Feb 15, Feb 23, Mar 2, and Mar 9, 2017. Subsequently, the Planning Commission
conducted open public "Workshops and/or Open Houses" presenting the subcommittee
recommendations to the body of the Commission and the public. These Planning Commission
workshops invited the public to work with the Commission and review the draft Comprehensive
Plan on: Feb 1, Mar 1, AprilS, May 16, June 7, July 5, Aug 2, and Sept 8, 2017. From May, the
Planning Commission invited the public to begin the review of the compiled entire final draft of
the Comprehensive Plan.
The Planning Commission conducted its first Public Hearing on November 1, 2017 with a
continuation for final minor edits. On January 3, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted their
final Public Hearing with a unanimous vote to recommend to the Council the adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan update.
Adopting a Comprehensive Plan is a key element in the land use planning process. The
Comprehensive Plan expresses a community's vision of itself, the community it would like to
become, its hopes and dreams, and the philosophical underpinning for any planning activity. It is
an expression of the "public interest," in the sense of exercising the public authority of a
municipality. Since the Growth Management Act (GMA) was enacted, it has become an
enforceable blueprint or framework for all subsequent land use regulation activity. The
Comprehensive Plan is now the centerpiece of local planning in Washington State.
The Comprehensive Plan is now the centerpiece of local planning in Leavenworth. Other
agencies and organizations equate the Comprehensive Plan as their "Strategic Master Plan." The
Comprehensive Plan is the starting point for any discussion of the local land use process. It is
also the touchstone for measuring community actions, and the policy framework by which all
community planning enactments will be judged. Comprehensive planning identifies community
or "public" interest through a public and political process. The resulting plan reflects the political
compromises needed to forge consensus for a community plan. While not everyone will be
satisfied with the end result, the Comprehensive Plan as adopted should deal with the many
conflicting forces that shape a community. It is not the purpose of a comprehensive plan to
eliminate conflict. Rather, it provides the framework for considering and resolving conflicting
issues in the community. The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement of the community's
vision for the future and contains policies primarily to guide the physical development of the
City of Leavenworth, as well as certain aspects of its social and economic character. The
Comprehensive Plan directs regulations, implementation actions and services that support the
vision. The Comprehensive Plan reflects the long-term values and aspirations of the community
as a whole and shows how various aspects, such as land use, housing, transportation, capital
facilities and services work together to achieve the desired vision.
The following items are included under TAB 2:
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•
•
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•

Ordinance 15 59
2017 Comprehensive Plan and Appendices - Digital Access.
PC Staff Report
PC Minutes
PC Comprehensive Plan Introduction
• MOTION: The Leavenworth City Council moves to adopt Ordinance 1559 the
2017 Comprehensive Plan update.

3. Bid Award- Commercial I Whitman I Enchantment Way Street Improvement Project

The City Council is being asked to award the Whitman/Commercial/Enchantment Way Street
Improvements Project to Central Washington Asphalt, Inc. in the bid amount of$431,018.15. On
January 23, 2018, the City Council authorized the rebid of the project. The project was
advertised and posted per requirements and the bid opening was subsequently held on February
15, 2018. At the bid opening, Central Washington Asphalt, Inc. was determined to be the low
bidder. The project consists of grinding the existing asphalt, leveling valves, catch basins,
manholes, etc., and an installation of a new overlay of asphalt to Commercial Street from 3rd
Street to Joseph Street, Enchantment Parkway from Commercial to Scholtz Street, and Whitman
Street from Ski Hill Drive to Woodward.
In 2015, the Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) awarded the City of Leavenworth with a
grant of $477,000 with a City match of 5% ($25,300) for the project. In March of 2017, the TIB
Grant amount was reduced to $445,100 based on the TIB review and engineer estimate of
probable costs. On April 4, 2017, the Council authorized staff to place the project out for bid.
Due to the demand for paving construction at that time, the lowest received bid was $488,041.90,
well above the engineer's estimate at the time of $342,000. On May 9, 2017, Council moved to
reject all received bids and with TIB suppmi, opted for a rebid of the project to occur in January
or February of2018.
It is the recommendation of the City Staff and the project engineer, Steve Marsh of TD&H

Engineering, that the Council accepts the recent bid results and award the bid contract in the
amount of $431,018.15 to Central Washington Asphalt, Inc. This project will utilize the TIB
grant funds (less previous engineering costs) for the project and supplement the additional costs
with Transportation Benefit District funds. To date, $55,883 has been expended for engineering
and design costs for this project. Cunently there is $389,217 remaining in TIB funds for this
project. This would require the expenditure of $41,802 of TBD funds if no additional TIB funds
are received.
City staff and TD&H Engineering have requested additional funding from the Till to address part of the
change in estimated project costs. At this time, staff is also requesting Council authorization to have the
Mayor sign the Bid Award Updated Cost Estimate. This document will then be submitted to TIB for
consideration of additional funding. If approved, the total expenditures for the project would be $510,064
in TIB funding and $27,054 from the City's TBD Fund.

The following items are included under TAB 3:
• Bid Opening Amounts
• TD&H Engineering Recommendation to Approve
• Updated Cost Estimate
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Project Maps
• MOTION: The Leavenworth City Council moves to award the
Whitman/Commercial/Enchantment Way Street Improvements Project bid to
Central Washington Asphalt, Inc. for a cost of completion of $431,018.15 and
authorizes the Mayor to sign the Bid Award Updated Cost Estimate.

4. LINK Transit Station Funding
This is a discussion item for the City Council to consider future action of shared funding for the
LINK Park & Ride Project. One request for funding was initiated by the City to add two
unisex/family restrooms at the Link Park & Ride "comfort station." The Public Works
Committee has reviewed the concept plans and the Economic Development Committee has
recommended that this expenditure and improvement be reviewed by the City Council. The
project cost for the addition of two Unisex/Family restrooms at the new Link Park & Ride
building is estimated to be $95,000. In addition, the restrooms will be maintained by the City of
Leavenworth staff.
'
The second request for City assistance in funding the LINK Park & Ride project is for additional
ROW for the relocation of a necessary truck turnaround. Currently a truck turnaround is located
along Ward Strasse for truck traffic for Safeway and Marson & Marson. The City also
anticipates future use of RV traffic in this area as motorists miss turns and/or are lost trying to
find the new entrance to the "KOA". LINK staff members have requested consideration by the
City to share a pmiion of the ROW costs, as this land and new roadway will be donated to the
City at the completion of the project. At this writing, staff has not received a written estimate of
this cost.
The following items are included under TAB 4:
• Link Park and Ride "comfort station," Park and Ride Vicinity I Project cover, and Park
and Ride site plan showing location of "comfort station."
• Relocated "Truck Turnaround" Vicinity I Project cover, and construction drawings.

5. Interim Control Ordinance- Shared Common Wall Construction
This is a discussion item to introduce the City Council to the idea of developing an Interim
Control Ordinance to allow for shared common wall construction of single family residential
(SFR) units. This is one of the recommendations forwarded by the Mayor's Taskforce on
Housing Affordability. In addition, the request for implementation of using shared wall
construction was also stated during the public comments when the City Council accepted the
Taskforce recommendations. Use of an Interim Control Ordinance would allow this type of
construction project to proceed during the upcoming construction season. The Interim Ordinance
would be developed by City staff based on examples from other communities that allow common
wall construction. Council would review and consider for approval the interim control. If
approved, the Planning Commission would then study and review the temporary code language
and recommend changes for the permanent code. Currently, a study and review of SFR shared
wall construction is on the 2018 Planning Commission Docket. However, the timeline for study
and adoption may limit this type of project going forward this year. If the Council has interest in
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proceeding with an interim control measure, staff will develop an example ordinance for
discussion at a upcoming Study Session.
The following items are included under TAB 5:
• RCW 36.70A.390 Moratoria, interim zoning controls-Public hearing-Limitation
on length-Exceptions.
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TAB1
ORDINANCE NO. 1560
CITY OF LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR THE ANNEXATION OF CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 9342 ICICLE ROAD, IDENTIFIED AS PARCEL NO.
241711420100, AND FURTHER DESCRIBED BELOW TO THE CITY OF
LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON, INCORPORATING THE SAME WITHIN THE
CORPORATE LIMITS THEREOF, AND ADOPTING ZONING REGULATIONS FOR
THE ANNEXED PROPERTY
The City Council ofthe City of Leavenworth, Washington do ordain as follows:
Section 1. The real prope1iy in Chelan County, Washington, described on Exhibit "A"
and shown within Exhibit 11 B 11 attached hereto, owned by Larry W. Langston located at 9342
Icicle Road, identified as parcel no. 241711420100, and fmiher described as Township 24 North,
Range 17 East Willamette Meridian, Section 11 North West South East (quarter)- 10.11 acres
(per the Chelan County Assessor's Office), fmiher described as:

All That Part of Government Lot 5, Section 11, Township 24 North, Range 17 East of the
Willamette Meridian, Chelan County, Washington, Lying South of The Southerly Right of Way
of State Highway No. 2, and West of The Westerly Right of Way of The Icicle Creek County
Road;
Except the Following Described Portion:
Beginning at the Southeast Corner of Said Government Lot 5; Thence Running North 89°41'01 11
West 73.82 Feet Along the South Line of Said Lot 5 To the West Edge of The Icicle Creek
County Road Right of Way and The Point of Beginning; Thence Continuing North 89°41'02 11
West 608.18 Feet to the Southwest Corner of a Parcel Described in Deed Recorded December 8,
1937, In Book 261, Page 344, Under Auditor's File No. 281145; Thence North 20038'59 11 East
342.00 Feet Along the West Line of Said Parcel; Thence South 89°41'01 11 East 282.5 Feet Along
the North Line of Said Parcel; Thence North 80°54' 56" East 199.38 Feet to the Westerly Edge
of the Icicle Creek County Road Right of Way and a Point of a Curve Whose Radial Line Bears
South 79°45'48 11 West; Thence Southerly Along Said Right of Way Arc for 302.44 Feet Through
a Central Angle Of 15°31 '39 11 to the P.T.; Thence South 5°17'28 11 West 52.29 Feet to The Point
of Beginning; and Except Right of Way 25 Feet Wide
Together with a Portion of The Icicle Road Right of Way in Government Lot 5, Section 11,
Township 24 North, Range 17 East, Willamette Meridian, County of Chelan, State of
Washington, Said Portion Being More Particularly Described as Follows;
Beginning at The Intersection of the Southerly Right of Way of Washington State Highway No.2
and the Westerly Right of Way of Icicle Road, as Show on Plans for Sheet 22 Of 22 WSDOT
State Highway No.2-Merritt to Leavenworth Thence Along the Projected South Line of
Washington State Highway No.2 Right of Way, North 58°54'36 11 East a Distance Of 100.00 Feet
to the Easterly Right of Way of Said Icicle Road; Thence Along Said Easterly Right of Way
South 30°52'17 11 East a Distance of 90.55 Feet; Thence with a Curve Turning to the Right with

an Arc Length Of 166.60 Feet, a Radius Of 1195.59 Feet, a Chord Bearing of South 26°52'46"
East, a Chord Length of 166.47 Feet, a Delta Angle Of7°59'03"; Thence South 67°06'46" West a
Distance of 20.00 Feet; Thence with a Curve Turning to the Right with an Arc Length of 260.77
Feet, A Radius of 1175.59 Feet, a Chord Bearing of South 16°31'58" East, a Chord Length of
260.23 Feet, a Delta Angle of 12°42'33"; Thence Leaving Said Easterly Right of Way, South
80°55'57" West a Distance of 60.01 Feet to the Westerly Right of Way of Said Icicle Road;
Thence Along Said Westerly Right of Way with a Curve Turning to the Left with an Arc Length
Of 246.30 Feet, a Radius of 1115.59 Feet, a Chord Bearing of North 16°33'45" West, a Chord
Length of 245.80 Feet, a Delta Angle of 12°38'58"; Thence South 67°06'46" West a Distance of
20.00 Feet; Thence with a Curve Turning to the Left with an Arc Length Of 152.67 Feet, a
Radius of 1095.59 Feet, a Chord Bearing ofNorth 26°52'46" West, a Chord Length of 152.55
Feet, a Delta Angle of 7°59'03"; Thence North 30°52'17" West a Distance of 90.17 Feet to the
Point of Beginning;
Containing 10.55 Acres, is hereby annexed to and incorporated in the city limits of the City of
Leavenworth, Washington.
Section 2. A certified copy of this ordinance shall be filed with the Board of County
Commissioners of Chelan County, Washington in the manner provided by law.
Section 3. The annexed real property shall be subject to the City of Leavenworth
Comprehensive Plan and City of Leavenworth zoning regulations and shall retain the existing
zoning of Tourist Commercial (TC).
Section 4. The annexed real property also shall be subject to the following:
A. Compliance with the City's Old World Bavarian Alpine Theme regardless of
public view;
B. Any water rights, if any, associated with or appurtenant to the annexed real
property shall be transferred to the City prior to delivery of e certified copy of
this ordinance to the County Commissioners of Chelan County; and
C. In development of the annexed real property frontage infrastructure
improvements to include, but not limited to, installation of sidewalks per the
LMC or installation of sidewalks at mid-block with pedestrian safety analysis
shall occur prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy.

Section 5. This ordinance shall be recorded with the Chelan County Auditor and shall be
binding upon the annexed real property and the future owners thereof. This ordinance shall take
effect five days after its passage and publication as provided by law.
Section 6. The annexed real property herein shall be assessed and taxed at the same rate
and on the same basis as other property in the City of Leavenworth, Washington to pay for all or
any portion of the outstanding indebtedness to the City of Leavenworth approved by the voters,
contracted, or incurred prior to, or existing at, the date of annexation.

Passed by the City Council of City of Leavenworth, Washington and approved by the Mayor at

an open public meeting on the 27th day of February, 2018.

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
By:-------------------------Cheryl Kelley Farivar, Mayor

Attest:

Chantell Steiner
City Clerk/Finance Director
Approved as to form:

Thorn H. Graafstra, City Attorney

CERTIFICATION
I, the undersigned, City Clerk of the City of Leavenworth, Washington (the "City"),
hereby certify as follows:
1.
The attached copy of Ordinance No. 1560 (the "Ordinance") is a full, true and
correct copy of an ordinance duly passed at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
held at the regular meeting place thereof on February 27, 2018, as that ordinance appears on the
minute book of the City; and the Ordinance will be in full force and effect five days after
publication in the City's official newspaper; and
2.
A quorum of the members of the City Council was present throughout the
meeting and a majority of those members present voted in the proper manner for the passage of
the Ordinance.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 2ih day ofFebruary, 2018.
CITY OF LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON

Chantell Steiner, City Clerk

Aih
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MUNSON ENGINEERS, INC.
CIVIL ENGINEERS and LAND SURVEYORS
www.munsonengineers. com

Exhibit A
Annexation Parcel Description
ALL THAT PART OF GOVERNMENT LOT 5, SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 24 NORTH,
RANGE 17 EAST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, CHELAN COUNTY, WASHINGTON,
LYING SOUTH OF THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF STATE HIGHWAY NO. 2, AND
WEST OF THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF THE ICICLE CREEK COUNTY ROAD;
EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PORTION:
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GOVERNMENT LOT 5; THENCE
RUNNING NORTH 89°41'01" WEST 73.82 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 5
TO THE WEST EDGE OF THE ICICLE CREEK COUNTY ROAD RIGHT OF WAY AND THE
POINT OF BEGINNING;
THENCE CONTINUING NORTH 89°41'02" WEST 608.18 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF A PARCEL DESCRIBED IN DEED RECORDED DECEMBER 8, 1937, IN
BOOK 261, PAGE 344, UNDER AUDITOR'S FILE NO. 281145;
THENCE NORTH 20038'59" EAST 342.00 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID
PARCEL;
THENCE SOUTH 89°41'01" EAST 282.5 FEET ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID
PARCEL;
THENCE NORTH 80°54' 56" EAST 199.38 FEET TO THE WESTERLY EDGE OF THE
ICICLE CREEK COUNTY ROAD RIGHT OF WAY AND A POINT OF A CURVE WHOSE
RADIAL LINE BEARS SOUTH 79°45'48" WEST; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID
RIGHT OF WAY ARC FOR 302.44 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 15°31 '39" TO
THEP.T.;
THENCE SOUTH 5°17'28" WEST 52.29 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; AND
EXCEPT RIGHT OF WAY 25 FEET WIDE
TOGETHER WITH A PORTION OF THE ICICLE ROAD RIGHT OF WAY IN
GOVERNMENT LOT 5, SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 24 NORTH, RANGE 17 EAST,
WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN,. COUNTY OF CHELAN, STATE OF WASHINGTON, SAID
PORTION BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS;
BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF
WASHINGTON STATE HIGHWAY N0.2 AND THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF
ICICLE ROAD, AS SHOW ON PLANS FOR SHEET 22 OF 22 WSDOT STATE HIGHWAY
N0.2-MERRITT TO LEAVENWORTH
THENCE ALONG THE PROJECTED SOUTH LINE OF WASHINGTON STATE HIGHWAY
N0.2 RIGHT OF WAY, NORTH 58°54'36" EAST A DISTANCE OF 100.00 FEET TO THE
EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID ICICLE ROAD;

P 0 Box 3796 + 610 N Chelan Ave +Wenatchee, WA 98807 + 509 663-0544 + FAX 509 663-0546
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THENCE ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY SOUTH 30°52'17" EAST A DISTANCE
OF 90.55 FEET;
THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 166.60
FEET,
A RADIUS OF 1195.59 FEET, A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 26°52'46" EAST,
A CHORD LENGTH OF 166.47 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF J059'03";
THENCE SOUTH 67°06'46" WEST A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET;
THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 260.77
FEET,
A RADIUS OF 1175.59 FEET, A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH 16°31'58" EAST, A CHORD
LENGTH OF 260.23 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 12°42'33";
THENCE LEAVING SAID EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY, SOUTH 80°55'57" WEST A
DISTANCE OF 60.01 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID ICICLE ROAD;
THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE
LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 246.30 FEET, A RADIUS OF 1115.59 FEET, A CHORD
BEARING OF NORTH 16°33'45" WEST, A CHORD LENGTH OF 245.80 FEET, A DELTA
ANGLE OF 12°38'58";
THENCE SOUTH 67°06'46" WEST A DISTANCE OF 20.00 FEET;
THENCE WITH A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 152.67
FEET,
A RADIUS OF 1095.59 FEET, A CHORD BEARING OF NORTH 26°52'46" WEST, A CHORD
LENGTH OF 152.55 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 7°59'03";
THENCE NORTH 30°52'17" WEST A DISTANCE OF 90.17 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING;
CONTAINING 10.55 ACRES

P 0 Box 3796 + 610 N Chelan Ave + Wenatchee, WA 98807 + 509 663-0544 + FAX 509 663-0546
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ANNEXATION PARCEL DESCRIPTION
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February 2, 2018
Council, City of Leavenworth
C/0 Nathan Pate, Development Services Manager
700 Highway 2
P.O. Box287
Leavenworth, WA 98826
Re: Annexation of Chelan County Property ID #28186
City Council:
This letter is our notice of our intention to commence annexation proceedings with the City of Leavenworth
(CoL) for the site known as The Castle Site, located at 9342 Icicle Road. The Castle Site is a 10.11-acre parcel
currently under the jurisdiction of Chelan County. The site is currently owned by Langston Properties LLC
(managing partner, Larry Langston) and is under contract for purchase by the undersigned. The
associate/project manager of this development project, known as Leavenworth Adventure Park, is John
Sutherland. We completed a pre-application meeting with various CoL departments on Thursday, February
1, 2018. The CoL is in possession of an original of the Certification of Ownership/Dedication of Agent form,
giving permission for me to act on this request. A copy of this is attached.
The intended use is the development of a phased "adventure park" with an Alpine Coaster'"' as the phase-one
anchor adventure attraction. This is modeled after many adventure parks throughout Bavaria and other
European locations as well as what can be found at numerous ski areas in the U.S. Other adventure
attractions, in phase-two-and-beyond, may include a via feratta and aerial ropes climbing activity, Eurobungy
trampoline, and a Soaring Eagle Zipline among others. In addition, we are planning for an eventual hiking
trail and observation deck at the summit that will provide a spectacular view of the valley. We are also
planning for eventual small-scale foodservice. Most adventure activities are interactive, but there may be
some passive attractions (i.e. Soaring Eagle Zipline), that are intended to provide an adventure experience for
people unable to participate otherwise.
The Leavenworth Adventure Park will be fully integrated into the Old-World Bavarian theme required by the
CoL. All adventure attractions will be new equipment, customized for the site. Environmental impacts to the
site will be minimized, and landscaping will be integrated throughout the site making this current eyesore an
attractive and active arrival gate into the CoL from Stevens Pass. Attached is a handout that illustrates and
describes the Leavenworth Adventure Park
We look forward to bringing this exciting project to fruition and being a part of the community in
Leavenworth.
Sincerely,

CC: Larry Langston, Langston Properties LLC, John Sutherland and Todd Smith, Syndicate Smith

David R. Moffett, 7900 S.E. 28th St., Ste. 236, Mercer Island, WA 98040
206.854.3626 drm@davemoffett.com

CERTIFICATION OF OWNERSHIP I DEDICATION OF AGENT
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I, (print full name)
)"!!r-'
hereby certifY that I am the property owner or
authorized officer of the corpo ion owning property described in the attached application and I have familiarized
myself with the rules and regulations of the City of Leavenworth with respect to making this application and that the
statements, answers, and information contained therein are in all respects true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief. Further, I posses full legal authority and rights necessary to exercise control over the subject
property and have attached documentation showing proof that I have authority to sign my consent to any and all
matters associated with the property ifi am not the sole owner. I certify or declare under penalty of petjury under the
laws of the State of Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.
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TAB2
ORDINANCE NO. 1559

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON
ADOPTING THE 2017 CITY OF LEAVENWORTH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN,
LAND USE DESIGNATION MAP, AND ITS APPENDICES.

WHEREAS, this update has been developed in accordance and compliance with RCW
36.70A.130 (WAC 365-196-610 and RCW 36.70A.130) which states "On or before June 30,
2017, and every eight years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis,
Skamania, Spokane, and Yakima counties and the cities within those counties" "shall review
and, if needed, revise their respective Comprehensive Plans. The review, revision and update of
the City's Comprehensive plan was on the Planning Commission's Dockets, and the Planning
Commission reviewed the entire Comprehensive Plan; and
WHEREAS, adopting a comprehensive plan is a key element in the land use planning
process. The Comprehensive Plan expresses a community's vision of itself, the community it
would like to become, its hopes and dreams, and the philosophical underpinning for any planning
activity. It is an expression of the "public interest," in the sense of exercising the public authority
of a municipality. Since the GMA was enacted, it has become an enforceable blueprint or
framework for all subsequent land use regulation activity. The Comprehensive Plan is now the
centerpiece of local planning in Washington State; and
WHEREAS, comprehensive planning identifies community or "public" interest through a
public and political process. The resulting plans reflect the political compromises needed to forge
consensus for a community plan. While not everyone will be satisfied with the end result, the
Comprehensive Plan as adopted should deal with the many conflicting forces that shape a
community. It is not the purpose of a comprehensive plan to eliminate conflict. Rather, it
provides the framework for considering and resolving conflicting issues in the community; and
WHEREAS, Leavenworth has undertaken a major periodic review of the Comprehensive
Plan as required by the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). As part of the
process, the City of Leavenworth has strived to create early and continuous public pmticipation
during the Comprehensive Plan update. This update has provided opportunities for:
•

The public to contribute their ideas and provide feedback on key issues through
all phases of the Comprehensive Plan update;

•

Clearly indicate how their feedback was considered and used;

•

Make the Comprehensive Plan update accessible, relevant, and engaging to
diverse participants with differing levels of interest by using a variety of media,
plain language, and easy-to-understand materials; and
1

•

Generate general awareness, understanding and support for the updated
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, as a part of the early and continuous public participation process, the
Planning Commission created subcommittees, invited the public to review each element with a
small workgroup, and met on the following dates: Jan 12, Jan 20, Jan 25, Feb 2, Feb 8, Feb 15,
Feb 23, Mar 2, and Mar 9, 2017. Subsequently, the Planning Commission conducted open
public "Workshops and/or Open Houses" presenting the subcommittee recommendations to the
body of the Commission and the public. These Planning Commission workshops invited the
public to work with the Commission and review the draft Comprehensive Plan on: Feb 1, Mar 1,
April 5, May 16, June 7, July 5, Aug 2 and Sept 8, 2017. From May, the Planning Commission
invited the public to begin the review of the compiled entire final draft of the Comprehensive
Plan. In addition, on September 12th & 26th 201 7, the City Council was introduced to the work
to date; and
WHEREAS, while a Comprehensive Plan is meant to provide a strong and constant
vision for the future, it is also a living document that must be able to accommodate change, such
as a new technology, an unforeseen impact, change in statutes, or an innovative method of
achieving a component of the vision. It is therefore regularly updated to account for changing
issues or opportunities facing Leavenworth, while still maintaining the core values of the
community. The Comprehensive Plan assists in the management of future development by
providing policies to guide decision-making; and
WHEREAS, the Growth Management Act (GMA) was adopted by the Washington State
Legislature in 1990 in response to public concern over urban sprawl and the ability of cities to
provide governmental services and facilities in areas experiencing growth pressure; and
WHEREAS, The City of Leavenworth initially adopted a plan meeting the requirements
ofthe GMA in 1996. The City has adopted amendments to the plan several times since the initial
adoption; and
WHEREAS, The City's Municipal Code reflect~ the comprehensive plan and provides
development standards for the varying types of land uses identified in the comprehensive plan
and provides the process for revisions to the plan; and
WHEREAS, in order to make a change to the comprehensive plan, pursuant to LMC
21.31.040(E), the following must be answered:
1.

Is the proposed amendment necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions
of the Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations or to address state or
federal mandates?
2

2.

Is the proposed amendment consistent with the Growth Management Act, the
County-wide planning policies and the Leavenworth Comprehensive Plan?

3.

Is the proposed amendment consistent with the existing comprehensive plan
(encompassing any other documents incorporated therein), including the
assumptions and/or other factors such as population, employment, land use,
housing, transpmiation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc. contained in
the Comprehensive Plan? If the proposed amendment is inconsistent with any
existing aspects of the comprehensive plan, what new or revised assumptions,
background information changes, goals, policies, objectives, etc. must be made,
and what conditions have changed that warrant such modification?

4.

For those proposed amendments which relate to a change in the Comprehensive
Plan land use map, is the proposed designation adjacent to property having a
similar and/or compatible designation?

5.

Will the proposed amendment affect lands designated as resource lands of long
term commercial significance and/or critical areas? If so, how will the proposed
amendment impact these areas?

WHEREAS, this 2017 Comprehensive Plan update has been studied by the Leavenworth
Planning Commission during open public meetings pursuant to the requirements of RCW
35.70A.140; and
WHEREAS, all applicable requirements ofRCW 36.70A have been complied with in the
development of the updates; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 43.21C and WAC 197-11, the City issued a
"Determination of Non-significance" (DNS) relative to the non-project action of the 2017
Comprehensive Plan on September 27, 2017 and no appeal were received; and
WHEREAS, the City of Leavenwmih has submitted the draft 2017 Comprehensive Plan
to State agencies for review per the requirements ofRCW 36. 70A.1 06; and
WHEREAS, The City of Leavenworth has followed the requirements of the Leavenworth
Municipal Code as it relates to processing of legislative actions; and
WHEREAS, on November 1, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
deliberate upon the 2017 Comprehensive Plan and accept public testimony for the proposed
updates with a continuation for final minor edits. On January 3, 2018, the Planning Commission
conducted their final Public Hearing with a unanimous vote to recommend to the Council the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan update; and
3

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that this 2017 Comprehensive Plan update
has been developed in accordance with RCW 36. 70A. 070 of the Growth Management Act to
address land uses in the City of Leavenworth and urban growth area. This update has been
developed in accordance and compliance with RCW 36.70A.l30 (WAC 365-196-610 and RCW
36.70A.l30) which states "On or before June 30, 2017, and every eight years thereafter, for
Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania, Spokane, and Yakima counties
and the cities within those counties" shall update their respective Comprehensive Plans. It
represents the community's policy plan for growth for the next 20-years. When populations
grow, available land must be shared with new residents. Planning gives us a framework for
making tough decisions about where and how that growth should occur. Centering growth in the
city core and close-in suburbs protects rural and resource lands by preventing urban sprawl, and
reinforces a sense of community. This is the main premise of the State's Growth Management
Act. Cities benefit because there are more people to suppmi a wider variety of businesses and
services within a short travel distance to more households; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that this Comprehensive Plan update was
developed in accordance with the county-wide planning policies and well integrated with all
other planning elements to ensure consistency throughout the plan; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found the planning area includes the lands to
which Leavenworth may feasibly provide future urban services and those surrounding areas
which directly impact conditions within the City limits - designated as the urban growth area
boundary. Urban growth areas allow development densities sufficient to accommodate the next
twenty years of projected population and employment growth. The City and County coordinated
their activities in developing an annexation policy, in identifying the urban growth area
boundary, and in development of interim (1997 Memorandum of Understanding) management
policies for the area within the urban growth area boundary but outside of the current City limits.
The urban growth boundary is delineated on the Land Use Designations Map; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that this 2017 Comprehensive Plan is
consistent with the existing City of Leavenworth Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the
Planning Commission has undertaken the task of updating the City of Leavenworth
Comprehensive Plan to ensure accurate and current information compliant with the Growth
Management Act. In developing the 2017 Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission
utilized the Washington State Department of Commerce "Periodic Update Checklist for Cities"
and "Expanded Comprehensive Plan Checklist" to assist in the final update process; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the update is consistent with the
assumptions and/or other factors such as population, employment, land use, housing,
4

transpmiation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc., contained in the Comprehensive Plan;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan will not
modify the supply of land. The update does not modify the urban growth boundary in any way;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan updates
and reflects current trends and anticipated needs. Analysis of population projections have been
incorporated, and new goals and policies introduced to ensure consistency; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan affirmed
the existing Land Use Designation Map and ensured consistency and/or compatibility with, and
does not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and sunounding environment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan does not
negatively impact public facilities, utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems,
and any adopted levels of service; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission found that the 2017 Comprehensive Plan does not
adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long te1m commercial significance or critical
areas; and
WHEREAS, during the Council's September 12, 2017 Study Session, the Council was
presented with an early introduction to the 2017 Comprehensive Plan. During the Council's
September 26, 2017 Study Session, the Transportation Element was reviewed in detail. During
the December 12, 2017 City Council Study Session, the City Council conducted their first
reading of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update and provided guidance on how to proceed with
the review. During the Council's January 9, 2018 Study Session, the City Council conducted the
second reading of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update with a focus on the Transportation
Element, Housing Element, and Goals and Policies. From this meeting, the Council affirmed that
the Comprehensive Plan appeared substantively ready for adoption; and

WHEREAS, during the Council's February 13, 2018 Study Session; the City Council
conducted a final reading of the 2017 Comprehensive Plan update. An overview of the Planning
Commission changes and update to the Comprehensive Plan was re-presented; and
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WHEREAS, the City Council accepts, incorporates, and affirms the findings of the
Planning Commission and all of the recitals to this ordinance also shall be deemed findings of
the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on February 27, 2018.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LEAVENWORTH,
WASHINGTON, DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The Council Adopts the 2017 Comprehensive Plan and its Appendices within
Attachment A:

Section 2: This ordinance shall be in effect five (5) days after its passage and publication in
accordance with law.

Passed by the City Council of the City of Leavenworth and approved by the Mayor this 27th day
ofFebruary, 2018.
CITY OF LEAVENWORTH

APPROVED:

Cheryl K. Farivar, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ATTEST:

Thorn Graafstra, City Attorney

Chantell R. Steiner, Finance Director/City Clerk
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INTRODUCTION

This Comprehensive Plan was prepared by the citizens of Leavenworth, the City of Leavenw01ih
Planning Commission, and the Leavenworth City Council. This Comprehensive Plan has been
developed in accordance and compliance with RCW 36.70A.l30 which states "On or before June
30, 2017, and every eight years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis,
Skamania, Spokane, and Yakima counties and the cities within those counties" shall update their
respective Comprehensive Plans. It represents the community's policy plan for growth for the next
20 years. The goals that are the foundation of Washington's Growth Management Act are
consistent with the hopes for the community expressed by people who live or work in
Leavenworth. In addition, the Comprehensive Plan and its elements are developed in accordance
with the Chelan County-wide Planning Policies (Appendix A) to ensure consistency throughout
the Comprehensive Plan.

Why is Leavenworth Planning?

Every county and city in the state is required to have a Comprehensive Plan and conduct a periodic
review and potential update of its Comprehensive Plan and development regulations, though the
obligation varies depending on whether the jurisdiction is fully or patiially planning. In addition,
it is a good policy to plan.
What Is a Comprehensive Plan?

The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement of the community's vision for the future and contains
policies primarily to guide the physical development of the City of Leavenworth, as well as ce1iain
aspects of its social and economic character. The Comprehensive Plan directs regulations,
implementation actions and services that support the vision. The Comprehensive Plan reflects the
long-term values and aspirations of the community as a whole and shows how various aspects,
such as land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities and services work together to achieve
the desired vision.

While a Comprehensive Plan is meant to provide a strong and constant vision for the future, it is
also a living document that must be able to accommodate change, such as a new technology, an
unforeseen impact, change in statutes, or an innovative method of achieving a component of the
vision. It is therefore regularly updated to account for changing issues or opportunities facing
Leavenworth, while still maintaining the core values of the community. The Comprehensive Plan
assists in the management of future development by providing policies to guide decision-making.
The Comprehensive Plan includes the following elements:
•

Capital Facilities

•

Parks and Recreation

•

Economic Development

•

Transportation

•

Housing

•

Utilities

•

Land Use

In 1990 Washington's Legislature passed the Growth Management Act (GMA) which established
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planning goals and a system of planning for cities and counties that have experienced rapid growth.
Chelan County adopted and the cities endorsed County-wide Planning Policies (Appendix A)
which provide a framework to guide each city's plan; provide guidance to the planning process;
and establishes consistency in the region. The County-wide Planning Policies address issues that
transcend city boundaries, such as setting Urban Growth Areas (UGA), accommodating housing
and job demand, and addressing capital facilities that are regional in nature, as well as providing a
framework to promote consistency among city plans. Cities and counties are required to
periodically update their plans to comply with updates in regional and state requirements, as well
as changes in local conditions. This Comprehensive Plan is designed to be a readable and
functional document to guide Leavenworth's future. It is the City of Leavenworth's policy and
long-range planning document.
Each element contains goals, policies, text, charts, tables and, in many cases, maps. The goals and
policies are the guiding principles; however, they are often preceded by explanatory text
(rationale), which describes the context of the policy or reasoning behind the policy. The goals and
policies may be suppmied and/or supplemented with charts or tables. Goals and policies are
numbered and highlighted in bold or italic print. Each element has distinct pagination, such as "H"
for the Housing Element or "U" for Utilities Element. Maps may serve either as being informative
like the text or may be a supplement to the policy, such as when it illustrates a service area or
facility.
2017 Community Involvement and Jurisdictional Coordination

Although the City ofLeavenwmih has progressed to meet this mandate by updating and adopting
individual elements and plans through the 2012-2016 docket cycles, a final complete "package"
which includes a final review and adoption thereby creating a "2017 Comprehensive Plan"
(including all updated elements, plans, and development regulations) was in process. In February
of2017, the City ofLeavenwmih finalized its Public Participation Program (Appendix B) whereby
Leavenworth undertook the finalization of major periodic review of the Comprehensive Plan as
required by the GMA. This Program set forth how the City ofLeavenwmih met the requirements
for early and continuous public participation during the Comprehensive Plan update. The overall
goals ofthe program are to:
1. Set expectations for the process early to avoid surprises;
2. Provide objective information to assist the public in understanding issues and solutions;
3. Provide opportunities for the public to contribute their ideas and provide feedback on key
issues through all phases of the Comprehensive Plan update;
4. Clearly indicate how their feedback was considered and used;
5. Make the Comprehensive Plan update accessible, relevant, and engaging to diverse
participants with differing levels of interest by using a variety of media, plain language and
easy -to- understand materials; and
6. Generate general awareness, understanding and support for the updated Comprehensive
Plan.
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The Public Participation Program (Appendix B) describes how the City of Leavenworth engaged
the public during the course of the Comprehensive Plan update; and the methods and tools as time
progressed
The Leavenwmih Planning Commission conducted public workshops, meetings, and a public
hearing before recommending the Comprehensive Plan to the Leavenworth City Council. The
Council then conducted public meetings and a public hearing to receive input before adopting the
final plan. The Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A).
Plan Implementation and Monitoring

A number of tools are used to implement the Comprehensive Plan. The Zoning Code contains a
set of regulations to direct land use and design as new development or redevelopment occurs.
Growth is also directed through careful planning for the location and sizing of capital facilities.
The implementation measures are numerous. Goals and policies within the Comprehensive Plan
provides for monitoring to keep track of progress. Implementation of Comprehensive Plan policies
is monitored through the "Project Tracker" and other annual reporting, as well as overall through
performance measures identified through the City of Leavenworth's budget process.
Existing development regulations must be reviewed, and if necessary, updated to be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan. In reviewing regulations for consistency, the City of Leavenwmih
should ensure that the development patterns are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
Planning is an ongoing process, and improved data or changing circumstances will require
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The update may also address any specific concerns, clarify
inconsistencies that were identified during the year and review the adequacy of the adopted level
of service standards. Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan can be requested by the
Leavenwmih City Council and/or Planning Commission or by any affected citizen or prope1iy
owner. However, the Comprehensive Plan may not be amended more than once a year. To
implement this provision of the Growth Management Act, and to provide for a consistent process
from year to year, the City ofLeavenwmih has adopted a Comprehensive Plan amendment process
which can be found in Title 21 of the Leavenworth Municipal Code. By reviewing and updating
the Comprehensive Plan on a regular basis, the City of Leavenworth can rely on this document in
decision-making and can maintain public interest and support of the planning process.
Consistency with the Growth Management Goals

The City of Leavenwmih has given priority in addressing the Growth Management Act's goals by
incorporating them into the Comprehensive Plan.
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Growth Management Goals
(1)

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

(2)

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

(3)

Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transpmiation systems that are based on
regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans.

(4)

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

(5)

Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout the state that is
consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic opportunity for all
citizens of this state, especially for unemployed and for disadvantaged persons, promote
the retention and expansion of existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses,
recognize regional differences impacting economic development oppmiunities, and
encourage growth in areas experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within the
capacities of the state's natural resources, public services, and public facilities.

(6)

Prope1iy rights. Private property shall not be taken for public use without just compensation
having been made. The prope1iy rights oflandowners shall be protected from arbitrary and
discriminatory actions.

(7)

Permits. Applications for both state and local government permits should be processed in
a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.

(8)

Natural resource industries. Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries,
including productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries. Encourage the
conservation of productive forestlands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage
incompatible uses.

(9)

Open space and recreation. Retain open space, enhance recreational opportunities,
conserve fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource lands and water, and
develop parks and recreation facilities.

(1 0)

Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality oflife, including
air and water quality, and the availability of water.

(11)

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

(12)

Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to
support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the
development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing cunent service levels
below locally established minimum standards.

(13)

Historic preservation. Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and
structures, that have historical or archaeological significance.
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(14)

Shoreline Master Plan Goals and Policies (adopted by reference)

Historic Population
Population Past Growth within the City Limits
2000

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Leavenworth

2,074

1,965

1,970

1,970

1,970

1,970

1,980

1,990

Cashmere

2,965

3,063

3,075

3,075

3,055

3,010

3,040

3,040

Chelan

3,526

3,890

3,930

3,940

3,955

4,020

4,045

4,115

Entiat

957

1,112

1,135

1,135

1,140

1,140

1,155

1,180

Wenatchee

27,856

31,925

32,090

32,400

32,520

33,070

33,230 33,510

Chelan County

66,616

72,453

72,700

73,200

73,600

74,300

75,030 75,910

Source: 2000 through 2017 WA ST OFM Population Estimates
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CAPITAL FACILITIES
ELEMENT

The Capital Facilities Element is an inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities,
and a forecast of future needs of expanded or new It represents the community's policy plan for
public facilities for the next six to twenty years. Capital facilities are the durable goods portion of
governmental service. They have a long-term useable life and can cost considerable amounts of
tax dollars to construct. The process of obtaining capital facilities can require years of design,
public involvement, budgeting and construction. Once constructed, capital facilities tend to
become permanent, requiring an ongoing operations/maintenance cost. It is not intended,
however, that items which are part of a scheduled replacement program be included in the
definition of capital facility
The following plans for the City of Leavenworth are incorporated by reference:
•

Waste Water Treatment Facility Plan

•

Water System Plan

•

Sewer System Plan

•

Stormwater System Plan I Wetland Mitigation Plan

•

Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater System Development Charges

•

6-year Transportation Improvement Plan

•

6-year Capital Facilities Plan

•

Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan & Parks Plan

•

Shoreline Master Program

•

Downtown Master Plan

•

Utility and Rate Study I Plan

Investments in Leavenworth's neighborhoods, water, stormwater and sewer systems, parks,
streets, and public facilities are an essential component of providing a comprehensive and
functional capital facilities plan. As a result of the high cost of capital facilities, it is important for
the government to prioritize and plan capital facilities as far ahead as possible. Lack of funding
often results in some worthwhile projects being delayed as more urgent problems are addressed.
The capital facilities element promotes efficiency by requiring the City to prioritize capital
improvements for a longer period of time than the single budget year. Long-range financial
planning presents the opportunity to schedule projects so that the various steps in development
logically follow one another with regard to relative urgency, economic desirability, and
community benefit. In addition, the identification of adequate funding sources results in the
prioritization of needs and allows the trade-offs between projects to be evaluated explicitly. The
capital facilities element will guide decision making to achieve community goals. This element is
intended to serve as an objectively derived guide for the orderly growth and maintenance of the
community. It will serve as the framework for coordinating capital improvement projects that
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implement the vision ofthe community. It is designed to be a valuable tool of the City Council,
staff and private citizens, which enables the community to:
•

Gain a better understanding of their existing public works systems and capacities;

•

Identify potential problems associated with limited revenues and increased public demands for
better services;

•

Identify potential sources and programs that may be used to fund needed improvements; and

•

Create a continuing process of setting priorities for needed capital improvements, based on
consistent background information.

The 6-year Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is adopted by reference. The 6-year CFP describes the
more immediate projects, the associated costs and the plan for financing the projects based on an
analysis of the City's financial capabilities. It is understood that some capital needs may go beyond
the resources available through the general City revenues. Fmihermore, future issues may develop
quickly in response to citizens' desires or a change in community standards or circumstances. The
6-year CFP is designed to be flexible to these situations by identifying different possibilities for
funding beyond the norm, as well as attempting to identify which foreseeable needs will require
some future action in order to be completed. If the community is unable to contribute the full
amount planned within the 6-year CFP in any one year, the CFP is not abandoned but instead
reviewed and amended to reflect changing circumstances.
Inventory and Forecast of Future Needs
City of Leavenworth Water System

Inventory: The City of Leavenwmih has adopted a 2017 Water System Plan (WSP) and any
revisions thereto, is adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this Element. A
comprehensive inventory is within this Plan.
Future Needs: The City of Leavenworth WSP includes a comprehensive analysis and list of future
needs.
City of Leavenworth Sanitary Sewer System

Inventory: The City of Leavenworth has adopted a 2017 Wastewater General Sewer Plan and
Facility Plan and any revisions thereto, is adopted by reference and declared to be a pati of this
Element. A comprehensive inventory is within this Plan
Future Needs: The City of Leavenworth has adopted a 2017 Wastewater General Sewer Plan and
Facility Plan and any revisions thereto, is adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this
Element. A comprehensive analysis and list of future needs is within this Plan.
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Storm-water Systems

City of Leavenwmih Stormwater System Inventory: The City of Leavenworth has adopted a 2016
Regional Stormwater I Wetland Management Master Plan, and any revisions thereto, is adopted
by reference and declared to be a part of this Element. A comprehensive inventory is within this
Plan.
Future needs: The City of Leavenworth has adopted a 2016 Regional Stormwater I Wetland
Management Master Plan and any revisions thereto, is adopted by reference and declared to be a
part of this Element. A comprehensive analysis and list of future needs is within this Plan.
Chelan County Stormwater System Inventory: The County stormwater system consists of a system
of roadside drainage ditches. From the Ski Hill Road area (and other portions ofthe UGA), these
ditches drain into the City of Leavenwmih storm-water system.
Future Needs: The storm ditches within the Urban Growth Area (UGA) will need to be tightlined into the City storm system at the time of development of a parcel and its associated drainage
system.
Cascade School District

Inventory: Cascade School District No. 228 is a Class-A public school district in Chelan County,
Washington. The district includes the communities of Dryden, Lake Wenatchee, Leavenworth,
Peshastin, Plain and Winton. The Cascade School District was formed in 1983 by consolidation
of the Leavenworth and Peshastin-Dryden School Districts. The district presently has six schools
(Cascade High School, Osborn Elementary, Peshastin-Dryden Elementary, Icicle River Middle
School, Beaver Valley and Discovery School), three of which are within the city limits of
Leavenworth; and other ancillary buildings I facilities. As of2013, each grade level has a student
emollment of approximately 100 students for a total district emollment of approximately 1,200
students. The district office is located in Leavenwmih.
The two newest built buildings in the district are Beaver Valley (200 1) and Icicle River Middle
School (1992). However, the Discovery building was replaced in 2012 with a newer, used modular
building. Beaver Valley is a "two-room, rural, remote and necessary" school serving thitiy-four
Kindergarten through fourth grade students living in the Plain/Lake Wenatchee area. PeshastinDryden serves Kindergarten through second graders while Osborn Elementary serves third through
fifth graders. Icicle River Middle School is approximately 25 years old and serves approximately
300 students in grades 6-8. Cascade High School is for ninth through twelfth grade students and
cun-ently has approximately 350 full time students. The district also houses one pre-school and a
HomeLink homeschool program on its premises.
In 2006, the school contracted for a "study and survey" of its facilities. Three of the schools
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evaluated in study found the buildings failing to meet minimum standards. The failing facilities
included Cascade High School, Osborn Elementary and Peshastin-Dryden Elementary School.
BUILDING

ORIGINALLY BUILT

REMODELED

Osborn Elementary

1984

Peshastin-Dryden Elementary

1984 -Two classrooms added
1992

Cascade High School

1966

Icicle River Middle School

1992

Beaver Valley School

2001

Transpmiation Bus Garage

1992

District Office

1945

Warehouse/Maintenance

1977

Pine Street Property

1990

Alpine Lakes Elementary

2018

Ill

1984 (expanded in 2017 I 2018

1984

Out buildings removed in 2016

In the summer of 2014 the district purchased 6.4 acres of property on Pine Street as the future
location to build a new elementary school. On September of 2015, the school board decided to
build the school on an adjacent lot already owned by the district. In addition, a new practice field
will be located on the corner of Pine and Titus.
Future needs: The Cascade School District passed a $69.5 million bond in February of2015. The
bond will replace one elementary school, the high school with modernized gyms and
modernization of the Peshastin/Dryden Elementary School. The new construction pmiion of
Cascade High School and the new Alpine Lakes Elementary School (formerly Osborn Elementary)
stmied in the spring of2016.
Parks and Recreational Facilities

Inventory: The Parks and Recreation Element of this Plan includes a detailed inventory of facilities
Future Needs: The City of Leavenworth Parks and Recreation Element includes a detail needs
assessment and analysis
Police

Inventory: The Chelan County Sheriffs Office provides police protection services to the City of
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Leavenw01ih and its UGA. There is a field office located in the Leavenworth Fire District No. 3
building.
The Regional Law and Justice Building in Wenatchee houses the headqumiers of the sheriffs
office, the 911 emergency dispatch center, the jail, and the County prosecuting attorney's office.
The Chelan County Regional Justice Center is a 383-bed adult correctional facility, located in the
city of Wenatchee that serves a population of over 94,000 people and encompasses a geographical
area of over 5000 square miles. Satellite buildings include a 42-bed minimum security facility and
a 66-bed direct supervision minimum security facility that houses Work Release and Volunteer
Inmate Worker participants.
The county and the cities within the county built a juvenile detention facility, located near the
county buildings in Wenatchee, which opened in July, 1998. The capacity of the facility is 50 beds,
and it has been averaging daily use of about 31 beds. The facility primarily serves Chelan County.
It is expected that this facility will serve the County's needs.
Future Needs: The City ofLeavenw01ih is open to the establishment of a City Police Department.
Fire Protection Facilities

Chelan County Fire District 3 provides fire protection for the Leavenw01ih area and the Chumstick
valley. Outside of the fire district boundary, fire protection services are coordinated between the
district, Washington Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. Forest Service pursuant to a
Forest Lands I Fire Protection Agreement. Since 1989, the fire district has provided fire protection
services and emergency response to the city. On the November 6, 2012, a Leavenworth City
Annexation to Fire District No. 3 election ballot measure was approved. This proposition made
the City ofLeavenw01ih a part of Chelan County Fire District No.3.
Chelan County Fire District 3. Inventory: Station No. 31 -Main Station, 228 Chumstick Road,
Leavenworth and Station No. 32- Camp 12 Road- Mile Post 7 Chumstick Road. Equipment:
Station No. 31 (Main Station/ Shop Facility) 2- Type 1 fire engines/pumpers, 1 tender, 3 brush
trucks, 1 rescue truck, 3 command trucks, 1 ladder (11Oft) truck, and 1 service vehicle. Station
No. 32 1 pumper and 1 tender. Personnel: 3 carriers, 2 seasonal, and 29 volunteers
City of Leavenw01ih fire flows are increasing over time, and with the continued increase in
commercial and residential development, the demand for service increases. An additional pumper
truck may be necessary. The mutual aid throughout the district remains. Response time for the
city and the UGA should be between 5 and 10 minutes.
Future Needs: A new Class 'A' Spmian (pumper truck) truck will replace Engine No. 33 within
the planning period at a cost of $500,000. The need for pumper trucks are determined by current
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city fire flow. The ladder truck will need to be replaced within the planning period at a cost of 1.1
million. The fire district will need to remodel and upgrade the fire station facility during the
planning period. Replacement due to damage and rating (upgrades as needed) to turnout gear
(protection equipment) will need to be completed within the planning period at a cost of $1,500
per person. The district will need to add 2 canier fire fighters, replace one engineer, and add a
tender truck. In addition, the district desires to build a practice I drill field to train fire fighters.
Generally, additional reserve fire flow is needed for the entire service area.
Hospital

Inventory: Chelan County Public Hospital District No. 1 (Cascade Medical) encompasses over
1,200 square miles of southwestern Chelan County. The district extends from Stevens Pass and
Glacier Peak on the western boundaries to a point near the Peshastin Pinnacles, just outside of
Cashmere, on the eastern boundary, and from the Entiat Ridge on the northern boundary to Blewett
Pass on the southern boundary. The City of Leavenworth is the largest community within the
district and the only incorporated municipality. The district also serves the unincorporated areas
of Peshastin and Dryden, and the outlying communities of the Icicle Valley, Plain, Lake
Wenatchee, Winton, the Chumstick Valley, and Blewett Pass.
Cascade Medical operates an acute care and swing bed hospital; a Level V emergency department;
a Rural Health Clinic staffed with full time physicians, a nurse practitioner, a physician's assistant
and a clinical psychologist; Physical and Occupational Therapy services; Laboratory; Radiology
(including x-ray, digital mammography, dexa scan and CT scan); endoscopy services; and
ambulance services staffed with licensed paramedics and EMT' s. The hospital currently is licensed
for 12 beds, with nine set up. The hospital and clinic is staffed with approximately 116 health care
professionals and support staff. In 2010 - 2012, Chelan County Public Hospital District No. 1
constructed approximately 20,219 square foot, two story addition to the existing hospital structure
and performed a remodel of existing space.
Future Needs: Currently, there is a desire to increase patient parking.
Solid Waste Disposal

Inventory: The City of Leavenwmih provides solid waste collection within the city limits. The
City's Refuse Division collects residential and commercial materials that are discarded and
transports the materials to local landfills or transfer stations. Waste Management of Greater
Wenatchee provides collection services for the unincorporated areas. This company owns and
operates a regional landfill in Douglas County. Individual county residents and businesses make
arrangements directly with Waste Management for collection of residential, commercial, and
industrial waste collection and disposal. The City has a cardboard recycling system for
commercial accounts. The Refuse Division collects commercial cardboard on its commercial
refuse collection route. The City provides yard waste pick-up services to residential customers
only two times each year, once in the spring and once in the fall. Residential recycling (curb-side
recycling) is provided by Waste Management. Chelan County offers a woody debris drop-off site
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located near the intersection of Icicle Road and East Leavenwmih Road at the County pit.
Chelan County prepared a 2006 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan that is herein
adopted by reference. Unincorporated Chelan County and incorporated cities are part of an overall
Regional Planning Area (RP A). A comprehensive inventory and future needs analysis is within
this Plan.
The City of Leavenwmih operates the Leavenwmih Recycling Center. The City recycling
program focuses on reducing the waste stream from the current garbage pickup service. In 2013,
the City spent an estimated $192,963 on waste disposal fees for 2,417 tons of trash the City
collected. By providing an altemative recycling program for City residents; the City is looking to
reduce the overall tonnage and waste to control future costs of monthly waste disposal fees. The
City Recycling Center will be accepting flattened corrugated cardboard, aluminum, tin cans, and
newspaper. Residents residing within the city limits may also dispose of clean yard waste at the
recycling center. No commercial or non-resident use of the yard waste recycling is allowed.
Future Needs: Depending on use, the City will explore areas for expanding the recycling program
to areas that are cost effective.
Transportation

Inventory: The Transportation Element includes a detailed inventory.
Transpmiation Future Needs: Refer to the Transportation Element for a complete and detailed
Transpmiation Improvement Project List which identifies the transpmiation future needs.
Transit Services Inventory: LINK is the Chelan-Douglas Public Transpmiation Benefit Area
(PTBA) public transportation provider for Leavenworth. LINK Transit provides transit services in
Leavenworth. A variety of services are offered, paratransit service, and a DART (Dial-A-Ride)
service. Link Transit has stops at the following locations:
•

Highway 2 and Riverbend Drive

•

Highway 2 and the Forest Service office (12th Street)

•

Link Transit Leavenworth Park & Ride on Highway 2

•

Highway 2 and City Hall

•

WSDOT Park & Ride on Highway 2

•

Highway 2 and Icicle Road intersection.

Route 22 offers transit service to Peshastin, Dryden, Cashmere, Monitor, Olds Station, and North
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Wenatchee. Link Plus (paratransit) service is provided for persons with disabilities who cannot use
fixed-route service. Link Plus is available in the same areas that the fixed-route bus travels and
expands 3/4 of a mile on each side of the route. It operates on next day reservation requests. The
Greater Leavenworth Area is also served by a Dial-A-Ride (DART) service. This service is
available to anyone, regardless of age, disability, trip origin, or destination. The general public
may use it for all trips that are not served by Route 22. All trips must begin and end within the
defined service boundaries. A reservation is required to ride DART. These must be made one day
in advance, and can be made up to five days in advance. A park and ride lot is located on the north
side of US 2, across from the Forest Service offices. It has a capacity of approximately 42 parking
spaces. It serves Route 22. Under agreement with WSDOT, Link Transit has maintenance
responsibilities for the lot.
Train Service

BNSF and Amtrak built a new Amtrak station located on North Road, approximately one mile
from town. This Leavenworth "Icicle" Station (LWA) is a station stop for Amtrak's Empire
Builder in Leavenworth. The station stmied service on September 25, 2009. The station and
parking are owned by the City of Leavenworth. The track and platforms are owned by BNSF
Railway. In conjunction with the new station, there is a need to improve pedestrian and bicycle
connections between downtown and the Amtrak station.
Level of Service: LINK is committed to providing sufficient service to meet travel demand
between Leavenworth and Wenatchee.
Future Needs: Chelan Douglas Public Transpmiation Benefit Area d.b.a. Link Transit prepared a
Transit Development Plan (20 16) that is herein adopted by reference which includes the future
needs for LINK.
Public Buildings and Facilities

Leavenworth City Hall Inventory: The existing city hall building opened in December of 1994,
and needs improvement to meet the needs of the City for the duration of the planning period. Funds
should be set aside on an annual basis to provide for the replacement of building accessories and
future additions.
Library Inventory: The library is located in Leavenwmih on the ground floor of the City Hall
building. Library services are provided by the Nmih Central Regional Library System, whose
headqumier library is located in the City of Wenatchee. The regional library also provides mail
order library services.
Festhalle Inventory: The Leavenwmih Festhalle was completed in 2002, and is a multi-use facility
that includes a large 10,000 square foot open event hall, restrooms, lobby, and outside patio area
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located at 1001 Front Street. The 10,000-sq. ft. event hall accommodates 1,000 theater style, 600
classroom style, 800 banquet style or 50 trade show booths. 24'x40' stage. Its planned usage
includes festivals including Oktoberfest, Autumn Leaf festival, Accordion Festival, Ale Fest,
Timbenn Fest, Wine Fest, River Fest, Upper Valley Arts Council, Chamber of Commerce
functions, Cascade School District events, Weddings, etc.
Road and Utility Maintenance Shops Inventory: In 1998, both Chelan County and the City
purchased propetiies to facilitate their respective shop expansions. Chelan County purchased
approximately 3.5 acres across the road from their existing facilities at the intersection ofNorth
Road and Chumstick Highway, and is now using that area for stockpiling road maintenance
facilities. The City of Leavenworth purchased property, with an existing warehouse building on it,
adjacent to the existing maintenance facilities at 14 111 Street and Commercial. In 2011, the City
purchased an additional lot to the notihwest. This area was leveled, and was fenced. Funds will
be needed to create a master plan for future development of the overall site.
Parking Lots Inventory: In 2012, the City Council continued the parking management plan, and
developed and identified four public operated parking areas.
Parking Lot No. 1 -Upper - Between Front Street and Hwy 2 (formerly the Leavenworth Fruit
Warehouse)- 1000 Front Street- 61 parking stalls
Parking Lot No. 2 - Lower - Between Front Street and Hwy 2 - 1000 Front Street - 90 parking
stalls
Parking Lot No. 3- Festhalle parking area- 34 parking stalls
Parking Lot No. 4 - 700 US Highway 2 - 58 parking stalls
Parking Lot No. 5- Pool parking area- 71 parking stalls
Parking Lot No.6- WSDOT parking area- total parking stalls to be determined
Future Needs: Upon the Waste Water Treatment Plant expansion in 2020, the Utility Department
I Public Works building will need to be reconstructed.
Concurrency

Concunency describes the situation in which adequate facilities are available when the impacts of
development occur, or within a specified time thereafter. The City of Leavenworth requires
concunency for sanitary sewer, domestic water, storm-water, sidewalks, and roads. Concunency
is required at the time of final plat approval and/or the issuance of a building permit.
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Develop and maintain water, storm, and sanitary sewer facilities capable of
serving the anticipated needs of Leavenworth, including the Urban Growth Area (UGA).

Rationale:
Since one of the primary goals of this plan is to encourage an increased percentage
ofthe anticipated growth to occur in the UGA, expanded water, storm, and sanitary sewer service
needs can be expected. The City should provide these facilities in the most logical, cost efficient
way possible. The City must follow a set of equitable and consistent policies regarding the
direction, extent, and distribution of cost in developing and maintaining its basic utility systems.
Policy I:
The City should anticipate and plan for the extension of water, storm-water and
sanitary sewer service to the UGAs identified in this plan.

Rationale:
The UGA is the area where urban densities are expected to occur and the City's
capital facilities planning provides for the logical extension of capital facilities into this area. Cost
savings may be a part of equitable distribution of infrastructure.
Policy 2:
The timing of utility extensions into the UGA shall be consistent with the adopted
capital facilities plan of the utility purveyor, and should be coordinated among the different
purveyors, wherever feasible.
Proposed developments, which are within the UGA but beyond the City limits,
Policy 3:
should be reviewed to ensure compatibility with urban density projections of the comprehensive
plan. Extensions of City water, sewer and/or storm sewer facilities into these areas should occur
concurrently with development, to be paid for by those who are benefiting from the extension, and
may include annexation into the City as a requirement.

Rationale:
City and County coordination for future road and utility locations will allow for
orderly placement of water, sewer, and other City services. Extension of city-operated capital
facilities and public services should not occur beyond the urban growth boundary during the
planning period, excepting for emergency reasons, to remedy a health hazard, or to provide urban
service to an essential public facility. Coordinated placement of services prevents costly relocation
of misplaced or conflicting services.
Policy 4:
Require individual projects to pay for new and/or expanded capital facilities
necessary to serve their development.

Rationale:
If adequate facilities are currently unavailable (or cannot be made concunent with
the development) and public funds are not committed to provide such facilities, developers must
provide such facilities at their own expense in order to develop.
Policy 5:
Where a substantial public or system-wide benefit can be demonstrated, the City
should consider participating in the costs of capital facilities improvements which are made in
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conjunction with development projects.
Rationale:
Where opportunities exist for timely system-wide and public benefit the City may
be a joint proponent in the utility extension costs.

Policy 6:
Utility easements capable of accommodating present and anticipated utility
extensions should be required dedications by the developer at the time of development.
Rationale:
Acquiring easements at the time of development is more efficient than trying to
acquire them after development has occmTed. Consolidate new utility systems into existing rightsof-way and easements whenever possible.

Policy 7:
The City should obtain rights to surface and/or underground water sources
adequate to meet anticipated needs.
Policy 8:
Water rights that run with the landfor irrigation purposes should remain with the
land after the land is subdivided.
Rationale:
The cunent water rights may not be adequate to serve development beyond the 20year planning period. Utilizing inigation water rights to the lawful extent will allow existing City
water rights greater capacity for meeting potable water demand.

Policy 9:
Consumption ofthe City's water rights should be primarily limited to the UGA and
the City limits.
Rationale:
Allowance of additional hook-ups outside of the City and UGA facilitates
residential densities beyond those of a rural nature. This policy allows the City to continue to be a
limited purveyor of water while not promoting additional urban sprawl.

Policy 10:
The land use and capital facility elements of the comprehensive plan should be
reflected in implementation of and amendments to the City's water and sewer plans.
Rationale:
and plans.

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires consistency among plan elements

Policy 11:
Within the UGA, capital facilities planning should encourage shared
responsibilities for financing projects among and between local governments, utility purveyors,
special purpose districts, and the private sector.
Policy 12:
The City should consider the use of innovative financing strategies for capital
improvements, which minimize the financial cost to taxpayers and provide for the equitable
assignment of costs betvveen existing and new development.
Rationale:

The City should coordinate its land use and public works planning activities with
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an ongoing program of long-range financial planning to conserve fiscal resources available to
implement the capital facilities plan. The burden for financing capital improvements should be
borne by the primary beneficiaries ofthe facility and/or service.

Policy 13:
The City encourages the use of Local Improvement District (LID) financing for
improvements in existing developed areas which may not have facilities that meet the current
standards.
Rationale:
Innovative financing strategies can reduce the burden on taxpayers for the provision
of capital facilities.

Policy 14:
Develop and implement an ongoing maintenance program for the existing stormwater system which will improve the fimctioning of the existing system.
Rationale:
Development impacts the storm water drainage system. The 2016 Regional
Stormwater and Wetland Management Master Plan specifies elements of the storm water system
which provides guidance and predictability as to the necessary improvements needed to handle
development. It is beneficial and cost effective to maintain the system in good working order.

Policy 15:
In establishing utility rate structures for City utilities such as water, wastewater
and garbage, the City will recognize maintenance and operation costs, debt service and
replacement costs.
Rationale:

The Utility Rate Study reflects real costs for services and necessary infrastructure.

Policy 16:
Multiple individual taps to City water transmission mains should be discouraged
in favor of coordinated systems.
Rationale:

Multiple taps weaken the mainlines.

Policy 17:

New interceptor sewer lines should be expanded as needed to serve UGAs.

Rationale:
Septic systems (effluent fields) can fail over time, and introduce health hazards to
the environment. New and expanding sewer lines can reduce such hazard and suppmis the
anticipated population growth in the UGA.

Policy 18:
schools.

Encourage the shared use of community facilities such as parks, libraries, and

Rationale:
Efficient use of limited space and resources helps sustainable goals.
facilities encourage a sense of community with less maintenance and costs to taxpayers.

Shared

Goal2:
Encourage and support school facilities which will contribute to a quality
educational experience for the area's children.
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Rationale:
It is recognized that quality education depends upon more than simply providing
modern, well-designed and maintained buildings and facilities. However, it is difficult to establish
a good educational program without adequate grounds, buildings, and furnishings.
Policy 1:
The City should develop, maintain, and support partnerships with the Cascade
School District.
Continue to encourage the school district to pursue capital facilities planning
Policy 2:
efforts to accommodate the projected needs of the expected population growth in the Leavenworth
area.
Goal3:
Develop and maintain parks and recreational facilities capable of serving the
anticipated needs of Leavenworth, including the UGA.

Rationale:
Parks and recreational facilities provide an added attraction to the area, thereby
providing recreational oppmiunities for residents, as well as directly benefiting the area's tourist
industry.
Policy 1:
City, county, state, and federal agencies should undertake the development of a
comprehensive recreation plan to aid in determining the actual recreation demand and scope of
needed facilities (trails and parks) for the planning area. This plan should address trail systems
for pedestrians, biking, cross-country skiing, snowmobiling, and bridle trails.
Support partnerships with other public agencies and private entities, such as the
Policy 2:
Upper Valley Parks and Recreation Service Area, the Winter Sports Club, Trout~ Unlimited and
others which provide recreational facilities within the UGA and in the broader, surrounding area.

Rationale:
Development of a coordinated area-wide comprehensive recreation plan will assist
in trail and parks planning and development by insuring a cooperative effort among agencies.
Pminering with other organizations is more cost efficient and avoids duplication and overlap when
providing recreational services and facilities.
Goal 4:
Coordinate development and land use consistent with the Parks and
Recreation Element. Encourage the protection of existing open space and/or the conversion
of open space.
Policy 1:
Encourage the preservation and/or increase the amount of publicly-owned park
properties by protecting the existing facilities from land conversions.

Rationale:
This policy protects existing public parks from land use conversion to other uses
while at the same time promoting the expansion of parks in residential areas. Any program
developed will seek to maintain not only the quantity but also the quality of publicly-owned park
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and recreation facilities.
Goal 5:
Develop and maintain adequate police and fire protection for the anticipated
needs of the planning area.

Rationale:
As the planning area grows, the response times for police and fire protection must
be maintained.
Policy I:
Provide adequate police personnel and equipment to ensure that the public is well
served and protected.

Rationale:
As p01iions of the planning area grow and become more urban in nature, police
supp01i must be increased to serve the needs of the planning area residents and businesses.
Policy 2:
Continue to support and improve the Chelan County Fire District #3 to provide
adequate fire protection to all locations in the planning area in terms of quantity and quality of
facilities, equipment, and manpower.

Rationale:
The fire district needs to be maintained and improved as the planning area continues
to develop. Adequate response times should be maintained at all times.
Goal 6:
Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to support
development are adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available
for occupancy and use, without decreasing current service levels below locally established
standards.

Rationale:
This is a goal of the GMA. Development should not decrease the established levels
of service for public facilities and services.
Policy I:
The City should consider establishing level of service standards for the different
types of capital facilities.

Rationale:
Level of service standards provide a means to monitor and evaluate the existing
capacities and any needed improvements related to individual projects and overall growth of the
community.
Policy 2:
In order to ensure established levels ofservice are not diminished by development;
growth should pay for growth.

Rationale:
Existing ratepayers should not be expected to finance additional growth or
experience reduced levels of service because of growth.
Goal7:

Provide a means for the siting of essential public facilities.
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Rationale:

No comprehensive plan can preclude the siting of essential public facilities.

Policy I:
Essential public facilities which are identified by the county, city or state, by
regional agreement, or by the Office of Financial Management should be subject to the following
siting process. When essential public facilities are proposed, the local government(s) will:
A. Appoint an advismy County-Wide Project Analysis and Site Evaluation Committee
composed of citizen members selected to represent a broad range of interest groups. It will
be this committee's responsibility to develop specific siting criteria for the proposed
project and to identify, analyze, and rank potential project sites. In addition, the committee
shall establish a reasonable time ji-ame for completion of the task.
B. Ensure public involvement through the use of timely press releases, newspaper notices,
public information meetings and public hearings.
C. Notify adjacent jurisdiction of the proposed project and solicit review and comment on the

recommendations made by the Advisory Project Analysis and Site Evaluation Committee.
In determining a local government's fair share of siting ofpublic facilities, the Advisory Countywide Project Analysis and Site Evaluation Committee shall consider at least the following:
A. Existing public facilities and their effect on the community.
B. The relative potential for reshaping the economy, the environment and the community
character resulting from the siting of the facility.

Rationale:
Careful development of siting standards for essential public facilities will help to
ensure that they are appropriately sited and that the impacts to adjacent uses will be mitigated.
Policy 2:
Essential public facilities should not locate in critical areas unless no other
alternative is available.

Rationale:
Resource lands and critical areas are not the appropriate areas for the siting of most
essential public facilities.
Policy 3:
Essential public facilities should not be located beyond UGAs unless they are selfcontained and do not require the extension of urban governmental services.

Rationale:

Most essential public facilities require urban governmental services.

Goal 8:
Maintain the following public service support facilities which are identified as
Essential Public Facilities:

1. Sanitary sewer treatment plant and conveyance system;
2. Domestic water treatment plant, storage and conveyance system;
3. Chelan County Fire District No. 3 fire station;
4. City Hall; and
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5. PWD maintenance shop and yard.
Goal9:

Continue to keep water billed vs. production differences less than 3%

Rationale:
Reducing and finding water waste is critical to being efficient and cost effective.
A key method of monitoring water waste is through billed vs. production counts. In addition, this
percent ensures consistency with water withdrawal standards.
GoallO:

Address and minimize system's water loss.

Policy I:
water use.

The City should maintain better record keeping and metering ofcontractor hydrant

Policy 2:
The City should prohibit unauthorized hydrant use, and address possible hydrant
lock technologies.

Rationale:
Water loss control represents the efforts of the City to provide accountability in
operations by reliably auditing water supplies and implementing controls to minimize system
losses.
Goalll:

Identify and establish water conservation measures.

Rationale:
Education is the main component, both staffing and managers, encouraging
watering at night, reducing time intervals, alternating days, leakage awareness, attending current
"Water Use" awareness training offered by the State and share this with all depmiments and
through public mailings and in our annual Consumer Confidence Reports.
Goal12:

Continue to modernize the metering system city-wide.

Rationale:
The need for year-round residential "customers read" using current technologies
allows for greater accuracy.
Goal13:
Encourage recycling and develop I implement recycling program to reduce
waste stream to landfills.

Rationale:
The City recycling program focuses on reducing the waste stream from the current
garbage pickup service. In 2013, the City spent an estimated $192,963 on waste disposal fees for
2,417 tons of trash the City collected. By providing an alternative recycling program for City
residents; the City is looking to reduce the overall tonnage and waste to control future costs of
monthly waste disposal fees.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ELEMENT

The Economic Element contains general information about the local and regional economy, and
goals and policies to guide and encourage economic development and diversification. The City
has recognized the importance of economic development in maintaining the stability of the local
economy and quality of life.
General Economic and Income Profile

The City of Leavenworth's primary industry for its economic growth is tourism, hospitality, and
recreation. Leavenworth is a tourist destination that attracts millions of visitors each year due to
its Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme, as well as the abundance and variety of year-round
recreational opportunities afforded by the mountains and rivers that surround us. Our unique OldWorld Bavarian Alpine Theme sets us apart from other towns in our region, and drives our
economy. The Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme is a key component of Leavenworth's economic
vitality. The inventory and analysis that follows provide a profile of the economic and income
condition ofthe City of Leavenworth, surrounding area, the county, and the region.

Regional and State tourism data:

Tourism is a vital component to the economy ofNorth Central Washington. The Washington State
travel industry continued to show improvement in 2012, following the steep decline in travel in
2009 in the state and the nation. Employment should continue to expand providing that visitation
and spending continue to grow. The state saw some 36.4 million total overnight person trips in
2012, and those visitors spent $16.9 billion. This represents a 4.4 percent increase over 2011 in
current dollars and 2.6 percent in real dollars (adjusted for inflation). In real dollars, this is the
greatest increase in travel spending since 2005-06.
As with the increase in visitor spending, total local and state tax receipts generated by travel
spending increased 4.9 percent to just over $1 billion- the equivalent of $390 for every residential
household in Washington State. Travel and tourism supported more than 153,300 jobs statewide
in 2012, up 2.7% from 2011, and generated earnings (payroll) of$4.7 billion.
With the Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme and numerous festivals associated with that Theme,
Leavenworth is one ofthe most popular tourist destinations in the Pacific Northwest. More than 2
million people annually visit the community located in the upper reaches of the Wenatchee Valley
and along Highway 2. The Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme fits perfectly with the soaring
Cascade Mountains above - the town sits at 1,160 feet above sea level while the mountains rise
more than 7,000 feet. Specialty shops and growing restaurant options complete the experience.
But over the past several years, Leavenworth also has evolved into a top attraction for outdoor
recreation, food, wine, craft beer and the mis. An extensive Nordic trail system is the center of
winter recreation here, while the Cascades and the Wenatchee River attract hikers, mountain
bikers, trail runners and whitewater enthusiasts during the warm-weather months. Cultural
offerings can be found at the Icicle Creek Center for the A1is and Leavenworth Summer Theater
as well as at numerous tasting rooms and brew pubs in Leavenwmih.
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As outlined in the Parks and Recreation Element, the outdoor recreation activities include, but are
not limited to: hiking, mountain biking, road cycling, cross-country skiing, downhill skiing, snow
tubing, ice climbing, dog sledding, snowmobiling, whitewater rafting, kayaking, paddle boarding,
river tubing, trail running, running, rock climbing, birding, horseback riding, golf, ziplining and
fishing.
Economic Development Organizations

In Chelan County, there are several organizations that play a suppmiive role in economic
development. Examples of these organizations are Chelan County, the Chelan County Port District
and North Central Washington Economic Development District (NCWEDD). In the City of
Leavenworth, the Leavenworth Chamber of Commerce and Bavarian Village Business
Association also contribute to economic development strategies. The NCWEDD is a federally
designated economic development district for the NCW region covering Okanogan, Douglas, and
Chelan counties and the Colville Confederate Tribes. The NCWEDD is responsible for regional
economic development strategy and planning and collaborates with various private and public
agencies to accomplish this goal. The NCWEDD brings together the private and public sectors in
a partnership necessary to provide a coordinated strategy and an ongoing economic development
program for the region.
A few of Leavenwmih' s strengths, amenities, and highlights include, but are not limited to, the
Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme and recreation and cultural activities that attract 2 million
visitors annually; good schools; high volunteering culture; low rate of crime; warm climate with
low humidity seven months of the year.
The Leavenwmih Chamber of Commerce promotes commerce, tourism, the Old-World Bavarian
Alpine Theme, economic development, diversification and cooperation among the business
community, governments and residents of the Chamber membership area. Uniquely, Leavenwmih
Chamber of Commerce acts as both a Chamber doing traditional business to business and
governmental relations work and as Leavenworth's Visitors Bureau, managing a Visitor Center,
orchestrating media relations, advertising and all visitor outreach. The Leavenworth Chamber of
Commerce also host events, promotions and festivals, including creating the "Village of Lights"
and making Christmas Lighting. Leavenworth's high-quality events have a small-town feel,
drawing hundreds of thousands of visitors to Leavenwmih each year and offering a myriad of
opportunities to promote tourism.
The City involvement with promoting tourism includes partnering with the Chamber of Commerce
and the Leavenworth Lodging Association to support and fund the Leavenworth Area Promotions
Committee (LAP). LAP's goal is to provide clean, safe, and attractive accommodations &
amenities to the leisure and business travelers of the Leavenwmih.
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Lodging and Transient Accommodations (City and UGA)
2017 lodging and transient accommodation types

# ofUnits

#of Beds

Bed & Breakfast

5

5

Condos, Suites, Rooms

81

155

Hotel I Motel

702

1112

Cabins/Lodges/Resorts

9

9

Totals

797

1281

Source: Chamber of Commerce

Income

The Census Bureau tracks income by family, household, and per capita. A household is an
occupied housing unit. Family income includes only those households that are considered families
(householder and one or more other persons related to the householder by bilih, maniage, or
adoption). Since not all households contain families, the household income is more representative
of the actual community income.

The median household income in Leavenworth was $43,447 in 2015, which represents a 16.3%
growth from the previous year of$37,348 (Source: Census Bureau). Households in Chelan County
have a median income of $51,837 in 2015. For Leavenworth in 2013, the median household
income was $34,081; and $51,534. The below table is the Office ofFinancial Management (OFM)
Regional Median Household Income.

Regional Median Household Income
1989
Washington $31,183
Chelan Co.

1990

1991

1992

1993

$33,417 $34,379 $35,882 $36,679

$24,312 $25,833

$27,592 $28,746 $30,148

1997

1999

$37,895

$38,997 $40,568

1996

$31,547 $32,164 $33,918

2003

Washington $42,399 $44,514 $45,776 $44,120 $45,761

$46,039

$46,967 $49,585

$35,662 $37,175

$37,316 $39,439 $41,653

$41,731

$42,918

$43,696

2005

2007

2010

2011

2012

Chelan Co.

2004

2008

2009

$57,858

$55,458 $54,888

$55,500 $56,444

$44,422 $46,522 $44,964 $44,013

$46,780 $45,478

$46,275

2006

Washington $50,004 $53,522 $56,141
Chelan Co.

2001

1995

2002

1998

2000

1994

$47,265
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2013

2014

2015

Washington $57,284 $60,153

$62,108

Chelan Co.

$52,780

$51,713

$50,825

Source: OFM
Note: 2014 is an estimate and 2015 is a projection *OFM.
According to the Census Bureau, 14.4% of the population in Leavenworth census tract live below
the povetiy line, which is lower than the national average of 14.7%. The largest group living in
povetiy is Male 55-64, followed by Female 18-24 and then Female 55-64. A census tract is a
geographic area defined by the United States Census Bureau and used for the census. A census
tract nmmally covers a smaller area than a city or zip code. On average, a census tract has around
4,200 residents. Census tracts are more uniformly distributed in terms of the number of residents
than cities or zip codes. For Leavenwmih, Census Tract No. 960200 includes Leavenwmih, Plain,
Lake Wenatchee, and surrounding area. According to the Census Bureau, 14.3% ofthe population
in Chelan County (73,389 people) live below the povetiy line, which is lower than the national
average of 14. 7%. The Census Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds that vary by family
size and composition to determine who is in povetiy. If a family's total income is less than the
family's threshold, then that family and every individual in it is considered in povetiy.

Comparison of Median Household Income by region from the Office of Financial Management
Forecasting:
12010

12015
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Chelan

$45,478

$52,780

Douglas

$46,159

$52,355

Okanogan

$34,915

$34,808

King

$65,383

$78,657

Washington State

$54,888

$62,108

Source: (Office ofFinancial Management Forecasting, State of Washington)
Employment

The largest single employer is Cascade Medical Center with 112 full & pmi time employees. This
employment information was taken from the publication "Employment and Payrolls in
Washington State by County and Industry" which is prepared by the Washington State
Employment Security Depmiment and other sources. According to data fi·om the Census Bureau
for 2015, employment in Leavenwmih has been declining at a rate of -1.96%, from 1,022
employees in 2014 to 1,002 employees in 2015. The most common jobs held by residents of
Leavenworth by number of employees, are "Food & Serving;" "Sales;" and "Health Practitioners."
The highest paid jobs held by residents of Leavenworth by median earnings, are "Health
Practitioners;" "Education, Training, & Library;" and "Computer & Mathematical." The most
common industries in Leavenworth by number of employees are "Accommodation & Food
Service;" "Healthcare & Social Assistance;" and "Retail trade." As comparison, the agricultural
industry is the largest employment generator in Chelan County.
According to the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER), the following table lists the
most popular occupations for Leavenwmih. The occupations with the most people doing them are
listed first.
Occupation

Leavenworth

Washington

USA (National Average)

Service occupations

25.3%

16.6%

17.1%

Sales and office occupations

22.7%

24.0%

25.4%

Management, business,
financial occupations

and 12.4%

15.5%

14.3%

Computer, engmeenng,
science occupations

and

7.3%

5.2%

Production, transportation, and 9.5%
material moving occupations

11.2%

12.4%

Education, legal, community 9.1%
media
and
service,
mis,
occupations

10.2%

10.6%

11.3%
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Natural resources, construction, 7.1%
and maintenance occupations

10.3%

9.8%

Healthcare practitioners
technical occupations

4.9%

5.2%

and 2.6%

Source: NBER
Leavenwmih is a central pmi of the region's economy and employment, with a diversity of
commercial activities thriving and providing employment opportunities for residents. In addition,
agricultural endeavors, cottage based industries and low impact light industrial (located in and out
of the City limits) continue to have a strong presence in the region.
Small manufacturers and emerging technologies deserve special attention in the City's
Comprehensive Plan for two principal reasons. First, small manufacturers are able to rapidly
respond to changes in the market place. Economic diversity can be strengthened with a variety of
small companies, rather than one large company. Second, small scale diversified industrial
business has a tremendous potential to generate additional employment opportunities (note:
statistics indicate that for every one industrial job created, five more jobs are created in support
services).
For these reasons, the City's Comprehensive Plan seeks to assist in the identification and
recruitment of small-scale "clean" industry and cottage based industries that are appropriate to
Leavenworth's resources and vision.
However, it is also recognized that there is a limited amount ofland within the City limits and that
industrial development will also occur in the surrounding areas of the County. In particular, the
Pmi of Chelan County is seeking to develop the Peshastin mill property into a diversified center
of economic activity. The City will seek ways to cooperate with these and other economic
development efforts in the region.
Although the NBER announced that the national recession occurred from December 2007 through
June 2009, the effects of this recession hit the Wenatchee Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
labor market primarily in 2009 and 2010. Nonfarm employment in the two-county Wenatchee
MSA peaked at an average of 40,200 jobs in 2008, then the recession hit. Since this recession, total
nonfarm employment:
•

Dropped 3. 9 percent in 2 009 (down 1, 600 jobs) to an average annual figure of 38, 700

•

Nonfarm employment continued to slip during 2010, to 38,100, a 1.3-percent downturn.

•

During 2011, the local labor market in the two-county area rebounded to 38,500 jobs, a
modest 0.9 percent and 300-job average annual upturn.

•

This 300-job uptrend was duplicated in 2012 with the number jobs advancing to 38,800, a
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0.8 percent increase.
•

In 2013, the tempo of job growth improved to 1.4 percent as the Wenatchee Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) netted 500 new nonfatmjobs and employment rose to 39,300.

•

In 2014, the Wenatchee MSA's nonfarm economy averaged 40,600 a relatively robust 3.2
percent growth pace (slightly more robust than the 2.7 percent growth rate statewide during
2014) as 1,300 new jobs were added to the labor market. Over three-fourths ofthese 1,300
jobs added last year were in construction, health services and leisure and hospitality. It took
six years for the local economy to meet (and surpass) the 2008 employment peak of 40,200
nonfarm jobs but it finally did it by adding jobs at a modest rates in 2011, 2012 and 2013
-with a "strong finish" in 2014.

National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER)

Unemployment

Since 2005 the unemployment rate in Leavenworth has ranged from 3.8% in July 2006 to 16.7%
in January 1993. The cunent unemployment rate for Leavenworth is 5.1% in May 2017. In
comparison, since 2005 the employment rate in the United States has ranged from 2.5% in May of
1953 to 10.8% in November of1982. The current unemployment rate for the United States is 7.1 %.
For additional comparison, since 2005 the unemployment rate in Washington State has ranged
from 4.1% in October 1997 to 11.3% in January 2010. The cunent unemployment rate for
Washington is 4.3% for May 2017. (Pooled from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and other
governmental sources)
Indicators and Economic Measures

According to data from the Census Bureau, the Median Housing Value is $ 261,300. In
comparison and according to "Zillow" (a real estate marketing digital platform- this Index is the
median valuation for a given geographic area on a given day), the median home value in
Leavenworth is $323,300. Leavenworth home values have gone up 7.1% over the past year, and
Zillow predicts they will rise 5.5% within the next year. The median list price per square foot in
Leavenworth is $297, which is higher than the Wenatchee Metro average of $217.
As an indicator of success, trends in employment can be monitored and evaluated. Below is the
labor force status for Leavenworth and the sunounding area.
Labor force status

1990

2000

2010

2013

Persons 16 years and over

1,307

1,563

2,010

1,814

Civilian labor force

756

927

1,157

1,032

Employed

710

902

1,157

1,032
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Unemployed

46

25

1,107

996

Armed Forces

0

0

50

36

In labor force

756

927

0

0

Not in labor force

551

636

853

782

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 I 2000/2010 Census of Population and Housing

The total assessed value of Leavenworth in 2003 was $182,808,050. The total assessed values in
2017 is $405,610,784.

The retail sales tax revenue was $1,038,147.98 in 2013. There is a significant growth in the retail
sales tax in the decade from 2003 to 2017. In December 2008, a major winter storm shut down the
passes from Seattle for approximately 10 days. This most likely contributed to the reduction in
revenues posted for February 2009. In late 2008 and 2009, the city had reduced revenues due to a
downturn in the economy that was noted as the largest recession since the Great Depression. In
September 2012, significant fires and smoke in the area for much of the month reduced sales taxes
and had cancelled hotel reservations.

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

$937,151

$849,726

$925,772

$938,512

$936,242

$1,038,147

$1,118,890

$1,191,153

$1,332,166

Source: City of Leavenworth

As an indicator of success in business, especially if tourism driven, below is the Lodging Tax
collections earned by month. A business which is not driven by tourism, oftentimes interacts with
tourism and the majority of business in Leavenwmih will likely reflect a similar pattern.

As shown in the chart, the hotel/motel tax had a stable increase from 2008-2016, which reflected
a stable increase of visitors.

2008

2009

2010

2011

$911,244 $874,617 $903,302 $969,365

2012

2013

$1,003,836 $1,121,703

2014

2015

$1,155,223

$1,332,020 $1,512,523

2016

Source: City of Leavenworth

From 2003 to 2016, building pe1mit fees had a stable increase. So, it indicated that the construction
in Leavenworth has been keeping up as a positive signal of economic growth and appropriate land
use patterns.
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Year

Total Valuation

Total
Commercial
Valuation

Total
Residential
Valuation

2006

$4,155,658.19

$2,455,974.67

$1,699,683.52

2007

$8,933,847.01

$3,506,000.00

$5,427,847.01

2008

$2,089,207.95

$564,882.95

$1,524,325.00

2009

$11,477,444.00

$1 0,254, 000.00

$1,223,444.00

2010

$6,444,280.00

$5,054,504.00

$1,389,776.00

2011

$6,805,294.85

$6,03 9,920. 07

$765,374.78

2012

$4,923,937.23

$3,832,724.40

$1,091,212.83

2013

$6,019,642.90

$4,922,110.40

$1,097,532.50

2014

$6,481,3 08.93

$4,744,413.33

$1,736,895.60

2015

$3,495,944.02

$1,273,500.00

$2,222,444.02

2016

$39,988,526.20

$37,522,443.16

$2,3 53,549.70

2005

Source: City of Leavenworth Development Services Department

Year

Commercial Commercial Significant***
Residential Residential Total
New Units* New
Commercial
New
New
Building
Building
Remodel/Addition Units*
Building
Permits
Permits*
Permits
Permits*
Issued**

2005

37

4

7

10

8

66

2006

23

4

8

5

5

50

2007

7

2

12

37

18

57

2008

0

0

13

4

4

53

2009

0

0

6

4

2

45

2010

25

5

3

1

1

29

2011

38

2

10

1

1

49

2012

12

2

8

3

3

49

2013

6

2

13

2

2

42

2014

1

1

29

3

3

67

2015

0

0

8

7

6

52
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Source: City of Leavenwmih Development Services Department
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Foster a balanced, diversified and sustainable local economy that contributes
to Leavenworth's high quality of life, through the protection and enhancement of the natural,
historical, and cultural amenities, and the improvement of the financial well-being of its
residents.

Rationale:

Values describe what the community really cares about and holds dear.

Policy 1:
Coordinate public and private sector organizations engaged in economic
development planning in the Leavenworth area for the following purposes:
•

To promote economic health and diversity for the City of Leavenworth and the
surrounding area,

•

To foster a positive entrepreneurial environment for businesses,

•

To accommodate a broad mix ofjobs while actively seeking a greater proportion of
living wage jobs that will have greater benefits to a broad cross-section ofthe residents
of the Leavenworth Area,

•

To ensure that the infrastructure needed to support the economy is in place,

•

To develop a highly trained local workforce that can better compete for meaningful
and productive employment, earn a living wage and meet the needs of business, and

•

To ensure that economic development strategies are carried out in a manner consistent
with other elements ofthe Comprehensive Plans ofthe City ofLeavenworth and Chelan
County. The City of Leavenworth and Chamber of Commerce will monitor issues that
impact the local economy at the County, State and National levels.

Rationale:
Traditionally, local governments have played a significant, though limited role in
shaping how local economies perfmm. Regional, national and global economies have had a much
greater impact on the local economy than economic development plans and policies adopted by
local jurisdictions. One of the visions of the community is to facilitate the growth, diversification
and stability of Leavenworth's economy, and to create oppmiunities for meaningful skilled
employment, while maintaining the quality oflife. These actions seek to miiculate a course to help
to improve the job skills available in the workforce, and bolster several sectors of the local
economy.
Policy 2:
Maintain and enhance the Leavenworth area's natural, historical and cultural
amenities and the City of Leavenworth's Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme, in order to assist in
attracting new businesses, retaining existing businesses, and promoting economic vitality.

Rationale:
The residents and businesses envision a community that balances the beauty of the
region with a diverse and sustainable economy.
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Policy 3:
The economic development element of the Comprehensive Plan should be based
upon the following factors within the community:
•

Land suitable for development of commercial and industrial use.

•

Infrastructure including transportation (air, rail, roads) and utilities.

•

Housing to support economic growth.

Rationale:
Appropriated area, infrastmcture and housing all play a role in the space and
services needed for successful economic development.

Policy 4:
Encourage coordination and cooperation at the local and regional level to ensure
consistency on economic growth considerations.
Rationale:
Coordination at the local and regional level will ensure that all areas of
Leavenworth and the county will be considered in economic development effmis.

Policy 5:
Encourage education and provide information on the community strengths,
marketable factors (i.e. waterfront, quality of life considerations), availability of housing,
infrastructure, etc. to attract and/or expand commercial and industrial activities.
Rationale:
Economic development recmitment efforts will be more successful if those who are
involved in economic development are kept informed of positive community attributes.

Policy 6:
Continue and support the Council's standing Economic Development Committee;
and interact with the Leavenworth Chamber ofCommerce, Bavarian Village Business Association,
and other similar organizations.
Rationale:
Standing committees help ensure that economic development trends, needs and
desires of Leavenworth and the planning area are cunent and addressed.

Policy 7:
Economic development should be one of the considerations in the process of land
use planning, transportation planning, infrastructure planning, and the determination of urban
growth boundaries.
Rationale:
Considering economic development in the preparation of other plan elements will
ensure that there is adequate land base, infrastmcture, and access to provide for future commercial
and industrial development.

Policy 8:
Encourage commercial and industrial activities to locate in areas with
infrastructure capacity and the potential to provide adequate, affordable housing and lor
transportation linkages to existing housing.
Rationale:
Adequate infrastmcture, access to transportation systems and available work force
are key elements to successful commercial and industrial development.
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Policy 9:
Develop criteria for considering participation in infrastructure improvements
needed to support economic development.

Rationale:
There may be circumstances where local government could pmiicipate in
infrastructure improvements if this would encourage economic growth. Long-range financial
planning presents the opportunity to schedule projects so that the various steps in development logically
follow one another, with regard to relative urgency, economic desirability, and community benefit
Policy 10:

Encourage compatible diversification of the economy.

Rationale:
New commercial and industrial activities should be evaluated to ensure that they
are compatible with existing uses so that the area will remain economically viable
Goal2:
Maintain and enhance year-round opportunities for sustainable tourism in a
manner that recognizes and preserves the area's historic heritage, culture, recreational
amenities and natural setting.

Rationale:
The tourist and hospitality industries are well established as the basis for the
Leavenwotih's economy, and its continued health is the key to Leavenworth's future.
Policy I:
Recognize the importance of tourism and its contribution to the health of the
economy of Leavenworth.

Rationale:
Tourism has become an important sector that has an impact on development of the
economy. The main benefits of tourism are income creation and generation of jobs.
Policy 2:

Encourage a balanced mix of visitor and resident uses.

Rationale:
Community and tourism leaders should balance an anay of impacts that may either
improve or negatively affect communities and their residents. Leaders must be sensitive and
visionary, and must avoid the temptation of glossing over certain difficulties tourism development
creates. Tourism leaders should also balance the opportunities and concerns of all community
sectors by working against conditions where positive impacts benefit one pmi of the community
(geographic or social) and negative impacts hurt another. Conversely, community sensitivity to
tourism means avoiding undue burdens on the industry that could thwmi its success. The City
should not expect tourism to solve all community problems. Tourism is just one element of a
community. While creative strategic development of tourism amenities and services can enhance
the community or conect local deficiencies, tourism, like all business development, must assure
that its products (attractions and services) attract customers.
Policy 3:
Develop and explore the area's potential for enhanced facilities, services and
events that will appeal to residents and visitors year-round.

Rationale:
The ability of the tourism economy to benefit from tourism depends on the
availability of investment to develop the necessary infrastructure and on its ability to supply the
needs of tourists.
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Policy 4:
Work with a broad spectrum ofthe community to create public-private partnerships
to develop year-round visitor potential.
Rationale:

Leavenworth is an attractive community for investors.

Policy 5:
Develop marketing strategies to maximize tourism opportunities to help maintain
existing industries and quality of life.
Rationale:

See above

Policy 6:
Promote and develop diversified opportunities that meet the needs ofresidents and
visitors, including cultural, recreational, Agri-tourism and other opportunities.
Rationale:
Diversification of the economic base can provide stability if there is an economic
down-turn in the existing commercial/industrial activities of the Leavenworth and the planning
area

Policy 7:

Develop interpretive and interactive opportunities.

Rationale:
Providing directed experiences enables the pmiicipant to form their own intellectual
and emotional connections to the experience.
Goal3:
Strengthen, preserve and enhance the Leavenworth Commercial districts as
an active and economically viable place to shop, conduct business, reside, and enjoy events.
Enhance and attract small and medium sized businesses, which serve the community's needs
for goods and services.

Rationale:
Commercial activities in the city are permitted in three commercial districts based
on their functional similarities and locational requirements. Small retail and service shops in the
Central Commercial district serve a compact I concentrated pedestrian tourism. Larger stores with
more goods and services, not properly a part of the central area, is found in the General
Commercial district. The Tourist Commercial district classification is intended to be applied to
areas suitable and desirable for motels, restaurants, service stations and similar uses to
accommodate auto-oriented patrons.

Policy 1:
Maintain and enhance the Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme within the City of
Leavenworth.
Rationale:
The Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme is a critical component in the tourist
experience; and the economic driver of tourism economy in Leavenwmih.

Policy 2:
Promote development of commercial uses that serve local needs and diversifY the
selection of conveniently located goods and services.
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Rationale:
Location is impmiant for businesses in the retail and hospitality trades because they
rely a great deal on visibility and exposure to their target markets. Location is also important for
service ventures, which have such costs as advertising, promotion, and distribution that are a direct
result of where they're located.
Policy 3:
Plan and provide capital improvements to attract new businesses and
entrepreneurs, enhance existing businesses, and serve the commercial needs of the community.

Rationale:
Investments in Leavenwmih's commercial areas, neighborhoods, water,
stormwater and sewer systems, parks, streets, and public facilities are an essential component of
providing comprehensive and functional economic development for the future.
Policy 4:
community.

Promote redevelopment efforts that meet the commercial and service needs of the

Rationale:
local needs.

Redevelopment for commercial and service prope1iies is an option that can address

Policy 5:

Encourage efficient City permitting and design review processes.

Rationale:
Policies are needed which help to guide the City in streamlining its permit
processing system to provide timely, fair and predictable permit processing. When implemented,
these measures will help to ensure that the City will not miss opportunities for economic
development due to delay or uncertainty of process
Policy 6:
objectives:

Ensure that the area's public facilities and improvements accomplish the following

•

Encourage safe pedestrian movement through the Districts and into shops and
businesses;

•

Provide adequate signage, convenient restrooms and parking.

Rationale:
economy.

Public facilities that allow for circulation, access, and amenities support a healthy

Policy 7:
Maintain and enhance the pedestrian oriented character of the commercial areas,
where appropriate.

Rationale:
In a pedestrian oriented area, pleasant, safe, and enjoyable walking oppmiunities
are critical for the well-being of the business community.
Policy 8:

Encourage development that contributes to the area's small-town atmosphere.

Rationale:
A small town atmosphere is associated with a feeling of calm, security, and
inclusion. This sense of area can promote an enjoyable experience which may encourage a return
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trip or positive review.
Policy 9:
Encourage coordination with and between the City of Leavenworth, Chamber of
Commerce, Bavarian Village Business Association, service organizations, and other similar
groups.

Rationale:
Coordination with the business community encourages ideas and solutions that may
not be accomplished by a single entity.
Policy 10:
Allow the continuation of mixed-use development in Leavenworth with residential
use of upper floors in the downtown core.
Goal 4:
Recognize and encourage economic development efforts to support and
diversify regional economies.

Rationale:
The City of Leavenworth is not located within a vacuum. Regional and local
economies are, or should be, supportive of each other, or at a minimum, not conflicting or harmful.
Policy 1:
Recognize regional Agri-tourism as a part of the economic matrix of the
community; and potential trends in tourism: Wedding; Historical; Culinary; and Wine/beer/spirits
with existing recreation and hospitality.

Rationale:
The continued operation of area agriculture contributes positively to the well-being
of visitors and residents. Value-added agricultural activities strengthen and diversify the regional
economy.
Policy 2:
Recognize that forest management contributes positively to the well-being of
visitors and residents in several wcrys:
•

Management of timber resources,

•

Fire protection,

•

Employment in forest related activities,

•

Management of hazardous trees.

Rationale:
The City of Leavenworth is surrounded by forested lands that add to the visual
impact ofthe Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme and overall beauty ofthe City.
Policy 3:
Encourage the management of healthy forest stands that allows for long-term
sustainability and the reduction offire hazards while preserving the view shed.

Rationale:
The Old-World Bavarian Alpine Theme fits perfectly with the soaring Cascade
Mountains and surrounding forest lands.
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Goal 5:
Strengthen and build upon the many recreational amenities available within
the Leavenworth and the surrounding area.
Rationale:
Recreation and tourism are linked in many ways. Both are what most would
considerable a pati of any planned vacation.

Policy I:
Recognize that Leavenworth is an area with a multitude of recreational
opportunities and that participation in these activities is growing among residents and visitors.
Rationale:
Over time, the economic drivers of the community have changed or evolved; and
one is the differing, varied and enthusiastically sought recreation of the area.

Policy 2:
Encourage the development and maintenance of year-round recreational
opportunities to support use by local residents and visitors in an environmentally sound way,
including:
•

Enhancement of existing parks and trails,

•

Linkage of trails and park systems, and

•

Development of new facilities.

Rationale:
Recreation should be within the environmental constraints of the location.
Introduction of an unsustainable recreation outside of the environment is costly, and prone to fail.

Policy 3:
Support public/private partnerships that develop and promote recreational
opportunities.
Rationale:

Patinerships encourage shared ownership, diversity, and longevity.

Goal 6:
amenities.

Strengthen and build upon Leavenworth's many cultural and historical

Policy I:
Recognize, encourage and support the continued success ofLeavenworth's cultural
resources, including theatre, museum, art, and other resources.
Rationale:
Cunently, the City has varied cultural resources such as the Upper Valley Museum,
Wenatchee River Institute at Barn Beach Reserve, Summer Theatre and Art in the Park, Icicle
Creek Music Center, Audubon Center; and the continuation of these resources emiches the
community for residents and visitors alike.

Policy 2:
Encourage opportunities for public/private partnerships in the development of
Leavenworth's cultural resources, including theatre, museum, art, and other resources.
Goal7:

Support current commercial and industrial enterprises, and encourage the
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formation of businesses and the relocation of businesses to Leavenworth as a vital part of the
area's economy.

Rationale:
Economic development is proceeding at a rapid rate in response to competitive
regional, national and intemational trends. It is very important that economic development
planning efforts in Leavenworth and the surrounding area be focused in a flexible and strategic
economic development manner that is capable of responding to current and future economic
opportunities and challenges while meeting the needs of the local community.

Policy]:

Assist in the identification and recruitment of new businesses.

Attract employers who use a wide range of job skills to create employment
Policy 2:
opportunities for all residents in the Leavenworth Area.
Policy 3:
technology.

Encourage businesses to invest in modernization and environmentally sound

Policy 4:

Encourage the export of local goods and services throughout the global economy.

Encourage the location or relocation of clean industry, which has minimal impact
Policy 5:
on environmental quality.
Policy 6:

Encourage the formation and expansion of cottage industries and light industry.

Encourage adequate infrastructure for business, education, public affairs and
GoalS:
consumer uses.

Policy I:
Recognize that an adequate infrastructure is fundamental to Leavenworth's ability
to attract and retain jobs.
Encourage the continued operation of the Cascade Medical Center and Hospital
Policy 2:
Districts efforts to maintain and enhance the medical facilities, rehabilitation centers and
emergency services.
Rationale:
The Cascade Medical Center and other medical services are large employers
provide and attract similar services to the community.

Policy 3:

Encourage local utilities to continue to install telecommunications infrastructure.
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Rationale:
Within the modern age, telecommunications is a fundamental component to many
and varied businesses with a significant growth trend and dependency for success of business.

Policy 4:
Enhance transportation systems that provide access to, within, and from
Leavenworth for residents and visitors.
Rationale:
Transportation is a fundamental component of commerce; and efficient
roads/highways, bus service (Link), train service, air service (via Wenatchee), and bicycle and
pedestrian routes encourages and supports daily business operations.
Goal 9:
Provide an adequate amount of appropriately zoned land to support
commercial and industrial development in the City of Leavenworth and in unincorporated
areas of Chelan County.

Rationale:
Policies incorporated which ensure that Leavenwmih will have an adequate supply
of appropriately zoned land to suppmi future commercial and industrial development fosters a
healthy economic development strategy. The City also recognizes and encourages the Port of
Chelan's efforts to promote industrial development within the region.

Policy]:
Cooperate with Chelan County to ensure that high intensity commercial and
industrial activities are within urban growth areas (UGAs) where adequate public facilities and
services exist, or will be provided at the time of development.
Rationale:
These provisions help ensure that government agencies and other entities work
together to develop and implement consistent strategies that promote the economic health and
diversity of the area.

Policy 2:
Expand existing commercial and industrial zones consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
Provide effective separation of conflicting land uses through buffering, setbacks,
Policy 3:
zone uses allowed, and transition zones.
GoallO:
Encourage the development of a parking management strategy; and identify
parking needs and resolutions.

Rationale:
Due to competing needs for parking, there are often conflicts (real and perceived)
between residential, customer, employee, and visitor parking. In addition, the capacity of parking
during events and high-volume times, appear inadequate which adds to congestion and frustration
of visitors, residents and the community as a whole. The study of parking is to develop parking
management strategies to encourage prosperous commercial environment consistent with the plan.
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HOUSING
ELEMENT

The Housing Element is an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs,
identifying the housing units necessary to serve the projected population.
2017 Leavenworth Housing Needs Assessment

To help address the housing needs ofthe community, the City formed the Housing Affordability
Committee. The committee was tasked with 1) evaluating programs and initiatives to produce
affordable units and preserve existing ones; 2) making recommendations to the City Council and
Planning Commission for initiatives and codes that promote mixed-income development in
neighborhoods across the city; and 3) ensuring a vibrant mix of housing options for people of all
income levels. The Taskforce and City Council commissioned and completed a "Housing Needs
Assessment" by BERK Consulting (Appendix D). The BERK Consulting Team developed
information on the household characteristics of the local population and develop information on
the cunent housing inventory. The study area included the Cascade School District boundary; and
the "Housing Needs Assessment" by BERK Consulting can be reviewed within Appendix D. Key
findings of the study identified the following:
1. At least 36% of the housing stock is for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. The

Leavenworth area includes a significant share of vacation homes and short-term rentals.
This high level of seasonal use reflects Leavenworth's tourism industry and its popularity
as a weekend destination for those in the Puget Sound region and other areas of
Washington. A survey of vacation home rental platforms such as Airbnb and HomeAway
indicated a minimum of 300 units are currently set aside for the short-term rental market.
2. Very low vacancy in the long-term rental housing market. A review of long-term rental
listings revealed that only around 10 units are cunently available. This indicates that the
vacancy rate could be as low as 1% in the long-term rental market. A healthy housing
market should have a 5% vacancy rate to ensure that all households can find a suitable new
home when they need one. It appears likely that many would-be landlords can generate
more income in the short-term rental market than the long-term rental market.
3. Rents are rising fast. Since 2013, median monthly rents have increased by 13% annually.
This is significantly faster than even the hot housing market in Seattle. Low vacancy
appears to be putting significant pressure on the long-term rental housing supply and
upward pressure on rents.
4. Almost a third ofhouseholds are cost burdened. Three out of 10 households in the greater
Leavenworth area spend more than 30% of their income on housing. One out of four renter
households are severely cost burdened, or spending more than 50% of their income on
housing. Furthermore, these findings reflect conditions between 2009 and 2013. Rental
costs have increased significantly since then.
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5. A growing number of workers are commuting long distances. Employment has grown by
over 800 jobs between 2002 and 2014. However, the number of workers who live closer
than 10 miles from their job has not increased. Instead a growing number of workers are
traveling long distances to jobs inside the Cascade School District.
6. Wages in the Leavenworth area are significantly lower than needed to afford local housing
costs. Only 15% of the jobs in the Leavenworth area pay more than $40,000 per year. Yet
to afford the median apartment rent a household needs an annual income of at least
$59,000. To afford the median single-family home rent a household needs $67,000. This
may explain the growing number of workers commuting into the Leavenworth area from
distant locations where housing may be more affordable. Workforce housing will likely be
a significant challenge in the years ahead.
7. Four (4) out of 10 residents are over 60 years old. 40% of the Cascade School District's
population is 60 years or older. This has implications for the housing market since senior
households have unique housing needs that need to be considered.
8. Student homelessness has increased. Between the 2011-2012 school year and the 20142015 school year, homelessness increased from 5 students to 26 students in the Cascade
School District. This likely indicates that more families are struggling to maintain housing
in the area.
9. Home production has not matched needs, particularly within the City of Leavenworth.
Although new home production has slowed overall for the City and School District over
the last ten years, production has begun to pick up in the last five years. Production in
Leavenworth was historically around 20% of the district-wide production of units, but has
recently slowed considerably. Leavenworth gained seven new single-family homes and six
new accessory dwelling units in 2016, a small increase from previous years.
10. Zoning and public land ownership within the school district limits development potential.
The potential for new workforce housing in and around Leavenworth hinges on 1) the
availability of land for development, redevelopment, and infill and 2) the policies and
regulations associated with the land that guide the density and type of development
allowed. In the Cascade School District, much of the developable land is in rural areas with
low density zoning that does not support workforce housing. Within the City and UGA,
the amount of vacant developable land is limited.
11. Housing production in and around Leavenworth is constrained by environmental factors.
Developable land in the City of Leavenworth, it's urban growth area, and the areas
surrounding the City is constrained by a variety of environmental factors that limit the use
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of the land. These factors include shoreline management along Icicle Creek and the
Wenatchee River, steep slopes, and the presence of critical areas.
12. Providing services to housing in Leavenworth and the surrounding area is challenging.
Land in the county is regulated such that clustered housing and smaller units are not easily
supported. Low density and rural residential development makes delivering appropriate
levels of service for water, sewer, solid waste, and others challenging since these services
require a concentration of facilities to be efficient.
Housing affordability in Leavenworth and the surrounding area is shaped by the local tourism
economy and the desirability of the area to second home owners as well as the needs of the local
residents and workforce. Although the tourism and recreation economy is important to the
economic sustainability of the area, the external pressures this economy places on the local housing
market results in upward pressure on local rents and housing prices. These pressures are
fundamentally caused by a shortage of housing supply to accommodate the combined demands for
recreational, seasonal, and workforce housing.
In addition and central to the Taskforce thoughts, it became evident that market factors could not
be controlled by the City. The Taskforce further understood that if the City encouraged new
affordable housing, that outside purchasers with the resources beyond local families, would
continue to consume homes for "second" homes or would be "absentee" owners. With this in
mind, the Taskforce believed that the positive merits to create and encourage affordable housing
outweighed this fact.
Population and Demographics

The County and the Cities of Cashmere, Chelan, Entiat, Leavenwmih and Wenatchee agreed on
the proposed population projection method and determination (Appendix C); and the medium
projections were accepted using the Office of Financial Management population estimates. The
population projections are for the purpose of review and consideration during the mandated 2017
Comprehensive Plan Update; and the County was tasked with using the Office of Financial
Management population estimates for the County and providing analysis of the population
projections appropriate to each Urban Growth Boundary (Appendix C).

Share
of
2020
Population
Projection
Growth
Leavenworth
UGA

2,477

Urban

55,684

2025
Projection

2030
Projection

2035
Projection

2036
Projection

2037
Projection

2017-2037
change

2,534

2,583

2,624

2,631

2,638

196

57,880

59,806

61,397

61,687

61,969

7,641
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Rural

22,902

24,005

24,972

25,771

25,916

26,057

3,835

Total

78,586

81,885

84,778

87,168

87,603

88,026

11,476

Definition of Affordable Housing

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the consideration of the
availability and affordability of housing. Affordability is not specifically defined in the Act. It is
the responsibility of the local government to establish the definition of "affordable." Below is
found with the Washington Administrative Code:
"Affordable housing" means residential housing that is rented by a person or
household whose monthly housing costs, including utilities other than telephone, do
not exceed thirty percent of the household's monthly income. For the purposes of
housing intended for owner occupancy, "affordable housing" means residential
housing that is within the means of low or moderate-income households.
The City has yet to define "Affordable Housing for Leavenworth." Such will be developed and
placed within the Leavenworth Municipal Code, or other Council policy.
Along with the issue of "affordability" comes the issue of the availability of housing to "all
economic segments" of the population. The table below shows the income groupings that are
commonly used in discussing housing affordability and the income limits. The U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) annually prepares these income levels and adjusts
them by household size. According to WAC 365-196-410, "Low-income refers to a household
whose income is between thirty percent and fifty percent of the median income, adjusted for
household size, for the county where the housing unit is located."
2017 HUD Income Limits for Chelan County

Very
Income

1 Person

2 Person 3 Person 4 Person

5 Person

6 Person

7 Person 8 Person

Low $22,000

$25,150 $28,300 $31,400

$33,950

$36,450

$38,950

$41,450

$35,200

$40,200 $45,250 $50,250

$54,300

$58,300

$62,350

$66,350

Low Income

Source: U.S. Department ofHUD.
NOTE: Chelan County is part ofthe Wenatchee, WA Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA), so all information presented here applies to all of the Wenatchee, WA
MSA. The Wenatchee, WA MSA contains the following areas: Chelan County,
WA; and Douglas County, WA
2016 HUD Income Limits for Wenatchee

Low Income

1 Person

2 Person

3 Person

4 Person

5 Person

6 Person

7 Person

8 Person

$34,000

$38,850

$43,700

$48,550

$52,450

$56,350

$60,250

$64,100
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The Census Bureau tracks income by family, household, and per capita (per unit of population). A
household is an occupied housing unit. Family income includes only those households that are
considered families (householder and one or more other persons related to the householder by
birth, marriage, or adoption). Since not all households contain families, the household income is
more representative of the actual community income. The median household income in
Leavenwotih was $43,447 in 2015, which represents a 16.3% growth from the previous year of
$37,348 (Source: Census Bureau- tract). Households in Chelan County have a median income of
$51,837 in 2015. For Leavenworth in 2013, the median household income was $34,081.
The Comparison of Median Household Income by Region table is the Office of Financial
Management (OFM); and provides a comparison over time and area.
Comparison of Median Household Income by Region

2010

2015

Chelan

$45,478

$52,780

Douglas

$46,159

$52,355

Okanogan

$34,915

$34,808

King

$65,383

$78,657

Washington State

$54,888

$62,108

Office of Financial Management
According to data from the Census Bureau, 14.4% of the population (2016 Population Estimates1,994- Source: Vintage 2016 Population Estimates: Population Estimates) within the City limits
of Leavenwmih live below the povetiy line, which is lower than the national average of 14.7%.
The largest group living in poverty is Male 55-64, followed by Female 18-24 and then Female 5564. According to the Census Bureau, 14.3% ofthe population in Chelan County (73,389 people)
live below the poverty line, which is lower than the national average of 14.7%.
The Census Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds that vmy by fmnily size and
composition to determine who is in poverty. According to the Census Bureau, the Median
Household Income is $ 43,447 within the City limits of Leavenworth (Source: 2011-2015
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates). This data differs slightly from that "individual
worker income" review. In comparison, the median household income in the United States in 2015
was $56,516, an increase in real terms of 5.2 percent from the 2014 median income of $53,718.
This is the first annual increase in median household income since 2007, the year before the most
recent recession.
The nation's official poverty rate in 2015 was 13.5 percent, with 43.1 million people in poverty,
3.5 million fewer than in 2014. The 1.2 percentage point decrease in the povetiy rate from 2014 to
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2015 represents the largest annual percentage point drop in povmiy since 1999. In addition and
on a national level, real median incomes in 2015 for family households ($72,165) and nonfamily
households ($33,805) increased 5.3 percent and 5.4 percent, respectively, from their 2014 medians.
This is the first annual increase in median household income for family households since 2007.

The most recent increase for nonfamily households was in 2009. The increases of 5.3 percent and
5.4 percent for family and nonfamily households were not statistically different. Real median
household income in 2015 was 1.6 percent lower than in 2007, the year before the most recent
recession, and 2.4 percent lower than the median household income peak that occurred in 1999.
The difference between the 1.6 percent change and the 2.4 percent change was not statistically
significant (Census Bureau). Fmihe1more, the pove1iy rate for families and the number of families
in poverty were 10.4 percent and 8.6 million in2015, a decrease from 11.6 percent and 9.5 million
families in 2014.

In 2015, 5.4 percent of married-couple families, 28.2 percent of families with a female
householder, and 14.9 percent of families with a male householder lived in poverty. For marriedcouple families and families with a female householder, both the poverty rate and the number in
pove1iy decreased. For families with a male householder, neither the poverty rates nor the number
in pove1iy showed any statistically significant change between 2014 and 2015.

As defined by the Office of Management and Budget and updated for inflation using the Consumer
Price Index, the weighted average poverty threshold for a family of four in 2015 was $24,257.
(See
<www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poveiiy/historical-poveiiythresholds.html> for the complete set of dollar value thresholds that vary by family size and
composition.)

Leavenworth Median Individual Worker Income (2015)

The median individual worker income is $27,720. This is lower than the national average $29,701.
Worker Type

Leavenwmih

Washington

USA (National Average)

Male

$37,964

$39,886

$35,201

Female

$20,804

$25,223

$24,139

Median Household Income

$44,426

$57,244

$51,914

2010 U.S. Census.

Housing Inventory
Housing Unit Type

The Postcensal Estimated housing units are detailed below.
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One Unit
Total Housing Units Units

1,268

Housing Two or More Unit Mobile Homes and
Housing Units
Specials

782

485

1

Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management - 2017.

Housing Occupancy*

Leavenwmih
UGA

Washington U.S.

Total Housing Units

1,418 -100%

2,921,364

132,741,033

Occupied Housing Units

1,107-78.07%,

90.55%

87.55%

Owner Occupied

639 -45.06%,

56.77%

56.34%

Renter Occupied

468 -33.00%,

33.78%

31.21%

Vacant Housing Units

311 -21.93%,

9.45%

12.45%

For Rent

68-4.80%,

1.80%

2.34%

For Sale Only

23 -1.62%,

1.09%

1.20%

Rented or Sold, Not Occupied

3 -0.21%,

0.74%

0.92%

For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional
Use

169-11.92%,

3.19%

3.97%

For Migrant Workers

0-0.00%,

0.03%

0.03%

Other Vacant

48-3.39%,

2.59%

4.00%

*Based on 2010-2014 data (Census) for the UGA. The accepted total of 1,268, as derived from
the Washington State Office of Financial Management, is used for analysis.

Housing Affordability and Future Needs

According to the "Housing Needs Assessment" by BERK Consulting (Appendix D), Leavenwmih
has a significant workforce housing shortage. Solutions to many of Leavenworth's housing
challenges may need to be focused within city boundaries. The City's control over zoning, building
codes, and development incentives provide it with the most effective policy levers for encouraging
the production of units to serve the local workforce. Actions such as restricting the usage of homes
as shmi-term rentals and incentives to provide affordable multifamily homes in exchange for
increased density or propetiy tax exemption could help channel market demand towards meeting
the most pressing housing needs. The City should also consider examining and addressing barriers
to infill and redevelopment within city limits, including allowable density and City requirements
and processes.
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The "Housing Needs Assessment" by BERK Consulting findings indicate that the most urgent
housing need is among the lowest income households eaming 30% AMI or less. 90% of
households at this income level report being cost burdened. There are 155 more households at this
income level than there are units available affordable to that income. Providing affordable housing
for these households would require additional public subsidies.

While the market cannot provide housing at a cost level affordable to the lowest income eamers,
increasing production of market-rate rental housing would greatly help to stabilize or even reduce
rents. The "Housing Needs Assessment" by BERK Consulting estimates there is a 1% vacancy
rate for long-term rental housing. Increasing the supply of rental housing stock would help reduce
competition for available units and therefore decrease pressure on rents. A healthy rental housing
market should have a 5% vacancy rate to ensure that all households can find a suitable new home
when they need one. To reach this short-term goal, an additional 41 rental housing units would be
needed. However, these 41 units would help to serve the needs of the current population of Cascade
School District. As discussed within the complete report, there are an increasing number of
workers who commute long distance to Leavenworth. In 2014, 944 workers in the Cascade School
District area lived 25 miles away from their job and 755 lived 50 miles away or more. Presumably
at least a portion of these workers would prefer to live closer to their workplace if they could find
affordable housing. This finding indicates that the total demand for rental housing in Leavenworth
may far exceed estimates based on current resident population.

According to the "Housing Needs Assessment" by BERK Consulting, most renter households
living in the district have only 1 or 2 members. This indicates that the most effective way to meet
cunent demand for affordable rental housing would be through encouraging the development of
smaller units in multi-family buildings, perhaps through infill development closer to the city
center. The City should consider examining cunent zoning, density incentives, and baniers to infill
and redevelopment, such as City processes, codes, or requirements within city limits. Taskforce
provided recommendations to the Planning Commission, and as applicable, this element was
updated to support those recommendations.
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Goals and Policies
Go all:
Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of
the population, promote a variety of residential densities, and housing types, and encourage
preservation of existing housing stock.

Rationale:
This goal will help to ensure that affordable housing is available to all economic
segments of the population.
Policy 1:

Encourage regeneration of existing housing inventories with methods such as:

• Permitting accessory housing or the division of existing structures in designated singlefamily neighborhoods.

• Consider implementing methods ofsiting of manufactured homes.
• Participating in or sponsoring housing rehabilitation programs offered by state and federal
governments.

Rationale:
This would encourage a more efficient use of existing housing inventories in order
to assist in providing affordable housing.
Policy 2:
Promote the construction ofaffordable housing, particularly for low and moderateincome segments of the population, by exploring all available options, including but not limited to
innovative zoning techniques, pursuing grants, and modification of city fee schedule to
accommodate affordable housing construction.

Rationale:
The low and moderate-income segments of the population need additional help in
acquiring affordable housing.
Policy 3:
Consideration should be given to the provision of diversity in housing types to
accommodate elderly, physically challenged, mentally impaired, and special needs segments of
the population.

Rationale:

Housing types should allow for diversity.

Policy 4:
Encourage areas within the City of Leavenworth and urban growth area to allow
increased densities. Develop regulations which allow for density bonuses or other mechanisms
for higher density and greater utilization of land for housing.

Rationale:
The city has numerous lots of record that are around 2,000 to 4,000 square feet.
Lots that are smaller increase availably, and may be more affordable and reduce the overall housing
cost. Increased densities within the City and the urban growth area, where all urban services are
available, can reduce the cost of housing.
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Policy 5:
Encourage incentives for developers to construct affordable housing. Encourage
the development of consistent, streamlined regulations and procedures which maintain
environmental quality, public health, and safety standards without posing an unnecessary
financial impact on the development of housing.

Rationale:
Incentives which do not compromise public safety will help to convince developers
that construction oflow and moderate-income housing should be considered. Such incentives may
include, but are not limited to, reduced standards for roads, curbs, gutters, reduced lot sizes, density
bonus of 50%, system development charges fee waiver, zero lot line setbacks, consideration of
alternative materials for utilities (e.g. ductile iron pipe vs. PVC), review of energy regulations in
Chelan County, administrative review of lot combinations without the need for plat alterations,
etc. These incentives will be considered in the development regulations subsequent to this
comprehensive plan.
Policy 6:
Chelan County and the City should encourage increased density in communities
with existing infrastructure.

Rationale:
The intent of the GMA is to encourage population growth in urban areas, reduce
urban sprawl and thereby lessen the burden on counties to provide urban type infrastructure and
services to large population centers.
Policy 7:
Encourage the creation of cluster subdivision and/or planned development district
density bonus of 50% or greater.

Rationale:
Allowing higher densities promotes a variety of housing types; encourages green
building policies and practices; promotes compact development patterns that encourage the use of
nonmotorized forms of transportation; suppmis the integration of trails into the design of new
developments; helps to preserve historic and valuable resource lands outside of the city; and
promotes the integration of affordable housing into new development.
Policy 8:
Reassess and amend as necessary the locations, densities and ratio of distribution
of the residential land use designations to more proactively promote the development ofaffordable
housing within the City and the UGA.

Rationale:
The amount of land available for development, its proximity to urban services and
the allowed densities have a direct relationship to land values. Reducing land costs is generally the
largest single factor in achieving affordability.
Policy 9:
Consider standards which incorporate inclusionary zoning concepts, on either a
mandatory or voluntary basis, which will set aside a certain portion of the total units being
constructed for low- and moderate-income residents.

Rationale:
Inclusionary zoning, also known as inclusionary housing, is a term which refers to
planning ordinances that require a given share of new construction to be affordable by people with
low to moderate incomes. Inclusionary zoning promotes flexibility, does not require local tax
dollars to fund construction.
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Policy 10:

Encourage the increase of the multifamily residential district in area and location.

Rationale:
Higher density zoning in proximity to the commercial areas will allow for
workforce housing within walking distance of employment, helps to address the housing needs of
the community, allows for additional housing stock and types, encourages affordable housing.
Policy 11:
Promote appropriately buffered multifamily residential development between
existing commercial districts and low density residential districts to provide a transition between
high intensity and low intensity uses.

Rationale: Buffering provides transition areas between low intensity and high intensity uses, and
helps achieve compatibility.
Policy 12:
Evaluate existing land use designations and regulations which may be presenting
barriers to the development ofan adequate supply ofaffordable housing for all economic segments
of the population.

Rationale:
The City and local jurisdictions should evaluate the impact of land use regulations
on constmction cost to identify methods to reduce regulatory complexity and application
processing time to improve service to citizens, expedite development application processing and
reduce development costs.

Page H- 12

Page H- 13

LAND USE
ELEMENT

The Land Use Element describes the "big picture" of how a community chooses to balance land
use, development, and density consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act (GMA).
The planning area includes the lands to which Leavenworth may feasibly provide future urban
services and those surrounding areas which directly impact conditions within the City limits designated as the Urban Growth Area (UGA). UGAs allow development densities sufficient to
accommodate the next twenty years of projected population and employment growth. The City
and County coordinated their activities in developing an annexation policy, in identifying the
UGA, and in development of interim (1997 Memorandum ofUnderstanding) management policies
for the area within the UGA but outside of the cu11'ent City limits (Appendix C). The UGA is
delineated on the land use designations map.
The Comprehensive Land Use Designation Map graphically displays the prefe11'ed land use
pattern. Creation of the Land Use Designation Map considered the following: Leavenworth's land
use and community character objectives; whether development will be directed away from
environmentally critical areas; the adequacy of the existing and planned transportation system and
other public facilities and services; projected need and demand for housing types and commercial
space; suitability of an area for the proposed designation or zone; and opportunities to separate
potentially incompatible uses
Coordination between the land use element and the capital facilities element is essential to produce
a plan with accurate projections for residential and economic development. The land use plan in
this element will guide decision making to achieve community goals.
Key components of the Land Use element include:
•

Maps showing the future shape of the community and how essential components will be
distributed (Zone and The Comprehensive Land Use Designation Maps)

•

Existing land use inventory

•

Consideration of urban planning approaches that increase physical activity

•

Population projections consistent with Washington State Office of Financial Management
(OFM) forecast or county allocation (Appendix C).

•

Estimate of population and building intensities based on future land uses.

•

Provisions for protection of public water supplies

•

Identification of lands useful for public purposes (utilities, transportation, parks, essential
public services, recreation, trails, wildlife, critical areas, etc.)

•

Drainage, flooding, and stormwater run-off

•

Policies to protect critical areas
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Inventory

The Leavenworth Land Use Inventory and Land Capacity Analysis (Appendix F) is necessary in
order to guide the planning process in accommodating the current growth and projected
population. Additional data is located in Appendix F titled- Leavenworth Land Use Inventory
and Land Capacity Analysis and support documentation.
The following identifies potential lands useful for public purposes (utilities, transpmiation, parks,
essential public services, recreation, trails, wildlife, critical areas, etc.), and is not comprehensive
(see Capital Facilities, Transportation, Parks and Recreation Elements for additional information):
•

Park nmih ofHwy 2 (Parks and Recreation Plan I Element)

•

Waste Treatment Plant Expansion and City Shop relocation (Capital Facilities Plan)

•

Collector Street from Titus Road to Chumstick Hwy with roundabout on County Shop
Road (Transportation Plan)

•

Cascade School District new construction of Alpine Lakes Elementary located on the Pine
St property, modernization and addition of Peshastin-Dryden Elementary and the new
construction of Cascade High School on its current site.

•

Chelan County Public Utility District Substation

Analysis
Population Projections

The GMA requires the Office of Financial Management (OFM) to develop population projections
for each GMA planning county every five years. Chelan County, in collaboration with each city
within the county, are then tasked with establishing UGA that include areas and densities sufficient
to permit urban growth based on the OFM projections. The County and Cities have cooperatively
determined population projections for the 20-year planning cycle. On December 15, 2015, the
Board of County Commissioners adopted resolution 2015-112 identifying OFM medium
population projections to be considered during the 2017 update process (Appendix C).
Population Projections Using OFM Medium Projection
Share of 19902010 Population 2020
Growth
Leavenworth
UGA

2,477

Urban

55,684

2025

2030

2035

2036

2037

2017-2037
change

2,534

2,583

2,624

2,631

2,638

196

57,880

59,806

61,397

61,687

61,969

7,641
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Rural

22,902

24,005

24,972

25,771

25,916

26,057

3,835

Total

78,586

81,885

84,778

87,168

87,603

88,026

11,476

As of 2017, an estimated 1,990 (Office of Financial Management update of 2,017 people) people
live in the City of Leavenworth, about 20% ofthe 10,191 residents who live in the Cascade School
District.
School Capacity

Cascade School District No. 228 is a Class-A public school district in Chelan County, Washington.
The district includes the communities ofDryden, Lake Wenatchee, Leavenworth, Peshastin, Plain
and Winton. The Cascade School District was formed in 1983 by consolidation of the
Leavenworth and Peshastin-Dryden School Districts. The district presently has six schools and
three of which are within the city limits of Leavenworth.
Residential Land Capacity

Analyzing potential future land uses enables the estimation of future transportation and land
capacity needs. This section includes summaries the of analysis of future land uses anticipated
within the City and Urban Growth Area. The 2014 Land Capacity Analysis (Appendix F) is a
complete assessment of capacity. Land use analysis and sensitivity considerations were developed
in an integrated manner to assess the effects of land uses, area and population. Variations in future
land uses and the timing of development can only be estimated with a relative degree of accuracy.
Determining the development potential for vacant areas requires that the critical area (wetlands,
floodplains, steep slopes, and protected aquifer and twelve percent market factor deduction. The
Market Factor includes the area that will be dedicated to Right of Way (ROW), utilities, and areas
that will not be available for development.
Current population estimates for the city of Leavenworth are based on the Office of Financial
Management (OFM) Population of Cities, Towns, and Counties. Estimates for the unincorporated
areas are based on the US Census and Chelan County's Building Permit Log for new residential
construction to account for population changes since the decennial census.
In Table "Potential Lots Available for Development" below, the Total Acres Available for
Development is convetied to the potential number of dwelling units that can be developed, this is
the residential land capacity. This conversion is calculated by multiplying the Total Acres
Available by the density within each zoning district. Density is the number of dwelling units that
can be built on a single acre of land. In the RL-6 example, the density is 7 dwelling units per acre
as minimum lot sizes are 6,000 sq. ft. A single acre of land can accommodate 7 lots for dwelling
units (43,560/6,000=7) The Acres Available for Development in the RL-6 zone have the capacity
to develop 796 single family dwelling units. The RL-1 0 district has the capacity to accommodate
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1,002 dwelling units, while the RL-12 can cany 92dwelling units, and the RM has the capacity to
accommodate 575 dwelling units. Planned Developments (PD) approvals typically increase the
density of the underlying zoning.

Zone

Acres Available Minimum Sq. Ft. Density
for development
DU/Acre

RL-6

109.72

6,000

7

797

RL-10

229.99

10,000

4

1,003

RL-12

25.58

12,000

3

93

RM

79.29

6,000

7

576

PD

26.67

150

Total

471.25

2,618

Potential
Dwelling Units

The 20 12 Leavenworth Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis (Appendix E) and 20 14 Land
Capacity Analysis (Appendix F) shows that the available land can potentially support an additional
2,618 dwelling units. A Medium-Series population projection estimates an increase in population
of 641, which at 2 persons per household will require an additional 1,282 dwelling units for the
twenty-year planning period. Without any changes to zoning districts or densities, the city can
adequately accommodate the projected population. Additional information may be found within
the Housing Element.

Commercial/Industrial Capacity

The data and table below shows the inventory of Commercial and Industrial lands within the City
Limits and UGA.
Commercial and Industrial area in acres
Zone

Total Acres

Vacant

Percent
Vacant

Underutilized
Parcels

Underutilized
Acres

General
Commercial

87.5

18.46

21%

3

.08

Central
Commercial

32.19

8.55

27%

19

2.59

Tourist
Commercial

65.1

34.92

54%

3

3.8

Light
Industrial

23.53

0

0%

0

0
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There is a limited amount of vacant Light Industrial properties that are available to develop in the
UGA. There is no industrially designated land available for development within the City Limits.
Encouraging diversification of the economic base, and planning for infrastructure to support
commercial and industrial development is reflected in many goals of the Comprehensive Plan. A
goal in the Land Use Element encourages the development of small light industrial sites with
adequate infrastructure. The land use designation map can include additional areas to provide light
industrial or industrial uses. Providing areas where residents can work and make a livable income
can contribute to the growth of the community.
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Provide sufficient land area and densities to meet Leavenworth's projected
needs for housing, employment and public facilities.

Rationale:
The GMA addresses growth by requiring local communities to engage in twentyyear land use planning and to concentrate development in urbanized areas to use infrastructure
efficiently. Allocating sufficient area and assigning densities accomplishes this fundamental
component of the act.
Goal2:
Ensure that development regulations, including the allowed densities, uses and
site requirements, implement Leavenworth's preferred land use pattern (Land Use
Designation Map).

Rationale:
Development regulations must implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.
Goal3:
Allow new development only where adequate public facilities and services can
be provided.

Rationale:
Investments in Leavenworth's neighborhoods, water, stormwater and sewer
systems, parks, streets, and public facilities are an essential component of providing a
comprehensive and functional land use plan. The City must follow a set of equitable and consistent
policies regarding the direction, extent, and distribution of cost in developing and maintaining its
basic utility systems. The capital facility provisions of the GMA reflect two major public policy
objectives: to reduce the costs of serving new development with public facilities; and to ensure
that public facilities will be available at the time of development.
Goal 4:
Provide an appropriate level of flexibility through development regulations
which promote efficient use of buildable land. Balance this flexibility with other community
goals and the need for predictability in decision making. Achieve this through measures such
as clustering that preserves open space and administrative deviations for minor variations/
deviations from prescribed standards.

Rationale:
Rigid prescriptive regulations, rules and requirements are unable to address all
aspects of community desires and implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. Some areas within
the regulations, rules and requirements need to be performance based to add variety, address
complexity, and allow options not availed within strict conformance with regulations, rules and
requirements. Administrative discretion allows effective decisions while serving the public
interest.
Goal 5:
Encourage infill development on suitable vacant parcels and redevelopment of
underutilized parcels. Ensure that the height, bulk and design of infill and redevelopment
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projects are compatible with their surroundings.

Rationale:
Effective use of vacant and undemtilized lands can be accomplished by infill. Infill
is cost effective regarding the use of existing infrastmcture to support development, and reduces
sprawl.
Goal 6:
Provide opportunities for shops, services, recreation and access to healthy food
sources within walking or bicycling distance of homes, work places and other gathering
places

Rationale:
In addition to the Parks and Recreation Element, land use should consider urban
planning approaches that increase physical activity.
Goal 7:
Design developments to encourage access by modes of travel other than
driving alone, such as walking, bicycling and transit, and to provide connections to the
nonmotorized system.

Rationale:
In addition to the Parks and Recreation & Transportation Element, land use patterns
can support, provide and/or encourage alternative modes oftranspmiation.
Goal 8:
Maintain development regulations to promote compatibility between uses;
retain desired neighborhood character; ensure adequate light, air and open space; protect
and improve environmental quality; and manage potential impacts on public facilities and
services. Through these regulations address features including, but not limited to:
impervious surface area and lot coverage; building height, bulk, placement and separation;
development intensity; access and connections; and landscaping/ open space.

Rationale:
Zoning ordinances are a valid exercise of the police power of the City, and provide
for the public health, safety, morals, or general welfare of a community.
Goal 9:
Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts
when there is potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by
ensuring that uses or structures meet performance standards that limit adverse impacts,
such as noise, vibration, smoke and fumes.

Rationale:
Allowing regulations to reduce or remove impacts from noise, light, pollution,
and/or vibration to neighboring prope1iies can contribute to neighborhood harmony.
GoallO:
Provide and promote needed facilities that serve the general public, such as
facilities for education, libraries, parks, culture and recreation, police and fire,
transportation and utilities. Ensure that these facilities are located in a manner that is
compatible with growth patterns.

Rationale:
A well-functioning community depends on the availability of a variety of facilities
and services. Schools, libraries, and facilities for enjoying recreation are essential to the social and
cultural vibrancy of the community. The health of the community depends on the availability of
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clean water and adequate wastewater collection.
Goalll:
Encourage development to occur in urban areas where adequate public
facilities and services exist or can be provided· in an efficient manner.

Rationale:
Planning ahead is good management. Land Use that is consistent with capital
facilities plans help the City use its limited funding wisely and most efficiently to maximize the
City's resources. Eliminate sprawling, low-density development that is expensive to deliver
services to, and is destructive to critical areas, rural areas, and resource values
Goal12:
Prohibit extension of sanitary sewer services into rural lands in
unincorporated Chelan County except to resolve health and environmental emergencies.

Rationale:
RCW 36.70A.030 (12) and (13) define public facilities and public services, which
in addition to those defined as urban services, also include streets, roads, highways, sidewalks,
street and road lighting systems, traffic signals, parks and recreational facilities, and schools,
public health and environmental protection, and other governmental services. Although some of
these services may be provided in rural areas, urban areas are typically served by higher capacity
systems capable of providing adequate services at urban densities. Storm and sanitary sewer
systems are the only services that are generally exclusively for urban areas. Outside of urban areas,
sanitary sewer systems are appropriate in limited circumstances when necessary to protect basic
public health and safety and the environment.
Goall3:
Allow exceptions to extend domestic water service to unincorporated Chelan
County where the extension will not encourage the conversion of agricultural or rural lands
to urban densities.

Rationale:
Reduced conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development
is a GMA goal.
Goal14:
Maintain a process to site essential public facilities that requires consistency
of the proposed facility with the Comprehensive Plan; emphasizes public involvement;
identifies and minimizes adverse impacts; and promotes equitable location of these facilities
throughout the city, county and state.

Rationale:
Because of their potential size or nature, essential public facilities (EPFs) can have
a substantial impact on land use and affect the overall character of Leavenworth. Some essential
public facilities may wanant significant environmental mitigation to protect critical areas, aquifer
recharge areas, or other environmentally sensitive areas. UGAs are required to plan essential public
facilities to maintain levels of service to the public as growth occurs over the planning period. The
County-wide Planning Policies No. 3 establishes a process to site essential public facilities.
Goal15:
Ensure that decisions on land use designations and zoning are consistent with
the City's vision and policies as articulated in the Comprehensive Plan.
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Rationale:
The GMA provides the tools to counties and cities to manage and direct growth to
urban areas where public facilities and services can be provided most efficiently, to protect rural
character, to protect critical areas and to conserve natural resource lands.
Natural Systems and Critical Areas

The GMA requires all cities, towns, and counties in the State to classify, designate and protect
"critical areas." Critical areas include wetlands, aquifer recharge areas, :frequently flooded areas,
fish and wildlife conservation areas, and geologically hazardous areas that include erosion hazard,
landslide hazard, mine hazard, seismic hazard, and volcanic hazard areas. In addition, the GMA
requires provisions for the protection of the quality and quantity of ground water used for public
water supplies. The Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan is required to provide guidance
for the review of drainage, flooding, and storm water run-off and to provide guidance for conective
actions to mitigate or cleanse those discharges that pollute waters of the state.
Goal16:
Encourage land use practices that protect the integrity of the natural
environment to ensure that the community has adequate clean water and air and to
otherwise maintain a healthy human environment. Promote use of techniques, such as
stormwater utility funds, conservation easements, sensitive site planning, best land
management practices and flexible regulations, to help retain and protect open space,
environmentally critical areas, and unique natural features.

Rationale:
Most of the potentially negative impacts on critical areas result from existing and
future land use practices. The most effective way to protect the resources, as mandated by the
GMA, is to strive for land use practices that minimize or eliminate potential negative
consequences.
Policy 1:
Utilize SEPA, the Shoreline Master Program, Flood Hazard Reduction, and
Critical Areas policies and regulations to ensure protection ofthe natural environment and critical
resources.

Rationale:

Regulations already exist that provide for environmental protection.

Policy 2:
Discourage development in areas of natural hazard such as those susceptible to
landslide, flood, avalanche, unstable soils, and excessive slopes.

Rationale:
Discouraging development in natural hazard areas helps to protect the public health,
safety, and general welfare.
Policy 3:
Continue to implement the excavation and grading ordinance to regulate
excavation, grading, and earthwork construction activities.

Rationale:
Uncontrolled filling and grading can cause erosion and siltation of streams, rivers,
and ponds. These activities can also be detrimental to adjacent properties.
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Policy 4:
Require that excavation activities are conducted in a manner which minimizes the
introduction of suspended solids, leaching of contaminants, or disturbance to habitats.

Rationale:
Uncontrolled dredging and filling activities can negatively impact fish habitat and
water quality.
Policy 5:
Appropriate conditions should be placed on development to ensure that negative
impacts to critical areas are avoided or mitigated.

Rationale:
Review of development proposals is essential to determine the potential for adverse
impacts to the critical area or the development.
Policy 6:
The City should give special consideration to conservation or protection measures
necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries.

Rationale:
The Wenatchee River is home to several fish species that are listed as threatened or
endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Special consideration of measures to
conserve and/or protect these species is a City responsibility.
Goal17:
Use Best Available Science in classifying, designating, and regulating Critical
Areas within the City of Leavenworth.

Rationale:
RCW 36.70A.l72 requires that the City consider best available science as it
classifies, designates, and regulates critical areas.
Goal18:
Provide flexibility in regulation of land uses in critical areas, recognizing that
the GMA encourages development within cities in order to limit urban sprawl.

Rationale:
The GMA requires all cities and counties to adopt development regulations that
protect critical areas and conserve natural resource lands. One of the core tenets of the GMA is to
reduce sprawl by concentrating development in areas planned to accommodate new growth. It is
imperative that the UGAs established in cooperation with Chelan County be allowed to develop
with the types and densities described in adopted comprehensive plans if the cities and County are
to be consistent with adopted plans. Therefore, there must be some flexibility in the regulation of
critical areas in order to accommodate future growth and development in identified critical areas
within the UGA.
Policy I:
Protect critical areas by encouraging the use of innovative techniques on or
adjacent to critical areas. Such techniques may include: clustering, conservation easements, land
trusts, and the Public Benefit Rating System.

Rationale:
Innovative techniques can benefit the public and the land owner and can help to
protect critical areas.
Policy 2:

Support the efforts of public and private organizations, whose goal is the
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preservation or conservation of critical areas.

Rationale:
This option allows interested private and public organizations to purchase lands
they wish to put into long-term conservation or preservation programs.
Policy 3:
Allow for open space and recreational use of critical areas where such use does
not negatively impact critical areas.

Rationale:
Open space and recreational use of critical areas provides an opportunity for
residents and visitors to enjoy the natural amenities of the area.
Goal18:
Identify and protect critical areas and provide for reasonable use of private
property while mitigating significant adverse environmental impacts.

Rationale:
Preservation of critical areas will help protect the environment and maintain and
enhance the quality of life. Implementation regulations should provide for reasonable use of
private property.
Policy 1:

Classify, designate, and protect frequently flooded areas.

Rationale:
Floodplains and other areas subject to flooding perform important hydrologic
functions. Classification of frequently flooded areas should include, at a minimum, the 100-year
floodplain designations of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the National Flood
Insurance Program.
Policy 2:
Regulate the development of floodplains in order to help mitigate the loss of
floodplain storage capacity.

Rationale:
The loss of floodwater storage results in a potentially greater level of destruction to
downstream properties from the resultant higher flood elevations and water flow velocities.
Policy 3:

Classify, designate, and protect wetlands.

Rationale:
Wetlands assist in the reduction of erosion, siltation, flooding, ground and surface
water pollution, and provide wildlife, plant, and fish habitat. Wetland destruction or impairment
may result in increased public and private costs or property losses. Utilize the 2016 Stormwater I
Wetland Management Plan and/or site mapping to classify, designate, and protect wetlands.
Policy 4:

Classify, designate, and protect geologically hazardous areas.

Rationale:
Geologically hazardous areas include areas susceptible to erosion, sliding,
earthquake, or other geological events. They pose a threat to the health and safety of citizens when
incompatible commercial, residential, or industrial development is sited in areas of significant
hazard. Some geological hazards can be reduced or mitigated by engineering, design, or modified
construction or mining practices so that risks to health and safety are acceptable. When technology
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cannot reduce risks to acceptable levels, building in geologically hazardous areas is best avoided.
Policy 5:
Classify, designate, and protect fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas.
Utilize the Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife published a Priority Habitats and Species
(PHS) list. Priority species include State Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and Candidate
species; animal aggregations (e.g., heron colonies, bat colonies) considered vulnerable; and
species of recreational, commercial, or tribal importance that are vulnerable.

Rationale:
The preservation offish and wildlife habitat helps to ensure the survival offish and
wildlife species in the community and surrounding area and retention of open space and recreation
opportunities associated with fish and wildlife habitat.
Policy 6:
Critical areas shall be classified and designated based upon the criteria established
in Washington Administrative Code Chapter 365-190-040 and -080 (as they exist or are
hereinafter amended) entitled "Minimum Guidelines to Classify Agriculture, Forest, Mineral
Lands and Critical Areas."

Rationale:
Minimum standards have been recommended by the State for identifying resource
lands and critical areas.
Policy 7:
Encourage the restoration and enhancement and protect the functions and values
of critical areas.

Rationale:
The enhancement and restoration of critical areas improves the functions and values
they provide.
Policy 8:
The goals and policies ofthe Leavenworth Shoreline Master Program, as amended,
are considered an element of the City of Leavenworth Comprehensive Plan, and are included by
reference as iffully set forth herein.

Rationale:
The GMA requires that shoreline master goals and polices be integrated as an
element of the comprehensive plan.
Goal19:

Protect water quality.

Rationale:
The protection of water quality is important for the public health, the local
economy, the environment, and helps to maintain the high quality of life.
Policy I:
Adopt and implement storm water and drainage standards within the cmporate
limits and UGA that protect water resources from impacts caused by development, utilizing source
control, on-site detention, and treatment of storm water, where appropriate. Where approved
public or private storm drain systems do not exist, require new development to collect, treat, and
dispose of its storm water runoff in an engineered system on-site.

Rationale:

Areas with a history of flooding are important to preserve not only for their benefits
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to the overall storm water drainage system, but also to prevent large public and private
expenditures associated with damage from floodwaters. It is also very important to ensure against
contamination of these areas through proper management of surface water and storm water runoff.
Policy 2:
Storm-water that is collected by a storm sewer system should not be directly
discharged into water sources without appropriate treatment.

Rationale:
Storm water can cany many pollutants such as fecal coliform bacteria, gas, oil,
pesticides, and fertilizers.
Policy 3:
programs.

Encourage and support future and ongoing state water quality monitoring

Rationale:
Monitoring of water quality helps to determine the impacts of growth and
development to water quality. Should water quality problems arise, determining the sources of
water quality degradation, and educational and regulatory tools to maintain or improve water
quality would be necessary.
Policy 4:
Support water quality education programs which inform local citizens and visitors
about water quality issues.

Rationale:
Education programs can be an effective approach to maintaining or enhancing
water quality.
Policy 5:
Encourage appropriate regulatory agencies to actively pursue violators who
illegally discharge waste into rivers, lakes, and streams.

Rationale:
Enforcement of water quality and waste disposal standards is a key element in
maintaining contaminant-free water resources.
Policy 6:
Support ongoing health department efforts to adequately monitor on-site septic
systems, and require the repair offailing on-site septic systems.

Rationale:
Failing on-site septic systems have the potential to introduce fecal coliform and
bacteria into water systems.
Policy 7:
Protect the availability of potable water by mmzmzzmg the potential for
contamination ofground water sources from residential, commercial, and industrial activities.

Rationale:

The maintenance of a safe potable water supply is vital to the City.

Policy 8:

Encourage the restoration of contaminated ground water sources.

Rationale:

The restoration of contaminated ground water helps to meet County needs for
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potable water and is beneficial to the environment.

Policy 9:
ClassifY, designate, and protect areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers
used for potable water.
Rationale:
Potable water is an essential life-sustaining element. Much of Leavenworth's
drinking water comes from groundwater supplies. Once groundwater is contaminated it is difficult,
costly, and sometimes impossible to clean it up.

Policy 10:
Continue to support and participate in the implementation of the Wenatchee
Watershed Management Plan
Rationale:
Coordination and support among different stakeholders in protecting critical areas
provides added oppmiunities to create complementary programs or preservation which may result
in more efficient and effective results. Partnering and sharing of resources also demonstrates that
the City of Leavenworth and the sunounding area recognize the importance of natural resources
and critical areas. The mission of the Wenatchee Planning Unit is "to collaboratively develop a
management plan for sustaining and improving watershed and community health by protecting
water resources, habitat and water use in a way that balances the educational, economic and
recreational values associated with a healthy community." The main objectives of the Wenatchee
Watershed Management Plan are to: identify strategies that will help meet cmTent and future needs
for both in-stream and out-of-stream uses; to protect and enhance habitat of threatened, endangered
and culturally important species thereby improving overall habitat function and connectivity in the
watershed; and to address impacts to water bodies that do not meet state and federal water quality
standards.

Goal20:

Protect and maintain air quality.

Rationale:
The protection of air quality is important for the public health, the local economy,
and the environment; and helps to maintain the high quality oflife enjoyed by residents and visitors
alike.

Policy 1:
Recognize the potential benefits of public ·water, rail, electric, alternative fuels,
non-motorized, and air transportation in helping maintain local air quality.
Rationale:
Moving people and goods by alternative means or in a more efficient manner should
reduce emissions, and therefore help maintain acceptable air quality.

Policy 2:
Ensure that industrial development meets air quality standards and does not
significantly affect adjacent property.
Rationale:
Air pollution can cause health problems, obscure visibility, create unpleasant odors,
and damage animal and plant life.
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Goal21:
Ensure that development minimizes impacts upon significant natural, historic,
and cultural features and preserves their integrity.

Rationale:
These features are an impmiant pati of the sunoundings that contribute to the area's
high quality of life.

Policy 1:
Encourage development that is compatible with the natural environment and
minimizes impacts to significant natural and scenic features.
Rationale:
The design of development proposals should consider the relationship with the
natural environment from both aesthetic and environmental perspectives. Capitalizing on natural
features can enhance the quality of new development while minimizing potential adverse impacts
and exposure.

Policy 2:
Local government should work closely with private organizations and those
agencies that manage public lands to ensure that local interests are emphasized.
Rationale:
Because of the proximity of the planning area to large sections of public lands, the
impmiance of management that reflects local interest cannot be over-emphasized.

Policy 3:
The City recognizes the importance ofnatural area preserves and natural resource
conservation areas. Leavenworth will promote preserves and conservation areas and support the
prohibition of inappropriate development within a preserve or a conservation area.
Rationale:
features.

Natural resource conservation areas are impmiant for preservation of natural

Policy 4:
Establish a framework for the identification of archeological and significant
historical sites and structures within the City and its UGA.
Rationale:
The GMA requires the identification of lands, sites, and structures that have
historical or archaeological significance.

Policy 5:
Encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structures that have historical or
archaeological significance.
Rationale:

The GMA encourages the preservation of such areas.

Resource Lands

RCW 36.70A.060 (4), states that "forest land and agricultural land located within UGAs shall not
be designated by a county or city as forest land or agricultural land of long-term commercial
significance under RCW 36. 70A.l70 unless the city or county has enacted a program authorizing
transfer or purchase of development rights." Mineral lands of long term commercial significance
may be designated in cities and UGAs since RCW 36.70A.060 (4) does not prohibit this.
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However, while the City's UGA does not have any agricultural or forest lands of long term
significance, there are numerous existing orchards in the area. Thus, the possibility exists of land
use conflicts between urban development and orchards in the UGA. Therefore, the City should
work with Chelan County on developing language to be placed on plats dealing with the potential
conflict between urban development and agricultural practices occurring in the same area. The
language should include a provision for dismissing nuisance suits against agricultural practices.
Mineral Resource Lands Goals

Mineral resource lands are defined in the GMA as "lands that are not already characterized by
urban growth and that have long-term commercial significance for the extraction of minerals"
(RCW 36. 70A.170). Mineral resource lands of long-term commercial significance are to include,
at a minimum, land with the potential for extracting sand, gravel, and valuable metallic substances
on a long-term basis. Mineral resources mined in Chelan County provide valuable materials to the
local economy.
Encourage the reclamation of existing mineral resource lands for the highest
Goal22:
and best use.

Rationale:
Reclamation and re-use of a site to the "highest and best" use should be encouraged.
Resource lands should be located in appropriate rural areas outside of the City. The City and its
UGA do not have any designated mineral resource lands.
Residential

Additional infmmation is found in the UGA Section of this element and the Housing Element.
The residential policies in the Land Use Element provide general guidance for development in
residential areas, including density, allowed uses, and development standards.
Goal23:
Encourage development to occur in urban areas where adequate public
facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.

Rationale:
Economic and social patterns point toward continued growth pressures in the
Leavenworth area. Rural development requires larger lots since sewer and, frequently, community
water, are unavailable. This trend of larger lot sizes, combined with the scattered pattern of rural
development, could result in substantial losses of open space and agricultural lands in the future.
Value of production from the area's orchards should be acknowledged. Removal of orchard land
for residential development should occur in a logical pattern and with consideration for the
remaining commercial growers in the area. Rationale supporting the goal of encouraging
Leavenworth and the UGA to accommodate an increased percentage of the area's growth include
the following:
• More effective use of public funds can be made by planned extensions of utilities into
logical new growth areas.
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• More affordable housing can be developed on the smaller lot sizes served by sewer.
• Open space and agricultural lands can be preserved by reducing development pressure on
rural lands.
Future growth options can be preserved by avoiding a haphazard pattern of sprawl onto
sunounding lands.
• Energy savings are promoted by permitting more people to live in close proximity to
shopping and work.
Policy 1:
Infilling compatible with surrounding neighborhoods should be encouraged on
remaining buildable lands within the City ofLeavenworth.

Rationale:

Infilling would allow for development where infrastructure cunently exists.

Policy 2:
Encourage multi-family development within the City and UGA to promote
affordable and varied housing types.

Rationale:
Provision for multi-family zoning designations will help to achieve the plan goal of
affordable housing for all economic segments of the population.
Policy 3:
New residential developments within the City of Leavenworth should include
provisions for paved streets, curbs, and gutters at the time of development and be consistent with
City development standards.

Rationale:
New development in these areas should conform to the standards of the City in
order to ensure consistency and orderly development.
Policy 4:
The City may, at the discretion of the City Council, participate with the developer
in the added cost of any improvements which fitrther implements the Capital Facilities Plan. In
addition, the City may, at the discretion of the City Council, develop a Local Improvement District
(LID) for financing of improvements in new subdivisions.

Rationale:
The City Council may wish to participate if the utility extension would provide
service not only to the proposed development, but would also provide a system benefit.
Goal24:
Provide for a variety of residential opportunities that meet the needs of a full
range of lifestyles and income levels. Designate allowed residential densities and housing
types to provide for a housing stock that includes a range of choices to meet all economic
segments and household types, including those with special needs related to age, health or
disability.

Rationale:
Inflation, increasing interest rates, and changing family needs are placing new
demands on the housing market. The traditional mix of urban single-family homes on smaller lots,
large lot rural residences, grid pattern subdivisions, and scattered apartments is not likely to
respond adequately to these new needs. Greater flexibility and imagination in the design of new
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residential areas is needed, incorporating cluster concepts, mixes of densities, townhouses, and
condominium designs.
Policy I:
Cluster developments with density mixes should be encouraged in both the City of
Leavenworth and the UGA. Consider allowing incentives, such as residential density bonuses
(cluster), variations in allowed housing type, or flexibility in regulations through the Planned
Development process, if a proposal meets community goals for affordable, senior, size-limited or
other types of innovative housing.

Rationale:
Cluster developments allow for a variety of densities, increase open space, and will
assist in accommodating the 20-year population forecast.
Policy 2:
Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential
development to: provide variety in building and site design and visually appealing streetscapes
in residential developments ofseveral dwellings or more; where appropriate, consideration should
be given to implementing innovative regulatory strategies that provide incentives for developers
to provide affordable housing to low and moderate income households; promote compatibility
with Leavenworth's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance of overcrowding when
rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density bonuses or flexibility in
site standards are utilized; and emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings.

Rationale:
A variety of mechanisms are used to protect and enhance the city's quality of life
and character as the community continues to grow. For example, height and bulk regulations are
used to ensure that buildings within various areas of the city fit those locations and are compatible
with adjacent structures. Intensity or density regulations control the amount of a patiicular use that
is allowed and are used to achieve compatibility between uses, protect environmentally sensitive
areas, and ensure that public facilities are not overloaded. Incentives may help facilitate the
construction of low and moderate-income housing. This can be accomplished through the use of
innovative techniques including but not limited to: density bonuses, zero lot line development,
cluster subdivisions, and planned unit development provisions.
Policy 3:
When establishing residential densities by zone, limitations imposed by the
environment, availability of infi·astructure, and consistency with the comprehensive plan and the
GMA shall be considered.

Rationale:
Physical characteristics and the availability of utilities are important factors in
determining residential development pattems and densities. In addition, residential densities must
be consistent with the guidance of the comprehensive plan and the requirements of the Act.
Policy 4:
Recognize that the infill ofvacant, partially used, and underutilized land in existing
developed areas of the City is an important aspect of the efficient development of the UGA and
City limits and should strongly be encouraged.

Rationale:
Many parcels of land are available within existing developed areas of the City that
can accommodate fmiher development. Infill within these areas will allow public facilities and
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services to be provided in a more efficient manner.

Policy 5:
Encourage the injill of vacant, partially used and underutilized land in existing
residential developments located within UGAs and City.
Rationale:
Many parcels of land are available within existing residential developments that
can accommodate further development. Infill within these areas will help provide for a greater
mix of residential housing opportunities.
Goal25:
Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as
appropriately scaled schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces,
senior centers and day care centers. Maintain standards in the Leavenworth Municipal Code
for locating and designing these uses in a manner that respects the character and scale of the
neighborhood.

Rationale:
Many residents treasure their neighborhoods. Each neighborhood has
characteristics that are unique and make it special. There are also qualities that are valued and
include safety, quiet, friendliness, and attractiveness. Residents also value being near to open
space, parks, and community oriented services, and having good transportation connections that
enable easy access to services.
Goal 26:
Promote compatibility of Accessory Dwelling housing and, as appropriate,
other types of innovative housing with the character of surrounding single-family residences.

Rationale:
A variety of new home types are desirable in the future. The value of having a
community in which people of a wide range of incomes, ages, and needs can live, and being able
to remain in Leavenworth through changes in age or family size is impmiant. Among the ideas are
additional small and starter homes, cottages, accessory dwelling units, attached homes, senior
housing, affordable homes, and housing for families. In thinking about the future, new
development needs to be well-designed and fit well with the sunounding area.
Goal27:
Promote attractive, friendly, safe, quiet and diverse residential neighborhoods
throughout the city, including low- and moderate-density single-family to high-density
residential neighborhoods.
Urban Growth Area

One of the first steps in the implementation of the Growth Management Act (GMA) is for counties
to work with cities to designate UGAs, "within which urban growth shall be encouraged, and
outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature." UGAs include areas and
densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the city over the next
twenty years. Planning for UGAs is an impmiant tool provided by the GMA for deciding where
future urban growth should be encouraged, where the extent of that growth should be located, and
how the financial and environmental responsibilities that come with growth, will be met. UGAs
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are areas where growth and higher densities are expected and that can be supported by costeffective future urban services. By directing growth into urban areas, counties and cities can also
protect critical areas, conserve their natural resource lands-such as farms and forests - and
maintain the rural character of their rural lands. Setting a realistic population projection to plan
for twenty years of potential growth can ensure adequate amounts of land and services are planned
for UGAs. The major consequence of uncoordinated and unplanned growth is sprawl, the most
expensive form of development to provide with urban services.
Goal28:
Encourage development to occur in urban areas where adequate public
facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.

Rationale:
The GMA encourages urban growth to take place in areas that are provided with a
full range of urban services in order to reduce sprawl and ensure an orderly pattern of development.
Policy 1:
UGAs should be identified, which is close to existing water and sewer service, or
in an area capable of providing water and sewer service in the most efficient manner, and is
capable of accommodating the anticipated growth pressures for the 20-year planning period
Policy 2:
Designated UGAs should include those areas already characterized by urban
growth as well as those areas projected to accommodate future growth.

Rationale:
Including areas already characterized by urban growth and those areas projected
for urban growth within the UGA is a logical progression that will help to prevent leapfrog
development, reduce sprawl, and decrease infrastructure costs.
Policy 3:
The size of designated UGAs should be based on projected population, existing
land use, the adequacy of existing and future utility and transportation systems, the impact of
second home demand, viable economic development strategies, and stifficient fiscal capacity
within the capital facilities plan to adequately jimd the appropriate infrastructure necessitated by
growth and development. Discourage irregular corporate boundaries during the process of
designating urban growth boundaries.

Rationale:
Following these criteria will ensure that the UGA will be of sufficient size to allow
for future growth, and be served with urban level services.
Policy 4:
UGA.

Areas for potential annexation or potential incorporation shall be designated in the

Rationale:

Areas not included in the UGA cannot be annexed.

Policy 5:
Encourage Development standards which review and provide for mitigation of
drainage, frequently flooded areas, and storm water run-off associated with new development.

Rationale:

The impacts of drainage, flooding, and storm water run-off should be addressed at
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the time of development to provide the needed protection to Icicle Creek and the Wenatchee River.
Commercial I Industrial
Goal29:
Encourage the expansion of general retail goods, services, recreational
opportunities, and entertainment facilities. Continue to build a network of strong economies.

Rationale:
During a period of substantial population increases in the planning area, most of
the commercial growth has been tourist related. The high cost of traveling outside the area for
retail goods and services and the desirability of keeping local purchasing power in the area to
benefit the economy also supports the goal of providing for the development of additional general
retail businesses in the planning area.

Policy I:
Development of retail and service should be encouraged
and impacts on adjacent land uses can be properly addressed.
Rationale:

if access, utility needs,

This policy would provide for retail and service needs oflocal residents.

Policy 2:
Commercial developments should be clustered to provide safe and convenient
access or automobiles, pedestrians, and suppliers, and to maintain and enhance the aesthetic
quality of the area.
Rationale:

Clustering will prevent the impacts associated with strip commercial development.

Policy 3:
Recognize pedestrian needs in commercial areas by providing a more pleasant and
comfortable environment through landscaping, buffering of vehicular traffic and pedestrian
amenities.
Policy 4:
Encourage landscaping which provides unity to commercial development and
which screens or softens parking lots and unsightly areas, particularly in the transition areas
bet\A.Ieen commercial and residential and recreational land uses.
Policy 5:
Create standards which require development in the General and Tourist
Commercial designations to provide landscaping on-site, and for development in the Central
Commercial designations, allow for utilization of alternatives to on-site plantings, such as
containers, window boxes, etc.
Policy 6:
Provide landscaped buffers, walls, open spaces, etc. as needed to minimize noise,
screen parking and service areas, rooftop equipment, solid waste receptacles, outdoor storage
areas, and other potential impacts and nuisances.
Policy 7:

Encourage the development of commercial land in a manner which is
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complementary and compatible with adjacent land uses and the surrounding environment by
providing well designed transition or buffer areas.
Promote appropriately buffered multifamily residential development compatible
Policy 8:
with existing and potential commercial activities to provide a transition bet-vveen high intensity
and low intensity uses.

Rationale:
Ensuring compatibility between commercial and other land uses helps to support
and maintain the viability of the available commercial lands. Techniques such as buffering with
landscaping and/or open space, providing transition areas between low intensity and high intensity
uses, and providing an aesthetically pleasing commercial environment will help achieve that
compatibility.
Policy 9:
Where existing single-family residences occur in designated commercial areas,
allow them to continue as a permitted use, while disallowing new construction of detached singlefamily residences as the principal use on commercial property.
Goal30:

Encourage the development of additional tourist commercial facilities.

Rationale:
One of the keys to a strong commercial base is the provision of additional tourist
commercial facilities to help stimulate the planning area's development as a quality destination,
rather than just a stopping point for tourists.
Goal31:
Maintain and enhance a strong commercial core, based on the Old World
Bavarian Alpine Theme, which will be attractive to both tourists and local residents.

Rationale:
Revitalization of the commercial core of Leavenwmih around the Old World
Bavarian Alpine Theme has given the community a strengthened economy and a vital character.
Continued infilling of the core area and limited expansion is desirable, but the success of this
expansion depends upon the resolution of parking, traffic, compatibility with adjacent land uses,
and pedestrian circulation issues.
Policy 1:
pattern.

Expansion of the central commercial area should proceed in a logical progressive

Rationale:

New central commercial development should link with the existing core area.

Policy 2:
An area on the north side of Highway 2, west of Ski Hill Drive, and an area in the
vicinity of Icicle Road's intersection with Highway 2 should be reserved for tourist commercial
development. Development of additional resort, motel, restaurant, and related tourist facilities
should be encouraged in these areas.

Rationale:

These locations are the logical expansion of tourist commercial uses.

Page LU- 23

Policy 3:
Encourage a pattern of mixed-use development in the commercial areas with
residential uses as supportive, secondary development to the primary commercial uses.
Policy 4:
In the Central and Tourist Commercial designations, allow light mamifacturing
activities which have a retail function and which are supportive of and supported by the allowed
commercial uses, particularly those related to tourism.
Policy 5:
In the General Commercial designations, allow light mamifacturing activities and
business office park uses which have a wholesale function, including warehousing and/or
distribution activities. Require standards which place storage and service entrances in the least
visible areas on the site, and prohibit outside storage of any product.
Policy 6:
Refine and enhance existing design criteria for buildings and signs. Preserve the
unique character and Old World Bavarian Alpine Theme design ofLeavenworth.
Policy 7:
Develop standards which manage the density and distribution of franchise
businesses, particularly those that serve food, in part, via a drive-through window, to limit the
impacts of multiple driveway access points onto Major and Secondary Arterials and Collectors,
and to lessen the aesthetic impacts to the design element that is integral to the economic vitality of
the City of Leavenworth.

Rationale:
Diversity and flexibility in allowed uses, which also continues to preserve and
promote the unique character and Old World Bavarian Alpine Theme which helps define
Leavenworth, provide greater opportunities for economic development which will benefit and
stabilize the overall community.
Goal 32:
Allow mixed-use ("live I work") developments in all Commercial and Light
Industrial designations. Recognize that the mixed-use ("live I work") overlay is intended
primarily to foster light manufacturing, allow living in close proximity to the place of work,
and related components with residential uses. The residential development will recognize,
avoid and mitigate, potential adverse impacts associated with light manufacturing and
related uses.

Rationale:
Encourage use techniques, such as notifYing potential residents that a variety of
activities may occur on designated mixed use ("live I work") overlay land that may create
undesirable or harmful impacts. Mixed-use developments may contain light industrial, retail,
office and residential uses within a building or complexes of buildings. In certain circumstances,
other uses may be included. Mixed-use developments can reduce vehicle trips, more efficiently
use land, and provide concentrations of customers that live or work in the area and benefit
neighborhood businesses.
Goal33:

Encourage compact walkable commercial development.
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Rationale:
Walkable neighborhoods have well-connected streets and a mix ofland uses near
each other, making not only walking but also bicycling and transit more convenient and appealing.
Projects in walkable neighborhoods command a price premium, earning real estate developers and
investors a higher return on investment. Improvements to streets and sidewalks to make them more
appealing to pedestrians can benefit local businesses by attracting more customers.
Goal34:

Continue and support the creation of city-wide parking management strategy.

Pursue cooperative partnerships between the public and private sectors to provide
Policy 1:
and/or fund needed parking facilities.
Integrate parking area design with landscape design in a way that reduces the
Policy 2:
visual impact of impervious swfaces and provides screening ofparking from public view. Design
features should include provisions for landscaping adjacent to buildings and walkvvays, and for
parking areas to be located behind buildings and away from areas of high public visibility.

Rationale:
Including design and landscaping standards will help to lessen the impacts of the
resulting increase in impervious surfaces associated with new parking facilities.
Policy 2:

Encourage underground and/or structured parking.

Rationale:
Higher density parking and/or parking under structures reduces the consumption of
land which may provide solutions to the parking needs of the City.
Policy 3:

Study the potential for pedestrian spaces I areas.

Rationale:
The option of a "fuss erreichen zonen" (foot walking zone) is consistent with the
Old World Bavarian Alpine Theme, provides open areas for safe pedestrian access, can
accommodate out-door commercial operations (for example, cafe seating), and may foster social
interactions.
Goal35:
Encourage the development of small light industrial sites with adequate
infrastructure.

Rationale:
Small light industrial sites which are well planned and do not impact the existing
industrial base would assist in diversification of the local economy. Industrial zones are intended
to accommodate manufacturing and industrial uses that require significant space or are likely to
involve impacts, such as noise, dust, glare and truck traffic.
Policy 1:
New industrial developments should be reviewed for careful placement which can
reduce, remove and/or mitigate impacts to surrounding properties.

Rationale:

Planned industrial development review will ensure that the proposed use is
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compatible with adjacent land uses.
Policy 2:
An area should be identified that is suitable to relocate/locate City, County, and
State public works shops.

Rationale:
By identifying an area suitable to relocate/locate public works shops, all entities
involved would benefit from scales of economy by shared fuel farm, sand piles, etc.
Policy 3:
Ensure that land use designations along streets that tie small light industrial sites
to the regional transportation system are compatible with heavy truck traffic. Consider using truck
routes to direct heavy trucks away from residential neighborhoods and commercial areas such as
the Downtown where heavy truck traffic is inappropriate.
Goal36:

Separate manufacturing uses to minimize impacts from incompatible uses.

Rationale:
Light industrial areas provide locations for a variety of businesses that supply
employment opportunities and services for the community and region. Consider integration of
research and development, office, small warehouse and light manufacturing uses in one location.
As manufacturing in the region shifts to more complex products, the ability to combine
management, design, engineering and manufacturing employees into teams on one site can be
impmiant.
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Land Use Designation Map
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PARKS & RECREATION
ELEMENT

The Parks and Recreation Element is an inventory of recreational facilities, activities, parks, and
forecast of needs. Public recreation is a needed service and benefit to the people of Leavenworth
and sunounding populations. The Parks and Recreation Element mticulates the needs, and level
of service, and outlines resources required to facilitate recreation opportunities and administer
parks and recreation programs.

As stated in the Growth Management Act (GMA), the element must implement and be consistent
with the parks and recreation facilities identified in the Capital Facilities Element. The element
must also include three components:
0 Estimates of park and recreation demand for at least a 10 - year period;
0 An evaluation of facilities and service needs;
0 An evaluation of intergovernmental coordination opportunities to provide regional
approaches for meeting park and recreational demand.

The City of Leavenwmih recognizes the following as open space corridors: Bam Beach Reserve
(a pmi of the Wenatchee River Institute), Waterfront Park (City Park), Enchantment Park (City
Park), Blackbird Island (City Park) and the Leavenwmih Municipal Golf Course. The city parks
and trails system along the Wenatchee River offers numerous environmental benefits to the area,
including: greater habitat, green belt, trail enjoyment, and public exposure to and awareness for
wildlife protection and habitat.

Population, Demographics, & Growth
The use of parks, school facilities, and natural resources for recreation purposes by residents and
visitors alike has long been an established part of Leavenwmih' s lifestyle and business interests.
Since its socio-economic resurgence beginning in 1963, with the Autumn Leaf Festival and
subsequent adoption of the Bavarian theme, the City of Leavenworth has become nationally and
internationally recognized as a destination or stopover for special events, festivals, and yeararound outdoor recreation.

Estimating growth patterns for the next 20 years would take the City of Leavenworth to a
population of approximately 2,624 in 2035. Including the UGA and surrounding areas, the
population in the Upper Valley Parks and Recreation Service Area (PRSA) is expected to reach
approximately 2,900.

For the purposes of projecting park and recreation needs and establishing levels of service, the
City utilize both the 2017 population estimates and the 2035 population projections. Because of
the importance of park and recreation services to Leavenworth's community, the City also adds an
additional five (5) percent to the projected needs in order to ensure adequate park facilities. In
addition, festivals and events, combined with the area's natural resources and recreational
opportunities, currently bring approximately 2.2 million visitors to the Leavenworth annually.
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Demographics data indicates that visitor populations will continue to grow in terms of total annual
numbers and extended seasons. This visitor population has resulted in a higher demand on existing
recreation resources, including parks, schools, and natural outdoor recreation features, such as the
Wenatchee River, Blackbird Island, Waterfront Park, the Ski Hill area, Fish Hatchery, and
sunounding mountains and streams.
Organizational Structure

Maintaining an appropriate organizational structure to administer the development, operation, and
maintenance of park and recreation services is a matter that requires continuous attention.
Cunently, the City ofLeavenwmih maintains park facilities through its Public Works Department.
Most park facilities are funded through the City's operating budget. These monies are mostly
derived from retail sales tax. Monies for the City's swimming pool are generally derived from the
Public Recreation Service Area (PRSA), which is a taxation district that utilizes monies from
property taxes for the operation and maintenance of the pool.
A parks subcommittee of the Leavenworth City Council oversees projects. The City has entered
into an interlocal agreement with Chelan County, the Peshastin Community Council, the
Chumstick Community Council, and the Cascade School District to form the Upper Valley PRSA,
to build, maintain, and operate the City's swimming pool.
City of Leavenworth Public Works Department- Parks Division

The projects are focused on neighborhood requirements or needs in community and neighborhood
parks with school sites. Multi-purpose park development through interlocal agreements with the
School District and other agencies has proven benefits for the entire community.
The City's Public Works Department is responsible for maintenance throughout the City, the
maintenance and operation of the City's water plant and wastewater plant, and all park facilities.
The parks division typically consists of one supervisor, two fulltime employees and four seasonal
employees.
Upper Valley Park and Recreation Service Area (PRSA)

In April of 1998, the City of Leavenworth, Chelan County, the Peshastin Community Council, the
Chumstick Community Council, and the Cascade School District entered into an interlocal
agreement for the construction of a new City pool that would benefit the residents within the City
ofLeavenwmih and the sunounding areas. This interlocal agreement established the PRSA Board
of Directors. The Board consists of:
1.

One Chelan County Commissioner;

2.

Two elected officials of the City of Leavenworth;

3.

One member ofthe Cascade School District Board of Directors;
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4.

One representative of the Peshastin Community Council; and,

5.

One representative of the Chumstick Community Council.

The PRSA may initiate park and recreation services utilizing all authorized taxing authority and
funding program eligibility as provided under local, State, and Federal programs. Levies may be
solicited for either capital or operating funds and/ or for a cumulative reserve fund. General
obligation bonds, for capital purposes only, may be brought before the voters at a special election.
Revenue sources to support the development and operations of the PRSA include annual levy, tax
levies, and bond issues. General fund (City and County), hotel and motel tax, special use tax, user
fees, admission charges, concession contracts, and lease revenues may also be used. In addition,
the PRSA is eligible for State and Federal funding programs as provided through grants, loans,
and equipment purchase programs.
Legal boundaries for a PRSA were established at the time of its creation in 1998. The PRSA
includes all lands within the City of Leavenworth and the Urban Growth Boundary (UGA); the
Ski Hill area to the north, including Chumstick Road; and the Leavenworth Hatchery to the south,
continuing to the Sturui Range with Mountain Home Road on the east, Icicle Ridge and Tumwater
Mountains to the west and nmih, and the community of Peshastin. Precise boundaries of the PRSA
are identified within the interlocal agreement.
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Inventory
The four distinct seasons of the year are substantial drivers for the uses and types of recreational
activities within the City of Leavenworth and the sunounding recreational areas.

The location, size, and amenities of each park are important factors to consider when
understanding, establishing, and redefining the levels of use by residents and visitors.

The Existing Facilities table identifies existing parks, school sites, and outdoor resources that are
available for recreation activities to the people of Leavenworth, sunounding populations, and
visitor/tourist populations:

EXISTING FACILITIES

Name

Size

Facilities

Management

Lion's
Club 1.76
Park
I acres
Swimming Pool

Picnic shelter, picnic tables, Lion's Club equipment City
of
building with public restrooms, swimming pool, Leavenworth
parking area, and landscaping

Enchantment
Park

39.46
acres

Two softball fields, little league field, park building City
of
with restrooms, BBQ stands, and equipment storage, Leavenworth
parking area, piCniC tables, children's play
equipment, and trails. Wildlife habitat, trails, raft
launching, beaches, interpretive signs, groomed ski
trails, pump track, and skate park

Front
Park

Street

1.75
acres

Gazebo, restrooms, benches, arbor tenace, plaza, City
of
maintenance storage, interpretive kiosk, and maypole Leavenworth

Waterfront Park

15.12
acres

Beaches, trails, interpretive signs, playground, City
of
amphitheater, overlooks, restrooms, picnic tables, Leavenworth
parking, groomed ski trails, and wildlife viewing

Blackbird Island 14.12
acres

Trails, interpretive signs, overlooks, groomed ski City
of
trails, and wildlife viewing
Leavenworth

Trout Unlimited 1.6
Park (City Boat acres
Launch)

Boat launch and parking, trails, wildlife viewing

of
City
Leavenworth

River 36.09
Icicle
Middle School acres
& Cascade High
School

Athletic fields: softball, soccer,
basketball courts, and parking

Cascade
School
District

Osborn
Elementary

5.5
acres

and football,

Ball fields, play equipment, covered basketball Cascade
courts, tennis comis, tetherball stands, swings, and School
children's play equipment
District
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Alpine
Lakes 16.4
Elementary
acres

Ball fields and children's play equipment

Bam
Beach 5.63
Reserve
acres

Nature, cultural history, arts and outdoor education Private Nonoppmiunities, Upper Valley Museum, trails, and profit
s1gnage,

Kid's
Pond

Kids fishing area near trails

Fishing

Cascade
School
District

Trout
Unlimited

Leavenworth
Golf Course

102.52
acres

18-hole public golf course with restaurant, shop, City
of
storage facilities, and groomed ski trails during the Leavenworth
winter season

Icicle Junction

2.66
acres

Miniature golf, arcade games, swimming pool, and Private
other amenities

Enzian Falls Micro-golf
Putting Course

3.15
acres

Professional putting course

Chelan-Douglas
Land Trust

3.34
acres

Nature, cultural history, and arts outdoor education Private Nonopportunities and exhibits, Lorene Young Audubon profit
Center, trails, community garden and interpretive
signage

Frankie's
wayside

.5
acres

Rest area with benches, shade trees, and water City
of
fountain.
Leavenwmih

All

249.6
acres

Total Recreational Space Currently Available

Enzian Falls:
(Private)
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Existing Parks & Recreational Facilities (Note: The stake park and tennis comis have been
relocated, and US Fish and Wildlife is not depicted)

Ski Hill & Lodge at the
Leavenworth Sp arts Club

/

Legend
Parks

MANAGEMENT

CJ cascade School District
c=J City of Leavenworth
c=J Private Non-Profit
-

Privately-owned Business

. . us

Fish and Wildlife Service

. . us

Forest Service
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Existing Parks and Recreational Facilities (in the area)
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Sleeping Lady
Mo.untain Resort
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Fish Hatchery
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Existing Leavenworth Area Trails

Ski Hill &. Lodge at the
nworth Sports Club

Sprong S1

Legend
~Pedestrian

trail

------- Cross Country Ski Trail
. . City of Leavenworth
Private Non-Profit
. . Privately-o\1\ffled Business

I=:=J US Fish and Wildlife Service
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Recreation Activities & Events
Presently, the City of Leavenworth provides swimming pool programs and ball field schedule
coordination. Individuals and groups who utilize park facilities for activities, such as reunions,
organized picnics, and weddings, may reserve facilities through City Hall. There are a number of
user groups who utilize the parks and school sites for recreation activities. In addition, the
Leavenworth Chamber of Commerce coordinates special events and produces or promotes certain
festivals and outdoor recreation activities. Private businesses, non-profit entities, and other
government agencies also provide recreation opportunities, guided tours, and events within the
City of Leavenworth and surrounding area.

The categories and types of recreation activities available to resident and visitor populations within
the Leavenworth UGA and contiguous area are described in the following table. The information
listed was derived from a series of user group workshops and input from the Chamber of
Commerce (2012 Leavenwmih Parks Public Involvement - Appendix G). The list does not
necessarily reflect a comprehensive list of currently offered activities:

EXISTING RECREATION ACTIVITIES & EVENTS

Recreation I Event Type of Activity
Category
Individual Sports

Organized Sports

Passive Recreation

Special Events I
Festivals

Sponsor

Rafting, Swimming, Bicycling, Hiking, Skiing I Cross-country
Skiing, Jogging, Snowshoeing, Golf, Walking (Festhalle in
winter), Sledding, Skateboarding, Fishing, and Tennis

None

Competition Swim, Soccer, Basketball, Wrestling, Boy Scout
Activities, Indoor Volleyball, 4-H Club Activities, Golf, Football,
Little League, Track & Field, Cross-country Ski Team, Tennis,
Girl Scout Activities, Uni-cycle, Roller derby/blading, and Crosscountry Running Teams
Picnics, Wildlife Observation, Relaxing in a Park, Art in the Park,
Wildflower Observation, Mushroom Hunting, Walking, and Bird
Watching

None

Maifest, Kinderfest, 4-H Breakfast, Kids Safety Day, Accordion
Festival, Amber Leaf Theatre, Autumn LeafFestival, Bon
Appetite*, Christkindlemarkt, Rotary Bicycle Race, Icicle Creek
Conceti, Icicle Creek Music*, Fasching, Craft Fair, International
Folk Dance, Easter Egg Hunt, Leavenworth Summer Theater,
Sleeping Lady Festival, Salmon Festival, Christmas Lighting
Festival, Bronn Journey Concert*, Bandstand Music, Ice Fest,
Oktoberfest, Wine Walks, Music in the Meadows, Vox Dox,
Bavarian Boon Dockers, Banff, Mt Film Festival, Leavenwotih
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Film Festival, Bike and Juice, Caniage Classic Bike, Bird Fest,
Bike and Brew, Ale Fest, TimbunT, Summer Theatre, and,
*Indoor Activities I Events
Historical/
Cultural
Recreation Classes
Outdoor

Senior Activities

Autumn Heritage Walk and North Cemetery Tours
Yoga, Hatchery Society, Summer Arts & Crafts, and Interpretive
Walks I Trails
Wildlife Viewing, Whitewater Rafting, Horseback Riding, Hiking None
I Walking, Mountain Biking, Kayaking, Sleigh Rides,
Snowmobiling, Wild Berry Picking, Astronomy, Hayrides,
Fishing, Mountain Climbing, Bicycling, Canoeing, Floating Trips
I Tubing, Stand-up Paddle Boarding, Nordic Skiing, Alpine
Skiing, and Camping
Card Games, Bazaars, Chili Feed I Senior Lunch, Movies,
Billiards, Quilt I Knitting, Exercise Program, Spaghetti Feed,
Bingo, and Nutritional Program
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Enhance public recreational opportunities by providing a variety of yearround active and passive recreational activities for all park and facility users.

Rationale:
Parks and recreation provide many benefits to a community and its citizens,
including economic, health, environmental, social, and overall quality of life.
Policy 1:
Provide and maintain support facilities, including restrooms, parking, paths, trails,
lighting, and security measures for safe and accessible use of the system.

Rationale:
Parks are not just the land, but the buildings and structures that make a park
accessible, varied, and safe.
Goal2:
Support the development of shared - and multi-use facilities that host athletic
events, performing arts, community meetings, and other community events on a year-round
basis.

Rationale:
Diversity and flexibility to address changing needs in the park system is critical for
long -term use and enjoyment. As trends and needs of recreation change with, for example aging
population, so should the park system. Open and varied use of the park system keeps it vibrant
and active.
Policy 1:
Set development and improvement priorities to ensure that facilities for each
season and user group are balanced within funding availability.

Rationale:
Park systems need projections to plan to future needs. Limiting the park system to
short term operating funds is not good practice for expansion and/or improvement. Funding
strategies should look to all season use of parks. Vacancy of a park is not efficient use of public
lands.
Goal3:
Increase access to local and regional recreational opportunities for people of
all ages and levels of mobility.

Rationale:

Access to parks is critical to allow use and enjoyment.

Policy 1:
Create new facilities and/or expand existing facilities with consideration for
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility, diverse user-ship, and specialty user groups.

Rationale:

At a minimum, the Forestry Access specifications may be used for access standards.

Policy 2:

Provide multiple opportunities, as not all facilities will be appropriate for all user
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groups.

Rationale:
A large range of demographic use parks, and parks that include varied levels and
opportunities for all user groups foster better living.
Goal 4:

Encourage use of trails, parks, and natural areas to promote active living.

Rationale:
As destinations for play and recreation, parks have long served as community
gathering places and locales for activity and fun. Playgrounds, athletic fields, swimming pools
and gardens within parks provide tangible benefits during residents' leisure times. Parks create
healthy and easy choices that invite and encourage many and varied recreational opportunities.
Policy I:
Create signage, access points, parking, and other amenities that make facilities
easy to find and inviting.

Rationale:

Clear direction and access helps full use of public lands and activities.

Goal 5:
Develop new and maintain existing parks and recreational facilities capable of
serving the anticipated needs of Leavenworth, including the UGA.

Rationale:
In cities, good infrastructure is critical to the systems that support citizens living
together in densely populated areas. Open, natural and recreational spaces is critical for higher
density living.
Policy 1:

Pursue additional land acquisition to expand existing recreation facilities.

Rationale:

Park level of service needs to reflect population projections.

Policy 2:
Identify and acquire additional undeveloped lands for parks, trails and open space
within the city and UGA.

Rationale:

Park level of service needs to reflect population projections

Policy 3:
Consider funding parks and recreation facilities through a variety of funding
sources described in this Element, including grants, tax levies, and a GMA-based park impact fee

Rationale:
Short term operations and long-term expansion and improvements need cost
recovery and funding sources to ensure a lasting park system.
Policy 4:
Update the Capital Facilities Plan on a regular (annual or bi - annual) basis in
order to identify and budget for park, trail, and open space projects.

Rationale:
Capital Facilities Plan is the City's priority list of infrastructure development, and
parks need to reflected as a component of the plan.
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Policy 5:
Cooperate and coordinate with federal, State, County, School District and City
agencies and with private landowners in the region to expand and implement trail projects oflocal
and regional significance
Rationale:
Connecting regional and local (private and public) areas with trails allows for
greater mobility and connection with sunounding areas.

Policy 6:
Consider the community residents and PRSA as well as the tourist population when
planning park and recreation projects.
Rationale:
Efficient use of limited resources should include as many as possible participants
for park and recreational planning.

Policy 7:
Cooperate with other public and private agencies and landowners to acquire and
preserve additional waterfront access for recreational activities.
Rationale:
Public access to the Wenatchee River and Chumstick Creek is consistent with the
adopted 2012 Shoreline Master Program.
Goal6:

Develop sustainable facilities that are affordable to create and maintain.

Rationale:
Long-term stewardship and use of park and recreational facilities need to be
financially feasible for development and continued operations. Maintenance prevents disrepair
and added costs for expensive removal and/or repair.

Policy 1:
techniques.

Encourage sustainable,

low-impact, high-quality design and development

Rationale:
Longevity of parks and recreational facilities begin with sustainable, low-impact,
high-quality design and development techniques.

Policy 2:
Consider and address ongoing maintenance costs prior to the development of new
park facilities or expansion of existing facilities
Rationale:

To achieve sustainability, cost evaluation must be considered prior to construction.

Policy 3:
Consider initial cost and long-term maintenance and improvement needs when
prioritizing projects. Focus funding on projects that are cost-effective over the long-term.
Rationale:
costs.

Maintenance and preservation of facilities is more cost effective than replacement

Goal7:

Conserve open space and encourage open space consideration in future
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development.

Rationale:
Providing for open space will help to maintain the natural beauty of Leavenworth.
Leavenworth is framed within a beautiful natural setting, including the agricultural and rural lands
sunounding the City. Within the community, undeveloped green spaces and parks have continued
to be an impmiant part of defining Leavenworth's physical appearance. A pati of the
Comprehensive Plan is designed to protect the quality of the natural environment and retain open
natural areas while accommodating anticipated levels of growth.
Policy 1:
Preserve and protect sensitive areas, including wetlands, open space, woodlands,
streams and their corridors, steep slopes, shorelines, and other unique natural features

Rationale:
This is consistent with the GMA requirements to protect critical m·eas, allows for
environmentally friendly aspects that can be available for future generations. Preservation will
help maintain the scenic beauty and character of Leavenworth.
Policy 2:
Encourage the preservation and restoration of native vegetation in natural areas
and open spaces throughout the city, and control the spread of noxious weeds.

Rationale:

Noxious weed control is required.

Policy 3:
Maintain and expand valuable open space areas for wildlife viewing, hiking, crosscountry skiing, and conservation.

Rationale:
Open space allows for connection to nature and improves the well-being of the
community. In addition, open space allows for light, better night sky's, and air circulation
Policy 4:

Encourage interpretive trails.

Rationale:

Educating trail users adds value to the trail use experience.

Policy 5:
Encourage the use of planned developments which provide for open space and
recreational opportunities. Encourage clustering on property designated to protect
environmentally critical areas. Allow density bonuses provided conditions in the Code are met,
including but not limited to maintenance ofview corridors; provision ofsmall-lot, detached singlefamily dwellings; dedication of open space; and protection of environmentally critical areas.

Rationale:
Planned development regulations may provide for density bonuses when the
developer provides for open space and recreational oppmiunities.
Policy6:
Examine the feasibility ofpurchasing recreational easements on lands which will
be beneficial to the community at-large if maintained in an open character but which need not be
in an outright public ownership.

Rationale:

This policy will adequately compensate the prope1iy owner for development rights
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and ensure maintenance of open space.
Policy 7:
Open space, which will typically include landscaping features, and which also may
include active and/or passive recreational activities, should be located to buffer proposed
development from neighboring areas, especially where there is a significant contrast in type or
intensity of land use.

Rationale:
Open space allows for connection to nature and improves the well-being of the
community. In addition, open space allows for light, better night sky's, and air circulation.
Goal 8:
Provide a variety of trail experiences by locating trails of varying lengths and
difficulty through diverse terrain, scenery, and points of attraction to draw users and
maintain their interest.

Rationale:
The trail system should be available for all levels of users. Trails can add interest
and challenge from seniors to young adults; and varied options encourage healthy living.
Policy 1:

Support the inclusion ofpublic art in parks throughout the city

Rationale:
Stimulating the mind with a blend of culture and nature should be available with
park facilities.
Policy 2:

Implement the Upper Valley Regional Trail Plan.

Rationale:
Clear direction and expectations for the development of connectivity throughout
the region benefits both City residents and our neighbors.
Goal9:

Improve non-motorized connectivity between parks and recreational facilities.

Rationale:
Non-motorized options for travel reduces carbon emissions, reduces vehicle
congestion, and is environmentally friendly.
Policy 1:
Coordinate park planning with infrastructure and transportation planning for new
trails, bike routes, walkways, and safe street crossings

Rationale:
Construction planning for recreational and pedestrian access reduces cost by timing
improvements at the same time and reduces conflicts for use of the same space.
Policy 2:
Connect residential neighborhoods to each other as well as to nearby schools,
parks, regional trails, and community facilities via a trail network

Rationale:

Connectivity and ease of travel fosters a sense of community.
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Policy 3:
Integrate City parks, facilities, trails and open spaces with other local, state,
federal and private park and recreational lands and facilities to best serve recreation users

Rationale:
The health benefits with many and varied recreational opportunities have been
studied, and such betters the social fabric and overall health of our residents, guests and neighbors.
Policy 4:
Provide connecting trails, paths, and sidewalks between existing and proposed
facilities to allow for directed walking and/or biking access.

Rationale:
The number of residents walking and cycling increases every year, and a connected
walking and bicycling network allows for ease of use, safety and enjoyment of users.
GoallO:

Encourage the development of a Parks and Recreation Program.

Rationale:
As needs and services change, the City may prepare and develop a recreational
program. This augmentation to the existing private, public and semi-private recreational programs
can foster areas of recreation not already being or continue to be served by these other groups and
organizations (organized sports). Such program can foster the sense of community involvement
for residents.
Policy 1:

Encourage the development of a Community Center.

Rationale:
A community center provides a greater recreational opportunity for recreation users
within a central facility I building.
Coordination and Compliance with Existing Plans
It is impmiant for each Element and Plan to work together and maintain consistent policies.

•

Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan.

•

Downtown Master Plan.

Needs Assessment/Level of Service

Level of service (LOS) standards are measures of the amount and quality of park and recreation
sites and facilities that must be provided to meet a community's basic needs and expectations.
Standards provide specific targets that help measure progress toward meeting community open
space objectives. Typically, LOS measures are expressed as ratios of facility capacity relative to
demand by park/facility users. Other LOS measures may include a classification system for parks,
which indicates size, features, and proximity within a service area. Classifications may include
mini-parks, neighborhood parks, school-parks, community parks, large urban parks, natural
resource areas, greenways, spmis complexes, private parks/recreation facilities, walking/hiking
trails, connector trails, on-street bikeways, all-tenain bike trails, cross-country ski trails, and
equestrian trails. At present, the City of Leavenworth operates about 73.85 acres of land that is
developed and used for active and passive recreation purposes, including individual and organized
sports. In addition, the Cascade School District has about 54.59 acres of land, which houses
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acreage set aside for various types of outdoor recreation, including individual and organized sports,
along with other types of activities.
The unique qualities of the Leavenworth area, including geography, rivers, seasons, and population
interests imply a high-value on the use of natural resource lands and other recreation assets in the
vicinity, including Ski Hill, Icicle Creek, and the Fish Hatchery. These factors combine to have a
modifying effect on any LOS standard that may be expressed by acres ofland per 1,000 population.
If, for example, a level of service standard of 6.5 acres per 1,000 population is used, the total land
area, at a Leavenwmih community build-out population of2,624 within the City Limits and UGA,
would be 17 acres. At present, there are about 128.41 acres of park land in the City that are
considered developed and usable. Thus, the need for additional land by the year 2035 would appear
to be unsubstantiated.
However, the population of Leavenworth is increased by approximately 2.2 million tourists per
year. These tourists utilize the parks, trails, and recreational facilities in the area, reducing the
availability for residents. Because the Leavenworth area offers year-around recreational activities,
the total can conservatively be divided equally over a 12-month period. Using that calculation,
the City ofLeavenwmih hosts over 183,000 tourists per month. At 6.5 acres per 1,000 people, this
population group would require 1,190 acres of park and recreation land.

When tourists are utilizing the available recreation lands, residents are often crowded out. It is
important for the City to determine how to meet the needs of residents while accommodating the
tourists that drive the community's economic engine.
With input from the community, the City continues to look at new opportunities to expand the park
system, create more recreational opportunities, and find ways to redevelop existing facilities to be
more compatible with the community's needs (Appendix G). New projects may include, utilizing
the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan along with this element to expand non-motorized
transpmiation oppmiunities; especially those that create safer and more sustainable options for a
variety of users.
Input from the Leavenwmih community defined two distinct areas of need/request within the parks
and recreation system (Appendix G). The first is a clearly identified need to upgrade and improve
existing facilities. These facilities include several elements of Enchantment Park, multiple trail
facilities and their access points, and the community swimming pool. The second area of need
relates to requests for new facilities such as additional playgrounds, and regulation sized baseball
and soccer fields. The below tables depict the community-identified improvements.

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

Park or Facility

Existing Condition

Improvements
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Enchantment Park

Skate Park

Enhancements and/or shading

Enchantment Park

Shelter

Improve and/or expand Shelter

Enchantment Park

Pump Track

Shade Trees

Enchantment Park

Ball fields

Improve Athletic Fields, add tall
fences, terrace hillsides for safety
and seating, improve drainage, turf
and add lighting.

Enchantment Park

Difficult to find access point

Signage and map identifier

Waterfront Park
Trails

Difficult to find access points,
washing out

Signage and map identifiers;
maintenance

Waterfront Park

Minimal parking and no
basketball comi

Additional Parking and basketball
court. Add a play structure

Swimming Pool

Seasonal

Cover or enclose for year-round
use

Soccer Fields

Excepting school district,
formal soccer fields do not exist

Expand or create new

Hiking/biking/cross- Difficult to find, no
country trails
connectivity

Mapping, signage, connecting
segments, maintenance

Golf Course

Golf cart paths are narrow and
unkempt

Expand and maintain golf cart
paths

Kid's Fishing Pond

Difficult to find

Signage, Mapping, directions, and
publish open and close schedule
by Trout Unlimited

Waterfront Park

Limited fixed equipment

Install callisthenic stations on trail

Waterfront Park

Limited viewing platforms

Develop lookout at 3rd and
Commercial

Front Street

Downtown Master Plan
includes Park Plazas

Construct Royal Lady I Park Plaza

NEW OR EXPANDED COMMUNITY-IDENTIFIED FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

Desired Use

Expected Usage

Facility Improvements

Additional
Playgrounds

Children's play areas

One north of Highway and one in
downtown

Ball Fields

League Use

Two new regulation size fields

Soccer Fields

League Use

Two new regulation size fields

Basketball Comis

All

One covered or open basketball
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I

court

I Community Center I All
The below table provides the proposed enhancements.
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS

Item

Proposed
Enhancements

Existing Facilities

Proposed Improvements

Playgrounds

Evenly dispersed
throughout
community

One at Enchantment
Park; One at Waterfront
Park; One at school

One at Lion's Club Park
One north of Highway 2
Improve area at Waterfront (add
play structures)

League size
sport fields

Two Baseball

One league sized field

Three sport fields

Two Soccer

One soccer field at
schoolforschooluse

Two new if one at Enchantment
can be expanded.
Improvements to existing fields
(add tall fences, terrace hillsides
for safety and seating, improve
drainage, turf and add lighting).

Football Fields

Football field at High
School

Swimming
Pool

One year-round
pool

One seasonal pool

Trails

See Upper Valley
Regional Trails
Plan2009

Trail Access

Clear signage at
every trail access
point -public
map of trails for
entire system.
Parking for up to
50-100 vehicles
at Wenatchee
riverfront trails

Minimal signage and
limited public maps
available. Minimal
parking at river area not
clearly designated.

Public
Restrooms

Needed at all
major public
gathering areas

Front Street;
Enchantment Park;
Swimming Pool; Lions
Club Park; Waterfront
Park

Expand women's restrooms at
Front St.; Add restrooms at
parking area at Waterfront Park,
and Boat Launch

Picnic areas

Provide varied
oppmiunities for
picnic areas in

Multiple picnic areas
throughout community

Additional BBQ facilities,
shade/shelter at Enchantment

New pool or enclosure to make
it usable year-round
Complete system as defined in
Leavenwmih Upper Valley
Regional Trails Plan 2009
Map brochures with trails,
access points and parking
clearly identified. Better
signage and parking at:
Waterfront Park, Enchantment
Park, Bam Beach, Blackbird
Island, and Boat Launch
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community

and parks/trails system

Park

Rearing Pond
and kids
fishing area

One

One on Wenatchee
River

Signage, mapping, directions,
and open I close schedule from
Trout Unlimited.

Natural areas,
educational
opportunities

Provide multiple
opportunities for
nature
exploration and
education, guided
and unguided

Wenatchee River
Institute (Barn Beach
Reserve), ChelanDouglas Land Trust

Multiple opportunities available
through other entities. City may
desire to create a wetland park
area for viewing and
preservation near Poplar Street
and Ranger Road.

Snow Sport
Areas

Cross-country
skiing, downhill
skiing, skating,
tubing/sledding,
snowshoeing, ski
Jump

Cross-county and
snowshoe areas along
trail system, tubing and
sledding.

Improved grooming of trail
system for cross-country skiing.
Possible tubing/sledding area at
other parks.
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TRANSPORTATION
ELEMENT

The Transpmiation Element is an inventory of transpmiation services and facilities for water, air,
and ground travel, including transit. One of the goals of the Element is to define existing facilities
and travel levels to plan for future travel needs. The Transportation Element update in 2008
included considerable data and projections beyond that of the GMA mandate; and much of this
data and projections remains valid and unchanged. The Transportation Element must contain:
D Inventory of existing facilities;
D Assessment of future facility needs to meet current and future demands;
D Multi-year plan for financing proposed transportation improvements;
D Forecasts of traffic for at least 10 years based on adopted land use plan;
D Level of service (LOS) standards for mierials and public transportation, including

actions to bring deficient facilities into compliance;
D Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, and;
D Identification of intergovernmental coordination efforts.
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Provide a balanced, multi-modal transportation system for the community
that supports the safe, efficient movement of people and goods.

Rationale:
The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that the comprehensive plan be
internally consistent. The transportation element and the land use element will be consistent
because the transpmiation element is prepared based upon assumptions developed in the land use
element.
Policy 1:
The provision of transportation facilities and services shall reflect and support the
land use designations and development patterns identified in the Land Use Element of the
Leavenworth Comprehensive Plan. The design and implementation oftransportation facilities and
services should be based on serving current and fitture travel demand- both short-term and longterm planned uses.

Rationale:
This policy will ensure that there is consistency between transpmiation systems and
land use densities.
Policy 2:
The construction of transportation facilities in the Leavenworth planning area
should be timed to coincide with community needs, and should be implemented so as to minimize
impacts on existing development. Prioritization of improvements should consider the City's level
ofservice standards, concurrency policies, and financial constraints.

Rationale:
Project priorities may change over time, depending on the intensity and location of
development, performance of the transportation system, and the available funding.
Policy 3:
The City of Leavenworth shall implement its Level of Service (LOS) standard and
performance measures as follows:
•

Concurrency shall be measured for the average vehicle traffic volume for a typical
weekday during the PM peak hour,·

•

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) shall be evaluated consistent with concurrency but
could include additional analysis for other time periods based on the discretion of the City
Public Works Director;

•

Intersection (delay) and street segment (volume/capacity) analysis will use one-hour LOS
as a screening tool to determine capacity deficiencies,·

•

Concurrency requirements do not apply to facilities and services ofstatewide significance
per RCW 36. 70A.070(6). Facilities of statewide significance such as US 2 are to be
consistent with the Washington State Highway Plan, designated as LOS D,· and,

•

City and Urban Growth Area -LOS D will be acceptable.

Rationale:

Identifies how and when LOS, concurrency, and SEPA are applied and the standard
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by which the City will plan under.
Policy 4:
Off-site improvements to streets or the provision of enhanced pedestrian and
bicycle facilities in the Leavenworth planning area may be required as a condition ofapproval for
land divisions or other development permits based on the SEPA or the City's adopted development
regulations.

Rationale:
SEP A and development code requirements will help implement needed
transportation improvements.
Policy 5:
Transportation improvements which are identified in the Transportation Element
shall be implemented concurrent with new development. Concurrent with development means that
improvements or strategies will be in place at the time of development, or that a financial
commitment will be in place to complete the improvements or strategies within six years.

Rationale:
(GMA).

Concunency is required for transpmiation under the Growth Management Act

Policy. 6:
Substandard streets and fitture public right-of-way needs will be addressed
concurrently at the time of development unless there is a system-wide benefit, in which case the
City Council may authorize the City to participate in the improvement.

Rationale:
Improvements that have system wide benefits will be a higher priority than infill
projects or frontage improvements that primarily benefit one property owner or developer.
Policy 7:
Support the mobility needs of local businesses and industry, the Leavenworth
transportation system should consist of the inji·astructure necessary for the safe and efficient
movement ofgoods, services, and people throughout the Leavenworth area.

Rationale:
community.

The transpmiation system contributes to the overall economic vitality of the

Policy 8:
Transportation facilities in the Leavenworth planning area should be designed and
constructed to mitigate noise, neighborhood disruption, economic losses to the private or public
economy, and social, environmental, or institutional disruptions.

Rationale:

Community impacts are an important consideration when implementing projects.

Policy 9:
Transportation facilities and system improvements should be designed to minimize
energy consumption and to encourage the use ofpublic transportation, bikeways, sidewalks, and
walkways.

Rationale:
Context sensitive solutions and alternative design strategies will help the City
achieve sustainable practices and promote non-motorized travel.
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Policy 10:
The City of Leavenworth should coordinate its transportation planning and
construction efforts with those of the Chelan-Douglas Transportation Council (CDTC), the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), LINK Transit, Chelan County, and
other agencies. Leavenworth's Transportation Element will be consistent with those developed at
the regional and state level.
Rationale:

The City transportation system is pmi of a larger regional system.

Policy 11:
Encourage transportation solutions that are cooperatively developed and support
an integrated system of public transportation services, street facilities, transportation system
management (TSM)/demand management programs, and land use policy.
Rationale:
An integrated system should enhance mobility by providing a range of
transpmiation choices for the public.

Policy 12:
The Transportation Element shouldfacilitate the development ofcirculation streets
within the urban growth area.
Rationale:
A circulation system will facilitate all modes in and out of the urban growth area.
In addition, a network of circulation streets provides an efficient means for snow plowing and
movement of other service vehicles, such as garbage trucks.
Goal2:
user needs.

Encourage plans and design standards that consider all transportation system

Rationale:
The GMA requires communities to consider urban planning approaches that
promote physical activity and require that a bicycle and pedestrian component be included in the
transportation element of a comprehensive plan.

Policy 1:
The safety and convenience of all users of the transportation system, including
motor and freight vehicle drivers, bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transportation users, should
be accommodated and balanced in all types of transportation and development projects, and
through all phases of a project.
Policy 2:

Continue and support the City's Complete Streets Ordinance.

Rationale:
Through the GMA, the State suggests that agencies review local regulations to
ensure that bicyclists and pedestrians are adequately planned for in street and subdivision
development standards, parking standards, and parking lot design. Also, local governments should
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act not only to provide access for the disabled, but
also for people with strollers and walkers.
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Policy 3:
The bicycle, pedestrian, equestrian, and cross-country ski trails identified in the
Recreation Element and the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan should be recognized and
supported for their value as part of the local transportation system.

Rationale:
To help complete a network of non-motorized facilities that linlc rural and urban
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, paths, and trails.
Policy 4:
Continue and support the application of modified street standards along existing
collector and local streets while considering multi-modal needs and the costs and impacts of
improvements associated with acquiring additional right-of-way and the reconstruction ofexisting
facilities while maintaining a minimum road width to accommodate expected traffic volumes and
emergency vehicles, per the adopted Street Design Standards.

Rationale:
To improve existing streets and public rights-of-way without significantly
impacting adjoining property owners or the environment and to provide the necessary facilities
that are appropriate for the level of development planned for the area.

Policy 5:
Include provisions to address snow removal and storage in the design of streets
and other transportation facilities.

Rationale:
Designs need to work for all the seasons of the year, especially during the winter
when heavy snow fall may impact the area.
Goal3:
Maintain and improve the safety and mobility of the arterial and collector
street system.

Rationale:
Increased development is projected for the planning area. The safe and efficient
movement of people and goods primarily rely on the City's arterial and collector street system.
Policy 1:
IdentifY clear mobility and safety objectives as to the purpose of a street
improvement project at the outset of the project or when updating the City's six-year
Transportation Improvement Program.

Rationale:
Clear objectives assist in building public support and understanding of why the City
is investing or supporting a particular street improvement project and may also influence the final
design features being considered.
Policy 2:
Washington State Department of Transportation should recognize the priorities,
constraints, and concerns expressed in the Transportation Element.

Rationale:

State agencies are required to comply with the GMA.
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Policy 3:
Access to and from US 2 should be along existing local side streets, to the maximum
extent possible, to avoid unnecessary traffic hazards and to maintain safety and adequate mobility
along this route.

Rationale:
roadways.

Preserve capacity along US 2 and provide for a more complete system of local

Policy 4:
Generally, restrict the creation of new driveways along arterials and collectors if
access can be accommodated by a local access street.

Rationale:

Enhance traffic flow, improve overall circulation, and increase safety.

Policy 5:
Support construction of new local and collector streets, along with an additional
access point to US 2 east ofSafeway to improve circulation for both non-motorized and motorized
travel.

Rationale:

Desirable to provide additional access within the area.

Policy 6:
Work with WSDOT and Chelan County to discourage diversion of traffic from US
2 and Chumstick Highway onto local streets.

Rationale:
New or upgraded collector streets should serve adjoining land uses, not act as
alternative routes to bypass a major arterial.
Policy 7:
Recognize US 2 as not only a regional highway, but also as the City's "main street"
by improving intersection operations and safety for the minor street approaches at unsignalized
locations and crossings.

Rationale:

Several intersections along US 2 are projected to operate poorly in the future.

Policy 8:
Encourage signal and crosswalk control integration to allow safe crossing and
efficient vehicle mobility and/or reduce conflicts.

Rationale:
As pedestrian crossing increase, safe signalized crosswalks (warning beacons) and
connection with controlled intersections are necessary to prevent impediment to vehicle flow and
pedestrian safety.
Policy 9:
Seek to establish or maintain a reasonable interval betvveen local access streets
and collector streets in residential areas to promote improved circulation and access for all modes
of travel.

Rationale:
Creating a pattern of continuous and reasonably spaced streets provides for the
long-term economic, social, and recreation benefits to the community.
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Goal4:

Encourage the development of public transportation options.

Rationale:
Public transportation could provide an increasingly more valuable service, reduce
downtown parking needs, help support tourist business, and save energy.

Policy 1:
Support the continuation of scheduled passenger rail service to the Leavenworth
Amtrak Platform and Shelter.
Rationale:
Rail service helps to mitigate automobile impacts in the area, and enhance tourist
access and economic development.

Policy 2:
Support additional and maintain existing public transit service and construction of
new park & rides to provide local residents improved travel choices.
Rationale:
Additional public transit in the Leavenwmih area would help to mitigate traffic
impacts and provide residents with improved travel choices.

Policy 3:
Require transit facilities and services as mitigation, where appropriate, for new
developments.
Rationale:
Bus pullouts, ADA accessible transit stops, or new transit shelters should be
considered as part of new development or redevelopment.
GoalS:
Provide a transportation system for the Leavenworth planning area that is
funded adequately to meet current and future capital, maintenance and operational needs.

Rationale:

Funding strategies should be in place to implement the Transpmiation Element.

Policy 1:
Use a portion of Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax funds to finance capital improvements to
the transportation system.
Rationale:

Not all tax revenues should be entirely focused on maintenance.

Policy 2:
Seekfederalfundingfor capital improvements through participation in the ChelanDouglas Transportation Council (CDTC).
Rationale:
Federal dollars are distributed to local communities through the Chelan-Douglas
Transportation Council (CDTC).

Policy 3:
Aggressively pursue the awarding offederal, state, and private grants individually
or through partnerships with other agencies to augment street and non-motorized capital
improvements.
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Rationale:
There are fewer grant dollars available, and the grants that are available are
becoming more and more competitive.
Policy 4:
Continue to fund street and sidewalk maintenance and operations through the use
of Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax and Property Tax revenues and the Transportation Benefit District.

Rationale:

Preservation of the existing transportation system is a high priority.

Policy 5:
Seek additional funding sources to meet the long term financial requirements of
sustaining a street maintenance program.

Rationale:
Repairing streets and sidewalks before they fail will avoid costly capital
improvements.
Policy 6:
Require new development to complete a traffic study that identifies the impacts to
the transportation system.

Rationale:
Consistent guidelines for the review of transportation impacts will assist the City
in evaluating development applications and identifying possible mitigation.
Policy 7:
Require those responsible for new development to mitigate their development's
impacts to the transportation system, as required by the GMA concurrent with the development of
the property.

Rationale:

The City is required to plan under state laws.

Policy 8:
Establish and implement a development review process for transportation that
addresses concurrency, SEPA, Street Development Standards, and other mitigation requirements.
Review the cumulative transportation impacts of new development and implement methods of
sharing mitigation costs.

Rationale:
A development review process should be established to assist in implementing
projects concurrent with new development.
Policy 9:
Require new development to provide full or partial street improvements to expand
or improve access to areas with existing or fitture development potential, consistent with adopted
Street Design Standards.

Rationale:
New development should fund improvements primarily benefiting themselves
while also providing the necessary street facilities that are appropriate for the level of development
planned for the area.
Policy 10:

Continue and support the Transportation Benefit District and/or adoption of a
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transportation impact fee (TIF) program to help fund transportation improvement projects.

Rationale:
New local funding for capital improvements is necessary to provide matching funds
for grants and address the City's share of project related costs.
Policy II:
Explore and implement other public/private funding options, such as Local
Improvement Districts (LID) and Parking and Business Improvement Areas (PBIA).

Rationale:
Projects that benefit a particular area should be partly financed by the propetiy
owners who receive the benefits of the improvements.
Goal 6:

Encourage and support parking strategies.

Rationale:
Improving parking reduces congestion as users seek parking, and increases overall
traffic flows.
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Inventory of Transportation Facilities

The transportation system in the City of Leavenwmih consists of state highways, mierials, local
streets, transit facilities and services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and rail lines. The inventory
of existing transpmiation facilities and services was updated as part of the Transportation Element.
Major elements of the existing transpmiation system are summarized in this section. The inventory
covers the street system characteristics, traffic volumes, traffic operations, traffic safety, transit
service, pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian facilities, and freight facilities.

Roadway System

Functional classification is the grouping of roadways by function. The City has established four
types of street classifications: major arterials, secondary arterials, collectors, and local streets.

State Highways
US Highway 2 (US 2) links Leavenworth and Wenatchee to the east with Monroe and Everett to
the west. It is classified as a Highway of Statewide Significance. Within the City, it is a three-lane
mierial with 12-foot travel lanes, 5-foot bicycle lanes, and curbs/gutters and sidewalks on both
sides. The right-of-way width is approximately 60 feet along the corridor. The center lane is a twoway left-tum lane. The posted speed limit is 30 mph within City limits. There are three traffic
signals at the intersections of Evans Street/Ninth Street, Chumstick Highway, and River Bend
Drive. Right-tum lanes are provided at the intersections of Evans Street/Ninth Street, Chumstick
Highway, and River Bend Drive.

Major Arterials
Chumstick Highway (formerly known as SR 209) is a County rural major collector connecting
Leavenworth to Plain and Lake Wenatchee. This north-south arterial has two 11-foot travel lanes
with 2-foot paved shoulders, and approximately 60 feet of right-of-way. Within the City, the posted
speed limit is 25 mph. A sidewalk is available on the northwest side of the road from US 2 to
Cascade High School.

Secondary Arterials
Ski Hill Drive is a two-lane north-south secondary arterial connecting US 2 to the south to Titus
Road to the nmih. Shoulders are provided outside of City limits, but not within the City limits.
Within the City, the right-of-way width is 70 feet between Whitman Street and US 2, and 45 feet
on other sections south of Pine Street. The posted speed limit on Ski Hill Drive is 25 mph.

Titus Road is a two-lane secondary arterial connecting Pine Street to the south with Ski Hill Drive
to the nmih via a loop road connection. South of the middle school, the street has 8 to 10-foot
paved shoulders on both sides and a 5-foot concrete sidewalk on the east side. Titus Road has a
posted speed limit of 35 mph nmih of the school zone.
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Pine Street is a two-lane east-west secondary arterial connecting Ski Hill Drive to the west with
Titus Road and Fir Street to the east. It has 10 to 11-foot travel lanes, no shoulders, and minimal
turning radii (15 to 20 feet) at the intersection with Fir Street. The posted speed limit is 25 mph.
Fir Street is a secondary mierial, which is only one block in length, connecting Pine Street to the
north with Cedar Street to the south. To the nmih, it is a through street connecting with Pine Street
at a 90-degree turning intersection. To the south, Fir Street terminates as a stop-controlled "T"
intersection with Cedar Street. It has 27-foot pavement width with no striping or pedestrian
facilities provided. The posted speed limit is 25 mph.
Icicle Road is a two-lane secondary arterial connecting with US 2 at the western City limit. This
road serves the south part of the City and the rural unincorporated County. It also provides access
to US Forest Service recreational areas up the Icicle Creek valley. The right-of-way width can
range between 25 to 60 feet along the conidor.
East Leavenworth Road is a two-lane secondary arterial connecting Icicle Road to the south and
US 2 to the north. The section just south of US 2 is located within the City's UGA. This road also
serves mostly rural unincorporated portions of the County. The right-of-way width is
approximately 60 feet along the conidor.

Collectors

The following streets within the downtown commercial core are identified as collectors: Front
Street, Commercial Street, W. Commercial Street, and Ninth Street. Other collectors serve
residential and commercial areas north of US 2: Mill Street, Mine Street, and Evans Street. The
connection between Pine Street and Evans Street, along Burke Avenue, Birch Street, Price
Avenue, and Sherbourne Street is also classified as a collector. These collectors have two lanes
and a 25-mph speed limit. The "Summary of Arterial/Collector System Main Characteristics" table
(below) identifies the main characteristics of each classified street, including a range of existing
right-of-way width.
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Summmy ofArterial/Collector System Main Characteristics

Classification

Name

Posted Current
#Lanes Speed ROW1

Bike
Sidewalks Lanes

State Highway

US2

3

30

60

Yes

Yes

Major Arterial

Chumstick Highway

2/3

25

~60

Partly

No

Sec. Arterial

Titus Road

2

35

25 to 60

Partly

No

Icicle Road

2

35

25 to 60

At
junction

No

Sec. Atierial

E. Leavenwmih Road

2

35

~60

No

No

Sec. Arterial

Pine Street

2

25

20 to 60

No

No

Sec. Arterial

Fir Street

2

25

40

No

No

Sec. Arterial

Ski Hill Drive

2

25

45 to 70

Partly

No

Collector

Evans Street

2

25

~50

Yes

No

Collector

Front Street

2

25

25 to 60

No

No

Collector

Commercial Street

2

20

20 to 70

Patily

No

Collector

Mill Street

2

25

~50

No

No

Collector

Mine Street

2

25

~50

No

No

Collector

Burke Avenue

2

25

50

No

No

Collector

Birch Street (from Burke
2
to Price)

20

40 to 80

Yes

No

Collector

Price Avenue (Birch to
2
Sherboume)

20

~60

Yes

No

Collector

Sherboume Street (Price
2
to Evans)

25

~60

Yes

No

Collector

W. Commercial Street

2

25

25 to 60

No

No

Collector

9th Street (US 2 to
2
Commercial)

25

60

Yes

No

Sec. Arterial

Source: Transpo Group 2009

Local Access Streets
Roadways not mentioned previously are considered local streets. Within the City, the legal speed
limit is 25 mph, unless otherwise posted. In the County, the legal speed limit is 35 mph, unless
otherwise posted. Generally, local streets are two-lane roadways providing direct access to
adjacent propetiies.
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Street Design Standards
Applicable roadway design parameters are shown within the "Street Parameters" table (below).

StreetJ>arar.neters
ROW Width Purpose

Type
Urban collector

60'

Collects traffic from a region and/or the primary road
which
local
access
roads
from
to
neighborhoods/commercial/industrial areas connect

Urban local access

50'

Provides access and circulation within commercial
areas and single/multi-family neighborhoods

Industrial
access

local

44'

Provides access and circulation within industrial areas

Fire
apparatus
(private)

20'

Serves two to three single family residential lots or the
equivalent ADT producer for other land uses

Driveway (private)

20'/10'

Serves one single-family residential lot or the
equivalent ADT producer for other land uses

The City has adopted standard details for street construction. County collectors also have a
minimum right-of-way design standard of 60 feet (See adopted design standards).

Right-of-Way
The right-of-way analysis indicates that a number of streets designated as arterials or collectors
currently do not meet the right-of-way minimum standard of 60 feet. Examples of collector street
sections that have substandard right-of-way include:
•

Ski Hill Drive between Whitman Street and Pine Street;

•

Evans Street between Orchard Street and Summit Avenue;

•

Fir Street between Pine Street and Chumstick Highway.

Other right-of-way deficiencies include Pine, Commercial, and Poplar, as well as County roads
and private roads within the UGA.

J>aver.nent Conditions
Many of the City and County roads were built with little or no subsurface or base material. As a
result, many City streets are in poor condition regarding pavement condition. In recent years, the
City has made improvements to a number of streets with the limited funding that is available, with
PageT- 14

most of the effort going towards the downtown commercial area. However, there is still a
substantial amount of deferred maintenance of streets with poor pavement conditions. It is likely
that some of the roadways are beyond a chip seal or overlay treatment, and instead require a
significant capital investment to repair the roadway and supporting sub grade material.
Traffic Volumes

For the 2017 update, the Planning Commission and City Council found that the data and
infmmation from the 2008 update remained valid and applicable for 2017 and the 10-year forecast.
Weekday Traffic Volumes

Daily traffic volumes along US 2 were obtained from WSDOT for 2007. Average daily volumes
along US 2 range from 5,000 vehicles per day (vpd) west oflcicle Road to 14,000 vpdjust east of
Chumstick Highway. Historical counts in Peshastin (available counts in close proximity to
Leavenworth) show an average annual growth rate of 1.9 percent since 1998, which means a total
increase of approximately 2,000 vpd from 1998 to 2007.
Tube counts collected in 2008 provided information on daily volumes on other roads and streets.
Figure labeled "2008 Average Weekday Daily Traffic Volumes" illustrates the daily volumes at
various locations throughout the city. The highest daily volumes off of US 2 are experienced on
Chumstick Highway (5,100 vpd), Icicle Road (4,300 vpd), Ski Hill Drive (1,800 vpd), Titus Road
(1,800 vpd), and East Leavenworth Road (1,500 vpd).
Seasonal Variations

The segment of US 2 through Leavenwmih experiences extreme seasonal changes in traffic, as
well as high volumes of weekend travel. Summer traffic in Leavenworth typically is significantly
higher than other times of the year: This is primarily due to the tourism and recreational activities
occurring in and around Leavenworth that bring more traffic during the summer, both with
travelers coming into town or just passing through.
The "2007 Monthly Traffic Variations along US Highway 2" figure illustrates monthly variations
of average daily traffic volumes along US 2 in Peshastin (the nearest permanent automatic data
collection station). This data is assumed to be similar to what would be observed in the City of
Leavenwmih.
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Monthly Traffic Variations along US Highway 2
SR 2 w/o Green & Sanders- Peshastin
2007 DATA
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The WSDOT traffic station in Peshastin (available counts in close proximity to Leavenworth)
indicates that on average, traffic in July and August is 20 percent higher than the annual average
(14,500 daily vehicles in July-August compared to 12,300 for the annual average).
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2008 Average Weekday Daily Traffic Volumes
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Daily volume variations are illustrated on the "Weekday and Weekend Traffic Variations along
US Highway 2 at Mile Post 80.2" Figure. The station at Nason Creek (20 miles west of
Leavenworth) shows that the average weekend traffic volumes in 2007, along US 2, were twice
as high as weekday traffic volumes. This is also due to the tourism and recreational activities
generating more traffic during the weekend days. The City of Leavenworth is a major tourist
attraction and is surrounded by many recreational opportunities.
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Weekday and Weekend Traffic Variations along US Highway 2
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PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
PM peak hour traffic volumes were collected in April 2008. In addition, recent PM peak hour
traffic volumes were obtained from WSDOT. The WSDOTcounts are from 2006 and 2007. Figure
labeled "2008 Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes" shows the PM peak hour directional
traffic volumes at several locations throughout the City.
Directional PM peak hour traffic volumes range between 200 and 560 vehicles along US 2,
between 100 and 250 on Chumstick Highway, and between 50 and 220 on other City arterials and
collectors.
Traffic Operations

Level of Service (LOS) Standards
The Planning Commission and City Council found that the data and information from the 2008
update remained valid and applicable for 2017 and the 10-year forecast.
Level of service (LOS) is a quantitative measure of roadway operations that is detetmined by
analyzing how well a transpotiation system performs. Level of service, as established by the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (Transpotiation Research Board, 2000), provides a range from
LOS A (free flowing, minimal delay) to LOS F (extreme congestion, long delays). The operation
of roadways, signalized intersections, and unsignalized intersections are each based on a specific
LOS definition.
LOS standards are established by the different agencies having jurisdiction over the various
facilities. US 2 is a Highway of Statewide Significance, and as such, the level of service standard
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is set by WSDOT. In urban areas, the LOS standard is D. For unincorporated areas within a UGA,
LOS D is the adopted standard for County roads. LOS within the County is measured by the
volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio. The City has adopted LOS D as the standard for all streets. For the
purposes ofthe existing conditions analysis, intersection operations were evaluated.
2008 Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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2008 Intersection LOS Results

Based on turning movement counts, the existing LOS was measured at a number of major
intersections in the City and the UGA. The analysis was performed for the PM peak hour on a
typical average weekday (April) and for summer (August) weekday conditions. Results are shown
in the "2008 Intersection LOS Results" table (below) and "2008 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection Levels of Service" figure.
2008 Intersection LOS Results

Intersection

Average Weekday

Summer Weekday

PM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

LOS

1

Delay

2

VIC or
WM 3
LOS 1

Delay 2

VIC or
WM3

Signalized

21.4

0.41

US 21 Chumstick Highway

c
c

23.0

0.49

0.47

c
c

27.4

30.4

0.56

US 21 River Bend Drive

B

10.2

0.42

B

11.1

0.49

US 21 Icicle Road

c

18.1

NBL

22.7

NBL

US 21 Mill Street

B

13.6

SB

15.9

NB

US 21 Ski Hill Drive

c

17.1

SB

c
c
c

22.0

SB

US 21 Front Street

A

8.3

WBL

A

8.6

WBL

US 21 E. Leavenworth Road

c

24.9

SB

D

31.3

NB

Chumstick Highway I Cedar Street

B

12.3

EB

B

13.9

EB

Chumstick Highway IN mih Road

A

9.9

WB

B

10.2

WB

Pine Street I Titus Road

A

7.6

-

A

7.8

-

Icicle Road I E. Leavenworth Road

A

8.9

WB

A

9.0

WB

US 21 Evans Street

U nsignalized

1.

Level of Service, based on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology.

2.

Average delay in seconds per vehicle.

s. Volume-to-capacity ratio reported for signalized intersections. Worst movement is reported for
unsignalized intersections. This is not applicable (NA) to all-way stop controlled intersections.

The LOS analysis shows that under existing conditions, all intersections operate at LOS D or
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better, even during the summer peak conditions. However, it is recognized that congestion
conditions occur at times, with large back-ups experienced by drivers along US 2 and side streets.
The level of service analysis does not account for all factors influencing traffic conditions, such as
high pedestrian activities and closely spaced intersections. Pedestrian volumes can be very high
during the winter and summer tourist seasons. Weather can also influence traffic operations, with
heavy snow and icy conditions contributing to delays.

2008 Weekday PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
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Traffic Safety

City Street Collisions
Accident reports from the area for the period of2011 to 2016 were obtained regarding the type of
collision. During this period, 146 collisions were reported within the City and sunounding area,
and are shown in the "City Area Crash Type Data from 2011 to 2016" (below).
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The City streets where collisions have occmTed (from January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2016) are
shown in the "Location of Collisions on City Streets" table (below). During this period, 77
collisions were reported. These are officer reported crashes that occuned at or in the vicinity of
multiple intersections and road segments in the City of Leavenworth.
Location of Collisions on City Streets from January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2016

Street Name

Number of Collisions

13th St

1

8th St

1

9th St

1

9th St

1

Ash St

3

Benton St

1

Birch St

1

Cedar St

1

Central Ave

2

Commercial St

2

Evans St

1

Front St

3

Orchard St

1

Price St

1

Prospect St

1

River Bend Dr

2

Ski Hill Dr

1

W Benton St

1

State Route 002@ Icicle Rd- mp 099.02- 099.08

1

State Route 002 @ Mill St mp 099.24 - 099.29

2

State Route 002@ Ski Hill Dr/Third St- mp 099.48- 099.54

2

State Route 002@ Front St- mp 099.63- 099.68

5

State Route 002@ Evans St/Ninth St- mp 099.86- 099.92

2

State Route 002@ Chumstick Hwy/Front St- mp 100.26- 100.32 10
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State Route 002@ E. Leavenworth Rd- mp 100.51- 100.58State Route 002@ River Bend Dr- mp 100.64- 100.76
State Route 002@ Duncan Rd- mp 100.69- 100.73

0

*

8

*

0

State Route 002 segments outside of intersection total

22

Total

77

* Due to proximity, this data is combined.
Source: WSDOT- Collision Data & Analysis

From 2012 to 2016, no collisions where a Bicyclist nor Pedestrian was involved was reported for
the 'Target Zero Road Users' (Washington State Department of Transportation)

City Area Crash Type Data from 2011 to 2016

Total Crashes

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

Total

Fatal

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

Suspected
Serious Injury

2

0

0

0

0

1

3

Suspected
Minor Injury

1

2

0

3

3

2

11

Possible Injury

7

5

2

6

3

3

26

No
Apparent
Injury

17

24

16

21

12

15

105

Total Crashes

27

32

18

30

18

21

146

Source: Washington State Department of Transportation

Transit Services

Transit Services Inventory: LINK is the Chelan-Douglas Public Transportation Benefit Area
(PTBA) public transportation provider for Leavenworth. LINK Transit provides transit services in
Leavenworth. A "DART" (Dial-A-Ride) service is also offered. LINK has pick-up/drop-offpoints
located across from the Forest Service, the DOT lot, Senior Center, Ski Hill at Kristall's
Restaurant, and at the City Hall. The location of the pick-up/drop-offpoints are approximately 600
to 800 feet apart for commercial areas and 1,200 to 1,500 feet apart for non-commercial areas.
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Route 22 offers transit service to Peshastin, Dryden, Cashmere, Monitor, Olds Station, and North
Wenatchee. The Greater Leavenworth Area is served by a Dial-A-Ride (DART) service. This
service is available to anyone, regardless of age, disability, trip origin, or destination. The general
public may use it for all trips that are not served by the Leavenworth trolley or Route 22. All trips
must begin and end within the defined service boundaries. A reservation is required to ride DART.
These must be made one day in advance, and can be made up to five days in advance. A park and
ride lot is located on the north side of US 2, adjacent to the Forest Service offices. It has a capacity
of approximately 42 parking spaces. It serves Route 22. Under agreement with WSDOT, Linlc
Transit has maintenance responsibilities for the lot.

Level of Service: LINK is committed to providing sufficient service to meet travel demand
between Leavenworth and Wenatchee.

Future Needs: Chelan Douglas Public Transportation Benefit Area d.b.a. Link Transit prepared a
Transit Development Plan (20 11) that is herein adopted by reference.

Pedestrian and Bicycle System
Sidewalks and Other Pedestrian Facilities
US 2 has sidewalks on both sides within the City limits. Chumstick Highway has sidewalks on the
northwest side of the road from US 2 to Cascade High School.

In the downtown commercial core, sidewalks are present along most streets. The City has
identified the need to reconstruct portions of the downtown sidewalks and construct new sidewalks
to reduce safety hazards. Deteriorated areas are being replaced with concrete pavers, such as the
project on 9th Street between Front Street and Main Street.

Elsewhere in the City, sidewalks are not generally present in a comprehensive pattern or system.
Installation of sidewalks is required on all streets based on adopted street standards. New projects
shall provide curbs, gutters, and sidewalks in confmmance with the standards contained in Title
14, Development Standards of the Leavenworth Municipal Code.

During the winter season, many of the existing sidewalks within the neighborhoods are typically
buried under snow several months during the winter, which forces pedestrians onto the roadway,
resulting in safety concerns.

There are three signalized intersections along US 2 (at Evans Street/9th Street, Chumstick
Highway, and River Bend Drive). These signals allow for opportunities for pedestrians to safely
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cross the highway. The City has begun the Highway 2 Crosswalk Improvement project. The WA
State Depatiment of Transpmiation (WSDOT) has obligated funding for the construction of a
HAWK System. A HAWK beacon (High-Intensity Activated crosswalk beacon) is a traffic control
device used to stop road traffic and allow pedestrians to cross safely. It is officially known as a
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB). The purpose of aHAWK beacon is to allow protected pedestrian
crossings, stopping road traffic only as needed. A further summary of existing pedestrian
amenities within the City is provided in the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan.
Bike Routes

Bicycle lanes (5 feet wide) are provided for a portion ofUS 2. East ofRiver Bend Drive, there are
no bike lanes, however a 4-foot paved shoulder is available on both sides of US 2. Ski Hill has a
signed side bicycle lane. A fu1iher summary of existing bicycle routes and amenities within the
City is provided in the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan.
Freight

US 2 is classified as T3 in the FGTS (Freight and Goods Transpmiation System) which is a ranking
of Washington State roads by average gross annual truck tonnage carried. The yearly truck tonnage
is estimated to be about 3.5 million tons. Trucks represent about 6 percent of the annual average
daily traffic, or approximately 700 daily trucks.
Chumstick Highway, Icicle Road (north of E. Leavenworth Road), and Titus Road (north of Pine
Street) were also classified as T3 in 2005 (meaning that the annual tonnage was between 300,000
and 4 million tons). North Road was classified as T4 (between 100,000 and 300,000 tons per year)
and Ski Hill Drive (nmih of Pine Street) was classified as T5 (at least 20,000 tons in 60 days).
Both North Road and Ski Hill Drive have seasonal weight restrictions.
River Access

Access to the Wenatchee River within Leavenwmih is provided at a number of City parks.
Enchantment Park (natural area) has trails and a raft launching area. The Waterfront
Park/Blackbird Island has trails along the river. As part of the Downtown Master Plan and the
Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan, there are plans to improve access to the river and Waterfront
Park, and create a new multi-purpose path running along both sides of the river.
Land Use and Travel Forecasts

The foundation of the Transpmiation Element is based on the evaluation of the transportation
system. This analysis identifies locations that may have deficiencies in street standards, traffic
operations or safety, and areas with inadequate non-motorized facilities (Appendix I - 2008
Leavenworth Transportation Maintenance and Operations Program).
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The City ofLeavenw01ih has selected 2028 as the analysis horizon year, which provides a 12-year
look at needed transp01iation facilities. Travel forecasts have been identified and analysis has been
conducted for both average and summer weekday conditions during the PM peak hour. The
weekday PM peak hour generally has the highest overall traffic volumes in the community and
thus provides the basis for identifying improvement needs. For the 2017 update, the Planning
Commission and City Council found that the data and information from the 2008 update remained
valid and applicable for 2017 and the 10-year forecast. The GMA requires forecasts of traffic for
at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide information on the location, timing,
and capacity needs of future growth. RCW 36.70A.070 (6)(a)(iii)(E) requires forecasts of traffic
for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide information on the location,
timing, and capacity needs of future growth. Leavenw01ih has included at least a ten-year travel
forecast in the transportation element. The forecast time period and underlying assumptions are
consistent with the land use element.
The following summarizes the land use and traffic growth assumptions, development of the travel
forecasts, and the alternatives and operational analysis that was used to assist in identifying future
projects.
Land Use and Traffic Growth Assumptions

Future transportation improvements recommended in the Transp01iation Element have been
defined to support existing and anticipated future land use and expected increases in regional
traffic. The projects must not only address future local and regional growth, they also need to
promote the overall livability and economic development of this largely seasonal and tourist
community.
The County and the Cities of Cashmere, Chelan, Entiat, Leavenw01ih and Wenatchee agreed on
the proposed population projection method and determination; and the medium projections were
accepted using the Office of Financial Management population estimates (Appendix C).

of
Share
2020
2025
Population
Projection Projection
Growth

2030
Projection

2035
Projection

2036
Projection

2037
Projection

20172037
change

2,534

2,583

2,624

2,631

2,638

196

Leavenwor
thUGA

2,477

Urban

55,684

57,880

59,806

61,397

61,687

61,969

7,641

Rural

22,902

24,005

24,972

25,771

25,916

26,057

3,835

Total

78,586

81,885

84,778

87,168

87,603

88,026

11,476
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Residential Land Use Forecasts
The Housing and Capital Facilities Elements provide detailed residential land use forecasts

Commercial Land Use Forecasts
The Capital Facilities and Economic Development Elements provide detailed commercial land use
forecasts.

State Highway Traffic Growth
Traffic data from WSDOT were reviewed to determine historical trends in traffic growth on US 2.
WSDOT provided data on historical and expected traffic volume growth rates on US 2. The
information relied primarily on WSDOT's Highway Segment Data (HSD) last revised in 2006.
The HSD growth rates are based on historical traffic counts over the last 10 to 20 years. For the
Leavenworth area, traffic growth rates are based on a specific trend line analysis of historical traffic
volumes. The "State Highway Traffic Growth by Location" table summarizes annual growth rates
within and in the vicinity of Leavenworth.

State Highway Traffic Growth by Location
Location

Annual Growth
Source
Rate

Peshastin/Dryden

2.2%

HSD growth rate for US 2

Leavenworth

1.5%

Trend line analysis for US 2

SOURCE: Highway Segment Data (WSDOT)

Along US 2 in Leavenworth, daily traffic volumes have had an average yearly growth rate of
approximately 1.5 percent. This annual growth rate is consistent with the growth observed in the
population, which has averaged at one percent a year over the last 10 years. If regional growth and
tourism is also accounted for, a 1.5 percent growth rate appears reasonable and logical for US 2
within the City limits. East of the City, near Peshastin, the data indicates a slightly higher annual
growth rate of 2.2 percent. While this is based in part on historical traffic volumes, it is a growth
rate WSDOT uses when programming projects and defining priorities along this section of US 2.
The traffic count growth rates were noted when determining the final annual growth rates used in
developing the travel forecasts.
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Travel Forecasts
Traffic Growth Rates

The population and housing forecasts, along with the historical WSDOT traffic growth estimates
were used to develop the 2028 travel forecasts for the study area. The GMA requires a 10-year
forecast modeling. The final growth rates reflect the fact that traffic growth rates are primarily
driven by population growth rates; however, the final growth rate was also further adjusted to
account for growth in the Peshastin UGA and documented historical traffic growth rates along US
2. A listing of the growth rates are shown in the "Annual Growth Rates" table (below).
Annual Growth Rates
Location

State Highway Historical Traffic !Annual Land Use :Final Annual Traffic
Count Annual Growth Rate
Growth Rate (to 2028) Growth Rate

US2

1.5%

3.3%

3.1%

SOURCE: Transpo Group 2009

The final annual growth rate is a combination of the land use growth rates and historical traffic
count growth rates. The final annual growth rate of 3.1 percent was used as a basis for estimating
Year 2028 traffic volumes within the study area.
Although the annual growth rate of 3.1 percent was primarily used to estimate Year 2028 daily
and PM peak hour traffic volumes, specific growth rates along US 2 were adjusted to better account
for intersection turning movements and driveway volumes. These forecast traffic volume
adjustments were primarily made to the segment of highway west of Chumstick Highway. As a
result, the annual average growth rate along segments ofUS 2 ranged between 2.0 and 3.1 percent.
The resulting growth rates are significantly higher than historical traffic volume growth rates along
the US 2 conidor and are considered a conservative assumption, especially when applied to
summer weekday averages.
Baseline Travel Forecasts and Alternatives Analysis

The existing traffic counts were increased using the final growth rates described above to develop
baseline traffic forecasts for Year 2028. The baseline PM peak hour traffic forecasts were used in
identifying and evaluating the long-term improvement projects. The 2028 baseline traffic forecasts
assumed the roadway network remained unchanged from the existing year. However, new
collector street connections are anticipated in the future to support new development. As new
connections are made, traffic volumes can be assumed to shift slightly to account for improved
circulation. As part of the development of the traffic forecasts, the Titus-Chumstick Road
connection was evaluated to better identify possible shifts in traffic. The new collector roadway
will provide improved access and circulation within the northern UGA and connect both
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Chumstick Highway and Titus Road.

The Titus-Chumstick Road connection would change the 2028 baseline traffic forecasts by
producing a redistribution of traffic patterns in the area. The redistribution is due to the assumption
that local traffic will use the new connector to enter and exit the northern Leavenworth UGA.

The local traffic was redistributed fi·om the Cedar/Fir/Pine Street route to the new connector based
on the analysis of potential future development. It was estimated that about 70 percent ofthe local
traffic that would otherwise use the Cedar/Fir/Pine Street route to access the northern UGA would
divert to the new connector route. This ratio is based on the land use capacity analysis.

Based on this redistribution assumption, the analysis resulted in a traffic forecast of about 160
vehicles per hour (1 00 westbound and 60 eastbound) travelling on the proposed connector during
the PM peak hour in 2028. It is generally assumed that the PM peak hour traffic represents about
10 percent of the daily volume. Therefore, the predicted average daily volume of the proposed
connection for 2028 is about 1,600 vehicles. This level of traffic is less than the traffic observed
along Titus Road north of Pine Street in 2008.

Other proposed connections that would shift future traffic volumes include (1) a new access
intersection from US 2 to the River Bend area, (2) Mine Street extension to Wheeler Avenue, (3)
a new north-south collector street in the UGA between Village View Drive and Titus Road, and
(4) the extension of Pine Street to Chumstick Highway. Other than the new intersection along US
2, in the River Bend area, the other connections are not expected to result in a significant shift in
travel patterns outside the immediate area of the project, but will primarily serve local prope1iies
along the corridors.

Year 2028 Travel Forecasts with New Connections
The baseline travel forecasts were updated to account for the new roadway connections described
above to develop the final traffic forecasts for Year 2028. These resulting 2028 PM peak hour
traffic forecasts are shown in the Figure labeled "2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes."
Also included in the figure are the existing base year traffic counts for comparison purposes.

The PM peak hour traffic along US 2 is estimated to have the highest overall growth in number of
vehicles. PM peak hour volumes for an average weekday in the City are expected to range between
320 vehicles per hour (vph) heading westbound out of the City to approximately 1,070 vph heading
eastbound at the opposite end of the City. The traffic volumes along the corridor are estimated to
increase from between 120 to 500 vph in each direction depending on location.

Other roadways in the City and UGA are also expected to have growth in vehicles. However, the
PageT- 29

number of vehicles is small in comparison to those along US 2. For example, most City streets are
expected to have less than 300 vph in each direction by 2028. The conidors that are estimated to
serve more than 300 vph per direction include Chumstick Highway, River Bend Drive, and Icicle
Road. Chumstick Highway is estimated to increase from 220 vph to 440 vph in the northbound
direction and 250 vph to 460 vph in the southbound direction. Icicle Road provides an important
connection to the areas south of the City. PM peak hour traffic volumes along Icicle Road are
estimated to increase from 180 vph to 320 vph in the southbound direction and 210 vph to 360 vph
in the nmihbound direction. River Bend Drive, or alternatively known as the Safeway Access
Roadway, is expected to serve more vehicles as new commercial growth takes place in that area.
The baseline and final traffic forecasts with new connections were evaluated using a traffic
operations model to identify intersection level-of-service (LOS) and other possible improvements
to address expected deficiencies (Appendix I- 2008 Leavenwmih Transportation Maintenance and
Operations Program).
Level of Service Analysis

This section evaluates the forecast traffic volumes for baseline conditions, but also evaluates the
final traffic forecasts assuming the identified new roadway connections are in place and the other
improvements identified in the long-term project list have been implemented. It provides a
summary of future intersection traffic operations with and without the long-term improvements
identified in the "Transportation Improvement Project List" Table.
Level of service (LOS) standards measure the performance of the transpmiation system and
establish the basis for the concunency requirements in the GMA, while also being used to evaluate
impacts as pati of the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA). Agencies are required to "adopt
and enforce ordinances which prohibit development approval if the development causes the level
of service on a transportation facility to decline below the standards adopted in the transpmiation
element of the comprehensive plan, unless transpmiation improvements or strategies to
accommodate the impacts of development are made concunent with development." (RCW
36.70A.070(6)(b)). Therefore, setting the LOS standard is an essential component of regulating
development and identifying planned improvements for inclusion in the Transportation Element.
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2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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(Note: Table 14 - long-term project list)

Level of Service Definitions
Level of service (LOS) is both a qualitative and quantitative measure of roadway operations. Level
of service, as established by the Highway Capacity Manual, uses an "A" to "F" scale to define the
operation of roadways and intersections as follows:
LOS A: Primarily free flow traffic operations at average travel speeds. Vehicles are completely
unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream. Control delays at signalized
intersections are minimal.
LOS B: Reasonably unimpeded traffic flow operations at average travel speeds. The ability to
maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and control delays at signalized
intersections are not significant.
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LOS

LOS C: Stable traffic flow operations.
However, ability to maneuver and change lanes
may be more restricted than in LOS B, and
longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or
both may contribute to lower than average travel
speeds.

LOS D: Small increases in traffic flow may
cause substantial increases in approach delays
and, hence decreases in speed. This may be due
to adverse signal progression, poor signal
timing, high volumes, or some combination of
these factors.

A

What it Looks Li ke

Free Flow

D

E

*Capacity

Forced Flow

LOS E: Significant delays in traffic flow
operations and lower operating speeds.
Conditions are caused by some combination of adverse progression, high signal density, high
volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections, and poor signal timing.

LOS F: Traffic flow operations at extremely low speeds. Intersection congestion is likely at critical
signalized intersections, with high delays, high volumes, and extensive vehicle queuing.

City Level of Service Standard

The City typically applies the LOS standards to weekday PM peak hour conditions for its arterials
and collectors. However, evaluation of other time periods may be required based on the type and
location of development and the existing conditions of the local transpmiation network. For areas
in the UGA but outside the existing City limits, the City's standards are applied. The City's cunent
minimum standard is LOS D.
If expected funding for improvements to meet future transpmiation needs is found to be inadequate
and the City will not be able to meet their adopted LOS standard, then the City may pursue one or
more of the following options:
•

Lower the LOS standard for the system or for pmiions of the system that cannot be
improved without a significant expenditure;

•

Revise the City's cunent land use element to reduce density or intensity of development
so that the LOS standard can be met; or,

•

Phase or restrict development to allow more time for the necessary transpmiation
improvements to be completed.
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State Highway LOS Standards

The City ofLeavenwmih is served by US 2. It is classified as a Highway of Statewide Significance
(HSS). According to WSDOT's Highway Systems Plan, the LOS standards are set forth by State
law. State law sets LOS D for HSS facilities in urban areas and LOS C for HSS facilities in rural
areas. Since US 2 is located within the Leavenwmih urban area, the LOS D standard applies. GMA
concunency requirements do not apply to HSS facilities.

Level of Service Methodology

For signalized, unsignalized, and roundabout intersections, the LOS is calculated using the
procedures described in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. Roadways are
measured based on a volume to capacity ratio.

Year 2028 Traffic Operations

A LOS analysis was conducted for the 2028 horizon year similar to the analysis conducted for the
existing traffic conditions. The results of the future baseline LOS analysis were used to develop
the framework for the recommended transpmiation network, and ultimately, the long-tetm project
list. The GMA requires system needs, which are those improvements needed to meet and maintain
adopted levels of service, over at least the required ten-year forecasting period. The "Future 2028
Intersection LOS Results" Table and the "2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of
Service" Figure summarize the forecast intersection operations for baseline and with improvement
scenarios during the average weekday PM peak hour in the City of Leavenworth. The baseline
operations analysis assumed no improvements have been made to the transportation system. The
improvements scenario highlights how the new Titus-Chumstick Road connection would improve
average weekday operations at the Chumstick Highway/Cedar Street intersection from a LOS E to
LOS D, and how the other transportation improvements identified in the "Transpmiation
Improvement Project List" Table address most of the baseline LOS deficiencies. Roadway volume
to capacities are not shown because no capacity issues are expected by 2028 for City maintained
roadways.
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Future 2028 Intersection LOS Results
2028 Average Weekday PM Peak Hour
With Improvements 5

Baseline
Intersection

Lost

Delay2

VIC or
WM3

Lost

Delay2

VIC or
WM3

US 21 Icicle Road

F

67

NBL

D

26

NBL

US 21 Mill Street

F

56

SB

A

10

0.45

US 21 Ski Hill Drive

F

>200

SB

B

12

0.57

US 21 Front Street6

A

10

WBL

A

10

WBL

US 21 Evans Street

c

32

0.66

c

30

0.65

US 21 Chumstick Highway

D

53

0.95

D

51

0.93

US 21 E. Leavenwmih Road

F

>200

NB

F

>200

NB

US 21 River Bend Drive

c

20

0.80

c

20

0.80

Chumstick Highway I Cedar Street

E

38

EB

D

26

EB

Chumstick Highway I North Road

B

14

WB

B

14

WB

Pine Street I Titus Road4

A

9

-

A

8

-

Icicle Road I E. Leavenwmih Road

B

11

WB

B

11

WB

1.

Level of Service, based on 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology.

2.

Average delay in seconds per vehicle.

3.

Volume-to-capacity ratio reported for signalized intersections. Worst movement is reported for
unsignalized intersections. This is not applicable (NA) to all-way stop controlled intersections.

4.

All-way stop controlled.

s. Assumes the improvements identified in Transportation Improvement Project List
e.

Table has been implemented.

7.

One-way street in the southbound direction.
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2028 Weekday PM Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
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The results shown in the "Future 2028 Intersection LOS Results" Table indicate that traffic
operations will degrade significantly along US 2 by Year 2028 if no further traffic control
improvements are constructed. Except for the intersection with Front Street, all of the unsignalized
intersections along US 2 will fall below the State's adopted LOS D standard. In addition, although
the existing signalized intersections appear to meet LOS standards, the operational analysis does
not fully account for other deficiencies likely to occur along the conidor, such as significant
vehicle queuing.

The large number of peak hour vehicles along US 2 provide for few opportunities for vehicles
along the minor streets or business driveways to turn onto the highway. This results in LOS F
conditions for those minor street approaches controHed by a stop sign. Traffic control
enhancements or turn lanes have been identified for those unsignalized intersections along the US
2 conidor as discussed as part of the next chapter. The East Leavenwmih Road intersection with
US 2 is the only intersection along the conidor shown to continue operating at LOS F under the
with improvements scenario. The intersection is located very close to the eastern te1minus of the
Wenatchee River Bridge and is a shmi distance from the River Bend Drive signalized intersection,
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thereby making it a very difficult location for a stand-alone project. Any project would require a
larger access management strategy for the eastern segment of US 2. Since State law requires that
local agencies not apply concurrency to US 2, which is a highway of statewide significance, the
intersection is shown to operate at LOS F conditions in 2028. However, the City will continue to
work with WSDOT to identify possible mitigation under SEP A as part of the development review
process when new developments are anticipated to have an adverse impact on the intersection. The
development review process is further outlined in the Finance and Implementation Program
chapter.

The only location not to meet City LOS standards under baseline conditions and not located along
US 2 is at the intersection of Chumstick Highway and Cedar Street. The eastbound approach to
the intersection is expected to operate at LOS E by 2028 with no improvements. The new TitusChumstick Road connection would shift traffic volumes at the intersection and improve operations
fi"om an LOS E to an LOS D, thereby meeting LOS standards and concurrency by Year 2028 with
improvements.

A summer weekday operations analysis was also conducted to identify how conditions change
throughout the year and better understand the impacts of time periods with significant tourist
activity. However, the results of the summer analysis are not presented in the Transportation
Element because the City does not intend to plan for summer conditions. The City recognizes that
traffic congestion and operational issues arise during weekend events and holidays, particularly
during the summer and mainly isolated to the US 2 corridor, when significant out-of-town guests
visit the City. However, as discussed later in the Finance and Implementation Program chapter,
the City has significant funding challenges and expanding regional roadway facilities to address
seasonal increases in traffic is not a fiscally sustainable strategy the City intends to follow. In
addition, expanding roadway facilities within build-out areas of the City would not be consistent
with the overall goals ofthe Transpmiation Element which focus on priorities such as maintaining
the existing infrastructure, promoting safety, suppmiing alternative modes, and reducing impacts
on the environment.

Transportation Systems

This Element provides a long-range strategy for the City of Leavenwmih' s current and forecast
transpmiation issues and identified needs. The Element is based upon an analysis of the existing
transportation system, forecasts of future travel demands, and identified needs of the community.
The Element builds upon the City's policies and standards and seeks to give specific shape to the
City's transportation goals and objectives. The GMA requires that system needs are those
improvements needed to meet and maintain adopted levels of service over at least the required tenyear forecasting period.
This Element first identifies the overall hierarchy of the City transportation system, the priorities
of the community, and the programs to maintain the system. This includes the roadway functional
classification, road and trail standards, overall project priorities, and maintenance program. Based
PageT- 36

on the identified hierarchy and priorities, capital improvement projects have been defined for
WSDOT, City, and County roadways, along with specific non-motorized, transit, and other modal
needs. The projects are organized by jurisdiction and mode. State Highway improvement projects
are presented first, followed by City and County roadway improvement projects, then other modes,
as applicable. The Element includes the following:
•

Functional Classification and Street Standards

•

Project Priorities
o Regional Priorities
o

City Transportation Issues

o

City Priorities

•

Street Maintenance Program

•

Roadway Improvement Projects
o

State Highway Improvements

o

City Street Improvements

o

County Roadway Improvements

•

Non-motorized Facilities

•

Public Transit and Travel Demand Management

•

Freight, Air, and Waterborne Transportation

The core of the Element covers street and highway improvements with a focus on the major
conidors within and surrounding the City. The street system serves the primary movement of
automobiles and truck traffic. The street system also provides the framework for other travel modes
in the community, including transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes.

Functional Classification and Street Standards
Functional Classification

Functional classification is the grouping of roadways by function. The City has established four
types of street classifications: major arterials, secondary atierials, collectors, and local streets. Each
classification is described in the "Roadway Functional Classification Definitions" Table.

Roadway functional classification provides for a hierarchy of roadways. These classifications also
act as a guide for future development of the overall street system. A1ierial streets serve higher
traffic volumes and may have few access points. Local streets provide neighborhood circulation
and access to individual parcels. Collector streets link atierials and local streets, and may provide
access to individual parcels. A well-connected system of streets enhances overall mobility and
facilitates greater opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle travel.
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Functional Classification System
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Roadway Functional Classification Definitions

Functional
Classification

Description

Typical Range of
Daily Traffic
Volumes

Major Arterial

Inter-community roadways connecting community centers
or major facilities. Major arterials are generally intended to
serve predominately "through" traffic with minimum direct
service to abutting land uses. The minimum right-of-way
width is typically 80 feet. No parking is usually allowed
within the right-of-way. At volumes over 20,000 ADT these
streets are generally five lanes wide with two through lanes
in each direction and a two-way left-tum lane. Other
channelization such as tum lanes at intersections is also
provided as needed.

Greater than 5,000

Secondary

Provides for intra-community travel for areas bounded by
the major arterial system. Secondary mierials serve trips of
moderate length and provide more direct access to abutting
properties than major arterials. The minimum right-of-way
width is typically 60 feet. Traffic lanes vary in width based
upon traffic volume, design speed and the context of the
roadway environment. Parking may be allowed and parking
lanes are typically 8-10 feet wide.

1,500 to 10,000

Collector

Provides for movement within a community, including
connecting neighborhoods with smaller community centers.
Collectors also provide connections to secondary and major
arterials. Prope1iy access is generally a high priority for
collectors, with a lower priority for through traffic
movements. The minimum right-of-way width is typically
60 feet. Traffic lanes are at least 10 feet wide, typically
include bicycle lanes and may include 8 feet wide parking
lanes. One through lane is provided in each direction, with
parking and channelization as necessary.

500 to 2,000

LOcal Streets

Provides access to abutting prope1iies and include a variety
of designs to match the sunounding land uses.

Up to 1,000

~rterial

Functional Classification System
The roadway classifications are generally consistent with Chelan County designations. However,
the County only has one type of urban designation, which is an urban collector. WSDOT has
classified US 2 as a rural principal arterial (R1) as part of the State Highway System. Overall, the
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roadway classification changes reflect the anticipated and desired function of the streets and are
consistent and supportive of sunounding agency classifications. The "Functional Classification
System" Figure shows the classification of existing and planned streets within the City and its
UGA.
Street Standards

Street standards have been developed for the City as summarized in the Street Development
Standards with the City's Municipal Code and adopted Standard Details. The Street Standards
contain the specific standards with which all new development must comply. The standards
include items such as right-of-way needs, pavement width, and width of sidewalks. The standards
are intended to support the City's goals in providing adequate facilities to meet the mobility and
safety needs of the community. The standards also assist design professionals and developers in
the design of new facilities within the public right-of-way.
These standards have been used as the basis for evaluation of the roadway system and cost
estimates. Many existing roadways are not constructed to these standards. Roadways in the UGA
are typically rural in nature with few urban features. The roadway classifications and street
standards should be consistent so as to identify the specific design treatments for each roadway
classification. Updates to the street standards have been completed within the City of Leavenworth
Standard Details (and/or as amended); and are adopted by reference.
The Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan has identified possible design standards for pedestrian,
bicycle, cross-country skiing, and equestrian trails. For pedestrian and bicycle facility locations,
within the street right-of-way, the trail standards should be used in conjunction with the street
standards. The City of Leavenworth Standard Details are adopted by reference; and include
alternative trail I pedestrian standards.
Improvement Projects

Based on the evaluation of existing and forecast traffic volumes, traffic operations, safety,
connectivity, and overall City priorities, a recommended list of roadway improvement projects
was defined (Appendix I - 2008 Leavenworth Transpmiation Maintenance and Operations
Program). The projects were organized into the following three categories:
•

State Highway Improvements

•

City Street Improvements

•

County Roadway Improvements

"Transportation Improvement Project List" Table identifies each of the projects and the
"Transportation Improvement Project" Figure shows the location of the City's, State's and Link's
local and regional improvements identified in the Element "Transportation Improvement Project
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List" Table provides a brief description of each project and is organized by agency and type of
project. A map identification number is also provided for referencing between "Transpmiation
Improvement Project List" Table and the "Transportation Improvement Project" Figure. Chelan
County's Transportation Improvement Project List and Map is within the County's section; and
been used to coordinate the City and State improvements and Future Streets designations.
Planning level cost estimates are also included for each City and County project. No cost estimates
were prepared for projects along US 2 or for LINK Transit. The cost estimates were prepared based
on typical per unit costs, by type of roadway and scope of the improvement. The cost estimates
also include allowances for right-of-way acquisition, based on generalized needs to meet the City's
street standards. Adjustments to construction costs were included, as needed, to reflect any specific
implementation issues, such as environmental impacts or impacts on adjacent properties. The cost
estimating worksheets are included in Appendix H - 2008 Leavenworth Transportation Project
Costs and Methodology. Priorities have been shown for County projects as identified in the
County's Transportation Element.
State Highway Improvements

US 2 serves as the main street through Leavenworth and is heavily used by regional thru traffic,
as well as local residents. Recreation and tourism activities draw a considerable number of vehicles
and pedestrians to the downtown. A number of intersections along US 2 are anticipated to become
heavily congested on a regular basis in the future if no improvements are implemented. These
intersections include: E. Leavenwmih Road, Chumstick Highway, Ski Hill Drive, Mill Street, and
Icicle Road. The heavy pedestrian activity, particularly on weekends and during the summer, has
created pedestrian crossing safety concerns along US 2. A pedestrian underpass is proposed along
US 2 near the downtown park, across from City Hall.
A preliminary design study has been identified by the City to further investigate and define
potential solutions and enhancements along the US 2 conidor through Leavenworth. The types of
improvements could include adding turn lanes, sight distance enhancements, improved mid-block
crosswalks, access management, and adding traffic control, such as roundabouts. Roundabouts
have been investigated as possible solutions for both the E. Leavenworth Road and Chumstick
Highway intersections. Preliminary traffic analysis suggests that a roundabout would improve
operations at the E. Leavenworth Road intersection, if feasible. The Chumstick Highway
intersection would also be a possible location for a roundabout, but the preliminary operations
analysis indicates a one-lane roundabout will not likely meet LOS standards during future peak
conditions. Additional right-of-way would be needed to support a larger roundabout, which would
include slip lanes to improve operational efficiency.
WSDOT should continue to work with the City, County, and other relevant agencies to study and
prioritize needed improvements along US 2. The improvements to the conidor are required to
address congestion, safety, and non-motorized access along US 2. The tourism and business
community should be closely involved in developing solutions.
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Transportation Improvement Project List
Project
ID
Project Title

Project Description

STATE HIGHWAY

WS-Rl

US 2 through
Leavenworth

route

Construct through route away from congested business center.
Investigate possible impacts to neighborhoods. (project WSR6).

WS-R4 US 2 Signal Improvements

Adaptive signal management and ITS solutions. Identified as
a Tier I Solution in the Highways Systems Plan.

WS-R5 US 2 Pedestrian Underpass

Provide a grade separated pedestrian undercrossing in the
vicinity of City Hall.

WS-R6

Evaluate feasibility and refine the list of possible intersection
2 Preliminary Design
improvements, including construction of roundabouts, within
Study
the City limits.

us

WSI14

Pedestrian crossing, signal, and channelization improvements.
US 2 I Chumstick Highway Further evaluate as part of a preliminary design study for US
2 (project WS-R6).

WSIl5

US 2 I Mill Street

Traffic control improvements to address future LOS
deficiencies. Solutions could include a new traffic signal or
roundabout. Further evaluate as part of a preliminary design
study for US 2 (project WS-R6).

WSI16

US 2 I Ski Hill Drive

Traffic control improvements to address future LOS
deficiencies. Solutions could include a new traffic signal or
roundabout. Further evaluate as part of a preliminary design
study for US 2 (project WS-R6).

WSI17

US 2 I Icicle Road

Traffic control and gateway improvements. Solutions could
include a new turn lane. Further evaluate as part of a
preliminary design study for US 2 (project WS-R6).

WSI18

Intersection safety and traffic control improvements. Improve
sight distance by elevating intersecting segment of E.
US 2 IE Leavenworth Road
Leavenworth Rd. Further evaluate as part of a preliminary
design study for US 2 (project WS-R6).

WSI19

Improve intersection, including combining the intersection
with E. Leavenworth Road to address safety and operation
issues at both locations. Further evaluate as part of a
preliminary design study for US 2 (project WS-R6).

WSI20

US 2 I River Bend Drive

us

2 east of River Bend New intersection and traffic control to provide access to future
Drive
development in the River Bend area.
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Cost1• 2

CITY STREETS

L-R1

Pine Street

Ski Hill Drive to Titus Road Street; and from Titus Road to
Chumstick Hwy Reconstruction, sidewalks, storm drain, and $2,400
waterline; includes Titus Intersection.

L-R2

Cone Street

Construct connector from Cedar Street to Pine Street.

L-R3

Mine Street nmih
Wheeler Avenue

L-R5

New streets in River Bend Construct new secondary arterial and collector streets in the
$3,450
Area
River Bend Area.

$420

to Construct a new road - connector from Mine Street to Wheeler
$940
Avenue.

Roadway/Intersection
Improvements

8th Street Reconstruction

Reconstruct roadway, curb replacement, pave sidewalk,
$680
illumination from Front Street to Main Street.

Whitman Street

Repair base material and asphalt overlay from Ski Hill to
$600
Woodward.

L-R8

Front Street Reconstruction

Reconstruct roadway, curb and gutter, sidewalk, illumination
$2,480
from 8th Street to Division Street.

L-R9

Front Street Reconstruction

US 2 at Gustav's to 8th Street- Reconstruct roadway, replace
$1,970
sidewalks, illumination.

Commercial Street

Repair base material and asphalt overlay from 3rct to Joseph.

L-R6

$650

Hill
Drive
Ski
Repair base material and asphalt overlay. Construct missing
L-Rll Reconstruction (US 2 to
$2,640
sidewalk locations between US 2 and City limits.
Pine Street)
Pine
Street
Upgrade
Repair base material and asphalt overlay. Construct sidewalk
$3,180
L-R12 (Ski Hill Drive to Fir
along south side of roadway.
Street)
L-R13

Commercial
Street/1Oth Reconstruct roadway, curb and gutter, sidewalk, illumination
$1,330
Street Reconstruction
from 9th St to Division St and Front St to Commercial St.
Division Street

Reconstruct road, sidewalk, curb and gutter, and street
$900
illumination to Barn Beach I Commercial

Asphalt overlay on various streets in the City: Orchard Street
(Pine to Evans); Scholze Street (Commercial to Enchantment
Street
Residential
Way); Benton Street (Ski Hill to Evans); 14th Street (Front to $300
Restoration Program
Commercial); and Commercial Street (Division to 14th
Street).
Non-motorized & Railroad Improvements
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L-NM1 Icicle Station Trail

Trail connecting Leavenwmih to new Amtrack station. Would
use pmiions of old railroad ROW now owned by Chelan PUD.
$1,330
Part of the Leavenworth to Wenatchee Trail. Includes
improving underpass along Nmih Road.

L-NM2 Icicle Station

Construct new Amtrak Icicle Station along North Road.

$850

Cross Walk Improvements:
LINK Transit Station & Relocate existing crosswalk at Link Transit Site to
Hwy. 2, City Hall & Hwy. accommodate traffic patterns. Installation of push button $500
2, City Pool/Gustav & activated flashing beacon warning system
Hwy.2
Sidewalk Restoration & Construct or repair sidewalks in business and residential areas
$200
Installation Program
to improve pedestrian access

LINK TRANSIT

Expand commuter
Wenatchee.

service

between Leavenworth and

LT-1

Rural Commuter Route

LT-4

Expanded
Service

Weekend Expand weekend service in Leavenworth as identified as a
priority by the community.

LT-9

Leavenworth
Ride

Park

&

LT-10 Leavenwmih Bus Stops

Construct additional park & ride location in Leavenworth.
Locate and construct bus stops throughout the Leavenworth
area.

1.

Cost range in $1,000s of dollars (2008 $).

2.

No costs developed for WSDOT or LINK Transit projects.

s. Project priorities only identified for Chelan County projects as shown m the County
Transportation Element.
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Transportation Improvement Projects
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Transportation Improvement Projects (City)
Leaveni\'Oflh Transportation Element

City Street Improvements

This category of projects includes capacity, safety, and road standard improvements along City
mterials, collectors, and local streets. Several projects identify new collector roadways to serve
additional growth within the City. Other projects, reconstruct roadways to meet City street
standards, to serve future growth, and to provide facilities for all modes of travel. Many projects
have been identified along roadways within the City limits. These projects are listed in
"Transpmtation Improvement Project List" Table.
Possible new streets I connections are identified in the below figure labeled "Future Streets."
Connections are new roadways that incorporate complete street facilities into the City's network
of streets. These new streets are needed to serve the growth of the City and fill gaps in the street
network. Each new street will meet City standards and, as necessary, incorporate bicycle and/or
pedestrian facilities into the street cross section. Projects to implement the Future Streets provide
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access between existing roadways to complete the street network grid. These are typically future
projects to be completed by developer funds in support of new developments occurring in the area.
The actual alignments of future streets will be determined and designed at a later date as part of
area development. These alignments may not be precise location of the street, but show the
connectivity for future street circulation. In addition, the locations have not accounted for
constraints or limitations such as critical areas, topography, or construction costs. The Future
Streets Map includes a graphic representation of wetlands from the 2016 Regional St01mwater I
Wetland Management Master Plan. Improvements are needed along the collector and arterial
roadways in the northern neighborhoods of the City. These improvements will address existing
deficiencies, improve substandard roadways, and provide new collector roadways. The
improvements include upgrading arterials and collectors to City standards and completing a system
of collectors to enhance mobility and circulation within the northern part of the City. The City
also has plans for its transp01iation system in the downtown, as identified in the Downtown Master
Plan.
Future Streets

FUTURE STREETS
•

URBAN GROWTH AREA
CITY BOUNDARY

• • •• • • FUTURE ROADWAY
-

WETLANDS
TRAIN TRACK

City of Ltooenmorth
700HIQ~tDOU 11 / ~IJOI/InBn ~H 7
Lro ema~cr th.\'\'o .»IUJII6

(.109) .H8-6i15
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County Roadway Improvements

Chelan County has completed an update to their Transpmiation Element in coordination with the
City of Leavenworth, and details are included within this element.

The general area north of the City limits and within the UGA has been targeted to accommodate a
significant pmiion of the growth expected within the greater Leavenwmih area. In order to serve
the existing and future needs, transpmiation infrastructure improvements will be needed on
existing facilities such as Ski Hill Drive and Titus Road. In addition, new and upgraded roadways
are required to provide improved connectivity and access to the UGA. A number of potential new
roadways have been identified within the unincorporated area nmih of the City.

Chelan County Transportation Improvement Projects
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Chelan County Transportation Improvement Project List
location

i Project

i

10

i

L-1

Title

:

Description
,

! Chum stick Hwy I North Road

! Intersection reconstruction

!

Planning level
Cost
$1,300,000

~-----·,::2·--· r-N~i·i·i~-R~~d· -··---· ··· ·----· · ··--·· · ·--··-··--·-------,--coi15tr"lict/w_i_cieii--5ii~\iicie-rs:-iiii-,i·;;;·v-e..iiorii.o ni.ai·c-(ir-ve-s:·:siiiii_a_nge;-aii-(i-satetv·· ·---j-7
s3:.c:,s:-.:::o~
o.~
o o:-.:::o----l
1

Leavenworth
VIcinity

I-----·,::3--·--·J--E~iii~-c~e-~k-iio~ci:·Pi;·~-~e-ii·---·--·-· ---· - --J-f-~~f6~~!ii!-~:~i~~;~-if~~!f~~~j-~Wt~~c~~~~~~t-i;~ ~!;;p~'!~~l!~~;l-~;;·H· Mi\-c;~;;;i~v~-----· --J--s3=:-: -,s==-=2-=-o."oo"'=-=o----l
i_ __________ j _________________________________________________________ L~E}_._~ -~~-~-~.?.'~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------·ti: --:-::-::-:-::-:-::-:----i
j L-4 l Titus Road
l Multimodal improvements, illumination, signage, and provide traffi c calming j $2,710,000

t··------------j'-------- ------------------------------------ -- -------------------~ --~.!£!~s.!!!.l!.~ -~!?.~-~~..~r.<?D.~.c_i_\Y..1i'.!~!!.~ .!.<?..~-~!.!:!!!U?.r.i_~.t!..... _________________________________

_________________l!

- - - ~:.~- - - --~~~-~i~~-~-r~~~-- --· - · - -- -· - · - -·- - · · · --· ·· --- --~~~~~~-~~t-~;!;:~-~~~~~-;~~;~~~;~~:~-~:;;.~~i:;~-'-~:~;;~~::_:~~-~~:.~~::~~-~-::~~i-~-~:~~:~: ~ - - - -· ·- -..,.S1_,7_9_o._oo_o--l

l_ __ __~:.~------LY.~~-e _I!.~..C.~~~~~~~------------------------------------_i__C.~~!~~r-~-~~!?!~~~~~~-e_r_~~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------l-j' ------'$,...-90_0.:...,0_00_--l

!

L-7

! Icicle Road

! Potential imp rovements fo llowing federal safety audit

!

$100,000

r · ···· ·,::-s-· ·--~··icic-l e..Sta.iio·,;·;:;aii-~~iiii'i;-~idge · ··--·--···-~--s"i;a-;e~i~~~-~--i;~-i·l · ~;;-~-~-~-c-iii;g-;i~~-, ;·i o~ii"i'o-ic-i-c ie-si·a-iioii-~;;·ci·v~ii~v-T~~~i~-----------·--------~--,;S,:40.::,:0,c:
,o,.:oo~--i

r-----·---------~:::T~::::::J::~:?.i~:~):~:~ :~~:~~C~~j~~~~::~~P.i~~~:~~!i~J~~!~i~~~~!i!~~~~;;~;i:~:::::::::::::~::::~:::::::::::::::::~::~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::,l_..:s-:='1'cso
:c-==o"',o:..:o:=-:o--i 1
Leavenworth
Subtotal

!

$15,720,000

i

Non-Motorized Facilities
Non-motorized facilities play a vital role in the City's transportation system. The non-motorized
transpmtation system is comprised of facilities that promote mobility without the aid of motorized
vehicles. A well-established system encourages healthy recreational activities, reduces vehicle
demand on City roadways, enhances safety, and promotes a more livable community.

The City desires to have sidewalks on all streets, unless special circumstances make it prohibitive.
Greater details on planned pedestrian, bicycle, cross-country skiing, and equestrian facilities are
provided in the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan. As a separate publication, the Upper Valley
Regional Trails Plan was developed to directly address multiple modes of travel through all four
seasons and for all types of users.

The goals for the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan are to:
•

Connect neighborhoods, residents, and visitors with area services, activity centers,
attractions, and natural areas;

•

Link and enhance existing and planned trails and dete1mine the locations for new trail
connections; and to

•

Incorporate multiple non-motorized modes of travel, whether for recreation or commuting,
through all seasons including but not limited to pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, and
cross-country skiers.

Much of the trail system within the public street right-of-way depends upon implementation of the
projects listed in "Transpmtation Improvement Project List" Table. The sidewalk system will
largely provide the linkages to the trails within the Upper Valley area. Pmticular linkages of highest
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priority include the reconstruction of the arterial and collector streets in the northem
neighborhoods and UGA. The projects along Ski Hill Drive, Titus Road, and Pine Street will
provide for enhanced non-motorized facilities such as sidewalks, separated multi-use pathways, or
wider shoulders. Other projects include adding missing sidewalk segments on Chumstick
Highway, and new sidewalks on Bergstrasse/Detillion Road and the new collector roadways in the
UGA.
US 2 acts as a pedestrian barrier separating the downtown commercial district with the
neighborhoods to the north. Enhanced pedestrian crossing treatments should be considered along
the corridor as pmi of the preliminary design study (WS-R6). Overall, the Regional Trails Plan
highlights the prefened non-motorized facilities and connections the City is planning towards. It
identifies the appropriate design standards for pedestrian, bicycle, cross-country skiing, and
equestrian facilities. The plans, policies, and standards highlighted in the Plan are consistent and
suppmiive of the City's Transpmiation Element. Refer to the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan
for more information and detail on the projects necessary to enhance the non-motorized system
within the City of Leavenwmih.
Public Transit and Transportation Demand Management

In order to provide a comprehensive transportation system, the City of Leavenworth recognizes
the impmiance of other modes of travel, such as public transit, rail service, and transportation
demand management (TDM) programs. In general, these services and programs build on regional
programs with some refinements to reflect the specific needs of the City.
Public Transit

Transit service in Leavenworth is provided by LINK Transit. The Plan has been coordinated with
the Six-Year Transit Development Plans (TDPs) for LINK Transit. The TDP provides a framework
to guide transit service delivery tln·ough the next six-years. Transit service in Leavenworth is
largely focused on the US 2 conidor which connects Leavenwmih with Wenatchee and the
communities to the east. As the population increases in and around Leavenwmih, more commuter
traffic will increase the need for altematives to the single occupancy vehicle. Transit service within
Leavenworth will become increasingly important in providing commuters and tourists with
convenient access to transit or other ridesharing altematives.
The use of transit service would likely be increased by faster and more convenient bus service
between Leavenwmih and Wenatchee. Route 22 currently provides commuter service. LINK
Transit is developing a new and improved park-and-ride lot in Leavenworth. The creation of
weekend transit service has also been identified as a priority by the community. Overall, increased
service will make transit a more convenient and attractive altemative to driving alone. The City
will continue to coordinate with LINK Transit in the development of a convenient, integrated, and
efficient transit system that suppmis future growth and economic development in the City of
Leavenworth.
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Rail Service
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) and Amtrak built a new Amtrak station located on North
Road, approximately one mile from town. This Leavenworth "Icicle" Station (L W A) is a station
stop for Amtrak's Empire Builder in Leavenw01ih. Amtrak's Empire Builder travels daily between
Chicago and Seattle. The station started service on September 25, 2009. The station and parking
are owned by the City of Leavenworth. The track and platforms are owned by BNSF Railway. In
conjunction with the new station, there is a need to improve pedestrian and bicycle connections
between downtown and the Amtrak station.

Transportation Demand Management Program
In addition to improving the transit system, reducing travel demand by supporting transportation
demand management (TDM) programs is an effective component in the City's comprehensive
transp01iation system. TDM programs consist of measures for reducing single occupancy vehicle
travel. The Washington Commute Trip Reduction Law (RCW 70.94.521) requires TDM
performance targets for fi1ms with over 100 employees. However, the Commute Trip Reduction
program does not currently apply to Leavenworth because the area lacks large employers.

However, TDM programs can also provide effective alternatives for smaller developing
communities, such as Leavenworth. Potential TDM strategies for Leavenworth need to be
coordinated with regional agencies, such as Chelan County, LINK Transit, and the ChelanDouglas Transportation Council (CDTC) I North-Central RTPO. The City will continue to
coordinate with CDTC that supp01is future growth and economic development in the City of
Leavenworth.

Freight, Air, and Waterborne Transportation
There is no waterborne transportation serving Leavenworth other than river recreational activities,
such as river rafting and kayaking. The Transportation Element does not identify waterborne
transportation as a component of the City transportation system.

Freight/Rail
Rail freight facilities consist of the BNSF mainline running between Everett and Spokane. BNSF's
mainline through Leavenworth and the Wenatchee River valley is a major transcontinental route
for double-stack intermodal container trains. A predominant amount of intermodal traffic to and
from the P01is of Seattle and Tacoma is handled over the Stevens Pass route.

Air Transportation
There are no airports within the immediate Leavenworth planning area. Commercial air travel for
Leavenworth is provided via Pangborn Memorial in East Wenatchee. It provides scheduled
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commercial service for the greater Wenatchee area, including Leavenworth. Alternatively,
commercial air travel is provided via Sea-Tac, located approximately 125 miles west of the
Cascade Mountains.
Other aviation facilities in the area consist of two airports serving general aviation users. The
Cashmere-Dryden Airpmi is classified as a Local Service Airpmi. It is located in Cashmere and is
a County-owned airport with an 1,800-foot asphalt runway. The Lake Wenatchee State airpmi is
classified as Recreation or Remote Airport. It is located 16 miles nmihwest ofLeavenworth (north
of SR 207 and northeast of Lake Wenatchee). This is a state-owned, unlit, unpaved airfield with a
runway length of2,475 feet. The airport is generally open from June 1st to October 1st.
Finance and Implementation Program

The transpmiation improvement projects and programs were identified to address existing and
future transportation system needs for the City of Leavenworth. The estimated costs of these
projects and programs were summarized and compared to projections of existing transportationrelated revenues to assess the City's ability to implement the Transpmiation Element. As with
most local agencies, existing transportation revenues will not allow the City of Leavenworth to
fund all of its needed maintenance activities or capital improvements. The Transpmiation Element
identifies other possible revenue sources to help close the funding gap. Even with additional
revenues, the City of Leavenworth will not be able to fund all of the projects and programs within
the 20-year horizon of the Transportation Element.
To fully fund the transpmiation improvement projects and programs, the City would need
approximately $58.6 million (plus additional funds for increased maintenance and operations).
Existing revenues would cover $10.1 million ofthe $56.4 million costs for the City (Appendix H
- 2008 Leavenworth Transpmiation Project Costs and Methodology and Appendix I - 2008
Leavenwmih Transportation Maintenance and Operations Program). This represents about 18
percent of the needed revenues for 2028. Additional revenue of approximately $46.3 million will
be needed to fully implement the Transpmiation Element.
In addition, WSDOT and Chelan County have significant roles in the transpmiation system serving
the greater Leavenworth area. However, the $46.3 million funding shmifall is only for those local
projects on existing City streets and does not include funding for projects within the City's UGA
or along US 2. There are several significant projects that need to be funded along US 2 and within
the UGA to accommodate growth in the area. Overall, the existing baseline revenues fall well shmi
of the estimated costs of transportation improvements and programs.
Project and Program Costs

Transpmiation maintenance spending is directly related to the available revenue and/or desired
performance level. Therefore, jurisdictions must continually make decisions regarding desired
PageT- 51

performance and available revenue based on overall financial priorities. Future maintenance and
operations costs were based on an analysis of historical maintenance and operations spending
trends (Appendix I - 2008 Leavenworth Transpmiation Maintenance and Operations Program).
The costs increase over time as new infrastructure is built and used to meet the needs of a growing
population base. It is assumed these costs will continue to rise at a per capita rate similar to recent
history. It also assumes that current performance standards for maintenance and operations will
continue in a similar fashion.
"Transportation Improvement Project List" Table, in the previous chapter, summarizes the list of
transportation improvement projects. Planning level cost estimates are provided for each project
within the City or County. No cost estimates were prepared for projects along US 2 or for LINK
Transit. The cost estimates were developed based on typical unit costs from the City and County's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) from 2008. However, the cost estimates should be
refined and updated as each project moves into design and implementation. The project cost
worksheets are included in Appendix H - 2008 Leavenworth Transpmiation Project Costs and
Methodology.
Projects and programs were combined into three categories as part of the development of a
financial strategy for the Transportation Element. These categories estimated costs of these
programs and projects in 2008 dollars. Costs are only shown for projects within the City of
Leavenworth's jurisdiction. The summary also includes estimated costs of maintaining the
transportation system to 2028.
Transportation Project and Program Costs 2008 to 2027

Total
Costs 1

Estimated

(2008-2027)

Maintenance and Operations

$16.1 million (+$5
million)2

Reconstruction and Non-Motorized Enhancements

$15 .4 million

New Construction or Upgraded Transpmiation Improvements to Serve
Growth

$8.8 million

lfOTAL

$40.3 million (+$5
million)2

* Based on existing City limits and miles of roadway.
1.

Costs in 2008 dollars
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2.

The $16.1 million is based on the historical spending levels towards maintenance and operations
-which has not been enough to maintain status quo. Therefore, the maintenance costs over the
next 20 years are likely understated and would need an additional $5 million more (at a
minimum) to maintain existing City streets.

Transportation Revenue Projections
The City of Leavenwmih primarily relies on prope1iy taxes, motor vehicle fuel taxes, and state
grants for funding transportation maintenance and capital improvements.

Property Tax Revenues
The amount of Prope1iy Tax used for transportation capital improvements in the City of
Leavenworth has varied dramatically in the recent past, likely being used on a project-specific
basis as needed.

Property taxes may have appeared like they have increased, but rather it is the assessed value that
has likely risen. For future projections, the historical per capita funding from Prope1iy Tax was
held constant on a nominal basis. Therefore, when adjusted for inflation, future purchasing power
will be declining over time. This is consistent with the trend in all Property Tax dollars, as they
are held to a one percent increase, and with the likelihood that these funds, which are a General
Fund revenue and not restricted to capital, will be in higher demand for other City costs.

General Fund Revenues
There is no stated policy of General Fund contributions for transpmiation capital improvements.
Therefore, no General Fund contributions are projected in the future. The City may choose to
contribute General Funds for particular projects.

Other Local Funding
These dollars may include Real Estate Excise Taxes (REET), Leasehold Excise Taxes, payments
in lieu of taxes, and others. Since 1989, these revenues dedicated to transportation have been
increasing at approximately 3.3 percent annually. For future projections, the average historical per
capita level of funding was increased at the historical 3.3 percent rate. Therefore, when adjusted
for an estimated inflation rate of 3.5 percent, future purchasing power will decline slightly over
time.

Other Local Funds for Transportation -Per Capita Baseline Projections
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
Although historical per capita gas tax dollars have remained fairly constant in nominal numbers,
when adjusted for inflation, it is clear that per capita revenues have been declining over time. This
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trend is becoming more pronounced due to large increases in the price of fuel. It is assumed that
per capita spending will continue to decline at the historical rate seen since 1998 of0.6 percent.

State Funds
This category primarily includes state grants. It may also include some other types of state funding.
State grants are primarily funded through the State Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax. As discussed above,
revenues generated from the purchase of gasoline are declining over time, and are expected to do
so more dramatically in the near future, leading to fewer available grant dollars. All state
jurisdictions are seeing a decline in a significant source of general revenue. This is causing a higher
demand for grant funding and greater competition between jurisdictions.

State Funds -Per Capita Baseline Projections
Since 1988, the City of Leavenworth has averaged $33.50 per capita, per year, in state funds. It is
assumed that the City will continue to receive this level of funding on a nominal basis, leading to
a decline in "real" revenues at the rate of inflation. Because these dollars are largely project-based,
the projections are likely to be higher than the actual revenue in some years, and lower in others.

Federal Funds
Federal funds include federal grant revenues targeted for transpottation. There has been little or
no direct federal funding for transpmtation projects. Therefore, no future projections were made
for federal funding. The one exception is that the City was recently successful in obtaining federal
funds to partially finance Pine Street.

Total Baseline Revenue Projections
The "Baseline Transpmtation Revenue Summary" Table shows the total baseline revenue for
2017. A total of$10 million in revenue is projected from the baseline revenue sources. The "real"
revenues decrease in value over time. The below figure illustrates the expected distribution of the
total projected revenues to 2027.
St:Jte Fuel

Tax

St:Jte
Gmnts

Property

Tax
20 %

Other LOC:ll
Funding
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Baseline Transportation Revenue Summary
lfotal
!Baseline Funding Source

~008-2027 1

Property Tax

$1,968,084

General Fund Contributions

$0

Other Local Funding

$6,020,451

State Fuel Tax

$820,437

State Funds

$1,266,567

Federal Funds

$0

lfotal Estimated Available Revenues

$10,075,539

SOURCE: Berk & Associates
1. All costs in 2008 dollars

When comparing total available revenues for transportation capital and maintenance with expected
costs, revenues fall short of paying for just the estimated maintenance costs before even
considering capital project costs (Appendix H- 2008 Leavenworth Transportation Project Costs
and Methodology). This is consistent with the financial analyses showing that the main revenues
used for transportation are increasing at a relatively slow rate, while costs are increasing more
quickly over time. Although spending is currently balanced with revenues, the increase in costs
begins to outpace the increase in revenues in the very near term. This does not account for the fact
that the overall maintenance costs are likely much greater due to a substantial backlog of deferred
maintenance.
The "Baseline Transportation Revenue Summary" table shows the total estimated transportation
revenues for the study period are approximately $1 0.1 million. These revenues are the total
available for all capital and maintenance needs for the City to 2027. However, some funds are not
available for maintenance expenses, including most grant funds, a portion of the REET funds, and
matching funds for grants.
The first qumier of one percent Real Estate Excise Tax (REETl) must be used for capital projects
identified in a capital facilities plan (RCW 82.46.010 [2]). However, the second one-quarter
percent of the Real Estate Excise Tax (REET2), which is allowed for cities planning under GMA,
can be used for "public works projects of a local government for planning, acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, repair, replacement, rehabilitation, or improvements of streets, roads,
highways, sidewalks, street and road lighting, traffic signals ... " (RCW 82.46.035 [5]). This allows
the City to choose whether a portion of the REET revenues will be spent on maintenance or capital
expenditures.
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The estimated $1.3 million in grants must therefore not be counted towards maintenance costs, as
well as a portion of REET funds and an estimated minimum of $250,000 in matching funds for
grants (estimated at 20 percent of grant funds). This leaves a maximum of $8.6 million available
for maintenance and operations compared to an estimated cost of $16.1 million for the study
period, resulting in an estimated $7.5 million shortfall to cover maintenance costs. The remaining
$1.5 million is only available for capital projects, and those dollars are heavily dependent upon
grant awards.
The "Comparison of Transportation Revenues and Costs from 2008 to 2027" Table illustrates the
shortfall in maintenance and operations of $7.5 million to 2027. Preserving the existing
transportation system is a high priority for the City of Leavenworth (Appendix H - 2008
Leavenwmih Transportation Project Costs and Methodology and Appendix I - 2008 Leavenworth
Transportation Maintenance and Operations Program). Capital costs would exceed existing
revenues by $38.8 million in 2027. The available $1.5 million for capital projects would only
realistically fund one or two projects on the long-term project list. The maintenance and capital
revenue shortfalls result in an overall funding deficit of $46.3 million.
Comparison of Transportation Revenues and Costs from 2008 to 2027
lfotal
!Estimated
IRevenues 1
(2008-2027)

!fotal
!Estimated
Costs 1
(2008-2027)

Maintenance & Operations

$8.6 million

$16.1 million3 ($7 .5 million)

Capital Improvements2

$1.5 million

$40.3 million ($38.8 million)

lfotal Transportation Program

$10.1 million $56.4 million ($46.3 million)

Difference1

* Based on existing City limits and miles of roadway.
1.

All costs and revenues in 2008 dollars. (xxx) means negative value.

z.

Includes reconstruction and non-motorized enhancements and growth-related new construction
and upgrade projects. Does not include any costs for improvements along US 2 or within the
CityUGA.

3.

Does not account for the necessary funding to improve the condition of the City streets, which
is estimated to be at least $5 million (at a minimum).

Other Potential Funding Sources

The following outlines possible funding sources to close the maintenance and capital funding
shortfalls. The City of Leavenworth is faced with a significant funding shmifall. The potential
funding options are described below.
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Transportation Benefit District
Description. A Transportation Benefit District (TBD) has been established for the construction,
maintenance, preservation, and operation of improvements to state, regional, or local agency
roadways, high capacity transportation systems, public transit, and transportation management
programs. State law sets requirements for selecting improvements, including the need for the
projects that are "necessitated by existing or reasonably foreseeable congestion levels." The
projects must be contained in the transportation plan of the State or the regional transpmiation
planning organization (RTPO) I Chelan-Douglas Transpmiation Council (CDTC). The City of
Leavenworth has consider applying TBD funding for maintenance of some arterials, collectors,
and local streets. The Washington Transportation Plan (WTP) and associated Highway Systems
Plan (HSP) identify preservation as a key element of the investment guidelines. The need to
preserve and extend the life of prior investments in transpmiation facilities and services at all levels
is a high priority. The regional transportation plan is built from the WTP and HSP, which would
support use of a TBD for maintenance and/or upgrades of roadways "necessitated by existing or
reasonably foreseeable congestion levels."

Transportation Impact Fees
Description. Transpmiation impact fees (TIF) may be charged to help fund specific transpmiation
projects shown to be reasonably related to new development. The impact fees "shall only be used
to fund system improvements" that are reasonably related to and benefit the new development.
Impact fees may not be used to correct existing deficiencies. The imposing jurisdiction must also
contribute funds to the included projects, which by statute cannot be funded 100 percent through
impact fees (RCW 82.02.050 [2]). The revenues collected from a TIF must then be used within six
years of payment.

Local Improvement District or Parking and Business Improvement Area
Description. Any jurisdiction may form a local improvement district (LID) parking and business
improvement area (PBIA) and levy a special assessment on properties within the district that would
benefit from the improvements. An LID is a special purpose financing option that may be created
by the City or other local governments to fund improvements, such as streets, water, or sewer
facilities that benefit nearby propetiy owners. Voter approval is not required to form an LID, but
the LID formation may be challenged by the property owners. LIDs for cities are authorized under
RCW 35.43 to 35.56. The City may levy a tax on the property within an area that will benefit from
a specific capital project. They can be created by local governments or they can be initiated by
property owners in the benefit area. Propetiy owners that will benefit from the improvements
would be assessed a special benefit assessment based on propmiionate levels determined during
the formation of the districts. This special benefit assessment would typically be paid annually by
the property owner for a time period established during the formation of the district. The City
would have discretion in its financial contribution to the overall project costs of the district.

A PBIA is somewhat similar to an LID, but has specific requirements per RCW 35.87A.Ol0. A
PBIA is permitted to aid general economic development and neighborhood revitalization. It is
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intended to facilitate the cooperation of merchants, businesses, and residential prope1iy owners to
support economic vitality, livability, and general trade. A PBIA requires a petition be submitted
by at least 60 percent of the assessments of property within the area.

General Obligation Bonds Supported with an Excess Property Tax Levy
Description. The City Council may go to the public for a voter-approved bond with a property tax
increase. With voter approval, the City can increase funding through debt by raising the property
tax rates to pay the general obligation bond.

Planned Action Ordinance
Description. Planned Action Ordinances (P AO) are a project specific action under the State
Environmental Protection Act (SEP A) in which an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
designates, by ordinance, those types of projects to be considered Planned Actions- spelling out
mitigation measures that will be applied. This type of action is appropriate for small areas, such as
the downtown, expecting a specific type of development. Per RCW 43.21C.031, GMA counties
and cities may designate a planned action. A planned action must be designated by an adopted
ordinance or resolution of the City. The planned action must be based on an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) that adequately addresses significant environmental impacts. The EIS needs to be
prepared in conjunction with a comprehensive plan or subarea plan adopted under GMA.

The planned action can only include projects that are subsequent to or implement the
comprehensive plan or subarea plan; however, the projects must be located within the defined
urban growth area. The planned action would be limited to specific geographical areas that are less
than the boundaries of the City or to specific types of development within the City. The ordinance
and/or EIS must specify a time limit for the planned action. The City will need to fund the costs
of preparing the subarea plan and EIS to establish the planned action, which is typically a
significant upfront investment.
To ensure that the developments are not paying twice for the same impacts, it is recommended that
projects included in a planned action are not also included in a TIF, or at least are specifically
allocated to each funding source. This distinction would simplify the administration of both
funding options.

Latecomers Agreements
Description. Latecomers Agreements (RCW 35.72) are contracts that allow property owners who
have elected to install capital improvements to recover a portion of the costs from other prope1iy
owners in the area who later develop prope1iy that will benefit from those improvements. The City
may also join in the financing of the improvement projects and be reimbursed in the same manner
as a property owner. The period of collection may not exceed 15 years and is based on a pro-rata
share of the construction and contract administration costs of the pmiicular project. The City must
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define an area subject to the charges by determining which properties would require similar
improvements. The preliminary assessment reimbursement area needs to be provided to all
property owners within the area; owners of propetiy in the area may request a hearing to discuss
the Latecomers Agreement. The contract must define the cost allocation process based on benefits
to properties in the reimbursement area. The final contract must be recorded with the County
Auditor within 30 days to be valid. Although not explicitly required, the City could adopt an
ordinance noting the circumstances where the option for such a reimbursement contract would be
acceptable.
Other Development Mitigation
Description. All new development in the City must pass state and local development regulations
and requirements. These include GMA concurrency requirements, the SEPA, and road
standards/frontage improvements. These elements are project specific and are reviewed as pmi of
each development application.

Funding from New Development

Growth within the City and its UGA results in a need for additional transportation improvements,
as discussed previously. The City has primarily required new developments to mitigate their
potential transpmiation impacts based on its review under the SEPA, its Road Standards
requirements, and GMA concurrency.
The City should consider updating its development review processes, level of service
standards/concunency program, and its street development standards to better address the
adequacy of the transpmiation system to serve growth. The City should also further evaluate
whether a GMA-based transportation impact fee (TIF) should be implemented to help fund
growth-related roadway and intersection improvements.
Development Review Process

The City of Leavenworth is required by State law to review development proposals for
environmental impacts under SEPA. Under the GMA, the City of Leavenworth must not approve
new development unless its transpmiation system is adequate to support the growth; this is
implemented through concmrency. The City also has adopted street development standards to
guide the construction or upgrading of roadways and other related transportation facilities. These
processes all suppmi the development and improvement of the City's transpmiation system.
Concurrency and SEPA Review. The City will continue to use concunency and SEPA to review
the impacts of new development on roadways and intersections. As a minimum, the SEP A review
would be used to evaluate impacts on:
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•

Safety, such as horizontal curvature
ISSUeS

•

Intersection operations

•

Congestion

•

Transit and Non-motorized
transportation

SEPA review is based on the development project having an adverse impact. Assessment of
transportation impacts under SEPA depends on the conditions for each transpmiation facility or
service serving a new development. If adverse impacts are identified, the City can condition the
development to provide mitigation to offset or reduce its impacts. This mitigation would help
improve the transpmiation system or address any concurrency issues.
The concurrency evaluation may identify impacts to facilities that operate below the City's level
of service standard during the PM peak hour on an average weekday. To resolve that deficiency,
the applicant can propose to fund and/or construct improvements to provide an adequate level of
service. Alternatively, the applicant can wait for the City, another agency, or another developer to
fund improvements to resolve the deficiency.
Street Standards. The City has adopted road classification and street development standards.
They identify requirements for design speed, right-of-way width, pavement width, non-motorized
facilities, storm water, parking, and other roadway design features. New developments are required
to comply with the street standards for all on-site roadways, adjacent street frontage, and access
roadways. The standards cover both public and private roadways. The City has specific review
and approval processes if variances to the standards are requested by the developer. The City is
also in the process of developing new non-motorized system standards as part of the Upper Valley
Regional Trails Plan.
Latecomers Agreements. Mitigation under concurrency, SEPA, or the City's street development
standards may entail constructing or improving roadways or intersections that future development
in the City will benefit from. To help balance the costs with the benefits of the improvements, the
City can provide for Latecomer Agreements. As discussed previously, Latecomer Agreements
allow property owners or the City to recover a portion of their costs of constructing capital
improvements from other future developments that benefit from the improvements. The
Latecomers Agreements are set up for specific improvements and would calculate a share of the
construction costs based on the relative benefit of the improvement to each development. Contract
administration costs of the agreement also can be included. A maximum period of 15 years can be
established for the Latecomers Agreement.
Grants and Other Funding Options
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Comments

Grant I Funding Source

Surface
Transpmiation
Program (STP)- Regional

Funds are allocated to the Chelan-Douglas Transportation
Council (CDTC) I Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (RTPO) for regional prioritization and
selection. Must be used on Federal Highways such as US
Highway 2 or rural county collectors.

STP
Enhancement

Transportation

Funds projects that allow communities to strengthen the
local economy, improve the quality of life, enhance the
travel experience for people traveling by all modes, and
protect the environment.

WSDOT Safe Routes to School

Funds pass from FHWA through WSDOT to local
jurisdictions. Funds projects to increase the number of
children walking and biking to school safely.

and

Projects that help reduce collisions involving pedestrians
and bicyclists.

Transportation Improvement
Board (TIB) - Small City
Arterial Program (SCAP)

Provides funding for projects that improve safety and
roadway conditions.

TIB - Small City Preservation
Program (SCPP)

Provides funding for rehabilitation and maintenance of the
roadway system, in some cases in partnership with
WSDOT or county paving projects.

TIB - Small City Sidewalk
Program (SCSP)

Provides funding for sidewalk projects that improve safety
and connectivity.

Community
Trade
and
Economic
Development
(CTED) - Local Infrastructure
Financing Tool (LIFT)

Allows the City to take advantage of tax revenue generated
by private investment in a revenue development area
(RDA) to help finance the cost of public infrastructure
improvements that encourage economic development and
redevelopment in that area.

Community
CTED
Development Block Grant
Planning Only

Planning-Only grants fund planning activities that lead to
projects that benefit low-and moderate-income persons.
Activities could include infrastructure planning, feasibility
studies and pre-engineering repmis.

WSDOT
Pedestrian
Bicycle Safety Grants
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Community
CTED
Development Block Grant
General Purpose

General Purpose grants are designed to assist in carrying
out significant community and economic development
projects that principally benefit low-and moderate-income
persons. Examples include public facilities such as streets
and barrier removals for improved handicap accessibility.

Typically, the City will need to provide local matching funds to receive the grants. The need for
these matching funds further supports the strategy for a new local revenue source. The City of
Leavenworth can also apply for low interest loans through the Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF).
While not a source of new funding, the loans can help advance high priority projects. Depending
on the interest rate, the loans may help reduce the total project costs by completing projects prior
to inflationary increases in construction costs.
Partnering with Other Agencies

The City will need to continue to coordinate and partner with WSDOT and Chelan County on
transportation needs within the City and its UGA. Improvements along US 2 are critical to the
long-term transportation needs of the City. At this time, there is no significant funding for most of
the improvements along US 2. However, a significant amount of the traffic using US 2 within the
City are regional in nature. The City should work with WSDOT and WVTC to seek grants,
legislative "earmarks," and other outside funding for improvements along the highway.
Chelan County also plays a major role in funding and constructing transportation projects in the
greater Leavenworth area. The County's Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) currently
includes several major projects in the area. The City will need to work with Chelan County on
funding improvements to corridors that serve both the City and UGA. The City and County should
partner on the arterial improvements serving growth in the UGA. Together, the agencies can
increase the potential for grants for some of these projects.
Reassessment Strategy

Due to the uncertainties in funding and the magnitude of the potential deficit, the City of
Leavenworth is committed to reassessing its transportation needs and funding each year as part of
the development of its Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). This will allow the
City to match available funding with the highest priority improvements and programs. The
reassessment strategy also includes a periodic review of its land use plans, level of service
standards, and funding options to ensure they support one another and ensure that concurrency
requirements are met.
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Relationship to other Plans

Leavenw01ih' s transportation system is part of, and connected to, a broader regional highway and
mierial system. The GMA works to increase coordination and compatibility between the various
agencies that have responsibilities for the overall transportation system. The Leavenworth
Transportation Element directly interfaces with the WSDOT, the Chelan-Douglas Transp01iation
Council (CDTC) I North Central RTPO, Chelan County, and LINK Transit. The Transportation
Element is intended to be consistent and compatible with the plans and programs of these agencies.
The Transportation Element builds off the transportation planning documents adopted at state,
regional, and local levels. Since transp01iation improvements need to be coordinated across
jurisdictional boundaries, the Transp01iation Element is consistent with and supports the objectives
identified in the Washington State Transportation Plan, the Chelan-Douglas Transportation
Council (CDTC)Transportation Plan, and LINK Transit's development plan. However, it is
primarily a bottoms-up approach to planning, with the City exploring its needs based on the land
use plan. Eventually, the local projects are incorporated into regional and state plans. The
following summarizes how the City Transportation Element relates to these other plans.
Washington Transportation Plan

The Washington Transportation Plan (WTP), and the associated Highway System Plan (HSP)
provide the umbrella for all metropolitan and regional transportation plans.
The priorities set by the City of Leavenworth for its Transportation Element align closely with
these state guidelines. The Highway System Plan is an element of the WTP. The HSP identifies
highway system improvement projects and programs consistent with the WTP priorities.
Improvement projects listed in the HSP were reviewed for consistency with the strategies and
projects recommended in the Transp01iation Element.
Pursuant to the GMA, the Leavenworth Transportation Element addressees the existing and future
conditions of US 2 serving the City. The transportation inventory describes existing conditions
along US 2 through the City. Data and analyses on existing traffic volumes, operation levels of
service, and safety have been summarized for US 2. The Transportation Element also identifies
forecast conditions and improvement needs on the highway.
The City's Transportation Element includes WSDOT improvement projects to US 2 that were
identified in the HSP. Several additional projects were then identified as part of the City's
Transp01iation Element that are shown to be needed to address anticipated growth at both the local
and regional level. These projects include a preliminary design study to evaluate traffic control
enhancements and intersection improvements along US 2. The outcome of the study would better
define the improvements at the intersections listed in "Transp01iation Improvement Project List"
Table. Many of the intersection projects, along with the pre-design study are not in the State's
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current plans. The City requests that the State and regional transpmiation plans include these
projects to provide for grant or other funding to be available.
Regional Transportation Plan

The Chelan-Douglas Transpmiation Council (CDTC) is lead agency for the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) and the Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) for the
Wenatchee-East Wenatchee metropolitan statistical area, encompassing Chelan and Douglas
counties in central Washington State. CDTC has developed a Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). It includes a project list by jurisdiction and identifies what is needed
along the State Highway System and the mierials. Many of the projects in the Transportation
Element are also listed in the regional TIP. It recognizes that the needs far exceed available
revenues. The Transpmiation Element is consistent with and suppmiive of the regional TIP.
Chelan County Transportation Element

The Leavenwmih Transpmiation Element was prepared alongside the County Transportation
Element. Both plans are consistent in regards to priorities, projects, and possible financing
strategies to address the anticipated funding shortfall for both agencies. The Transportation
Element lists those projects within and surrounding the UGA which the County has in its
Transportation Element. The City's Transportation Element recognizes that the County
improvements are important elements of the regional and local area transpmiation system.
The Leavenwmih Transpmiation Element accounts for the growth anticipated for the UGA and
unincorporated Chelan County. Most ofthe traffic associated with the developments in the UGA
and surrounding county areas will connect within Leavenworth, while other trips will pass through
the City. The City plans to continue coordinating with the County on capital improvements, and
will work alongside the County as new revenue sources are investigated to address the
considerable funding shortfalls that are highlighted in each Transpmiation Element.
Transit Plans

Transit plans were used in the process of developing the City Transpmiation Element. These plans
guided the development of the transit strategies of the City's Transportation Element. The projects
listed in the "Transportation Improvement Project List" Table are based on those provided by
Transit. The City plans to work with LINK Transit to support increase in transit service and
frequency to communities along the Wenatchee River. Overall, the Transportation Element is
generally consistent with and suppmiive of the Transit Development Plan.
Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan

An Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan is adopted by reference.
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UTILITIES
ELEMENT

The Utilities Element provides an inventory of existing utilities, cunent capacities, and identifies
the future needs to accommodate for the expected population growth.
Inventory and Analysis

The inventory presented in this element provides information useful to the planning process. It
does not include all of the data or information that was gathered; however, it presents the relevant
information. Additional data is listed in the bibliography and can be obtained at the county. Many
public and private agencies are involved in regulation, coordination, production, delivery, and
supply of utility services.
Natural Gas

There is no natural gas within the planning area nor does Cascade Natural Gas have any plans for
an expansion of their gas lines from Wenatchee to the planning area.
Electrical Utilities

All public electric power in the planning area is provided by the Chelan County Public Utility
District #1 (PUD), a special purpose public agency that is governed by an elected board of
commissioners. The PUD, as a public utility, provides service in its service area. The PUD is
working with the community to find a location for a new substation in the Leavenworth area to
support growth and development in the Upper Valley. The existing double-bank substation
serving this area is nearing capacity. In October of 2013, Chelan County PUD began a
conversation with their customer-owners about how our actions as a public power utility could
enhance the quality of their lives. This was a new chapter in the journey toward achieving the
"ideal" of public power's commitment to service, stewardship, and customer satisfaction. The
2015-2019 Strategic Priorities is hereby adopted by reference. In addition, the "Catching Up and
Creating a Sustainable Future" Generation & Transmission 2015-2019 Business Plan is hereby
adopted by reference. In 2016, the Chelan County PUD began the investigation and study of a
regional waste water utility that may connect and serve the communities of Leavenwmih,
Peshastin, Dryden, Cashmere, and potentially Wenatchee.
Phone, TV Cable and Internet

Frontier and LocalTel provides many services within Leavenworth and its planning area. Charter
provides Spectrum TV™, internet and phone services within Leavenworth and its planning area;
and holds a franchise agreement with the City of Leavenworth. Chelan County is also served by
Verizon for cellular and telephone service. Cellular and optical fiber technologies are transforming
the way service is delivered in Chelan County. Like electricity, the provision of telecommunication
services is driven by the needs of its customers. As the County grows, telecommunication facilities
will be upgraded to ensure adequate service levels. It is also feasible that facilities will be upgraded
as technology advances.
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Icicle & Peshastin Irrigation District

The Icicle Irrigation District (liD) was formed as an official irrigation district in 1917. The Icicle
Irrigation District is made up of approximately 39 miles of canals, pipelines, flumes, and tunnels.
The system is administratively broken into six sections serving approximately 4,300 acres of
orchards, primarily apple and pear, and some pasture and lawn, and provides irrigation water on
both sides of the Wenatchee River. The Peshastin Irrigation District (PID) serves about 3, 700 acres
along the west side of the Wenatchee River, from just south of the Leavenworth siphon to just west
of the City of Cashmere. The two districts are under the same management and are collectively
known as the Icicle/Peshastin liTigation District (IPID). Within the Icicle Creek watershed are a
number of mountain lakes used by liD to enhance Icicle Creek stream flow. These lakes have low
profile dams that allow control of lake out flow. During months of high irrigation demand and
reduced Icicle Creek flows downstream of the liD irrigation diversion, extra water from the lakes
can be released to increase stream flow. There is a total of five lakes that are used to this end:
Colchuck, Square, Eight mile, Clinique, and Snow.
City of Leavenworth Utilities (Domestic Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Stormwater)

The City's Domestic Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Stormwater facilities are referenced and
inventoried in the Capital Facilities Element.
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Goals and Policies
Goall:
Provide public utilities in a manner which is compatible with the natural
environment and which assures the orderly economic development of land.

Rationale:
Utility projects should be coordinated to reduce cost and inconvenience to the
public, and should be aesthetically compatible with sunounding land uses.
Policy 1:
Require effective and timely coordination of all public and private utility trenching
activities. Consider alternative methods to open cut trenching like directional drilling and/or
boring. Continue to develop and maintain Standard Construction Details for all public and private
utilities and infrastructure.

Rationale:
Coordination of utility trenching activities will allow less costly and less frequent
right-of-way repairs and fewer inconveniences to the public.
Policy 2:
Require all new electrical distribution and communication lines to be installed
underground where reasonably feasible and not a health threat. Encourage all existing electrical
distribution and communication lines to be placed underground where reasonably feasible and
not a health threat. Encourage all new electrical transmission lines be placed underground where
reasonably feasible and not a health threat.

Rationale:
Underground utilities help protect the safety of citizens, reduce maintenance costs
and improve the aesthetics of the planning area.
Policy 3:
Encourage the consolidation ofutility facilities and communication facilities where
reasonably feasible.

Rationale:
Consolidation will reduce the overall costs to the public. Examples of facilities
which could be shared are towers, poles, antennas, substation sites, trenches, and easements.
Policy 4:
Require the placement of cellular communication facilities in a manner to minimize
the adverse impacts on adjacent land uses. Encourage the use ofstealth or screening measures to
reduce visual clutter.

Rationale:
Compatibility with adjacent land uses should be a strong consideration when
reviewing such facilities.
Policy 5:
Encourage the use of energy conservation design strategies in new construction
and rehabilitation ofresidential, commercial, industrial, and public facility structures.

Rationale:

As the planning area develops, the demand for energy will grow. Conservation is
Page U- 4

vital to maintaining levels of service without costly facility improvements.
Policy 6:

Encourage conservation and use of cost-effective alternative energy sources.

Rationale:
Water used to generate electricity is under increased demand for many different
purposes. Energy conservation is essential as the planning area accommodates more people. The
utilization of other energy sources should be explored and implemented where feasible.

Encourage Chelan County, Washington State Department of Transportation, and
Policy 7:
the City of Leavenworth to coordinate their roadway projects with planned utility expansions,
improvements, or extensions where shared sites or rights-of-way may be appropriate.
Rationale:
Coordination will allow consideration for the appropriate locations of utilities and
timing of utility installations.
Policy 8:
Promote the coordination ofChelan County, the City ofLeavenworth, the irrigation
district and other utility purveyors to coordinate their utility expansions, extensions, or
improvements where shared sites or rights-of-way may be appropriate.
Rationale:
Coordination will reduce conflicts of utility locations and timing of installations.
In addition, cost savings are gained from a single opening within streets and/or "no repeating" an
opening.
Support the Chelan County PUD 's investigation and study of a regional waste
Policy 9:
water utility that may connect and serve the communities of Leavenworth, Peshastin, Dryden,
Cashmere, and potentially Wenatchee.
Rationale:
The potential for consolidation of "valley I conidor" wide facilities can add
efficiencies that need to be explored.
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Appendix A
1992 County-Wide Planning Policies

RESOLUTION 92-88

RE:

County-Wide Planning Policies

WHEREAS, the Chelan County is required to plan under the
State
of Washington's Gro~h . Management Act, Chapter 36. 70A
R.C.W.·; and

..

WHE~• R.c.w. 36.70A.210 requires the legislative
authority
of a ·county to preipare county.. wid~'plartn.i'rig poii.ciies in cooperation . witt( the. cit:ieii i~cated within the. cdtinty; and
·:·( .

the

~.~:'· a'n iriter:.;;;iocal' agre~etit'···· was prepared. estab~tshing
process for the p~ep~ratioil oi the cotinty...;wicie·.pianri.Lng poli-

cies; cirid

·. · ·.

WHEREAS, the policy plan prepared under that process has been
reviewed and ratified by all of the cities within Chelan county,
and circula.ted for review and comment to all adjacent jurisdic~REAS, the Board of Chelan county commissioners have held a
public hearing on the proposed county-wide planning poli6ies; ·

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Chelan County commissioners hereby adopts the county-Wide Planning Policies
.WhiCh shall .b13 used SOlely for establishing a county-wide framew6fk from 'which county and city comprehensive plans are developed
and adopted pursuant to the Growth Management Act.

Thisr~~c;lution shall take effect and be in force immediately
and after it~passage.
Dated this

26~h

day of May, 1992 .

._. -~.......
- . i
...
~·":: ...· . . -_..._- . , ,.·

BOARD OF CHELAN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

..... ·

ATTEST:

EVELYN L. ARNOLD
Evelyn Arnold
Clerk of the Board
o
•
BY: U~7J-~

Deputy Auditor/C1k

from

if

the Brd

A'l

,NOTICE.OF PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the C~elan County adard of
Com·. :~isafone~s , wil·l .. conduct... a publfc. lie'aririg. on Tti:~a.day, May 26,
1992, .beginning at 10:30 A~ M.
iii. the Ccimriiisaion~'rs'. charilbera,
County. Courthoua.e, wena:t:c:;hee,. Washj,I?-gtOI?- t.o consider the adoption
of the .'!Co1,1nt:~{:-wide Pla.priirig 'J?plicie'~· ·fc~ir .. cneian C:::o'unty" .as reqtl.ired . 'by. ··state
Washingt6ri 1
·GroWth i1'anagemerit ~c·t,· RCW
36.70A.210.

of .

s

• ·'. <

c6pfee

Co;nplet~ informati'on a~d
of the 'propOsal cilay . be obtaineil.- at the office of the Chelan County Planning .Di3pari:ment, 411
Washington Street, Wenatchee, WA 98801-2854
or
by
calling
so9;664:~22~..
. .
Dated. this.l2th day of May 1992.

J~-.~h~~riilan. .. : .. ..

Absent
w.

Ronald

.

Myers

·22~ Cl-A_A~

Thomas A. Green
ATTEST:

EVELYN L. ARNOLD
Evelyn Arnold

B~~~~~J~ Dep~ty

Auditor/Clk of the Brd

{Please publish ~ on May 15, 1992.
of publication to Chelan county Planning
st. , Wenatchee}

A3

Send bill and affidavit
Dept.,
411 washington

CH.EL1}N .COtJN11'X'.
COUNTY:...WIDE·P~ING·POLICIES

POLICY ::1
POLICIES TO IMPLEMENT • RCW. 36. 70A..110 RELATING TO THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF URBAN d:RoWTH ..AREAS .
. . .·i·.

I.

ES.ch' City within Chelan .County will be inclucJ.ed within .a designated
growth area.
'
.''
...
.

urban
.

,·: .·,

.... ·..

•.

"

em

II.

Designated urban g;rowth areas should include
adequate amou,:nt of
undeveloped area to adequately accommodate forecasted g;rowt.l:i ai:id
development for the next 20 years.

III.

Designated urban g;rowth areas should include those portions of our
communities already characterized by urban growth to have existing
public facilities and service capacities to serve such developments as
well as those areas projected to accommodate future growth.

IV.

The formal designation of urban growth areas should be accomplished as
a part of the comprehensive planning process. The size of designated
urban growth areas should be based on projected population, existing
lan~ use, the adequacy of existing and future utility and transportation
systems, the impact of second home deo:tand, viable economic
development strategies and sufficient fiscfil capacity within the capital
facilities plan to adequately fund the appropriate infrastructure
necessitated by growth and development. Consideration should also be
given to regularize grossly irregular corporate boundaries during the
process of designating urban growth boundaries.

v.

Communities should consider the development and use of ten and twenty
year population forecast to assist in the process of preparing plans for
growth management. Such forecasts would provide substantial benefit,
particularly in the preparation of utility and t:ransportation plans and
for the capital improvement plans to implement the same.

VI.

In recognition of the potential for the development of new fully
contained communities Chelan County may reserve a portion of the
twenty year population project and off-set urban grow-th areas
accordingly for allocation to a new fully contained community.

·'
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cHELAN- couNTY·
COUNTY-WIDE·PLANN:tNG POLICIES
POLICY #1 (Continued)
VII.

Community comprehensive· plans should ·contain annexa-q.oiJ. and/ or
incorporation elements. Areas for potential annexation q~ potential
incorporation should be designated in portions of urban growth areas
outside of cities.

VIII.

co~prehensive. p~ a,nd development
regulations under the Growth Management Act, th~,;J3aard of County
Commissioners should evaluate any future need far the boundary review
board. -·

Wneli the county has adopted a

:

-:

.;_
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...

·.~·

.·.........

CHELA,N ·COUNTY .
COtiNTY~WIDE PLANNI-NG POLICIES

.·

.......

... - ..

. ... .

~-

-.

~

POLICIES. FOR PROMOTING CONTIGUOUS AND ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT AND
. TifE· PROVISIO:N OF URBAN GOVERNMEN-TAL SERVICES TO SUCH
DEVELOPMENT.
I.

For proposed developments which are ·within the urban growth
boundary, but beyond mUnicipal boundaries, the following policies = .
.should be . con~idered:
...

A.

B.

Improvement standards for new developments proposed within
urban gl'OWth areas ·should be jointly· deVeloped: by ~.he COUD:ty
and the appropriate city. Standards should address such
improvements as street alignment and grade, public road access,
right-of'-way' street impro~ements (which· may include. street
Width, curbs; gutters' and sidewalks' etc.}, sallitary Sj3Wer'
· s1:orm water improvements, park and recr.eation fa¢1.iti~s .
... ·_,
. : ...... .
All projects Will-be reviewed to ensure compatibility with urban
densit-y projections of the urban comprehensive·. plan. _
-: ...

C.

II.

!;:·

;

...

The timing of utility extensions into the urban growth area shall
be consistent with the adopted capital facilitie? plan qf the utility
purveyor.

Policies and urocedures for establishing and monitoring level of service
stindards. ... _
•'

~,_:

. ~ ·.

A.

Existing level of se-rvice standards may differ between service
areas >vithln a given jurisdiction.

B.

Level of service standards may differ be:tweeil. servjge areas
within a given jurisdictions. .
..

C.

Level of service standards should be coordinated cat the interface
between adjacent jurisdictions.

D.

Annual review of curren-r levels of service and caPita_l, ~acilities
will be made by jurisdictions.

\

'-..
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CHELAN. §PUNTY _ ..

COUNTY-WID!'; PL,ANN:J:;NG POLICIES
POLICY #3

POLICIES- FOR SITING PUBLIC CAPITAL FA_CILITIES (INCLUDING
LULU'S/NIMBY'S) THAT ARE OF A COUNTY WIDE ;oR STATE WIDE NATURE.

I.

Essential•public facilities :which are. ident:i.fieci .-by tl;l.e county,_- 'by _
regional agreement, or by the Office of Financial Map.agemerit. should be
su bjec1: to the following siting process.
·- -··
When esseb.tial.public facilities. are proposed the local ~vez:ninent(s)
will:
....
.;.

A.

•Appoint-' an advisory Coun1:y-Wide Project. Analysis and Site
· · · Evaluation-· Committee comnosed
of citizen. . members
to
...
..
..
. selected
.. . ..
repr'esent a broaP. range of interest. gl'01lPI3. It- will be this
committee's responsibility to develop specific siting criteria for the
proposed: project and, to identify, analyze, and.~ pot~ntial
project sites. . In addition. -the committee shall estab_lisp. a
reasonable time frame for completion of the task.
-

·:-·

: B.

c.

;

-'-

~

_ _.__,

InSUre- public· involvement through the '\lSe of tuJlel'y press
releases, newspaper notices, public information II1eetings and
public hearings.
.

..

Notify adjacent jurisdiction of the proposed projec1: and solicit
review and comment on the recommendations made by the Advisory
·-Project ·Analysis and Site . Evaluation-- Committee.

II.

No local comprehensive plan or development regulation will preclude the
siting .of . essential- public facilities' but s-qmdard~ may b_e generated to
insure that reasonable compatibility with otJJ.er land use~_ can be
achieved.

III.

In determining a local governments fair share of siting .of public
facilities the Advisory County-Wide Project Analysis and Site Evaluation
cc\mmi:ttee shall consider at least the following:
A.

E."Cisting Public Facilities and their effect on the community.
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CHELAN. COUNTY
COUNTY:-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES
POLICY #3. III. (Continued)
B..

The relative potential .for reshaping the eqon9my, . the_ environment
and the community character .resulting from the siting of the
facility.

IV.

Essential public facilities should not' locate in Resource Lands or Critical
.Areas if incompatible.

V.

Essential public facilities should not be located beyond Urb~ Growth
Areas unless they are self-contained and do;, not. require the extension
of urban governmentru services.

.. -_..l;

AB
(~
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J

CHELAN. COUNTY_..,.

COUNTY-vHDE PLANNING" POLICIES

POLICY ¥4
POLICIES ·FOR COUNTY. WIDE .TRANSPORTATION FAC::ILITI.ES AND
STRATEGIES.. , ..

I.

A county-vride transportation plan developed purslJant to .the. qrowth
Management Act shall be consistent with the land use elements of the
comprehensive plans developed for the -juris.dictions -within _the
transportation plantring.area.

II.

As a component of a county wide transportation plan. each
comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to the Growth Management Act,
'Will cc:iil:tain a transportation element which includes a financial subelement including:
A.

A multi-year financing plan;

B.

An analysis of the jurisdictions ability to fund existing or

potential transportation imp~vement which identifies existing
sources, new revenue sources which may include impact fees;
C.

If identified funding falls shor1:, land use assumptions will be
reassessed to assure that level of service standards are being met
or are adjusted to be consisten"t: vrith the land use element.

III.

Transportation improvements which are identified in the transportation
plan shall be implemented concurrent with new development.
Concurrent vrith development means that improvements or strategies are
in place at the time of development, or that a financial commitment is in
place to complete the improvements or strategies wit)lin six years. ·

IV,

The county-wide transportation planning effort should produce a
methodology and/or tools for jurisdictions to use in ev;aluating the
impact of development proposals and identifying related transportation
improvements.

V.

The county-wide transportation plan should integrate concerns of all
jurisdictions and the general public -within the geographic limits of the
transportation plan area.
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COUN'.I;Y-WIDE }?LANNING POLICJ;ES

POLICY !:!4 (-Continued)
VI.

The county-•Nide transportation plan should addrc;:ss:
A.

Econoi,Ilic growth.

B.

Cost-effective accessibility for ' goods, services, aD;d people.

C.

The .quality of

D.

Alternatives which will provide convenient and safe access to
employment, educational, an,c;l.. recreational oppo~tunitles for
citizens in both urban and
.
·
.. ·--· ..rural
-·- . .. . ~nviro~ent~.
.
. .
. .

·E.

Transportation improvements nec_eS?sp.ry to provide for a balanced
transportation sys1;em that ~- work ef~ectively and safely over
the ·next ,_twenty years ..

F.

Energy-efficiency in transportf3.tiO!l systeiils. ..

lif~ · jssues ..

;-,

VII.

An. integrated transportation sys,tell?: is

:: ...

_co!lc~~YI3<:i:

.f;tS .a cooperatively
developed, integrated system of pub~t:L;I:rans:portation. _services, road
facp.ities, transportation system manage~~D.t(TSM)/4,eina.nd ~anagement
programs, and lail.d use policy. The integrat~c.i. system s~ould enhance
mobility by providing a range of tra.nspo;tatio~ ch~ices for the :public.
The Transportation Plan Element shall:::t<i4ress, lih> water and land
transportation facilities including but not.limiteq to:

A.
B.

c.
D.··

E.
F.
G.
H.

Airports and air strips.
FaCilities related ,to commercial.. ...water
transportation.
..
-•- . . ·.
.
Major and secondary arterials and collector roadways.
Transit routes. · ..
Non-motorized modes of tr~portarlon' in~lu~g bikeways and
pedes~ routes.
R.a:il:road systems .
Bridges
Truck F.outes .
'

... -··

VIII. The Transportation Plan element will provide a summary and imalysis of
·planning information including;
A.

Land us.e assumptions _.ybich provide _a summary of the. CL;Lrrent
population, emplo~ent by type, rec.reation, and compr_eliensive
Al9
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CHELAN COUNTY

COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES
POLICY #4 ;VUI. A. (Continued)
land use designations, and the ratio of single and multi-family
units to total housing units .
B.

Inventory and analysis of exis.ting services and facilities should

-· inciucie:
i.
li.

function and scope of the facility(local/regional).
traffic and volume patterns including peak hour traffic
congestion and current capacity.
ill; · · 'jurisdiction.
iv;· .. accident problem areas~-·
v.
geometry and structUral adequacy of· arterials. ·and
collectors .
vL
traffic control devices •.
vii. :. fadill.ty sp~cific 'pla:b.s and routes.
viii. origin and destination data and. commute dis"tance far the
urban area.
ix.
methods ·of ·evaluating changes.
x.
transit facilities .
xi. . env1roiinlental and geographic limitations in the study area.
xii. ·''''demand· Ii:laliagement (carpools:; public transit, e1:c.)
C~

Level ''of ·service· sta.ridi3.rds for arterials and• collectors.
·..· .. ·

D. · · An alliilysis and' fcireeast of future transportation needS including:
i.
.An 'issues assessment and prioritization for .the study area
and for each facility.
ii.

A forecast of future travel demand for each facility.

ill.

An analysis of deficient transportation. facilities· based on
adopted :·Los standards .

iv.

An identification of facility expansion needs.

;.:.:

IX.

Level of service standards far arterials, collectors and transit routes
should be coordinated at a county-wide level.

X.

A plan designed to have services that are specific to· conditio~ to
include growth, employment diversification, environmental quality,
· .· mobility needs, and quality of life and the future environment of Chelan
'C6tlttty; An integrated. plan should help support :the. ope~tions of
All
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POLICIES

POLICY #4.X. ·(Continued)
buses~

ridesharing programs, para-transit,. special services within the
region
·caord.i.il.a.te services that link Chelan Cowl.ry to .other
counties·;
XI.

and

!:··. .

To insure coordination in transportation planning efforts, each
community and the county should participate in a Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO). .Suc,::h program should be
implemented by way of an inter-local a?e~memt which 'stress~s the ·role
of each ·local'' government in the development of its own ~ransportation
plan and be based on the concept of the R TPO governing bOdy
consisting of ·local elected officials.
'-
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CHELAN· COUNTY- -··

COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES
POLICY #5
POLICIES ADDRESSING THE NEED FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR ALL
ECONOMIC SEGMENTS OF THE POPULATION AND THE ADOPTION OF'
PARAMETERS FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF AFFORDABLE HOU'SING-.

I.

_The housfug ele[Ilent of each comprehensive plan- shal.l,:

A.- Assess. current :price structure and availability pf.- housing OPti9ns.
B. Address income statistics of the popullition to assess financial _.
acce?sdbility to existing housing inventory including owner- and renter occupied.
C. Assess the need for additional units based upon population
projections including owned, rented and shelter units and including
an assessment of se~ond home ownership.
D. Address the manner and the extent that
of the housing market will be met.
E.

II.

demand from all segments

Asse~s

the ability to provide sufficient land, infrastructure and
services to each housing segment including, but not limited to,
government-assisted housing for low income families, IDBJJ.ufactured
housing, multi family housing, migrant agricultural worker housing,
and group homes. All segments of the housing market must be
accommodated in appropriate numbers on a county wide basis.

Individual plans should encourage regeneration of existing housing
:inventories with methods such as:
A.

Permitting accessory housing or the division of existing
structures in single family neighborhoods .

B.

Consider implementing methods of protecting the inventory of
manufactured home parks and the provision of siting of
manufactured homes on single family lots.

C.

Participating in or sponsoring housing rehabilitation programs
offered by state and federal governments.

(AIXll?'.l'ED :SY pRJ,Fl'ING ~ J/11/92)
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POLICY :5 -(Continued)
III.

To_ the _extent :possible each :plan ·should promote the construction of
affordable housing, particularly for low and moderate income segments
of the :population .

IV.

Considerat~qn. should be given to the proVlslOn ·of diversity i.Il .. 4o_using
types 1;9 a_9com.modate elderly, physically challenged, m.ent.aJly impaired,

.-.:..

!r

.·

and specia.llJ.e~ds Segi!lent of the populatlon,__I.t.", CODgTElgate .Ca~e
facilities.
V.

Comprehensive plans shall consider the effects of :public improvement
development costs on housing, including i.mpac1; .f!3es. Allowance for
exemption from impact fees for projects which.. enhan.ce"' hous-~g for low
and moderate income householders should be considered.
.

VI.

Each cc!Inmunity is encouraged to provide its fair share of housing
affordable to low ~nd m~·derate inc~_~e household~- ·b·y pr.omotirlg ·~
balanced mdx of diverse housing types.

VII.

Communities sgould eva.J:uate ~ensities p~rrq!.tt-~d .within Url:i~ Growth
Areas (UGA) to reduce the overall cost·~· of de~elopmeni:...

.-:·:.

•

• :- •

•

•

•

•

-·

..

-

•

-

•

•

~j

• -

:.. :.:: :.:· ··:...; ,.

__

..

·

~

•-

~-.

• • • ••

•

•

•• •

....:.

.

•

• :

:

:

•

:. :-

VIII. Consideration . should be given to implementing ·.innovative regtilatory
-strategies which provide incentives for ·d~v~lop'e~:;,;· to prav-lde hoi:t:sing
affordable to low and moderate income households.
IX.

Recognizing the shrinking role of the Federal government in providing
finances for housing, local governments should consider support of the
existing public housing agency and/ or the development of a county-wide
public housing authority with a broad base of public financial support
from local jurisdictions.

X.

Public entities own undeveloped land in various quantities. Some
consideration should be given to assembling larger parcels suitable for
affordable housing development through the use of land exc.b.a.nges, the
establishment of land trusts /banks or other suitable vehicles. Such
parcels could then be sold to a public housing agency, at less than
lDB.rket rates, for the development of low income housing.
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POLICY #6
POLICIES FOR JOINT COUNTY AND CITY. PLANNING WITHIN URBAN
GROWTH AREAS;
AND,
POLICIES PROVIDING FOR INNOVATIVE LAND USE MANAGEMENT
TECHNIQUES THAT MAY INCLUDE- USE OF FLEXIBLE ZONING PROCESSES
(I.E'•. PLANNED UN~T ·DEVELOPMENTS, TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT
RIGHTS, CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT DENSITY BONUS, ETC.)"- ·

C~tj ai:J.d county' plail.nin.g efforts will be· coordinated with urban growth

I.

areas .. :·
II.

Adjacent jurisdictions will refer current development applications for
review and 'conimeri.F p:dor' to public heari:b.gs: to ensure consideration
with adopted deve!Crpmeb.t standards ~ . ; :. . '

III.
r•

Each juris¢.iction shall consider the implications of utilizing innovative
use i:nariagei:nelit techniques iif fulf:ill.iiig the· 'p]annirig goals
enumerated .in the Growth Mhl:rngenient Adt includilig, but not limited to,
planned unit development, transfer of development rights, cluster
· de.;,elopment density. hoonus , and the ':Purchase!"! of · deveHopment rights.

l.B.nd
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CHELAN COUNTY : .

COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES

POLICY #7

POLIC~ES FOR COUNTY -WIDE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND EMPLOYMENT .

I.

. The· Eco:riomic Development. element of the Comprehensive plans should
be based. upon. a needs assessment which evaluates the fall~~. factors

· ·· Within the 'cammurii-cy: .
A.

:<. ·.

An inventory of available land suitable for development of
cdinmercial . and industrial use.

·The 'availability ·of infrasnucture including transportation (air,

B.'

r·all, roads) and u tillties :

c.

The·. availability of housing 1:0 support economic growth .
..

b.

:·~....

. .·

An analysis which evalua1:es the commerci.El}. a.rld fndustri..al sectors
which are not adequately represented in the community based
upon the state average and factoring in community desires.
·:..

II.

Encpurage coordination and cooperation at the local and regional level to
ensure consistency on economic growth considerations.

III.

Consideration shouid be given to diversification of the economic base to
provide opportunities for economic growth in all communities on a
co~nty-wide basis to ensure a healthy stable economic base.

IV.

Communities are encouraged to provide information on the community
strengths, marketable factors (i.e. waterfront, quality of life
considerations) availability of housing, infrastructure, contact people,
etc. which can be used by the Economic Development Council to attract
and/ or ex:pand commereial and industrial activities.

V.

Communities should consider establishing a local standing committee or
task force to work an economic development. The committee could be
responsible far preparing and maintaining the community's database,
developing loCal goals and policies for economic development and act as
the contact group to work with the Economic Development Council.

\. ..
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COUNTY~WIDE PLANNING
.
. . ..
.
~

POLICIES
.

POLICY #7 (Continued)
VI.

Economic development should be one of the considerations. in the process
of land use planning, transportation planning, infrastructure planning,
and the'··ciE!t¢~1:nination of urban growth boundaries.

VII.

Commercial and industrial activities sb,puld be _en<:!ourage<J. to locate in
. areas 'With infrastructure· capacity and .the potential to proVide .
adequate, affordable housing, and/or transport~tion fu:ik~ges to existing
housing.

'

VIII. Encourage the retention and growth of existing indus_tri~s and
businesses by promoting the establishment of cozmnerciSi}iD.d.ustrial,
r_:esearch and educational activities which support those mq11stries and
busines'ses.
IX.

Local government should develop criteria under whicl:J. they would
_consider participating in infrastructure improvements needed to support
economic: development.

.·, ,·
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CHELAN COUNTY

COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES·
•
POLICY #:8
AN ANALYSIS OF FISCAL IMPACT

I.

'
Each jurisdiction's Capital Facilities Plan
should provide:

A..·

A plim for cooperation between public and priVCI,te,. s,ectors to
insure coordination of capital improvements. wj:th ~mpfu.ts1s on the
efficiem'provision of service at agppte9,1evels conci.b~~rE!nt >'lith
the ·demand: for such serv:lce.
.
·"
... ; : :,.

B~

An invem:ory of existing capital f_acilities inclu.d..i.llg l~cations and
'~apacities of capital facilities .

c.

An assessment of future needs foJ;.,such capital, facilities
mcb.iding: ·.
·:... .:.::.

;

.·

·';'.

'--

i.

The proposed locations, capacities and ccists
·a! exp~d~d or
. -:· ·. .
new facilities;

ii.

At least a six-year plan that will finance such capital
facilities within projected funding capacities and clearly
identifies sources of public money for such purposes; and

iii.

A requirement to reassess the land use element if probable
funding falls short of meeting existing needs to insure
consistency between the land use plan, the capital facilities
plan and the financing plan within the capital facilities
plan.

II.

Communities should consider the use of innovative financing strategies
for capital improvements which minimize the financial cost to taxpayers
and provide for the equitable assignment of costs between existing and
new development.

III.

Communities should consider the imposition of an impact fee process, as
provide for in ESHB 2929, to insure that new development pay its fair
share of the cost of improvements necessitated by growth and
contribute to the overall financing of capital improvements.

''·-
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CHEI.Al{ COUNTY.··

COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICIES
POLICY #8 (Continued)
IV.

On a case by case basis, . to mm:umze the pol:ei;J.tial economic impact of
annexation activities on local government entities, consideration should
be given to irr;tplementing an inter-jurisdictional analysis and process far
development agreements or contracts 'fhich:
... :
A.

B.

V.

Compensate the county for loss of tax revenue, from annexation
·af ~igmfkan:t industrial and commercial areas, for -~pe effected
budget cycle a:nd/ or· · ·
Ci:m:ipensate the city for- the cast of providi,ng service~ }'1lld
maintenance of infras1:ructure to newly annexed a..1~eas }luring the
period prior to the change in Q.ispensation of full tax revenue.
r~:S ni~y iliclude :. contracting with the county to provide services
to· newly annexed areas during this interim period_.

Within the Urban' Growth Area, capital facilities planni.ng should
encourage shared responsibilities for financing projec~s l:lm.Ong and
between local governments, utility purveyors, special· ·purpose districts
·and the private sector.
·

Al9
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CHELAN. COUNTY: . -: ..

coU"NTY-wi:OE: PLANNING· POLICIE;S_
POI.:ICY #9.
POLICIES RELATING TO PUBLIC EDUCATION AND CITIZEN

I.

PARTICIPAT~ON

Each Community should establish procedures to ensure early and
_co:n:tfu:lititi.s ':gartiCipation by the public in _:the __cf.ev~lpvmep.t .-~~
amendment' 'of plans and- implementation prOgi'!;iJJ.l_S •, _, The Cit,ize:P.
-,Partic'ipatlo:ri- Flrui should consider: .
·
··· ·- .. · - ·
:·.·

A.

Broad dissemination of proposals and alternatives

B.

~;pportunity

C.

Public meetings after effective notice

D.

Provisions for open discussion

E.

Communication programs

F.

Information services

G.

Consideration of and response to public comments

for written comments

II.

Each community's citiz~n participation process should provide
opportunity to include media dissemination throughout the planning
process.

III.

On a county-wide basis, Citizen Advisory Committees should consider

meeting locations which would be distributed throughout the county to
:provide ma.-..dmum opportunity for public participation.
IV.

In the formation of Citizen Advisory Committees, communities should
include representation from landowners; agricultural, fprestry, mining,
and business interests; environmental and community groups; tribal
governments; special purpose districts; and other government agencies.

A20
(AIXll?"l'ED BY DRAF'XIHGI CC."!MM~ J/11/92 J

CHELAN COUNTY.:- .. _
COuNTY-WIDE'PLANNING PO:LICIES
POLICY #10.
POLICIES RELATING TO MONITORING, R_EVIEWING, AND AMENDMENT
OF COUNTY -WIDE PLANNING POLICIES

I.

Throughout the ongoing planning' process th_e co'l:l.nty OI' :individuSJ.
jurisdiction may reque!:rt'-that the County-Wide Plann.ing ::Policy :b~tmg
Committee reconvene to discuss problems~ ~r qonce~ns_re~rding ·s~~clfic
policies as they may relate to the comprehensive plan.
·
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AppendixB
2017 Leavenworth Public Participation Program

City of Leavenworth

Compreh~nsive

Plan Update

2037- Your City, Your Future
Public Participation Progmm

February, 2017 (revised June 2017)

INTRODUCTION
Leavenworth is undertaking a major periodic review of the Comprehensive Plan as required by the
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). The GMA requires local governments to create and
broadly disseminate a Public Participation Program. This Program describ~s how the City of
Leavenwotih will meet the requirements for early and continuous public partiCipation during the
Comprehensive Plan update.

A. GOALS FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The overall goals of the program are to: Set expectations for the process early to avoid surprises; Provide
objective information to assist the public in understanding issues and solutions; Provide opportunities for
the public to contribute their ideas and provide feedback on key issues through all phases of the
Comprehensive Plan update; Clearly indicate how their feedback was considered and used; Make the
Comprehensive Plan update accessible, relevant, and engaging to diverse pariicipants with differing levels
of interest by using a variety of media, plain language and easy -to- understand materials; and Generate
general awareness, understanding and support for the updated Comprehensive Plan.

B. SCHEDULE
Every county and city in the state is required to conduct a periodic update of its comprehensive plan and
development regulations, though the obligation varies depending on whether the jurisdiction is fully or
partially planning (RCW 36.70A.130(1)).
Over the recent few years, the City has been "whittling down" each element in advance of the mandated
deadline to reduce workloads. The below updates have been developed in accordance and compliance
with RCW 36.70A.130 (WAC 365-196-610 and RCW 36.70A.130) which states "On or before June 30,
2017, and every eight years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania,
Spokane, and Yakima counties and the cities within those counties" "shall update their respective
Comprehensive Plans." The entire Comprehensive Plan will be adopted for 2017.
Although the City has progressed to meet this mandate by updating and adopting individual elements and
plans, a final complete "package" which includes a final review and adoption thereby creating a "2017
Comprehensive Plan" (including all updated elements, plans, and development regulations) is in process.

Planning Commission Doclcet- 2017 Cycle of Amendments:

1. Land Use- Adopted 28th Day of July 2015 (Ordinance No. 1501) with the Land Use Designation
Map, and Land Use Capacity Analysis Amendment)
2. Utilities- Adopted 12°' Day of August 2003 (Ordinance No. 1209 & Ordinance No. 1187)
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3. Economic Development- Adopted 12th Day of August 2003 (Ordinance No. 1209 & Ordinance No.
1187)
4. Housing- Adopted 26th Day of February 2013 (Ordinance No. 1439) with the Leavenwmth
Residential Land Use Inventmy and Analysis
5. Transportation- Adopted 27th Day of October, 2009 (Ordinance No. 1347)
6. Parks and Recreation- Adopted 28th Day ofFebruary 2012 (Resolution No. 9-2012)
7. Capital Facilities- Adopted 13th Day of August 2013 (Ordinance No. 1453)

Planning Commission subcommittee meetings will be held at the following:
•

Jan 12-4-5:30 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Economic Development & Utilities (Commissioners Chuck Reppas; Pete Olson; Scott Bradshaw)
•

Jan 20- 3:30-5 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Economic Development & Utilities (Commissioners Chuck Reppas; Pete Olson; Scott Bradshaw)
•

Jan 25-3:30-5 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Economic Development & Utilities (Commissioners Chuck Reppas; Pete Olson; Scott Bradshaw)
•

Feb 2- 5:30-7 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Housing & Parks and Recreation (Commissioners Anne Hessburg; Larry Hayes; Joel Martinez)
•

Feb 8 - 5:30-7 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Housing & Parks and Recreation (Commissioners Anne Hessburg; Larry Hayes; Joel Mattinez)
•

Feb 15 - 5:30-7 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Housing & Parks and Recreation (Commissioners Anne Hess burg; Larry Hayes; Joel Mattinez)
•

Feb 23 - 3-4:30 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Transportation & Capital Facilities & Land Use (Commissioners Andy Lane; Joel Mattinez; Scott
Bradshaw)
•

Mar 2-3-4:30 pm- Council Chambers

Transpottation & Capital Facilities & Land Use (Commissioners Andy Lane; Joel Mattinez; Scott
Bradshaw)
Special Guests (TBD): Chelan County Public Works Depattment: Paula Cox PE, Assistant
County Engineer; Jill Fitzsimmons, Public Information Officer; and Kendra Breiland AICP,
FEHR&PEERS
•

Mar 9 - 3-4:30 pm- City Hall Conference Room

Transpottation & Capital Facilities & Land Use (Commissioners Andy Lane; Joel Mattinez; Scott
Bradshaw)
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Planning Commission Worl<Shops and/or Open Houses:

•

Feb 1 - 7 pm - Council Chambers
Economic Development & Utilities

•

Mar 1 - 7 pm - Council Chambers
Housing & Parks and Recreation

•

April 5 - 7 pm- Council Chambers (canceled)
Transportation, Capital Facilities & Land Use

•

May 16-7 pm- Council Chambers (revised date)
Review of Entire Comp Plan

•

June 7 - 7 pm - Council Chambers
Review of Entire Comp Plan- Cont.

•

July 5 - 7 pm- Council Chambers
Review of Entire Comp Plan- Cont.

•

Aug 2 - 7 pm- Council Chambers
Review of Entire Comp Plan- Final Draft

Planning Commission Public Hearing (tentative):

•

Sept 6 - 7 pm- Council Chambers
Hearing Entire Comp Plan

Major Milestones
•

Land Use Capacity Analysis- July 2015

•

Shoreline Master Program- Adopted 26 1h Day of August 2014 (Ordinance No. 1482)

•

Downtown Master Plan and Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan -Adopted 27u1 Day of October
2009 (Ordinance No. 1347)

C. ROLE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
The Leavenworth Planning Commission (Commission), comprised of seven (7) volunteer members
appointed by the Mayor, is the steward of the Plan. In this role, the Commission provides independent
and objective advice to the Council and City departments on broad planning goals, policies and plans for
the development of Leavenworth. The Planning Commission is responsible for long range planning and
legislative policy recommendations to the City Council. The Planning Commission will be involved
throughout the process. The Plalliling Commissioners help achieve the community's vision by developing
the goals and policies of the City's Comprehensive Plan.
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D. METHODS AND TOOLS
The overall objective of this program is to describe how the City will engage the public during the course
of the Comprehensive Plan update. Public participation methods and tools may vary as time progresses.
This program may continue to be reviewed and refined throughout the Comprehensive Plan update, if
needed.
While traditional methods (meetings, workshops, presentations, etc.) will still play an impottant role in
public engagement, the City will use alternative participation tools more extensively to make it easier for
the public to pa1ticipate. The following websites and social media will be used to share inf01mation
regarding the Comprehensive Plan update.
Website: www.citvofleavenw01th.com
http:/I cityofleavenworth. com/i-want-to/leave-a-comment-for-the-mayor-and-city-administrator/
E-mail: dsmanager@cityofleavenw01th.com
Listserv: http://cityofleavenworth.com/home/subscribe-to-city-of-leavenwotth/
Facebook: https ://www.facebook.com/CityofLeavenwmthWashington/
City Newsletter

Some of the methods that will be used to achieve broad and continuous public participation: Documents
such as the Public Patticipation Program, Draft Plan and Existing Plan, and other materials will be made
available at City Hall or posted on the webpage; and The City will send information to the Planning
Commission, regional and City agencies as appropriate, organizations to extend outreach and expand
pmticipation.
Oppmtunities for written comments: Online public feedback tools (Email, website, and social media);
and Comment and/or pa1ticipate in public meetings.
Public meetings after effective notice: General notice of the time and place of the public meetings will be
provided through standard notice procedures. The City will seek community organizations to share
information with their members.
Opp01tunities for open discussion: Comprehensive Plan discussions at Leavenwmth Planning
Commission meetings and other Boards meetings (all meetings open to the public); Online dialogue and
interactive activities (via social media or website); Presentations and other citizen groups meetings;
Presentations at City Administered Ad Hoc Committee meetings: Downtown Steering; Festival & Events;
Housing Affordability Task Force; and Residential Advis01y; Presentations at City Council Committee
meetings: Public Safety; Parks; Public Works; Economic Development; and Finance; and Workshops
with interested community or stakeholder groups (as requested and for example: Leavenwmth Chamber
of Commerce, Bavarian Village Business Association).
Communication programs and infmmation services: City' s website, emaillistserv, and Facebook; Project
materials available at City Hall or Planning Commi~sion Meetings; and Press briefings and press releases
distributed to local community.
Consideration of public comments: The City will consider public comments throughout the
Comprehensive Plan update.

E. IMPLEMENTATION

Page 4 of5

The Public Patticipation Program will be implemented based upon the goals, targeted audiences, and
strategies and tools described herein:
Outreach goals: Provide education on the Leavenwotth Comprehensive Plan update process; Get input on
outreach tools and strategies, and adjust approach if needed; Set expectations for the process and make it
clear how the public can participate and weigh in; and Build awareness of and interest in the Leavenworth
Comprehensive Plan update process.
Audiences: The general public; Key stakeholders and partner organizations; and Internal City
stakeholders, including the Leavenworth Planning Commission.
Outreach activities, strategies, and tools: Leavenwotth Public Participation Program; City-wide Open
Houses and Public Hearing; Formal comment period; Help the public understand what's included in the
Draft Plan and explain how public input shaped the Draft Plan (Explain what's in the Draft Plan, and
highlight major themes and any key changes from the existing plan); Solicit robust feedback and clearly
explain how comments will be considered; Outline next steps in the process and how people can stay
engaged; On-line updates; Legal notice; and Press release

CONCLUSION
Tllis Program may be updated as conditions change or additional resources to support outreach activities
become available. To provide feedback on the Program, please contact the following City of Leavenworth
staff:

Nathan Pate, AICP, Development Services Manager
City of Leavenwotth
POBox287
700 Highway 2
Leavenwotth, WA 98826
509-548-5275 phone
509-548-6429 fax
www.cityofleavenwotth.com
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Appendix C
2015 Population Allocations from Chelan
County for each of the Cities

RESOLUTION 2015-112
Regarding: Population allocations for Chelan County and each of the designated Urban
Growth Areas including the incorporated cities of Cashmere, Chelan, Entiat,
Leavenworth and Wenatchee.

WHEREAS, State law requires the review and update of the County and respective
City's Comprehensive Plans and Development Regulations by June 30, 2017, pursuant to
RCW 36. 70A.ll 0 and .130; and,

WHEREAS, the County is tasked with using the Office of Financial Management
population estimates for the County and providing analysis of the population projections
appropriate to each Urban Growth Boundary; and,

WHEREAS, the County and the Cities of Cashmere, Chelan, Entiat, Leavenworth and
Wenatchee have come to an agreement on the proposed population projection method
and determination; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners finds that this is a necessary step in
drafting proposed amendments to the County Comprehensive Plan and each ofthe Cities
Comprehensive Plans;

WHEREAS, the population projections are for the purpose of review and consideration
during the mandated 2017 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulation Update and
may be modified through the review and adoption process based on additional
information, findings and public or agency comments; and,

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners conducted a duly advertised public
hearing on December 15, 2015, to examine the records and files and invite public
testimony for or against the proposal;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of County Commissioners
hereby adopts Exhibit A proposed population projections; and,
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution is hereby signed into
authentication and shall take effect and be in force from and after the date of signing.
Dated this

/!5J1fday of ~Be:!?-

, 2015.

BOARD OF CHELAN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

ATTEST: Kami Albers

~k ~fthe

Board
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Exhibit A- Jurisdiction Specific Population Projections based on Share of Population Growth Between 1990 and 2010
Using OFM 2012 Medium Projection for Chelan County
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2,583

2.88%

3.61%

4,384

4,416

4,539

4,658

4,762

4,849

4,880

4,924

EntlatUGA

2.01%

2.01%

1,143

1,161

1,229

1,296

1,354

1,402

1,420

1,444

Leavenworth UGA

1.71%

1.71%

2,404
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2,477

2,534

2,583

2,624

2,638

2,659

Peshastin UGA
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3.69%
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0.32%

0.32%

671

674

685

695

705

712

715

719

Cashmere UGA

2.88%

2.88%

3,742

3,767

3,865

3,960

4,043

4,112

4,137

4,172

Wenatchee UGA

53.09%

53.09%

38,454

38,921

40,729

42.481

44,017

45,286

45,741

46,389

Urban

66.58%

67.31%

62,830

53,422

55,715

57,935

59,883

61,491

62,069

62,890

Rural

33.42%

32.69%

21,470

21,758

22,871

23,950

24,895

25,677

25,957

26,356

100.00%

74,300

75,160

78,566

81,885

84,778

67,168

88,026

89,246

TOTAL 100.00%

'Modified based on population changes from 1990·2015
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Housing affordability in Leavenworth and the surrounding area is shaped by the local tourism economy
and the desirability of the area to second home owners as well as the needs of local residents and
workforce. Although the tourism and recreation economy is important to the economic sustainability of
the area, the external pressures this economy places on the local housing market results in upward
pressure on local rents and housing prices. These pressures are fundamentally caused by a shortage of
housing supply to accommodate the combined demands for recreational, seasonal, and workforce
housing.
This report evaluates housing needs and housing market demands in Leavenworth and the surrounding
Cascade School District. Furthermore, it identifies challenges to addressing housing needs that will need
to be navigated by the City of Leavenworth, Chelan County, and Housing Affordability Taskforce members.

l<ey Findings
•

At least 36% of the housing stock is for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. The Leavenworth
area includes a significant share of vacation homes and short-term rentals. This high level of seasonal
use reflects Leavenworth's tourism industry and its popularity as a weekend destination for those in
the Puget Sound region and other areas of Washington. A survey of vacation home rental platforms
such as Airbnb and HomeAway indicated a minimum of 300 units are currently set aside for the shortterm rental market.

•

Very low vacancy in the long-term rental housing market. A review of long-term rental listings
revealed that only around 10 units are currently available. This indicates that the vacancy rate could
be as low as 1% in the long-term rental market. A healthy housing market should have a 5% vacancy
rate to ensure that all households can find a suitable new home when they need one. It appears likely
that many would-be landlords can generate more income in the short-term rental market than the
long-term rental market.

•

Rents are rising fast. Since 2013, median monthly rents have increased by 13% annually. This is
significantly faster than even the hot housing market in Seattle. Low vacancy appears to be putting
significant pressure on the long-term rental housing supply and upward pressure on rents.

•

Almost a third of households are cost burdened. Three out of 10 households in the greater
Leavenworth area spend more than 30% of their income on housing. One out of four renter
households are severely cost burdened, or spending more than 50% of their income on housing.
Furthermore, these findings reflect conditions between 2009 and 2013. Rental costs have increased
significantly since then.

•

A growing number of workers are commuting long distances. Employment has grown by over 800
jobs between 2002 and 2014. However, the number of workers who live closer than 10 miles from
their job has not increased. Instead a growing number of workers are traveling long distances to jobs
inside the Cascade School District.

•

Wages in the Leavenworth area are significantly lower than needed to afford local housing costs.
Only 15% of the jobs in the Leavenworth area pay more than $40,000 per year. Yet to afford the
median apartment rent a household needs an annual income of at least $59,000. To afford the median
single-family home rent a household needs $67,000. This may explain the growing number of workers
commuting into the Leavenworth area from distant locations where housing may be more affordable.
Workforce housing will likely be a significant challenge in the years ahead.
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•

4 out of 10 residents are over 60 years old. 40% of the Cascade School District's population is 60 years
or older. This has implications for the housing market since senior households have unique housing
needs that need to be considered .

•

Student homelessness has increased. Between the 2011 - 2012 school yea r and the 2014 - 2015
school year, homelessness increased from 5 students to 26 students in the Cascade School District.
This likely indicates that more families are struggling to maintain housing in the area.

•

Home production has not matched needs, particularly within the City of Leavenworth. Although
new home production has slowed overall for the City and School District over the last ten years,
production has begun to pick up in the last five years. Production in Leavenworth was historically
around 20% of the district-wide production of units, but has recently slowed considerably.
Leavenworth gained seven new single-family homes and six new accessory dwelling units in 2016, a
small increase from previous years .

•

Zoning and public land ownership within the school district limits development potential. The
potential for new workforce housing in and around Leavenworth hinges on 1) the availability of land
for development, redevelopment, and infill and 2) the policies and regulations associated with the
land that guide the density and type of development allowed . In the Cascade School District, much of
the developable land is in rural areas with low density zoning that does not support workforce
housing. Within the City and UGA, the amount of vacant developable land is limited.

•

Housing production in and around Leavenworth is constrained by environmental factors .
Developable land in the City of Leavenworth, it's urban growth area, and the areas surrounding the
City is constrained by a variety of environmental factors that limit the use ofthe land. These factors
include shoreline management along Icicle Creek and the Wenatchee River, steep slopes, and the
presence of critical areas.

•

Providing services to housing in Leavenworth and the surrounding area is challenging. Land in the
county is regulated such that clustered housing and smaller units are not easily supported. Low
density and rural residential development makes delivering appropriate levels of service for water,
sewer, solid waste, and others challenging since these services require a concentration of facilities to .
be efficient.

Recommendations
Leav~nworth has a significant workforce housing shortage. While it is beyond the scope of this report to
provide a thorough evaluation of policy recommendations, the findings indicate that solutions to many of
Leavenworth's housing challenges may need to be focused within city boundaries. The City's control over
zoning, building codes, and development incentives provide it with the most effective policy levers for
encouraging the production of units to serve the local workforce instead of the demand for vacation
homes, second homes, and short-term rentals. Actions such as restricting the usage of homes as shortterm rentals and incentives to provide affordable multifamily homes in exchange for increased density or
property tax exemption could help channel market demand towards meeting the most pressing housing
needs. The City should also consider examining and addressing barriers to infill and redevelopment within
city limits, including allowable density and City requirements and processes. Further analysis of the
feasibility of such policies would be required to fully evaluate their potential impacts.

~

I

3

INTRODUCTION
The City of Leavenworth Housing Affordability Taskforce plans to develop actionable short-term and longterm strategies for addressing housing shortage and affordability challenges. The City is dealing with the
following threefold challenge:
•

Competition in the market between vacation and short-term rental homes and full-time resident
buyers and renters within the city and surrounding area;

•

Limited vacant and underutilized land suitable for new housing development; and

•

High cost of extending water and sewer service to developable land.

This needs assessment summarizes the existing conditions and needs of households living and working in
the Leavenworth area. The work is designed to support the taskforce in its mission and identify potential
solutions to the growing constraints.

STUDY AREA
Recognizing that housing needs in the
area cannot be met within the City of
Leavenworth alone, the assessment
focuses on all households inside the
Cascade School District boundary. Unless
indicated otherwise, all exhibits in this
report show data for the Cascade School
District.

_ I Cascade School District
CJ Chelan County
I I Chelan County Cities
C::::i Urban Growth Areas

There are some cases where available
data is not summarized by this geographic
area. For instance, housing cost burden
data from the u:s. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) is only
summarized
by
city
and
county
subdivision.
Fortunately,
the
Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee county
subdivision has similar boundaries to the
Cascade School District. However, this
area excludes Peshastin. Readers should
keep this in mind when interpreting
findings.
N

Finally, this study is also concerned with
workers who commute long distances into
the Leavenworth area in order to estimate the number of working households that are not finding
affordable housing inside Leavenworth.
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
As of 2016, an estimated 1,990 people live in the City of leavenworth, about 20% of the 10,191 residents
who live in the Cascade School District. About 3,000 (or 30%) of these residents live inside the
leavenworth and Peshastin Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), which included the City of leavenworth.
During the past 16 years, the population of leavenworth has remained almost unchanged, while
population has grown by 760 residents in the entire school district. During the next 25 years, Chelan
County projects that the leavenworth and Peshastin UGAs combined will grow by only about 300
residents. Growth projections for the school district are not available.
Exhibit 5 shows the age distribution for residents in the Cascade School District. 3,155 residents (40% of
the population) are over the age of 60. Only 26% of the residents over 60 are participating in the labor
force. While some of these people are likely long-time residents, it is also possible that many retirees are
moving to the leavenworth area.
Exhibit 1. Age Distribution of Population (Cascade School District)

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2011-2015.

Exhibit 2 breaks down the population in the Cascade School District by race and ethnicity. The district is
predominantly white (93%), with 12% identifying as Hispanic. However among students enrolled in the
Cascade School District, nearly 29% identify as Hispanic/latina.
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Exhibit 2. Race and Ethnicity of Population (Cascade School District)
Race
White alone

93%

Black or African American alone

0%

American Indian and Alaska Native alone

1%

Asian alone

0%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone

0%

Some other race alone

3%

Two or more races

2%

Ethnicity
Hispanic

12%

Not Hispanic

88%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2011-2015.

Households
Exhibit 3 shows the number of households in the Cascade School District, both inside and outside of
Leavenworth. As with population, there has been little household growth inside the city. Instead, almost
all the growth has been in unincorporated areas.

Exhibit 3. Household Growth (Cascade School District)

City of Leavenworth

2000

2016

Change 2000 2016

Percentage
Change

899

920

21

2%

498
519

18%

Outside City of Leavenworth

2,767

3,265

Total

3,666

4,185

14%

Source: OFM, 2016

Exhibit 4 shows the distribution of households by household size for the Cascade School District. Less than
a quarter of the households include more than two members. The most predominant household size in
2015 was the 2-person household, which mad~ up around 47% of all households. Average household size
in the School District was estimated to be 2.31 in 2015, while average household size in Leavenworth was
an estimated 2.01. On average, households are larger across the school district than in Leavenworth.
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Exhibit 4. Size of Households (Cascade School District)
47%

29%

1-person households

2-person households

12%

12%

3-person households

4-or-more-person
households

Source : U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Yea r Estimates 2011-2015.

Household Types and Housing Tenure
Exhibit 5 shows that there are more family households than nonfamily households. The U.S. Census
Bureau defines a family household as a householder and one or more others that are related to the
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. Thirty-six percent (36%) of non-family households are renter
households, while 20% of family households are renter households. The overall Cascade School District
housing tenure mix is an estimated 75% owner-occupied units and 25% renter-occupied units. For
comparison, the Cashmere School District has a housing tenure mix of an estimated 70% owner-occupied
units and 30% renter-occupied units 1•

Exhibit 5. Household Type by Tenure (Cascade School District)

• Owner

Nonfamily

"'

~

Family

'

.

-

Renter

.

1,900
...

OJ

-·

-

Source : U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2011-2015.

Exhibit 6 shows persons per household, by housing tenure, for the Cascade School District. The largest
market for rental housing is among 1-person households, followed closely by 2-person households. For

1

U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2010-2014.
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owner households in the Cascade School District, the greatest demand is for units to accommodate 2person households.

Exhibit 6. Renter and Owner-Occupied Households by Household Size
(Cascade School District)
1,479
• owner

Renter

719

352
224

1110 1::
1-person
household

2-person
household

3-person
household

4-person
household

-

48 73

5-person
household

17 18
6-person
household

-

33 0

7-or-more
person
household

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 2011-2015.

Overcrowding
Approximately 2.3% of households in the Cascade School District are considered to be overcrowded based
on the number of occupants compared to the number of rooms in the housing unit. According to the
American Community Survey, between 2011 and 2015 there was overcrowding in an estimated 67 owneroccupied units (2.3%) and 26 renter-occupied units (2.7%). Exhibit 7 compares overcrowding in the study
area to Chelan County and Washington State. The Cascade School District has a slightly higher percent of
owner overcrowded units and a lower percent of renter overcrowded units.

~
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Exhibit 7. Overcrowding by Housing Tenure
Cascade School
District
Household Occupants Per
Rooms in Housing Unit

Washington State

Chelan County

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

Owner

Renter

0.50 or less

85%

66%

82%

57%

79%

60%

0.51 to 1.00

13%

31%

16%

36%

20%

35%

1.01 to 1.50

2%

3%

1%

5%

1%

4%

1.51 to 2.00

0%

0%

0%

2%

0%

1%

2.01 or more

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

0%

2.3%

2.7%

1.7%

7.6%

1.7%

5.3%

Percent of Households
that are Overcrowded
(>1 occupant per room)

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey Five-year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017.

Household Income
Mt .
The 2015 estimated median income for households in the
Baker-Snoqualm ie
2
Cascade School District was $46,823. For family households
Natior_ui/ F,orJ'\
(those which include at least two related adults or an adult
and children), the estimated 2015 median income was
$57,421. HUD calculates Area Median Income (AMI) for
M.m son
° Ch
Chelan County, which is based on a four-person family
· 7 National ~
household. In 2016, HUD's AMI for Chelan County was
\
,fib
$63,100. 3 ln addition, HUD releases data about housing cost
(
Lr
1 fi)
burden data for a variety of geographic boundaries. The
~
c,,sl~mcro '
Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD (county subdivision)
\.---.
Wcn~tchcc
area, shown in the map, closely aligns with the Cascade
'
0
4
School District to provide a picture of affordability in the
study area. This data reflects household surveys conducted leavenworth-lake Wenatchee CCD boundary,
which aligns closely with the Cascade School
between 2009 and 2013. It is created using custom
District. (Source: USBoundary.com)
tabulations of American Community Survey data.

~

(

Wenat!ecest
v~n(I'Ofih'

J.

2

u.s . Census, American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2011-2015.

3

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2016.

4

Note that the community of Peshastin is excluded from the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD.

~
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The report groups households based on income categories relative to the county AMI:
•

Very Low Income: households earning under 30% of AMI

•

Low Income: households earning 30- 50% of AMI

•

Moderate Income: households earning 50-80% of AMI

•

Lower Middle Income: households earning 80-100% of AM I

•

Above Median Income: households earning above 100% AMI

Exhibit 8 summarizes Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD households by income category for all
households, and individually by housing tenure. Owner-occupied households are more likely to be in a
higher income category than renter households, with 57% earning more than AMI compared to 47% of
renter households.

Exhibit 8. Owner and Renter Households by Income Category (Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee
CCD)

All Households

9%

• Very Low Income
Low Income
Moderate Income
Renter

7%

Lower Middle Income
Above Median Income

Owner

10%

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013); BERK, 2016

Exhibit 9 shows the distribution of households by income category for all households in the LeavenworthLake Wenatchee CCD, as well as the Cashmere CCD, Washington State, and the United States. The
Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD has a higher percentage of very low income households than the
Cashmere CCD, but a similar percentage to Washington State and 'the United States. From those
geographies sampled, the Cashmere CCD has the greatest share of households earning above the median
income, but the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD has a greater share of households in this earning
category than Washington State and the United States.

~DI

10

Exhibit 9. All Households by Income Category and Geography

leavenworth-lake Wenatchee CCD

9%

Cashmere CCD

Washington State

United States

0%

Very low Income

Low Income

10%

20%

30%

40"/o

50%

60%

Moderate Income o lower Middle Income

70%

80%

90%

100%

Above Median Income

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013}; BERK, 2017.

Exhibit 10 shows the income categories for renter households in the Leavenworth-Wenatchee CCD, as
well as the Cashmere CCD, Washington State, and the United States. The Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee
CCD has a higher percentage of Above Median Income renter households than the other geographies, as
well as a lower percentage of very low income renter households than the other geographies. The
Leavenworth area is more like the other geographies for low income, moderate income, and lower middle
income earning categories.
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Exhibit 10. Rental Households by Income Category and Geography

Leavenworth-Wenatchee CCD

I

CashmereCCD

Washington State

23%

United States

25%

0%
• very Low Income

10%

Low Income

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Moderate Income D LowerMiddle Income

70%

80%

90%

100%

Above Median Income

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Afford ability Strategy (based on
U.S. Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013); BERK, 2017.

Homeless Students
Exhibit 11 shows the homeless student count for the Cascade School District between 2007 and 2015.
Over this period, the number of homeless students has increased substantially from five homeless

students in the 2011-2012 school year to 26 homeless students in the 2014-2015 school year. In the 20152016 school year, the May 2016 student count was 1,336. 32 students or 2.4% of the overall student body
was defined as homeless. 5
Homeless counts represent "individuals who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence ." 6
This includes students in shelters, transitional housing, or doubled up with friends or family due to
economic hardship. (Note: All school districts receiving McKinney-Vente grants or Office of
Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) funding are required to track and report the number of
homeless students being served each year, and the counts include both those who self-identify and those
identified by trained staff as needing additional educational support.)

5

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Washington State Report Card, 2015-2016.

6

See Washington State Requirements and Guidance for Education of Homeless Children and Youth
http://www. k12. wa .us/hom elessed/assistanceact. aspx

~
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Exhibit 11. Homeless Students from the 2007-08 SY to the 2015-16 SY (Cascade and Cashmere
School Districts)
45

40

39

40
34

35

31

32

31

30
23

25
20
15

10

10
5

4

7

5

6

5

I

0
2007-08

2008-09

2009-10

3

2010-11

2011-12

Cascade School District

2012-13

2013-14

2014-15

2015-16

Cashmere School District

Source: OSPI, 2017; BERK, 2017

HOUSING SUPPLY
As of2016, there were an estimated 7,271 housing units in the Cascade School District and 1,254 housing
units in the City of Leavenworth. However, many of the homes are not occupied by full time residents.
Exhibit 12 shows the total housing supply and count of occupied units for just the City of Leavenworth,
City and unincorporated urban growth area (UGA) combined, and the entire Cascade School District.
Occupancy rates are much higher in the City and UGA than in the surrounding district.

Exhibit 12. Housing Supply and Occupancy, 2016
City of Leavenworth

Total Housing Units

Occupied Housing Units

1,254

920

Percent Occupied
73%

City and UGA

1A90

1,096

74%

Cascade School District

7,271

4,185

58%

Source: Office of Financial Management, 2016; BERK, 2017

Exhibit 13 provides additional detail regarding occupancy status. Between 2011 and 2015,36% of the total
housing stock was in seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. This category includes vacation homes and
second homes. It is likely that many of these homes are available for short-term rental via services like
HomeAway and Airbnb. The Census estimates that an additional 808 units {11% of the housing stock) are
vacant, but not in seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. These units may be for sale, for rent but not
occupied, already sold but not occupied, among other reasons for vacancy. It is also possible that some of
these vacant units are on the short-term rental market. It is difficult to know how many of these units are
available for purchase or long-term rental.
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Exhibit 13. Occupancy Status of Housing Supply (Cascade School District)
Occupi ed, Owner

40%

2,872

Occupied, Renter

13%

Vacant, For Seasonal, Recreational,
or Occasional Use

2,589

36%

I

Vacant, Other Vacant Units

~ 11%

I

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2011- 2015; BERK, 2017

Short-Term and long-Term Rentals
Census data about occupancy reflects a survey sample of residents between 2011 and 2015. The recent
emergence and popularity of Airbnb and other services for listing short term vacation rentals may be
having an impact on the housing supply that is not reflected in Census data. A snapshot search of the area
in and around the City of Leavenworth on Airbnb shows an availability of over 150 rental units. VRBO
shows over 300 rental units and HomeAway lists over 300 short-term rental accommodations. Most of
these rentals are located in the areas surrounding the City of Leavenworth but around 50 rentals show up
within the city on Airbnb and around 100 rentals show up within the city on VRBO and HomeAway. For
this snapshot, a search was conducted for a two-night rental during a Tuesday through Thursday a few
months out to capture the majority of listed rentals during a time when they were not already rented.
The City of Leavenworth adopted a new Ordinance concerning short-term rentals in January of 2017.
Short-term rentals are allowed in the city only when the owner is living on -site during the renter's stay,
when the owner has appropriate permits for their business, and when the owner collects and remits the
necessary taxes, among other requirements of a conditional use permit for bed and breakfasts as
identified in the Leavenworth Municipal Code Section 18.52.120. As part of the process leading to
adoption of Ordinance 1542, the Council was clear on the decision that renting entire homes as shortterm vacation rentals in residential neighborhoods would be prohibit ed to protect neighborhood
character and ensure safety. More information on the Council discussion of the positive and negative
impacts of short-term rentals can be found in the report prepared in December of 2016 for the City of
Leavenworth.
It is difficult to accurately estimate the full inventory of short-term rentals due to the ability of renters to
list their units during specific time periods as well as the same unit being cross-listed on multiple shortterm accommodation platforms. Nonetheless, this analysis indicates that it is likely that at least 300 units
are offered as short-term rentals in the Cascade School District. Popular locations include t he City of
Leavenworth as well as concentrations around Peshastin and Lake Wenatchee.
BERI< also reviewed several online resources for long-term rentals, including Apartments.com, Craigslist,
The Leavenworth Echo classifieds, ClaZ.org, Zillow.com, and Trulia.com. This review identified only 10
units available for rent in the greater Leavenworth area . Compared to the estimated total number of
renter households, this finding indicates that the long-term rental vacancy rate may be as low as 1%. A

~
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vacancy rate this low indicates a significant shortage of supply and conditions that can put significant
upward pressure on housing costs. A healthy rental housing market typically has a 5% vacancy rate. Given
the large number of short-term rental listings, it may be that many landlords are finding they can make
more money in the short-term rental market.
A quick scan of comparable short-term and long-term rental listings indicates a one-bedroom unit can
fetch $145 per night on Airbnb or $650 for monthly rent. To break even in the short-term rental market,
this type of unit would need to be rented at least five nights a month, on average, although the costs of
managing short-term rentals is likely to be somewhat higher. A high~r-end 3-bedroom unit can fetch $345
a night on Airbnb or $2,500 per month in rent. Here the break-even point for a landlord considering shortterm rental is eight nights per month, on average. It is important to note that the unit size for a typical
short-term rental tends to be larger and therefore more expensive. This review of comparables only
looked at specific short-term rental types that could be compared with the typical long-term rental types.
(Source: Zillow, 2017; Airbnb, 2017; BERK, 2017)

Housing Types
Exhibit 14 shows housing units by structure type for the City of Leavenworth in 2016. The most common
structure type is a single-family home {62%), followed by multifamily structures of five or more units
{19%). The most common structure type district-wide was also the single-family home (estimated 5,384
total), followed by mobile homes. All of the estimated 843 mobile homes are located outside the City of
Leavenworth. Although less common in rural areas, there are some duplexes and multifamily units located
within the school district and outside of the City of Leavenworth. For comparison, the City of Cashmere's
housing stock breaks down as follows:
•

71% single-family,

•

4% duplexes,

•

3% multifamily buildings with 3 or 4 units,

•

22% multifamily buildings with 5 or more units.

Exhibit 14. Housing Units by Structure Type (City of Leavenworth)

62%

Single Famil y

Duplexes

4%

' :

192

3/ 4 Uni ts

5+ Unit s

~

~

- 240

. 15%
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J 19%

Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management, 2016; BERK, 2017
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Housing Production
Exhibit 15 shows the production of housing units in the Cascade School District over time, indicating the
share of production occurring within the City of Leavenworth. Yearly production counts reflect housing
completions as of April1. For example, data for the year 2016 accounts for all new units built between
April 2, 2015 and April1, 2016.
Between 2001 and 2016, housing production in the Cascade School District has had peaks and valleys,
with slower production growth in the more recent years. Annual production District-wide topped out over
the period at 201 new units in 2007. The lowest year for production was 2013, with only 28 new units
added to the Cascade School District.
Between 2001 and 2008, Leavenworth's share of production was between 3 and 17%, dropping to an
average of 3.5% of production from 2009 through 2016. In the 2016 period, only four units of the 74 units
produced within the District were developed within the City. Both in overall numbers of units produced
and in proportion to district-wide production, Leavenworth is seeing less production than in the past.
The impacts of the recession on the housing market is evident in the production numbers. Production has
increased steadily since a low in 2013. However, the data indicates that production in Leavenworth is
making a slower return than production across the Cascade School District. This may be due to a shortage
of available lots or other constraints on development within the city.

Exhibit 15. Housing Production, 2001- 2015 (City of Leavenworth, Cascade School District)
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Note: The annual data collection period for OFM is from April 2nd to April1' 1• For example, the 2016 data point reflects homes
built between April 2nd, 2015 and April1' 1, 2016. Any units built after Aprll1•1,-2016 are not reflected in this data.
Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management, 2016

Recent permits activity for the City of Leavenworth indicates that housing construction may soon be
picking up. The City permitted eight new units in 2015 and 13 in 2016. In 2017, there have been three
permits issued as of March 10, 2017. Seven of these recent permits {29%) have been for accessory
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dwelling units, which often entail the conversion of an existing building to provide a separate additional
unit with separate entrance.

Supply of Affordable Housing
There are a total of 112 subsidized rental units within Leavenworth, and an additional 23 affordable
ownership units. Income eligibility requirements for these units varies by building and the populations
served include adults with developmental disabilities, low income seniors, and other low income
households. There are no housing choice vouchers available in Leavenworth to subsidize rental units in
the private market, although tenants may receive tenant-based vouchers through the Housing Authority
of Chelan County & the City of Wenatchee. Housing choice vouchers are a common name u.sed for housing
assistance payment contracts (or tenant-based vouchers) provided by the local housing authority with
funding from HUD.
Exhibit 16 provides a list of the subsidized rental units in Leavenworth and Exhibit 17 provides a list of
affordable ownership units, which maintain a covenant attached to the property that ensures the units
will remain affordable if the units are sold during the useful life of the building.
The following definitions provide context for the funding sources identified:
•

LIHTC (Low Income Housing Tax Credit). A housing subsidy program for rental housing that attracts
private equity by providing a dollar for dollar tax credit to investors against their federal tax liability.
Units rema in affordable for at least 30 years.

•

HUD PBRA (Project-Based Rental Assistance) . HUD-funded subsidies for rent are committed for the
assisted units of a particular property for a particular period of time.

•

Rural Dev 15 (USDA Section 515 Rural Rental Housing Loans). One-percent 30-year loans for
acquisition, rehabilitation, or construction of rental housing and related facilities. Assistance is
available to non-profit and fo r-profit entities.

•

HUD SHOP (Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program) . HUD makes these grants available to
national and regional nonprofit organizations to be used for expenses in connection with developing
non-luxury housing for low-income families and persons who would otherwise be unable to
purchase a home.

•

HTF (National Housing Trust Fund). The National Housing Trust Fund provides funds that build,
preserve, and rehabilitate housing for people with the lowest incomes.

•

Public Housing. Housing with permanent restrictions recorded on the property so that they are
maintained as affordable for the life of the building.

The latest HUD data summarizing households by income level for the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee area
estimates there are 65 renter households earning 30% AMI or less and an additional95 renter households
earning between 30% and 50% AMI. This totals 160 low and very low income households, 48 more than
subsidized rental units available. This comparison indicated the supply of subsidized units is not meeting
current demand. It is also quite possible there is demand for subsidized housing from low income workers
in Leavenworth who currently commute in from outside of the area due to lack of local affordable housing,
as will be discussed below.
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Exhibit 16. Subsidized Housing Units- Rental (City of Leavenworth)
Project/Program
Name

Agency/ Owner

Street

Housing Type/
Population Served

Total Assisted
HHs/Unlts

Subsidy/ Funding
Type

12120 Emig Dr

Adults with
developmental
disabilities

6

HUD grant; Private
donations

4/25/2016; No plans
to stop providing
these services

low Income
Seniors

30

Rural Dev 15;
Public Housing

Perpetuity

Expiration

Cornerstone
Community

Cornerstone
Community/ Upper
Valley MEND

Berg Rose

Hopesource II Rural
Preservation Associates
llP/Shelter Resources
Inc

Bavarian Village

Bavarian Village
Associates

330 Prospect

low Income
Seniors

24

LIHTC

12/31/2018; CCWHA
may be interested in
preserving

Garten Haus
Apartments

Housing Authority of
Wenatchee

1300
Commercial

HHs earning <50%
AMI, paying 30% of
income

32

HUD PBRA

12/31/2019; Plans to
preserve beyond 2019

Mountain
Meadows Senior
living Campus

Mountain Meadows

320 Park

Low Income
Seniors

20

State Medicaid
Program,
renewable yearly

2/8/2019

Total

263 Mine

112

Source: National Housing Preservation Database, 2016; HUDLow Income Tax Credit Database, 2016; Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Dat abase, 2016; Housing Authority of
Chelan County & the City of Wenatchee, 2015; City of Leavenworth, 2017; BERK, 2017
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Exhibit 17. Affordable Ownership Units (City of Leavenworth)
Project/Program
Name

Alpine Heights

Agency/ Owner

Upper Valley MEND

Street

Housing Type/
Population Served

Total Assisted
HHs/Unlts

Subsidy/ Funding
Type

Expiration

321 Park

Those HHs living in
Cascade School
District for at least
a year that make
<80%AMI

10

HTF; Private
Donations; Private
Grants

Affordable Ownership;
Covenant to remain
affordable

10

HTF; HUD SHOP;
Chelan County;
Private Donations;
Private Grants

Affordable Ownership;
Covenant to remain
affordable

3

HUD SHOP; Public
Housing

Affordable Ownership;
Covenant to remain
affordable

Aldea Village

Upper Valley MEND

10425 Titus Rd

Those HHs living in
Cascade School
District for at least
a year that make
<80%AMI

Habitat for Humanity
/U.V. MEND

Upper Wenatchee
Valley Habitat for
Humanity

412-416 Birch

HHs earning
between 30 and
60%AMI

Total

23

Source: City of Leavenworth, 2017; Upper Valley MEND, 2017; BERK, 2017
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
Household Cost Burden
A housing cost burden, as identified by HUD, occurs when a household spends more than 30% of their
income on housing costs (rent plus basic utilities or gross monthly owner costs). Households spending
more than 50% of their income towards housing costs are considered to be severely cost burdened.
Cost burden estimates are published by HUD, with estimates based on data from the U.S. Census
American Community Survey 5-year estimates, for specific geographic areas. The latest available survey
period is the 2009- 2013 period for cities, counties, and urban areas. Accordingly, cost burden estimates
reflect income and housing costs as reported by a sample of the City of Leavenworth residents during a
rolling monthly survey between January 2009 and December 2013. The period includes a portion of the
most recent economic recession.
Exhibit 18 shows the estimates of cost burden for Leavenworth renter and owner-occupied households
for the years 2009 through 2013. Thirty-one percent (31%) of all households were estimated to be either
cost burdened or severely cost burdened during this period. A greater percentage of renter households
were cost burdened (36%) than owner households {28%).
Exhibit 18. Cost Burden by Housing Tenure {Leavenworth-Lal<e Wenatchee CCD)

Renters

1s%

1

All House hold s

Not Burdened

Burdened

• Severely Burdened

Not Calculated *

*Not calculated refers to households with no or negative income.
Note: The Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD is closely aligned with the Cascade School District. A map of the area can be seen
in the Household Incomes section.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013); BERK, 2016

Rental Housing Affordability
Exhibit 19 shows the monthly median market rate rental housing costs from April of 2012 through
September of 2016, identifying the costs by single-family and multi-family median rents. Rents for singlefamily homes are generally higher than apartment rents, but both have seen similar patterns in fluctuation
and have increased overall during the data collection period.
Exhibit 19 also shows average annual growth in median rents for the month of September for two
different periods. Between September of 2011 and 2016, single-family rents rose at an annual rate of 8.9%
($1,668 in 2016) and multi-family rents rose at an annual rate of 7.25% ($1,486 in 2016). In recent years,
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the rate of rent increase has been even higher following the dip in 2013. Between September of 2013 and
September of 2016, median rents for single-family went up over 13% annually and median rents for multifamily went up 12.6% annually. For comparison, Seattle's median rents rose by 8% during the same period.
Trulia data reports that the median rent per month for the City of Leavenworth was $1,647 in early 2017,
which indicates a continued increase since the September 2016 Zillow data.

Exhibit 19. Median Monthly Rent (City of leavenworth)
. $1,800
$1,700
$1,600
$1,500
$1,400
$1,300
$1,200
$1,100
$1,000
$900
$800
Apr-12 Aug-12 Dec-12 Apr-13 Aug-13 Dec-13 Apr-14 Aug-14 Dec-14 Apr-15 Aug-15 Dec-15 Apr-16 Aug-16
-

Single Family Median Rent

-

Multi-Family Median Rent

Average Annual Growth Rate
'11-

To afford the median rent for a single-family home, a household would need to earn at least $66,720
annually. To afford the median rent for a multi-family unit, a household would need to earn at least
$59,440 annually. Exhibit 20 shows the estimated number of households that earn enough to afford the
median rent for single or multi-family rental housing.

Exhibit 20. Renter Households Affording Median Rent (Cascade School District)
Household Income to
Afford Median Rent

Number of Households
Affording Median Rent

Percent of Households That
Can Afford Median Rent

Single-family Rental

$66,720

225

23%

Multi-family Rental

$59,440

272

28%

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; BERK, 2017

Exhibit 21 shows the cost burdens for renter households. Among all renter households, 1 out of 3 was
estimated to be cost burdened and 1 out of 4 was estimated to be severely cost burdened. All but 17% of
Very Low Income households were cost burdened, with 3 out of 4 households severely cost burdened_?
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For low income, moderate income, and lower middle income households, about 40% of these households
were severely cost burdened .

Exhibit 21. Renter Cost Burden by Income Category (Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD}

All Ho use holds

11%%o~IIII~*~M~·IIIII

63%

Above Medi an Income
Lower Mi ddle Income

- ..

~ 20% -.

M ode rate Income

:·_.-

25%

Low Income

I

~ ~

0 0101

10%

Not Cost Burdened

20%

41%

16%

' ,

Very Low Incom e

40%

30%

..
40%

SO%

Cost Burdened (30-50%)

71% .60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

• Severely Cost Burdened (>50%)

Note: The Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD is closely aligned with the Cascade School District. A map of the area can be seen
in the Household Incomes section.
·
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Afford ability Strategy (based on U.S.
Census American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013); BERK, 2016

Rental Unit Gap Analysis
Exhibit 22 compares estimated renter household counts in the Cascade School District by income range
to the estimated number of rental housing units offered on the market at rents affordable to those income
levels, assuming a rental cost burden of 30%. Exhibit 23 visually compares this same gap to highlight the
areas of greatest shortage and surplus. The data in this analysis is from ACS five-year estimates that are
based on survey data collected between 2011 - 2015, which includes the end of the downturn in the
housing market following the economic recession and only partially overlaps with the more recent period
of rising housing costs. Given increasing median rents in recent years, the affordability level of rental units
in this exhibit are likely to have changed as well. These points should be kept in mind when interpreting
the findings.
With the exception of those in subsidized housing, all renter households all compete in a single rental
housing market. Therefore households do not necessarily occupy units affordable to their own income
level. The deficit of units available to Low {30-50%) and Very Low (under 30%) income earners is likely to
be explained by households at these earning levels occupying more expensive units that would be
affordable to those in the Moderate (50-80%) and Lower Middle (80-100%) income groups. The deficit of
housing at the higher end of the affordability spectrum also indicates that many above median income
households are occupying homes that would otherwise be affordable to Moderate and Lower Middle
income households.
These exhibits indicate there is a deficit of total renter housing supply compared to the total number of
renter households. This results in competition for a limited supply of available units and puts upward
pressure on the rents of all units. In this scenario, lower income households are most likely to need to
look further afield to find housing that is both affordable and available.
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Exhibit 22. Renter Household Income and Rental Unit Affordability Gap
(Cascade School District)
Ratio to 2015
Chelan Coun:tv AMI
(HUD. 2015)
$56,700
Under30%

Rounded (1.000sl
Income Ranges* {ACS)

Low

$0

Monthly Housing
Budget*

High

Low

$17,000

$0

High
$425

ra

mw

Estimated Renter
HHs* {ACS)

Estimated Gap

Count

Percent

Units
Offered

over/

263

27%

108

-155

19%

124

-64

283

143

30-50%

$17,000

$28,000

$425

$700

187

50-80%

$28,000

$45,000

$700

$1,125

140

I
I

80-100%

$45,000

$57,000

$1,125

$1,425

97

150

53

100-120%

$57,000

$68,000

$1,425

$1,700

72

128

56

120%or Over

$68,000

217

108

-109

$1,700

*Based on a housing burden equal to 30% of income.
Note: The analysis uses the Cascade School District income levels, compared to the Chelan County Area Median Income as
specified by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Rental rates and household counts reflect
estimated conditions from 2011 to 2015 by the U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS). ACS data represent
estimates of renter household counts by income level and units available at specific rent levels. Each estimate is
associated with a margin of error. This data represents an overall picture of conditions during the 2011-2015 period
and does not provide a precise count of current rental units on the market.
The data in this analysis is from ACS five-year estimates that are based on 2011- 2015. Given that the renter landscape
has evolved since 2011, it is expected that the situation looks a little different now and that there are even less rental
units available for all renter households because of long-term rentals being shifted to the short-term rental market.
Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, FY 2015 Income Limits Summary; BERK, 2016
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Exhibit 23. Renter Households by Income Level Compared to Units Offered by Affordability
Level (Cascade School District)
Under 30%

30-50%

50-80%

80 - 100%

100-120%

120% or Over

Total

263

108

187
124

140
283

Although this indicates a surplus of units
considered. affordable to middle earners (50 120%), these units are likely being down-rented
by those in higher earning categories due to a
lack of supply of higher end rentals. The data
indicates that there is stili an overall deficit in
rental units.

150

128
217
108
~. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~ 975

900

• Estimated renter Households

Units Offered

Note: The data in this analysis is from ACS five-year estimates that are based on 2011- 2015. The data in this analysis is
influenced by recent and older trends.
Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, FY 2015 Income limits Summary; BERK, 2016

Ownership Housing Market
Home values in Chelan County have been rising quickly in recent years, following declines due to recession
of 2009. Exhibit 24 shows median home values in Chelan County between mid-2009 and early 2017. After
the market decline home values stabilized then started to increase following a low in early 2012. Between
January 2012 and January 2017 home values have increased by 34% (a 6% annual rate of growth).
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Exhibit 24. Median Home Value in Chelan County
$290,000
$272,300
$ 270,000
$ 250,000
$230,000
$210,000

34%Change
Jan.2012-Jan.2017
{6% Annual Growth)

$203,900

$190,000
$170,000
$150,000

Source: Zillow Home Value Index, 2017

This county-wide trend has impacted housing values in Leavenworth and the Cascade School District,
where values are consistently higher than the Wenatchee Valley. As shown in Exhibit 25, the 2016 median
home sales price in the greater Leavenworth area (including Peshastin and Lake Wenatchee) was 23%
higher than in Cashmere and 17% higher than Wenatchee. These cost differences likely reflect differences
in land values as well as differences in the mix of housing types available for sale in 2016. A household
looking to purchase a home in the Leavenworth area can save a substantial amount of money by searching
in communities further east, despite the longer commute.

Exhibit 25. Median Home Sales Value by Real Estate Market Area, 2016

$340, 000
$320,000

$315,000

$300,000
$280,000

$269,900
$256,000

$260,000
$240,000
$22 0,000
$200, 000
Leave nwo rth, Peshast in,
and La ke Wenatchee

Cashme re

We natchee

Source : NCW Association of REALTORS, 2017; Pacific Appraisal, 2017; BERK 2017.

Exhibit 26 shows the cost burdens for owner households in Leave nworth-Lake Wenatchee area between
2009 and 2013. For all owner households, 28% were either burdened {10%) or severely burdened {18%).
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All but 10% of Very Low Income households were burdened, with 13% having a cost burden between 30
and 50% of their income, and 77% exhibiting a severe cost burden of more than 50% of their household
income. For both low income and moderate income owner households, around 35% of these household
categories were experiencing a cost burden.

Exhibit 26. Owner Cost Burden by Income Category (Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD)

All House holds
Above Median Income
Lower Middle Income

E:HHI!f- 16%

Moderate Income

63% ·-"~~~

Low Income
Very Low Income

77%
0%

1~

2~

Not Cost Burdened

3~

~%

5~

Cost Burdened

W%

7~

W%

9~

100%

• Severely Cost Burdened

Note: The Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee CCD is closely aligned with the Cascade School District. A map of the area can be seen
in the Household Incomes section.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Consolidated Housing Afford ability Strategy {based on U.S.
Census American Community SurveyS-Year Estimates, 2009- 2013); BERK, 2016

Exhibit 27 shows the estimated owner households by income category for 2015, indicating that the most
predominant income category for owner households were those households making 120% or more than
the 2015 countywide AMI (30%). An estimated 54% of owner households in the Cascade School District
were making less than the AMI.

Exhibit 27. Owner Households by Income Category (Cascade School District)

Ratio to 2015 Chelan County
AMI {HUD,2015}

tttt

Rounded (1,000sl Income Ranges

Estimated Owner HHs
low

High

Estimated HHs

$0

$17,000

422

30- SO%

$17,000

$28,000

206

so- 80%

$28,000

$4S,OOO

544

80 - 100%

$45,000

$57,000

369

100-120%

$57,000

$68,000

470

120%or Over

$68,000

$56,700
Under30%

Total

860
2,872

Percent

II
I

•••

IE]
I,:

1S%
7%
19%
13%
16%
30%

1l1Ji% l

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates, 2011-2015; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, FY 2015 Income Limits Summary; BERK, 2016
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Exhibit 28 calculates the annual income needed to purchase a single-family home in the City of
Leavenworth . Factors that impact affordability include a household's income, savings, and other debt as
well as the real estate market, taxes, and interest rates. Assuming a household can afford a 20% down
payment (about $63,000 given the Multiple Listing Service recorded median sale price for 2016), it would
require at least $64,344 in yearly income to afford a mortgage for a home at the 2016 median sale price.
This is more than the $63,100 2016 AMI for Chelan County. About 36% of households in the Cascade
School District earn enough income to afford a home in the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee area at the
median list price. As a comparison, around 58% of households in Wenatchee earned enough income to
afford the annual expenses of a home at the median selling price in 2016. However, it is likely that many
households earn ing enough to afford the mortgage shown in this exhibit would not be able to afford the
20% down payment, indicating the actual percentage of households that could afford the median price
home may be much lower.

Exhibit 28. Annual Income Needed to Purchase a Home at the 2016 Median List Price
(Cascade School District resident buying within the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee Area)
Median Sale Price (2016, Leavenworth)

$315,000

Down Payment (20%)

$63,000

Mortgage Amount

$252,000

Interest Rate

4.00%

Payments over 30 years

360
$1,199

Monthly Mortgage Payment
·Annual Housing Expenses

_

Mortgage Payments

$14,389

Taxes (1.2%)

$3,339

Insurance ($5.00 per $1,000)

$1,575

Total Annual Costs

$19,303
$1,609

Total Monthly Costs
Annual Income Needed (30% housing costs)

$64,344

Monthly Income Needed (30% housing costs)

t:~

' -' . - -.

t tfo~~-~h~ds _ __ _

.

-

-

.

- -· ...

$5,362
~-

_ '- _
_ __ . ~ _ _: - _:-_ _
Number of households with income> $64,344

Total households
Estimate of Cascade School District households that can
afford median home price in leavenworth

_

_

.

_ ~
1,376
3,847
36%

Note: The analysis looks at the number of households in the school district that could afford a home in
the Leavenworth-Lake Wenatchee area since questions in the report are centered around the
afford ability challenges closer to employment in the City, and how this has impacted
affordability and housing choices in the surrounding areas.
Source: Multiple Listing Service, 2017; U.S. Ce nsus, American Community Survey Five-year Estimates,
2011- 2015; Chelan County Assessor, 2016; BERK, 2016
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EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE LEVELS
Characteristics of Workers Living Inside the Cascade School District
According to the American Community Survey estimates for 2011-2015, 57% of the population age 16 or
older were employed . This is down from the 2005-2009 period when 65% of this population was
employed. However, between 2004 and 2014 the area gained more jobs than population . This apparent
disconnect between a declining rate of employment and increasing number of jobs may be due to an
increase in the number of retired persons living in the district.
As of 2014, 67% of employed persons living in the district commuted to jobs outside of the district, down
slightly from 2012 when 70% commuted to jobs outside. Prior to 2012, tMe percentage was increasing
steadily. In 2002, the first year for which data is available, 60% of residents commuted to jobs outside of
the district. The most common job locations were Wenatchee and Cashmere. However, in 2014, 628
people commuted to jobs in King or Snohomish County. This number has increased over the years, from
a low of 311 in 2005.

Characteristics of Workers Employed Inside the Cascade School District
As of 2014, an estimated 3,351 people worked at primary job locations inside the Cascade School District.
Census data on employment differentiates between primary jobs and total jobs. For workers with multiple
jobs, their primary job is the one with the highest earnings. This analysis focuses onthe primary jobs to
avoid double-counting the home locations of workers with multiple jobs inside the Cascade School
District.
The majority of primary jobs are located in or around Leavenworth and Peshastin, and a smaller cluster
around Chumstick to the north. About 37% of the people employed in the district also live in the district,
and 63% commute in from outside the district. This percentage of workers who commute in from outside
of the district is down slightly from a high in 2012 of 66%. Prior to 2012, the percentage was increasing
steadily. In 2002, the first year for which data is available, 47% of workers commuted in from outside the
district.
Between 2002 and 2014, the area has gained 853 jobs, or about 2.5% growth per year. Industries with
the greatest job growth include agriculture, accommodations and food services, retail, and health care
and social assistance. During the same period the population increased by only 0.35%. To better
understand why population has not been growing at the same rate as employment, BERK analyzed data
about the home location of people who work inside the Cascade School District.
Exhibit 29 shows the distance between worker's home location and work location. The total number of
workers who live less than ten miles from their job has stayed fairly constant over time. However, as a
percentage ofthe total workers, this category has fallen from 47% in 2002 to 37% in 2014. Nearly all the
growth has been among workers who live more than 10 miles away from their work location. Note that
this analysis shows distance "as the crow flies" and that the actual travel distance via roadways can be
much longer, particularly for the many workers who live in the Chelan area, due to the natural geography
ofthe area.
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Exhibit 29. Distance From Worl<ers' Home to Primary Job Location
Work location is Inside Cascade School District
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• Less t han 10 miles

Less.than 10 miles
10 to 24 miles
25 to 50 miles
Greater than 50 miles
Total Primar~ Jobs

• 10 t o 24 mile s

• 25 t o 50 miles

2002

2014

1,166
921
129
282
2,498

1,240
1,168
188
755
3,351

Greater t han 50 mi les

Change

2002-2014
74
247
59
473
853

Annual
Growth Rate

0.5%
2.0%
3.2%
8.6%
2.5%

Source: U. S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2016; BERK 2017

Most of these workers who live between 10 and 24 miles from their job commute in from the Cashmere
and Wenatchee areas, with a smaller number commuting from Chumstick and other areas to the north.
Those living between 25 and 40 miles away tend to live in Wenatchee, Chelan, and Pateros. The largest
growth has been among workers who live over 50 miles from their job location. Among these work!'!rs,
about half live west of the pass- primarily in Snohomish or King County. The other half live in central and
eastern Washington, including Okanogan and Grant counties.
Exhibit 30 shows a screenshot of an interactive map of workers' home location. The map is zoomed to
provide greater detail in the Leavenworth, Wenatchee, and surrounding areas. But home locations are
also scattered much further afield, as described above. The yellow line shows the boundary of the selected
analysis area (Cascade School District).
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Exhibit 30. Home Location of Workers with Primary Job Located Inside the
Cascade School District
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In early 2017, the City of Leavenworth surveyed its eight largest employers regarding the wage level and
home location of employees. This data provides a more current snapshot of the commute pattern of
Leavenworth workers. Among all full-time workers surveyed, only 27% live inside the City of Leavenworth.
An additional39% live outside of the city but in the Cascade School District. The remaining 34% live outside
of the Cascade School District. It is unknown whether these workers are just outside of the district in
Cashmere or living further afield . While it is difficult to compare these survey findings directly to the
Census data for 2014, they are generally consistent.
Exhibit 31 breaks down this data by the employees' wage level. It shows that higher income earners are
much more likely to live in the Cascade School District outside of Leavenworth while middle and lower
income workers are most likely to live outside of the district where housing is generally less expensive.
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Exhibit 31. Home Location of Full-Time Workers at Eight Largest Employers in Leavenworth
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Wages of Workers in the Cascade School District
Exhibit 32 breaks down all jobs in the Cascade School District by wage level. in 2014, over 43% of jobs paid
$1,250 per month or less. This amounts to $15,000 per year. About 42% of jobs paid between $1,251 and
$3,333 per month, or about $15,000 to $40,000 per year. Only 15% of jobs paid more than $3,333 per
month {$40,000 per year) . $40,000 per year is significantly less than the income necessary to purchase
the median single-family home in the Cascade School District (see Exhibit 28) It is also significantly less
than the income necessary to afford the median multi-family rent in Leavenworth . This mismatch between
wage levels and housing costs is likely to be a primary reason why so many workers commute in from long
distances to work in and around Leavenworth.

Exhibit 32. Wage Level of Jobs Located Inside the Cascade School District (All Jobs)
Monthly Wage

Yearly Wage
Equivalent

Monthly Rent
Affordable

Count of
Jobs

Share of
total Jobs

Less than $1 ,250

Less than $15,000

Less than $375

$1 ,251 - $3,333
Greater than $3,333

$15,000-$40,000
Greater than $40,000

$375- $1,000
Greater than $1,000

1,660
1,604
567

43%
42%
15%

Source : U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, 2016; BERK 2017

REGIONAL HOUSING CHALLENGES
This section identifies challenges to meeting the area's local housing needs through increased home
production outside of the city and UGA. Housing stakeholders and elected officials in the City of
Leavenworth have expressed concern that there is a l9ck of capacity for new housing development within
the city and UGA, and furthermore that land values are so high that any new homes produced would likely
be out of reach to many families and households working in the local area. Typically, increased housing
production is the most effective way to stabilize rising housing costs . Even when new homes are targeted
towards higher income households, increasing supply at this affordability level will reduce pressure on th~
remaining housing stock. In other words, the benefits of increased supply "filters" downward through the
housing market. In the Leavenworth area this filtering process is slowed by strong external demand for
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homes to serve the tourist and second home markets. Increased supply of higher priced housing attracts
new higher income households and higher income vacationers.
Although some oft he existing capacity for development in the area lies in the unincorporated county, this
analysis finds that units developed in areas outside of the city's UGA are more likely to become second
homes or short-term rentals than housing to support the local workforce. As a result, development
constraints in the County are a relevant, but not essential, focus for the City relative to the importance of
solving capacity for new units within the city's UGA.
In addition to the challenges associated with the presence of second homes and short-term rentals in
rural areas around Leavenworth, the following constraints create challenges for development outside of
the City:
•

Inefficient land use patterns. Because of low density zoning and the rural character of
unincorporated Chelan County, development outside of Leavenworth's UGA is less efficient for
providing affordable housing. Land in much of the county is regulated such that clustered housing
and smaller units are not supported by zoning or policy. Low density and rural residential
development makes the provision of appropriate levels of service for water, sewer, solid waste, and
other services challenging since these services require a concentration of facilities to be efficient.

•

Environmental constraints. Developable land in the City of Leavenworth, its urban growth area, and
the areas surrounding the city is constrained by a variety of environmental factors that limit the use
of the land. These factors include shoreline management along Icicle Creek and the Wenatchee
River, steep slopes, and the presence of critical areas. When some or all of these factors are prese~t,
development is either further regulated or not permitted at all in order to protect the natural
environment as well as the safety of residents and their structures.

•

Public land ownership. A significant portion of land in Chelan County, and in particular the Cascade
School District, is under public ownership. Although special use permits can be obtained to build
certain structures on federal and state land, development on public land is highly restricted and
generally not supportive of structures typical of full-time residential housing. Exhibit 33 shows that
only a small area of the School District, which includes Leavenworth, is not subject to the added
regulations of a state or federal agency.
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Exhibit 33. Public land Constraints
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT HOUSING PRODUCTION NEEDS
The findings of this study indicate that the most urgent housing need is among the lowest income
households earning 30% AMI or less. 90% of households at this income level report being cost burdened.
As shown above in Exhibit 22, there are 155 more households at this income level than there are units
available affordable to that income. Providing affordable housing for these households would require
additional public subsidies.
While the market cannot provide housing at a cost level affordable to the lowest income earners,
increasing production of market-rate rental housing would greatly help to stabilize or even reduce rents.
BERK estimates there is a 1% vacancy rate for long-term rental housing. Increasing the supply of rental
housing stock would help reduce competition for available units and therefore decrease pressure on
rents. A healthy rental housing market should have a 5% vacancy rate to ensure that all households can
find a suitable new home when they need one. To reach this short-term goal, an additional 41 rental
housing units would be needed. However, these 41 units would help to serve the needs of the current
population of Cascade School District. As discussed above, there are an increasing number of workers who
commute long distance to Leavenworth. In 2014, 944 workers in the Cascade School District area lived 25
miles away from their job and 755 lived 50 miles away or more. Presumably at least a portion of these
workers would prefer to live closer to their workplace if they could find affordable housing. This finding
indicates that the total demand for rental housing in Leavenworth may far exceed estimates based on
current resident population .
As shown above in Exhibit 6, most renter households living in the district have only 1 or 2 members. This
indicates that the most effective way to meet current demand for affordable rental housing would be
through encouraging the development of smaller units in multi-family buildings, perhaps through infill
development closer to the city center. The City should consider examining current zoning, density
incentives, and barriers to infill and redevelopment, such as City processes, codes, or requirements within
city limits.
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APPENDIX A. CITY OF lEAVENWORTH ZONING
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AppendixE
2012 Leavenworth Residential Land Use
Inventory and Analysis

2012 Leavenworth Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis
The City of Leavenworth recognizes that it is necessary to update the 2003 Leavenwmth
Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis and the Housing Element to understand the present
and future patterns of residential development within the City Limits and City's Urban Growth
Area (UGA). This information is necessary in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the existing
comprehensive plan and evaluate population projections and allocations. To that end, it was
decided that the City would conduct a review, update, analysis and evaluation of the data within
the Comprehensive Plan and suppotting documents.
The population allocation information from Chelan County and population and housing
information obtained from the 2010 US Census is described herein.
The following Residential Land use Designations were inventoried:
• RL 6- Residential Low 6,000 square feet
• RL 10 -Residential Low 10,000 square feet
• RL 12- Residential Low 12,000 square feet
• RM- Residential Multi Family

'f . 1an d uses me
. lddh£11
The c ass1'fi1cation system fi01'1'dentltymg
u e t e o owmg categones:
Category
Descr!I!_tion
Single family residential
A single residence on a parcel with associated accessory uses.
Multi family residential
Commercial

Industrial
Quasi- public
Public
Vacant

A multi family structure (including duplex dwellings) on a
parcel with associated accessory uses.
A commercial operation as the primary use on a parcel (timeshare condominiums, hotels, etc. are considered commercial
operations as opposed to a residential category).
An industrial operation as the primary use on a parcel.
Churches, community clubs, etc.
Public buildings, parks, utility structures, etc.
Undeveloped propetty and/or propetty currently used for
pastures, orchards, etc. where no other primary use is
OCCUlTing.

Using the Chelan County Assessor's data base and mapping resources, the areas to be
inventoried were identified. A summary of the existing land uses in the residentially designated
areas of the Leavenwmth City Limits and UGA is as follows:
Land Use
Acres
Single Family Residential
487.7
Multi Family Residential
Commercial
Industrial
Quasi-Public
Public

16.6
20
0
13.4
57.1
Page 1 of6

*"Vacant" includes some areas owned by public entities that are vacant, inlcuding some areas
designated for right of way.
To aide in understanding if there might be existing developed parcels within the UGA that could
be re-developed in the future, the data base was also sotted by vacant land and under-developed
land in City Limits and UGA. The parcels that are 1 acre or larger in size with existing
1 te d, as £o ll ows:
res1"d en f mI deve1opment were th en 1"denffi
Number of Parcels
Total Acres
Parcel Size
126
176
1 to 2.99 acres
86
3 to 4.99 acres
21
70
5 to 9.99 acres
10
10 acres and larger
12
197
529
169
TOTALS
As stated above, the primary purpose for this residential land use analysis was to determine how
much land was available within the existing City Limits and UGA to accommodate the projected
population for the community. In conducting this type of analysis there are cettain facts that
must be established, and there are certain assumptions that need to be made with regard to future
conditions. In addition to the knowledge gained in the land use inventory described above, it is
important to lmow the following details:
1. In 2010, the Washington Office ofFinancial Management estimated the population from
the 2010 Census within the City ofLeavenwmth at 1,965 people ..
2. According to the Washington Office of Financial Management the population change rate
in Chelan County is 1.4%. At this rate of growth, the 2025 population within the City
Limits is 2,421. Within the CCD, the 2010 population is 2,375, and at this rate, the 2025
population would be 2,926. For the purposes of the 2010 update, the allocated 2025
population project of 5,071 shall remain until such time as the joint Chelan County/Cities
process of allocating the Washington State Office of Financial Management 20-year
projection for Chelan County is completed.
3. "Under Developed" is defined as those lots that are developed but are large enough by
area to be subdivided and is dependent on the zoning district
o R-6 Zoning: those lots greater than 12,000 sq ft.
o R-10 Zoning: those lots greater than 20,000 sq ft.
o R-12 Zoning: those lots greater than 24,000 sq ft.
o RM Zoning: those lots greater than 12,000 sq ft
o Planned development- 1lot, and it depends on the conditions of the plat.
4. The analysis did not consider placement of existing structures as located within the lot to
determine whether the lot could be subdivided.
5. Several shoreline lots which fit the criteria, but were developed to retain 200' of water/lot
frontage were excluded because of the SMP regulatory conditions that would prevent
fmther development.
6. The average persons per household in the 2010 Census is 2.59.
7. In 2003, the projected population allocated to the Leavenworth UGA in the year 2025 is
5,071, as determined by the joint Chelan County/Cities process of allocating the
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Washington State Office of Financial Management 20-year projection for Chelan County
(Please see attached Exhibit A for a description of this process).
The following assumptions were made with regard to future conditions:
1. The number of persons per household will remain at 2.59;
2. According to the Washington Office of Financial Management the population change rate
in Chelan County is 1.4%
3. Given the additional projected population in the year 2025 (5,071) and the assumed
persons per household (2.59), it is anticipated that an additional1,958 dwelling units will
be required within the City and UGA;
4. To maintain a stable, affordable supply of housing for the new population, a market
factor of 15% is added to the number of needed additional dwelling units (1,958 ), for a
total of2,252 new dwelling units anticipated within the UGA and City;
5. Vacant land owned by public and/or quasi-public entities is not expected to be used for
residential development;
6. Most of the vacant land identified in the land use inventory (215.9acres) will be available
for development;
Vacant and Under-Developed Land in City Limits and UGA
Land Use Designation
RL-6
Under Developed
Vacant
RL-10
Under Developed
Vacant
RL12
Under Developed
Vacant

Acres

#Parcels

Average ac

Max Parcel
Size

Minimum Parcel
Size

53.1
47.5

88
42

0.6
1.1

13.8
14.4

0.27
0.04

232.3
88.6

124
43

1.9
2.1

23.7
13.1

0.56
0.42

8.2
21.4

7
12

1.2
1.8

1.9
4.8

0.56
0.42

36.5
58.5

15
15

2.4
3.9

10.7
15.2

0.3
0.04

3.2

1

3.2

3.2

3.2

-

-

-

-

-

RM
Under Developed
Vacant
Planned Development
Under Developed
Vacant
Totals
Total Under Developed
Total Vacant

333.3
216

235
112

7. Of the existing land within the residential districts, approximately 333.3 acres ofUnder
Developed land is available for re-development within the planning horizon, and
approximately 216 acres of vacant land is available for development within the planning
horizon.:
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II

Of the total amount ofland identified as available for development and re-development (549
acres), the following %'s are expected to be unavailable for the identified reason:

Less 15% for ROW and Critical Areas
283.3
Total Under Developed
Total Vacant
183.6
For Under Developed- subtract the minimum lot size for each parcel
Less 10%
R6
44.6
40.1
RIO
178.9
161.0
R12
5.0
5.6
RM
30.7
27.6
PD
2.7
2.4
Total
262.4
236.2
..
(Thts IS based on the values m the table above for each distnct, not the 15% calculation
immediately above [not double dipped])
•

Of the total amount of land identified as available for development and re-development is
430 acres (194.4 acres of vacant land added to the adjusted "unused portion" ofthe
underdeveloped land of236.2 acres)

UGA- Census Summary
POP100
HUIOO

occ

Total Population, 2010
Total Housing Units,
2010
Occupancy Rate, 2010

2375
1455
65%

Observations and Conclusions

Of the vacant land identified, the vast majority of it is located in the north end of the UGA above
Pine Street, outside of city limits. .
Although this area has the majority of the vacant·land within the existing residential
designations, it also has a large pottion of the critical areas (both wetlands and geologically
hazardous areas). For example within the RM designation is Rattlesnake Mountain where there
will be limitations on development because of steep slopes. The existing pattern of land
divisions in this area also presents some challenges in that the predominance of existing 1 to 5
acre tracts are not as efficiently and cost-effectively developed as larger parcels are. Generally,
these tracts will be re-developed in a piece-meal fashion through the shott subdivision process,
making the provision of public infrastructure more difficult.
In reviewing and analyzing the facts and assumptions presented above, it appears that there are
approximately 430 acres of land available for development of new residential housing options
Page4 of6
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within the residential designations of the existing comprehensive plan. To accommodate the
expected new dwelling units (2,252) within the existing UGA and City, it will be necessary to
plan for an overall residential density of 5.24 dwelling units per acre. Expressed in terms
comparable to the existing comprehensive plan, a density of 5.24 units per acre would be
generally consistent with the RL 10- Residential Low 10,000 square feet designation. In 2003,
projections were developed which addressed the average density of 4.6 units per acre as the
established standard with corresponding land use designations and densities. The challenges
presented by the larger-tract development in the area north of Pine Street to reaching an average
density of 4.6 units per acre in 2003 was achieved by the creation and designation of RL 6, the
removal of the RL 20 district, and creation of an overall higher urban density (4 units per acre
minimum).
The 2010 update of the data and 5.24 dwelling units per acre is similar to the 2003 projection of
4.6 units per acre, and no significant change is anticipated.
RL12- 3.63 units per acre
RL I 0 - 4.36 units per acre
RL 6- 7.26 units per acre
Additional Data:
Cascade School District No. 228 is a Class-A public school district in Chelan County,
Washington. The district includes the communities of Dryden, Lake Wenatchee, Leavenworth,
Peshastin, Plain and Winton. Four of the district schools are located in the City of Leavenworth,
while the fifth, Peshastin Dryden Elementary, is in the unincorporated community of Peshastin.
The district office is located in Leavenworth, and the district school board currently has five
members. As of2005 the school district had an enrollment of 1454, with 76 full-time teachers for
a ratio of 15 to 1. The largest school is Cascade High School with an enrollment of 534.
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2002-03 Chelan County/Cities process to allocate OFM population projections for Chelan
County.
The Growth Management Act requires that each County in the State, in cooperation with the
cities and towns located within the co1.mty, use the official population projections developed by
the State Office of Financial Management in planning for growth and development that is
expected to occur during each jurisdiction's planning horizon. Although OFM provides an
annual estimate of population by jurisdiction, they also prepare State-wide projections every five
years by establishing low, medium and high growth projections for each County. In the spring of
2002, OFM distributed the official population growth estimates for all counties in the State,
based on the United States Census that was conducted in 2000. Subsequently, Chelan County
and the cities pmticipated cooperatively in distributing the projected population throughout the
different areas of the County. The three following assumptions were used to help guide this
cooperative process of allocating population throughout the County:
•
•
•

The OFM high series population projections most accurately reflect the current rate of
population growth throughout Chelan County;
The % of distribution of population among the County Census Divisions (CCD) will remain
consistent with the existing distribution, as has been the case since the 1970 Census; and
The overall goal for the County is to achieve a split of population between urban and rural
areas within each CCD of 60%urban, 40% rural.

The 2000 US Census population for Chelan County was 66,616 with 5,902 people being located
within the Leavenwmth CCD. The City of Leavenwmth UGA had approximately 2,432 of the
CCD population in 2000, with the remainder spread throughout the CCD. Using the above
assumptions as a basis, it is expected that the Leavenwmth CCD will have 8,453 of the overall
County population. Based on the county-wide goal stated above, it is being projected that
approximately 60% of the CCD population in 2025 (5,071) will be located within the
Leavenwmth UGA. This is an increase of approximately 2,639 people within the UGA by the
year 2025.

66,616

lif1,859

New
Population
32,243

5,902

8,453

2,551

2000
Population
Chelan County
Leavenworth
CCD
Leavenworth
UGA

2,432

% ofCCD

41%

2025
Population

5,071

Target% of
CCD

..

60%

2,639
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City of Leavenworth
2014 Land Capacity Analysis

2014 land Use Inventory and land Capacity Analysis
Update to the 2012 leavenworth Land Capacity Analysis

The city of Leavenworth recognizes that it is necessary to update the Leavenworth Land Use Inventory
and Land Capacity Analysis to understand the present and future patterns of development within its City
Limits, Urban Growth Area (UGA,) and nearby developing areas. The nearby developing areas include
areas outside of the UGA where development has increased and/or city services are provided (Icicle Rd.
and East Leavenworth Rd.) This information is necessary in order to guide the planning process in
accommodating the current growth and projected population. To that end, it was decided that the City
would conduct a review, update, analysis, and evaluation of the data within the Comprehensive Plan
and supporting documents. This report documents:
•

Current Land Use Inventory- The Land Use Inventory was developed using Chelan County's
Geographic Information System {GIS) data base.

•

Land Capacity Analysis

Residential land Capacity- The development potential ofthe residentially designated property
is determined by:
o Identifying the vacant acreages of each residential zoning district
o Calculating the development potential of the underdeveloped parcels and add this
amount to the total Vacant Acreage
o Removing areas subject to critical areas
o Removing a Market Factor percentage. The Market Factor includes the area that will be
dedicated to Right of Way (ROW), utilities, and areas that will not be available for
development
o Dividing the remaining acreage by the minimum square feet required by each zoning
district.
Commercial and Industrial land Capacity- The development potential of commercial and
industrial land capacity is determined by:
o Identifying the vacant acreages within the commercial and industrial zoning districts
o Calculating the development potential of underutilized areas
•

Population Growth and Projections- Current population estimates for the city of Leavenworth
are based on the Office of Financial Management (OFM) April1, 2014 Population of Cities,
Towns, and Counties. Estimates for the unincorporated areas are based on the 2010 US Census
and Chelan County's Building Permit Log for new residential construction to account for
population changes since the decennial census.
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City of Leavenworth
2014 Land Capacity Analysis

Current Land Use Inventory
The following zoning districts were inventoried within the combined city limits and UGA.

i Description

Category

_J
'

-

Single family residential

A single residence on a parcel with

associat~d accessory uses. _

I

RL-6-Low Density

: Minimum Lot Area is 6,000 sf

-

RL-10-Low Density

/ Minimum Lot Area is 10,000 sf

RL-12-Low Density

1~inimum Cot ~rea ~12,000 sf

-- - --

•

I

I

Multi-family Residential (RM) ,. A multi family structure {including dupl; x dwellings) on a parcel
_
_ _ . ~ith associ~ted accessory uses_: _
_
_
' A commercial operation as the primary use on a parcel {time share
Commercial
1 condominiums, hotels, etc. are considered commercial operations
as opposed to a residential category.)

I An industrial operation as the p~imary use on a parcel.

Industrial

-

-

The Table below shows the Total Acreage of residentially designated lands within the combined city and
UGA to be 838.18 acres with 314.20 vacant.

Zone

Total Acreage

RL-6

282.35

RL-10

336.77

RL-12

----RM
Planned Development {PD)

_I

66.28

i

115.85

!

~-

Vacant Acreage
77.74
121.42
26.13

I

58.60

I

36.93

30.31

1

f

Total

I

838.18

I
I
I_

314.2
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Table 3 below depicts the non-residential inventory within the city and UGA.

General Commercial
- - -- --Central Commercial

I
I
I
I
I
I

Total

Vacant Acreage

~creage

Underutilized
Acres

Underutilized
Parcels

87.5

18.46

.08

3

32.19

8.55

2.59

19

65.1

34.92

3.8

3

23.53

0

0

0

163.1

N/A

N/A

N/A

35.53

N/A

N/A

N/A

I

Tourist Commercial
light Industrial
Recreational Public

II

Recreational Private

Table 4 below depicts the residential development along Icicle Road and East Leavenworth Road
southeast of the city and outside of the UGA. These areas of interest have developed at urban densities
over the last decade.

Underdeveloped Acres
Icicle Road
E. leavenworth Road

J

1,359.42

770.5

0

1086.2

553.64

11.82
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Land Capacity Analysis
The development potential for the UGA inventory was evaluated based on the following definitions:

1

Property that is developed fully as permitted by zoning

I

--~ No stru-ctu-res~ ~ p arcel. Pro-perty that is not developed -or is u; ed-

Vacant

for pastures, orchards, etc. where no other primary use is occurring

i Property that is dev~loped b~t has enough area rem~l ~ing s~ that it

-

Under-Developed

_! can__p_9tentially_~e ~~bdivided i~to sep~ rate parcels

Rl-10-low Density

I Parcels greater than 12,000 sf
; P<mels greater than 20,000 sf

Rl-12-low Density

j

Rl-6 low Density

,

I
I
I

Multifamily Residential
District (RM)
Under Utilized

--

--

--

j Urban Growth Area (UGA)

I

Parcels greater than

24,0~0sf

-

-

. Parcels greater than 12,000 sf

-

Property in commercial and industrial zones that are occupied by a
use different from the intent of the zoning district. For example, a
single family residence in a commercial district or occupied
commercial and industrial zoned parcels that have space available
for ~dditional _~ ell~op_!l!_~n_!~ __
Cities by definition are designated Urban Growth Areas. The Land
, Capacity Analysis combines the city's UGA with its designated UGA
· outside of the city limits.

Residential- Development Potential for Underdeveloped and Vacant Areas
The methodology used to determine the development potential for appropriately zoned areas is
calculated in several steps. First, the available land in the underdeveloped lots is determined by first
extracting the developed areas from the total inventory. The remaining underdeveloped property is
added to the total acreage of vacant land. Then the critical areas acreage and a twelve percent market
factor is deducted from that total to determine the amount of land potentially available for
development within the city and the UGA.
Determining the development potential for vacant areas requires that the critical area and twelve
percent market factor deduction.
Underdeveloped Lots
As shown in the Table below, the underdeveloped areas in the RL-6 zoning district are parcels greater
than 12,000 sq. ft. (twice the minimum lot size in that zone.) There are a total of 136 underdeveloped
parcels in the RL-6 zoning district.
• The number of parcels identified as underdeveloped is multiplied by the minimum square
footage permitted by zone. In the RL-6 zone 136 x 6000 sq. ft.= 816,000 sq. ft.
• The resulting number is then divided by the square footage of an acre (43,560 sq. ft.)
816,000/43,560=18.73 acres.
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The 18.73 acres accounts for the Developed Areas within the RL-6 zone, thus, 18.73 acres are removed
from the total 82.88 underdeveloped acres, leaving 64.15 acres that can potentially be developed. The
same calculation is applied to the other residential zones, resulting in 30.99 developed acres in the RL10 district, 6.34 acres in the RL-12, and 2.89 in the RM .
The Developed Acreage area is deducted from the total Underdeveloped Area (93.65-19.56= 74.09)
leaving 64.15 acres with potential for development in the RL-6 zone, 109.23 acres in the RL-10, 14.80
acres in the RL-12, and 37.07 acres in the RM district.

I

I

Minimum Sq. Ft
/Zone

Total
Acres

Total
Parcels

82.88

136

6,000

230.22

135

10,000

21.14

23

12,00Ci

I

I

I

~l-6 > 12,000sf
--

I

l-10 >20,000sf

l_

Developed Area ' Potential for
(Acres)
i Development
Acres
18.73
64.15

I

~-

30.99

199.23

6.34

14.80

-

Rl-12 >24,000 sf
RM > 12,000 sf

39.96

21

-

6,000

2.89

I

Total

37.07
315.25

L

Determining the final number of Residential Acres Available for Development, the resulting acreage with
Potential for Development from the Table above is added to the Vacant Acreage, which also has
potential for development in Table 6 below. The inventoried critical areas acreage is removed froin the
combined result, as well as a twelve percent Market Factor from this total. The Market Factor accounts
for Right of Way (ROW,) utilities, and property that is not available for development.

Zone

j
1

!
Rl-6

I
II

Rl-10
Rl-12

I

Vacant and
Underdeveloped
137.29

I

Total

less
Market
Factor

Total Acres
Available for
D~elop~ent

j

12.6

124.69

-12%

109.72

I

299.42

38.07

I

261.35

-12%

40.66

9.5o

1

29.06

-12%

1.08

I

89.43

-12%

79.29

0

-12%

26.67

97.61

Planned Development (PD) j

I

1cf.. Acres

I

RM

less Critical Areas

30.31

J

I

229.99

- L
I

25.58

!

_l

471.25
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Again, using the RL-6 example in Table 6, the total amount of Vacant and Underdeveloped Acres with
Potential for Development combined is 137.29. Deducting for critical areas and the twelve percent
Market Factor leaves 109.72 total acres available for development in the RL-6, 229.99 acres in the RL-10,
25.58 acres in the RL-12, and 79.29 acres in the RM zoning district.
In Table 7 below, the Total Acres Available for Development is converted to the potential number of
dwelling units that can be developed, this is the residential land capacity. This conversion is calculated
by multiplying the Total Acres Available by the density within each zoning district. Density is the number
of dwelling units that can be built on a single acre of land. In the RL-6 example, the density is 7.26
dwelling units per acre as minimum lot sizes are 6,000 sq. ft. A single acre of land can accommodate
7.26 lots for dwelling units {43,560/6,000=7.26.) The Acres Available for Development in the RL-6 zone
have the capacity to develop 796.52 single family dwelling units. The RL-10 district has the capacity to
accommodate 1,002.76 dwelling units, whil_
e the RL-12 can carry 92.86 dwelling units, and the RM has
the capacity to accommodate 575.65 dwelling units. Planned Developments (PD) approvals typically
increase the density of the underlying zoning. Leavenworth has one PD that has been approved but is
not yet built. It will accommodate 150 dwelling units.
The Total Area Available for Development has the potential land capacity to accommodate 2,617.79
additional residential lots.

Acres Available for

Zone

!

Minimum Sq. Ft. I

I

developme~

I

Density
DU/Acre
7.26

Potential Dwelling
Units 796.52

RL-6

109.72

6,000

RL-10

229.99

10,000

I Rl-1~

25.58

12,000

I RM

79.29

6,000

PD

26.67

150.00

471.25

2,617.79

1

I

I

I

Total

I
I
I

__l

4.36

1,002.76

I
I

3.63

92.86

7.26

575.65*

Commercial/Industrial- Development Potential for Vacant and Underutilized Acreage

Zone

Total

Vacant

-

General Commercial
Central Commercial
-

-

Tourist Commercial
-

-

light Industrial

87.5

18.46

32.19
65.1

8.55
-34.92

23.53

0

I

II

+

Percent
Vacant
21%
27%

Underutilized
Parcels
3

Underutilized
Acres
.08

19

2.59

54%

3

3.8

0%

0

0

-
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Table 8 above shows the inventory of Commercial and Industrial lands. There is a limited amount of
vacant Light Industrial properties that are available to develop.
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Population Growth and Projections
The Growth Management Act requires the OFM to develop population projections for each GMA
planning county every five years. Chelan County, in collaboration with each city within the county, are
then tasked with establishing Urban Growth Areas (UGA} that include areas and densities sufficient to
permit urban growth based on the OFM projections. In 2002-2003. Chelan County and its cities worked
cooperatively to allocate the projected population throughout the county. With over ten years of
hindsight and now a different economic and growth environment than that occurring in 2003, the city of
Leavenworth finds that it did not experience the growth projected by the 2002 allocation.
Three assumptions were used to guide the process of allocating the population in 2003. The first
assumption, using the OFM High Series of Population Projection was reasonable at the time as the
county experienced high growth rates throughout the 1990's, and Leavenworth was among the most
successful cities in the county. More recently however, growth throughout the County slowed during
the nationwide economic downturn that began in 2008. The city of Leavenworth was hit particularly
hard as it realized a five percent population loss between the 2000 and the 2010 decennial census
counts. Though OFM has determined that the Chelan County population has increased by 8.63% over
the last ten years, the city's population increase by 0.002% in the last four years is not enough to negate
the five percent loss in population.
The second assumption made in the 2002-03 population allocation was the distributed population
among the County Census Divisions (CCD}. The US Census includes the city of Leavenworth and the Lake
Wenatchee area in the Leavenworth/Lake Wenatchee CCD. The Lake Wenatchee area is very different in
character than the city, and is far too remote from Leavenworth for the city to consider providing
services during the next twenty-year planning period. It is more appropriate for the city to plan for
providing services to its existing UGA, and evaluate the adjacent developing areas for inclusion in the
planning area, particularly areas outside of the UGA that have seen up to a sixteen percent population
increase and where the city is currently providing utility services.

I

2000

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Growth

2000-2014
2,074

1,965

1,970

1,970

1,970

1,970

-5%

2,965

3,063

3,075

3,075

3,055

3,010

2%

3,526

3,890

3,930

3,940

3,955

4,020

14%

957

1,112

1,135

1,135

1,140

1,140

19%

27,856

31,925

i 32,090

32,400

32,520

33,070

19%

Unincorporated

29,238

30,498

30,500

30,680

30,960

31,090

6%

Incorporated

37,378

41,955

42,200

42,520

42,640

43,210

16%

: Leavenworth
Cashmere

i Chelan
!

Entiat
Wenatchee
' Chelan County

Source: 2000 and 2010 US Census
2011 through 2014 WAST OFM Population Estimates
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The third assumption cites a goal for the County to achieve a split of population between urban and
rural areas within each ceo of sixty percent urban and forty percent rural. Table 9 shows that countywide, this goal is close to being achieved with a six percent increase in population in unincorporated
Chelan County and a sixteen percent population increase in the incorporated areas between 2000 and
2014.
Growth for the Leavenworth area has occurred in the unincorporated portion of the UGA and in other
unincorporated areas adjacent to the city, where zoning densities are similar to the city's residential
zones. The County's zoning designations in the Icicle Road and the East Leavenworth Road areas include
Rural Village, Rural Water Front, and Rural Recreational/Residential. These all have a minimum lot size
of 12,000 sq. ft., which are the same as Leavenworth's RL-12 residential district. The extension of the
city's water distribution system into this area, combined with urban densities allowed by county zoning,
is likely a contributing factor to the growth outside of the UGA.

2000*

i

2010*

2014* *

I

!

I

---,

Leavenworth

Leavenworth UGA

l lcicl~ Rd
1

-

-

E. Leavenworth Rd

20l4 1
887
793
656

Growth
2000-2014

-l 965 1

1970 1

-5%

I

1024

I

1050 !

18%

i

806

I

I

I
737 '

1

6%

760** * '

16%

840 * * *

I-

I *US Census

1

I

' **OFM Estimate
I *** GIS Estima! e b ~ sed on 20~0 Cens':I_S plus build in~ PI:!_T_"!_it activity
As stated above, the GMA requires that UGA's be based on the OFM population projections. In RCW
35.70A.110 (3} and (4} the GMA also requires the following:
(3} Urban growth should be located first in areas already characterized by urban growth
that have adequate existing public facility and service capacities to serve such development,
second in areas already characterized by urban growth that will be served adequately by a
combination of both existing public facilities and serVices and any additional needed public
facilities and services that are provided by either public or private sources, and third in the
remaining portions of the urban growth areas. Urban growth may also be located in
designated new fully contained communities as defined by RCW 36. 70A.350.
(4} In general, cities are the units of local government most appropriate to provide urban
governmental services. In general, it is not appropriate that urban governmental services be
extended to or expanded in rural areas except in those limited circumstances shown to be
necessary to protect bas ic public health and safety and the environment and when such
services are financially supportable at rural densities and do not permit urban development.
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The Table below presents the OFM 2012 Population Projection for Chelan County. Population
projections for counties are issued every five years, the next projections will be issued in 2017, the same
year Chelan County and its cities will need to update their comprehensive plans.
The county's growth has followed the Medium Series Projection most closely. Chelan County's 2014
population is 74,300, which is 880 less than projected in the medium series for year 2015 .

.~ .l
- I

High Series
-

88,524

-

Chelan

72,453

80,634
~11%

I

-

-

96,414 1 104,304 1
j

10%

I

9% I

2035

I
I

112,194 I

120,084

1

~~ I

7%

I

i'

89,246

- 8% 1

-

Medium Series

I ? 2,453 1

Chela-;,

I

-

I

-

75,180 '
-

78,586 1

81,885 1

I

4%

4%

5%

84,778 1

87,168

4% I

3%

I

75,695

I

I

2040

2%

low Series
-

~

1

Chelan

72,453

68,266

I

-6%

70,499 :

74,396

i

2%

3%

I

i

1

76,706

I

I

2% :

1% I

I

The population projections for the city of Leavenworth in the Table below are based on the OFM 2012
Population Projections for Chelan County. Assuming the Medium Series is used in future population
projections, the population for the twenty year planning period will be at 2,304 population in year 2035,
which is an additional334 persons. The actual population allocations will be formalized between Chelan
County and the cities within the county.

Increase
Projected Population

5%

!

1,970

2,069

I

2030

2035

4%

4%

3%

2,151

2,237

2,304

The primary purpose for this Land Capacity Analysis is to determine how much land is available within
the existing city limits and UGA to accommodate the projected population for the community. The
following assumption and facts were used to inform this analysis :

1.

The Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) estimates the 2014 City of
Leavenworth population at 1,970.
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2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

1

2

The number of persons per household is 2.16 as determined by the 2010 US Census.
The analysis did not consider location of existing structures on the underdeveloped lot to
determine whether the lot could be subdivided.
Several shoreline lots which fit the criteria, but were developed to retain 200' of water/lot
frontage were excluded because of the SMP regulatory conditions that would prevent further
development.
Vacant land owned by public and/or quasi-public entities is not expected to be used for
residential development.
It is expected that Chelan County and its cities will meet soon to reallocate population
projections in preparation for the required updates to the Comprehensive Plans in 2017 (RCW
36.70A.130(5.)

Summary
The Land Capacity Analysis shows that the available land can potentially support an additional 2617.79
dwelling units. A Medium-Series population projection estimates an increase in population of 334, which
at 2.16 persons per household will require an additional154 dwelling units for the twenty year planning
period. Without any changes to zoning districts or densities, the city can adequately accommodate the
projected population

Other Recommendations/Considerations
Urban Growth Areas
Though UGA's are to be "based" on OFM population projections, the GMA also directs that cities are the
units of local government most appropriate to provide urban governmental services. Areas outside of
Leavenworth's UGA are developing at urban levels, and it is important that the city consider the impact
of this development on its ability to provide services. It is recommended that the city of Leavenworth
consider and discuss the potential for expanding the UGA to include the urbanizing areas mapped within
this report (Icicle Rd and East Leavenworth Road.) Additionally, consideration should be given to
adoption of a policy that prohibits the provision of services outside of the UGA that may encourage
inappropriate growth.
Critical Areas
The Critical Areas Ordinance appears to be consistent with the GMA and contains language regarding
best available science. It is recommended that the city create critical area maps. More specific
information regarding the limitations on developable land could further refine the land available for
development.
Seasonal Housing
The 2010 US Census shows that twenty percent of the city's total housing units are used for seasonal,
recreational, or occasional use, compared to 2000 when only two percent of the housing units were

1

A household includes all the persons who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence. A housing unit
is a house, an apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room that is occupied (or if vacant, is
intended for occupancy) as separate living quarters.
2
Persons per household, or average household size, is obtained by dividing the number of persons in households
by the number of households (or householders).
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seasonal. This city may want to discuss how this impacts housing affordability and availability, as well as
the impacts of transient and absentee owners on the community.
Industrial Lands
There is no industrially designated land available for development. Language in the city's Land Use
Element of its Comprehensive Plan encourages diversification of the economic base, and planning for
infrastructure to support commercial and industrial development. A goal in the Land Use Element
encourages the development of small light industrial sites with adequate infrastructure. It is
recommended the city revisit the land use designation map to consider areas to provide light industrial
or industrial uses. Providing areas where residents can work and make a livable income can contribute
to the growth ofthe community.
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Appendix G
2012 Leavenworth Parl<s Public Involvement

PARKPLANSTAKEHOLDERLffiT

Residential Advisory Committee
Elmer Larsen; elmer.larsen@nwi.net
Annie Schmidt; isnibo@hot mail.com
Mark Villalobos; loboci tol@aol.com
Cheri Farivar; J..20Sition<!@cityofleavenworth.com
Tibor Lak; position3@cityofleavenworth.com
Ann Hessburg; ahessburg®hotmail.com
Larry Hayes; lghlgh®nwi .net
Marshall West; marbet@charter.net
Susan Nolan<;J.; rdubsuz@nwi.net
Matt Fields; 11 vvorthdesign@11 \North .con1
Kevin Rieke; kevinrieke@nwi. net

Leavenworth Senior Center
Marshal West; see above

Chamber of Commerce
Nancy Smith; direc tor@leavenworth.org
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Barn Beach Reserve
Jeff Parsons; lparsons@bmnbeachreserve.org
Or jparsons@nwi.ne t

U.S. Forest Service
Wenatchee River Ranger District
Jeff Rivera, Ranger; jrivera@fs.fed.us
OR jeffrivera@fs .fed.us

Leavenworth Fish Hatchery
Corky Broaddus; corky@broaddus®fws.gov

WDFW
Cooperative Extension, Outreach and Partnerships
Corky Broaddus; see above

Cascade School District
Steve McKenna; SMcKenna@cascade.wednet.edu

Cascade Kodiaks
Principal- Mike Hill; mhill®Cascade.weclnet.edu
Athletic Director- Elia Ala'ilima-Daley; edaley®Cascade.weclnet.edu
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Upper Valley Swim Team

astanich@verizon.net
carol.an n@char ter.net

Pool Manager

Elizabeth Thomson; noweat@l~'cos.com

Lions Club

Duane & Pat Russell; duanepal@nwi.net

Leavenworth Winter Sports Club

General Manager Bob Black
Damian Browne; info@schocolat-.com
Ms. Chris Clark I Secretary; imbikin@gmail.com
Shaun Seaman I Alpine Position; info@skileavemvorth.com

Chelan-Douglas Land Trust

Mickey Flemming; mickey@cdlandtrust.org

Osprey Rafting

Gary Plannagan; gary@osr-reyrafting.com
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Trout Unlimited- Icicle Valley #391
Dennis McMahon; mcmahon@nwi .net

Icicle Junction
565 Highway 2
Karl Ruether; karl@icicleinn .com

Enzian Falls
Rob Johnson; robert@posthotelandspa.com
Robin Johnson; robin@posthotelandspa.com

Lyman Boyd; Lyman@bavarianlodge.com

Tube Leavenworth
Dave Johnson; havefun@letsgotubing.com

Sid Hill Heritage Foundation- covered in Winter Sports Club invites
Tony Keyser; tkeyser@tcco.com
PSRA -city
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PARKS, RECREATION, & OPEN SPACE SURVEY

1. How often do you use parks or open spaces In or near the City of Leavenworth?

Daily (47)

Weekly (54)

Monthly (12)

Less than monthly (12)

Never (1)

Other:

1. Seasonally

2. What types of amenities do you currently enjoy?

Walking/Hiking trails (115)

Amphitheater (18)

Biking trails (60)

Rafting/Tubing areas (51)

Baseball/Football/Soc fields (27)

Cross-country ski trails (78)

Golf Course (24)

Snow skiing (38)

Mini-golf Course (2)

Sledding/Tubing (19)

Skate Park (13)

Horseback rides (4)

Tennis/Basketball courts ( 18)

Sleigh rides (10)

Children's play areas (27)
Swimming pool (66)
Other swimming areas (47)
Boat launches (20)
Camping areas (28)
Fishing areas (26)
Viewing areas (37)
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Other:
1. Snow Shoeing
2. Mountain bike trails
3. Paddle boarding lakes & Rivers
4. Snowmobile trails
5. Horseback trail rides in area forest
6. Rock climbing in valley
7. Snow machines
8. Summer theater locations
9. Year round pool
10. Ice skating rink for hockey
11 . Barn Beach
12. Rock climbing
13. Open space appreciation for wildlife to be undisturbed by us.

3. What would you like to see more of in the future?
Walking/Hiking trails (67)
Biking trails (64)
Baseball/Football/Soc fields (14)
Ice skating/Hockey (61)
Tennis/Basketball courts (9)
Children's play areas (16)
Swimming areas (16)
Boat launches (4)
Fishing areas (5)
Viewing areas (12)
Amphitheater (6)
Other:

1. Picnic
2. Trail map with description of difficulty and elevation
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Bike paths off road
Bike trails in town, between town
Mountain Bike trails
Year round swimming pool! Forget the ice arena.
7. Indoor pool
8. Indoor rock climbing gym
9. Indoor pool
10. Enclosed Pool
11. Bike lanes, all around icicle valley loop (E Leavenworth Rd. to Icicle)
12. Golf course improvements
13. Complete walking trail from Leavenworth to Wenatchee
14. Ski trails
15. Swimming pool extended season
16. We can't afford what we currently have
17. Year round pool.
18. Cross-country mountain bike trails.
19. Ice rink.
20. Bike trail connecting Cashmere to Leavenworth
21 . Indoor swimming pool
22. Trails that connect Leavenworth to Wenatchee
23. Cross-country ski trails (four identical comments)
24. ICE RINK PLEASE!!!!!!!
25. Wildlife viewing areas
26. Biking trails- summer/xcountry skiing-winter
27. Picnic area by the river
28. Outdoor theater venues
29. New high school performing arts space
30. Cross country skiing
31 . City RV park
32. Fire pit
33. Ice Rink
34. Trail to Wenatchee for bikes/walks
35. Indoor swimming areas
36. Year round pool
37. Cross-country mountain bike trails
38. Connected loop with Cashmere, Dryden, Wenatchee

3.
4.
5.
6.

4. What other facilities make sense for Leavenworth?

Indoor sports courts (17)
Indoor Football/Soccer Arena (3)
Water Park (23)
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Bowling alley (19)
Off-road vehicle trails (3)
Ice skating rink (71)
Horseshoes (8)
Community garden (42)
RV dumping station (27)
Other:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

RV spots at golf course, also better Frisbee golf.
Museum
Parking
Indoor swim pool for winter exercise paid for by user fees- also great year around!
Indoor climbing gym
Indoor rock climbing gym
Bigger or another pool indoor or covered pool for longer season
Indoor pool
Laundromat and fast food that's not McDonalds.
Higher outfield fence for lower ball field at Enchantment park
Waterslide for the community pool
Indoor pool
Indoor pool
Paved roads absent of potholes
Cover system to allow for winter swimming at pool
How about just covering the existing pool so that it can be used year round
Year round pool
Children's playground in Lion's Club park
No indoor arenas and no water park
RV dump station is much needed
City RV Park, Oak Harbor and Chelan have RV park downtown near water
Connection trails, walking and biking
Indoor sports courts and indoor football/soccer arenas- no. Waterpark, really? No. Off-road trails, puhlease ... there's enough!
Indoor pool
Movie theater
Indoor pool
Preservation of natural landscape- minimize human disturbances -less commercial river traffic
I would love an indoor football/soccer arena but not sure how great the demand would be
More skiing and connected trails
Cross-country ski trails
Hiking trails starting at Ski Hill
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32. More hiking trails
33. Indoor swimming pool

5. What parks

I facilities

do you frequent?

Waterfront Park (95)
Enchantment Park (75)
Blackbird Island (98)
Barn Beach Reserve (76)
Boat Launch (19)
Skate Park (9)
Front Street Park (55)
Icicle Junction (17)
Swimming Pool (62}
Lion's Club Park (23}
Other:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Museum
Icicle Junction Theater
Ski Hill
Ski Hill
Ski Hill, Fish Hatch, Golf Course in winter
Fish Hatchery, Golf Course, Ski Hill (xcountry skiing and running}

6. How often do you visit the parks/facilities in Question 5?

Once per month (14} More than once per month (98)

Less than once per month (10}
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7. How should Leavenworth fund park development and maintenance?

Build with grants & maintain with public works funds (68)
Build no new facilities unless they can be financed by general fund (24)
Create a Park District (taxing authority (39)
Create/increase user fees (18)
Impact fees (7)
Other:

1.

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.

Keep user fees as low as possible or preferably non-existent since parks are part of the magnet to
attract visitors- who are the backbone of the local economy.
Only if developed through PRIVATE enterprise.
Not Sure
Create/increase user fees for things like a water park
Build a parking facility and charge for parking. It's astonishing this has not been done already. All kinds
of revenue would increase if there were adequate parking.
Combination of all, perhaps
Private industry
Tax the tourist!!
Don't we already have a park district?
Funding needs to come partially from tourists.
No user fees except for community pool
All of the above
No increase in user fees
Dedicate a percentage of the general fund received from local sales taxes so the residents can also
benefit from the inconvenience and hassle of all the festivals and such that make accessing our park
system more difficult on any given weekend!!
Build with private support, user fees should cover cost of operation, & grants should help with initial
construction
Continue with commercial fees
Build no new facilities if no grants are awarded
User fees for things like water park, indoor sports court, ice skating, etc. But not trails, fishing area, etc.
Unsure
Re: Create a park district, "no! No more taxes". Re: Create/increase user fees, "and then no one will
use".
Private financing/development for things like a movie theater
Yes, and offer programs like many other towns, like summer day camp and sports
A combination of grants and creation of a Park District
Build with grants, maintain with general fund but not unless there is funding available to maintain!!!
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25. Dedicate a percentage of the general fund received from local sales taxes so the residents can also
benefit from the inconvenience and hassle of all the festivals and such that make accessing our park
system difficult on any given weekend!!
26. Build with private support, user fees should cover cost of operation, and grants should help with initial
construction

8. Where do you Jive?

Within the Leavenworth City Limits or UGA? (78)
Within the Cascade School District Boundary? (29)
Outside Leavenworth area, but within North Central Washington? (9)
Outside NCW, but in Washington State? (6)
Outside Washington State, but in U.S.? (0)
Outside United States? (0)

9. What are the ages of the people in your household that frequent Leavenworth parks?

(Please indicate the number of people in each age group.)
5-14 years (44)
15-19 year (25)
0-4 years (20)
over 70 years (9)
55-70 years (64)

20-34 years (45)

35-54 years (128)

10. How would you rate the City of Leavenworth and area recreational facilities?

Parks:
Trails:
Ball fields:
Sport Courts:
Fishing Areas:
Camping Areas:
Swimming Pool:
Other Swimming Areas:
Snow Sports Areas:

Poor (1)
Poor (0)
Poor (30)
Poor (10)
Poor (4)
Poor (10)
Poor (4)
Poor (5)
Poor (0)

Fair (14)
· Fair (16)
Fair(12)
Fair (17)
Fair (8)
Fair (4)
Fair (5)
Fair (12)
Fair (7)

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

(23)
(24)
(16)
(14)
(22)
(17)
(14)
(24)
(12)

Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good

(65)
(62)
(44)
(13)
(27)
(39)
(41)
(29)
(48)

Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Excellent

(12)
(11 )
(8)
(l )
(5)
(7)
(33)
(6)
(39)
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River Sports Areas:
Golf Course:

Poor (4)
Poor (0)

Fair (10)
Fair (0)

Moderate (17)
Moderate (9)

Good (38)
Good (37)

Excellent (17)
Excellent (32)

Additional Comments:

1. There is so much we can do to enjoy this paradise: public parks, gardens, trails, bicycle lanes, rec.
center, gym, Front St. food plaza, marked walking tour with mile markers.
2. Cops-cops. We need cops.
3. Remember the museum?
4. Enchantment Park play area needs shade
5. With all of the pedestrians who frequent the east end of Pine St., the speed limit should be down to
20mph like on Burke St.! The kids use it constantly to get to the high school and middle school.
6. Do something about the abuses from river tubing customers
7. Too many tubes in the river with disrespect to private property, vulgar language, garbage- my family
no longer uses the river because of this.
8. We don't use parks other than Lion's Club for 4-H event once a year
9. An indoor pool would be a HUGE asset to our community.! am sure it's impossible, but it would be
GREAT if we could use it for schools and community both!!
10. Parking, parking, parking, which is chargeable!
11. Parks and river overrun by tourists/river rafters. Make tour operators pay!!
12. Let them build a tram/gondola into alpine area.
13. We need year around swimming pool. We don't need more tourist oriented facilities. I.e. Ice rink. Build
things for the local community, not seasonal tourist garbage!! I.e. lame/small seasonal tourist orientated
swimming pool. It's 92 degrees out and the pool is closed? Ill
14. What happened to the multi-use trail plans we saw in the last couple years? Those were nice!
15. What this city needs is a weed czar. We are being overrun with all kinds of weeds I streets, vacant lots,
and many residents don't even try to control them. It's too bad the city can't have an aggressive
spraying program! Thank you!
16. Commercial tubing is out of control! Please limit use via city put-in and take-out access locations permit.
Way too many people!
17. Golf course needs maintenance.
18. The tubing on Wenatchee needs to be controlled!!
19. Lower Ski Hill Road needs major help! Cars swerve all road width to avoid bumps and potholes. This
before parks, arenas, beautifications, etc. Why these expensive special mailings?? Use the Echo.
20. We need an ice rink!
21. Park on North side of Highway 2 please. Preserve some pasture land/wildlife/bird habitat off of Pine or
Ranger road.
22. Golf course cart paths need to be added/upgraded.
23. 1would like to see more attention paid to resident's needs. A healthy residential community
complements Leavenworth's intense tourism.
24. Would love more hike/bike/run trails, especially toward Wenatchee
25. Would kike pool extended and covered if possible. It is 95 degrees on September 10.
26. City and Area are two entirely different entities.
27. More support for commercial outfitters: designated loading/unloading
28. We need more riverfront parking for tourists
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29. Barn Beach and boat ramp have very dangerous logs ·in popular swimming areas

30. Need a children's play area at Lions Club Park
31. Thanks for allowing me to speak!
32. River sports areas need more safety information
33. Indoor swimming pool
34. State "poor" for camping areas: unless you consider USFS campground, then Excellent
35. Parking during the day should be fore pool patrons only. I've seen motor homes towing boats which
took up a total of 8 parking places
36. Need more snow sport areas and keep walkers off ski trails
37. A City owned RV park would provide revenue stream
38. Love that we have Enchantment Park. Bummer we can only use it spring and fall -covered in snow
through winter and far too hot in summer. How about some shade cloth or trees?
39. Ice Rink! All year pool!
40. Long term I would love to see a community rec center that could be used by local and tourists alike indoor courts, pool, gym, etc. These standard in thriving ski towns in other areas (CO, Sandpoint; ID, etc.)
41. We need a sidewalk along Pine Street for kids walking/biking to IRMS & CHS
42. We need more public bathrooms and parking areas
43. Address the rudeness of our local bicyclists. They ride the sidewalks and push people out of their way.
Most do not wear helmets. Have witnessed two or three in particular who ride regularly and do not use
bicycle lanes provided. Week before Autumn Leaf we saw on Mon. requests walkers mover over.
"Coming Thru" was his comment.
44. We need lost more free parking and bathrooms. We want tourists and they need access to above.
Many times we've been asked why we didn't think of these things when designing our city.
45. Not enough trails
46. Need our swimming pool indoors
47. Thank you
48. More art installments
49. Too much commercial river traffic in last 2 years
50. Why can you not put this survey online and save$?!
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COMMENT LOG AS OF 10/15/2011
Comment

Happy with the parks - likes the
parks and facilities. Expressed a
need for more children's
playgrounds. Would like to see
one right in town, perhaps at
~ Lion's Club Parle.

Source

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

Would like to see ballfields
2 expanded to attract tournaments.

f---

~

~

Upper Valley Swim team's goal
is to teach kids a life skill, not to
win. We want to serve more kids
and not turn anyone away. Offer
low fees and lots of scholarships.
One thing that would help is a
gate in another area of the fence
to provide a staging area.

Happy with parks. Would like to
see a cover for pool to allow year
around us; ice rink; designated
sledding hill; more parking for
~ riverfront facilities.
Website needs more pictures,
better listing of parks, good
maps. Also maps should be
available at parking areas by
____§__ trails
Cherry trees attract bears and
should be removed around trail
_]__ areas.
Also like to see an RV park in
town, near the water. Look at
Oak Harbor and Chelan for

~

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Response

This park had a playground
at one time, but the facilities
became out dated and were
removed.
In response to request to
expand ball fields, noted that
there is not really a practical
way to expand the top two
fields.
It was suggested that the
PRSA could take care of this
-park staff said it would be
easy

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
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~

examples.

Public Meeting

9

-

Need play areas and ball fields nmth
of Highway 2.

The play area at Enchantment
Park needs trees for shade and a
grassy area. W atetfront park
10 restrooms need to be updated
Expansion of walking/biking
trails. Create more of a loop
11 system.

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Water is available for inigation at
Enchantment Park play areaagrees that grass and trees are
needed. Waterfront park is
Public Meeting
somewhat hidden and map isn't
9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
111akil!g
it
easy
to
find.
~
Banks around ballfield could be
Public Meeting
tiered for safer mowing access
9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
~ and to provide seating.
Front Street needs more restroom
stalls - more capacity for women.
Also need restrooms at Lion's
Public Meeting
Club Park when City Hall and
9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
14 Pool are closed.
Soccer fields are under-sized.
City doesn't have any full size
soccer fields (except two behind
Public Meeting
bus barn that are generally for
9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
15 school use).
_
Purchased propetty in
Leavenwotth because of the
parks/trails and recreational
areas. Noted also that
Public Meeting
Enchantment Park is hard to find 9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
16 - she has to lead visitors to it.
--

-
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Infields at ball fields need to be
dug up and re-done. Lots of
gravel.

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
Public Meeting

Is there a Park Board for public
participation?
City could purchase propetty in
Ski Hill area to create a wetlands
park. This park could include a
pond with viewing areas and
adjacent ball fields and parking.
Wetland area could be set up as
off-site mitigation for other
development in areas of City
where wetlands would be
19 impacted.

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Verbal Comments
Public Meeting

"Bubble" building over pool for
year round use
In-water hazards should be
removed - popular swimming
areas- Barn Beach and boat
ramp

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011

More riverfront parking

Written Comments
Public Meeting

Improved river access at Icicle
Road Bridge

9/29/2011

Designated unloading area for
tubing, paddle boarding,
kayaking at Icicle Road Bridge

Public Meeting

Written Comments

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

Warning signs at beaches about
deep, fastyv!lter
Add a grassy area with trees for
picnics etc. at skate park.

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
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27

28

Add grass around play area in
Enchantment Parle.
Seating on banks at Enchantment
Parle
Grass and trees around play toys
at Enchantment Parle
Rivetfront Park needs more day
use parking.

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

Pool needs a winter structure so
you can open it year round.
A mountain bike trail that is easy
-not deadly. Something
relatively flat that meanders
through
trees and such.
32
Pool needs to be a jewel in the
town: sparkling and held at high
value.
There should be a swim team rep.
on committees whose decisions
affect the pool.
The swim team may need a gate
installed in the fence to facilitate
swim meet traffic flow of
35 swimmers.

9/29/2011
Written Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
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36

Establish safe bike routes through
town and mark signage. Make a
path along Pine Street that is
separate from street; tons of kids
walk every day, and especially
during snow times, it is
dangerous! The berms make is so
Public Meeting
narrow and it is slick by nature.
9/29/2011
Cars can't stop quickly.

Written Comments

Any park should include soccer
fields - especially a large fully
field soccer area.
Lion's Club Parle needs
bathrooms and a ramp up to
shelter for handicapped use.

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

Leashes on dogs.

9/29/2011
Written Comments

Paved trails may not work for
Public Meeting
bike riders- speed- walker/biker 9/29/2011
Written Comments
conflict.
Full-sized soccer fields -with
lights- with capability to hold
tournaments, so need bathrooms,
41 too.

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

Terrace the hillside at
Enchantment Park- safety!
Improved maintenance of pooltemp, cleanliness, updated
facility, finish on pool surface
43 (that is under water).
Expanded ski trails with varied
loops to increase the Km of trails.

9/29/2011
Written Comments

Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
Public Meeting

9/29/2011
Written Comments
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47

Larger sledding area should be
designated. More than just Front
Street.

Public Meeting
9/29/2011
Written Comments

Try to link hiking trails at
Enchantment with Ski Hillespecially for cross-country
skiing.

Public Meeting
9/29/2011
Written Comments

~em~y_e

Public Meeting
9/29/2011
Written Comments

logs from river.

Terrible logs at Barn Beach and
boat ramp right in the middle of
popular recreation and swimming
4B areas - should be removed.

Public Meeting
9/29/2011
Written Comments

Connect trails along base of
Tumwater Mountain (where they
cut a road during the fires of '94)
connect this to Enchantment via
safe Highway 2 crossing and in
effect, be connected to
49 Waterfront Park.

Public Meeting
9/29/2011
Written Comments

Change map colors so objects are
more easily differentiated.
Change adoption date from 2011
to 2012.
50

60-day review
comments from
Recreation
Conservation Office

21 Email comment letters were
received requesting that the ice
rink be a priority city project.

51

60-day review
comments
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A packet of 111 letters in support
of the ice rink project was
received by the city.
52

60-day review
comments·
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AppendixH
2008 Leavenworth Transportation Project Costs
and Methodology

Leavenworth Unit Cost Assumptions
SELECT UNIT COSTS
These costs are DPPfled scJedivdy on :t per pro!eet bn:oi:
Cost($)/LFISide
S30.00
S70.00
$30.00

BikeF3ciliti~
P:~riting

l3t1C$
Curb/Gutter
Sidew;~lk::

$40,00

Urbon Drain::sge

$100.00
S65.00
S50.00

Dwtn Sidemllc;
Lighting
Dwtn Lighting

sso.oo

Stcrm Wolter Storm Wnter
Collection
Treatment

$80.00

$20.00

Addition of paving stones :md other decorative p:wlng materials.
Decorative Qghting elements

ese costs represent raughly 70 percent of the tolel IJTil costs.
Stripltlg
P~voment

Proj~Type

Co~t($)/LF/L.:lne

New Roadway
Major VVidening

Minor Widening/Reconstruction
Non·Motorized Improvements
Trail
lnter:::ection GeometJy Improvement:

Overlay
Minor WideningfRecon~truction Downtown

Functional Cl.:.~ific:rtion Factor
Rural Major Collector
Rur01l Minor Collector
Rur3l Local Acce!OS
Urb::m Minor Arteri:~l

Urban Collector
Urbcn Local Acceu

Troil
St:!.te Highw:ly
Miscell:an~U!;

$160
$180
$175
$77
$42
$202
$82
$283

Section

sso

$70
$70

so
$40
$70
$70
$75

Drivew~y
U6fity
Adjustments Undsc:lpe Rcstor::atlon
S5
$30
$10
$10
S5
S30
$5
S30
S10
$30
$10
so
so
$0
so
$5
$30
$0

so

so

so

$10

S36

$12

Tr:~ffic

:>nd

Control
$5
$10
$10
$10

Signing
$2
S2
$2
$0
$0
$2
$2
$5

so

$10
$5
$50

C!Dring&
Grubbing
S2
$2
$2
$2
$2
$0

so
$5

Milling

so

$5

so
$0

so
$5
$5
$0

Edgo
Adjustments lrrig;,.tion
$5
$15
$15
$20
$20
$15
$15
$0
$0
$0
$20
$0
$0
so
$25
$18

Fence
Rcstor.rtion
$5
$10
$10
$10
$0
$0
$0
S12

IUumin~ti

on
$0
$0
$0
$0

Sig:n;1gC
$0

$50

$10
$0
$1 5

so
so
so

so
so
so
so

P:.vc~

$0

so

so
$0
$0
$0
$0
$20

0.8
0.6
0.4

1
1
1
1
1.1

Co:;t F:u:to~

New Roadway
Major Widening

Minor VVidening!Reconstruetlon
Non-Motorized Improvements
Engineering Co~t Factor (•,.!.)
Mobilization Co:.t F:.ctor rA)
Contingency Co~t F<lCWr {o/•)
Minor V\lidening/Reeonstrue+Jon Downtown

NIA

0%
0%
0%
0%
25%
1$%
25'A.
0%
0%

0%
0%

lntc:rseetion/Other lmprovemen~
Install Traffic Signo.l
Tmffic Signal Upgrade:.
Twe>-l.4ne Ro~.:n<bbout
One-L3ne Round:lbout
Tr.tffic Control Upgr.1det

Coot(S)/Projeet
$200,000
$225,000
$275,000
$150,000
$30,000

Co:ts u~ally range from $125,000 to $200,000
Left-tum lane con::tructlon u:uelly require:: reloct~tion cf me::t ai1TI!O and new signal in::hl.llatlon.

Bridge~

2-Lane Bridge
Rail Cro~ings
At Grade Rail Cro~slng - Minor
At Gr.tde Rail Crossln!J - Major
Rail Cro::::ing ContoUd3tion
Grode Sep:~,rated R;1U Cro::ing

$6,250 ,000

or $300 perscabout 500 foot bridge v.ith 12 foot lanes, 6 foot shouldel"$, 3 foot sidewalk::

$300,000
$400,000
$65,000
$4,000,000

2131ane roadway assume $500 per Unear It oftr:lck per track. Plus $150 ,000- $300,000 for hardware and pre-emlive devlc~
4/SI:tne ro11dway a::sume $500 per Une:uft of track per track. Plus $150,000 -$300,000 for harct..Yare and pre-emtive devices
$100per$qft
$150 per$q ft

M:\07\07376.01 Leavenworth Tn:m~po~tion Plan\Project llit & Co~ts\Project List Co::t E:;tl~es- Leavenworth

3/1812009
10:39AM

Leavenworth ROW Costs

RIGHT OF WAY COSTS ·AdministrativE!) Structures, and Land

.....

Pfttlect:Namo

L-R1

PlneSiroet Extonsl: n

.......

Prood~..atDtiOII.

Corr.struet o
Chu~:k

Porcols
a'oclod.

Ad~~ per ...,"*'~s

now road • connactor from Ar Street to

H;hwoy. Clc=e lhD

-

Structures costs

Adminlstlative Costs

...

...........

Sfn.JdtUesCollo

Pmdlneeom

~":;'

NCW RnP 200S-2013 P'~'Uicd Projoc:b

$4000

$2.000

so

so

Con::ruc:t connedor from Cod::1r Stroot to Pine

CcnoSlrcct

L·ltl

Mlno Stroot north to Vwheoter

to Whoelor Avot'I,ID.

,.,.

New :Wets in RM:ftlond /Vo

Can:.lnlc:t new ~cond~ arterial and eoDodor
:treots In tho Rlvorbond Aroll.

l -R6

BthStrootRocorr..uuctlon

dd~

Strclcl

NCW RTlP ~20'13 PI:!Mcd Projocb

'2.000

so

so

so

Con~

o ncrw ~d - COMedot from Mine Stroot

2C02Comp Pbn T-7

04000

l2.000

so

so

2002 Comp Pl:m T-7

l2.000

"

so

Roeanwuct rc:tdwly, curb roplocomont, p;Jve

.......~ ..........

Adjac:ent~nd.

u••

T...,SJ'

L·RS

Front S!rcct Roco~Ndlon

,.,.

Front Slraol Rcconsln..'dlon

ROWC.cntTol:llj_$]

SSIO,DJO

.S92,DDO

N/A

"

so

so

·~·

OS

S97.500

S99,SOO

so

NIA

so

so

so

"'

150

""'

9,000

19,500

NCWRTlP2lJOS...2013PbnnodPI'Djacta ~

0

$2.000

10

so

so

NIA

"

so

so

NCW RTl P ZXJS-Zl13 ?!:Inned Ptojocb De

0

$2.000

"

so

so

NIA

so

"'

so

Rccon=.truct ro:Y.Iw:~y, cur!l :md gutter, :ldcvr.~lk.
lll!m! Ntlon from Blh Stntct to Division Strecl

NCWRTIP2008-2013 PIAnnod Projo=' De

0

$2,000

10

so

so

NIA

so

so

so

Gu=ohto eth Shot - Roam:ttuct
ro3dway, rapbeo sidC~W::Jib. Ql um~tion.

Comp Pl:1n App C

$2.000

10

so

1D

N/A

so

10

so

S4000

so

so

so

NIA

so

"

so

l!lumlnll.llon from Front Stroot to M:lln

R&ec:mtruct rc::1d, oid~Do.. Ull.lrnlrution. ~~mn
Front S'.root Rocon::tuc:tlon

U:nd Co'St.SuboTCUI IS'

SlO

"'

Stroot.

L.-R7

~:w~:ftol

Ro,ldenUol

Fw/Cod:u!Chu~Highwoy !r1ll:l~n.

L·R2

Land Costs

uwcr, walormcln ropllccmcnt from DMslon SlfcO!
to1<:hSttctOt.

US2:~:

"""

OlvldonStreotRcc:on:trucllor

~..tru:tro~ . :ld~lks. curb&gutt.Dr. Wool
lttumNtlan from Front Street to 200' 110uth or
Commc rclllll.

NCWR'TlP2006-2013PiannodPToJea' 0

t.-R11

SklHIIlOrlvoRoconctru:tlon (

Rop:.lr bDNII'IQICfki.Jcnd :.'ph:iiltCM:!ri:Jy.
Co net Net ml:alng ;ldowolk loe:~liom. botwcon US
2;md Cl:yUmlb.

NCW R'TlP ~20 1 3 Pb.Mcd Pro)ol$ De

23

$2.000

S4G.OIX)

so

10

10

3000

30,000

R.oc.ld•ntlllll

S10

1300.000

~6.0 00

L-R12

Plno Stroot Upgrade (Ski Hm

2003 ~ito.! F:~odUtm 20-Yo:u Prof a= U~ (

"

$2.000

S<IO.OOO

so

1D

15

=

50,250

Reslde nU::r.l

$10

SSJ2.5m

$562,500

L-R13

Commer!col Stroe~V10th Strae

Nr::N RTIP :201J8..2013 Plonnod Pro:ocu Oc

0

$2.000

so

"

so

NIA

"

so

so

L-R14

Commorc!:ll Stroot Realn:tru

NCW RllP 20a5-2013 Planned

0

$2.000

so

so

so

N/A

"

10

•o

l.-NM1

l::lcloSbtion Tf'<lll

$2.000

S12.1XD

so

10

RHidc ntl•l

'"

$1.050.000

$1,062,.000

·~000

"

"

so

N/A

so

so

so

n\Qiotbl and a~ph:lll ovcrlDy.
2idii'MIIk :lien; :outh :lc!o orro:~ctNay.

Ropclr~
Carr~

Recorutru:t ro:.dway, cu:b :and guacr. aldowv.!lc.
lllum!na!lon from 9lh Sl: to Oivblon Sl ond Front Sl
tc Commorc:la!Sl.
Rc~n~rocd,

lcldoSlotlon

3~

stroct to

Tr.~U ct~MOctlng ~nworth to MW A:nnek
:btlon. Would IISO portlom or old rallto4d ROW
now ownod by Chelan PUC. Parte! tho

Loo~nworth

L-NM2

:J!dcwallo, ilhninol.!on, ~rm

:ower, watomulln ropb.~ment frcm
athstntcl.

Co~lgn

Projo~ Q(

C:'ty ofl.Gvenwworth

25

.,.,.,

105.000

to Wonatc:hco Tr.1R.

lciclo Si"-!icn on North Rc;,;d

M:\071D7376.01lOGVOnwolth Tr-~~.:~tion Pbn\Projoct

~: & C~\Projlld. Ll:;t CHI.

'WIITC ~201 3

R ~~QIO NII TIP

In tho lin:ant

0

311111200!1
Ctmc:c, - loaverMOrth

10:40AM

Leavenw orth Roadway Costs

ll ...~ 1~ -

=e and se1ec1
Base Roadway Costs

Select RoadWay COsts

i

., .......

Newl.aoa

- ""!"'

Sourco

now rc;~a ~connector
fro m F'll' Slraot to Chum~ck

Aft.....

1.00n1trud. a

L-R1

l·R2

l -R3

PlnoSttootExtol"'))on

Cono Street

tJJna Street north to Wheeler
A ....nt»

Hlgl'lwii)'. Cio~:elho

NCW R11P 200B-2013 Pl::mned

i,!'~l':~um:ltldt Hi;hw:Jy

""'~""

COMtrud connodbr from Cad:~ r
Sboot to Pino Strool

NCW R11P ~2l1 3 Pbnned
Projoca

Con:tru:t a new ro:ad- eonnedor
from Mlno stn:Jot to W'hoolor
Avenue,

2002 Comp

PI~ T-7

NowRoadwlly

Urb:m Minor Arto

SHill

260

NewR~woy

Urb.cln Co!loctor

$160

315

NowRo~y

Ur!:nan Collector

S160

615

JI OO.~

,_0

260

S I U ..OO

315

S1J.!.axJ

615

S2i0.600

2.600

$1 ,1"4.000

$196.1CXJ

25%

15%

SZ18,2.U

25%

""

Sll4,7JJ

25%

15%

$653,526

$1,913,4&3

25%

""

SZ.76Z.876

$496.110

25%

""

25%

15%

$1.J25,6D6

15%

$822.lJ16

$330,240

$239,095

Conwuct now ~condary IJ1orbl
onclc:oll cu:~or=fl!aOintho

l -R5

2002 Comp Pion T-7

RJvc rbondAroL
Rocon;;tructro.adw:)y, eurb

l-R6

ethStrae\Reccnstru:".ion

NCW RTI P :zoce-2013 PbM&d

replllecm ont,p.ove~~lk,

llumln:allon fn:~m Front Street to
M~nStraol
Roc::.nwu:::tro o d , ~ow:~lk:;.

l-R7

L-R8

L·R9

Fror.tStrO<!IRocon:truelon

Front Stroot Reeai'Cirudion

Frnrt S!reot Roc~on

?roJo=

NCW Ri1P 2Q09.2013 Plllnnod'

lllumltu~tlon.ctorrn~or,

P mjeot>

wctorm:.ln ra~bccmont from
Divblonstrcotb 1-4thStrool

Urban Collector

Downtown Muter Pbn

L-Rl3

Ar Streol)

1,000

S2BJ,Q2B

$310

1,al0

$310,000

$593,029

25%

15%

Urb:.n eonoctor

S2B3

!530

S.XO.OIO

$370

530

S1!J5.1CXI

$496,110

25%

""

Urban Minor Mar

S175

3,000

$ 1 047,105

S2<0

900

U l6.DCC

$1,263,105

25%

15%

$1 ,76!,347

Urbun Minor Met

S17S

3.380

11.179,735

S71l

$1,415,338

25%

15%

$1 ,9!2,173

Urban Colloctor

$283

1.150

SGSO,!JC:i

$370

1,150

$1,076,465

25%

15"

S1,SD7,0S1

'·""'

S905.&91

$570

1,600

51 ,817,691

25%

15%

S1,SU,7G7

4,200

so

"'

25%

15%

$0

Comp Plan App C

Wdenlng~ocoMt:u:1Jcn

Dowr.Oown

ove~y.~tru:tmJ=Ing

botvroan US 2

b:1sa m:atorbland ~ph:llt

ovorl::~y, C~nJCI~dOWIIIk

along=ou\h eldeofroGdw:ay.

NCW

Ri1P 20QB.2013 PlllmoU

Proja~

Downl0111tn M.utor Plun

2003 C:lpltal Fadnu~ 2:J..Ya:n
ProjCid Lr..t (Comp PIDnl

Wldcnlng/Roconatn.adlon
Oown!lllumin~~Uo n.

storm I:OWOr,
w;r;lorm:aln ropl:l::emont from 3rd
Slreotto&.hStroat

NCW RT1 P 2008-2013 Plonnod
Projoce
Oownlown M:lrotor Plan

ponlom of cld rAI~c:td ROW now

City of Wvcnwor.h

:"'~by Chobn ~· Part o~

t.-NM2

lcir:taStatlon

Docls;n lei do Sbtion on North
Rood

"'""'

Urban Coll•clor

Non-Molorl:cd
tmprovaments

T,.l

S77

NIA

N/A

'NIA

Wdonlng!Reoonalructlon
Downtown

191 2.000

tc

now Amtr.ack ~~bn. Would usa
Jdc:l:o Sl:IIIcnTnll~

. ,.,

IMdonlng/Recon:lnJctlon

... ....

Commerlc:a!Stnletl'ltlhStroet

t:l C«<nnaang UIOVOI'IWOrtn

L.-NM1

1,110

Minor

Rocoretrut.tion

Commorclo/Stn:lo t
Roecnsttuetion

S587,725

S2B3

US2ot Gu:t:all'sto&hSttoot·
RecoM!rud rcadway, Rip IDeo

Roc:onsttucti'O.IId,*-lcw:alb,
L-R1-4

9CO

Urban Collector

Downtown

Re~lr

$946.661

S2S3

'Mdctnln;!Roeondt\.dlon

::mdCity l mllL
PlnaSir«~tlJ;Igr:~d o

1,110

UrbAn CoPo:W

NCW RllP 2008-2013 Pbnnod
Ptojoc:ts

Downtown Mast or PIDn

Repair bo::o m:atorbl o.nd :acpMI!

(Ski Hill Orlvo to

$570

. .,.,

Rocom:trud rood~. curtl:trd
gUUor, sld'ewalk.IBIJITiin:lllon from

Gldow:~!k loc:Dtloru

$3U . I81

UrbanCoUoctor

......

(US2 toPinoSinlot)

530

''"""
Dowr.town

WldonlrGJRoconttnJI:IIcn
Oow""""
Sid HDI Drtvc Rocon:tructlon

S371l

WldonlngfRoconatru=tlon

8th Stroot to OlvCion Stroot.

sld~ illumlnaUon.

L·R1l

SJCXl.010

Downtown fJ.astor Pion

'INIITC 2008-2013 Rogione.l i1P n
tho !'mndallycon:tr.o.lno d projec:t

li:t

f.tl07\07376.0'1 Loovenworth Tt:IMJ)Cittallon Pl:m\Projed U=-t & Co--..:\Prcject U:1 Co~ E:llnmt" • Lo:avcrtW'orth

tr UA

so

IN/A

""
3/lB/2009
10:o41AM

Leavenworth Intersection Costs

INTERSECTION GOSTS -Tum Lane and Hardware

Hardware Costs

Tum Lane COsts

....... ............
L·R1

Pln• Strn!Exten:lon

Pro

...........

.......

~ De-.edDUon

Cor=tru:t :;l raw r011d - eonnoc:tor from At Stto~t to

NCW RTlP 2008-20~ 3 Fl:~mod

Chum:tlck.~.Ckl~thoFir/Ccld:.r/C~ck

Prc/ocb

_. _,a..•

_

.!"'.l.~nt_ ~-r:- ~-~

,... . . . Coot
Sab-Tobi_{S)_

............ a.,.,...o
,.,..,........,

-·"""
SUh·Toi>IISI

Tctal Unfacta]td
E1talntleftltll
Moblllzadon
TCUII"'erseet(on
IAW'Sectlon Co:t f$) Cost hetor i%1 Cost F:u::tor r%1 lm11rovetnent Co=ts l$1

I:!DOOCO

$200.000

=

""

S2110,0DO

NIA

"'

so

25%

15%

10

so

NIA

"'

so

25%

15%

10

$160

10

NIA

10

so

25%

""

so

UrlulnCoDc ~

$283

so

NIA

10

so

25%

,.,,

so

MlnotWidoning/Roatrdtuctlon D

lkbllnCo~edcr

S283

$0

NIA

so

"'

25%

15%

so

Minor Widonln;fRaconottuctlon De

UrbAn CoU cctor

$283

so

NIA

so

25··

15%

sa

Ncw Ro::~dwcy

UrbAnMrorArtorbl

S160

so

lm.l:lll Tr.~ti"ICSigNII

NowRcodwoy

Urlw!CoDodor

$160

10

2002 Comp PIAn T-7

NowRo:~::l~y

lJtt::a:"'CaUoclol'

$ 160

200:2 Comp Pion T-7

NawRcGCwoy

Uttw~Collodcr

Minor WldorUI;/RocondN::tlon 0

1

Hlg!TN:1y lntcooe'Jon.

L-R2

L-10

Cono Stroet

Const'Ud COModor from Co~r Slraot to Pine Stroet.

Mno~tnorthto

Ccmtruct o now r=d • con:'ICc:tor ftom M'll'lo Street to
Wheolor Avonuo..

lhhoelcr Avom.Jo

now :~econc!ory ortorlo.l o.nd collector ~troc:b In

NCW R'T1P 2005-2013 Pbmod
Projocb

Now~trocr,[n

Cen~

R!vorbond.AfGU

the Rlvorbon::IArca.

61hSt«<t

Rocon::ruct rc!ldw.ly, curtl ropbcomori, pave r;ldoWl11k.

Rocon:truc'Jon

lllt.mlno.Uon from Front Sltoatto Main Slra ol

"'"I""

Fn:ln:Strael
Roam::lrudion

Roa~~ r=d,

NCW R'nP 2:CJC8.2D1 J Plannod

W1ltatm:~n ropbeomanl fmm Dlvl:lon

Proiocts

Stroot.

0awn1own Maur Pt:m

Ftc~n:streot

Rca.n::tru:tlon

Rocon:tnJ:t madw;~.y, Cl.lrb lltld gutter, ald!!WUik.
lllumlnnUon frc:m 8lh Street to Olvblon Street.

L-R9

Front Street
Ra::on:tructlon

US 2 Ql Gu::t:IV':~ to 8lh Stroot· Roeon)tnJd ro::~dw:ay,
raplaeo sidawalks,IRI.m!Mdon.

Comp PI:anAf'p C

M!norWidonlng/Recon:tructlon D

U~Co!lod.or

$283

so

NIA

"'

so

25%

,..

so

L-R10

Civ!donStract
Rocort"..tru:tlon

l~umln:IU:~n

Roconctrur;t to11d, eldOWOIIIc:, QJI'b & 111t.t1r, ~ool
from Fl'Qnl Stroot to 200' ~Uih of
Commotci:IJ.

NCW RTli' 2IJOB..2013 Pbnnad
Prv{ocb
Downtown M:letCif Plan

Minor WiderJng/Roconslru::tlon D

Urb:m Colloctor

S283

so

NIA

so

so

25%

1:5...

so

L· R11

Sk! Hiii Orlvo
Rocon:s.truction(U$2
toPlnoSltool)

Rop:1lr b~ rr.:a\ol'lol ond o:apt'l:llt ovor1oy, Con,tn:d
m~lng )jdow::~lk loc=tlono botwoan US 211.nc1 City limit:.

MlnotWid onlng/Roco~ctlon

lJrtiAnMinor Artcrial

$1 75

"'

NIA

10

so

:zs••

,.,,

so

Mln:!rWic!onJnofRoecn:tru:tlon

Utbon Minor Mori4!

S175

so

NIA

"'

so

25%

15%

so

L·RS

L-R6

L-R7

L·RS

Pine Stroot Upgrade
(SidHiiiOMtoAr

51dOWD!ks, JlfumiMtlon. =om~ 50WOf,
Street t:J 14th

New RTl P 21J1:8..2C13 Pb.nnod
Oown'.own Mamrr Pbn

NCVI RTlP 200fl..2C13 Plannad
Projo~

Downtown rM.:tor Plan

.

NCWRT1P~2013 PI:IMCd

Pro)oct:~
Downtown M:a=tor ?l:an

RoFDit b:~S~~mGtOibll and a~h:l.lt OYOI111.y. Ccn:truct
of roadway,

2003 Capitll.l Fadlili~ ~Year
Pr,:,Joct U:t (Comp Fl::ln)

Commorlcll.l
Strootf1ClhStroet
Roeonwuctlon

Roco~ ~UDc!woy, ClJftl Dnd gutter. :idowalk.
mumhation from 9th Sl to Olvbion Stand Frort st to
Ccmmarclo1St

"'"I<=

MlnorWidoninw/Roc:on~etlon l)c

UrbonC::lii!X:tor

=

so

NIA

"'

$0

25%

15%

so

.....,.

Commotdll.1 Stroet

Rocon:tN:t rood, =l:iowalb, llumlnotlon, :;term aowor,
W:!.IDtmll.lnraplacemD.."\lfrom3rdS:toet toethStract.

NCWRilP 20(&2013 ?laMed
Pl'Qjoct:
Downtown M:l:ter Plan

Minor 'Mdonlng!Roc:on:.trudlcn

Oc

LltbDn CoDedor

S283

10

NIA

"'

sa

25%

15%

so

L-NM1

lcideSI:Itlo n Tr.~.lt

T~ connoctlng Utavenworth to now Amlr.ldc ~l:ltlon.
Would U5a pcrtlons of old ~ro;,d ROW now owned by
Chalan PUC. Part oflho LoRVanwontl to Wotmchoo Tr.~.U.

Cltyof~vonworth

Hem-Mote~

Tr.all

m

so

NIA

so

so

25%

15%

so

L·NM2

tdcleS~;~Uon

Oo,jgn lclclo Stl\tlon on North Roo d

.

NIA

NIA

so

10

NIA

so

so

25%

15%

so

L-R12

Sln>oQ

L·R13

Roco~bn

~dOYr.llktllong ~:Ida

NCW RllP ~2013 PI:IMed

Downtown Muter P1:1n

lmprovomonts

'MITC 2006-2013 Ro;bn:al TIP In
lhofll"'fan~yco~r.l!ncdprojea

3/11!12009
M:\071D7J76.01 Le:zvonworth Tmn:.port:lti:m Pt:an\Pro}od Li"A & Ce--~\Projoc:t U:t Cc'd E:tlm:ltos • Leavenwort.'1

10:41AM

Leavenworth Other Improvement Costs

OTHER IMPROVEMENT COSTS

...,...':"'.,.,..
Tcbi Oihcr

... oct

P!'C~Ddon

Prclccttbme

l-R1

PlneStreetExtoi'IS!on

L-R2

CanoSlroot

Other.lftl~1

So....

new rc:~d • CCMoctorfrom Fir Street to ctwm:tlc.k
Hlghw:ly. ctoso tho Fir/Cocbr/CI'tl.lm:tll:k Hlgl'lwuy intorscc:tion.

NCW Rl1P 2009-Zl13 Pbnnod Projod.c.

Con:trud ccnnoctcr from Ccld::.r Stroot to PI no Stroot.

NCW RTIP 20Cle-2013 P!annod ?rojocb

~a

NIA

....

NIA

Qu-1

Odletl!naMYoMent2
N/A

.....

Mlno S'.roat north to Whoolet Avomtc~

Comtrucl •

MW

road- comcc:orfn~m Mino Street to \'\'lloclcr

Avanuo.

2002 Comp P\:an T-7

NJA

-

so

so

NIA

..

A
L-R3

0 ....... 2

NJA

$0

N1A

so

\..,.
L-R5

Naw Z~recb In RNorbcnd Are :::a

L-R6

8th Slroot Reeon::tn.u:tion

CoMINct new ~ondary ortorlol ond co!lodor ~root:~ in the
Rtvorbcndlvoa.

Rocon:~truct roodo~Qy,

!Uuml~tlon

c::urb roplocomont. po.vo cldcnwlk.

from Front S'.root to M2Jn Stroot

2002 Comp Pion T-7

N/A

NCW RTIP 200S-201 3 ?kl.nnod ProJocb
Dowf\lown M.ntor Pl:m

NIA

.._
l"

5\.;

wntorma:n ropl:lccmont from Ofvblon Stroot to 14th Stroot

NCW RllP ~2:113 ?bnnod
Downtl)Wn folb:to r Pbn

FrontStrootRecon=tru::tlcn

Rocon~truet ro:adw:ly, c:urt:J :md guttor, sldow:l!k. Ulcmln:ll!on
fro m Bth Stroot to ONbi:Jn Slroot

NCW RllP 2QC8.2013 Pk\Mcd Prajec:b
Oownlown MA:~!IIr Pli:m

FronlSitcoiRccorr::ru:llon

US2at Glr.ob.~ to 81h Stroot• Ro~rotldwoy. tci!I:ICO
GldowZIIIc, IDumino&n.

L.R7

Front Stroot Ro~cn

L.RB

L-R9

l·R10

OivClcnStrootRoc:~n;tructlon

Roconwu::t ro.ad, oldow:llk:I.,IOwnln:Jtion. at.orm GOWOI,

Reeon=tru:t ruud. :id~lle, o.zb & gutltlr, ~et lllumlr=tion
from Frem Strc ctlo200'1SOI.1h orCommorci:.l

Projocl:~

NIA

NIA

1..--,

Comp~AppC

NIA

N1A

~
.ltJi

NIA

N/A

NCW FmP 21X&2013 PbMcd Praject~

NIA

___,...,_

~

$0

]'

"

•

$0

l

=Downtown M3:stor Pf4n

so

N/A

-~

N/A

$0
~

<:-!

l·R11

SkJ Hnl Drive Ree=n:truclio n (US 2 to Plno
Street)

Ropalr b:.:sc matorb l :.nd :I"Ph:l.ll avor!Ay. Conslt'\Jct ml~ng
~denk loc:illons between US 2 :~.nd City limits.

NCW RTl P ZI08-21J13 Planned Projoct:s
Downtown M:!.:lter Pion

NIA

.0

N/A

P lne StrootUpgr.~de

Ropalr b::l~ m:atorbl :tnd ::~:ph=lll ovorl:.y. Con:trud tldcw:llk

(Ski H11 OM to Flr Street)

:~ long :sou'.h~o ofro:~dwuy.

2003 C:lpiul F:.eilill= 20-Ye:.r Projod
Pl:an)

Commcti=l SttoottiOih Street
Rt:C'On::.truc11on

Rocorr..tru:t to:adWily, azt:1 and gLt.tor, ~cW:IIk.lllumll\::ltlon
from 9th St to Olvblon Sl. and F~ St to Commorci.:al Sl

NCW RTIP 2008-201 3 P1:l.nnod Proje¢
Downtown M:!.aor PJ:~n

Commercbl Stroot Reconstruction

Rocc"'truct raad, ,Jdow:.lk:. Uhnnln:atlon, alorm ~wor,
Wlllcrm:dn rap!:11:cmont from 3td Stroot to a h Slnlol

NCW RTIP 2008-2013 Planned Projocb
Downlown M:l:~tor P!:~n

N/A

l -NMl

lcldoStotlonTmU

TDI! COMO~ l.eii'IOnworth to MW Amlr.lc:k Otlon. Would
~nG portions or old nallroad ROW now ownod by Chcl~t.'1 PUC.
Pmt cd tho l o:wonworth lo Wel'l:l!choo Tnil

City of l oovenworth

NIA

L-NM2

lcldoStallon

Oollgn lcldo Station on Notth Roc:!

WVTC 2008-201 3 Roglcm~JllP In lho finonclolly
eonmt~.lncd projoctll:st

NIA

l.-R12

l ·R13

l-R14

U~t

(Comp

NIA

"
-=-

~
NIA

-~
NIA

N/A

-.J:

~

!

1 I

"

•

so

IJ:.
N/A

~

"

NIA

so

NIA

so

'--7

3/18r.!!X>9

M:VJ1\07J76..01 Leavcnwot.h T~n:.pc:t:dion Pllln\Projcct LJ--..t & CcGb\Projoct U:t ~ E=ti!TI:Ito~ - Leovormotth

10:41 AN.

Leavenworth Project Cost Summary

TOTALPRQJECTCOST SUMMARY

Pro!ectN...,e

Pnoiect

Source

P nolect Descriotion
Construct a nCYI ro:ad - con nod or from Fir Stroet to

NCW RTIP 2008-2013 Planned Projects

Pno'ectTYoe

Ro:>dw:ly Cbss

RO~r

Ro•d"'!'Jeosts

ln!vseetiOit GtherCOSI$

rSI

Cosis!Sl

Tobl
Contihgen
Unf:acto]ed
ey Cost
Profec:t Cost (S 1 Fodor (%

T=~fct

New Roadway

Urban Minor Arterial

$92.000

S276.266

$260,000

so

5&16.266

251\

S610,360

NCWRTIP 2008-2013 Planned Projects

New Roadway

Urban Minor Arterial

so

5334,733

so

so

5334,733

25%

$416.416

Construct ::1: now ro:.d - connector frcm Mino Stroot to
\Nheeler Avenue.

2002 Camp Plan T-7

Now Roadw:ay

Urb::r.n Collector

S99,500

$653,526

so

so

$753,026

25%

S941.283

L·R1

Pine Street Extension

Chumstick Highway. Close the Ar/Cedar/Chumstick
Highway intersection.

L-R2

Cone Street

Construc:t connector from Cedar Street to Pine street

L-R3

Mine Street north to Whooler

Avenue

L·R5

New streets in Rivcrbend Area

Construct nev.- secondary arterial and coUedor streets
in the Riverbend Area.

2002 Camp Plan T-7

New Roadway

Urban Collector

so

$2,762,876

$0

so

52.762,876

25%

53,453,595

L-R6

8th Street Reconstruction

Roeorrswet ro:.Cway, curb replaeomont. po;ve
sidewalk, lnurrin:rtion from Front Street to Main Street

NCW RTl? 2008-2013 Pl:.nnod Project!;
Downtown M<mer Plan

Minor Widoning/Rccon::truction D

Urban Colloctor

so

5694,554

so

so

$694,554

25%

$868,192

L·R7

Front Street Reconstruction

Reconstruc:t road, sidew.!Iks, IUumJnatfon, storm
sewer, watermzin replacement from Dtvislon Street to
14th Street

NCW RTIP 200S..2013 Planned Projects
Downtown Master Plan

Minor IJVIdenlng/Reconstructlon Ol

Urban Collector

so

S1,325,606

so

so

$1,325,606

25%

S1,657,007

L-R8

Front Street Reconstruction

Reconstruct roadway, curb and gutter, sidewalk.
illumination from 8th Street to Division Street

NCW RTI? 2008--2013 Planned Projects
Downtown Master Plan

Minor VVidening/Reconstruction 0

Urb::m Collector

so

$622,816

so

$0

S822,816

25%

51,028,520

L-R9

Front Stroot Rocon:;trudion

US 2 at Gustav's to 8th Street· Reconstruct ro~dway ,
replace sidewaiJ<s, illurrin:11ion.

Camp Plan App C

Minor Wldening/Roconstrudion D

Urban Collector

so

5630,240

so

so

5830.240

25%

$1,037,800

L-R10

Division Street Reconsttuctlon

Reconstruct road, sidewalks, a.Jrt:l & 'utter, street
Illumination from Front Street to 20a south of
Commercial.

NCW RTIP 200S.2013 Planned Projects
Downtown Master Plan

Minor Wdenlng/Reconstruclion D

Urban Collector

so

5694,554

so

so

S$94,554

25%

5668.192

L·R11

Ski Hill Drive Reconstruction
(US 2 to Pine Street)

material and asphalt overllty. Construct
missing sidew.Jik loc::1tion~ bctwoon US 2 ilnd City
limits.

NCW RTIP 2008·2013 Plannod Project!;
Downtown Mas:ter ~Jan

Minor Widening/Reconstruction

Urban Minor Arterial

5346,000

$1,768,347

so

so

52.114,347

25%

$2,642.933

L-R12

~in e Street Upgrade
(Ski Hill Drive to Fir Street)

Repair base material and asphalt overlay. Cons1rt.Jct
sidewalk along south sido of ro;dw:ly.

2003 Capital Facilities 20--Year ~rojed: List (Comp Plan)

Minor \IVicleningJReconstruction

Urban Minor Arterial

$562,500

$1,962.873

so

so

52.545,373

25%

53,181.716

L·R13

Commerical street/1Oth Street
Reconstruction

Reconstruct roadway, curb and gutter, sidewalk,
Illumination from Sth St to Division Stand Front St to
CommerciaiSt

NCW RTlP 2008--2013 Planned Projects
Downtown MDStor Plan

Minor Wldenlng/Rceonstrudion D

Urban Collector

so

$1,507,051

so

so

$1,507,051

25%

$1,883,814

L·R14

Commercial Street
ReeonstNetion

Rocon::truct ro:~d, sidewalks,llluminaUon, storm
sewer, watermaln replacement from 3rd Street to 8th
Street

NCW RTlP 200S..2013 ~lanned Projects
Downtown Master Plan

Minor \Nidening/Reconstrudion D

Urban Collector

so

52.544,767

so

so

52.544,767

25%

53.180,958

L·NM1

Icicle Station Trail

Trail connedlng Leavenworth to new Amtrack station.
Would use portions of old rollroad ROW now owned
by Chelan ?UD. Part of the Leavenworth to
Wenatchee Trail.

City of Leavenworth

Non-Motorind Improvements

Trail

S1,062,000

so

so

so

S1,062,000

25%

$1,327,500

L-NM2

Icicle Sbtlon

Desi;n Icicle Station on North Road

WITC 2008.2013 Regional TIP in the financially
constrained project nst

N/A

N/A

so

#N/A

so

$0

#N/A

25%

#N/A

Rep;:~ir base

M:I07'D7376.01 1.c:rvenworth Tt:ll'GpottaUon ~n\Prcjec1 tr.;!: & Co:b\Projoct lbt C~ Estimclo~ • Lcovcnwcrth
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Appendix I
2008 Leavenworth Transportation Maintenance
and Operations Program

Street Maintenance Program
The main goal of the maintenance program is to maximize the use and efficiency of available
revenue and provide for a comprehensive and systematic way to sustain the transportation
infrastructure at a level acceptable to the City. The maintenance program is one of the most
important programs the City can implement. The quality of the program and the process by which
existing streets and other transportation infrastructure are maintained, directly determines the
pavement surface life, future maintenance cost, ride quality, and long-term user costs.
The City should develop a long-term maintenance program that includes an evaluation of arterials
and local roadways for pavement condition, sign damage, and any additional roadway features the
City needs to maintain or service. Based on a field inventory, a Pavement Management System
(PMS) can provide systematic approaches for identifying overlay and chip seal projects each year.
The PMS could also provide input regarding the need to rebuild existing streets, instead of
performing an overlay or chip seal. Street signs and other infrastructure in the street right-of-way
should be monitored and serviced regularly as well.
Based on a "windshield" assessment of City streets, a majority of the roads are likely in a marginal
or failed state of repair. In other words, the dollars the City has been investing in its transportation
system are not maintaining the existing pavement or subsurface structure adequately, thus
resulting in a declining state of repair and the need to rebuild the streets. Rebuilding streets is a
significant cost item and is something a maintenance program attempts to avoid.
To assure that the existing and future transportation infrastructure is preserved in a cost-effective
manner and to avoid roads deteriorating beyond repair, the City should prepare a maintenance
strategy and program to identify the true costs of maintaining the street system. The strategy will
assist the City in better identify needs and funding sources to allocate resources and to maintain
the existing infrastructure.

Project and Program Costs
Transportation maintenance spending is directly related to the available revenue and/or desired
performance level. Therefore, jurisdictions must continually make decisions regarding desired
performance and available revenue based on overall financial priorities. Future maintenance and
operations costs were based on an analysis of historical maintenance and operations spending
trends. The costs increase over time as new infrastructure is built and used to meet the needs of a
growing population base. It is assumed these costs will continue to rise at a per capita rate similar
to recent history. It also assumes that current performance standards for maintenance and
operations will continue in a similar fashion.

As with most local agencies, existing transportation revenues will not allow the City of Leavenworth to
fund all of its needed maintenance activities or capital ·improvements.

Projects and progra ms were combined into three categories as part of the development of a
fin ancial strategy for the Transportation Element. These categories are illustrated on Figure H .
Table ·15 summarizes the estimated costs of these programs and projects in 2008 dollars. Costs
are only shown for projects within the City of Leavenworth's jurisdiction. The summary also
includes estimated costs of maintaining the transportation system over the 20-year study period.
Table 15.

Transportation Project and Program Costs 2008 to 2027
1

T otal Estimate d Cost s

120 08-2027}
M ai ntenance a nd Operation s

$ 16. 1 milrion (+$5 m ilrto n )~

Reconstru ction and Non-Motorized Enhanceme nts

~

New Construction or Upgraded Traosportaiion Improveme nts to Serve G rowth

ss.a million

1-5.4 million

TOTAL $40 .3 million (+$5 milfionf
• Based on existing C~y limits and miles of roadway.
1. Costs in 2008 do rs
2. The$ h).1 miii>M is based or1 1he histo6 tal spending levels tOI'I:lrds = intenJon oo ;<nd op erations · wlikh has. nol been enough to
ma intain s.taw s quo. Therefore the maint!"inanoe costs over the n e~t 20 years are likely undH stated and would M ed a a(l!;jmona155
million more (at J minimum) to = ·ntain existing City streets.

Maintenance and Operati ons Costs
The most basic funding category is maintenance and operations of the transportation system in the
City of Leavenworth. This category includes preserving or improving road surfacing, snow plowing,
maintaining adequate signing, marking, illumination , and traffic controls , safety enhancements,
general and emergency repairs , administration, and traffic policing.
Data for this analysis comes from a review of historical data from WSDOT reports showing the
City's historical expenditures used for transportation funding. The three main categories of
expenditures (maintenance , administration, and traffic policing) have each been summarized
below.

Maintenance Costs
Since 1988, per capita maintenance costs have been increasing in the City by 2.8 percent
annually, which is less than the approximate inflation rate of 3.5 percent. For this analysis it is
assumed that maintenance costs will continue to increase at this historical rate.
Figure 18 shows historical expenditures to the left of the dotted line and projected future
expenditures to the right. Although nominal expenditures are increasing on a per capita basis,
"real" inflation-adjusted expenditures are declining over time .
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Figure 18.

Maintenance Expenditures- Per Capita Baseline Projection

Administration Costs
The second category of expenditure for transportation maintenance is administration of the
program. Figure 19 shows historical expenditures in this category and future projected costs.
These costs increased dramatically in 1999. Since 2002, administration costs have been increasing
at a per capita rate of approximately 5.5 percent annually. It is assumed that this per capita rate will
continue in the future based on this historical data.
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Figure 19.

Administration Expenditures- Per Capita Baseline Projection

Traffic Policing
The City of Leavenworth also spends money on traffic policing services. The primarily includes
traffic enforcement activities and staffing. Figure 20 shows historical expenditures in this category
and future projected costs. Since 1994, these costs have been increasing at 6.1 percent on a per
capita basis. It is assumed that traffic policing costs will continue to increase at this historical rate .
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Figure 20.

Traffic Policing- Per Capita Baseline Projection

Total Baseline Maintenance and Administration Cost Projections
Table 16 summarizes the baseline cost projections for the three main expenditure categories for
transportation maintenance and administration for the City. These projections have been adjusted
for inflation and are shown in 2008 dollars.

2027

Tab le 16.

Maintenance and Operations Cost Projections Summary
Total .
1
2008-2027

Maintenance and Operations Expenditures

Mointenonce

$4,929,363 (+$5 milllon}2

Administration

$5,566,080

Traffic Policing

$5,590,1 05

Total Estimated Costs

$1 6,085,548 (+$5 milllon)2

SOURCE: Ber1< & Associates
t. Costs In 2006 dollars.
2. The $4.929.363 is !lased on tile historical spending levels towards maintenance- WlliCh has not been enough to maintain status quo.
Therefore the maintenance costs over the next 20 years are likely understated and would need an additional $5 million more (at a
minimum) to maintain existing City streets.

Figure 21 illustrates the expected distribution of the total projected revenues over the 20-year study
period. Based on historical trends. the City of Leavenworth will need approximately $16.1 million (in
2008 dollars) to continue maintaining , operating, and policing its transportation system at historical
levels. Funding less than that amount will requ ire the City to reduce its level of maintenance and
associated programs.
However, the historical spending levels towards maintenance of the transportation system have not
been enough to mainta in status quo. The City's pavement conditions are in a declining state and
are expected to continue to worsen if no additional funding beyond historical levels can be
obtained. Therefore the maintenance costs over the next 20 years are likely understated and result
in a much higher need than the $5 million shown for maintenance in Table 16. It is likely the need is
closer to $1 0 million , or twice as much , because the City currently does not chip seal or overlay
City streets on a reg ular basis.

D Tra ffic Policing
35°/o

Maintenance
31%

Source: Berk & Associates

Figure 21.

Projected Transportation Maintenance and Administration Cost Distribution

The estimated $1.3 million in grants must therefore not be counted towards maintenance costs , as
well as a portion of REET fun ds and an estimated minimum of $250,000 in matching funds for
grants (estimated at 20 percent of grant funds). This leaves a maximum of $8.6 million available for
maintenance and operations compared to an estimated cost of $ 16. 1 million for the study period,
resulting in an estimated $7.5 million shortfall to cover ma i nten ~mce costs. The remaining $ 1.5
million is only available for capital projects. and those dollars are heavily dependent upon grant
awards.

Stat e Fuel

Tax

Pro pert y
Tax

State
Grants

20 %

13 %

Other loc..1l
Funding
59 %
Source: Be rk & Associ.ltes

Figure 26.

Projected Transportation Revenue Distribution

Table 18 illustrates the shortfall in maintenance and operations of $7.5 million over the life of the
plan. As noted in the Tra nsportation Systems Plan, preserving the existing transportation syste m is
a high priority for the City of Leavenworth. Capital costs would exceed existing revenues by $38.8
million over the 20-year period. The available s ·r.5 million for capital proj ects would only realistically
fund one or two projects on the long-term project list. The maintenance and capital revenue
shortfalls result in an overall funding deficit of $46.3 million.
Table 1 B.

Comparison of Tmnsportation Revenues and Costs from 2008 to 2027
Total Estimated
1
Revenues

Tot al Estimated
1
Co sts

1

Diffe rence

(2008-2027)

(2008-2027 ,

Mainten.ln ce & Operations

sa.6 million

$ 16.1 million ?

($7.5 million )

C.l pi la l lmp rovemen ts.~

S 1.5 m illion

$4 0.3 m illion

($38 .8 million)

SI O. Imi llion

$56.4 m i llio n

IS46.3 mill ion)

Total Tr.ln sportMi on Program

• Based on existing City ltmits and miles of roadway.
I . All costs and revenues in 200S doll.lrs. (xxx) means negative value.
2. Includes r«onstl\Jction and non-motorized enhancements and g rowth ·relat~d new construction and upgrade projects. Does not include
any oosts for· improv,;ments alon g US 2 01' w:thin the City UGA.
3. Does not accou nt for th,; n~essary funding to improve the condition of the City streets. which is estimated to be at least S5 mi'J1on {at a
min m um).

City ·of Leavenworth
Depat1ment of Development Services
Staff Report- 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update

To:

Leavenworth Planning Commission

From:

City of Leavenwmth Development Services Depmtment

Date of Report:

October 24, 2017

Subject:

2017 Comprehensive Plan Update

OVERVIEW

Every county and city in the state is required to conduct a periodic update of its comprehensive plan and
development regulations, though the obligation varies depending on whether the jurisdiction is fully or
pmtially planning,(RCW 36.70A.l30(1)). This amendment has been developed in accordance and
compliance with RCW 36.70A.l30 (WAC 365-196-610 and RCW 36.70A.l30) which states "On or
before June 30,2017, and every eight years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas,
Lewis, Skamania, Spokane, and Yakima counties and the cities within those counties" "shall update their
respective Comprehensive Plans." The mandatory update is within the Planning Commission's Dockets,
and the Planning Commission has been asked to update the entire Comprehensive Plan.

Adopting a comprehensive plan is a key element in the land use planning process. The Comprehensive
Plan expresses a community's vision of itself, the community it would like to become, its hopes and
dreams, and the philosophical underpinning for any planning activity. It is an expression of the "public
interest," in the sense of exercising the public authority of a municipality. Since the GMA was enacted, it
has become an enforceable blueprint or framework for all subsequent land use regulation activity. The
Comprehensive Plan is now the centerpiece of local planning in Washington State.

The Comprehensive Plan is the starting point for any discussion of the local land use process. It is also the
touchstone for measuring community actions, and the policy framework by which all community
planning enactments will be judged.

The Comprehensive Plan is fmmulated initially by the Planning Commission (appointed residents with an
interest in planning), with technical assistance from the planning staff. Ultimately, the City Council
adopts it. Comprehensive plans are processed through a series of public hearings. These give the public an
oppmtunity to express their views on community plans. Growth management legislation stresses early
and continuous public involvement to validate these planning effot1s.

Comprehensive planning identifies community or "public" interest through a public and political process.
The resulting plans reflect the political compromises needed to forge consensus for a community plan.
While not everyone will be satisfied with the end result, the Comprehensive Plan as adopted should deal
with the many conflicting forces that shape a community. It is not the purpose of a comprehensive plan to
eliminate conflict. Rather, it provides the framework for considering and resolving conflicting issues in
the community.

Leavenworth has undertaken a major periodic review of the Comprehensive Plan as required by the
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). As patt of the process, the City of Leavenworth has
strived to create early and continuous public patticipation during the Comprehensive Plan update. This
update has provided opportunities for:
•

The public to contribute their ideas and provide feedback on key issues through all phases of the
Comprehensive Plan update;

•

Clearly indicate how their feedback was considered and used;

•

Malee the Comprehensive Plan update accessible, relevant, and engaging to diverse pmticipants
with differing levels of interest by using a variety of media, plain language, and easy-tounderstand materials; and

•

Generate general awmeness, understanding and suppott for the updated Comprehensive Plan.

As a patt of the process, the Planning Commission created subcommittees, invited the public to review
each element with a small workgroup, and met on the following: Jan 12, Jan 20, Jan 25, Feb 2, Feb 8,
Feb 15, Feb 23, Mar 2, and Mm 9, 2017. Subsequently, the Planning Commission conducted open public
"Workshops and/or Open Houses" presenting the subcommittee recommendations to the body of the
Commission and the public. These Planning Commission workshops invited the public to work with the
Commission and review the draft Comprehensive Plan on: Feb 1, Mar 1, AprilS, May 16, June 7, July 5,
Aug 2 and Sept 8, 2017. From May, the Planning Commission invited the public to begin the review of
the compiled entire fmal draft ofthe Comprehensive Plan. In addition and on September 12th & 26th
2017, the City Council was introduced to the work to date.

While traditional methods (meetings, workshops, presentations, etc.) still play an impmtant role in public
engagement, the City used (and continues to use) altemative pmticipation tools more extensively to make
it easier for the public to patticipate. The following websites and social media m·e used to share
infmmation regm·ding the Comprehensive Plan update:
•

Website: ·www.cityofleavenworth.com

•

E-mail: dsmanager@cityofleavenwmth.com

•

Listserv: http://cityofleavenwmth.com/home/subscribe-to-city-of-leavenworth/

•

Facebook: https://www.faceboolc.com/CityofLeavenwmthWashington/

•

City Newsletter
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Some of the methods used to achieve broad and continuous public patiicipation included posting the
evolving Draft Comprehensive Plan on the City's Webpage under the "Development Services
Depatiment"- "2017 Comprehensive Plan Update" page: http://cityofleavenworth.com/citygovernmentldevelopment-services-department/20 17-comprehensive-plan-update/ and, Existing
Comprehensive Plan on the City's Webpage under the "Development Services Depatiment""Regulations, Plans and Resources" page: http://cityofleavenworth.com/city-govemment/developmentservices-depruiment/regulations-plans-resources/. Separation of the documents is necessary for function
and use without mixing the adopted documents with the drafts. In addition, the drafts are made available
at City Hall. These on-line and other updates helped the public understand what's included in the draft
Comprehensive Plan and explain how public input shaped the 2017 Comprehensive Plan update process
(explains what's in the draft Comprehensive Plan, and highlights major themes and any key changes from
the existing plan in a "track changes" or "redlined" document).

In the interim, and although there have been "workshops" and "open houses," there will be Public
Hearing(s) and a formal comment period (60-day notices to public and agencies). The Planning
Commission has tentatively scheduled its Public Hearing for November 1, 2017. This heru·ing may be
extended to allow for additional public comment and revisions. This distinct process includes legal notice
and a press release. Although, press releases have been used to "kick-stati" the public process and major
goals, this stage of the process requires a fotmallegal notice.
The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement ofthe community's vision for the future and contains
policies primarily to guide the physical development of the City of Leavenw01th, as well as ce1iain
aspects of its social and economic character. The Comprehensive Plan directs regulations, implementation
actions and services that suppoti the vision. The Comprehensive Plan reflects the long-te1m values and
aspirations of the community as a whole and shows how various aspects, such as land use, housing,
transportation, capital facilities and services work together to achieve the desired vision.

While a Comprehensive Plan is meant to provide a sh·ong and constant vision for the future, it is also a
living document that must be able to accommodate change, such as a new technology, an unforeseen
impact, change in statutes, or an innovative method of achieving a component of the vision. It is therefore
regulm·ly updated to accmmt for changing issues or opp01iunities facing Leavenw01th, while still
maintaining the core values of the commupity. The Comprehensive Plan assists in the management of
future development by providing policies to guide decision-making. The Comprehensive Plan includes
the following elements and can be reviewed ("track changes" I redlined) on the City's Webpage under the
"Development Services Depattment"
"2017 Comprehensive Plan Update" page
http://ci tyoflea venworth.com/city-government/development-services-depru·tment/20 17-comprehensiveplan-update/ :
•

Introduction

•

Capital Facilities

•

Economic Development
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•

Housing

•

Land Use

•

Parks and Recreation

0

Transportation

Ill

Utilities

Each element contains goals, policies, text, chatts, tables and, in many cases, maps. The goals and policies
are the guiding principles; however, they are often preceded by explanatory text (rationale), which
describes the context of the policy or reasoning behind the policy. The goals and policies may be
supported and/or supplemented with chatts or tables. Goals and policies are numbered and highlighted in
bold or italic print. Each element has a designation, such as "H" for housing or "U" for utilities. Maps
may serve either as being infmmative like the text or may be a supplement to the policy, such as when it
illustrates a service area or facility.
Every county and city in the state is required to have a Comprehensive Plan and conduct a periodic review
and potential update of its Comprehensive Plan and development regulations.
General outline to the updates
Introduction

The introduction section was significantly updated and revised. The above is an excerpt (in part) fi:om
this section. The acknowledgments and other portions have been changed to reflect the current
contributors, outlines the public patticipation process, and describes the statutes that triggered the 2017
mandated update.
Capital Facilities

The Capital Facilities Element is an inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities, and a
forecast of future needs of expanded or new It represents the community's policy plan for public facilities
for the next six to twenty years. Capital facilities are the durable goods pmtion of governmental service.
They have a long-term useable life and can cost considerable amounts of tax dollars to construct. The
process of obtaining capital facilities can require years of design, public involvement, budgeting and
construction. Once constructed, capital facilities tend to become permanent, requiring an ongoing
operations/maintenance cost. It is not intended, however, that items which are part of a scheduled
replacement program be included in the definition of capital facility.
•

A major change to the 2013 amendment was adopting by reference and declared to be a patt of
this Element "stand alone" plans, elements or studies. These "stand alone" plans, elements or
studies typically included the inventory and listing of capital improvement projects. This allowed
each inventory to be a pmt of the Plan without repeating the lists, or providing an opportunity for
inconsistency when restating the referenced materials. If not within a "stand alone" plan or study,
the section was updated with the agency. These included, but me not limited to:
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o

Waste Water Treatment Facility Plan; Water System Plan; Sewer System Plan; Stmmwater
System Plan I Wetland Mitigation Plan; Transportation Element (including 20 and6-year
Transpmtation Improvement Plans); 6-year Capital Facilities Plan; Parks and Recreation Element
(including the Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan & Parks Plan); Shoreline Master Program;
Downtown Master Plan; Utility and Rate Study I Plan.

o

Goals, Policies, and Rationale update. Examples include, but are not limited to removing policy
for school siting, reestablishing policies for essential public facilities, and clarifying water loss
control

Economic Development

The Economic Element contains general infmmation about the local and regional economy, and goals and
policies to guide and encourage economic development and diversification. The City has recognized the
impmtance of economic development in maintaining the stability of the local economy and quality of life.
o

Data updates were a part of the changes to the 2003 amendment. This included additional tourism
information (local and regional), identifying Leavenworth's economic strengths, amenities, and
highlights, new income data, new employment information, and changes to "indicators and
economic measures."

o

Significant Goals, Policies, and Rationale update. Examples include, but are not limited to
reorganizing all to allow for easier flow and consistency; new goals for 1) balanced, diversified
and sustainable local economy; 2) year-round oppmtunities; 3) enhance and attract small and
medium sized businesses; 4) support and diversify regional economies; 5) recreational, cultural
and historical amenities; 6) suppmting existing business; 7) relocation of businesses to
Leavenwmth; 8) adequate infrastructure; adequate amount of appropriately zoned land; and 9)
development of a parking management strategy.

Housing

The Housing Element is an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs, identifying
the housing units necessary to serve the projected population.
o

A major change to the 2012 amendment was the incorporation of the 2017 Leavenwmth Housing
Needs Assessment. The new Housing Element emerges the findings, recommendations, and all of
the analysis of the study. The needs assessment progressed into changes or confirmation of the
goals and policies with the Housing Element. In addition, the new population projection allocation
provided a better understanding of population trends. This update included considerable new
information on affordable housing and community income levels. Considerable updates to the
data sets where prepared for this Element.

o

The Goals, Policies, and Rationale update reflected the new Leavenworth Housing Needs
Assessment, population projects, and affordable housing data. Examples include, but are not
limited to provisions to allow for the development of regulations which allow for density bonuses;
incentives for developers to construct affordable housing; removing limitations to housing;
increase of the multifamily; and removing regulatory baniers to affordable housing;
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Land Use

The Land Use Element describes the "big picture" of how a community chooses to balance land use,
development, and density consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act (GMA).
The planning area includes the lands to which Leavenworth may feasibly provide future urban services
and those surrounding areas which directly impact conditions within the City limits - designated as the
Urban Growth Area (UGA). UGAs allow development densities sufficient to accommodate the next
twenty years of projected population and employment growth.
The Comprehensive Land Use Designation Map graphically displays the prefeiTed land use pattern.
Coordination between the land use element and the capital facilities element is essential to produce a plan
with accurate projections for residential and economic development. The land use plan in this element
will guide decision making to achieve community goals.
•

A major change to the 2015 amendment included the inventmy and analysis. With new
population projection from 2015, the data developed fi:om 2014 was confirmed. The City used the
"medium" projection in the 2015 amendment; and the land use capacity analysis is valid.

•

Extraneous economic information was removed and/or relocated to the Economic Development
Element.

•

Due to the recent update, much of the Goals, Policies, and Rationale were determined to be valid
and/or cunent to the community's desires; and remain as amended with minor changes. "Open
space and recreation" was moved to the Parks and Recreation Element for consistency purposes,
and a few 'separated' Goals were integrated into the body of goals and/or relocated.

Parks and Recreation

The Parks and Recreation Element is an inventory of recreational facilities, activities, parks, and forecast
of needs. Public recreation is a needed service and benefit to the people of Leavenworth and surr-ounding
populations. The Parks and Recreation Element articulates the needs, and level of service, and outlines
resources required to facilitate recreation opportunities and administer parks and recreation programs.
As stated in the Growth Management Act (GMA), the element must implement and be consistent with the
parks and recreation facilities identified in the Capital Facilities Element (now cross-referenced). The
element must also include three components:
0

Estimates of park and recreation demand for at least a 10 - year period;

0

An evaluation of facilities and service needs;

0

An evaluation of intergovemmental coordination oppmtunities to provide regional
approaches for meeting park and recreational demand.

•

The "2012 Parks and Recreation Plan" (a standalone and separate plan) was converted into the
"Parks and Recreation Element." Much of the existing plan was determined to be valid excepting
the parks improvement lists and other outdated sections. These were revised with the new 20-year
projects list.

•

New expanded Goals, Policies, and Rationale were prepared. Examples include, but are not
limited to providing and maintaining support facilities; development of shared - and multi-use

Staff Report- 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update - Entire
Page 6

facilities; pursue additional land acquisition to expand recreation; consideration of new funding
sources; include park improvements within the Capital Facilities Plan (6-year); expand and
implement trail projects; encourage sustainable, low-impact, high-quality design and development
techniques; preserve and protect sensitive areas; encourage planned developments (and other land
use) which provide for open space and recreational oppmtunities; allow for open space buffers;
support the inclusion of public rut in parks; coordinate park planning with infrastructure and
transpmtation planning; and encourage the development of a Parks and Recreation Program.
•

The Needs Assessment/Level of Service sections were re-evaluated and changed with cm1·ent
identified needs. This included an improved capital improvements inventmy and list.

Transportation

The Transportation Element is an inventory of transportation services and facilities for water, air, and
ground travel, including transit. One of the goals of the Element is to define existing facilities and travel
levels to plan for future travel needs. The Transpmtation Element was last updated in 2008; and much of
this update remains valid and unchanged. The Transpmtation Element must contain:
•

Inventory of existing facilities;

•

Assessment of future facility needs to meet ctment and future demands;

•

Multi-year plan for financing proposed transpmtation improvements;

•

Forecasts of traffic for at least 10 years based on adopted land use plan;

•

Level of service (LOS) standards for ruterials and public transpmtation, including actions to bring
deficient facilities into compliance;

•

Transpmtation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, and;

•

Identification of intergovernmental coordination effmts.

A few key portions within the new 2017 Transpottation Element for today's discussion:

1. New Future Streets Map. The City Council has discussed traffic and circulation throughout the City,
and one tool to accomplish better circulation is identification of routes that accomplish this objective.
Possible new streets I connections are identified in the figure labeled "Future Streets" (Tab 4). These
connections are new roadways that incorporate complete street facilities into the City's network of streets.
These new streets are needed to serve the growth of the City and fill gaps in the sh·eet network. Each new
street will meet City standards and incorporate bicycle and/or pedesh·ian facilities into the sh·eet design.
Projects to implement the Future Streets provide access between existing roadways to complete the street
network grid. These are typically accomplished by future projects completed by developer funds in
suppott of new developments occmring in the ru·ea. The actual alignments of future streets will be
detetmined and designed at a later date as patt of area development. These alignments may not be the
precise location of the street, but show the connectivity for future street circulation. In addition, the
locations have not accounted for constraints or limitations such as critical areas, topography, or
constmction costs. The Future Streets Map includes a graphic representation of wetlands from the 2016
Regional Stormwater I Wetland Management Master Plan.
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2.
Level of Service (LOS). The Planning Commission had much discussion on Level of Service
(LOS), when is it measured, and against what standards. Level of service (LOS) is a quantitative measure
of roadway operations that is determined by analyzing how well a transportation system performs. The
operation of roadways, signalized intersections, and unsignalized intersections are each based on a
specific LOS definition.
•

The Level of Service Methodology - For signalized, unsignalized, and roundabout intersections,
the LOS is calculated using the procedures described in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity
Manual. Roadways are measured based on a volume to capacity ratio.

•

LOS standards are established by the different agencies having jurisdiction over the various
facilities. US 2 is a Highway of Statewide Significance, and as such, the level of service standard
is set by WSDOT. In urban areas, the WSDOT LOS standard is D. For unincorporated areas
within a UGA, LOS Dis the standard adopted by Chelan County for County roads. The City of
Leavenwmth has adopted LOS D as the standard for all collectors and arterials within the
municipal boundaries.

•

The definition of Level of service (LOS) is both a qualitative and quantitative measure of roadway
operations. Level of service, as established by the Highway Capacity Manual, uses an "A" to "F"
scale to define the operation of roadways and intersections as follows:

LOS A: Primarily free flow traffic operations at average travel speeds. Vehicles are completely
unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream. Control delays at signalized intersections
are minimal.
LOS B: Reasonably unimpeded traffic flow operations at average travel speeds. The ability to maneuver
within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and control delays at signalized intersections are not
significant.
LOS C: Stable traffic flow operations. However, ability to maneuver and change lanes may be more
resh·icted than in LOS B, and longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or both may contribute to lower
than average travel speeds.
LOS D: Small increases in traffic flow may cause substantial increases in approach delays and, hence
decreases in speed. This may be due to adverse signal progression, poor signal timing, high volumes, or
some combination of these factors.
LOS E: Significant delays in h·affic flow operations and lower operating speeds. Conditions are caused
by some combination of adverse progression, high signal density, high volumes, extensive delays at
critical intersections, and poor signal timing.
LOS F: Traffic flow operations at extremely low speeds. Intersection congestion is likely at critical
signalized intersections, with high delays, high volumes, and extensive vehicle queuing.
The City of Leavenworth streets and intersections currently are typically an A to B LOS

LOS is linked directly with concunency. ConculTency describes the situation in which adequate facilities
are available when the impacts of development occur, or within a specified time thereafter. The City of
Leavenwmth requires concurrency for infrash·ucture such as sanitary sewer, domestic water, stormwater,
sidewalks, and streets. ConculTency is required at the time of final plat approval and/or the issuance of a
building pe1mit.
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Level of service (LOS) standards measures the performance of the transpmtation system and establishes
the basis for the concunency requirements in the Growth Management Act (GMA), while also being used
to evaluate impacts as patt of the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA). Agencies are required to
"adopt and enforce ordinances which prohibit development approval if the development causes the level
of service on a transpoliation facility to decline below the standards adopted in the transpmtation element
of the comprehensive plan, unless transpoliation improvements or strategies to accommodate the impacts
of development are made concurrent with development." (RCW 36.70A.070(6)(b)). Therefore, setting the
LOS standard is an essential component of regulating development and identifying planned improvements
for inclusion in the Transportation Eleme11:t.
At the time of development and consistent with the Transpmtation Element Policy, "the City of
Leavenworth shall implement its Level of Service (LOS) standard and performance measures as follows:
•

Concunency shall be measured for the average vehicle traffic volume for a typical weekday
during the PM peak hour;

•

SEPA shall be evaluated consistent with concurrency but could include additional analysis for
other time periods based on the discretion of the City Public Works Director;

•

Intersection (delay) and street segment (volume/capacity) analysis will use one-hour LOS as a
screening tool to determine capacity deficiencies;

•

Concunency requirements do not apply to facilities and services of statewide significance per
RCW 36.70A.070(6). Facilities of statewide significance such as US 2 are to be consistent with
the Washington State Highway Plan, designated as LOS D; and,

•

City and Urban Growth Area- LOS D will be acceptable.

3. Continued use of the 2008 Transpoliation Plan Data. Although, there is a great deal of new and
updated infmmation, much of the work completed in 2008 remained valuable. For the 2017 update, the
Planning Commission found that the data and infmmation from the 2008 Transpmtation Plan remained
valid and applicable for 2017 and the 10-year forecast (travel forecasts for the study area project to 2028).
The GMA requires forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide
infmmation on the location, timing, and capacity needs of future growth. RCW 36.70A.070 (6)(a)(iii)(E)
requires forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide information
on the location, timing, and capacity needs of future growth. Leavenwmth has included at least a ten-year
travel forecast in the 2017 Transpmtation Element. The forecast time period and underlying assumptions
are consistent with the Land Use Element. Again, forecasts of traffic for at least 10 years based on
adopted land use plan is within this new 2017 element.

Utilities

The Utilities Element is an inventory of existing utilities and cunent capacities, addressing the future
needs to accommodate for the expected population growth.
•

The Inventory and Analysis was changed from the 2003 Element.

•

Due to the nature of the Utilities Element, the Planning Commission confirmed most of the Goals,
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Policies, and Rationale as valid with minor updates. Examples include, but are not limited to
consideration of alternative methods to open cut trenching; and a distinction between electrical
transmission and distribution lines. In addition, a new goal to support the Chelan County PUD's
investigation and study of a regional waste water utility was added.
Appendices

Each appendix provides supplementary material providing useful infmmation. These are not finalized,
but the majority will be as follows:
Appendix A - 1992 County-Wide Planning Policies
Appendix B - 2017 Leavenwmih Public Pmticipation Program
Appendix C- 2015 Population Allocations from Chelan County for each of the Cities
Appendix D- 2017 Leavenworth Housing Needs Assessment
Appendix E- 2012 Leavenworth Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis
Appendix F - 2014 Leavenwmth Land Capacity Analysis
Appendix G- 2012 Leavenworth Parks Public Involvement
Appendix H- 2008 Leavenwmth Transpmiation Project Costs and Methodology
Appendix I - 2008 Leavenworth Transpmtation Maintenance and Operations Program
Appendix J -2008 Leavenwmth Transportation Conceptual Roadway & Trail Design Standards

PROPOSAL:

Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan- 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT REVIEW (SEPA)

A Non-Project SEPA Checklist, DNS, and draft LMC amendments were submitted to reviewing agencies
on September 27, 2017.
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE COMPLIANCE
Agency review:

Transmittal: September 27,2017
Comment period: October 4, 2017 - December 4,
2017

Notice of Planning Commission Public
Hearing:

Transmittal- September 27,2017

Planning Commission Public Hearing:

November 1, 2017

(Echo - October 4, 2017)
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27,2018

Council Public Hearin

PUBLIC/AGENCY COMMENTS
Agency Comments (attached)

None within the formal comment period. Atthe time of drafting this report, the following public agencies
contributed to the development of the Plan:
•

Herb Amick, Public Works Director - City of Leavenworth

•

Amica Briody, Water System Supervisor- City of Leavenworth

•

John Schons, Park Supervisor- City of Leavenworth

•

Bmce Long, Sergeant - Chelan County Sheriff

•

Bill Homer, Deputy Chief- Chelan Fire District No. 3

•

Diane Blake, Chief Executive Officer- Cascade Medical Center

•

Tanya Jablonski, WSDOT Crash Data and Reporting Branch

•

Lauren Loebsack, Planning Officer - LINK

•

Paula H. Cox, Assistant County Engineer - Chelan County

•

Jim Peterson, Development and Utility inspector - Chelan County Public Works

•

Teresa Disher, Facilities Director - Cascade School District

•

Erin McKay, Natural Resource Specialist- Chelan County Natural Resource Department

•

Nancy Smith, Executive Director- Leavenworth Chamber of Commerce

•

Gary Rice - Chelan County Public Utility District

Public Comments (attached)

None within the formal comment period. At the time of drafting this repmi, the following public
comments were received and reviewed by the Planning Commission:
May 16, 2017- Duane Goehner with Mr. Goehner's Transpo1iation Element annotations.
&

March 6, 2017- Duane Goehner and others

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The Plamring Commission will consider comments and testimony. As determined necessary, the
Planning Commission will incorporate comments and testimony into the proposed amendments.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS
Staff recommends approval of the attached document with changes noted in redline Exhibit A. Staff
recommends adopting the above overview and following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. The amendment is necessary to resolve inconsistencies in the provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan and/or development regulations or to address state or federal
mandates. This 2017 Comprehensive Plan update has been developed in accordance with RCW
36.70A.070 ofthe Growth Management Act to address land uses in the City ofLeavenwmth and
urban growth area. This update has been developed in accordance and compliance with RCW
36.70A.130 (WAC 365-196-610 and RCW 36.70A.l30) which states "On or before June 30,2017,
and every eight years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania,
Spokane, and Yakima counties and the cities within those counties" shall update their respective
Comprehensive Plans. It represents the community's policy plan for growth for the next 20-years.
When populations grow, available land must be shared with new residents. Planning gives us a
framework for maldng tough decisions about where and how that growth should occur. Centering
growth in the city core and close-in suburbs protects rural and resource lands by preventing urban
sprawl, and reinforces a sense of community. This is the main premise of the State's Growth
Management Act. Cities benefit because there are more people to suppmt a wider variety of
businesses and services within a shmt travel distance to more households.
The Comprehensive Plan is developed in accordance with the county-wide planning policies and
be integrated with all other planning elements to ensure consistency throughout the plan.
The planning area includes the lands to which Leavenwmth may feasibly provide future urban
services and those sunounding areas which directly impact conditions within the City limits designated as the urban growth area boundary. Urban growth areas allow development densities
sufficient to accommodate the next twenty years of projected population and employment growth.
The City and County coordinated their activities in developing an annexation policy, in identifying
the urban growth area boundary, and in development of interim (1997 Memorandum of
Understanding) management policies for the area within the urban growth area boundary but
outside of the cmrent City limits. The urban growth boundary is delineated on the Land Use
Designations Map.
2. The amendment is consistent with the overall intent of the existing Comprehensive Plan and
the other documents incorporated therein. The proposed amendment is consistent with the
City ofLeavenwmth Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the Planning Commission has unde1taken
the task of amending the City of Leavenwmth Comprehensive Plan to ensure accurate and current
information compliant with the Growth Management Act. In developing the update and addition
to other resources, the Planning Commission utilized the Washington State Deprutment of
Commerce "Periodic Update Checklist for Cities" and "Expanded Comprehensive Plan Checldist"
to assist in the final amendment process.
3. The amendment is consistent with the assumptions and/or other factors such as population,
employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic conditions, etc.,
contained in the Comprehensive Plan. The amendment is consistent with the assumptions
and/or other factors such as population, employment, land use, housing, transpmtation, capital
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facilities, economic conditions, etc., contained in the Comprehensive Plan.
4. The amendments are consistent with the requirements of the Growth Management Act and
the county-wide planning policies. The proposed amendment has been developed in accordance
with the Growth Management Act and does not conflict with the City's Comprehensive Plan. The
amendment process followed for this adoption process is compliant with specific Leavenworth
Municipal Code and State regulatory requirements for public involvement, notification and
circulation. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130 "Comprehensive plans -Review procedures and
schedules- Amendments (l)(a), Each comprehensive land use plan and development regulations
shall be subject to continuing review and evaluation by the county or city that adopted them.
Except as otherwise provided, a county or city shall take legislative action to review and, if
needed, revise its comprehensive land use plan and development regulations to ensure the plan and
regulations comply with the requirements of this chapter according to the deadlines in subsections
(4) and (5) of this section. Except as otherwise provided in subsections (6) and (8) ofthis section,
following the review of comprehensive plans and development regulations required by subsection
(4) of this section, counties and cities shall take action to review and, if needed, revise their
comprehensive plans and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations comply with
the requirements of this chapter as follows: (c) On or before June 30, 2017, and every eight years
thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania, Spokane, and
Yakima counties and the cities within those counties."
5. The amendment is consistent with and does not adversely affect the supply of land for
various purposes which are available to accommodate projected growth over a twenty-year
period. The proposed amendment will not modify the supply of land. The proposed amendment
does not modify the urban growth boundary in any way.
6. Where applicable, conditions have changed such that assumptions and/or other factors such
as population, employment, land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities, economic
conditions, etc., contained in the Comprehensive Plan have been revised and/or enhanced to
reflect said conditions; This amendment updates and reflects cunent trends and anticipated
needs. Analysis of population projections have been incorporated, and new goals and policies
introduced to ensure consistency.
7. Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Map(s) are either consistent
and/or compatible with, or do not adversely affect, adjacent land uses and surrounding
environment; This amendment to the Comprehensive Plan affilmed the existing Land Use
Designation Map and ensured consistency and/or compatibility with, and does not adversely
affect, adjacent land uses and sunounding environment.
8. The proposed amendment is consistent with and does not negatively impact public facilities,
utilities and infrastructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of
service. The proposed amendment does not negatively impact public facilities, utilities and
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infi:astructure, including transportation systems, and any adopted levels of service. See above and
overview.

9. The proposed amendment does not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long
term commercial significance or critical areas. This amendment does not adversely affect lands
designated resource lands oflong term commercial significance or critical areas.
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Chelan County Comprehensive Plan Map, UGA, and City Plan Amendment Criteria (14.14.060):

(1) General Review Criteria. Proposed amendments to the Chelan County comprehensive plan maps
and county adopted city comprehensive plan maps as these plans relate to the unincorporated
pmtions of each city's urban growth area (UGA) must meet the following criteria:
(A) The proposal is consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A
RCW), and any applicable county-wide planning policies
The proposed amendment has been developed in accordance with the Growth Management Act and do
not conflict with the City's Comprehensive Plan. The amendment process followed for this adoption
process is compliant with specific Leavenwmth Municipal Code and State regulatory requirements for
notification and circulation. The proposed amendment is consistent with applicable county-wide planning
policies. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130 Comprehensive plans- Review procedures and schedulesAmendments (l)(a), Each comprehensive land use plan and development regulations shall be subject to
continuing review and evaluation by the county or city that adopted them. Except as otherwise provided, a
county or city shall take legislative action to review and, if needed, revise its comprehensive land use plan
and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations comply with the requirements of this
chapter according to the deadlines in subsections (4) and (5) of this section. Except as otherwise provided
in subsections (6) and (8) of this section, following the review of comprehensive plans and development
regulations required by subsection (4) ofthis section, counties and cities shall take action to review and, if
needed, revise their comprehensive plans and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations
comply with the requirements of this chapter as follows: (c) On or before June 30, 2017, and every eight
years thereafter, for Benton, Chelan, Cowlitz, Douglas, Kittitas, Lewis, Skamania, Spokane, and Yakima
counties and the cities within those counties.
(B) The amendment is consistent with or supports the Chelan County comprehensive plan
goals and policies
see above
(C) The amendment complies with comprehensive plan land use designation/siting criteria
No change in the Land Use Designation Map is anticipated and/or proposed.
(D)The amendment is suppmted by and consistent with the capital facility element and the
transpmtation element. Amendments that would alter existing provisions of the capital
facilities or transpmtation elements shall demonstrate why existing provisions should not
continue to be in effect or why existing provisions should be amended
The amendment is consistent with the Leavenworth Capital Facility and Transpmtation Elements
(E) The amendment does not adversely affect the surrounding land uses
This amendment does not adversely affect land uses
(F) The amendment does not adversely -affect lands designated as resource lands of long-term
commercial significance or designated critical areas in ways that cannot be mitigated
This amendment does not adversely affect lands designated resource lands of long tetm commercial
significance or critical areas.
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(G) The amendment does not adversely affect the supply of land for various purposes which is
available to accommodate projected growth over the twenty-year planning period covered
by the comprehensive plan
This amendment supp01ts and affirms the supply of land for various purposes which is available to
accommodate projected growth over the twenty-year planning period covered by the Comprehensive
Plan.
(H) The proposed amendment serves the interests of both the applicant and the general public
including public health, safety, and welfare
This amendment serves the interests of the general public including public health, safety, and welfare
(2) Urban Growth Area Amendments. In addition to the criteria stated previously, proposed urban
growth area boundary amendments must also meet all of the following criteria:
(A) The area designated for the expansion of any urban growth area shall be contiguous to an
existing urban growth boundary
Not applicable. No change to the UGA is proposed.
(B) Urban growth areas shall contain areas characterized by urban growth
Not applicable.
(C) Urban growth areas shall be served by or planned to be served by urban governmental
services

Not applicable.
(D) Urban growth areas shall be designated so as to be compatible with natural resource lands
and the protection of designated critical areas
Not applicable.
(E) Expansion or amendment of an urban growth area should also meet one of the following
two criteria:
(i)

There is insufficient land within the existing urban growth area to permit and
supp01t the urban growth that is forecast to occur in the twenty-year time
fi.·ame covered by the comprehensive plan, including population forecasts and
allocated urban population projections; or

(ii)

There can be shown an oveniding public interest which shall clearly
demonstrate: that the amendment of the urban growth area is necessary to
protect the public health, safety and welfare; and that said amendment shall
fmther the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan and the Growth
Management Act.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.
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Attachments:
Attachment A- 2017 Comprehensive Plan.
Attachment B -Appendices.
Attachment C -Public Comments
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Leavenworth Planning Commission's Final

Public Hearing
The City of Leavenwmth is updating its Comprehensive
Plan in accordance with the WA Growth Management
Act, RCW 36.70A. Comprehensive Plans establish long-range policies
for all aspects of the community growth and development for the next 20
years. The plan is a set of goals, policies, and implementation strategies
that state how the city should grow physically, socially, and economically. This update is the product of many, many people including community members, the City Planning Commission, and City Council
working through a collaborative process that began nearly four years
ago. Public pa1ticipation is a key component of this effmt; and the fmal
stages are approaching. The Planning Commission invites you to its final hearing on:
Wednesday, November 1, 2017, beginning at 7:00p.m. in the
Council Chambers at Leavenworth City Hall
700 US Highway 2

Nathan Pate, AICP
Development Services Manager
509-548-5275

PRESS RELEASE
CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
700 HIGHWAY 2
POST OFFICE BOX 287
LEAVENWORTH, WASHINGTON 98826
TELEPHONE: (509) 548-5275

FAX: (509) 548-6429

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nathan Pate, AICP
Development Services
October 17, 2017

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
A PUBLIC HEARING WILL BE HELD before the Leavenworth Planning Commission on
Wednesday, November 1, 2017, beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers at City Hall,
located at 700 Highway 2, Leavenworth, Washington. The purpose of this hearing is to receive public
testimony regarding the proposed amendment(s), including but not limited to:
2017 Comprehensive Plan Update I Amendment
The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement of the community's vision for the future and contains
policies primarily to guide the physical development of the City of Leavenwmth, as well as certain
aspects of its social and economic character. The Comprehensive Plan directs regulations,
implementation actions and services that support the vision. The Comprehensive Plan reflects the
long-term values and aspirations of the community as a whole and shows how various aspects, such
as land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities and services work together to achieve the
desired vision.
While a Comprehensive Plan is meant to provide a strong and constant vision for the future, it is
also a living document that must be able to accommodate change, such as a new technology, an
unforeseen impact, change in statutes, or an innovative method of achieving a component of the
vision. It is therefore regularly updated to account for changing issues or opportunities facing
Leavenwmth, while still maintaining the core values of the conununity. The Comprehensive Plan
assists in the management of future development by providing policies to guide decision-making.
The Comprehensive Plan can be reviewed ("track changes" I redlined) on the City's Webpage
under the "Development Services Depatiment"- "2017 Comprehensive Plan Update" page'

http:/lcityotleavenworth .com/city-government/development-services-depa•tment/20 17-

comprehensive-plan-update/
A comment period for the DNS began on October 4, 2017 and will end on December 4, 2017. Interested
citizens are encouraged to comment on the proposal and to attend. the public hearing. Written comments
may be sent before the hearing to Leavenworth City Hall, P.O. Box 287, Leavenworth, WA 98826. Public ·
comments will be considered by the City to create recommendations to the Council. The recommendation ·
of the Planning Commission will be forwarded to the City Council for a public hearing which is
tentatively scheduled for February 27, 2018, beginning at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers
during the regularly scheduled meeting of the City Council.
The materials may be reviewed during normal business hours at City Hall, a copy may be obtained by
contacting Nathan Pate at Leavenworth City Hall, 700 Highway 2, Leavenworth, (509) 548-5275, or
reviewed on the City of Leavenworth Development Services Depattment webpage
http://www .cityofleavenwotih.com.

This Press Release is not intended to be published by anyone receiving this transmission but may be used for
broadcasting and informational purposes. In accordance with RCW 42.30.080, such notice must be delivered
personally, by mail, by fax, or by electronic mail at least twenty-four hours before the time of such meeting as
specified in the notice.
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City of Leavenworth
Department of Development Services
WAC 197-11-970 -Determination of Non-significance (DNS)

Description of proposal: 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update I Amendment
The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement of the community's vision for the future and
contains policies primarily to guide the physical development of the City of Leavenwmth, as
well as certain aspects of its social and economic character. The Comprehensive Plan directs
regulations, implementation actions and services that suppmt the vision. The Comprehensive
Plan reflects the long-term values and aspirations of the community as a whole and shows how
various aspects, such as land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities and services work
together to achieve the desired vision. The Comprehensive Plan assists in the management of
future development by providing policies to guide decision-making. The Comprehensive Plan
can be reviewed ("track changes" I redlined) on the City's Webpage under the "Development
Services Depmtment"- "2017 Comprehensive Plan Update" pagehttp://ci tyofleavenworth.com/ci ty-govemment/development-services-department/20 17comprehensive-plan-update/
Proponent: City of Leavenwmth
Location of proposal: City ofLeavenwmth, Washington
Lead Agency: City of Leavenworth
The lead agency for tllis proposal has determined that the proposed amendments do not have a
probable significant adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement
(EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030 (2) (c). This decision was made after review of a
completed environmental checldist and other infmmation on file with the lead agency. This
information is available to the public on request.

0

There is no comment period for this DNS .

0

This DNS is issued after using the optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355.
There is no fu1ther comment period on the DNS (copies of the Mitigation Agreement
are available upon request).

[gl Tills DNS is issued under WAC 197-11-340(2); the lead agency will not act on this
proposal for at least 14 days fi:om the date below. Comments must be submitted by
December 4, 2017.

Responsible Official:

Nathan Pate, AICP

Position/Title:

Development Services Manager

Phone:

(509) 548-5275

Address:

700 Highway 2, PO Box 287
~rth, WA98826

Signature:
Date: September 27, 2017
You may appeal this determination to:
City of Leavenwmth City Council
P.O. Box 287, 700 U.S. 2,
Leavenwmth, WA 98826
Date: Deadline for filing an appeal is no later than 5:00 PM - December 4, 2017. Only
persons who submit written comments during the comment period shall be allowed to appeal the
tlu·eshold dete1mination.
Method: An appeal shall be in writing per Leavenwmth Municipal Code (LMC) 16.04.230 and
21.11. You should be prepared to make specific factual objections.
Only final threshold determinations, in the form of a determination of significance (DS),
mitigated determination of nonsignificance (MDNS) or a dete1mination of nonsignificance
(DNS), shall be appealable to the City Council; provided, however, when the threshold
determination is a DS which has been agreed to by the proponent, it shall not be appealable.
Any person aggrieved by a tlu-eshold determination may appeal; provided, however, if there is a
comment period required by WAC 197-11-340, only those persons who submit written
comments during the comment period may appeal the tlu·eshold determination.
A written notice of appeal, meeting the requirements of LMC 16.04.230.D and the appeal fee
must be received by the City within seven (7) calendar days of the last day of the comment
period. If the last day of the appeal period is a holiday or a weekend, the appeal must be filed by
five PM on the first weekday following such holiday or weekend.
Public hearings on appeals of a DS, MDNS or DNS shall occur prior to any decision on the
underlying proposal and shall be heard by the Hearing Examiner. The Hearing Examiner shall
make a reconunendation that shall then be heard by the City Council.
For more information please contact Nathan Pate, AICP at City Hall at (509) 548-5275 or at P.O.
Box 287 (700 Highway 2), Leavenwmth, WA 98826.

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Notice ofDetermination ofNon-significance
Notice ofPublic Comment'Period
and
Notice of Public Hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Leavenworth has issued a Determination of
Non-significance (DNS) per the State Environmental Policy Act Rules (Chapter 197-11 WAC)
and the Leavenwmth Municipal Code:
2017 Comprehensive Plan Update I Amendment

A PUBLIC HEARING WILL BE HELD before the Leavenwmth Planning Commission on
Wednesday, November 1, 2017, beginning at 7:00p.m. in the City Council Chambers at City
Hall, located at 700 Highway 2, Leavenwmth, Washington. The purpose of this hearing is to
receive public testimony regarding:

The recommendation of the Planning Commission will then be forwarded to the City Council for
a public hearing which is tentatively scheduled for February 27, 2018, beginning at 6:30 p.m.
in the City Council Chambers during the regularly scheduled meeting of the City Council. The
comment period begins on October 4, 2017 and will end on December 4, 2017. The comment
period for the SEPA detetmination will run concurrently. An appeal of the SEPA determination
must be filed by 5:00 p.m. on the last day of the comment period. Only those persons who
comment during the SEPA comment period are entitled to file a SEPA appeal. The contents of
the appeal must meet the requirements outlined in the Leavenwmth Municipal Code.
The materials may be reviewed during normal business hours at City Hall, a copy may be
obtained by contacting Nathan Pate at Leavenwmth City Hall, 700 Highway 2, Leavenwmth,
(509) 548-5275, or reviewed on the City of Leavenwmth Development Services Depattment
webpage http://www.cityofleavenworth.com . Interested citizens are encouraged to comment on
. the proposal and to attend the public hearing. Written comments may be sent before the hearing
to Leavenworth City Hall, P.O. Box287, Leavenworth, WA 98826.
Nathan Pate, AICP
Development Services Manager
Dated: September 27, 2017
Please Run on October 4, 2017

Department of Commerce
nnovat·o is in o r nature
Notice of Intent to Adopt Amendment
60 Days Prior to Adoption
Indicate one (or both, if applicable) :

IX] Comprehensive Plan Amendment

D

Development Regulation Amendment

Pursuant to RCW 36. 70A.1 06, the following jurisdiction provides notice of intent to adopt a
proposed comprehensive plan amendment and/or development regulation amendment under
the Growth Management Act.

(If needed, you may expand this form and the fields below, but please try to keep the entire form
under two pages in length.)

Jurisdiction:

City of Leavenworth & Chelan County

Mailing Address:

Date:

City of Leavenworth
PO Box 287 I 700 Highway 2
Leavenworth, WA 98826
&
Chelan County Community Development
316 Washington St, Suite 301,
Wenatchee, WA 98801
September 27, 2017

Contact Name:

Nathan Pate, AICP

Title/Position:

Development Services Manager

Phone Number:

(509) 548-5275

E-mail Address:

dsmanager@cityofleavenworth.com

Brief Description of the Proposed
I Draft Amendment:

2017 Comprehensive Plan Update I
Amendment

Public Hearing Dates:

Planning Commission: November 1, 2017
Leavenworth City Council: February 27, 2018
(tentatively}
Yes: No: _ . (If yes, please provide the date
the draft proposal was submitted to Commerce or
the Commerce MateriaiiD number provided in the
acknowledgement letter.)
MateriaiiD #:
Yes: _X_
No:

Was this action submitted to
Commerce for 60-day notice of
intent to adopt (or to request
expedited review)?
Is this action part of the periodic
review and update? GMA

requires review every 8 years under
RCW 36. 70A.130(4J-(6J.
Proposed Adoption Date:

February 27, 2018 (tentatively)

REQUIRED: Attach or include a copy the proposed amendment text.

City of Leavenworth
Planning Commission Meeting
January 3, 2018 (Wednesday)
7:00PM
City Hall- Council Chambers

MINUTES

Commissioner Hessburg:

January 3, 2018, at 7:02p.m., and started with the roll-call.

Planning Commission Members in attendance: Anne Hessburg, Andy Lane, Pete Olson, and Joel
Martinez.

Commissioner Lane: Move to adopt the minutes ofNovember 1st, 2017, as the amended.
Commissioner Olson: Second that.
Commissioner Hessburg:
All:

All those in favor.

Aye.

Commissioner Hessburg:
update of 2017.

Next on the agenda, the public hearing for our comprehensive plan

Developer Service Manager Pate outlined the previous hearing. 1) Planning Commission
conducted a full hearing, 2) Planning Commission reviewed the staff report, 3)
Planning Commission reviewed all the chapters and their parts, 4) Planning
Commission opened the discussion to the public, and 4) Planning Commission
received additional public testimony as identified in the minutes. At the direction
from the Planning Commission in the last meeting and after receiving the
testimony, the Planning Commission requested some minor changes. The
Planning Commission asks to see those changes retuned to them prior to
recommendation to the council for adoption.
Developer Service Manager Pate reviewed the changes with the Planning Commission.

The Planning Commission discussed reopening the hearing for testimony, and
decided to keep it closed.
Commissioner Hessburg:

Entertained a motion for the update.

Commissioner Lane: I move that the Planning Commission recommends to the council the
adoption of the comprehensive plan update which includes the amendments that
Developer Service Manager Pate prepared subsequent to our November 1st public
hearing; and that the comprehensive plan include the additional amendments that
the Planning Commission talked about tonight; and that the Planning Commission
adopt staffs report with the findings and conclusions; and that the overview in the
staff report be part the findings, as well.
Commissioner Hess burg:
Seconded. All those in favor of adopting the City of Leavenworth
Comprehensive Plan of 2017 say aye.
All: Aye
Commissioner Hessburg:

There are none opposed. It passes unanimously.

The Planning Commission discussed and reviewed the 2018 docket (draft).
The Planning Commission discussed the joint meeting with the Council scheduled for the 23rd at
6:30
Commissioner Lane: Moved to adjourn.
Commissioner Hessburg:

Adjourned at 7:37.

City of Leavenworth
Planning Commission Meeting
November 1, 2017 (Wednesday)
7:00PM
City Hall- Council Chambers
MINUTES
Commissioner Hessburg:
All right. I'm going to call the meeting to order. It is November 1,
2017, at 7:00p.m., and we'll start with the rollcall.

Planning Commission Members in attendance: Anne Hessburg, Andy Lane, Pete Olson, Scott
Bradshaw, Chuck Reppas, and Joel Martinez.
Commissioner Lane:
6, 2017.

I make a motion we approve the minutes as written for September

Commissioner Bradshaw:

Second.

Commissioner Hessburg:
September 6th?

First and seconded. All those in favor of approving the minutes for

All:

Aye.

Commissioner Hess burg:
Next on the agenda, the public hearing for our comp-plan update.
Mr. Nathan Pate, take it away.
Manager Pate:
Thank you. Before us, the planning commission has the public hearing,
and the final stages, for a multi-year journey with the planning commission to complete the 2017
Comprehensive Plan update. The planning commission was proactive to complete this
amendment. This amendment is the completion of the mandatory update of the Comprehensive
Plan (every eight-years). It's part ofRCW 36. 70A 130 and WAC 365.196.600 that basically
states that, in 2017 and every eight years thereafter Chelan County and all their cities will be
required to update their comprehensive plan. So, the Planning Commission started a couple years
back to get in the process of this update. The comprehensive plan is the backbone of our land
use, decision-making process. It's a pmi of our capital-facilities allocations. It's pmi of our
transp01iation, our economic development, parks and recreation and other key points of
community direction. This document is the City's guide for the next 20 years and where the City
sees the community growing, what the community desires, and a reflection back on what's here
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now, what could be improved, what is needed. And a piece of that, of course, is ... a key piece is
our land use element which determines the zoning map and the guiding regulations that go with
it. But this document will not actually update any of the zoning codes.
For tonight, the planning commission is seeking public comments on the final stages and, of
course, hopefully, a recommendation for adoption. The planning commission has gone through
considerable public participation to get to this point. Tonight, the planning commission may vote
for the recommendation; and, of course, that recommendation is fmwarded to the city council.
The city council does have the final adopting authority and legislative authority and powers to
create and have this comprehensive plan in place.
The planning commission reviewed and asked for public input on every piece of the elements
with first creating subcommittees. This process has occurred with an intent to receive as much as
public participation as possible. So, the planning commission had subcommittees, the planning
commission provided notices, the planning commission provided press releases, the planning
commission went on Facebook and website. So, the planning commission desired to attract as
much public participation as possible. The Subcommittees met January 12th, January 20th,
January 25th, February 2nd, February 8th, 15th, 23rd, March 2nd, and March 9th. After that
point, the subcommittees reported back to the planning commission, as an entire body, regarding
each individual elements that they had been studying and making changes. Those presentations
included February 1st, March 1st, April 5th, May 16th, June 7th, July 5th, August 2nd,
September 8th.
There was an opportunity where staff brought forward and touched base with the council so that
they could understand the progress of the planning commission's efforts and give them an early
update and introduction to the comprehensive-plan amendment process. Such presentations were
conducted on September 12th and 26th.
Tonight, the planning commission is being asked to process the final stages of adoption. Within
the staff report, there's identification of where public-participation process began and where it's
going. The web page, includes all the track changes so that the public understands what edit the
planning commission has conducted. It's all available.
From tonight, the public will be looking and using just the clean copy, except as corrections for
tonight.
As a part of this update, there's this mandate for a public-comment period. The planning
commission has invited the public; and asked the public to participate at many levels, but update
process also must have a mandatory 60-day department of commerce's comment period.
Manager Pate:
Continued with the staff report to note, at the very back, there are
recommended findings of fact. If the planning commission desires, the introduction could be part
of the findings as well to show the progress, the activities, and the public-participation
components.
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Within each element, there's goals, policies, and rationale with analyses and information.
There's an introduction that explains what the chapter is doing and information on what's going
on today and possible projections or other data that help make support the goals and the policies.
These goals and policies are based on desires of the community to look forward into the next 20
years, but also, it reflects what's going on today.
In general, there are significant updates and revisions, including, of course, acknowledgements
and just removing extraneous information. The planning commission found that the Plan needed
to be boiled down a little better. The planning commission took the effort and time to make sure
that this is more of a concise comprehensive plan and not just a fluff piece.
The capital-facility element. This is an identification of all the physical things that make the city
work and provide services. "Physical things," include the sewer plant. ... The county shop, for
storing equipment for maintenance of the streets and sewer systems and everything else ... city
hall, capital facilities, and needs to speak to other facilities. For example, the parks and
recreation also have capital facilities that are brought together.
Within the capital facilities, there was a significant update on the projected list. Capital facilities
have to be financially constrained and show how the city's going to grow to accommodate the
population. The planning commission completed the update in 2013 and the capital facilities
included standalone plans. The planning commission adopted by reference the water system,
sewer system plans, water-sewer system plans, and other plans. Those plans adopted by
reference plans could be annually updated as allowed by the statute they're governed under.
There was considerable discussion on the twenty-year capital-facilities plan and the six-year
capital-facilities plan. The twenty-year plan is more of a wish list, and identifies where the City's
going in the future. The six-year list is where the City is actively wanting to do in the next couple
years, pursue funding, and get that funding in place for construction; and move in an organized,
logical fashion.
The goals and policies were revised to make sure that they're consistent. The planning
commission went back and reinserted essential public facilities; and worked with Public Works
to make sure that the capital-facility plan was as precise and accurate as possible.
Economic development ... This element was unaltered since 2003; and the planning commission
worked through, and make sure that the goals and policies were valid or changed to reflect
current goals. Economic development is a piece of the puzzle for the City's tourist industry that
helps the industry thrive and grow, but there's also other economic opportunities that the
planning commission did not want to exclude just because the City happen to be a tourist
community.
The housing element ... The housing element speaks to the housing component of the
comprehensive plan. It addresses affordable housing, types of housing, specific data sets and
analysis for the projections of the future. The planning commission was very successful in 2012
with the update, and the planning commission chose to use the medium level from the Office of
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Financial Management. The City's allocation came back at medium, so we were very successful.
That 2012 update was very helpful.
In addition, the planning commission received and incorporated the housing needs assessment.
This was a study derived from the mayoral affordable-housing taskforce that asked for a study to
understand the demographics and assessment, needs assessment, for housing. A lot of
information was incorporated into the housing element from a very current and active 2017
needs assessment. The goals and policies were updated and refined to reflect the needs
assessment as well as the City's population projections and affordable-housing data. Examples of
changes included opportunities for density bonuses and incentives and removing the limitations
to housing development and regulatory barriers to affordable housing. These are clear and
understandable.
The land use element ... The land use element identifies the zoning, the regulations associated
with the zoning, and splitting differing uses from each other. The City has a residential district,
the City has a commercial district, City has three levels of commercial districts, City has levels
of residential, City has industrial districts, and all are clearly explained and include goal that
outline what the City desires to achieve within those districts. The planning commission
included clear goals and modifications. In 2015, the city had an inventory and analysis of City
and UGA land use zoning and identified vacant lots, underutilized, and developed lands. For
2017, the planning commission affirmed and made sure that particular data set was still good.
the planning commission made sure that the City's population projects were also valid. City's
population projections reflecting what's actually going on in the community rather than choosing
a high population that's unrealistic or a low population that's also unrealistic.
In general and through-out the Plan update process, the planning commission removed
extraneous information.
Parks and recreation element included a lot of effort because the park and recreation element was
a standalone document prior to the planning commission update. The City had 2012 park-and
recreation plan. Although the City considered it a part of the comprehensive plan, now it is an
official element of the comprehensive plan. And there's specific criteria for the parks and
recreation plan. There's a 10-year projection, evaluation of facility and services, evaluation of
coordination opportunities between regional and other local entities to make sure the city meets
its recreational demands.
One thing that the planning commission did find was that the City has a lot of recreational space.
City has Blackbird, Waterfront, and Enchantment Parks. Very large for the size city and the
population, but we also identified that the city includes a tourist community. The planning
commission found that the City's recreational facilities are robust and really a good thing to have
and continue.
There was a lot of conversation from our public works depmiment park supervisor that stated
that, if, in fact, we build new recreational facilities, that they should built and designed in the
manner that we ensure that maintenance is affective and cost savings built into it. Rather than
just build something really nice and let it die, our parks department really want to make sure that
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that facility lasts as long as possible, so the design actually improves the maintenance
component.
In addition, the planning commission conducted discussion about making sure these facilities
interacted with each other in an opportunity for folks to be able to enjoy different types of
recreation. The needs analysis for the park and recreation also included an improvement list,
what the City anticipates in the next 20 years for projects and then the planning commission
wanted to make sure those projects are incorporated in the capital-facilities plan.
The 2008 transpotiation element was a standalone plan. There was a 2003 element and then the
2008 transportation plan. The 2003 element, basically, was exhausted in its obligations to
perform its requirements; and the 2008 was very robust, and it projected well beyond the
mandated 10-year forecasting. That's good because the planning commission can use and affirm
the 2008 data, and make sure that the plan still has value for 2017.
One good accomplishment was completed is the City's future street maps. This is the City's
identification of grid roads within the community. This allows developers and the community
understands where the City anticipates new streets and a system to make sure emergency
services and the community can travel through the region.
The planning commission discussed the level of service and what it does regarding concurrency.
The staff repmi has a reflection of information provided to both planning commission and
council. The planning commission understands what level of service and what concurrency does.
In addition, the planning commission understands how improvements are made in the ground
today that reflect the changing desires of the community for the future.
The planning commission found that the data from the 2008 plan was good to 2028. That's the
City's 10-year traffic forecast I projection. It's a mandatory forecasting for the transportation
element and is valid.
The utilities element ... The utilities element speaks to the utilities. The utilities aren't just what
the city provides but other services. For example, phone and power. The utilities element, just by
its nature, remains unchanged since 2003. The planning commission rolled up its sleeves and
removed a lot of invalid information and developed a concise inventory of what's out there now,
including city services, and other utilities like power and phone and TV. The planning
commission made changes as appropriate in the goals and policies; and made updates that were
impmiant.
The utilities element is the last ofthe elements, and staff has provided a quick synopsis of the
updates. There's more included within the staffrepmi and, of course, in the Comprehensive Plan,
which is online and available to the public.
The planning commission discussed the mandatory-compliance requirements for noticing, as
well as SEPA. The non-project SEPA checklist and DNS for this amendment was submitted to
agencies for view on September 27th. This agency review includes a comment period that started
October 4th and ends December 4th as pati of the sixty-day commerce mandatory comment
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period. The notice for this pa1iicular hearing was on October 4th. In addition to the legal notice,
the City put out a regular notice by way of an add-in the paper and then the City also put out a
press release which was staggered right behind the other notices to appear in the newspaper
multiple times. The City went above and beyond the mandatory noticing. These notices were
also provided in Facebook format; the web-page format; and posted at city hall and other public
opportunities for people to see such notices.
Tonight is the public hearing. The planning commission hopes to receive public testimony. And
tentatively scheduled for February 27, 2018 is the council adoption
The staff rep01i in was corrected the public agency portion. Staff did not include attachments of
the public-agency comments. Those agency comments were incorporated right into the
document. So, they're not separate.
Staff recognized the names of those particular participants who helped in creating this document.
(see staff rep01i.
For public comments, the City did not receive public comment within the public-comment
period. But, throughout the update process, the City had received comments from Mr. Goehner,
Duane Goehner, and those are attached by email, and the hard copies are available for anyone
who wants to review the correspondence to the planning commission.
One public comment is transmitted for tonight
Staff reiterated that the recommended findings of fact are within page 12 and continuing on
through to the end of the staff report, and staff asked that the planning commission use those
findings, or the planning commission could produce their own findings. And the introduction has
findings as well. So, the planning commission can ask that any and all findings
(added/subtracted) be available for the decision.
Commissioner Lane:
As Kaylin's walking up there, I want to just announce that both
Commissioner Reppas and I are on the board of MEND. There isn't a conflict here. There's no
conflict in the Appearance of Fairness Act, but the Code of Ethics for Municipal Officers is that
municipal officers should at least reveal that we're both on the board. There's no ... We don't get
paid. It's all volunteer, so there's no benefit or anything from what Kaylin going to be asking
about. And I've also ... I've talked with Kaylin on issues that they've had in the transportation
element, so we've had that communication. So, I've got some insight of where it's coming from.
In addition, I have had discussions regarding the Transportation Element with Mr. Goehner
Manager Pate:
MEND has a specific request from the transportation element regarding
their property and the classification of the road would change from collector to local
access/urban access. The transportation element classifies streets in four different ways. The City
has local access, a collector, secondary arterial, and primary arterial. And those range from the
lowest-road function and capacity to the highest.
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These classifications are very important for funding, but Collectors may not be built in this
highest capacity. These designations are impotiant for definitions of how many vehicles are on
those roads and what they should be look like. The urban-collector standard detail, which is by
resolution- it's an adopted construction standard- emulates State Highway 2.
Kaylin:
My name's Kaylin Bettinger. I'm here on behalf of Upper Valley MEND. My
address is 213 Whitman Street in Leavenworth. And so, thank you for the background, Manager
Pate. I am here to ask for a change in the transportation element or in the standard of this
particular road. As Manager Pate said, the collector status hasn't. .. or standard ... hasn't been
justified by any projected transport ... any studies on the projected ... sorry ... traffic in the area.
And so, we would like to see a change to that road.
Now, I checked with Mr. Pate today, and it sounds like, because of the funding and a couple
other reasons, it doesn't make sense to actually change the classification of that road away from
a collector, but there is an opportunity, potentially, to change what the collector standard actually
is, that there may be a few options under that standard to ... that could be determined at a staff
level or whatever level it needs to be determined at the time of building the road. So, one of the
options could be the current collector standard, but there could also be options that are less large,
I guess, of a road, less robust of a road. We don't think that it makes sense to put a road like that
in through that property from Titus from Chumstick when Chumstick and Titus are both smaller
roads than that. It doesn't really make sense. And it also doesn't really make sense, in a
residential area, to have something like Highway 2 running through there because you've got, for
one, promoting speeding on that road if it's not being used by very many, by very much traffic,
but it's that large. You've got a got a speeding component.
Then also, this standard ... The collector doesn't have any requirement for parking and that's a
multi-family-zoned area. So, if a road's built through there, it seems like it makes more common
sense to me to have there be parking in a multi-family zone rather than a center-turn lane. So, my
request would be that the collector ... that there be more options as pmi of the collector standard,
which would make more sense for that pmiicular road.
And then, we've also ... I noted in the letter we've also requested there's a road that the city and
county and i1Tigation district of MEND work together to have planned as pmi of the Meadowlark
PD. And so, I've asked Joel and Herb if we can use that, or if those road plans and that adopted
road can be used moving forward, even if the PD is wiped away. So, this is a kind of a twopronged thing. I wanted to come this and make sure that we didn't lose our window to have
requested this of you guys, but we're also asking on that end if that can be used for a cmiain
amount of time. And then, if the road isn't developed, then it would go back to the underlying
standard, which would be the collector. Does that make sense?
So, Kailyn, the best to get out of this would be flexibility and how
Commissioner Lane:
that road is ... how the standards are implemented on that road?
Kay lin:

Right. Yeah.
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Manager Pate:
Here's some solutions. Within the comprehensive plan, there's not many
standards. That's just something that's very important because this isn't a code-document. It's a
guiding policy document. Turn to T-33 in the Transportation Element. On page T-33, there's a
table that describes the functional classification and its description of roads. Please to go to
"collector" and look at its description. In the second-to-last sentence, the public works
department consents and desire a couple changes. First, the 60-foot right-of-way is fine. Traffic
lanes are at least 10 feet wide, which is fine. And parking lanes are eight foot. The public-works
department would like to add "may" rather than "are" and make some more flexibility in an
option of whether or not it's an eight foot and include bike lanes and include "may." In addition,
you'll notice Appendix J in your appendixes. Appendixes J has the concept and the origin of the
standard details that are approved by resolution. And, once it's approved by resolution, this is the
city's standing document and how the city expects developers to build roads. Public works
agrees that the concepts are not suited to the size of our city. The city has adopted standard
details that better match the construction design that the engineers would like to see.
A recommendation from the public works department is to remove Appendix J in its entirety.
What Kailyn was talking about, and what public works wholeheartedly agrees is, is having tiers
and levels of a collector. The city may have A, B, and C, maybe D and maybe some other
options whereby the right-of-way may be the same width but might get an opportunity for
slimming down and matching the regional traffics
Commissioner Hess burg:
So, under the description for collector, it says, "A minimum rightof-way width is typically 60 feet."
Manager Pate:
Right now, the road's designed to have 60 foot, and 60 foot does have two
things. One, it is wider, but it doesn't mean that the road has to consume all that space; and it
reserved for additional development so, that right-of-way wouldn't have to be repurchased or
changed.
Commissioner Reppas:
Manager Pate:

Pine Street.

Commissioner Bradshaw:
Manager Pate:

Manager Pate, are there are examples of Collectors?

Is Titus? Titus is 60 feet, isn't it?

Yes, Most of it.

Kaylin:
To your comment or your question, the road that we have currently engineered
through the MEND property is pretty similar to the one that's going to be built on Pine Street.
It's two lanes, it doesn't have a center-turn lane, and it has parking on one side and then a path
on the other side. So, both are pretty similar. So, I guess my request would be that one of the
options is something really close to that since those are the two main roads that are projected to
be built.
Commissioner Bradshaw:

And that path, is that a bike path? Or is that ...
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Kaylin:
I think it's just ... I think it's both, isn't it? I think it's a ... I wouldn't think it's a
walking path.
Commissioner Bradshaw:
So, what we need to do, Manager Pate, is basically get rid of
Appendix J and then make some modifications to this collector definition in which, basically,
gives a lot more flexibility, some "may"s instead of "should/shall"s and things like that. So, I
think that's probably where we should be going rather than even doing much more talking about
it because what we have is something ... I don't see the design of the urban collector being at all
workable ... Even the urban/local-access one's a little tough.
Absolutely. So, we want to keep the classification, the terminology, for
Manager Pate:
very evident reasons to meet definitions and funding.
Commissioner Hessburg:
going to be added?

So, the tiered options and the flexibility options, where are those

Manager Pate:
The public works department has already started the process to amend the
resolution to the standards.
On T -44, some 2003 pieces remain and can be removed. And there was
Manager Pate:
another 2003 creep-in that should've been removed.
Commissioner Martinez:
So, on this definition of collector, are you going to provide us
some verbiage? In the transportation element and make corrections that the "are" and/or any
reference to "shall" be removed or modified to "may" and add parking and bike lanes?
Commissioner Hessburg:
I was thinking maybe we could run through a ... some quick
changes first and maybe start from the beginning and go element by element and open maybe
each element up to the public so that people don't have to wait all the way to the end to make
comments. Okay. Well, let's start from the beginning.
Duane:
Duane Goehner, 11670 River Bend Drive. So, thanks for all your work. This has
been a long process, and I've gone through it with you, actually. And thanks for putting up with
me being here. The reason I'm doing this is because I do care about what's happening and the
traffic, certainly, affects us on River Bend Drive. It's also affecting several businesses. Ken
Marson and I meet every couple of weeks, and he says, "Oh, my gosh. I'm so scared about
what's going to happen when the building keeps happening here." So, the two points I want to
make here is the same thing I made in city council two sessions ago, and that is my point of
concern still is using data from 2008 instead of more current data for something for 20 ... We're,
basically, planning 20 years down. That concerns me. For instance, I even noticed that your
numbers in the accidents didn't seem to be exactly correct because I called and talked with April
Moore, and she said from 6/30/16 to 2/3/2017, there were six accidents on River Bend Drive.
And here, it says two. So, I'm not sure why the data is ... T-23. Maybe check that. I'll forward
that from her email from ... This is from Chelan County Sheriff. They keep track of all this stuff.
So, that's my concern about the data.
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Manager Pate:
This data is directly from Department of Transportation. The Washington
State Depmiment of Transportation is the authority on collision and retention of data. Whether
the county keeps their own records, I don't know if they do. This is data's directly "cut and
paste" verbatim from the Depatiment of Transportation.
Duane:
So, yeah. Anyway. Shows that we've got ... There's questions of where ... what's
the real data. The other thing that's concerning to me is when is our peak time. And I know ...
And talking with Commissioner Lane is very helpful in understanding why we don't necessarily
make it on our peak, like Christmas lighting. Makes total sense. That would be an anomaly that
would not help us whatsoever. However, what I want ... What I hope that this transportation
element does is we can use this as the future guide for what ... creating solutions for. .. from the
problems that see, truly, from the data. And I don't know that the data, if we're using Thursday
afternoon or whatever, is the best data. In fact, it was interesting to look at the parking study, and
I don't know if you looked at that. That was an excellent report, and kudos to the city council- I
told them that- for great work on that. But they even indicate that the parking-traffic issues are
on the weekends. So, I think to be honest with ourselves, we need to somehow to capture that
within this document and ... because we need to make sure we get not garbage information that
we're planning our future plans on. So, those are kind of the two things I wanted to mention, that
I just want to make sure that we have the right data and that we're planning our future on that
right data. And, again, you guys have done a lot of work on this. Thank you for your excellent
efforts. And I just want to make sure that we don't create gridlock and we have the new
Sammamish and Plateau problems here, and they don't have a Highway 2 going through the
midst of it. But planning ahead to me is prudent. So, thanks. That's my comment. Again, thanks
for your great work, and let me know if I can be of service.
Commissioner Hessburg:
Okay. Well, should we move to the beginning of this element since
we're here? And if anybody has any changes they would like to ... Since we're in the
transportation, let's stick with it. So, if anyone has any corrections.
Commissioner Bradshaw:
I'm noticing, that, several times in here, you refer to BNSF, and I
was wondering if we spelled that out any place? I've seen it two or three times, but I haven't
seen it spelled out. On page T-25, there's reference to BNSF, but. ..
Commissioner Hessburg:
On the future-streets figure on page T-53. For the future-streets
figure, maybe I missed this, but we had previously talked about putting some sort of note on the
figure, indicating that some potential future streets may not be feasible due to critical areas or
topography. Did I misread that note that ...
Manager Pate:
Page T-51 includes the requested text and can add the citation from the
2016 stormwater master plan.
Commissioner Olson:
T-51. Yeah. Bottom ofthat first paragraph, I think the last two
sentences. "In addition, the locations have not accounted for the contractual limitations."
Commissioner Hessburg:
Anyone else have anything to add or talk about in the
transpmiation element? All right. Anyone from the public have any additional comments on the
Page 10 of 12

transportation element? All right. Let's move back to the beginning. All right. Intro. Anybody
have anything for the intro?
Commissioner Bradshaw:
Yeah. Page 4 of the intro. On the first...after ... after ... The first
paragraph after the number six, it describes the blank of Leavenworth. Is that the city of
Leavenworth?
Commissioner Lane:
I got something on Page 3. The paragraph that is above the
heading, number 17, community involvement. There's a second sentence from the end of that
paragraph ... starts out, "Each element has a designation, such asH for housing, U for utilities ... "
I assume that's a reference to how the pagination is done? So, then I suggest, "Pagination within
each element has a designation, such as H or U ... " or something. Or something to that affect.
Commissioner Hess burg:
All right. Anyone else have anything? Anything from the public on
our fine intro? All right. Capital-facilities element.
Commissioner Lane:
On Page 12. Policy five at the top of that page, the rationale starts
out with, "growth should pay for growth." I think we already said that in previous policy, so I'd
suggest to not ... in the rationale, just delete that sentence and just have it start, "Where
opportunities exist for time ... "One more comment on Page 17 of the capital-facilities element.
The top of that page, the sentence that starts with B, the letter B, "insure public involvement."
Want to change that to "e-n" as opposed to "i-n."
Commissioner Hessburg:
Anyone from the public have any comment on capital facilities?
No? All right. Moving onto economic development. Anything? Anything from the public on
economic development? Yes, Moving onto the housing element.
Commissioner Bradshaw:
I've got a comment on Page 6. That is one extremely long
paragraph. Suggestion to break it up into a couple.
Commissioner Reppas:
I have kind of a big-picture concern that I want to raise here. And,
for me, it's in the land element. Land use element and it starts with housing. And we have this
housing study that, basically, is stating that we really have a problem with housing. And we are
using this population growth that says that we're going to grow by 196 people in the
Leavenworth/UGA area from 2017 to 2037. And I think ... I know that we're drawing on
factual. .. projections based on certain standards, but it doesn't really ring true to me that we're
only going to grow by 196 people in the next 20 years. And, I guess, my big-picture thing is we
look at the minutia in this thing as we dig down, and we went ... We got this ... these numbers
before the housing study was done. The housing-study information was added to here as sort of a
red-flag concern, but we still have this integration that just ... I'm not buying it, but I don't know
what it means because we're drawing on the standard, right, that's called for?
Manager Pate:
The source is the federal government and the U.S. Census and the Office
of Financial Management in the State of Washington. And I'm not an expert in census gathering.
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Commissioner Reppas:
So, maybe, what ... a lot is happening. It talks about it here, that
it's expensive to live here and, therefore, people are working here, possibly living down
[whatever. But, if, for example, a 50- or 100-unit apartment development got built, they would
become residents of the area, this population growth would be blown out in the matter of a year
or two, if that were to happen. And there's plans slatted for that. And it's not that the people
aren't here. It's that they're not living here because they can't. And so ... And I'm quite certain
that some of these projections are very difficult to determine because of our huge non-resident,
second-home situation going on here. And that has a huge factor to do with the availability of
housing and the price of housing. But that ... All I'm saying is we've gotten microscopic, and
there's smi of a big-picture thing that seems pretty off to me.
Manager Pate:
Here's the saving grace -is that every eight years, the planning
commission gets to make changes to this plan. And, if, in fact, the council or the planning
commission deems necessary, at any point from today, every year, the planning commission can
update the comprehensive plan. You're absolutely correct. The planning commission is using
sources from agencies who have experts in the field and the knowledge - for generations of the
census, and it is down to the minutia of 100, 200 people. Every baby counts in the eyes of
Leavenworth with 2,017 people. The city does have the mandated time periods, regardless of
what the planning commission sees or the council sees as development that change these
numbers, Leavenworth is going to update this in eight years. With the option of every year
update, if the planning commission, council, believes there's changes that need to change the
goals and policies or the projection counts or land use designations, the planning commission
evaluates this every year.
The planning commission continued the discussion on changing or expanding the UGA; the facts
of the future land-capacity analysis compared to local knowledge; and market factor for how
property that could be developed which may not due to personal/private/individual choice. The
planning commission desired a small change that has some disclaimer, additional language for
the reader so they can understand what the market factor is, and that local knowledge or ... the
local trend might be outside the factors. And let the reader work through it- to guide the reader
to understand that it might be a matter of private pro petty choice for development rather than (or
in combination of) an analytical analysis of data and facts.
Commissioner Hessburg:

Do we have a motion to adjourn?

Commissioner Lane:

I move we adjourn.

Commissioner Hessburg:

Seconded. All in favor?

Group: Aye.
Commissioner Hessburg:

We're adjourned.
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Introduction

The Comprehensive Plan is a broad statement of the community's vision for the future and
contains policies primarily to guide the physical development of the City of Leavenworth, as
well as certain aspects of its social and economic character. The Comprehensive Plan directs
regulations, implementation actions and services that support the vision. The Comprehensive
Plan reflects the long-term values and aspirations of the community as a whole and shows how
various aspects, such as land use, housing, transportation, capital facilities and services work
together to achieve the desired vision. Every county and city in the state is required to have a
Comprehensive Plan and conduct a periodic review and potential update of its Comprehensive
Plan and development regulations.
While a Comprehensive Plan is meant to provide a strong and constant vision for the future, it is
also a living document that must be able to accommodate change, such as a new technology, an
unforeseen impact, change in statutes, or an innovative method of achieving a component of the
vision. It is therefore regularly updated to account for changing issues or opportunities facing
Leavenworth, while still maintaining the core values of the community. The Comprehensive Plan
assists in the management of future development by providing policies to guide decision-making.
The Comprehensive Plan includes the following elements and can be reviewed on the City's
Webpage under the "Development Services Depattment"- "2017 Comprehensive Plan Update"
page - http://cityofleavenworth.com/city-government/development-services-depattment/20 17comprehensive-plan-update/:

• Introduction
•

Capital Facilities

•

Economic Development

• Housing
• Land Use
• Parks and Recreation

• Transportation
• Utilities ·
Each element contains goals, policies, text, chmts, tables and, in many cases, maps. The goals and
policies are the guiding principles; however, they are often preceded by explanatory text
(rationale), which describes the context of the policy or reasoning behind the policy. The goals and
policies may be suppotted and/or supplemented with chmts or tables. Goals and policies are
numbered and highlighted in bold or italic print. Each element has distinct pagination, such as "H"
for housing or "U" for utilities. Maps may serve either as being informative like the text or may
be a supplement to the policy, such as when it illustrates a service area or facility.

Updates

Introduction (Element)

The introduction section was significantly updated and revised. The above is an excerpt (in part)
from this section. The acknowledgments and other portions have been changed to reflect the
current contributors, outlines the public participation process, and describes the statutes that
triggered the 2017 mandated update.
Capital Facilities Element

The Capital Facilities Element is an inventory of existing capital facilities owned by public entities,
and a forecast of future needs of expanded or new It represents the community's policy plan for
public facilities for the next six to twenty years. Capital facilities are the durable goods portion of
governmental service. They have a long-term useable life and can cost considerable amounts of
tax dollars to construct. The process of obtaining capital facilities can require years of design,
public involvement, budgeting and construction. Once constructed, capital facilities tend to
become permanent, requiring an ongoing operations/maintenance cost. It is not intended,
however, that items which are part of a scheduled replacement program be included in the
definition of capital facility.
•

A major change to the 2013 amendment was adopting by reference and declared to be a part
of this Element "stand alone" plans, elements or studies. These "stand alone" plans, elements
or studies typically included the inventory and listing of capital improvement projects. This
allowed each inventory to be a part of the Plan without repeating the lists, or providing an
oppmiunity for inconsistency when restating the referenced materials. If not within a "stand
alone" plan or study, the section was updated with the agency. These included, but are not
limited to:
o Waste Water Treatment Facility Plan;
o Water System Plan;
o

Sewer System Plan;

o

Stormwater System Plan I Wetland Mitigation Plan;

o Transpmiation Element; Parks and Recreation Element;
o

6-year Transpmiation Improvement Plans; 6-year Capital Facilities Plan;

o Upper Valley Regional Trails Plan & Parks Plan;
o

Shoreline Master Program;

o Downtown Master Plan; and
o Utility and Rate Study I Plan.
•

Goals, Policies, and Rationale update. Examples include, but are not limited to removing policy
for school siting, reestablishing policies for essential public facilities, and clarifying water loss
control.

Economic Development Element

The Economic Element contains general information about the local and regional economy, and
goals and policies to guide and encourage economic development and diversification. The City
has recognized the importance of economic development in maintaining the stability of the local
economy and quality of life.
•

Data updates were a part of the changes to the 2003 amendment. This included additional
tourism information (local and regional), identifying Leavenw01th's economic strengths,
amenities, and highlights, new income data, new employment information, and changes to
"indicators and economic measures."

•

Significant Goals, Policies, and Rationale update. Examples include, but are not limited to
reorganizing all to allow for easier flow and consistency; new goals for 1) balanced, diversified
and sustainable local economy; 2) year-round opportunities; 3) enhance and attract small and
medium sized businesses; 4) support and diversify regional economies; 5) recreational, cultural
and historical amenities; 6) supp01ting existing business; 7) relocation of businesses to
Leavenw01th; 8) adequate infrastructure; adequate amount of appropriately zoned land; and 9)
development of a parking management strategy.

Housing Element

The Housing Element is an inventory and analysis of existing and projected housing needs,
identifying the housing units necessary to serve the projected population.
•

A major change to the 2012 amendment was the incorporation of the 2017 Leavenworth
Housing Needs Assessment.
The new Housing Element emerges the findings,
recommendations, and all of the analysis of the study. The needs assessment progressed into
changes or confirmation of the goals and policies with the Housing Element. In addition, the
new population projection allocation provided a better understanding of population trends.
This update included considerable new information on affordable housing and community
income levels. Considerable updates to the data sets where prepared for this Element.

•

The Goals, Policies, and Rationale update reflected the new Leavenworth Housing Needs
Assessment, population projects, and affordable housing data. Examples include, but are not
limited to provisions to allow for the development of regulations which allow for density
bonuses; incentives for developers to construct affordable housing; removing limitations to
housing; increase of the multifamily; and removing regulatory barriers to affordable housing;

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element describes the "big picture" of how a community chooses to balance land
use, development, and density consistent with the goals of the Growth Management Act (GMA).
The planning area includes the lands to which Leavenworth may feasibly provide future urban
services and those surrounding areas which directly impact conditions within the City limits designated as the Urban Growth Area (UGA). UGAs allow development densities sufficient to
accommodate the next twenty years of projected population and employment growth.

The Comprehensive Land Use Designation Map graphically displays the preferred land use
pattern.
Coordination between the land use element and the capital facilities element is essential to produce
a plan with accurate projections for residential and economic development. The land use plan in
this element will guide decision making to achieve community goals.
•

A major change to the 2015 amendment included the inventory and analysis. With new
population projection from 2015, the data developed from 2014 was confirmed. The City used
the "medium" projection in the 2015 amendment; and the land use capacity analysis is valid.

• Extraneous economic information was removed and/or relocated to the Economic
Development Element.

•

Due to the recent update, much of the Goals, Policies, and Rationale were determined to be
valid and/or current to the community's desires; and remain as amended with minor changes.
"Open space and recreation" was moved to the Parks and Recreation Element for consistency
purposes, and a few 'separated' Goals were integrated into the body of goals and/or relocated.

Parks and Recreation Element
The Parks and Recreation Element is an inventory of recreational facilities, activities, parks, and
forecast of needs. Public recreation is a needed service and benefit to the people of Leavenworth
and surrounding populations. The Parks and Recreation Element articulates the needs, and level
of service, and outlines resources required to facilitate recreation opportunities and administer
parks and recreation programs.
As stated in the Growth Management Act (GMA), the element must implement and be consistent
with the parks and recreation facilities identified in the Capital Facilities Element (now crossreferenced). The element must also include three components:
D Estimates of park and recreation demand for at least a 10 - year period;
D An evaluation of facilities and service needs;
D An evaluation of intergovernmental coordination oppmiunities to provide regional

approaches for meeting park and recreational demand.
•

The "2012 Parks and Recreation Plan" (a standalone and separate plan) was converted into the
"Parks and Recreation Element." Much of the existing plan was determined to be valid
excepting the parks improvement lists and other outdated sections. These were revised with
the new 20-year projects list.

•

New expanded Goals, Policies, and Rationale were prepared. Examples include, but are not
limited to providing and maintaining suppmi facilities; development of shared - and multi-use
facilities; pursue additional land acquisition to expand recreation; consideration of new funding
sources; include park improvements within the Capital Facilities Plan (6-year); expand and
implement trail projects; encourage sustainable, low-impact, high-quality design and
development techniques; preserve and protect sensitive areas; encourage planned
developments (and other land use) which provide for open space and recreational
oppmiunities; allow for open space buffers; suppmi the inclusion of public art in parks;
coordinate park planning with infrastructure and transpmiation planning; and encourage the

development of a Parks and Recreation Program.

• The Needs Assessment/Level of Service sections were re-evaluated and changed with current
identified needs. This included an improved capital improvements inventory and list.
Transportation Element
The Transportation Element is an inventory of transportation services and facilities for water, air,
and ground travel, including transit. One of the goals of the Element is to define existing
facilities and travel levels to plan for future travel needs. The Transportation Element was last
updated in 2008; and much is this update remains valid and unchanged. The Transportation
Element must contain:
D Inventory of existing facilities;
D Assessment of future facility needs to meet current and future demands;

D Multi-year plan for financing proposed transpmiation improvements;
D Forecasts of traffic for at least 10 years based on adopted land use plan;
D Level of service (LOS) standards for mierials and public transportation, including

actions to bring deficient facilities into compliance;
D Transpmiation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, and;
D Identification of intergovernmental coordination effmis.

• New Future Streets Map. The City Council has discussed traffic and circulation throughout
the City, and one tool to accomplish better circulation is identification of routes that
accomplish this objective. Possible new streets I connections are identified in the figure
labeled "Future Streets" (Tab 4). These connections are new roadways that incorporate
complete street facilities into the City's network of streets. These new streets are needed to
serve the growth of the City and fill gaps in the street network. Each new street will meet
City standards and incorporate bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities into the street design.
Projects to implement the Future Streets provide access between existing roadways to
complete the street network grid. These are typically accomplished by future projects
completed by developer funds in support of new developments occurring in the area. The
actual alignments of future streets will be determined and designed at a later date as part of
area development. These alignments may not be the precise location of the street, but show
the connectivity for future street circulation. In addition, the locations have not accounted
for constraints or limitations such as critical areas, topography, or construction costs. The
Future Streets Map includes a graphic representation ofwetlands from the 2016 Regional
Stormwater I Wetland Management Master Plan.

•

Continued use ofthe 2008 Transpmiation Plan Data. Although, there is a great deal of new
and updated information, much of the work completed in 2008 remained valuable. For the
2017 update, the Planning Commission found that the data and information from the 2008
Transpmiation Plan remained valid and applicable for 2017 and the 10-year forecast (travel
forecasts for the study area project to 2028). The GMA requires forecasts of traffic for at
least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide information on the location,
timing, and capacity needs of future growth. RCW 36.70A.070 (6)(a)(iii)(E) requires

forecasts of traffic for at least ten years based on the adopted land use plan to provide
information on the location, timing, and capacity needs of future growth. Leavenworth has
included at least a ten-year travel forecast in the 2017 Transpmiation Element. The forecast
time period and underlying assumptions are consistent with the Land Use Element. Again,
forecasts of traffic for at least 10 years based on adopted land use plan is within this new
2017 element;
•

Level of Service (LOS). The Planning Commission had much discussion on Level of
Service (LOS), when is it measured, and against what standards. Level of service (LOS) is
a quantitative measure of roadway operations that is determined by analyzing how well a
transpmiation system performs. The operation of roadways, signalized intersections, and
unsignalized intersections are each based on a specific LOS definition.
o

The Level of Service Methodology - For signalized, unsignalized, and roundabout
intersections, the LOS is calculated using the procedures described in the latest edition
of the Highway Capacity Manual. Roadways are measured based on a volume to
capacity ratio.

o

LOS standards are established by the different agencies having jurisdiction over the
various facilities. US 2 is a Highway of Statewide Significance, and as such, the level
of service standard is set by WSDOT. In urban areas, the WSDOT LOS standard is D.
For unincorporated areas within a UGA, LOS D is the standard adopted by Chelan
County for County roads. The City ofLeavenwmih has adopted LOS D as the standard
for all collectors and arterials within the municipal boundaries.

o

The definition of Level of service (LOS) is both a qualitative and quantitative measure
of roadway operations. Level of service, as established by the Highway Capacity
Manual, uses an "A" to "F" scale to define the operation of roadways and intersections
as follows:
LOS A: Primarily free flow traffic operations at average travel speeds. Vehicles are
completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream. Control
delays at signalized intersections are minimal.
LOS B: Reasonably unimpeded traffic flow operations at average travel speeds. The
ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and control
delays at signalized intersections are not significant.
LOS C: Stable traffic flow operations. However, ability to maneuver and change lanes
may be more restricted than in LOS B, and longer queues, adverse signal coordination,
or both may contribute to lower than average travel speeds.
LOS D: Small increases in traffic flow may cause substantial increases in approach
delays and, hence decreases in speed. This may be due to adverse signal progression,
poor signal timing, high volumes, or some combination of these factors.
LOS E: Significant delays in traffic flow operations and lower operating speeds.
Conditions are caused by some combination of adverse progression, high signal
density, high volumes, extensive delays at critical intersections, and poor signal timing.
LOS F: Traffic flow operations at extremely low speeds. Intersection congestion is
likely at critical signalized intersections, with high delays, high volumes, and extensive

vehicle queuing.

* The City of Leavenworth streets and intersections are typically an "A" to "B" Level of
Service
LOS is linked directly with concurrency. Concurrency describes the situation in which
adequate facilities are available when the impacts of development occur, or within a
specified time thereafter. The City of Leavenworth requires concurrency for infrastructure
such as sanitary sewer, domestic water, stormwater, sidewalks, and streets. Concurrency is
required at the time of final plat approval and/or the issuance of a building permit.
Level of service (LOS) standards measures the performance of the transportation system
and establishes the basis for the concurrency requirements in the Growth Management Act
(GMA), while also being used to evaluate impacts as part of the State Environmental
Protection Act (SEPA). Agencies are required to "adopt and enforce ordinances which
prohibit development approval if the development causes the level of service on a
transportation facility to decline below the standards adopted in the transportation element
of the comprehensive plan, unless transpotiation improvements or strategies to
accommodate the impacts of development are made concurrent with development." (RCW
36.70A.070(6)(b)). Therefore, setting the LOS standard is an essential component of
regulating development and identifying planned improvements for inclusion in the
Transpotiation Element.
At the time of development and consistent with the Transportation Element Policy, "the
City of Leavenworth shall implement its Level of Service (LOS) standard and performance
measures as follows:

•

o

Concurrency shall be measured for the average vehicle traffic volume for a typical
weekday during the PM peak hour;

o

SEPA shall be evaluated consistent with concurrency but could include additional
analysis for other time periods based on the discretion of the City Public Works
Director;

o

Intersection (delay) and street segment (volume/capacity) analysis will use one-hour
LOS as a screening tool to determine capacity deficiencies;

o

Concurrency requirements do not apply to facilities and services of statewide
significance per RCW 36.70A.070(6). Facilities of statewide significance such as US
2 are to be consistent with the Washington State Highway Plan, designated as LOS D;
and,

o

City and Urban Growth Area- LOS D will be acceptable.

Extraneous information was removed; and considerable update has been completed.

Utilities Element
The Utilities Element is an inventory of existing utilities and current capacities, addressing the
future needs to accommodate for the expected population growth.
•

The Inventory and Analysis was changed from the 2003 Element.

•

Due to the nature of the Utilities Element, the Planning Commission confirmed most of the
Goals, Policies, and Rationale as valid with minor updates. Examples include, but are not
limited to consideration of alternative methods to open cut trenching; and a distinction between
electrical transmission and distribution lines. In addition, a new goal to support the Chelan
County PUD's investigation and study of a regional waste water utility was added.

Appendices
Each appendix provides supplementary material providing useful information.
Appendix A - 1992 County-Wide Planning Policies
Appendix B - 2017 Leavenworth Public Participation Program
Appendix C- 2015 Population Allocations from Chelan County for each of the Cities
Appendix D- 2017 Leavenworth Housing Needs Assessment
Appendix E- 2012 Leavenw01th Residential Land Use Inventory and Analysis
Appendix F - 2014 Leavenworth Land Capacity Analysis
Appendix G- 2012 Leavenw01th Parks Public Involvement
Appendix H- 2008 Leavenw01th Transportation Project Costs and Methodology
Appendix I- 2008 Leavenw01th Transportation Maintenance and Operations Program

Whitman I Commercial I Enchantment Way Stree1
February 15, 2018 at 2:00PM
Contractor

Bid Amount

TAB3

February 22, 2018
VIA E-MAIL

Mr. Joel Walinski
City Administrator
City of Leavenworth
700 Highway 2
Leavenworth, WA 98826
RE:

Whitman/Commercial/Enchantment Way Street Project- Recommendation to
Approve Award

Dear Mr. Walinski:
Bids were opened for the above mentioned project on Thursday, February 15 and Central
Washington Asphalt, Inc. was the apparent low bidder. The low bid was higher than the
amount initially budgeted by the Transportation Improvement Board (TIB); however, the
amount is within an administrative increase by TIB.
We recommend the Council award the above mentioned project to Central Washington Asphalt
contingent upon TIB's approval and execution of the Updated Cost Estimate at Bid Opening.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
TD&H ENGINEERING, INC.

Steven N. Marsh, PE
Vice President I Regional Manager
CC:

Herb Amick, City of Leavenworth
Gloria Bennett, Transportation Improvement Board

303 E. 2"d Avenue • Spokane, WA 99202 • (509) 622-2888 • FAX (509) 622-2889

TIB Project Number

2-E-850(002)-1

Bid Award Updated Cost Estimate

FUNDING PARTNER PARTICIPATION
Update Funding Partner(s) and their current participation

j Previous Commitment

Funding Partners

TIB

LEAVENWORTH
-- WSDOT
-

---- ---

477,000

--

-

-

--

-

25,300

-------

--'----

0

-

---

--

Current Participation

510,064
-

----

27,054

--

-

0

-

-

-

0

----

--

---

-

-

0

-

- - ----

--

-

--

--

0

-

--

-

0
0

-

----

0

l

-

0

TOTALS

$502,300

$537,118

Funding Partner Total is Correct

REQUIRED
ATTACHMENTS

..,._Submit BID TABULATIONS with Updated Cost Estimate
..,._ Include a cost breakdown of Other Noneligible costs in cell B24
..,._ Enter justification for COST INCREASE in cell B32

AGENCY OFFICIAL
By my signature below, I certify the costs shown are true and correct and I am authorized to financially indebt the agency.

Printed or Typed Name

Title

Signature & Date

REGISTERED ENGINEER
I certify the bid tabulations are accurate and correct.

Steven N Marsh
Printed or Typed Name

Signature & Date

TIB UCE Form- Revised March 2016
Generated by TIB Project Tracking System- 79759GioriaBennetl02142018104107

----
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RCW 36.70A.390: Moratoria, interim zoning controls-Public hearing-Lir

RCW 36. 70A.390

TAB 5

Moratoria, interim zoning controls-Public hearing-Limitation on length-Exceptions.
A county or city governing body that adopts a moratorium, interim zoning map, interim zoning
ordinance, or interim official control without holding a public hearing on the proposed moratorium, interim
zoning map, interim zoning ordinance, or interim official control, shall hold a public hearing on the
adopted moratorium, interim zoning map, interim zoning ordinance, or interim official control within at
least sixty days of its adoption, whether or not the governing body received a recommendation on the
matter from the planning commission or department. If the governing body does not adopt findings of
fact justifying its action before this hearing, then the governing body shall do so immediately after this
public hearing. A moratorium, interim zoning map, interim zoning ordinance, or interim official control
adopted under this section may be effective for not longer than six months, but may be effective for up to
one year if a work plan is developed for related studies providing for such a longer period. A moratorium,
interim zoning map, interim zoning ordinance, or interim official control may be renewed for one or more
six-month periods if a subsequent public hearing is held and findings of fact are made prior to each
renewal.
This section does not apply to the designation of critical areas, agricultural lands, forestlands, and
mineral resource lands, under RCW 36. 70A.170, and the conservation of these lands and protection of
these areas under RCW 36.70A.060, prior to such actions being taken in a comprehensive plan adopted
under RCW 36.70A.070 and implementing development regulations adopted under RCW 36.70A.120, if
a public hearing is held on such proposed actions.
[ 1992 c 207 § 6.]

https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.390
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Chelan County Sheriff Office
January 2018

Leavenworth Monthly Report
Offenses by Location LV
AGAS

Agency Assist

ASNC

Assault, Not Classified

ATL

Attempt to Locate

CITA

Citizen Assist

CIVL

Civil

DCON

Disorderly Conduct

Citations Issued by Location LV
2
3
5
1
3
3

10.08.060

WINTER PARKING VIOLATION

46.20.015

NVOL with ID or Expired

46.20.342.1

c

46.30.020

NO PROOF OF LIABILITY INS

46.52.020

HIT AND RUN ATTENDED
FOLLOW TOO CLOSE

DUI

DUI Alcohol or Drugs
Fraud, Other

46.61.145

Fireworks

46.61.502

DUI

46.61.670

WHEELS OFF RDWAY

9A.52.080

CRIMINAL TRESPASS 2ND

NO IS

Noise Violation

3
2
1
6
4
2

PARK

Parking Problem

5

PRFO

Property, Found

PRLO

Property, Lost

3
1

SUIA

Suicide, Attempted

HARR

Harassment

JUVP

Juvenile Problem

MVAN

Motor Vehicle Accident Non lnj

MVHR

Motor-Vehicle Ace, Hit and Run

SUSP

Suspicious Circumstances

TOFF

Traffic Offense

TOHA

Traffic Hazard

TPNC

Theft, Not Classified

TPOT

Theft, Property, Other

TPPS

Theft, Property, Purse

TPVP

Theft, Property, Vehicle Parts

TRES

Trespass

VEDS

Verbal Dispute

VI CO

Violation No Contact Order

VINC

Viol Court Order, Not Classif

WELF

3

Total Violations:

2
8
1

4
2
1

Welfare Check

9

Total Offenses

79

Arrests by Location

LV
CRIM Criminal Arrest Entry

46.20.342.1 c
46.52.020
46.61.502
9A.52.080

OWLS 3RD
HIT AND RUN ATTENDED
DUI
CRIMINAL TRESPASS 2ND

2
1
3
1
Subtotal 7

TOTAL 7
If GRIM, FELO or JUV do not appear on Screen there are no arrests for this month.

1
2
2
1

OWLS 3RD

FRAO
FWKS

43

55

Leavenworth
Transportation Benefit District

Agenda
February 27, 2018
Following Regular City Council Meeting beginning at
6:30p.m.
City of Leavenworth-Council Chambers

Call to Order
Roll Call
Consent Agenda
• Approval of the Agenda
• Approval of October

24, 2017

Minutes

• Electronic Transfer in the amount of $123,235.27
Closure of Separate Checking Account
!II

New Business
• Review of Current Street Project Funding •

2011- 2017

2017

Final

Transportation Benefit District Funding

Adjournment

(Next Resolution is 1-2018)

Leavenworth
Transportation Benefit District
Leavenworth City Hall, Council Chambers

MINUTES

Board Chair Cheryl K.
Benefit District Board regular meeting to order at 7·
ROLLCALL

Board Present:

Board Vice-Chair

Gretchen Wearne, Mia

Staff Present:
1 Farivar and board member Richard

Board Vice-Chair
Brinkman.

otion to approve the consent agenda as follows:

er 26, 2017 Minutes
3· Claims in the am;ount of $3o,ooo.oo
2.

Board member Bretz motioned to approve the consent agenda. The motion was seconded by
Board member Neighbors and passed unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS

Public Hearing: Biennial Budget Review
------------------------------- Pagel

Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District Regular Meeting Minutes October 24, 2017

Board Vice-Chair Wilson opened the public hearing at 7:56 PM.
Board Secretary/Treasurer Chantell Steiner stated that there are no necessary changes to the
2017 year of the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget as the only changes that have occurred are related
to the transfers for investment purposes to the City Agency Fund for the Transportation
Benefit District. She noted that there have been no changes in the funding to the City for the
City Street related capital projects. She noted that since it is a
budget, she will do a
budget amendment in 2018 to identify the additional
the ty for investment
purposes.
Hearing no comments from the public, Board
8:o3PM.
1.

blic hearing at

Review of Current Street Project Funding
identifying where
.a ... v .....:~. ....... u. to date to the
funding to the City's
~axes, Loans and Grants. The
Open House.
..............u ............

Board briefly discussed

ADJOURNMENT
Seeing no

motioned to adjourn the October 24, 2017
District. The motion was

APPROVED

ATTEST

Carolyn Wilson

Chantell Steiner

Board Vice-Chair

Board Secretary/Treasurer

2

TRANSACTION JOURNAL
MCAG#:
Redeemed

Acct #

Trans

Date

1197

02/28/2018

13

1198

02/28/2018

10

Records Printed:

Fund

Time: 12:41:22 Date:
Page:

02/28/2018 To: 02/28/2018
Receipt#
Chk # Type InterFund # Vendor

EFT

02/21/2018
1

Amount Memo

Withdra'

Transportation Benefit District

123,235.27 Transfer Of TBD Funds To City
Checking Account For Closure Of
TBD Checking Account

Deposit

Transportation Benefit District

123,235.27 Transfer Of TBD Funds To City
Checking Account For Closure Of
TBD Checking Account

Adjustments:
Beginning Balance:
Revenues:
Warrant Expenditures:
Non Warrant Expenditures:
Interfund Transfers:
Redemptions:
Deposits:
Withdrawals:
Stop Payments:

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
123,235.27
123,235.27
0.00

2

Adjustments

Beg Bal

Revenues

WarExp

NWarExp

IT In

IT Out

Stop Pmts

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2017 Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District I City Revenue and Expense Project Tracking
As of December 31, 2017

TBD Revenue I
Expenses
City
Transportation
Expenses
OperatiOf!S Expenses

TBD Revenue
Transfer to City
Received (Includes Transfer to City TBD Agency
Street Fund
Fund
Current Year
-Beginning Fund
Balance)
I
573,032.73 I
15o,ooo.oo I
331 ,9oo.oo

City Street
Funds

TBD Funds

22,941.44
2,780.07

-

Loan Expenses
Debt Expenses
Capital Expenses

31 ,244.17
62 ,111 .93
1,260.39
31 ,825 .09

Real Estate
Excise Tax
Funds

206,472.93
19,444.70
8,299.53
8,488.07
258,697.53
144.30
-

(15,752.64)

-

78,395.00
(84,168.78)
513.45
3,097.24
-

TOTALS
Percent of Total

150,000.00
18%

(11 ,761.95)

32,099.73

5,560.92
687.51
14,455.05
-

526,835.68
62%

City Current Funding Status in the Street Fund (includes this request)
TBD Remaining Funds in the Street Fund ($150K Funding in Budget)
REET Remaining Funds in the Street Fund ($0.00 Funding)
Total Fund Status with Transfer from TBD

TBD Expenses

I

11 .89[

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

0%

91 ,1:2D.84J

Loans or Grants Total Project Cost

-

-

TBD Remaining
Funds

17,497.93
46,246.83
16,531 .95
37, 145.00
51 ,664.05
-

-

169,085.76
20%

229,414.37
2,780.07
19,444.70
8,299.53
8,488.07

289,941 .70
144.30

62,111.93
1,260.39

49,323.02
30,494.19
4,770.00
115,540.00
(405 .00)
513.45
5,560.92
3,784.75
14,455.05

845,921.44

Project Description
Roadway Engineering & Maintenance Costs (Personnel Included) - 10%
TBD - 90% Street Fund
Sidewalk Repairs
Street Lighting : Supplies, Utilities, Repairs
Traffic Control Supplies
Snow & Ice Control
Street Cleaning
Street Admin & Overhead 10% TBD + $2,500 TBD Insurance
Transit Systems & Railroads
lnterfund Loan Payback to GF for Cash Flow
PWfF 09 Engineering & 2012 Front Street Construction Loan Debt
Payments for Residential and Commercial Projects
Traffic Radar Sign
Pine Street Planning
SR2 Pedestrian Crossing - Eng .
TIB 2017 Preservation- Eng.
SR2 Ped Crossings Construction
Chumstick Multi Trail Construction
Residential Road/Street Construction (TIB grant funds included)
Commercial/Waterfront 3rd to 8th Construction
TIB 2017 Preservation- Construction
Bicycle Counter (grant funds will show in 2018)
Commericai/Waterfront 3rd to 8th Proj . Mgmt- TD&H
Chumstick Const. Admin - PACE
Chumstick Const. Admin - Deason

-

369,622.02
0.00
0.00
369,622.02

* 10% of Costs on Roadway Maintenance/Street Administration is necessary to offset costs incurred for personnel, and operations related to street maintenance/preservation.

Transportation Benefit District Year End Cash Balance
424,762.47 This balance includes cash in City and TBD's bank accounts.
TBD's bank acct as of 12/31 is $91 , 120.84!Treasurer will close and move final cash to City in February 2018.

-

Transportation Benefit District (TBD) and City of Leavenworth Project History and Costs
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14%
7%
15%
19%
16%
11%
18%
13%

LEAVENWORTH CITY COUNCIL
Finance Committee Agenda
City Hall - Conference Room
February 27, 2018, 5:00 p.m.

1) Election of Chair
2) Finance Director Topics:

Members:
Carolyn Wilson
Sharon Waters
Clint Strand

a) January 2018 Revenue I Expenditure Reports by Department
b) January 2018 Investment Report (1 page)
c) 2018 Tax & Parking Revenue Summary Reports (7 pages)
d) All Funds Revenue/Expenditure Charts and Cash Flow Figures- (4 pages)

2) Finance Committee I Mayor-Administration Topics
a) Discussion of Annual Retreat Topics
b) Review Senior/Disabled Utility Discounts Application

Memo
To:

Mayor, City Council and Joel Walinski

From:

Chantell Steiner, Finance Director

Date:

February 6, 2018

Re:

January 2018 Revenue/Expenditure Report

Attached is the January 2018 Revenue and Expenditure report through January 31, 2018. The first page
includes revenues and expenses without the beginning and ending fund balance budget and actuals,
allowing for a true picture of revenues versus expenditures. Please note that a particular fund may not
show on this page if there were no revenues or expenses. In reviewing this page you will find that we have
received 8% of revenues and have spent 8.3% on expenses. New this month is the addition of all of the
Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District Funds that have previously been held in a separate
checking account and accounted for outside of the City's financials.
In reviewing the revenues (fund balances excluded) to date across all funds the City is 0.1% higher than it
was in 2017. In reviewing the expenditures (fund balances excluded) to date across all funds the City is
1% higher than it was in 2017. These close figures in percentages represent a consistent pattern for
January revenues and expenditures at this time. Capital related spending anticipated for February 2018
includes the ongoing consultant contracting for the Utility Rate Study (nearly finalized), Parking Study
(approx. 60% complete) and Regionalization Study, further development of the Downtown Plaza is
currently on hold , and ongoing engineering/design costs for several street and utility related projects
continues.
The Retail Sales Tax percentage, through the month of January, increased considerably from 18.49% to
28.63% over 2017 while the Lodging Tax percentage decreased from 9.92% to 2.92% over 2017. As
noted last month , the City anticipates the large increase in retail revenue to likely be from the major
construction projects occurring; staff will be analyzing this further as the Dept of Revenues makes those
figures available. The Transportation Benefit District (TBD) Tax and Public Safety Retail Sales Taxes
continue to come in with a similar trend to the base Retail Sales Tax with an overall percent increase over
January 2017 of 28.66% for the TBD and 28.96% for the Public Safety Tax. Property Taxes are coming in
similar to last year's January figu re with a little under $2,400 being realized ; these taxes are not due until
April. Real Estate Excise Taxes (REET) continue to do well and are currently above January 2017 by
nearly 59% with a total collection of $14,158 in January 2018. Parking revenues for all lots combined have
decreased for the month of January by 1.4% less than January 2017; however, January 2017 included
approximately $10,000 of cash from December 2016 that staff was not able to count and book until January
2017, this would equate to a 25% fluctuation. Cash flow in all funds combined continues on an upward
trend of revenues exceeding expenditures by $49,076 for January 2018.
The City's overall investment return for January increased from 1.153% to 1.446%. The City's overall
return rate is currently trending slightly above the 1-Month US Treasury Bills by .016% and just above the
Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP) by .017%. The current return rate for the LGIP is 1.43%, the
CVBMM (Cashmere Valley Bank Money Market) is 1.37% and the CVB (Cashmere Valley Bank) Checking
is at 0.75%. In January the Finance Committee approved moving forward with laddering up to $3,000,000
in state/federal approved bonds. As of January 31 , 2018 the City is now invested with 5 bonds that will
average a rate of return of 1.71% over the course of the next 20.5 months; 4 of the 5 bonds mature within
the next 12 months with an average return rate of 1.64%.
If you have any questions on how to interpret or cannot find something in particular in any fund , please do
not hesitate to ask and I will do my best to help find the answer!

REVENUES LESS BEGINNING FUND BALANCES JANUARY 2018
Months: 01 To: 01

Time: 10:31:32 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:
Fund

Revenue Budgeted

001 Cunent Expense
101 Streets
104 Lodging Tax
107 P. W. Capital Improvement
110 Leavenworth Civic Center
176 Community Swimming Pool
202 2009 G.O. Bond
203 2013 G.O. Bond
305 Pine Street Capital Project
402 Garbage
403 Water
404 Sewer
405 Water Bond Reserve
406 Sewer Bond Reserve
410 Stormwater
415 Parking
501 Equip Rental & Revolving Fund
502 Central Services
601 Cemetery Endowment Fund
630 Transportation Benefit District AI
635 UVPRSAAgency Fund

2,556,450.00
1,651,235.00
1,545,750.00
90,500.00
116,350.00
226,850.00
29,043.00
185,913.00
647,701.00
737,980.00
1,643,217.00
2,001,212.00
0.00
0.00
71,806.00
485,253.00.
684,125.00
82,001.00
7,500.00
60,000.00
119,300.00
12,942,186.00

Received

02/01/2018
1

Expense Budgeted

Spent

236,399.33
86,536.59
98,819.74
14,567.00
21,406.18
32.23.
0.00
0.00
11,576.04
69,500.50
108,252.30
127,209.52
0.00
0.00
8,174.29
37,680.01
158,832.71
20,500.25
389.70
32,461.23
0.00

9.2%
5.2%
6.4%
16.1%
18.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.8%
9.4%
6.6%
6.4%
0.0%
0.0%
11.4%
7.8%
23.2%
25.0%
5.2%
54.1%
0.0%

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1,032,337.62

8.0%

0.00

0.00

0.0%

EXPENDITURES LESS ENDING FUND BALANCES JANUARY 2018
Time: 10:32:02 Date:
Page:

Months: 01 To: 01
MCAG#:
Fund

Revenue Budgeted

Received

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

001 Cunent Expense
101 Streets
104 Lodging Tax
107 P. W. Capital Improvement
110 Leavenworth Civic Center
176 Community Swimming Pool
202 2009 G.O. Bond
203 2013 G.O. Bond
305 Pine Street Capital Project
402 Garbage
403 Water
404 Sewer
405 Water Bond Reserve
410 Stormwater
415 Parking
501 Equip Rental & Revolving Fund
502 Central Services
601 Cemetery Endowment Fund
630 Transpmtation Benefit District A1
635 UVPRSAAgency Fund

02/01/2018
1

Expense Budgeted

Spent

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

2,797,298.00
1,733,585.00
1,678,333.00
0.00
121,829.00
209,164.00
29,043.00
185,913.00
173,033.00
770,124.00
1,317,630.00
1,599,667.00
0.00
77,540.00
345,742.00
579,891.00
82,001.00
0.00
60,000.00
119,300.00

174,302.97
107,692.04
138,763.29
0.00
27,422.26
8,204.23
0.00
0.00
0.00
75,204.54
162,537.51
189,531.82
0.00
9,352.45
18,251.10
47,154.59
9,844.83
0.00
15,000.00
0.00

6.2%
6.2%
8.3%
0.0%
22.5%
3.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
9.8%
12.3%
11.8%
0.0%
12.1%
5.3%
8.1%
12.0%
0.0%
25.0%
0.0%

0.0%

11,880,093.00

983,261.63

8.3%

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time:

10:30:33 Date:

MCAG#:

Page:

02/01/2018
1

001 Current Expense
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
310 Taxes
320 Licenses & Permits
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
350 Fines & Penalties
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
390 Other Financing Sources
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
511 Legislative
513 Executive
514 Financial, Recording & Elections
515 Legal Services
518 Centralized Services
521 Law Enforcement
522 Fire Control
525 Disaster Services
536 Cemetery
554 Environmental Services
558 Planning & Community Devel
559 Housing & Community Develop
562 Public Health
565 Welfare
566 Substance Abuse
569 Aging & Adult Services
571 Education & Recreation
576 Park Facilities
580 Non Expeditures
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

1,225,394.00
1,964,025.00
187,250.00
169,136.00
68,550.00
750.00
134,389.00
32,350.00
0.00

2,070,504.65
201,861.96
16,369.78
10,906.49
5,157.02
0.00
1,962.32
141.76
0.00

2,070,504.65
201,861.96
16,369.78
10,906.49
5,157.02
0.00
1,962.32
141.76
0.00

(845, 11 0.65)
1,762,163.04
170,880.22
158,229.51
63,392.98
750.00
132,426.68
32,208.24
0.00

169.0%
10.3%
8.7%
6.4%
7.5%
0.0%
1.5%
0.4%
0.0%

3,781,844.00

2,306,903.98

2,306,903.98

1,474,940.02

61.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

72,290.00
126,292.00
105,825.00
50,000.00
83,669.00
649,597.00
43,000.00
5,400.00
103,605.00
16,281.00
284,617.00
88,514.00
1,100.00
0.00
522.00
4,500.00
3,000.00
618,578.00
62,450.00
49,731.00
6,515.00
401,812.00
20,000.00
984,546.00

4,119.22
11,399.64
12,929.66
0.00
24,785.28
4,436.78
0.00
0.00
7,398.54
1,346.67
4,437.28
19,967.72
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
70,943.93
2,200.25
0.00
0.00
5,338.00
5,000.00
0.00

4,119.22
11,399.64
12,929.66
0.00
24,785.28
4,436.78
0.00
0.00
7,398.54
1,346.67
4,437.28
19,967.72
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
70,943.93
2,200.25
0.00
0.00
5,338.00
5,000.00
0.00

68,170.78
114,892.36
92,895.34
50,000.00
58,883.72
645,160.22
43,000.00
5,400.00
96,206.46
14,934.33
280,179.72
68,546.28
1,100.00
0.00
522.00
4,500.00
3,000.00
547,634.07
60,249.75
49,731.00
6,515.00
396,474.00
15,000.00
984,546.00

3,781,844.00

174,302.97

174,302.97

3,607,541.03

0.00

2,132,601.01

2,132,601.01

5.7%
9.0%
12.2%
0.0%
29.6%
0.7%
0.0%.
0.0%
7.1%
8.3%
1.6%
22.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
11.5%
3.5%
0.0%
0.0%
1.3%
25.0%
0.0%
4.6%

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
2

101 Streets
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
310 Taxes
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
390 Other Financing Sources
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revennes:

Expenditures
030
061
063
064
066
067

Roadway
Sidewalks
Street Lighting
Traffic Control
Snow & Ice
Street Cleaning

542 Streets - Maintenance
543 Streets Admin & Overhead
54 7 Transit Systems & Railroads
580 Non Expeditures
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
595 Capital Expenditures- Streets
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fnnd Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

Januaty

YTD

Remaining

140,639.00
592,250.00
878,835.00
150.00
0.00
120,000.00
60,000.00

369,622.02
61,351.04
9,896.54
289.01
0.00
0.00
15,000.00

369,622.02
61,351.04
9,896.54
289.01
0.00
0.00
15,000.00

(228,983.02)
530,898.96
868,938.46
(139.01)
0.00
120,000.00
45,000.00

262.8%
10.4%
1.1%
192.7%
0.0%
0.0%
25.0%

1,791,874.00

456,158.61

456,158.61

1,335,715.39

25.5%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

252,773.00
7,000.00
25,500.00
3,000.00
21,500.00
500.00

22,812.13
0.00
19.35
0.00
37.36
0.00

22,812.13
0.00
19.35
0.00
37.36
0.00

229,960.87
7,000.00
25,480.65
3,000.00
21,462.64
500.00

9.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.2%
0.0%

310,273.00

22,868.84

22,868.84

287,404.16

7.4%

309,789.00
500.00
0.00
60,035.00
5,248.00
0.00
1,047,740.00
0.00
58,289.00

84,823.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

84,823.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

224,965.80
500.00
0.00
60,035.00
5,248.00
0.00
1,047,740.00
0.00
58,289.00

27.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1,791,874.00

107,692.04

107,692.04

1,684,181.96

6.0%

0.00

348,466.57

348,466.57

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
3

I 04 Lodging Tax
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
310 Taxes
360 Interest & Other Earnings
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
557 Community Services
591 Debt Service - Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

212,796.00
1,545,000.00
750.00

622,756.06
98,211.25
608.49

622,756.06
98,211.25
608.49

(409,960.06)
1,446,788.75
141.51

292.7%
6.4%
81.1%

1,758,546.00

721,575.80

721,575.80

1,036,970.20

41.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

1,313,772.00
90,000.00
45,136.00
200,382.00
29,043.00
80,213.00

133,604.77
0.00
0.00
5,158.52
0.00
0.00

133,604.77
0.00
0.00
5,158.52
0.00
0.00

1,180,167.23
90,000.00
45,136.00
195,223.48
29,043.00
80,213.00

10.2%
0.0%
0.0%
2.6%
0.0%
0.0%

1,758,546.00

138,763.29

138,763.29

1,619,782.71

7.9%

0.00

582,812.51

582,812.51

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
4

107 P.W. Capital Improvement
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
310 Taxes
360 Interest & Other Earnings
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

270,850.00
90,000.00
500.00

397,897.64
14,158.38
408.62

397,897.64
14,158.38
408.62

(127,047.64)
75,841.62
91.38

146.9%
15.7%
81.7%

361,350.00

412,464.64

412,464.64

(51,114.64)

114.1%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
361,350.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
361,350.00

0.0%
0.0%

361,350.00

0.00

0.00

361,350.00

0.0%

0.00

412,464.64

412,464.64

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
5

110 Leavenworth Civic Center
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
340 Charges For Goods & Services
350 Fines & Penalties
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
575 Cultural & Recreational Facilities
580 Non Expeditures
594 Capital Expenditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

73,819.00
95,650.00
0.00
200.00
500.00
20,000.00

82,005.67
16,237.75
0.00
73.72
94.71
5,000.00

82,005.67
16,237.75
0.00
73.72
94.71
5,000.00

(8, 186.67)
79,412.25
0.00
126.28
405.29
15,000.00

111.1%
17.0%
0.0%
36.9%
18.9%
25.0%

190,169.00

103,411.85

103,411.85

86,757.15

54.4%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

119,529.00
2,300.00
0.00
68,340.00

27,294.15
128.11
0.00
0.00

27,294.15
128.11
0.00
0.00

92,234.85
2,171.89
0.00
68,340.00

22.8%
5.6%
0.0%
0.0%

190,169.00

27,422.26

27,422.26

162,746.74

14.4%

0.00

75,989.59

75,989.59

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
6

176 Community Swimming Pool
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
310 Taxes
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
576 Park Facilities
580 Non Expeditures
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

31,881.00
0.00
82,500.00
50.00
25,000.00
119,300.00

33,697.67
0.00
0.00
32.23
0.00
0.00

33,697.67
0.00
0.00
32.23
0.00
0.00

(1,816.67)
0.00
82,500.00
17.77
25,000.00
119,300.00

105.7%
0.0%
0.0%
64.5%
0.0%
0.0%

258,731.00

33,729.90

33,729.90

225,001.10

13.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

176,624.00
25,000.00
40.00
7,500.00
49,567.00

8,204.23
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

8,204.23
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

168,419.77
25,000.00
40.00
7,500.00
49,567.00

4.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

258,731.00

8,204.23

8,204.23

250,526.77

3.2%

0.00

25,525.67

25,525.67

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/0112018
7

202 2009 G.O. Bond
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
360 Interest & Other Earnings
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
591 Debt Service - Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

Januaty

YTD

Remaining

0.00
0.00
29,043.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
29,043.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

29,043.00

0.00

0.00

29,043.00

0.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

28,390.00
653.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

28,390.00
653.00
0.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

29,043.00

0.00

0.00

29,043.00

0.0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
8

203 2013 G.O. Bond
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
390 Other Financing Sources
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:
Expenditures
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
593 Advance Refunding Escrow
595 Capital Expenditures- Streets
596 Issuance Discount On Long-Term Debt
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
0.00
185,913.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
185,913.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

185,913.00

0.00

0.00

185,913.00

0.0%

Amt Budgeted

Januaty

YTD

Remaining

100,000.00
85,913.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

100,000.00
85,913.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

185,913.00

0.00

0.00

185,913.00

0.0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
9

305 Pine Street Capital Project
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
360 Interest & Other Earnings
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
595 Capital Expenditures- Streets
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

907,179.00
646,701.00
1,000.00
0.00

426,707.06
11,153.21
422.83
0.00

426,707.06
11,153.21
422.83
0.00

480,471.94
635,547.79
577.17
0.00

47.0%
1.7%
42.3%
0.0%

1,554,880.00

438,283.10

438,283.10

1,116,596.90

28.2%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

173,033.00
1,381,847.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

173,033.00
1,381,847.00

0.0%
0.0%

1,554,880.00

0.00

0.00

1,554,880.00

0.0%

0.00

438,283.10

438,283.10

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
10

402 Garbage
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
537 Garbage & Solid Waste
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

211,657.00
0.00
735,980.00
2,000.00
0.00

235,756.40
0.00
68,996.12
504.38
0.00

235,756.40
0.00
68,996.12
504.38
0.00

(24,099.40)
0.00
666,983.88
1,495.62
0.00

111.4%
0.0%
9.4%
25.2%
0.0%

949,637.00

305,256.90

305,256.90

644,380.10

32.1%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

747,624.00
0.00
0.00
22,500.00
0.00
179,513.00

75,204.54
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

75,204.54
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

672,419.46
0.00
0.00
22,500.00
0.00
179,513.00

10.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

949,637.00

75,204.54

75,204.54

874,432.46

7.9%

0.00

230,052.36

230,052.36

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018

11

403 Water
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
350 Fines & Penalties
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
390 Other Financing Sources
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
534 Water Utilities
580 Non Expeditures
591 Debt Service - Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

112,242.00
0.00
1,410,817.00
7,000.00
400.00
0.00
225,000.00
0.00

61,087.81
0.00
107,098.11
981.90
172.29
0.00
0.00
0.00

61,087.81
0.00
107,098.11
981.90
172.29
0.00
0.00
0.00

51,154.19
0.00
1,303,718.89
6,018.10
227.71
0.00
225,000.00
0.00

54.4%
0.0%
7.6%
14.0%
43.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1,755,459.00

169,340.11

169,340.11

1,586,118.89

9.6%

Amt Budgeted

Janumy

YTD

Remaining

899,041.00
0.00
305,979.00
35,110.00
77,500.00
0.00
437,829.00

161,707.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
830.34
0.00
0.00

161,707.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
830.34
0.00
0.00

737,333.83
0.00
305,979.00
35,110.00
76,669.66
0.00
437,829.00

18.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.1%
0.0%
0.0%

1,755,459.00

162,537.51

162,537.51

1,592,921.49

9.3%

0.00

6,802.60

6,802.60

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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02/0112018
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404 Sewer
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovemmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
350 Fines & Penalties
360 Interest & Other Eamings
380 Non Revenues
390 Other Financing Sources
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
535 Sewer
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

1,303,805.00
15,362.00
1,464,850.00
7,000.00
4,000.00
0.00
510,000.00

1,136,118.37
0.00
125,971.00
0.00
1,238.52
0.00
0.00

1,136,118.37
0.00
125,971.00
0.00
1,238.52
0.00
0.00

167,686.63
15,362.00
1,338,879.00
7,000.00
2,761.48
0.00
510,000.00

87.1%
0.0%
8.6%
0.0%
31.0%
0.0%
0.0%

3,305,017.00

1,263,327.89

1,263,327.89

2,041,689.11

38.2%

Amt Budgeted

Janumy

YTD

Remaining

919,946.00
154,316.00
3,805.00
521,600.00
0.00
1,705,350.00

189,531.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

189,531.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

730,414.18
154,316.00
3,805.00
521,600.00
0.00
1,705,350.00

20.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

3,305,017.00

189,531.82

189,531.82

3,115,485.18

5.7%

0.00

1,073,796.07

1,073,796.07

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
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405 Water Bond Reserve
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
380 Non Revenues
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
580 Non Expeditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

132,024.00
0.00
0.00

132,023.85
0.00
0.00

132,023.85
0.00
0.00

0.15
0.00
0.00

100.0%
0.0%
0.0%

132,024.00

132,023.85

132,023.85

0.15

100.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
132,024.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
132,024.00

0.0%
0.0%

132,024.00

0.00

0.00

132,024.00

0.0%

0.00

132,023.85

132,023.85

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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02/01/2018
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406 Sewer Bond Reserve
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:
Expenditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

132,024.00
0.00

132,023.84
0.00

132,023.84
0.00

0.16
0.00

100.0%
0.0%

132,024.00

132,023.84

132,023.84

0.16

100.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

132,024.00

0.00

0.00

132,024.00

0.0%

132,024.00

0.00

0.00

132,024.00

0.0%

0.00

132,023.84

132,023.84

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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02/01/2018
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41 0 Stormwater
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
531 Storm Water Services
580 Non Expeditures
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
595 Capital Expenditures- Streets
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

8,445.00
0.00
71,756.00
50.00
0.00

25,598.09
0.00
8,150.24
24.05
0.00

25,598.09
0.00
8,150.24
24.05
0.00

(17,153.09)
0.00
63,605.76
25.95
0.00

303.1%
0.0%
11.4%
48.1%
0.0%

80,251.00

33,772.38

33,772.38

46,478.62

42.1%

Amt Budgeted

Januaty

YTD

Remaining

72,086.00
0.00
4,958.00
496.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2,711.00

9,352.45
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

9,352.45
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

62,733.55
0.00
4,958.00
496.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2,711.00

13.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

80,251.00

9,352.45

9,352.45

70,898.55

11.7%

0.00

24,419.93

24,419.93

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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02/01/2018
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415 Parking
Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

97,952.00
43,161.00
442,092.00
0.00

521,388.10
0.00
37,680.01
0.00

521,388.10
0.00
37,680.01
0.00

(423,436.1 0)
43,161.00
404,411.99
0.00

532.3%
0.0%
8.5%
0.0%

583,205.00

559,068.11

559,068.11

24,136.89

95.9%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

030 Roadway
065 Parking Facilities

60,310.00
51,919.00

4,402.14
5,747.26

4,402.14
5,747.26

55,907.86
46,171.74

7.3%
11.1%

542 Streets - Maintenance

112,229.00

10,149.40

10,149.40

102,079.60

9.0%

580 Non Expeditures
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
595 Capital Expenditures- Streets
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance

29,000.00
0.00
18,600.00
185,913.00
237,463.00

8,101.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

8,101.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

20,898.30
0.00
18,600.00
185,913.00
237,463.00

27.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

583,205.00

18,251.10

18,251.10

564,953.90

3.1%

0.00

540,817.01

540,817.01

Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
360 Interest & Other Earnings
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures

Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
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501 Equip Rental & Revolving Fund
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
380 Non Revenues
390 Other Financing Sources
397 Interfund Transfers
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
548 Public Works - Centralized Services
580 Non Expeditures
591 Debt Service- Principal Repayment
592 Debt Service - Interest Costs
594 Capital Expenditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

374,084.00
633,798.00
900.00
1,000.00
48,427.00
0.00

368,757.08
158,449.50
383.21
0.00
0.00
0.00

368,757.08
158,449.50
383.21
0.00
0.00
0.00

5,326.92
475,348.50
516.79
1,000.00
48,427.00
0.00

98.6%
25.0%
42.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1,058,209.00

527,589.79

527,589.79

530,619.21

49.9%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

294,540.00
1,000.00
64,650.00
10,790.00
208,911.00
478,318.00

25,402.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
21,752.50
0.00

25,402.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
21,752.50
0.00

269,137.91
1,000.00
64,650.00
10,790.00
187,158.50
478,318.00

8.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
10.4%
0.0%

1,058,209.00

47,154.59

47,154.59

1,011,054.41

4.5%

0.00

480,435.20

480,435.20

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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MCAG#:

02/01/2018
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502 Central Services
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
518 Centralized Services
594 Capital Expenditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
82,001.00
0.00

0.00
20,500.25
0.00

0.00
20,500.25
0.00

0.00
61,500.75
0.00

0.0%
25.0%
0.0%

82,001.00

20,500.25

20,500.25

61,500.75

25.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

74,001.00
8,000.00
0.00

9,844.83
0.00
0.00

9,844.83
0.00
0.00

64,156.17
8,000.00
0.00

13.3%
0.0%
0.0%

82,001.00

9,844.83

9,844.83

72,156.17

12.0%

0.00

10,655.42

10,655.42

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

MCAG#:

02/01/2018
19

601 Cemetery Endowment Fund
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Eamings
380 Non Revenues
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
536 Cemetery
580 Non Expeditures
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

240,208.00
6,500.00
1,000.00
0.00

243,208.80
137.50
252.20
0.00

243,208.80
137.50
252.20
0.00

(3,000.80)
6,362.50
747.80
0.00

101.2%
2.1%
25.2%
0.0%

247,708.00

243,598.50

243,598.50

4,109.50

98.3%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
0.00
247,708.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
247,708.00

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

247,708.00

0.00

0.00

247,708.00

0.0%

0.00

243,598.50

243,598.50

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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02/01/2018
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630 Transportation Benefit District Agency Fund
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 Intergovernmental Revenues
340 Charges For Goods & Services
360 Interest & Other Earnings
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
514 Financial, Recording & Elections
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
60,000.00
0.00
0.00

424,762.47
0.00
32,078.83
382.40

424,762.47
0.00
32,078.83
382.40

(424,762.47)
60,000.00
(32,078.83)
(382.40)

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

60,000.00

457,223.70

457,223.70

(397,223.70)

762.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

0.00
60,000.00
0.00

0.00
15,000.00
0.00

0.00
15,000.00
0.00

0.00
45,000.00
0.00

0.0%
25.0%
0.0%

60,000.00

15,000.00

15,000.00

45,000.00

25.0%

0.00

442,223.70

442,223.70

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
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63 5 UVPRSA Agency Fund
Revenues
308 Beginning Balances
330 lntergovemmental Revenues
Fund Revenues:

Expenditures
597 Interfund Transfers
999 Ending Balance
Fund Expenditures:
Fund Excess/(Deficit):

Amt Budgeted

Janumy

YTD

Remaining

0.00
119,300.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
119,300.00

0.0%
0.0%

119,300.00

0.00

0.00

119,300.00

0.0%

Amt Budgeted

January

YTD

Remaining

119,300.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

119,300.00
0.00

0.0%
0.0%

119,300.00

0.00

0.00

119,300.00

0.0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

2018 JANUARY BUDGET POSITION
Months: 01 To: 01
MCAG#:
Fund
00 I
I0 I
I 04
I07
I1 0
176
202
203
305
402
403
404
405
406
4I 0
4I5
50 I
502
60 I
630
635

Current Expense
Streets
Lodging Tax
P.W. Capital Improvement
Leavenwotih Civic Center
Community Swimming
Pool
2009 G.O. Bond
2013 G.O. Bond
Pine Street Capital Project
Garbage
Water
Sewer
Water Bond Reserve
Sewer Bond Reserve
Stormwater
Parking
Equip Rental & Revolving
Fund
Central Services
Cemetery Endowment
Fund
Transportation Benefit
District Agency Fund
UVPRSAAgency Fund

Revenue

January

Received

3,78I,844.00
1,79I,874.00
I,758,546.00
361,350.00
I90,169.00
258,731.00

2,306,903.98
456, I58.61
72I,575.80
4I2,464.64
103,411.85
33,729.90

2,306,903.98
456, I58.6I
72I,575.80
4I2,464.64
103,4Il.85
33,729.90

29,043.00
I85,913.00
I,554,880.00
949,637.00
I,755,459.00
3,305,0 I7.00
132,024.00
132,024.00
80,251.00
583,205.00
I,058,209.00

0.00
0.00
438,283.10
305,256.90
169,340.11
I,263,327.89
132,023.85
132,023.84
33,772.38
559,068.1I
527,589.79

82,001.00
247,708.00

Time: 10:30:33 Date:
Page:

02/01/2018
22

Expenditures

January

Spent

61.0%
25.5%
41.0%
114.I%
54.4%
13.0%

3,78I,844.00
I,79I,874.00
1, 758,546.00
36I,350.00
190,I69.00
258,731.00

I74,302.97
107,692.04
I38,763.29
0.00
27,422.26
8,204.23

I74,302.97
107,692.04
138,763.29
0.00
27,422.26
8,204.23

4.6%
6.0%
7.9%
0.0%
14.4%
3.2%

0.00
0.00
438,283.IO
305,256.90
169,340.11
1,263,327.89
132,023.85
I32,023.84
33,772.38
559,068.I1
527,589.79

0.0%
0.0%
28.2%
32.I%
9.6%
38.2%
IOO.O%
' IOO.O%
42.1%
95.9%
49.9%

29,043.00
I85,9I3.00
I ,554,880.00
949,637.00
1,755,459.00
3,305,017.00
132,024.00
132,024.00
80,251.00
583,205.00
1,058,209.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
75,204.54
I62,537.5I
189,531.82
0.00
0.00
9,352.45
I8,251.10
47,I54.59

0.00
0.00
0.00
75,204.54
162,537.5I
189,531.82
0.00
0.00
9,352.45
I8,251.10
47,I54.59

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
7.9%
9.3%
5.7%
0.0%
0.0%
II.7%
3.1%
4.5%

20,500.25
243,598.50

20,500.25
243,598.50

25.0%
98.3%

82,001.00
247,708.00

9,844.83
0.00

9,844.83
0.00

I2.0%
0.0%

60,000.00

457,223.70

457,223.70

762.0%

60,000.00

I5,000.00

15,000.00

25.0%

II9,300.00

0.00

0.00

0.0%

II9,300.00

0.00

0.00

0.0%

I8,4I7,I85.00

8,3I6,253 .20

8,3I6,253 .20

45.2% I8,417,I85.00

983,261.63

983,261.63

5.3%

City of Leavenworth
Investment Report
January 31 , 2018
Issued By:
Local Government Investment Pool
Primary Account

Maturity Date

Term Length

Cashmere Valley Bank
Money Market Savings Account
Cashmere Valley Bank
Checking Account
*Less Outstanding Cks- $21,547.96
*Includes 1/31 Deposit + $263,272.15
Other Accounts
TVIInvestments- Bond 1@ $497,595.19
5/31/2018
8/15/2018
TVI Investments- Bond 2 @ $499,809.38
TVI Investments - Bond 3 @ $500,078.44
11/15/2018
TVI Investments- Bond 4 @ $999,396.51
2/15/2019
10/15/2019
TVIInvestments - Bond 5@ $502,646.04
TVIInvestments -All Bonds Combined with Return Rate @Average
Transportation Benefit District Checking Account
Ciity's Petty Cash on Hand
Total All Investments
Total Janaury Banking Service Charges
Total January Interest Received
Total Monthly Interest Less Banking Service Fees
Total2018 Interest Received to Date

Performance Matrix
Rate of Return (TVIInvestments@ Average Rate)
Baseline (LGIP)
Difference
Other Benchmarks
US Treasury Bill - One Month
Difference from Rate of Return

4 Months
6.5 Months
9.5 Months
12.5 Months
20.5 Months

Rate of Return
1.43%

$

126,952.60

1.37%

$

3,620,192.77

0.75%

$

482,246.10

$
$
$
$

3,000,000.00
123,235.27
7,352,626. 74

$
$
$
$

120.83
7,028.77
6,907.94
7,028.77

1.47%
1.55%
1.75%
1.78%
2.00%
1.71%
0.00%
0.00%

(Note: CVB = $120, LGIP_= $0.83)
(Note: CVB = $0, CVBMM = $6874.04, LGIP = $154.72, TVI = $.01)

Prior Year
0.57%
0.63%
-0.06%

Current Year
1.446%
1.429%
0.017%

0.50%
0.07%

1.43%
0.016%

Current Value

Difference
0.88%
0.80%
0.08%
0.93%
-0.05%

This chart shows annual trends on a month by month basis with the data point pertaining to the month the City received it's portion only of revenues. The month in paranthesis represents the month in which the sales were made by a
customer, signafying a two-month lag in revenue posting. Retail Sales taxes are limited.for city portions by RCW 82.14.030 to a maximum of 1% less .15% for County purposes. The City of Leavenworth portion of the total tax is at the
current maximum receivable of .85%. Voter approved bonds or levys can increase tax collections for a City or County. In 2010, voters approved a .2% increase for the Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District that began collections in
April 2011 with first revenues received in June 2011 bringing the total tax in Leavenworth to 8.3% at that time. In 2013, voters approved a .1% increase for a Public Safety tax that began collections in April 2014 with first revenues received
in June 2014 bringing the total tax in Leavenworth to the current rate of 8.4%. The total current breakdown of retail taxes is 6.5% to Washington State, .85% to City of Leavenworth , .2% voted to Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District,
.1% voted Public Safety Tax to City of Leavenworth (less .15 to County), .15% to Chelan County, .4% to LINK, .1% voted to Chelan County for Juvenile Detention Facilities, and .1% voted to Chelan County for 911 .
In Sept 2012 significant fires and smoke in the area for much of the month reduced sales taxes and had cancelled hotel reservations. 2014 experienced several off/on days of fire related smoke w~h July being the most affected. 2017
included significant commercial development with Hampton Inn, Pinegrass and the School District- large increases occurred that will be one-time and anticiapted to continue into 2018 with similar but lowering trends as development
continues.

Y:\Hotel Motel & Retail Sales & Property Taxes\TAX 2000 TO CURRENT

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
THROUGH JANUARY 31 , 2018
PUBLIC SAFETY RETAIL SALES TAX REVENUE SUMMARY
2015
$105 ,000
31 .25%
2015

2014
$80,000
% of inc/dec
2014

JAN (NOV)
FEB (DEC)
MAR (JAN)
APR (FEB)
MAY (MAR)
JUN (APR)
JUL (MAY)
AUG (JUN)
SEP (JUL)
OCT (AUG)
NOV (SEP)
DEC (OCT)
TOTAL

2016
$116,706
11 .15%
2016

2017
$126,000
7.96%
2017

2018
$129,780
3.00%
2018

16 to Date

17 to Date

$8 ,183.87
$15,900.09
$7,871 .57
$6,962.96
$7,676.58
$9,003.53
$9,718 .26
$12,017.85
$13 ,360.58
$13,621 .74
$14,596.91
$12,962.29

$9,619.70
$18 ,740.81
$8 ,806.51
$7,826.72
$8,559.09
$10,007.99
$13,021 .92
$15,248 .01
$19,407.23
$17,303.09
$17 ,568 .16
$16 ,110.76

$13,542.17

$8 ,183.87

$9,619 .70

$6,977.84
$9,058.40
$10,657.40
$10,078 .75
$1 2, 187.94
$10 ,656.47
$10,203.45

$7,873.54
$14 ,707 .87
$7,272 .58
$5 ,924.83
$6 ,901 .61
$7,931 .22
$9,068.96
$11 ,162.65
$11 ,912.39
$11 ,964.25
$11,000 .81
$10 ,986.05

$69,820.25

$116,706.76

$131,876.23

$162,219.99

$13,542.17

$8,183.87

$9,619.70

$5,358 .30

$3,922.47

$46,886.51
40 .17%

Dollar Change
Percent Change

$15,169.47
11 .50%

$30,343.76
18.71 %

$3,922.47
28 .96%

Previous Month

18.71 %

y Revenue by Year
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This chart shows annual trends on a month by month basis with the data point pertaining to the month the City received it's portion of revenues. The month in paranthesis represents the month in which the sales were made by a customer,
signafying a two-month lag in revenue posting . Retail Sales taxes are limited for city portions by RCW 82.14.030 to a maximum of 1% less .15% for County purposes . The City of Leavenworth portion of the total tax is atthe current
maximum receivable of .85%. Voter approved bonds or levys can increase tax collections for a City or County. In 2013, voters approved a .1% increase for this Public Safety Levy of which collections began in April 2014 with the first
revenues posting in June 2014 bringing the total tax in Leavenworth to 8.4%. The total current breakdown of retail taxes is 6.5% to Washington State , .85% to City of Leavenworth , .2% voted to Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District,
.1% voted Public Safety Tax to City of Leavenworth (less .15 to County), .15% to Chelan County, .4% to LINK, .1% voted to Chelan County for Juven ile Detention Facilities, and .1% voted to Chelan County for 911 .
In Sept 2012 significant fires and smoke in the area for much of the month reduced sales taxes and had cancelled hotel reservations. 2014 experienced several off/on days of fire related smoke with July being the most affected . 2017
included significant commercial development with Hampton Inn , Pinegrass and the School District- large increases occurred that will be one-time and anticiapted to continue into 2018 with similar but lowering trends as development
continues.

Y:IHotel Motel & Retail Sales & Property Taxes\TAX 2000 TO CURRENT

LEAVENWORTH TRANSPORTATION BENEFIT DISTRICT
THROUGH JANUARY 31 , 2018
RETAIL SALES TAX REVENUE SUMMARY
2011 Budget
$120,000
% of inc/dec
2011

JAN (NOV)
FEB (DEC)
MAR {JAN)
APR (FEB)
MAY (MAR)
JUN (APR)
JUL {MAY)
AUG (JUN)
SEP (JUL)
OCT (AUG)
NOV (SEP)
DEC (OCT)
TOTAL

2012 Budget
$210,000
75.00%
2012

2013
$220,000
4 .76%
2013

2014
$230,000
4 .55%
2014

2015
$279,760
21.63%
2015

2016
$291,000
4.02%
2016

2017
$300,000
3.09%
2017

2018
$309,000
3.00%
2018

16 to Date

17 to Date

$16,473.43
$27,703.29
$13,680.14
$14,155.23
$14,066.88
$14,126.77
$18,204.35
$21 ,651 .52
$26,279.71
$26,756.93
$24,754.87
$25,716.97

$18 ,325.46
$32,715.64
$15,638.89
$14,059.24
$15,402.60
$16,997.39
$21 ,575.40
$25,265.46
$24,090.39
$28,978.70
$25 ,201 .85
$24,285.01

$19,168.34
$35,318.17
$17,182.67
$14,341 .30
$16,470.88
$18,902.30
$21 ,976.13
$26 ,519.75
$29 ,128.60
$28,996.24
$26,503.22
$26,503.22

$19,354.68
$37,758.69
$18,779.62
$16 ,641 .07
$18 ,284.81
$21 ,389.96
$22,993.66
$28,856.34
$31,896.52
$32,192.79
$34,623.73
$30,650 .28

$22,909.52
$44,507.32
$20,792.42
$18,550.99
$20,352 .44
$23,777 .19
$30 ,8,61 .66
$36 ,116.79
$45 ,953.28
$41 ,132.46
$41,642.42
$38,227.99

$32,114.43

$19,354.68

$22,909.52

$12,459.41
$15,786.88
$20,669.17
$23 ,975.33
$24,364.31
$22 ,641 .94
$20,127 .09

$15,541 .57
$27 ,724.38
$12,339.36
$11,762.75
$11,951.81
$12,889.93
$17,382.63
$21 ,382.86
$24,769.67
$24,552.99
$19 ,241 .86
$20,875.85

$140,024.13

$220,415.66

$243,570.09

$262,536.03

$281,010.82

$313,422.15

$384,824.48

$32,114.43

$19,354.68

$22,909.52

Dollar Change
Percent Change

$80,391.53
36.47%

$23,154.43
9.51 %

$18,965 .94
7.22%

$18,474.79
6.57%

$32,411 .33
10.34%

$71,402.33
18.55%

$9,204.91
$9,204.91
$12,759.75
28.66% Difference from Current Year

Previous Month

18.55%

Note: Dollar amounts include retail sales tax interest accrued and paid by Chelan County to the TBD.
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This chart shows annual trends on a month by month basis with the data point pertaining to the month the TBD received it's portion of revenues. The month in paranthesis represents the month in which the sales were made by a customer,
signafying a two-month Jag in revenue posting. Retail Sales taxes are limited for city portions by RCW 82.14.030 to a maximum of 1% Jess .15% for County purposes. The City of Leavenworth portion of the total tax is at the current maximum
receivable of .85%. Voter approved bonds or levys can increase tax collections for a City or County. In 2010, voters approved a .2% increase for the Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District that collections began in April 2011 with the first
revenues posting in June 2011 bringing the total tax in Leavenworth to 8.3%; in 2014 a new public safety tax of .1% went into effect bringing the current total tax to 8.4% . The total current breakdown of retail taxes is 6.5% to Washington State ,
.85% to City of Leavenworth, .2% voted to Leavenworth Transportation Benefit District, .1% voted Public Safety Tax to City of Leavenworth (less .15 to County), .15% to Chelan County, .4% to LINK, .1 % voted to Chelan County for Juvenile
Detention Facilities , and .1% voted to Chelan County for 911 .

In Sept 2012 significant fires and smoke in the area for much of the month reduced sales taxes and had cancelled hotel reservations. 2014 experienced several off/on days of fire related smoke with July being the most affected . 2017 included
significant commercial development with Hampton Inn, Pinegrass and the School District- large increases occurred that will be one-time and anticiapted to continue into 2018 with similar but lowering trends as development continues.

Y:\Hotel Motel & Retail Sales & Property Taxes\TAX 2000 TO CURRENT

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
THROUGH JANUARY 31,2018
HOTEUMOTEL TAX SUMMARY

JAN (NOV)
FEB (DEC)
MAR (JAN)
APR (FEB)
MAY (MAR)
JUN (APR)
JUL (MAY)
AUG (JUN)
SEP (JUL)
OCT (AUG)
NOV (SEP)
DEC (OCT)
GRAND
TOTAL
Dollar Change
Percent Change

2009 Budget
$874,501
%of inc/dec
2009
$48 ,159.37
$110,882.68
$69,129.07
$43,273.61
$38 ,618.34
$40,357.53
$73,801.66
$65,221.65
$98 ,799 .13
$112,656.59
$85,635.79
$88 ,082.42

2010 Budget
$892,110
2.01 %
2010
$45 ,692.81
$139,798.34
$57,559.05
$44,396.30
$40,814.14
$43,458 .03
$62,597.43
$78,378.66
$101 ,088.94
$111 ,453 .03
$90,031 .46
$88 ,034.46

2011 Budget
$900,000
0.88%
2011
$44,744.87
$151,463.74
$55 ,761 .68
$49,808.19
$42 ,376.01
$45,712.33
$64,030.51
$83,496.73
$116,431 .33
$122,748 .95
$101,456.46
$91 ,334.87

2012 Budget
$1 ,010,000
12.22%
2012
$51,747.07
$167,970.62
$52,843.97
$52,723.58
$41 ,711 .87
$53,368 .35
$65,646.98
$88,498.61
$110,781 .18
$125,397.41
$93,927.17
$99,219.80

874,617.84

903 ,302.65

969 ,365.67

($36,626.46)
-4.19%

$28 ,684.81
3.18%

$66,063.02
6.82%

1,003,836.61
$34,470.94
3.43%

2013 Budget
$1 ,115,000
10.40%
2013
$61,161.49
$162,124.64
$67,738 .08
$70,077.85
$54,702.77
$57,841 .15
$77,659.51
$93,567.58
$117,312.64
$137,181.92
$117,619.19
$104,716.81

2014 Budget
$1 ,115,000
0.00%
2014
$67,352.04
$182,740.88
$70,368.12
$61 ,815.91
$61 ,090.43
$60,565.32
$84,079.01
$105,280.16
$111 ,586.19
$127 ,031 .10
$113,830.61
$109,483.26

2015 Budget
$1 '148,450
3.00%
2015
$72 ,774.95
$203,289.69
$84,638.14
$64,282.80
$64,709.74
$71 ,864.15
$99,616 .39
$125,407.55
$138,941 .68
$141 ,674.05
$121 ,350.49
$143,471 .09

2016 Budget
$1,358,662
18.30%
2016
$72,503.92
$230,680.04
$105,038 .24
$82,138.32
$71,430.42
$96,458.39
$103 ,114.63
$131 ,841 .29
$169,428.65
$164,577.40
$150,536.62
$134,775 .70

2017 Budget
$1 ,500,000
10.40%
2017
$95,340.51
$260,890 .62
$107,191.45
$90,805.15
$82,866.52
$98,096.31
$108,994.63
$144 ,150.28
$178 ,515.63
$183,634.34
$177,474.76
$151 '102.66

1,121 ,703.63

1 '155,223.03

1,332,020.72

1,512,523.62

1,679,062 .86

$117,867 .02
10.51 %

$33,519.40
2.90%

$176,797.69
13.27%

$180,502.90
11 .93%

$166,539.24
9.92%

2018 Budget
$1 ,545,000
3.00%
2018
$98,211 .25

98 ,211 .25

__ l_! ___ ...___ /ll_.a..._IIAII_..a.._l\

aa ___ .a._LI ____________ L __

$72 ,503.92

17 to Date
$95,340.51

$95 ,340.51
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$2,870.74
$25,707.33
2.92% Difference from Current Year

Previous Month
I
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9.92%
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This chart shows annual trends on a month by month basis with the data point pertaining to the month the City received the revenues. The month in paranthesis represents the month in which the customer paid for the
lodging stay, signafying a two-month lag in revenue posting . The most current year has a thicker line for ease of viewing . Lodging taxes are imposed by RCW 82.08 and have been set at a special rate of 5% by the City of
Leavenworth.
In Sept 2012 significant fires and smoke in the area for much of the month reduced sales taxes and had cancelled hotel reservations. 2014 experienced several off/on days of fire related smoke with July being the most
affected. 2017 included significant commercial development with Hampton Inn, Pinegrass and the School District- large increases occurred that will be one-time and anticiapted to continue into 2018 with similar but
lowering trends as development continues.

Y: \Hotel Motel & Retail Sales & Property Taxes\TAX 2000 TO CURRENT

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
THROUGH JANUARY 31, 2018
PROPERTY TAX REVENUE SUMMARY- GENERAL FUND ONLY
Actual
2009
Property Tax

$496 ,638.30
$469,028.30
$496,638.30

TOTAL
Dollar Change
Percent Change

$81 ,152.30
16.34%

Actual
2010
$471 ,023 .52
$471 ,023.52
$471,023.52
($25,614.78)
-5.44%

Actual
2011

Actual
2012

Actual
2013

Actual
2014

Actual
2015

Actual
2016

Actual
2017

L

Budget
2018

$486,258.02

$498,576.37

$499 ,933.14

$411 ,200.30

$423,853.15

$451 ,443.39

$475,608.08

$461 ,954.00

$486,258.02

$498,576.37

$499,933.14

$411,200.30

$423,853.15

$451 ,443.39

$475,608.08

$461 ,954.00

$15,234.50
3.13%

$12,318.35
2.47%

$1,356 .77
0. 27%

($88,732 .84)
-21 .58%

$12,652.85
2.99%

$27,590.24
6.11%

$24,164.69
5.08%

($13,654.08)
-2.96%

Note: Actuals without posting error in 2008 of $27,61 0; was corrected in June 2009.
Notes: 2014 Taxes were reduced by $125,000 due to the annexation into the Fire District; this was banked capacity for future increases.

Year to Date
2016

Year to Date
2017

Year to Date
2018

$6,077.97

$2,017.47

$2,396.99

($4,060.50)
-201.27%

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
Annual Levy Rate
1.18599
1.19520
1.20552
1.31597
1.49287
1.59487
1.17224
1.11485
1.12483
PrelimAssess Value
$396,935,080
$396,834,610
$368,145,940
$335,173, 076
$317,680,526
$342,517,827
$375,622,057
$397,124,558
$405,610,784
* Figures above represent the prior year levy rate with the preliminary assessed value for the year shown in columns; this is not updated for actuals after the fact.

Prelim Assess Values
$500,000,000
$400,000,000
$300,000,000
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~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

2018
1.16962
$450,548,876

Taxes Received
$600,000.00

~

$200,000,000

$379.52
15.83%
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Notes: In 2014 the City Council reduced the property tax collection by approximately $125 ,000 to offset the annexation into the Fire District, this created banked capacity for the City.

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
THROUGH JANUARY 31,2018
REAL ESTATE EXCISE TAX (REET) REVENUE SUMMARY
Actual
2009

Actual
2010

Actual
2011

Actual
2012

Actual
2013

Actual
2014

Actual
2015

Actual
2016

Budget
2018

Actual
2017

REETTax

$56,309.37

$75,257.73

$45,284.20

$66,695.94

$135,828.97

$105,174.82

$158,947.26

$178,076.53

$177,058.96

$90 ,000.00

TOTAL

$56,309.37

$75,257.73

$45,284.20

$66,695.94

$135,828.97

$105,174.82

$158,947.26

$178,076.53

$177,058.96

$90,000.00

($1 01 ,442.63)
-180.15%

$18,948.36
25.18%

($29,973.53)
-66.19%

$21,411 .74
32.10%

Dollar Change
Percent Change

$69,133.03
50.90%

($30,654.15)
-29 .15%

$53,772.44
33.83%

NOTE:
2nd 1/4% REET began in 2007
2009 Signifigant drop due to downturn in economy

$19,129.27
10.74%

($1,017.57)
-0.57%

($87,058 .96)
-96.73%

Year to Date
2016

Year to Date
2017

Year to Date
2018

$19,527.04

$5,858.34

$14,158.38

($13,668. 70)
-233.32%

$8 ,300.04
58.62%

Reet Taxes Received
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CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
THROUGH JANUARY 31 , 2018
PARKING REVENUE SUMMARY OF DAILY FEES (Lease related revenues are included in total and grand total lines.)
Budget
$90,000.00
% of inc/dec
2012
$42.00

Budget
$174,800.00
94.22%
2013
$4,369.56

$0 .00

$3,637.01

$61 3.44

$765 .00

$100.00

$999.00

$366.44

$3, 149.55

$2,993.36

$9,774.01
$3J 06.50
$14,501 .65
$11 ,039.00
$12,179.45
$11 ,316.00
$12 ,602.59
$z ,on.oo
$2,754.13
$9,438.00
- $5,743. 50
$2,004.00
$34,759.37
$14,263.00

Budget
$247,000.00
41 .30%
2014
$7,124.43

Budget
$348,000.00
40.89%
2015
$13,936.93

~3,159.00

~4,455.00

$3,671 .31
$1 ,344.00
$3,465.50

$8,998.60
$2,34'7:'5 0
$8 ,041 .66
$2,254.50
$9,628.94
$2,481.00
$16,989.93
16,081.00
$20,750.80
$7,293.00
$30,073.14
$9,319.50
$30,981 .17
$9,946.50
$20,219.53
$6,609.0Q
$4,766.05
$10,120.50
$10,715.36
$3,8<13.00
$40,587.91
i 14,941.50

~ 1 , 045.50

$2,864.26
$4,319.23
$3,656.55
$1 ,036.70
-

-- --- - - - - -

$2,605.20
$25,169.18

$43,766.36
$0.00
$56 ,103. 00
so...oo

$105 ,234.82
$58,243.50
$64,259.07

$99,869.36
Dollar Change Lots Only
Percent Change Lots Only

$5,535.60
$1,971 .00
$12, 272.01
$5,296.50
$20,582 .11
$7,360.50
$19 ,196.13
$6,862.00
$20,301 .71
$8,332.50
$24,612 .06
$Z,386.oo
$2 ,989.00
$8,069.00
$8,397.15
$3,165.00
$39,702.73
i 13,518.00

$227,862.39

$58,846.26
F,962.46
$21 .36
$302,188.82

$215,690.02
iJ9,692.00
$53,899.28
$10,7Z2,Z6
$106.85
$360,160.91

$119,711 .96
73.23%

$71 ,880.42
30.54%

$60,023 .28
20.32%

~ 1 25, 00

$167,849 .74
~67 , 509.00

Budget
$371 ,800.00
6.84%
2016
$19,373 .59
$5,928.00
$13,748.35
$4,018.75
$9,481 .25
$2,376.50
$14,104.92
$4,921 .25
$20,064.78

Budget
$473,357.00
27. 31%
2017
$28 ,346.64

~7 ,467.75

~6 ,793.25

~7, 180.00

$294,150.09

$357,091 .64

~ 1 03,051 .25

~ 104,040.25

$54,253. 76
$21 , 3f2 .~6

$1 ,064.26
$473,861 .82
$101 ,819.32
25 .63%

$300,000.00

__.,_.--

$150,000.00
$100,000.00
$50,000.00
$0.00

~

" ' ----

201 2

------2013

$28,114.00
$6,923.25
$53,899.28
$708.96
$18,558.35
$j,1;82.94
$450.86
$3,847.89
$37,680.01
$537,437.41
YTD vs. 2017
$63, 930.55
($489.39)
13.86%
-1.40%

~

__....---

----

2015

Prior Month %

$ 7 , 31 ~: ()()_ __ ~6,547 . 25

2016

13.86%

~

- - TOTALP 1-3 Lots
-

-

":'"

2014

$1_4 , 25~ .] 5

2018
P3 Onl:z:

$31,722.79
$27,922.46
$8,221.50
$8,319.50
$60,709.88
$43 ,796 .17
$14,435.50
$14,436.75
$51 ,150.00
$46,129.29
$12,564.75
$12,650.00
$29,004.41
$29 ,683.00
$8,998,00
$8,117.75.
$8, 129.19
$13,589 .75
$10,737.25
$11 ,258.75
$16,172.17
$21 ,744.50
$5,339.00
$5,1 93.50
$42,423.18
$69,565.25
$1I,95LZ.5_ _$21.762.75

$350,000.00

$200,000.00

201 8
P2 Onl:z:

2018
P1 Onl:z:

$9,147.38
$2,811 .75
$8,904.77
$1 ,553.50
$14,062 .65
$4,048.00
$22,265.36

$400,000.00

$250,000.00

Budget
$442,092.00
-6.60%
2018
$28,114.00
$6.923.25

TOTALP4Lot

- - TOTAL Lease Revenues
-

TOTAL Parkin g Violati ons

2017

Notes: Lower Lot P2 started Jan 2012 with honor system and began metered parking on June 23, 2017; the Upper Lot P1 started honor system in Sept 2012 with metered parking beginning on September 20, 2013 ;
Festhalle Lot P3 started honor system in November 2012 and began metered pa rking on June 23, 2017; P4 Lot (adjacent to City Hall) came online with metered parking on June 14, 2013.
Annual Average Debt Service Payment for Parking is $185,262 with the final 20-year payment ending on 12/1/2033; began on 12/1/2013.

City of Leavenworth Revenues and Expenses Seperately Identifying Operations/Maintenance, Loans , Transfers & Capital

201 0

2009
10,046 ,426
6,873,699
341 ,000
1,208 ,431
2,281,044
10,704,174
(657,748)

Revenue
Expenditures O&M
Expenditures lnterfund Loans (381/581)
Expenditures lnterfund Transfers (397/597)
Expenditures Capital (594-595)
All Expenditures
Revenue less Expense

2011

8,356 ,191
6,472 ,516
214,354
1,146,108
912 ,259
8,745,237
(389 ,046)

8,844,666
6,841 ,018
476,492
387 ,090
916,346
8,620,946
223,720

2012

2013

10,578,717 14,687,867
6,969 ,900
8,834 ,485
1,117,204
484 ,629
153,343
638 ,527
2,925 ,917
4,089,408
11 ,166,364 14,047,049
(587 ,647)
640,818

2015

2014

10,901 ,877 13,076,412
7,525 ,716
7,689,153
440 ,000
899 ,223
659 ,613
723 ,501
3,061,520
2,029 ,784
11,114,336 11 ,914,173
(212,459)
1,162,238

2016

2017

11 ,803,051
8,257,211
87 ,000
614,977
1,586,782
10,545,970
1,257,080

12,928 ,343
8,605 ,977
202 ,600
511 ,275
1,470,909
10,790,760
2,137,583

2018 Thru
Janua~

1,032,338
930,182
20,000
33,079
983 ,262
49 ,076

Figures do not incl ude beginning and ending fund balalnces in any given year.
16,000,000
14,000,000
12,000, 000
10,000, 000
8,000,000
6,000,000
4,000, 000
2,000,000

2009

2010

-

Revenue

~ E xpe nditures

2011

2012

lnterfund Transfers (397/597) -

2013

2014

2015

Expend itures O&M

-

Expenditures Capital (594-595)

~

2016

2017

2018 Thru January

Expenditures lnterfund Loans (381/581)
- All Expenditures

Notable Capital Related Items:
2009: Icicle Train Station ($2M), Festhalle Elevator/floor repairs , Fire Truck Purchase, Front St. Engineering and other PWTF funded engineering plans
2010: Equip replacements ($360K), Gazebo Pavers, 10th St. Stormwater, Lightpoles , Chumstick Trail Eng. , and other PWTF funded engineering plans
2011:- lcicle Station Phase II Eng ., Recycle Land Purchase, Lightpoles, Res. Paving , Gazebo Eng ., Sweeper, PWTF funded engineering plans
2012: Front/Division St. Reconst. ($2.135M) , Gazebo Rebuild , Well pump #1 repair & #3 drill , Equip replacements , PWTF funded engineering plans
2013: Safe Routes Project, Equip replace. ($300K) , City Hall & Warehouse Parking Lots, Pool Filtration, Scholze St. Sewer, Well pumps , E. Leav. Rd . Water Main
($700K), 2013 Bonds Purchase/Improvements of Fruit Warehouse Property in Sept 2013 at ($2.1M/$368K) inc in O&M , Festhalle Imp. ($120K) and Festhalle Refi ($1.5M)
2014: Festhalle/Warehouse Imp ., Safe Routes Project Complete, West St. , Well Pump Cant #3 online, Commercial 3rd to 8th (2014 (Planning) /2015 (Construction))
2015: Facility Imp. (DOE Solar/Energy), Chumstick Trail & W/S LID/Land Purch ., Commercial 3rd to 8th , Pine Street Planning, Festhalle & Parking Imp.,
Water/Sewer/Storm Planning & Cap. Imp.
2016: Facility Imp (Solar Reimb). ,Chumstick Trail & W/S LID, Res Paving , LT Projects , Festhalle & Parking Imp. , Water Well Pump Repair, Sewer Plan/TMDU/Equip,
Storm/Wetland Plan , Equip Replacements
2017: Regional Study, Skatepark, Eng-Crosswalks/Paving, Const-Res.Paving, LT Projects, Pool Sand Filter, Eng-Pine St., Utility Rate Study, WTP Plan/Bldg lmp. ,WWTP
Plan/TMDULID Lift Station , Parking Study/Imp, Equip Replace
2018 BUDGET: Dntwn Plaza, Regional Study, Front St Restrooms , Crosswalks, Res. Paving , Pine St Eng , WTP Assessment, WWTP Eng TMDL, Parking Study/Capital
TBD, Equip. Replace

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH

CASH FLOW ANALYSIS

General Fund 2014- BFB $421,600.39
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
Month
Revenue
(53 ,576.08)
250,429.82
January
196,853.74
(44,063 .57)
167,110.68
211,174.25
February
March
109,295.67
97,757.62
11,538.05
April
238,422.10
233,758.47
4,663.63
May
244,125.29
107,969.13 136,156.16
16,071.52
92,610.91
June
108,682.43
(29,828 .77)
July
231,733.17
261 ,561 .94
276,396.70 (137,677.01)
August
138,719.69
189,532.73 241 ,324.07
September
430,856.80
(15,880.57)
292,327.62
308,208.19
October
November
298,834.33
$77,892.87 220,941.46
435,580.65 (285,808.21)
December
149,772.44
2,542,873.28
Total
2,606,733.96
63,860.68
Average
217,227.83
211,906.11
5,321 .72

All Funds 2014 - BFB $2,751,265.15
Month
Revenue
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
(23,041 .60)
896,185.25
January
873,143.65
513,481 .51
216 ,016.72
February
729,498.23
455,911.88
52 ,058.59
507,970.47
March
April
787,380.25
874,228.43
(86 ,848 .18)
1,032,240.84
(26,077 .61)
May
1,006,163.23
(216,498 .55)
June
555,080.87
771,579.42
1,218,538.13
167,433 .07
July
1,385,971 .20
(74,487.73)
August
906,794.50
981 ,282 .23
70,663.92
September
1,229,093.93
1,158,430.01
October
1,047,327.95
983 ,138.82
64,189.13
1,267,009.70
(111 ,400.41)
November
1,155,609.29
962 ,310.13
(244,466.46)
December
717,843.67
(212,459.11)
Total
10,901 ,877.24 11 ,114,336.35
926,194.70
(17 ,704.93)
Average
908 ,489.77

General Fund 2015- BFB $485,461.07
Month
Revenue
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
January
374,565.32
213,684.72 160,880.60
(89,653.43)
February
124,009.40
213,662.83
(11 ,520 .29)
March
279,019.09
290,539.38
April
472,484.45
280,927.29 191 ,557.16
117,366.62
88,419.59
May
205,786.21
361 ,974.27 (259,118.32)
June
102,855.95
July
536,172.26
378,587.08 157,585.18
171 ,867.73
61 ,344.93
August
233,212.66
(248 .76)
September
204,892.82
205,141 .58
293,689.24
59,568.99
October
353 ,258.23
November
410 ,418.08
$187,007.17 223,410.91
(35,754.66)
December
121,794.99
157,549.65
Total
3,418,469.46
2,871 ,997.56 546,471 .90
Average
284,872.46
239 ,333.13
45,539 .33

All Funds 2015- BFB $2,538,806.04
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
Month
Revenue
(14,763 .62)
January
1,051 ,830.23
1,066,593.85
February
711 ,148.36
522,650.98
188,497.38
76,628.74
March
849 ,132.72
772,503.98
April
1,137,068.51
880,615.29
256,453.22
1,135,101.21
(136 ,549.16)
May
998,552.05
June
622,805.53
599,419.68
23,385.85
July
1,736,463.32
1,534,956.63
201 ,506.69
108,080.72
August
1,199,554.65
1,091 ,473.93
September
1,008,009.77
851,293.15
156,716.62
October
1,803,580.21
1,652,184.71
151 ,395.50
117,507.21
November
1,101 ,373.40
983,866.19
823,513.84
33,379.05
December
856,892.89
1,162,238.20
Total
13,076,411 .64 11 ,914,173.44
Average
992,847.79
96,853.18
1,089,700 .97

General Fund 2016- BFB: $ 1,031,932.97
Month
Revenue
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
160,943.61
205,037.70
44,094.09
January
February
206 ,534.62
79,253.74 127,280.88
120,106.19
108,656.78
11,449.41
March
April
295,875.94
275,978.53
19,897.41
May
277,099.69
177,123.57
99,976.12
72,011 .86
June
185,248 .69
113,236.83
(40,359.69)
July
247,540.39
287,900.08
August
199,016.77
121,101.68
77,915.09
September
151 ,1 20.87
137,290.75
13,830.12
(83,518.79)
October
256,455.11
339,973.90
November
304,382 .26
$106,044.83 198,337.43
December
142,587.28
138,981 .52
3,605.76
Total
2,591 ,005.51
2,046,485.82 544,519.69
Average
215 ,917.13
170,540.49
45,376.64

All Funds 2016- BFB:
$ 3,701,044.24
Month
Revenue
Exj!enditures Gain/Loss
840,785.99
42 ,272.31 Exc: BFB, Inc: Int. Trans & Insurance
January
883,058.30
470,092.63
432 ,665.22 Sheriff did not bill as usual - in March
February
902,757.85
March
617,414.10
510,795.54
106,618.56 Inc: Debt pay & PUD Solar/Energy $122,800 refund
April
1,127,657.66
1,006,774.36
120,883.30 Inc: Sherrif, lnt Trans, Bud Amend , Prop Tax, School Pine St
(11 0,538.79) Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj./Prop Taxes
May
1,022,050.67
1,132,589.46
279,976 .82 Inc: Minor Cap Proj spending
June
865,049.84
585 ,073.02
890,055.76
139,157.35 Inc: GF Sheriff, lnt Trans, & minor Cap Proj.
July
1,029,213.11
August
751,449.25
446,724.85 Inc: Grant Reimb/inc revenue/lack of capital spending
1, 198,174.10
September
921 ,954.20
1,171,020.52
(249,066 .32) Inc: Chumstick/LID, debt payments
October
1,183,598.13
1,145,899.79
37,698.34 Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans, grants/cap proj ./prop taxes
November
1,169,779.66
1,128,761 .94
41 ,017.72 Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj./Prop Taxes
(30 ,329.00)
December
882 ,343.05
912,672.05
Total
11 ,803,050.67 10,545,970.31
1,257,080.36
Average
983,587.56
878,830.86
104,756.70

Exc: BFB , Inc: Int. Trans , Fire Final, & Ins.
Inc: Sheriff & PUD Rev in GF
Inc: Debt Pay
Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans & Bud Amend.
Inc: Debt Pay & Capital Projects
Inc: Debt Pay & Cap.ProjNehicle Purch.
Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans & Cap Proj.
Inc: GF-$200K Loan to Street/Cap Projects
Inc: GF Loan payback fm Street/debt payments/cap proj.
Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans, Cap Proj. & GF loans
Inc: Debt Pay I Int. Loan Payments & Cap Projects
Inc: Duncan 1/2 Prop. Purchase ($137K) in GF & DOE Grant

Exc: BFB , Inc: Int. Trans, Prop . Purchase, Capital & Ins.
Inc: Sheriff
Inc: Debt Pay & DOE Solar/Energy Grant
Inc: Sherrif, lnt Trans, Bud Amend , Grant Reimb.& Prop Tax
Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj./Prop Taxes
Inc: GF Grant Exp & other minor Cap Proj Exp.
Inc: GF:Sheriff & St Fund Loan, lnt Trans, & Cap Proj.
Inc: GF Loan to St & Cap Grant Related Turnover
Inc: St Cap Grant Turnover, debt payments
Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans, grants/cap proj./prop taxes
Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj./Prop Taxes

CITY OF LEAVENWORTH
General Fund 2017- BFB:
$ 1,576,452.66
Month
Revenue
Ex[lenditures Gain/Loss
January
209,757.15
143,629.00
66 ,128.15
(72 ,922 .20)
251 ,656.40
February
178,734.20
208,805.29
90,470.29
118,335 .00
March
April
467,877.52
299,435.21
168,442.31
May
236,940.62
68,849.14
168,091.48
(14 ,184.83)
143,950.60
June
129,765.77
(174,719.63)
July
253,489.89
428,209.52
August
199,525.62
136,763.12
62 ,762 .50
September
41 ,855.81
196,963.47
155,107.66
(16,257.44)
October
351 ,003.46
334,746.02
November
329,681 .58
$102 ,267.78
227,413.80
December
186,686.42
168,337.04
18,349.38
Total
2,932 ,973.55
2,438,921 .56
494,051 .99
Average
41 ,171 .00
244,414.46
203,243.46
Original Bud .
Amended Bud.
Difference from Amended Budget:

(272 ,800.00)
(172 ,653 .00)
666,704.99

General Fund 2018- BFB :
$ 2,070,504.65
Month
Revenue
Ex[lenditures Gain/Loss
January
236 ,399.33
174,302.97
62,096.36
February
0.00
March
0.00
April
0.00
May
0.00
June
0.00
July
0.00
August
0.00
September
0.00
October
0.00
November
0.00
December
0.00
Total
236,399.33
174,302 .97
62 ,096.36
Average
174,302.97
62,096.36
236,399.33
Original Bud.
Amended Bud .
Difference from Amended Budget:

(99,601 .00)
(240,848)
302,944.36

CASH FLOW ANALYSIS
All Funds 2017- BFB:
$ 4,958,124.60
Month
Revenue
Ex[lenditures Gain/Loss
January
957,104.97
872,588.66
84,516.31
February
938,904.35
627,437.61
311,466.74
March
605,304.62
582,558.74
1,187,863.36
April
1,094,995.50
36,544.78
1'131 ,540.28
May
1,215,021 .84
(2,480.33)
1,212,541 .51
June
840,959.48
655,080.92
185,878.56
7,716.32
July
1,132,969.14
1'125,252.82
August
1,083,909.14
729,262.14
354,647.00
September
1,050,737.13
848,880.36
201 ,856.77
October
1,472,560.53
1,164,750.79
307,809.74
November
10,953.23
1'159,993 .05
1'149,039.82
December
947,468.45
703,145 .33
244,323.12
Total
13,116,551.39 10,790,760.41
2,325 ,790.98
Average
1,093,045.95
899,230.03
193,815.92
Original Bud .
Amended Bud .
Difference from Amended Budget

Exc: BFB, Inc: Int. Trans & Insurance
Inc: Sheriff, high sales and lodging revenues
Inc: Debt pay, Pine TIB&Permits/W/S Taps-550K
Inc: Sherrif, lnt Trans , Bud Amend , Prop Tax, lf'.MITP
Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj ./Prop Taxes/TBD Rev
Inc: Minor Cap Proj spending
Inc: GF Sheriff, lnt Trans, & minor Cap Proj.
Inc: Inc in major rev./TBD $ lnvesUiow capital spending
Inc: large retail sales rev increase and debt payments
Inc: Sheriff, lnt Trans, grants/cap proj ./prop taxes
Inc: Debt Pay & Cap Proj./Prop Taxes

110,162.00
(57,426.00)
2,383,216.98

All Funds 2018- BFB:
$ 7,283,915.58
Month
Revenue
Ex[lenditures Gain/Loss
January
983,261 .63
49,075.99 Exc: BFB, Inc: Int. Trans & Insurance
1,032,337.62
February
0.00
March
0.00
April
0.00
May
0.00
June
0.00
July
0.00
August
0.00
September
0.00
October
0.00
November
0.00
December
0.00
Total
983,261 .63
49,075.99
1,032,337.62
Average
1,032,337.62
983,261 .63
49,075.99
Original Bud.
119,747.00 (Note $400K GF, $1M Streets , $200K LT, $175K Pine St, $22.5K
1,062,093.00 Garbage, $77.5K Water, $522K Sewer, $500K TBD Parking , $209K
Amended Bud.
Difference from Amended Budget (1 ,013 ,017 .01 ) Equip/Camp- about $3.1 M Total

City of Leavenworth All Funds Revenue 2009-2018
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City of Leavenworth All Funds Expenditures 2009-2018
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**Not all capital items are included but major ones are noted as years progress.
2009: Icicle Station Construction
2010: Multiple minor capital improvements and $360 ,000 in LOCAL funding for Garbage Truck, Receptacles and F-550
2011: Recycle Property purchase of $275K in September and Water Bond Financing of $700K in Dec
2012: Front Street Project Expand Loan revenues & completion of $750K PWfF Engineering Loan for Downtown Planning
2013: Safe Routes planning, Equip replace. ($300K), City Hall & Warehouse Parking Lots, Pool Filtration, Scholze St. Sewer, Well pump #1, E. Leav. Rd Watermain ($700K) ,
Bonds Purchase/Imp. of Fruit Warehouse Property in Sept 2013 at ($2.1 M) and Festhalle Refi ($1.5M)
2014: Safe Routes ($588K) , West St ($92K), Well Pump #3 ($273K), Lod. Tax Proj ($57K), Chumstick Trail Plan/ROW ($33K), Festhalle ($40K) ,
Retaining Wall ($273K) , Comm. St.3rd-8th Plan/Eng ($38 .5K) , Sewer System Plan & Equip Upgrades ($47K) , LID Eng. in W/S ($110K), Water Equip. $3.3K
Garbage Cap ($29K) , equip rep ($100K), computer ($18K) , GF: Parks Capital ($7K) , Duncan 1/2 Purchase ($139.5K) , DOE Solar/Energy Grant ($177K)
2015: DOE Solar/Energy ($800K) , Chumstick Trail & W/S LID ($700K) , Commercial St ($1.45M) , W/S/Storm various planning/imp ., Festhalle/Parking ($175K)
2016: Facility Imp (Solar Reimb) .,Chumstick Trail & W/S LID, Res Paving, LT Projects , Festhalle & Parking Imp., Water Well Pump Repair, Sewer Plan/TMDU/Equip,
Storm/Wetland Plan, Equip Replace
2017: Regional Study, Skatepark, Eng-Crosswalks/Paving, Const-Res.Paving, LT Projects, Pool Sand Filter, Eng-Pine St., Utility Rate Study, WfP Plan/Bldg Imp. ,
WWfP Plan/TMDULID Lift Station, Parking Study/Imp, Equip Replace
2018 BUDGET: Dntwn Plaza , Regional Study, Front St Restrooms , Crosswalks , Res . Paving, Pine St Eng , WfP Assessment, WWfP Eng TMDL , Parking Study/Capital TBD,
Equip. Replace

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

As Of: 02/28/2018
Date Due

26554 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 5760
534 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
537 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 34 000 Supp Purchased For Inven
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
26605 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 41
557 30 47 002 Utilities- Icicle Station
26562 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 3569
535 80 43 000 Travel-Lodging/Meals/Mi:

Vendor

Amount Memo

Amazon/SYNC

3,800.11 Various - See Individual Memos.

403 000 534 Water
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
402 000 537 Garbage
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
001 000 576 Current Expens
Apple Valley Services Inc
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
Boblenz, Brian
404 000 535 Sewer

45.99
64.79
45.98
142.88
359.84
16.22
38.04
156.45
229.92
79.02
62.55
30.04
460.80
142.00
142.88
147.58
108.39
165.81
8.83
156.45
37.16
137.95
30.04
56.32
63.56
143.96
158.60
332.08
52.29
57.98
114.88
10.83

Sewer Gloves- ~<-r
Wrench/Calendars
"WMer Gloves- ;sc.....s-c..r
Sewer Gloves
Yard Waste/Recycling- Tarps
Shop Calendar
Shop Supplies
Streets Gloves~ 5~0 ~
Streets Gloves - 511-bl
Shop Supplies
Shop Supplies
Shop Gloves
Shop Supplies
Shop Supplies
Shop Gloves
Shop Locks
Shop Supplies
Shop Vehicle Parts
Parks Office & Operating
Parks Gloves
Parks File Folders
Parks Gloves
Parks Gloves
Parks Supplies
Parks Supplies
Parks Supplies
Parks Storage Supplies
Parks Storage & Office Supplies
Parks Storage Supplies
Parks Storage Supplies
Parks Supplies
Parks Supplies

130.00 Portable Toilet Rental
130.00
171.68 WW Conference - B. Boblenz
171.68

02/22/2018
1

I

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
As Of: 02/28/2018

MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Date Due

26602 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4052
595 30 63 009 TIB 2017 Preservation- C

26596 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 2313
535 80 47 000 Utilities

26563 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 162
537 80 51 001 Intergov ProfServ-SWAC

26606 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 171
535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn

26607 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 171
518
535
548
575
576

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

20 48
80 48
68 48
48 48
80 48

000 Repairs & Maintenance Ci
000 Repairs & Maintenance
000 Repairs & Maintenance
000 Repairs & Maintenance
000 Repairs & Maintenance

26603 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 185
518 90 41 002 LMC-ProSvs

26564 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 237
534 80 50 000 Water-NPDS Discharge P(

26565 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 237
535 80 50 000 NPDS Permit

26566 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 249
548 68 32 000 Fuel Consumed

26599 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 288
534 80 10 000 Salaries & Wages
535 80 10 000 Salaries & Wages

02/22/2018
2

Amount Memo

Vendor

Builders Exchange of WA, Inc.
101 000 595 Streets

Chelan County PUD
404 000 535 Sewer

Chelan County Treasurer
402 000 537 Garbage

Cintas Corporation Loc #607
404 000 535 Sewer

Cintas Corporation Loc #607
00 1 000 518 Current Expens
404 000 535 Sewer
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
001 000 576 Current Expens

57.45 Whitman/Commercial Plans & Specs
57.45

49.50 Chumstick Lift Station
49.50

1,287.00 First Quarter Solid Waste Services
1,287.00

70.46 WWTP Gloves
70.46

218.51 Mats & Supplies
29.90
20.14
70.37
52.03
46.07

Total Cintas Corporation Loc #607

288.97

Code Publishing Co., Inc

255.77 Code Supplement Update

502 000 518 Central Service

Dept of Ecology
403 000 534 Water

Dept of Ecology
404 000 535 Sewer

255.77

1,795.00 WTP General Permit FY18 Second Half
1,795.00

2,306.88 WWTP General Permit FY18 2nd Half
2,306.88

Total Dept of Ecology

4,101.88

Dept of Transportation

5,932.97 Fuel - January

501 000 548 Equip Rental &

Express Services, Inc.
403 000 534 Water
404 000 535 Sewer

5,932.97

540.04 A. Fischer Payroll- Final
135.01
135.01

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
As Of: 02/28/2018

MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

Date Due

26576 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 3658

402 000 537 Garbage
001 000 558 Current Expens

Fallon Technology, Inc.

575 48 41 003 Professional Service Othe1

26567 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 5698

110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci

Ferguson Waterworks

594 34 64 033 Meter Upgrades

26613 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 298

403 000 594 Water

502 000 518 Central Service

Frontier

518 90 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
534 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
557 30 44 001 Advertising-LAP
575 48 42 000 Phone/Postage/Fax
576 20 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
576 80 47 000 Utilities

26597 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 832

26615 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 832

Frontier

26616 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 832
576 80 47 000 Utilities

Frontier

1,481.33 8- M520R's
1,481.33

1,566.89

478.64
43.96
46.29
46.29
76.28
86.05
116.04
50.96
225.79
46.29
116.04

City Hall
WTP
WWTP Lift Station Alarm
Ench. Park Lift Station
WWTP Fax
WWTP
PW Shop
Gazebo
Festhalle
City Pool
Parks Bldg.

30.56

29.56 Parks Irrigation Enchantment
001 000 576 Current Expens

Frontier

29.56

29.56 Parks Irrigation 8th Street
001 000 576 Current Expens

Total Frontier

26608 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4195

260.16

30.56 WTP- Telemetry Pump Station
403 000 534 Water

576 80 47 000 Utilities

260.16 Annual Hosted Lobby Display System - March
2018 To February 2019

1,332.63 City Hall Phones
502 000 518 Central Service
403 000 534 Water
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
404 000 535 Sewer
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
176 000 576 Community Sw
001 000 576 Current Expens

534 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx

81.01
189.01

1,566.89 Server Management, Email Hosting And Web
Hosting For March 2018

Firefly Inc.

518 90 41 000 Professional Services

26561 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 832

Amount Memo

Vendor

537 80 10 000 Salaries & Wages
558 60 10 000 Salaries & Wages

02/22/2018
3

Global Equipment Company

29.56
1,422.31

859.14 Front Street Park Restrooms- 4 Toilets

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
As Of: 02/28/2018

MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

Date Due ·

576 80 48 000 Repairs & Maintenance

26601 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 342
535 80 48 000 Repairs & Maintenance
542 30 48 000 Repairs & Maintenance

26568 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 344
534 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn

26600 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 375
534 80 31 000 Operating Supplies-Distril

26551 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4854
534 80 41 006 Pro Svs- Intake Screen RE

26552 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4854
534 80 41 003 Pro Svs- General

26569 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 430
534 80 41 003 Pro Svs- General

26553 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 474
557 30 44 000 Advertising-Chamber

26598 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 489
534 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx

26612 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 489
575 48 42 000 Phone/Postage/Fax

26591 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4414
518 90 45 000 Operating Rentals & Leas1

Vendor

02/22/2018
4

Amount Memo
001 000 576 Current Expens

H2 Pre-Cast Inc
404 000 535 Sewer
101 000 542 Streets

Hach Company Inc.
403 000 534 Water

Icicle Irrigation District
403 000 534 Water

Integritech LLC
403 000 534 Water

Integritech LLC
403 000 534 Water

859.14

297.55 Streets/Sewer Manhole Repair
148.78
148.77

81.70 WTP Supplies
81.70

555.00 Irrigation Water Contract
555.00

567.50 Water Treatment Plant Intake Screen Revision
567.50

385.00 WTP Lower Pipeline Replacement Review
385.00

Total Integritech LLC

952.50

KB Electric LLC

629.81 Ground Lightening Arresters And Wire Leak
Detector For WTP

403 000 534 Water

Leavenworth Chamber Of Commerce
104 000 557 Lodging Tax

LocalTel Communications Inc
403 000 534 Water

LocalTel Communications Inc
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci

629.81

69,954.21 4th Quarter Lodging Tax 2017
69,954.21

52.29 WTP Internet
52.29

72.49 Festhalle Internet
72.49

Total LocalTel Communications Inc

124.78

Mail Finance

146.35 Mail Machine Lease

502 000 518 Central Service

146.35

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

As Of: 02/28/2018
Date Due

26570 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 519

518 20 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
557 30 31 000 Operating Supplies-Restro
575 48 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
26585 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 475

558 60 44 000 Advertising
26586 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 475

518 90 44 000 Advertising
26592 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 475

537 80 44 000 Advertising
26593 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 475

537 80 44 000 Advertising

Vendor

Amount Memo

Mid-American Research

1,619.52 Cleaning Supplies

00 1 000 518 Current Expens
404 000 535 Sewer
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
001 000 576 Current Expens
NCW Media, Inc.

001 000 558 Current Expens
NCW Media, Inc.

502 000 518 Central Service
NCW Media, Inc.

402 000 537 Garbage
NCW Media, Inc.

402 000 537 Garbage
Total NCW Media, Inc.

26571 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 3167

535 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmn
26555 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 346

594 34 41 005 Meadowlark LID
594 35 41 005 Meadowlark LID
26581 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 600

558 60 41 002 Comp Plan Update
26582 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 600

558 60 41 005 Pro.Svs. Develop Review26583 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 600

Northstar Chemical, Inc.

404 000 535 Sewer
Pace Engineers, Inc.

403 000 594 Water
404 000 594 Sewer
Pacific Engineering And Design, PLLC

001 000 558 Current Expens
Pacific Engineering And Design, PLLC

001 000 558 Current Expens
Pacific Engineering And Design, PLLC

02/22/2018

212.57
83.72
460.74
401.75
460.74
70.00 Adventure Park Public Notice

70.00
56.00 City & Transportation Benefit District Budget
Retreat

56.00
92.00 Holiday Garbage Pickup #1

92.00
165.60 Holiday Garbage Pickup #2 & #3

165.60
383.60
1,480.47 WWTP Chemicals

1,480.47
553.18 Chumstick Hwy. Water/Sanitary Utilitiy
Extension

276.59
276.59
1,472.58 Update Data Set For Transportation Element Of
Comp Plan

1,472.58
165.00 Tesla Car Supercharger

165.00
330.00 KOA Waterline

5

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
As Of: 02/28/20 18

MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

Date Due

26584 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 600

001 000 558 Current Expens
Pacific Engineering And Design, PLLC

558 60 41 005 Pro.Svs. Develop Review-

26587 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 5421

001 000 558 Current Expens

518 20 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
518 90 34 000 Office & Operating Suppli
518 90 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
518 90 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
558 60 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
575 48 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 49 000 Misc-Reg/Dues/Subscripti
26610 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 627
575 48 48 000 Repairs & Maintenance
26575 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4644
518 90 45 000 Operating Rentals & Least
26614 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 666
518 90 45 000 Operating Rentals & Least
26611 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4760
548 68 34 000 Supp Purchased For lnven
26557 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 707
518 20 48 000 Repairs & Maintenance Ci
26595 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 8252
518 90 34 000 Office & Operating Suppli
518 90 34 000 Office & Operating Suppli
518 90 34 000 Office & Operating Suppli
518 90 34 000 Office & Operating Suppli

330.00
2,744.31 Zeit Strasse
2,744.31

Total Pacific Engineering And Design, PLLC

4,711.89

Pacific Northwest Golf Assoc.

1,200.00 Leavenworth Golf Course Advertising

557 30 44 005 Advertising-Golf Course
26590 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 617

Amount Memo

Vendor

558 60 41 005 Pro.Svs. Develop Review-

02/22/2018
6

104 000 557 Lodging Tax

1,200.00
206.02 Petty Cash Reimbursement

Petty Cash
00 1 000 518 Current Expens
502 000 518 Central Service
502 000 518 Central Service
502 000 518 Central Service
001 000 558 Current Expens
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
001 000 576 Current Expens
Plumbco Inc
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
Ricoh USA Inc.
502 000 518 Central Service
Ricoh USA, Inc
502 000 518 Central Service
Rowes Tractor
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
Simplex-Grinnell LP
00 1 000 518 Current Expens
Staples Business Advantage
502 000 518 Central Service
502 000 518 Central Service
502 000 518 Central Service
502 000 518 Central Service

70.00
5.00
8.48
1.19
79.00
8.35
34.00

City Hall Christmas Tree
D. Heffner Retirement Card
Postage
Postage
Recorded Ord. 1553
Festhalle Mouse Traps
T. Bolin WSDA Sprayer License

1,832.10 Festhalle Fire Sprinkler Compressor Repairs
1,832.10
429.01 Copier Copies
429.01
295.03 Copier Contract
295.03
1,664.15 Bobcats Parts For Snow BlowersNPiows
1,664.15
704.17 City Hall Sprinkler Repairs
704.17
165.69 City Hall Supplies
37.93
-7.02
-12.56
147.34

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

As Of: 02/28/2018
Date Due

26574 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 733

Vendor

Amount Memo

State Auditor's Office

1,322.30 City Audit 15-16

518 90 41 001 Audit-ProSvs
26556 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4415

502 000 518 Central Service
T2 Systems Canada Inc.

542 65 41 001 ProSvs-Monthly EMS Ser
26573 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4768

415 000 542 Parking
Timbrr Music Festival

347 30 06 003 Room Deposit Fees
347 30 06 005 Kitchen Deposit Fees
347 30 06 006 Janitorial Deposit Fees
347 30 06 007 Janitorial Fees
26572 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 6238

110 000 340 Leavenworth Ci
110 000 340 Leavenworth Ci
110 000 340 Leavenworth Ci
110 000 340 Leavenworth Ci
Upper Valley Connection

571 23 49 000 Misc.- Youth Services/Art:
26558 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 833

001 000 571 Current Expens
Verizon Wireless

537 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
548 68 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
576 80 47 000 Utilities
26559 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 833
534 80 42
535 80 42
548 68 42
558 60 31
559 30 31
576 20 31
576 80 47

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

402 000 537 Garbage
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
001 000 576 Current Expens
Verizon Wireless

000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
000 Office & Operating Suppli
000 Office & Operating Suppli
000 Office & Operating Suppli
000 Utilities

26560 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 833

403 000 534 Water
404 000 535 Sewer
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
001 000 558 Current Expens
001 000 559 Current Expens
176 000 576 Community Sw
001 000 576 Current Expens
Verizon Wireless

535 80 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
537 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
548 68 42 000 Comm-Phone/Postage/Fx
576 80 47 000 Utilities

404 000 535 Sewer
402 000 537 Garbage
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
001 000 576 Current Expens
Total Verizon Wireless

26580 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 837

Visa

02/22/2018
7

1,322.30
70.24 Additional Parking Fees 4th Q.
70.24
1,500.00 Festhalle Deposit Refund
-1,000.00
-500.00
-1,000.00
1,000.00
2,000.00 Upper Valley Connection Donation 2018
2,000.00
450.92 Mobile 311
74.97
262.67
113.28
552.98 City Smart Phones
67.12
89.40
58.73
37.76
58.73
106.99
134.25
213.11 City Cell Phones
19.37
19.37
155.00
19.37
1,217.01
40.45 Card 1

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

As Of: 02/28/2018
Date Due

Vendor

511 60 43 000 Travel-Lodging/Meals/Mil

26588 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 837

Amount Memo
001 000 511 Current Expens

40.45 Joel/Council Olympia Lunch

Visa

511 60 31 000 Office & Operating Supp1i
537 80 44 000 Advertising
548 68 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
557 30 44 003 Advertising-Festhalle
557 30 44 003 Advertising-Festhalle
557 30 44 003 Advertising-Festhalle
558 60 41 000 Pro.Svs. Non-Reimbursed
575 48 35 000 Small Tools & Minor EqU:
594 34 41 005 Meadowlark LID
594 35 41 005 Meadowlark LID

26589 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 837

853.29 Card 2
00 1 000 511 Current Expens
402 000 537 Garbage
501 000 548 Equip Rental &
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
104 000 557 Lodging Tax
001 000 558 Current Expens
110 000 575 Leavenworth Ci
403 000 594 Water
404 000 594 Sewer

16.50
3.50
3.50
25.00
20.56
29.44
28.12
681.43
22.62
22.62

Visa

362 30 00 008 Parking Fees Lot 2 (Lowe1
534 80 32 000 Operating Supplies-Trtmrr
542 65 31 001 Office & Operating Suppli
542 65 31 001 Office & Operating Suppli
559 30 49 000 Misc-Reg/Dues/Subscripti
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli
576 80 31 000 Office & Operating Suppli

26604 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 892

000 360 Parking
000 534 Water
000 542 Parking
000 542 Parking
000 559 Current Expens
000 576 Current Expens
000 576 Current Expens

-1.7 5
104.73
135.49
187.50
270.00
54.00
280.29

P2 Test Ticket
Backflow Assembly Kit
Pay Station Mini LED Lights
Pay Station Thermal Printer Cleaning Cards
Bldg. Inspector Course
Toilet Gaskets
Front Street Restroom Mirrors

Total Visa

1,927.50

Wenatchee Valley Humane Society

1,346.67 Animal Control Contract For February

001 000 554 Current Expens

1,346.67

Western Tire Chain

1,334.62 Loader Chain Parts

501 000 548 Equip Rental &

548 68 34 000 Supp Purchased For lnven

26594 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 4532

Nametag J. Lundgren
PW Job Posting
PW Job Posting
Facebook Post 1/25-1/28/18
Facebook Post 1/28-2/3/18
Facebook Post 1/29-2/3/18
PC Transcriptions
Festhalle Rolling Racks/Hangers
LID 24 PH Transcription
LID 24 PH Transcription

1,033.76 Card 3
415
403
415
415
001
001
001

554 30 41 000 Humane Society-Prosvs.

26609 02/28/2018 02/28/2018 902

02/22/2018
8

1,334.62

Wilson, Carolyn A

511 60 43 000 Travel-Lodging/Meals/Mil

35.00 Chamber Banquet

001 000 511 Current Expens

35.00

Report Total:
Fund
00 1 Current Expense
101 Streets

13,437.00
206.22

120,945.27

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
As Of: 02/28/2018

MCAG#:
Accts
Pay # Received

Time: 14:03:22 Date:
Page:

Date Due

Amount Memo

Vendor
104 Lodging Tax
110 Leavenworth Civic Center
176 Community Swimming Pool
402 Garbage
403 Water
404 Sewer
415 Parking
501 Equip Rental & Revolving Fund
502 Central Services

71,870.91
5,034.10
153.28
2,083.29
6,274.21
5,499.22
394.98
11,261.71
4,730.35

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the services
rendered or the labor performed as described herein, that any advance payment is due and payable pursuant to a
contract or is available as an option for full or partial fulfillment of a contractual obligation, and that the claim is a
just, due and unpaid obligation against the City of Leavenworth, and that I am authorized to authenticate and
certify to said claim.

Councilmember

Councilmember

Councilmember

Councilmember

Councilmember

Coucilmember

0~

02/22/2018
9

CHECK REGISTER
MCAG#:

02/01/2018 To: 02/28/2018

Trans Date

Type

1056 02/23/2018

Claims

Acct #

10

Chk #

Claimant

001 Current Expense
104 Lodging Tax
110 Leavenworth Civic Center
402 Garbage
403 Water
404 Sewer
41 0 Stormwater
415 Parking

02/15/2018
1

Amount Memo

14,792.54 Combined Excise Tax Return I

EFT Dept of Revenue

001 - 518 20 48 000 - Repairs & Maintenance City 1
001 - 518 20 48 000 - Repairs & Maintenance City 1
410-531 30 50 000- Excise Tax-Dept OfRevenue
403 - 534 80 54 000 -Water-Excise Tax-Dept. Reve:
404 - 535 80 45 000 - Operating Rentals & Leases
404 - 535 80 45 000 - Operating Rentals & Leases
404- 535 80 54 000 -Excise Tax-Dept OfRevenue
404- 535 80 54 000- Excise Tax-Dept OfRevenue
001 - 536 50 53 OOO-- External Taxes-Excise Tax
402- 537 80 50 000- Excise Tax-Dept Of Revenue
402- 537 80 50 000- Excise Tax-Dept Of Revenue
104 - 557 30 44 003 - Advertising-Festhalle
104- 557 30 44 003 -Advertising-Festhalle
104- 557 30 48 000- Repairs & Maintenance
104- 557 30 48 000- Repairs & Maintenance
110- 589 30 00 003- Sales Tax Disbursements
110 - 589 3 0 00 003 - Sales Tax Disbursements
110-589 30 00 003- Sales Tax Disbursements
110- 589 30 00 003- Sales Tax Disbursements
415- 589 30 00 004- External Taxes- Excise Tax
415- 589 30 00 004- External Taxes- Excise Tax
415- 589 30 00 004- External Taxes- Excise Tax

Time: 09:17:03 Date:
Page:

January 2018

78.00
22.80
122.25
5,186.86
9.50
2.78
1,511.65
970.48
2.06
1,034.94
2,127.87
15.93
4.66
27.11
7.92
206.03
11.79
162.66
47.55
172.01
2,373.81
693.88
102.86
55.62
428.03
3,162.81
5,186.86
2,494.41
122.25
3,239.70
-----Claims:
14,792.54

14,792.54

CHECK REGISTER

~
MCAG#:

Time: 08:36:11 Date:
Page:

02/0112018 To: 02/28/2018

Trans Date

Type

Acct #

Chk #

Claimant

1218 02/22/2018

58651 KING
10
Claims
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP

1219 02/22/2018

Claims
10
58652 KONG
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP

1220 02/22/2018

Claims

10

104 Lodging Tax

Amount Memo
10,000.00 Super Bowl

10,000.00
1,000.00 Winter 2017

1,000.00
7,500.00 Monthly Mobile Billboard Ads

58653 Rolling Adz LLC

104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP

02/22/2018
1

Campaign

7,500.00
18,500.00
- - - - Claims:
18,500.00

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the
services rendered or the labor performed as desct:ibed herein, that any advance payment is due and
payable pursuant to a contract or is available as an option for full or partial fulfillment of a contractual
obligation, and that the claim is a just, due and unpaid obligation against the City of Leavenworth, and
that I am authorized to authenticate and certify to said claim.

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Signed

Date

Finance Director

Date

18,500.00

.CHECK REGISTER
MCAG#:

02/01/2018 To: 02/28/2018

Trans Date

Type

1020 02/15/2018

Claims
10
58641 Certified Folder Display Inc
104- 557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP
2,255.85

1021 02/15/2018

Claims
10
58642 Explorer Media & Marketing
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP
695.00

1022 02/15/2018

Claims

1023 02/15/2018
1024 02/15/2018
1025 02/15/2018

Acct #

10

Chk #

Claimant

104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP
58646 Map Company, The
Claims
10
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising~LAP

1026 02/15/2018

58647 Seatle's Child
Claims
10
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP

1027 02/15/2018

Claims
58648 Sound Publishing, Inc.
10
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP

1028 02/15/2018

Claims

10

02114/2018
1

Amount Memo
2,255.85 March 2018 Rack Display
695.00 Travel Planner
7,130.62 Seattle KCM Full Back, Ultra

58643 Intersection Media,.LLC

104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP
58644 KING
Claims
10
104-557 30 44 001 -Advertising-LAP
58645 KONG
10
Claims

Time: 10:00:03 Date:
Page:

Super King, Tail

7,130.62
9,787.50 Winter 2017- Winter Getaway Ads
9,787.50
4,250.00 Winter 2017- Winter Getaway Ads
4,250.00
1,750.00 2018 Washington State MAP Ad
1,750.00
3,078.00 Summertime Feb 2018
3,078.00
835.00 Ad #58501
835.00
1,095.00 DMO Parnership Program-

58649 The Go Travel Sites

GoWashington.com

104-557 30 44 001
1029 02/15/2018

Claims

10

~Advertising-LAP

1,095.00
3,388.33 Slti

58650 The Seattle Times

& Stay Program 01/01-01/31

2018

104-557 30 44 0'o1 -Advertising-LAP
104 Lodging Tax

3,388.33
34,265.30
-----Claims:
34,265.30

34,265.30

