WHITMAN COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
VIRTUAL MEETING BY ZOOM
August 4, 2021

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Chad Whetzel, Chairman
Dave Gibney
Weston Kane
Fred Wexler

Brian Davies, Vice-chair
Erina Hammer
Matt Webb

Staff: Alan Thomson, WC Planning Director; Grace Di Biase, WC Assistant Planner; Mark Storey,
WC Director/Engineer; Brandon Johnson, Public Works; Elinor Huber, Clerk.
Others: Bobbie Ryder, Todd Krause, Ken Duft.
7:00 p.m. – Chad Whetzel opening the meeting. Introductions were held.
MOTION by Erina Hammer and seconded by Brian Davies to approve the minutes of July 7,
2021. Motion passed.
Reports:
Alan Thomson – We have a Board of Adjustment action. We have an application with Jeff
Motley for a conditional use for an industrial park on SR 270 and Airport Road, out by Platt
Electric. The Motley’s would like to build four more buildings on that parcel, a 6-acre parcel.
They have applied for a conditional use permit for that and the SEPA is running now and will be
finalized tomorrow.
We have a Board of Adjustment hearing set for August 12th and basically this would be a
wholesale business park. Platt Electric is a wholesale business and part of the expansion. I
think they would take a couple of the new buildings and have a couple of different wholesale
businesses in those buildings. One other building would be wholesale and the fourth building
would be like a mini-storage building area for these businesses.
Forthcoming administrative use permits. Weis Towers is still on deck. They want to put
another tower on Big Alkali Road and we are just trying to get those things in place. They have
to provide to us access easements across private property to get to the location for the cell
tower and also an access permit from WSDOT because this is going to be accessing off of a state
route.
So planning is waiting for those two parts to come to us. Once that happens, and this is an
administrative use permit, so it is going through the planning department because there are no
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houses within 1500 feet of this location. Once we get the permits finalized to us we can issue
the administrative use permit. Everything looks fine as long as we get the access easements
and the access permit from WSDOT.
We also have another potential administrative use permit from the Mader’s on the Albion Road
and SR 27. The Mader’s have a lot of fill dirt, just plain dirt to get rid of and part of the
excavation comes from inside city limits of Pullman. He wants to take that dirt from that
property up the road towards Albion which would be in the unincorporated area. This would
be a top soil and subsoil fill. That requires an administrative use permit. We don’t have the
payment for that yet so we are waiting on that and we will be able to move forward once we
get the application paid for. That is just transferring soil from one property to another.
Forthcoming variances, nothing.
Update on previous conditional use permits and variances, nothing.
Update on previous administrative use permits, nothing.
Board of County Commissioners’ action, none.
Update on previous Board of County Commissioners’ action, none.
Forthcoming Shoreline of the State Substantial Development Permits, none.
Update on previous Shoreline of the State Substantial Development permits, none.
Planning Commission forthcoming hearings, none.
Adjourned to unfinished business.
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Chad Whetzel – We will move on to our comprehensive plan update.
Alan Thomson – We will start with where we left off last time. We are going to do the Land Use,
Natural Resources & Agricultural Conservation chapter first. We got part of the way through it
and didn’t finish it but since the last time it has been updated. You all should have that and
hopefully looked at it because there have been some changes in that section from where we
left off last time.
So, maybe we can go backwards a little bit, Brandon, to the beginning of this chapter. Back to
page 23. So LDC has made a number of changes since the last time we talked. So, if you have
any thoughts, comments about the changes, relating to our discussion last time, now is the
time to voice your thoughts.
One of the major points last time was the “family farms,” label and we decided we didn’t want
to use that, so you can see that has been changed to “Farms and Agricultural Character.”
Dave Gibney – There are things like line numbers and the references on a page. Are you talking
about policy whatever? I can see a lot of things changed here.
Alan Thomson – Well, remember the conversation we had before and,
Dave Gibney – If you can somehow give us a clue about which piece you are talking about.
Alan Thomson – So, Brandon, can you scroll down a little bit. That is page 23 so the heading on
this Framework Goal. Scroll down a little bit more. So we are starting at Framework Goal –
Protection. Framework Goal, Preserve Farms. What has been scratched is Rural Character and
Family Farms. We talked about that last time so that is one of the changes that was made to
the heading.
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Alan Thomson – So, I think that what is in blue is what has been added since our last discussion.
Brandon can you click on the red line in the left-hand column? Now you can see what has been
changed. I looked through it pretty carefully and they haven’t captured everything that we
talked about last time but Matt Covert has changed a bunch of stuff. So, read through this and
let me know if you have any concerns.
Chad Whetzel – We need to go back to where we were because this is not, there you go. Now
we are back.
Alan Thomson - We need to keep the changes up though on the red bar in order to see what
was done.
Chad Whetzel – But it is not even the same thing, Alan.
Dave Gibney – Now that he unclicked on the red bar. If you click on the red bar then you need
to scroll differently.
Alan Thomson – If you click on the red bar, we see the changes. You can’t really tell from what
we are looking at right now. It changes the pages, yes, so we need to scroll up and down to see
where we are right now. So, Brandon, can you click on the red bar, again, please? Okay, page
23. Now you can see where,
Dave Gibney – Preserve Farms and Agricultural character having lost rural character and family.
Alan Thomson – So, that is what we talked about. We decided we didn’t want to use the
wording “Family Farm.” Is everyone okay with the changed description there? Then we
decided to eliminate the next one down. Framework Goal – Preserve and protect existing
natural resources. It talks about that further on in natural resources. A lot of this was language
in the current comp plan.
Todd Krause – Would someone mind giving a quick rundown on the last one of the thought of
why we are striking family farms?
Alan Thomson – Todd, your reception was really bad there but I think I caught what you were
asking. Why did we change that? Dave, maybe you can pitch in here, too. Family farms,
basically that is the wording in the original comp plan from 1978, and we think things have
changed. Family farms still exist but we have corporate farms now and larger farms and less
farms so we decided it would be better to describe them in a more generic way. ”Farms,”
instead of “family farms.” That is what we decided. Are you there, Dave?
Dave Gibney – Yes, I think that is kind of what it is. Even the family farm have a certain amount
of corporate-ness now to facilitate moving everything. I believe Grace spoke a little bit on that.
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What we want to preserve is farming and agriculture. It has been awhile. I don’t remember all
that was said back then.
Alan Thomson – You can see on the second column, Todd, if you look at the top, it says
“Preserve rural character and family farms.” That is 1978 language and we think that it is
outdated. So, that’s why we are striking that and describing farming now. Back in the 80’s the
farm was more dominant than it is now.
Dave Gibney – We wouldn’t want to limit the preservation of family farms and not preserve
other farms.
Brian Davies – That is what I was going to say that we were trying to be more inclusive. Things
have changed and going on into the future, things will probably continue to change but the
families still control the farms.
Alan Thomson – I want to bring up a point of conversation.
Policy LU-1.2- Non-farm residential uses should be kept separate from agricultural uses
to the maximum extent feasible to prevent increasing incompatible uses and limit the
legal liability of agricultural uses.
I think we talked about that last time, “….limit the legal liability of agricultural uses.” The
consensus seemed to be, and this statement is from the original plan, that we don’t really, that
is not what we want. I’m thinking that part there should be struck. What do you think?
Erina Hammer – Why don’t we want it? Or why wasn’t it wanted?
Alan Thomson – Back in ’78 the overarching goal was not to have any development in the Ag
district, basically to protect farming. Now that has changed. We want to have a little bit more
flexibility in how we can develop things out in the Ag district. This statement kind of binds us.
Dave Gibney – Also, the policy that we have, not everywhere but in many cases, where if
somebody wants to build a residence out in Ag land, they have to put that rider on the deed
that basically acknowledges that you are next to Ag and Ag wins if you try and sue us. I don’t
know. Is that just a cluster thing, or is that everywhere, Alan?
Alan Thomson – That is an everywhere thing, because clustering is just mainly around Pullman
and now we want to allow people to build a home out in the sticks,
Dave Gibney – The policies that have developed over the last 40 odd years have been action to
limit, to successfully limit and actually eliminate that legal liability for Ag use.
Erina Hammer – So, correct me if I am wrong. If this is struck, I’m originally from North Idaho,
and we always hated people from California. Forgive me, but I’m going to use somebody from
California. So, if somebody from California comes here and builds their house in the middle of
2021 8-4
PC Workshop

3

Ag land and then has a fit because someone is using Roundup, if this is struck they can
successfully sue the farmer? Am I understanding that correctly? Or maybe I am mistaken.
Dave Gibney – Just striking this would not accomplish that, because what is the term that is
placed on the deed of land that gets residential out in Ag? There is a rider that is placed on the
deed of any place that gets a residential use permit in the Ag land. That basically acknowledges
that they are placing their residence in the middle of Ag uses and they do not get sued for
Roundup or cow crap or windblown dust and noise. Maybe we could not strike the whole thing
but non-farm residence uses should be kept mostly separate and strike legal liability of ag uses.
The policies of the County right now have pretty much eliminated that legal liability and
forever.
Alan Thomson – Dave, further along we have more policies that talk more about this. I think it
is extraneous.
Dave Gibney – You’re right.
Alan Thomson – I think it is unnecessary because we talk about this further along and that
incompatible use and legal liability wording is not relevant anymore.
Erina, I just want to expand on what Dave told you there. There is a Certificate of Adjacent
Agricultural use that has to be signed by anybody who builds a house in the county. It is
actually attached to the property. That has to get filed with the auditor. It goes with the
property. What that basically says is, farming happens here and if you don’t like it, then too
bad. You have to accommodate for that because Ag is really, really important for this County.
The emphasis is if you don’t want to be bothered by farmers out in the field at midnight and
still farming and spraying and whatnot, then you shouldn’t live out there.
So, this Certificate of Adjacent Agricultural Use is attached to every land use creation of
residential house in Whitman County. That is as much legal protection we can have for
anybody who builds a house out there. It goes with the land. If it sells to somebody else, it is
still there.
Erina Hammer – It holds up in court and all that?
Alan Thomson – I’m not a lawyer. I’m not going to attempt to answer that but that is what we
do. We have never had to go there, have that challenged but that is how we do that. Then
also, on top of that we have the Ag setbacks, 200 feet from the house to the property line or
100 feet if the adjacent land user/farmer would sign a waiver. So, we push houses further away
than what we did before from Ag land.
Erina Hammer – So, if this is struck, how does that help the County? I am not opposed to it, I’m
just curious.
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Alan Thomson – If you go further along in this document, you’ll see the same thing. So, I think
this is repetitious. Once we go along with this, you will see other language that speaks about
the same thing. But the “legal liability” I don’t think that is a good phrase.
Dave Gibney – If this remains, it basically retains that “you can’t build a house in Ag land.” It
would actually make some of our conceivable policies incompatible with the comp plan.
Chad Whetzel – One of the things too, that we have to remember is our goal here in the
wording of all these policies is to limit the conflict between the residential and the farmer’s
uses. That’s not saying that sometimes somebody can’t sue somebody for any reason. We’re
just trying to head off some of these issues before they get started.
Dave Gibney – Alan is right. This is the extreme from current practice. The intent here is
covered in later clauses and if it is not we can add some more.
Chad Whetzel – So, Alan you are suggesting we strike LU-1.2. Is that correct?
Alan Thomson – That is my suggestion but I wanted to defer to the planning commission to
make sure you all agree with me.
Brian Davies -It is being covered in additional language. I agree. I don’t see a reason of just
more language that talks about the same thing. Let’s shorten the document.
Alan Thomson – So, let’s hold off on making it final on that one. We need to move down the
page and see the upcoming language and make sure that building houses in the County is
covered.
Dave Gibney – I think if it’s not, we can still strike this language as it is right now and go back if
we have to.
Alan Thomson – Then on to LU-1.3:
Policy LU-1.3 – The county shall should prohibit allow residential subdivision plats of
lands in all unincorporated areas except in designated unincorporated communities,
areas adjacent to towns and cities, and those areas designated for cluster Residential
development.
I’m having heartburn with this one. “The County should allow residential plats in designated
unincorporated communities…”
I don’t think that is good language because the
unincorporated communities are already platted and the language says that we could, as a
planner, that we could do short plats inside the unincorporated areas such as Steptoe and the
rest of them. I don’t think that is correct language.
Dave Gibney – Are you saying it is correct for areas adjacent and cluster? It is just not correct
for unincorporated communities?
2021 8-4
PC Workshop

5

Alan Thomson – It is not correct for clustering either because you cannot further subdivide a
cluster. So, it is wrong for the unincorporated communities and it’s wrong for clustering and
now adjacent to towns and cities could be correct. But I’m thinking that we have language
further along here that talks about that. But that is mostly a wrong statement right there.
Brian Davies – What about the idea of allowing platting on the boundaries of unincorporated
communities?
Alan Thomson – That’s what it says, “….areas adjacent to towns and cities...”
unincorporated areas. Yes, that would be more correct.

It could be

Brian Davies – The only problem with the unincorporated areas is that you are not going to get
any services. No city water or sewer so,
Alan Thomson – Unless it is Steptoe.
Brian Davies – These plats for residential would have to put in their own septic and wells. So it
gets problematic fast.
Alan Thomson - It is just the way it gets expressed. When you say the word, “plat” to me, I
jump to a short plat. And that is not correct in this context.
Brian Davies – Somebody had some when we were here before and we had subdivisions.
Alan Thomson – Yes, and subdivision is not correct, especially if it is talking about in
unincorporated communities. What we typically have happen in unincorporated communities
that are already platted, are a bunch of small parcels, 50 by 100, and you have to use more
than one to put a house on it. You’re not going to be subdividing, you are going to be joining
them together.
Dave Gibney – In reality you take a note about what Matt did. What we have here is the
change from the prohibition language to the allow language. But it kept it the same. What you
are really wanting to say is the County should allow residential plats in areas adjacent and
cities and in designated unincorporated communities, and that’s it.
Alan Thomson – Essentially, should allow in the Ag district, in total the whole Ag district.
That’s what happens now. Someone comes to us somewhere outside of Rosalia or Malden or
anywhere else and they want to parcel off a piece of land to build a house, that’s a subdivision,
that’s a short plat, and as long as it complies with the development regulations it is allowed.
Limiting it to just around towns,
Dave Gibney –Then it is basically the same thing as what LU-1.4 is doing.
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Policy LU-1.4 – The county should allow residential land use on agricultural lands, in the
form of primary residences, secondary units on existing home sites and short plats as
allowed under the development regulations, and those areas designated for Cluster
Residential development.
Alan Thomson – There you go. Okay, this is talking about an already existing residential plat or
areas. Now that could be on 100 acres or 10 acres. It is not limited to just short plats.
Dave Gibney – In the form of primary residence it is talking about existing. The existing home
site is in the second clause.
Alan Thomson – I think maybe an amendment to LU-1.3, instead of limiting it to designated
unincorporated communities or clustering, that should be open to the Ag district and the
entire county, basically. Are you shaking your head, Dave?
Dave Gibney – No, it’s fine with me.
Alan Thomson – Oh, what does everybody else think? That’s what we do now if someone
comes to us and wants to build a house in the middle of nowhere, and if the landowner wants
to build a house out there and it complies with the development regulations, they can short
plat something.
Brian Davies – Which means that if they got water.
Alan Thomson – That would be a well, have to drill a well.
Dave Gibney – And mess with the views and all that other stuff.
Alan Thomson – It has to meet code.
Brian Davies – I think we can change the language and not worry about giant subdivisions
springing up in the middle of somewhere between Lacrosse and Washtucna.
Alan Thomson – Unless we change the development regulations, that’s not going to happen,
because we can’t do residential long plats. Water is the main reason why we can’t do that.
Just a house here and there and maybe an accessory dwelling unit. Or, a second house on the
same parcel. A regular house and that is coming up in the next part. So, LU-1.4 starts to talk
about that.
So, Brandon can you scroll down so we can see the rest of LU-1.4? Are you there, Brandon?
Dave Gibney – Brandon wrote in the chat that he was having problems with the speakers.
Alan Thomson – We are having technical difficulties.
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Chad Whetzel – He said he scrolled and was asking if it showed or not.
Alan Thomson – It’s not showing. It’s not moving. Neither is his mouse. Do you have
batteries?
Brian Davies – Stop sharing and start sharing again. Control, delete, got to start over.
Alan Thomson – There you go. Now you can see the whole of LU-1.4. That is talking about
what you can do on an existing parcel.
Policy LU-1.4 – The county should allow residential land use on agricultural lands, in the
form of primary residences, secondary units on existing home sites and short plats as
allowed under the development regulations, and those areas designated for Cluster
Residential development.
Dave Gibney – The first part of that doesn’t restrict itself to the existing parcel. “The county should allow
residential land use on agricultural lands, in the form of primary residential….” There is no “existing
parcel” bit there.
Alan Thomson – Keep on reading. Secondary units,
Dave Gibney – The rest of it is about existing parcels. The first clause has nothing to do with existing
parcels.
Erina Hammer – I agree with Dave. At least that is how I would read it.
Dave Gibney – There is a comma after “residences,” in the second sentence. The “…on existing home
site and short plats…” only refers to the secondary residential units.
Alan Thomson – Okay, because of the punctuation in this, “The county should allow residential land use
on agricultural lands,” and that is a comma after “agricultural lands,” or is it struck?
Brian Davies – I think that comma is struck.
Alan Thomson – Okay, “….agricultural lands in the form of primary residences, secondary residential
units on existing home sites and short plats,” so that sentence links it to existing home sites and short
plats.
Dave Gibney – That sentence links, secondary residential units, and short plats to existing home sites. It
doesn’t link primary residences.
Alan Thomson – I think it does, because there is a comma there. It says, “the county should allow
residential land use on agricultural lands in the form of primary residences,
Dave Gibney – So, all primary residences are allowed out in the agricultural land. That is there. The next
sentence says, “….secondary residential units on existing home sites…” It says you can add something
that already exists and I think there is another thought. The “…and short plats as allowed…” But if you
want to make it clearer by referring the one before, that’s okay with me, too.
2021 8-4
PC Workshop

8

Alan Thomson – What the intent here is, is to allow for a second normal sized house on a second parcel
of land.
Dave Gibney – That is the intent of everything after that first comma.
Alan Thomson – Okay, then the way that this is written, make that clear that you can have two houses of
regular size on a parcel of land. That is the intention. I’m not sure that,
Dave Gibney – It doesn’t say that. It says you got to build one and then sometime later you got to build
another. That’s what it says right now. It doesn’t say you can build two at a time.
Alan Thomson – Okay, that is the intent we are thinking. When someone comes to us with raw land and
wants to build a house. What we were thinking of in the Planning Department, is that you can also put a
second house on there. Regular size.
Dave Gibney – While you are at raw land how much more complicated and expensive is it to make it into
a couple of parcels at that point?
Alan Thomson – More so because you have to pay for a survey which is not cheap. Before 2007, we
allowed two regular sized homes on the same parcel. We changed that in 2007 to one regular sized
house and an accessory dwelling unit. We have had a lot of people recently in the last few years that
wanted to build a regular size house on the parcel where there is another regular size house. We said
you can’t do that.
Dave Gibney – I agree completely that you got to let them build that second house. But we shifted again.
I need to slow down, mellow out a little bit. It shifted back to, I’ve got a bare chunk of land and got
room for 2-3 houses and you’re going to let me build two at once and still keep it in one parcel?
Alan Thomson – Yes. That is the intent.
Dave Gibney – Okay.
Alan Thomson – Right now you can have an accessory dwelling unit and a regular house.
Dave Gibney – What this says right now is you can build one now and another one later in the same
parcel. With short plats you can split things up.
Alan Thomson – So, how do we make that sound like someone can build two normal size houses on a
parcel of land?
Brian Davies – Let me ask a question. Is this catered just to farm families that want to build another
house for their kids?
Alan Thomson – Not just, yes it does.
Brian Davies – You couldn’t sell a house like that to anybody. It’s on your parcel that you own.
Alan Thomson – Right, and people understand that. So, farming families, maybe a daughter and a son,
relative comes back and wants to have a regular size house. Obviously, whoever owns that land is going
to own both houses. But we have had non-farmers want to build something for mom or dad on their
property.
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Dave Gibney – Back up again. It’s clear, the intent is clear here that I have a house on my parcel and I’ve
got room and its okay for me to build another house. What’s not clear here is, I have a friend and an
empty chunk of land, it’s got nothing on it and I’m going to build two houses.
Alan Thomson – And that is what we need to cover.
Dave Gibney – Why can’t that be two parcels and then someday down the road make it four houses?
Why on an empty piece of land can’t it be split at that point?
Alan Thomson - Because then you are going to run afoul of the current development code and language
about view sheds. Currently, now the only way you can build another house and you want to separate
land and put it on its own property would be what we call a grouping.
Dave Gibney – That answers my question.
Alan Thomson – Okay, so we can work on rearranging that language in the Planning Department and
bring that to you next time. Let’s just move on.
Chad Whetzel – That is one we need to cover to get that wording in there, Alan.
Alan Thomson – Yes, I agree. I’ll take a shot at it and then the next time we meet we will take a look at
it.
Chad Whetzel – We will show you how bad you failed.
Alan Thomson – Thank you Chad.
Brian Davies – Wouldn’t that be covered under LU-1.6?
Policy LU-1.6 The County should create a process within the development regulations to allow for
additional rural residential uses, including secondary single-family structures and bunkhouses, within
the footprint of existing home sites without a short plat mechanism to allow flexibility for farm
residents and strengthen family farm enterprises.
Alan Thomson – Yes, there you go. It seems to do it. Well then maybe we don’t need LU-1.4.
Brian Davies – If we can clean house and shrink this document, and say the same think, let’s do it!
Dave Gibney - It still has that additional. It doesn’t allow for blank land becoming more than, and I’m
not arguing we shouldn’t do this, I’m just saying, LU-1.6 is attempting to get what we were just talking
about.
Alan Thomson – Let me take a look at that and present something to you next time.
Brian Davies – It seem to me that LU-1.2, LU-1.3, and LU-1.6 are all something that ought to become
one.
Alan Thomson – Yes, right.
Matt Webb – If you’re talking about the same size, it does say bunk house. I think most people when
they think of a bunkhouse they think of small secondary dwelling, so I don’t think you need to change
that to do what you are trying to do.
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Alan Thomson – Actually, bunkhouses, that is kind of a separate thing, too. People have been asking
about bunkhouses by the way, for workers. A place for farm workers to live while they are working on
the farm. That is something the development regulations don’t allow right now, but if you include it in
the comp plan that doesn’t mean it is necessarily going to be so because it has to be in the development
regulations. So, if you don’t have it in the comp plan then you can’t have it in the development
regulations. So that language doesn’t necessarily mean you can build houses.
Brian Davies – That is new from the last section.
Alan Thomson – right, bunkhouses and cabins.
Brian Davies – It could be considered accessory uses on that whatever that, primary residential use gets
an accessory use, doesn’t it?
Alan Thomson – Right, but the word, “bunkhouse,” has a different meaning. Accessory dwelling unit, is
a regular house. Bunkhouse, what does that mean to people?
Chad Whetzel – Typically it will be a seasonal use, not year around. You’re looking at migrant type
workers.
Todd Krause – I’ll just give an example. We used to have a little dairy and so we didn’t have a 12-hour
(inaudible), we had an intern and we had a little cabin, 8 x 20 foot cabin and an intern would live there
and some stayed with us for four months, some stayed with us for a year or so. It was really nice, nice
for them and nice for us.
Alan Thomson – Thank you, Todd.
Brian Davies – I think we should have that language so it includes that flexibility for property owners to
be able to do that. If the language isn’t there it points to the flexibility that they should be able to do
that if they need to.
Alan Thomson – That is a suggestion that we want to build in more flexibility than we have now. This
has come up. People have been asking about cabins or bunkhouses for workers.
Brian Davies – The practice has been trailers and things like that. So if they are moving away to can we
build something I think that is a good direction, personally in my opinion.
Alan Thomson – Then I have another suggestion, I’m going to suggest adding something from the
current comp plan that is not in here that I think is important. We do have dirt roads in the County, they
are not primary roads. They are shut down in the winter time between November and March.
In the current comp plan we have a statement in here that you have to have, you can’t build a house on
an unimproved road for obvious reasons. That is not in the updated one, so my suggestion would be to
bring that back from the current comp plan and put it in here.
Basically the current comp plan says, “Ensure access from an improved county or state route and
demonstrate adequate access for emergency services without increasing the cost of services for liability
and the county for road maintenance costs.” So if you want to build a residence you can’t build it on an
unimproved road.
Chad Whetzel - Or you can improve that road yourself.
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Alan Thomson – Or you can improve it.
Chad Whetzel – I don’t mind that. I’ve got an example. We’ve got a cell tower right behind us and the
County moved the seasonal sign. It is not a year around road. It is barely a summer road. And Mark
would be heavily involved in determining that. Maybe the County needs to have some language in there
to explore that because the road up above us is ridiculous. You can’t get up there most of the year.
Alan Thomson – Which road is this?
Chad Wetzel – Enman-Kincaid to the cell tower up there. They put a couple of truckloads of gravel on
that and it did not make it a year around road.
Alan Thomson – A cell tower is not a house. It is different.
Chad Whetzel – What I’m saying is I don’t want to see the County get in the position where a person
puts a tiny bit of gravel on a road and then expects the County to maintain it and it is not even a decent
standard.
Mark Storey – Chad, any change of surface is dictated by the BOCC, not by the staff or residents, so even
if it has gravel on it it is still a dirt road.
Chad Whetzel – The sign got moved up by the tower months ago.
Mark Storey – I don’t know anything about the sign moving so I would have to look into that.
Chad Whetzel – Okay, my point is we don’t want the County being responsible to putting way more
gravel on a county road.
Mark Storey – I guarantee that once people talk to me about gravel they don’t talk to me anymore.
Alan Thomson – Would the BOCC allow it and then too, if they did would it be built according to
engineering standards that satisfy Mark Storey.
Mark Storey – It usually becomes so cost prohibitive that they stop talking to me.
Chad Whetzel – I figured that was the case but this particular one, a lot of things changed and the guys
that were trying to work on it this winter couldn’t get remotely close to it.
Mark Storey – Well, it is not a year- around residence. They can get a permit to go up in a track vehicle
to go on the dirt roads for maintenance of commercial facilities.
Alan Thomson – I am suggesting this because this has come up. People have argued with me about
building a house on a dirt road.
Dave Gibney – I think you should bring that clause back.
Brian Davies – What you are proposing and let us see it.
Alan Thomson – This is just dealing with residences. Not anything else. I will insert that one in and let
you guys haggle over it next time. Let’s move on. LU-1.6 we need to look at that one more closely, to
see if it covers what we have been talking about regarding residential uses and secondary structures.
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Maybe some language change needs to happen here. Does anyone have any suggestions as to how that
should read?
Brian Davies – Take the language you got before and see where it goes.
Alan Thomson – Okay, can we move on to LU-1.7?
Policy LU-1.7 –The county should continue supporting Rural Community zoning in unincorporated
communities and evaluate whether the existing areas with these zoning designation are sufficient
to meet demand.
Are there any thoughts or issues with LU-1.7?
Brian Davies – What is rural community zoning?
Alan Thomson – RCRs RCC2s, RCC1s that are out there. They are zoned differently. Basically your
Steptoe’s that are out there. They are zoned rural community residential. That differs from the
agricultural district rules and is more akin to what you have inside a town. The zoning, the setbacks and
the size of the parcels. So those codes are different from the ag district codes.
Dave Gibney – Is Johnson also one of these?
Alan Thomson – Yes. Okay, how about LU-1.8?
Policy LU-1.8 - The county should allow alternative forms of low-density residential development in
unincorporated areas through Planned Residential Development in the Agricultural Zone to
preserve prime farmland and environmentally sensitive areas.
We do have a PRD code. Planned Residential Development. So, we should keep that. I don’t see any
reason not to keep it. It is difficult to do, because Brian, water. That limits that.
Brian Davies – Yes, how could you do it. Tiny homes adjacent to Johnson or someplace like that and
have enough water to do it.
Alan Thomson – That is the limiting factor because unless you have a water right you are limited to an
exempt well and it is considered a development, how many units involved here it would be limited to
one exempt well, 5,000 gallons a day. So, it is probably not going to happen. But we did have a PRD go
through successfully at Rock Lake a long, long time ago. It never got built. But eight houses were
approved on an exempt well.
Chad Whetzel – Isn’t it if you have 3 or 4 houses you become a purveyor of water if you own the well?
Alan Thomson – You mean like a public water system?
Chad Whetzel – Yes, basically if you have more than 3 even if,
Todd Krause – I can speak to that because that is what I do for a living is public water systems. If you
have three, basically nine homes it would be a Group B water system. You would have to go through
an approval process with the State. Which isn’t super painful. It’s even done in WC but it is real
prominent in parts of the State.
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Alan Thomson – Thanks Todd. If you have more than two connections, it bumps you into a public water
system, a Group B or a Group A and you have to go through the State. So, it can happen and that is the
way it happens with clusters. You’ve got 4 houses on a 20-acre parcel that has to be a public water
system. Public water systems are also for businesses.
If you have several hook-ups and you’ve got people coming in it definitely is a public water system. It
can happen. It is a little bit more involved going through the State rather than going through the local
environmental health department or an exempt well, but it can happen. I think we should just leave it
in there.
Okay, what about LU-1.9?
Policy LU-1.9 – The county should allow land in the Agriculture zone to be rezoned to a different
use only if it is consistent with the goals and policies of this Plan and with the criteria in the
development regulations.
Alan Thomson – This is something I’ve been pushing for, you might be aware of it, so that we don’t get
caught up with somebody arguing that in changing a zone is a spot zone. It has to be written into the
comp plan to make it legal. Any thoughts, questions?
I’m not hearing anything, so can we move on to Goal LU-2?
Goal LU-2 - Allow and encourage development of compatible businesses in agricultural areas to
serve farmers as well as to diversify employment opportunities in the region.
Alan Thomson – That is just standard language to allow farmers to have a different business than Ag.
And then LU 2.1 would be getting into natural resources which I think is really important and that
would be quarrying, predominately.
Goal LU-2.1 – The county should encourage creative, compatible, and beneficial use of resource
lands other than agriculture to supplement the income of farm families. Such uses may include
tourism, mining, quarrying, boating, hunting/fishing, recreation, nursery, and renewable energy
development.
This is straight out of the existing comp plan and I think it is still relevant. Does anybody have a
comment on that?
Brian Davies – Sounds good to me.
Alan Thomson – Okay, LU-2.2.
Goal LU-2.2 –The county should allow and encourage home-based businesses as an accessory
use in agricultural and rural residential areas through administrative use or conditional use
permits, depending on the extent of potential impact on surrounding properties.
Alan Thomson – That is in harmony with our home based business code, which we have used multiple
times. People have home based businesses out there. We need to mention it in the comp plan in order
to put it into the development regulations.
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Then renewable energy. We want to have something in there that covers renewable energy. If
someone comes to us and wants to build a wind farm or a solar farm. This is mentioned in the comp
plan.
Policy LU-2.3 – The county should encourage the development of renewable energy facilities
where appropriate.
Alan Thomson – Goal LU-3. That was struck out. That was language that was in the current comp plan
and we didn’t think it was necessary anymore.
Dave Gibney – Some of those that were stricken got moved up to where we were just talking about
them.
Alan Thomson – So, this is all original language in the current comp plan. We have addressed this with
the new language that we put in. So, we are striking these. Goal LU-3, LU-3.2, LU-3, LU 3.1. Does
anyone have any comment on these?
Erina Hammer – So when some of these things were like the old one, LU-3, LU-3.1, so when you put it
other places where are those other spots so I can look and compare later. Not tonight, I don’t want to
bore anybody.
Alan Thomson – Some of them have just been rejected completely, Erina. Such as the old LU 3.1. That
basically is a prohibition on building a house in the Ag district. So, we have all agreed on we don’t want
that.
Dave Gibney – In the full word document that we were sent which is a little behind this one, you can
see the notes by Matt over there. That LU-3.2 is pretty much what we just talked about.
Erina Hammer – Right.
Alan Thomson – So, does that make sense, Erina?
Erina Hammer – It does. Thanks.
Alan Thomson – So the new Goal LU-3:
Goal LU-3 – “Protect current and future mineral resource lands by minimizing conflicts between
these uses and surrounding uses.”
This is new language that I think is necessary to help prevent conflict when somebody wants to build a
quarry and then maybe landowners close by that object to it. So we addressed that in the comp plan.
Policy LU-3.1 – The County should consider the current and future boundaries of proposed
mineral extraction and quarry uses in determining the appropriate distance to nearby uses under
the development regulations for these uses.
Policy LU 3.2 –The county should evaluate minor expansions of existing quarries of less than 10
percent of the current quarry site where the expansion does not fall within 1,000 feet of a
residence as permitted under the existing conditional or administrative use permit.
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This is a new one. Matt and Todd came up with this one. So what do you think of this? And LU-3.1
basically is if someone has already got a conditional use permit to operate a rock quarry and they want
to expand it, typically that would mean having to come back and do another conditional use permit for
the expansion area. But this is suggesting that if the expansion is only going to be 10% or less, it is
allowed. Then, of course, with the caveat that there can’t be a house within 1,000 feet of that
expansion. What do you think of that?
Brian Davies – And the purpose of that would be to allow greater flexibility for the owners of the quarry
and not have to file all the permits all over again?
Alan Thomson – Exactly, because they would have to go through the whole process again. That is what
happens with quarries now, including the county pits. If you are increasing the area beyond what your
original CU covers then you need to go through the whole process again.
Brian Davies – The whole SEPA process and all that?
Alan Thomson – Yes, a conditional use, and a SEPA for the expansion area. This will give them a little
flexibility.
Brian Davies – If they plan on expanding no greater than 10% they can do that without jumping through
all the hoops.
Alan Thomson – That is what this is saying, yes. That came from LDC. I didn’t fault that one, so I want
to ask Todd and Matt where that, it might have come from other comp plans.
Brian Davies – They have to be taking that from other counties that have adopted that language. I don’t
think it would hurt to allow that. That would get rid of some regulations that might make people a
little happier about getting that work done. It would aid the County, also, in our ability to have more
rock.
Alan Thomson – That is the important thing here, too, is that we are not impacting any adjacent
landowners any more than what the original quarry is doing. That is why there is mention of
residences and 1,000 foot mark. That is current code right now. You can’t have a quarry come within
1,000 feet of someone’s residence unless they give you a waiver.
Brian Davies – It also states that the appropriate distances to nearby uses under the development
regulations. I’m assuming that under the development regulations covers a lot of that.’
Alan Thomson – Well, basically it is referencing what is in the development regulations right now. So
this is kind of covering it in a backwards ways. We are putting this into the comp plan but the
development regulations talk about the 1,000 feet and you can’t have encroachment on somebody’s
house unless you get a waiver from him.
Erina Hammer – Is there a time limit on how often they can expand that 10%? Like once a year, every
six months, once a month?
Alan Thomson – That would be written into the development plans, codes and this, to me, indicates is a
one-time thing. That would be written into the development regulations and that would be like a BOCC
decision. Is this going to be a one-time thing or could it be done again? I don’t know the answer to
that right now.
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Brian Davies – For example, if there is not much good rock left and they can expand 10% and still have
good rock that would be the case where it would be good to allow them to do that. If they can’t go any
further, they can’t go any further.
Dave Gibney –The other side of that question is if I have 100 acres today and I expand it to 10% to 110
acres, next year I can expand it another 10% or 11 acres and the year after that I can expand it another
21 acres.
Alan Thomson – Again, you are right, Dave. That could be but remember the comp plan is not the
detail plan.
Dave Gibney – Right, that is the way I understood the question that was being asked.
Alan Thomson – Yes, and that could happen. But that is a BOCC decision.
Dave Gibney – Until you run up against the 1,000 feet or the residence or whatever.
Alan Thomson – We are taking into consideration the potential impacts to surrounding landowners, if
there are no impacts then why not allow them to do this?
Goal LU-4 – Encourage the development of new industrial and commercial uses consistent with
the rural character of the County as a means of supporting the long-term economic health of
communities.
Does anyone have an issue with that one? We want to encourage this, right?
Brian Davies – Yes.
Policy LU-4.1 – The county should encourage industrial and commercial uses in incorporated
cities and towns or rural communities; within the Pullman-Moscow Corridor; adjacent to and
within the Port of Whitman’s industrial areas; and in agricultural areas where appropriate.
Policy LU-4.2 –The county should encourage industrial and commercial development in areas
already zoned and developed for those uses, including the Pullman-Moscow Corridor and the
Port of Whitman sites.
Alan Thomson – That looks like original language from the current comp plan, yes. Yes, that is the
original language. That is in there right now. So, LU-4.1 and LU- 4.2 is current comp plan language.
Does anyone have any comments with those?
Chad Whetzel – So, it looks like they are repeating the same thing.
Brian Davies – They are the same.
Alan Thomson – Which ones? 4.2 and 4.3?
Brian Davies – No, 4.1 and 4.2.
Chad Whetzel – is there anything different at all in them that I’m not seeing it?
Brian Davies – Well, 4.2 says, “…. areas already zoned and developed for those uses….”
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Alan Thomson – Right, so we already have existing zones and then that is 4.2 and then 4.1 that would be
more new industrial areas that we are going to create.
Brian Davies – Like what Motley wants to do at the corner of SR 270 and Airport Road?
Alan Thomson – Something along those lines, yes. Are you okay with that, Chad?
Chad Whetzel – I’m just thinking, can we combine those or do they need to be separate like they are?
Dave Gibney – The first one really is you should be able to do it in new areas as long as you try and stay
close to existing, and the second one really says we really should encourage it more in the existing.
Chad Whetzel – So, maybe they should be flopped so we are talking about the existing stuff first. Then
say, well, we can also do it in new areas as long as it is adjacent to areas that already exist. That would
be the logical order.
Dave Gibney – That makes sense.
Brian Davies – I’d agree to that.
Alan Thomson – I send the minutes over to the consultants so they will read that and we can flip those
two.
Policy LU-4.3 – The county should require proposed industrial and commercial uses seeking a
zoning change to allow said uses to locate on sits that meet the criteria below:






With sufficient area for large construction, parking, access, and storage, including snow removal
and storage areas;
With adequate area to permit protection of critical areas and architectural sites;
With adequate access for police, fire, and emergency services;
With an adequate water supply and sewage disposal system to serve the full development and
operation the planned uses; and
Where the proposed zone change meets the criteria for a rezone outlined in the county’s
development regulations and is consistent with the other goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Alan Thomson – This one is new and it this is to help the zone change issue. It flips over to the next page
with a bunch of conditions you need to have in order to change a zone in the Ag district. All of those
bullets are in the current comp plan.
So for the new persons on the planning commission and the public listening in, we’ve had problems with
changing zones in the past and it really wasn’t flushed out in the existing comp plan how we could
change a zone in the Ag district. So this addresses that.
The caveat here is that we should allow someone to have an industrial or commercial zone that is not
right next or Pullman or an incorporated community. We, do have them right now. They exist out
there. This goes along with encouraging new businesses in the County but there needs to be specifics
written in here actually where this could be. That is what we are trying to address right now.
Brian Davies – That would be like on SR 27.
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Alan Thomson - Yes, exactly. They changed the zone for that one. We have also had it with the
commercial agricultural elevators. We did a bunch of zone changes for them and then we ran into a
headway with one of them. These are better with heavy commercial districts rather than the
Agricultural district because they already exist.
You know the PNW’s out there, these commercial grain operators and the main reason for trying to
change the zones is that if you change to a heavy commercial area then they don’t have to keep
coming back to us when they want to put a scale shack in or something else.
It is already an allowed use in the Heavy Industrial District or commercial district and it is to help those
businesses not to have them come back and do a conditional use again and a SEPA again and again
anytime they add something to their business.
So if you change the zone, which most of them did to a commercial zone then that frees them up to
keep their business going without having to keep coming back to the County and going through all of
this hearing process and environmental health process that they have already gone through.
Brian Davies – I think that is a good thing.
Dave Gibney – If I am reading this right this is existing language, and generally when somebody comes to
us with a grain elevator that is in the Ag land and they want to work on it, they want to change the zone,
I haven’t experienced us denying that to anybody that asks, since I’ve been here.
Alan Thomson – No, we didn’t deny it but we came across some headwinds there. Some people that had
objections to it.
Dave Gibney – How would you change this to make it better?
Alan Thomson – Right now, I think that the fact seeing “The county should require proposed industrial
and commercial uses seeking a zoning change to allow said uses to locate on sites….” That language is
not in our current comp plan.
Dave Gibney – Are you sure? The formatting says it is.
Alan Thomson – No, LU-4.3 is new language. The bullet points are pulled from our current comp plan.
The intro was new. The bullets are old. Those bullets are there for if you want to have a commercial
district or an industrial district you need to have these circumstances in order for that to be successful.
So that is already in the comp plan. A year round road sufficient area to do this, blah, blah, blah. It is
just clarifying it, Dave.
Dave Gibney – I agree, the ability to see what is new and what is different whatever appears to vary
because the formatting of your Policy LU-4.3 is the same as other areas that are already part of current
code. So, it is not obvious to me that it is not part of the current plan.
Alan Thomson – The introductory on LU-4.3 just sets it up.
Dave Gibney –Again, there is no indication of the formatting on the stream that that is new language.
Alan Thomson – Right. Just have to take my word for it.
Dave Gibney – Yes, the explanation that was made is fine.
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Alan Thomson – Any other comments on that?
Brian Davies – I’m okay with that. I think those are all valid points that should be included.
Alan Thomson – Moving on to Goal LU-5.
Goal LU-5 – Encourage cooperation and communication with economic development boards,
government agencies, and interested organizations on a regular basis to coordinate commercial
and industrial land use and development activities.
Policy LU-5.1 – New industrial and commercial sites developed by and /or in cooperation with
the Port of Whitman County should be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
Policy LU-5.2 –The county should support the goals of the Port of Whitman County for economic
diversification, opportunity, and stability county-wide.
This is current language in the comp plan right now. This is all about the Port of Whitman. Broadband is
actually very pertinent right now because the Port is in the process of expanding broadband though out
the County. I think it is good that we have that language in here.
Brian Davies - Let me throw a caveat on there. Expanding broadband within the County where there
aren’t already monopolies or franchises in place where other internet providers already exist. Like
Colton and Uniontown. They brought the fiber to the edge of town and they got us the access but now
it is up to our phone company to put in the fiber where some of the other communities such as Rosalia,
Tekoa, etc., are getting the Port to bring the fiber right to them. But it is still going to be dark.
Alan Thomson – So, what does dark mean?
Brian Davies – That means that they are waiting for an internet provider to come and strike up a deal
and sign a contract to provide internet services.
Alan Thomson – But they have to have the cable there in the first place, right?
Brian Davies – They are just putting that in and then they have to get somebody to come and actually be
the provider because the Port is not going to be the provider.
Alan Thomson – Okay.
Brian Davies – But we need to include it because it is important for rural communities.
Alan Thomson – Yes.
Dave Gibney - We mention the private broadband providers in LU-5.3. I agree with Brian that is it
difficult to actually get it hooked up. I live within 30 feet of the main fiber into Pullman and I can’t have
it at my house yet. I should ask Ziply again to see if they changed their mind yet.
Policy LU-5.3 – The county should support efforts by the Port of Whitman County and private
broadband providers to expand availability of broadband internet service throughout Whitman
County.
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Policy LU-5.4 – Coordinate with the Port of Whitman County to ensure a balanced and economic
multimodal transportation system serving agriculture, commerce, and industry for competitive
industrial transport.
Alan Thomson – So, are we okay with LU-5.3 and LU-5.4?
Brian Davies – I am.
Alan Thomson – Okay, moving on to Goal LU-6. I don’t know if this language is already in the comp plan.
Goal LU-6 – Provide basis for public and private decisions concerning siting of new heavy
commercial land uses that may be desirable outside already developed, incorporated areas.
Goal LU-6.1 – The county should encourage heavy commercial uses within the Heavy
Commercial zone in accordance with the goals and policies of this plan, including but not limited
to agricultural productivity, potential for conflict with surrounding uses, and potential for
impacts to environmental and cultural resources.
Brian Davies – Didn’t LU-5 cover it already?
Dave Gibney – No. LU-5 is more the Port than the other. This says Hawkins was okay. In LU-6 and 6.1
says the commissioners at the time were within at least the comp plan of doing the Hawkins thing.
Which I happen to agree with but I think it should stay.
Brian Davies - Can someone explain to me what “provide basis for public and private decisions…”
means?
Alan Thomson – Yes, I don’t know. I’m not really sure what that means.
Brian Davies - Does that mean provide a process for or start a process? I guess that would be a good
thing.
Alan Thomson – I think I need to talk to the consultant about this because I’m not sure what that is
meaning.
Brian Davies – Let’s mark that, Alan.
Alan Thomson – I need to check it out and see if this is already in the comp plan. Which it might be.
Brian Davies – There are no notes or anything about that.
Alan Thomson – We will mark that one to investigate for next time.
Dave Gibney – The idea of having new commercial areas inside the County is something that should be
consistent with the plan.
Alan Thomson – Isn’t that already kind of covered in the rezone part of LU-4.3. where they are talking
about rezoning and that would be heavy commercial and industrial uses.
Dave Gibney – I think this stuff should be more encouraged. You’re down into economic development
and encouragement.
Alan Thomson – I’ll look into that one and report back next time. So, now onto LU-7.
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Goal LU-7 –Promote a variety of industrial and commercial uses within the Pullman-Moscow
Corridor.
Policy LU-7.1 -The county should continue supporting a mix of development for those areas
zoned for commercial and industrial uses in the Pullman-Moscow Corridor, including retail,
wholesale, and refined manufacturing.
That is corridor specific and that is already taken care of in the development regulations.
Bobby Ryder – I just have a question on the areas where we are talking about the Pullman-Moscow
corridor. Is there any way of stating that we have a recreational trail that is rail banked that goes
through there. So the integration attention to crossing the trail is probably the bigger concern.
Alan Thomson – Crossing the trail, you mean if somebody wants to develop something on the south
side?
Bobby Ryder – Yes.
Alan Thomson – Okay, that definitely is controlled by the Parks Department which basically controls the
trail and we don’t allow at- grade crossing over the Chipman Trial right now. We haven’t done that in
long time.
Bobby Ryder – Okay. That answers my question. Thank you.
Alan Thomson – So, LU-7.1, it seems to be okay, right? It matches what the development regulations
state. Okay, are there any thoughts on LU-7.2?
Policy LU-7.2 – Encourage continued public use and cooperative maintenance and improvements
of the Bill Chipman Palouse Trail, including ensuring continuity of access to the trail at
designated access points.
I’m not hearing any feedback on that one.
Brian Davies – I’m trying to think of something to say. How do we “Encourage continued public use and
cooperative maintenance and improvements of the Bill Chipman Palouse Trail,” blah, blah, blah. What
about future trails? Where do we mention that? Do we have that coming up?
Alan Thomson – This is just specific to the corridor district. The Pullman-Moscow Corridor District. We
have addressed language elsewhere about potential new trails. The next one LU7.3, this one concerns
me a little bit.
Policy LU-7.3 –The county should protect the scenic and environmental qualities of the PullmanMoscow Corridor through encouraging the clustering of new developments.
I don’t know how we would do that. Right now the only part of the corridor that is even remotely
attractive to any future businesses is on the north side. Lack of access to the south side prevents
anything going on down there.
Brian Davies – Why is there a lack of access?
Alan Thomson – There is a trail and there is a creek in the way.
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Brian Davies –There is a creek.
Alan Thomson – I don’t know if that is ever going to change. There is a thought about a bridge across
the trail and the creek further towards Pullman on the Gary Kopf land. But I don’t know if that is ever
going to come to fruition. The rest of the south side is kind of off limits other than maybe Sunshine Road
but I can’t see anything going on there. So, the North side is really the only part that could potentially
be developed and I’m not sure that it is a good idea to have language in there about clustering
development.
Brian Davies – No, I don’t think so.
Alan Thomson – What do the rest of you think?
Erina Hammer – What is the expectation of the County to protect scenic and environmental qualities? Is
there a significant cost involved or is it just a general, “we should take care of it?”
Alan Thomson – I have an issue with that statement as well, because there were two reasons for
creating the North and South Pullman-Moscow Corridor. A transportation corridor and a business
corridor. Nothing about protecting scenic value of it. I’m not sure where that language came from. I
need to look into that and see if that is in the current comp plan or if it the consultant put that in.
Chad Whetzel – We’ve got a bunch of things defining that corridor and I know there is some quarrying
that is getting ready to be done there and it definitely doesn’t protect the scenic quality. We need to
remove some of that to make the corridor what it is supposed to do.
Dave Gibney – This really looks like existing language and I’m tempted to agree that 7.3 doesn’t say a
lot, especially the encouragement of the cluster, when in reality sometime there is going to be the,
eventually on the north side there will probably be a frontage road.
Bobbie Ryder – I think this gets that frontage road and I think this is more of an access to the highway.
Dave Gibney – The way it is written it discourages a frontage road, it says given that very little is going to
happen on the south side because there is an environmental creek, sensitive creek and trail and
everything there.
Bobbie Ryder – I think this has to do with points of access onto the highway. I think it was also to me, it
reads like and I don’t know how you can regulate this particularly well, but is to try and avoid just a
constant strip of development where you are constantly being stopped by a stop light.
Chad Whetzel – If I’m not mistaken, that will be controlled by the State, not by us anyway.
Bobbie Ryder – I agree with you, Chad. I think that is a State controlled issue and it seems like stating
something along the lines of frontage road would be a good idea.
Alan Thomson – Let me take a closer look at that one. Right now, I don’t like that language at all. I don’t
think it has any relevance.
Lisa Carloye – I guess I wanted to say one thing about this. When I read this, the thing that jumped out
at me was the commitment to preserving the scenic and environmental qualities of the PullmanMoscow Corridor. I think that is incredibly important.
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For fifty years that I have lived in this area people have been fighting to prevent Pullman and Moscow
from just growing together into sort of a mega city across the border. There was a big fight to prevent
billboards from being there because it would be unsightly and it really changes the experience of driving
from Pullman to Moscow and back and forth.
So, I don’t know, I don’t have any comments about the clustering of new developments but I think it is
really important for the County to say something about we don’t want to just develop this corridor so
that is it is all human centered. That there is a value to our rural community and we travel that corridor
a lot and I think that the scenic and natural environmental qualities of an open natural corridor are
important to balance along with the development which is also important.
What this says to me is that the County will be thoughtful about how they allow developments to occur
and that part of the thoughtfulness is valuing the natural environment and the human experience. I was
going to suggest to actually moving that to be the first part so it comes before the part apart about
supporting and mixing development and all of that. That is my thought on that
Alan Thomson – Thank you. We will definitely have to take that into consideration but the original
intent here was to have it as a development corridor and you’ve got a lot of quarries along that area and
you are going to get more of them which seems to be a conflict to environmental quality.
There is an inherent conflict there between development and preserving the corridor for environmental
purposes. That really is a BOCC decision and that was what they wanted, a development corridor and a
transportation corridor. We can bring this back up to the BOCC and have a conversation and see what
happens with that.
Chad Whetzel – One of the things is that it doesn’t protect the environmental quality. Quality is a
subjective term. There are people out there who think that quarries are beautiful because they are
making money off the rock. Other people think they are an eye sore. We need to clean that up.
Dave Gibney – I think there is some validity in protecting the scenic and environmental qualities of the
County as a whole and the recreational areas, and not just the corridor. But I think that maybe
especially, I know that the south side is going to remain pretty beautiful and the north side is going to
get developed over time but, that clustering of new developments is going to lead, as Bobbie said, at
least proposals for access and points and whatever, and in reality the answer to that is going to be a
frontage road on the north side somewhere.
Brian Davies – I think that WSDOT is going to control that. The availability of water is going control
where they are going to site those businesses or clustered developments, even on the north side and we
know that the only water is up at the end.
Dave Gibney – Eventually the City of Pullman is going to expand utilities to the east. But that is why we
have that tax sharing area. It is a little harder for the City of Moscow to extent utilities across the state
line but the Hawkins area, I don’t know exactly how far they could leverage that water right, in the
eventual development of east Moscow. I think we can have a statement that we want to protect the
scenic and environmental qualities, but through the clustering of developments, I don’t think that does
it.
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Alan Thomson – If you take that the way it is written right now, the development regulations don’t
address that. It doesn’t say where you can and cannot build. It doesn’t talk about clustering in certain
areas. It is freeform. So, if someone comes to us and wants to short plat something and start a business
in the corridor we don’t control where that happens.
That is up to the landowners and someone who wants to start a business. If you took that statement at
the way it is written, clustering we would have to alter the development regulations to abide by that.
I’m not sure that is a good idea. We would be saying to some landowners it is okay for you to build a
business there and other landowners no you can’t.
Brian Davies – Maybe we should just get rid of that clustering language in there and try and put
something in. I agree with Lisa’s idea about we need to be thoughtful about the planning with regard to
not only the surrounding corridor but future use.
Alan Thomson – We need to put more thought on that one. We are almost at the end of this one, so
can we just blaze on and we will come back to that one next time? This is language that is already in the
comp plan right now.
Goal LU-8 –Minimize the impacts of major new facilities on adjacent uses.
Policy LU 8.1 – The county should monitor and coordinate closely with state and federal agencies
in planning for major facilities, including transmission lines, highways, major transportation
facilities, reservoirs and other water projects, and similar state and federal projects.
Policy LU-8.2 – The county should use the A-95 project funding review process to ensure the
County policies are considered in the funding of state and federal projects and programs
described above.
Alan Thomson – Does anybody actually know what A-95 is?
Dave Gibney – Did you try google?
Alan Thomson – I’m going to ask the consultant tomorrow what that means, because I don’t know what
that is.
Dave Gibney – There is a note that maybe he doesn’t know what that is, either. Maybe he is assuming
we know what it is. It is probably some kind of a federal process over time.
Goal LU-9 –Smaller local public facilities constructed to serve local energy needs should be
located to minimize impacts on adjacent uses, including agricultural and residences.
Policy LU-9.1 – The county should ensure that local facilities, including static transformers,
storage facilities and elements of the gas, power, and broadband transmission system,
incorporate measures to minimize visual, noise, light, and traffic impacts when adjacent to
residential uses.
Policy LU-9.2 – The county should ensure that local facilities proposed adjacent to agricultural
land uses minimize impacts on farm access and practices.
Goal LU-10 – Streamline permitting for communication facilities.
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Policy LU-10.1 – The county should update its telecommunications regulations to ensure
compliance with FCC regulations governing the permitting of small-cell wireless communications
facilities.
Alan Thomson – Yes, it kind of looks that way. I’ll try and clarify that one. Goal LU-9 seems fairly
benign.
Policy LU-9.1, I think we already have that one accommodated for in the development
regulations. Policy LU-9.2 seems fairly okay. Policy 10.1 the consultant was going to look into this
one. It seems like we need to check back and make sure we are in compliance for that CC regulations.
Brian Davies – Does that pertain to just siting new installations?
Alan Thomson – Yes, we do have a telecommunications chapter. That has not been adjusted much in
the time I’ve been there. I need to look into that and see if that chapter needs to be updated.
Erina Hammer – Is that a part of this process or is it a whole separate process?
Alan Thomson – It would be a whole separate process. The fact that that is in here in the comp plan is
just saying that you should check it out in your development regulations.
Dave Gibney – Small cell was wireless was not nearly as prevalent 40 odd years ago when this was
written.
Alan Thomson – Yes so this might be current language in the code.
Brian Davies – What is small cell wireless communications? Is that really old language?
Alan Thomson – Says he who works at Schweitzer.
Brian Davies – I work in the power industry, not in the communications. Let’s mark that and determine
if that is the correct language we should be using.
Alan Thomson – Okay.
Dave Gibney – It is just one step further than the old communications radio repeaters.
Alan Thomson – It seems like it was old stuff that was in the original plan. Any other thoughts or
comments?
Lisa Carloye – I had a comment back at the very beginning. Can we take a look back at page 21 under
the rail banking? It looks like they added in yellow, it is right before you started right above the goals
for this section. The word, “including agriculture,” is highlighted. I just wanted to alert you that the
law that created rail banking the way to preserve the corridors, is only to make a recreational trail. It
does not allow other uses. I just wanted to alert you to that.
Alan Thomson – I think we had a question about what is an agricultural trail. I asked that to the
consultant and we need to follow up on that.
Dave Gibney – Lisa is making a further point that the rail bank law itself doesn’t do that while allowing
other uses either.
Lisa Carloye – The only use that rail banking allows is a trail.
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Alan Thomson – It looks like we need to amend that sentence. Thanks, Lisa.
Lisa Carloye – Yes, you’re welcome.
Bobbie Ryder – I do want to add something to that, Lisa. In that the trail is only on the rail line. So if it
is 100 foot or 50 foot easement then you could have agriculture in there to maintain weeds.
Dave Gibney – Right, and the adjoining Ag people could use the recreational trail to access their Ag land
from either side. That would be another use or an Ag use. It is not an Ag trail but it is another use of
the access.
Bobbie Ryder – That is true, too.
Lisa Carloye – I just want to take a look at that language so that it is not misleading about what can and
cannot be done through the rail banking process. I read this as saying it supports rail banking to
preserve the easement using and being able to do a variety of things. All of those things could happen
but I think just be careful with the language to make sure that it is not confusing about what the law
allows and doesn’t allow.
Alan Thomson – Okay, we will look into that. Thanks. Any other parting thoughts?
Cindi – From where we left off there about the small cell technology that is essentially 5G, which is
coming into WSU and Pullman here soon, so it could be spreading from there so I think that is why they
put that language in there.
Alan Thomson – So, that is current language.
Cindi – I would imagine so, yes.
Alan Thomson – Okay, good to know.
Dave Gibney – I think 5G is what small cell is now but this is language from the previous plan is not
what was considered small cell in 1978-90.
Brian Davies – I don’t think in 1978 they even knew what a cell phone was.
Dave Gibney – There is a bunch of stuff happening on 5G and if the jurisdictions don’t address it, it will
be addressed for us. That was something that got Covid-ed away here in Pullman. I don’t know when
google will get back to it.
Alan Thomson – Okay, anybody else got anything to add? If not, we can stop. Go home.
Brian Davies – So, did we cover everything?
Alan Thomson – As much as we could and I have my homework to do. So, I will ask, we are into August
and the 18th is the next potential time. Is anybody available on the 18th?
Brian Davies – Yes.
Dave Gibney – Yes.
Chad Whetzel – Yes.
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Alan Thomson – I’ll send an email asking for the schedule for the 18th and get at least 5 people. We
can have another meeting and hit Chapter 3. So our homework is to read Chapter 3 and make notes so
we can get through it quicker than normal.
MOTION by Brian Davies and seconded by Weston Kane to adjourn. Motion passed.
Adjourned -9:05 p.m.
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