WHITMAN COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
VIRTUAL MEETING ZOOM
October 6, 2021

MEMBERS:
Chad Whetzel, Chairman
Erina Hammer
Fred Wexler

Brian Davies, Vice-Chair
Keith Paulson
Dave Gibney

Staff: Alan Thomson, WC Planner; Grace Di Biase, WC Assistant Planner; Mark Storey, WC
Director/Engineer; Brandon Johnson, Public Works; Elinor Huber, Clerk.
Others: Debbie Snell, Barney Buckley, Karen Hinnenkamp, Sheri Farr, Shelly Fox, Ken Duft, Lisa Carloye.
7:02 p.m. – Chad Whetzel opened the meeting. Introductions were held.
MOTION by Keith Paulson and seconded by Brian Davies to approve the minutes from September 15,
2021. Motion passed.
Reports:
Alan Thomson – Board of Adjustment forthcoming hearings, none.
Forthcoming Administrative Use Permits, none.
Forthcoming Variances, none.
Update on previous conditional use permits and variances, none.
Update on previous administrative use permits. We finally issued the permit for Weis Towers.
Their new cell tower on Big Alkali Road, the permit was issued on September 27, 2021.
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 Sate Substantial Development permits, none.
Planning Commission forthcoming hearings, nothing yet. That’s it.
Chad Whetzel – That was quick and easy. We can adjourn and move onto unfinished business, the
Comp Plan.
Adjourn – 7:04 p.m.
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7:04 p.m. – Railways and Rail Banking
Alan Thomson – So, we hadn’t quite finished the land use chapter. On page 20, and I think the rail
banking one was the part where we wanted to have another conversation about the language there. I
sent you a couple of comments from Art, and Tom Handy, which you should have on your emails. Dave
has those emails I believe.
Dave Gibney – Yes.
Brian Davies – Do we need to discuss those emails amongst us?
Alan Thomson – I think we should talk over the wording in the plan and there are a couple of different
ideas on how to resolve all that. Make an attempt at trying to clarify that language and if you like it the
way it is, then fine. If not, we need to talk about it and change it.
Brian Davies – Maybe the first thing we should do is, see what Tom’s idea is and then move over and
look and see what Art had to say and see where there is common ground or whatever.
Alan Thomson – So, Dave, could you put up Commissioner Handy’s comment? Art’s language is actually
in the code right now, at the bottom of the page. (Below are Tom Handy’s comments.)
The first paragraph is a little clunky. I would remove the words “for freight and people” in the
first sentence for readability. I would remove the word, “active” in the second sentence.
I would remove the second paragraph entirely.
For the third paragraph, if it is rail banked, I’m not sure it can be used for anything other than
trails. I thought that rail banking was done solely for the purpose preserving the corridors,
creating trails and reverting it back to a railroad should the need and funding arise.
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Not all the railbeds are easements as implied in the third paragraph are they? I’m pretty sure
that many of them were purchased and owned by the railroads, even though some of the titles
are a bit murky.
In general, I think it is important to be clear that we intend to preserve the rail corridors and rail
banking is the only viable method to do this even if trails aren’t immediately developed on all of
them.

Dave Gibney – Tom may have a point about “….for freight and people,” especially since we don’t do a lot
of people rail.
Brian Davies – In the future there is going to be, never say never, but I just don’t see that coming down
the road, like rail transportation for people other than maybe around Pullman. I think the Colfax to
Pullman corridor could certainly be a light rail corridor, from what I’ve seen light rail used for in Seattle,
going from Sea-Tac up the U-District.
They are really cool but I don’t know where the money would come from to do something like that or
the demand. I don’t see Pullman doubling in size with companies like SEL and WSU growing that much
or new companies coming in too, but, I just don’t. I might be looking in the wrong direction.
Alan Thomson – Okay, so what do you think about this sentence then regarding “freight and people.” I
think I agree with you about the people thing. Getting light rail done in huge metropolitan areas is just
very difficult and a place like this, no. I mean, LA, San Francisco, there is a huge amount of money and
that’s probably not going to happen here. So, do we like that sentence or should we amend it?
Keith Paulson – I don’t think that the “people” needs to be in there because in our county I don’t think
people are going to be much for transportation. Especially for the limits they have on the railroads that
allow slower speed because of the freight. People wouldn’t accept doing 25-30 miles an hour.
Dave Gibney – So, what I have up now, has the striking.
Brian Davies – I like the way that reads. My opinion.
Alan Thomson – What say the rest of the planning commission?
Keith Paulson – For striking the whole thing, “for freight and people.” Striking the whole thing?
Alan Thomson – Yes, striking “for freight and people.”
Keith Paulson – I think that is fine.
Brian Davies – I think we are using it as an essential transportation corridor and that is all inclusive
language so I think that covers it. We know that the rail banking, as we are being educated about it, is
really, you can either use it for a revitalized railway or use it for a trail. I think the commissioner was
correct in stating that but he thought that those were the only uses. Am I reading that correctly?
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Dave Gibney – I believe so. The other thing in Tom’s statement is abandonment of rail easements. He is
also correct, it is not always an easement. Sometimes it is an outright owning of land by the railroad and
sometimes it’s not.
Brian Davies – Each section of line has different characteristics and different ownerships. The one in my
neighborhood is sort of that way and I’m not sure what the, there is some ownership and some of it has
been abandoned and it is mainly sidings. It is not any of the length of the corridor but it is just the
sidings.
Dave Gibney – Would right-of-way be a better,
Brian Davies – No.
Dave Gibney – I’m happy to leave “easement” too, because that covers what isn’t owned.
Brian Davies – It is more, and as I am understanding it, unless it is actual railroad and had it as part of the
early railway expansion it would be just an easement, wouldn’t necessarily be any kind of deeded land.
Dave Gibney – I think in most cases it is, but,
Brian Davies – I think we should leave it alone and just call it an easement if we are going to call it
anything. Does that sound, I hate to throw different definitions around for the same thing if we have
used easement in the past maybe we should stick to that.
Alan Thomson – Wait a minute, Brian. You are right in that sometimes the land is owned by the railroad
company which is not an easement. Maybe just striking the word ’easement’ all together and just say
’railroad corridor’.
Mark Storey – I think we want to exclude ourselves from trying to be attorneys here and just say that,
’any rail corridor might be something we want to preserve for future transportation’. That is the key, I
think with easement you go down a little bit of a legal corridor, no pun intended by the way. Just get rid
of the words that might tie us to a legal definition. That’s my two cents.
Brian Davies – I agree.
Alan Thomson – So, is there a thought to just striking ’easements’ and put ’unused rail corridors’ in
there?
Barney Buckley – Could I ask a question. I’m trying to see where you are talking about easements. Are
we in the third paragraph?
Alan Thomson – Yes, in the third paragraph on page 21, “The Whitman County Comprehensive Plan
supports the use of rail banking to preserve currently unused rail easements….” That is the part we are
talking about. Right above Framework Goals.
Brian Davies – I think we should strike ’easements’ and say ’unused rail corridor’.
Dave Gibney – I hadn’t noticed that it was used twice in the paragraph.
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Barney Buckley – My understanding, that specific paragraph was replaced by the previous language that
Mr. Swannack submitted.
Dave Gibney – It is not a replacement. At this time, anyway.
Barney Buckley – In that third paragraph beside easements I think there is other language that is a little
troubling to me. The second paragraph basically covers the procedures that are laid out for
abandonment and is considered for rail banking and for trails. That is a very specific procedure and I
believe that Mr. Swannack’s thought was that the planning commission on good advice based their
plans on procedures. This covers every conceivable possibility and the way the land was obtained by the
rail company whether it was by easement or a direct purchase. We don’t have to address that because
it is analyzed in the abandonment process.
Then when you are analyzing it, there is rail service and all the factors that go into this procedure. I
submit that Mr. Swannack’s language suggested in that first paragraph that, to me, is very satisfactory
and in the best interest of the citizens that the Board is making the Comp plan. This plan is rather not
generic but not leaning in specific language dealing with specific uses and just following the legal
procedure for cessation of rail service. That is my thoughts on that. Thank you.
Dave Gibney – I would point out that Commissioner Handy’s suggestion was to strike Commissioner
Swannack’s language in its entirety and I don’t think that is correct, either. I think there is value in the
language in all three paragraphs.
Chad Whetzel – Last time, if I remember correctly, we had a big discussion about this and we kind of
went round and round and decided that we like all the paragraphs and this last one with the changes we
have made now, but part of it was that it would, we added the agriculture access to ensure that those
things wouldn’t be eliminated. I thought we put some pretty good effort into this last time and I do
agree with the rail corridor, changing the rail easements to rail corridors. I think it cleans it up and I
think we are good.
Alan Thomson – Mr. Buckley, keep in mind that this is not the final version and this will eventually go to
the BOCC and if they disagree with anything the planning commission has written here, they have an
opportunity to change it. So, this is not a final version but the planning commission appears to be okay
with the way the language is right now.
Barney Buckley – I understand that. Thank you Alan for that information. I appreciate your hard work
on this.
Mark Storey – Can I just add to what Alan just said? At some point after the BOCC looked at this, it will
also go through a legal review to make sure we are not saying things that we can’t do or shouldn’t do.
There will be a legal comb run through this too.
Chad Whetzel – That is good for us. So, if we are all in agreement on that, Dave, we can make those
changes and we can move on to where we left off last time.
Alan Thomson – If you scroll down Dave, there are a couple of little things in here that we need to look
at. There is one in particular that is struck out that I want to explain on page 22.
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Policy LU-1.7 – The County may allow alternative forms of low-density residential development
in unincorporated areas through Planned Residential Development zoning in the Agricultural
Zone to preserve prime farmland and environmentally sensitive areas.
Alan Thomson – So, when I read this it didn’t quite make good sense to me. So, I want to explain my
reasoning. “The County may allow alternative forms of low-density residential development in
unincorporated areas…” The unincorporated areas, that is basically everything in the County that is the
core of the Ag district,
Dave Gibney – Then the County doesn’t have jurisdiction in the unincorporated areas.
Alan Thomson – Right, so, it just didn’t make perfect sense to me to have that in there. That is why I am
suggesting we should strike that so it would read, “….alternative forms of low-density residential
development through Planed Residential Development….”
PRD’s can’t happen inside the unincorporated towns because a lot of those towns are zoned RCR, RCC-1
and RCC-2. We can’t do PRD’s inside Steptoe, for instance. It basically is a planned residential
development in the first place. So that sentence didn’t make any sense to me. Because the PRD’s that
are eligible is the Ag District, not the little towns, the unincorporated towns. It is better just to strike
that.
Dave Gibney – Right, I also see you striking “…in the agricultural zone….” That is valid, that is unlikely if
someone wanted to do a PRD in something that is currently zoned commercial they could ask to. It
might not happen, but.
Alan Thomson – Right. Another reason why I wanted to strike that is because of in the Pullman-Moscow
Corridor District right now, we potentially could have a PRD in there. So, I recommend striking those
two things. Any thoughts from the planning commission?
Brian Davies – I’m good.
Keith Paulson – I think it makes sense.
Dave Gibney – I’m good. Is there other stuff in this part?
Alan Thomson – So, if you guys are okay with the land use part, we can move on. Keep on scrolling
down, Dave.
Dave Gibney – Can you see that? The Transportation Element on page 31 under Purpose.
Alan Thomson – Okay, are we ready to tackle this one? Mark would be the best person to guide us
through this one. I don’t know whether Mark, if the wording that is inserted here is coming from
whom? Was that yourself?
Mark Storey – A lot, so there was a draft put together by the consultant and then I spent more time than
I wanted to going through it and trying to make it better. There are still a few artifacts left in it that I
have a few comments. Every time you edit something significantly you end up with artifacts. I will
probably not be the one to lead you through point by point but let me give you the introduction.
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The first several pages are kind of a description of the existing transportation system. It talks about the
features, how things are classified, some of the broader goals of the transportation system and then the
part that probably needs a little bit more attention by the planning commission is going to be when we
get to down into the goals and policies. I think that is where it is going to be where the rubber meets
the pavement. I have a few more suggestions when we get down to the goals and policies.
In this document, there are some places where Debbie Snell had some comments. Most of them I
agreed with. One or two, I did not agree with. Just to give you the broad brush, that is the big picture
that I see. I don’t know if you have questions before we start. I assume that you have looked through
this at least once. At least taken a look through and highlight some spots where we need to beef it up or
tear it down a little bit.
Debbie Snell – On this first page that we are looking at, a lot of those red inserts came from me.
Mark Storey – Most of those are really good, too. I liked them.
Dave Gibney – Shall we start?
Alan Thomson – Unless someone has some other issues or questions about the unmarked parts of this.
Mark Storey – Debbie is correct, the ones in red are Debbie’s but you see those long lines off to the left
where I added a bunch of language to make it run a little bit better at some point in the past. Then it
accepted with the version you started working on.
Dave Gibney – I think those lines have to do with the second column.
Mark Storey – Then all the stuff I did has already been incorporated into the original version.
Chad Whetzel – I have a question under the Purpose, the end of the first paragraph, where they are
talking about “….construction, preservation and maintenance of roads…” Does any of that language
eliminate the possibility of abandoning roads?
Mark Storey – No. When we vacate or abandon a road, and they are not quite the same. Vacating
means that you are eliminating the right-of-way or the ownership of the road corridor itself, just to use
the rail term we have been tossing around. Abandonment means you are abandoning the infrastructure
that is laid out upon the right-of-way. Those are all embedded in State law whether we are going to
abandon something and it is based on the need as determined by the County Engineer and the BOCC.
So, it is kind of a separate issue.
You keyed into one of the things I wanted to make sure we had in this element. We have construction,
preservation and maintenance and they are not the same. Everyone takes preservation and
maintenance as being the same thing and they are not either. Preservation means you are giving some
value added to some part of the transportation system, like an overlay that extends the capital
investment in the real estate to allow it to have a much longer life span.
Maintenance is you are just maintaining what has already been built. Like filling pot holes or putting out
paint or whatever. Construction is when you are building something new to meet some new need.
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Alan Thomson – I just want to interject here for the Elinor’s benefit. She is doing the minutes.
Sometimes she has trouble figuring out where we are and what we are talking about. We are at the
very bottom of the paragraph, under Purpose, which is Chapter 3, Transportation Element. We are at
the very end of that and the last sentence, where it says, “.…construction, preservation and maintenance
of roads…”
Is everybody okay on that one? It sounds like we have a consensus on that one.
Dave Gibney – Okay.
Alan Thomson –In the Introduction part there, “Ongoing maintenance, preservation, and safety of these
facilities remains a priority….” We are just including the word, “preservation.”
Dave Gibney – Is everybody okay with at the end of that paragraph “.…throughout Whitman County
with minimal impacts to residents and businesses. Hearing none, okay.
Mark Storey – I do have a little addition to that first bullet item in that next paragraph.






Year-round road access on primary county roads serving connecting business centers (including
farms) and residents both within and outside of Whitman County.
Roads with sufficient rights-of-way and shoulders to allow for farming vehicles to travel safely
with other vehicles and modes of transportation.
Maintain connections to freight transportation systems such as regional rail lines and barge
loading facilities on the Snake River.
Reliable cost-effective solutions to support both personal and public transportation options.
Minimize conflicts between incompatible types of transportation uses (i.e., restrict/prohibit paths
along 2-lane roads with frequent freight traffic.)

Mark Storey – I think we need to include state highways, so “Year-round road access on primary county
roads and state highways connecting business centers.…” Because state highways are also a very critical
part of the County’s infrastructure and transportation needs.
Chad Whetzel – The only question I have is I agree with you on that is, this is our comp plan for the
County, we don’t have any argument or any decision making on the state highways, do we?
Mark Storey – No, but we process land use requests on state highways all the time.
Chad Whetzel – Okay, I’ll agree to that.
Mark Storey – We may only get to make decisions on county roads but we do interact with DOT all the
time on land use. Alan, do you want me to go through this. I can go through the bullets one at a time, if
you want me to.
Alan Thomson – Well, let’s do it the same way we did in the previous chapter. We’ll just tackle each one
at a time and if you have any input, Mark, then you can let us know. I think what would help, Mark, if
you agree or disagree with the changes, let us know.
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Mark Storey – I’ll make it simple on this first page, I agree with all the changes that you have on the
screen at the moment.
Dave Gibney – I’ll just keep accepting unless anybody objects.
Alan Thomson – If the planning commission can look at this and see any reason for not accepting this, let
us know.
Brian Davies – It all looks good to me.
Mark Storey – I read through all this today and I made notes where I don’t agree so I will become vocal
when the time comes. But it is your job to make sure that you are getting what you want as the citizen
committee guiding the process. I don’t want you to say that Mark said it was good so it is good. That’s
not what we are doing here.
Dave Gibney - Does anybody have anything to say about this first page, Page 31?
Alan Thomson – That last one, “Minimize conflicts between incompatible types of transportation uses,
(i.e., restrict/prohibit bicycle paths along 2-lane roads with frequent freight traffic.) Is that something
that we really want to do? “….Restrict/prohibit…”
Chad Whetzel – It doesn’t say we have to but it gives us the option in certain areas where it might be
important.
Dave Gibney – This first sentence before the bullets, says, “…should ensure.”
Chad Whetzel – Yes, but that says is the bullet point is to minimize the conflicts between incompatible
types of transportation and then the example is to, I mean, you wouldn’t want to have a bicycle path
going right across the rail lines down by the Port of Wilma where you have trains and barges and semitrucks coming and going. That makes sense.
Alan Thomson – That is not what it is saying. It says, “….along two-lane roads with frequent freight
traffic.), which is a lot of roads in WC.
Brian Davies – On SR 195 between Uniontown and Colton which right now is getting extreme high
visibility for a potential bike path trail right next to SR 195. That would limit that.
Chad Whetzel – It wouldn’t limit it. It is saying that the County has the ability to minimize, that this is a
bad spot for this and it shouldn’t be there. It doesn’t say we have to limit it between all two lane roads.
Dave Gibney – I think it is too strong. We have to make it less. Right now it says there will be no bike
paths along any two lane roads unless there is no freight.
Chad Whetzel – No, it doesn’t say that at all.
Dave Gibney – Yes, it does.
Chad Whetzel – It says to minimize the conflict. If there isn’t a conflict then,
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Dave Gibney – The example is what the problem is. I’m happy with the bullet point. The example is too
strong.
Alan Thomson – I agree with Dave.
Chad Whetzel – The restriction could simply be that we want 20-feet of separation or a jersey barrier or
whatever.
Brian Davies – We don’t need to state that. It would come anyway. The DOT will insist on it.
Alan Thomson – This should just be a general statement and we’ve gotten very specific here to restrict
and prohibit.
Mark Storey – Why don’t you discourage rather than restricting and prohibiting?
Alan Thomson – What if the County gets some funding to actually build a bike path along certain roads?
I’m not saying that is going to happen but it possibly could be and this statement here kind of gets in the
way of that.
Mark Storey – It is an example. It’s not a requirement. I kind of agree with both sides to some degree
but I think that “discourage bicycle paths,” maybe delete the words, “2-lane roads,” is just where they
might conflict with freight movement or something like that.
Keith Paulson – We are doing it as a safety issue, right?
Alan Thomson – Yes.
Chad Whetzel – Mark, did you say to delete “2-lane roads?”
Mark Storey – I’d get rid of the “2-lane roads.” I would say, “….discourage bicycle paths in areas that
may conflict with freight traffic.” That keeps it generic. That keeps it generic enough and then what
Brian said there will be paths in the County in different places. If you have that statement then it allows
you to look for things like grants for separation areas or buying more land adjacent to the right-of-way,
instead of right on the shoulder.
Chad Whetzel – Okay. That I will agree with.
Brian Davies – I agree.
Mark Storey – This is exactly why we need a lot of brains looking at it.
Brian Davies – The transportation thing is not something we deal with every day and I think we are all
under the impression that you are more of, as a County Engineer you are more familiar with this.
Mark Storey – That is all true but you guys all live and work here and your input is valuable, too. I like to
be a last word on some of this stuff, but I want your input. Like this, I read it and I was okay with it but
the conversation led us to a different answer, which has the same goal but doesn’t impact future
operations as much.
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Keith Paulson – Shouldn’t it say something like high traffic areas and freight traffic? Sometimes we have
a lot of that.
Dave Gibney – Cars and bike paths can’t be considered incompatible or we would have no bike paths at
all.
Brian Davies – I don’t know if we want to go down the high traffic at all unless we have actual count data
and we put counters everywhere and we don’t have count data on everything. So, we might be going
down a rabbit hole there.
Mark Storey – I like where we landed just a minute ago to be honest.
Brian Davies – I agree.
Alan Thomson – Keep it general.
Keith Paulson – That’s okay. I just wanted to think about it was all.
Mark Storey – I guarantee if someone proposes a bike path on a high speed highway, I will look at it
really close.
Keith Paulson – Thank you.


Minimize conflicts between incompatible types of transportation uses (i.e., discourage
bicycle paths in areas that may conflict with freight traffic.)

Alan Thomson – So, on Page 32, under Findings, US Route 195, Mark, did you see anything you wanted
to comment on?
Mark Storey – No, the proposed edits on here were fine. I didn’t have anything to add to this section. I
was a little confused in that second paragraph and then I realized that it was talking about something
different than what I thought it was talking about and it was just fine.
Chad Whetzel – On the passing lanes in the Findings at the bottom of the first paragraph, where it is
talking about State Route 195, I don’t know if it is worth putting in or not but they were supposed to
start the lanes this last Fall on SR 26. I know this is just a snapshot of what we have.
“The roadway is primarily two lanes through much of the County with several passing lanes
along the corridor both north and south of Colfax. The highway is 4 lanes within the City of
Colfax and extending a short distance both north and south of Colfax.”
Dave Gibney – Whatever it’s worth, it is four lanes within the City of Colfax but it is only three lanes,
south and three lanes north.
Mark Storey- Through the S curves, it is four lanes.
Dave Gibney – Not coming into Colfax.
Mark Storey – South of Colfax it is four lanes.
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Chad Whetzel – It is two uphill and one downhill.
Mark Storey – I guess it is.
Dave Gibney – I always assumed that 25 speed limit sign is the city limits.
Mark Storey – You’re right. I stand corrected.
Chad Whetzel – There is the one turn lane at Parvin but I’ve seen people use that as a passing lane.
Mark Storey – You are correct. It is three lanes, not four.
Dave Gibney – I’m not sure how to revise this to have that fact. I’m actually okay with leaving it.
Mark Storey – It is a minor distinction. You could break it into the four lane two sentences if you wanted
to. “Four lanes extending north a bit and three lanes extending to the south a little bit.”
State Route 270
Chad Whetzel – Now that you mention it, SR 270 is four lanes all the way across and it doesn’t mention
anything there.
Brian Davies – It is a four lane divided highway.
Mark Storey – Actually it is five lanes one way.
Dave Gibney – But that’s not what we are talking about here.
Chad Whetzel – I thought that was a general description of the highways.
Mark Storey – Each one is listed separately. Like I said, I didn’t have any major corrections on this page.
I thought all the small suggestions that Debbie made were good. You could add the second sentence
about the three lanes south of Colfax for a couple of miles. That would be a minor edit. Remember, I
had a pretty good hack at this a couple of months ago.
Dave Gibney – This does talk about the four lane passing lanes on SR 26. And we have SR 270 as a four
lane and spelling out as a Highway of Statewide Significance. I’m not sure I agree with South Grand is
downtown Pullman.
Chad Whetzel – SR 27 ends, when you watch the mile markers it ends right where Evergreen Community
is. That is where all the addresses change and it doesn’t pick up again until the north side of Pullman.
Dave Gibney – A significant part of South Grand to me is not downtown Pullman. It is commercial
Pullman but it is not,
Chad Whetzel – It is not even SR 27 at that point because the address is changed. They change from SR
27 to Grand Avenue.
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Brian Davies – Correct me if I’m wrong, but that is all annexed into the City of Pullman from before the
Evergreen Community all the way in.
Chad Whetzel – Not the highway.
Dave Gibney – Actually the Harms Way is not, the south part is but the north part isn’t.
Chad Whetzel – They only annexed the businesses, not the highway.
Brian Davies – Well there is a piece there that Bishops own that just got annexed in that was next to the
water well and going towards,
Dave Gibney – Yes, but that is all on the south side of the highway. I don’t think the annexation on the
north side reaches much past Evergreen. But that little peninsula that was there, I believe, has been
added. Somebody was making the claim that SR 27, I’m sorry, but it is SR 27 all the way through the City
of Pullman because it is a State Highway and we can’t do things with it.
“A short, two-mile two-lane segment of SR 270 connects US 195 with SR 27 (Grand Avenue) in
downtown Pullman.”
Mark Storey – That is correct. SR 27 starts down there where the bypass goes around from US 195. It
goes all the way through Pullman and up north and then SR 270 does not stop at Grand. It goes up Davis
Way and connects with US 195 on the west end of Pullman. Those are both fully state highways all the
way through.
Dave Gibney – Actually, and Davis Way does connect to downtown Pullman so. How is this?
“A short, two-mile, two lane segment of SR 270 (Davis Way) connects US 195 with SR 27 (Grand
Avenue) in downtown Pullman.”
Chad Whetzel – Actually SR 27 connects to the Spokane Valley.
Keith Paulson – Is there a little dot between Spokane and Valley? So that is two different places?
Alan Thomson –The dot is a space.
Keith Paulson – I just thought Spokane Valley was one word.
Dave Gibney – No, it is two words.
Keith Paulson – I didn’t realize that was a dot. I’m not a Word guy so.
Chad Whetzel – It puts a lot of dots in the words.
Dave Gibney – Okay I do Word with the spaces shown as dots so that I know they are spaces. That dot is
a space and this dot is a space. That is a paragraph mark.
Keith Paulson – Super.
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Alan Thomson – So Mark, Page 33, under Other State Routes - County Roads, is this a correct statement?
“Overall, there are approximately 1,900 centerline miles of county owned and maintained roads
in Whitman County.”
Mark Storey – Yes that is one of the numbers I put in there. It is 1,899 and a fraction.
Alan Thomson – And down at the bottom, Mark.
“There are approximately 400 miles of seasonal dirt (or unsurfaced) roads throughout the
County. These roadways serve as seasonal access to agricultural lands and are critical for
seeding, fertilizing, harvesting and other agricultural activities. These roads are closed to all
traffic from November 15 through March 15 every winter.
Mark Storey – Yes that is another one I added into that.
Debbie Snell – Right under County Roads in that first paragraph, look at that last section. The last
sentence. There are two “rural” in there. Do you think the first “rural” could be deleted? It is sort of
redundant. It is really up to the planning commission.
“They essentially act as a rural local highway system serving rural populations.”
Mark Storey – You could probably delete the first one but the second one, you are talking about serving
rural populations.
Debbie Snell – I agree.
Brian Davies – I agree, too.
Dave Gibney – Okay, how about the Palouse Scenic Byway.
Mark Storey – The only comment I have on this one is there are actually a couple of county roads in the
Scenic Byway system, like Scharpenberg Road is part of it but I’m not sure we care a lot about that.
Debbie Snell – The reason this is a major transportation corridor that the Palouse Scenic Byway
encompasses, right?
Mark Storey – It is. The reason Scharpenberg and it might even be Lacrosse Airport Road weren’t
included is Lacrosse is not served by a state highway.
Debbie Snell – I think Granite Road down by Boyer was also included. They put a scenic sign at Boyer.
Mark Storey – If you guys want me to I can pull the map off the website and just add a couple of bullets
for the County roads that are on there and add this to it later. Instead of us trying to decide this right
now.
Dave Gibney – Good idea.
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Alan Thomson – Okay.
Mark Storey – I’ll just have a bullet with a listing of the County roads on that.
Debbie Snell – On page 34, Under the Pullman-Moscow Regional Airport, where it says Schweitzer
Engineering Labs, I think that “labs” should be changed to “laboratory.” Because that is their real name.
I think it is Schweitzer Engineering Laboratories.
Pullman-Moscow Regional Airport
“The Pullman-Moscow Regional Airport (PMRA), located between Pullman and Moscow north of
SR 270, serves as the primary passenger and commercial airport in Whitman County providing
daily passenger air service to/from Seattle and Boise. PMA plans to add additional routes in the
future.
It also serves as a commercial hub for a number of other businesses and services, including
Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting, Life Flight Network, Schweitzer Engineering Laboratories, (SEL),
Aero Craft, Inc., Inter-State Aviation, and Ranch Aero, Inc.”
Mark Storey – I do have one more comment. We talk about daily passenger air service to and from
Seattle, but the Pullman Airport is now opening up service to other locations and so we should put some
language just to it is serving daily passenger service to other and they are trying to encourage other
destinations as time goes on.
Dave Gibney – Is Sweitzer spelled correctly?
Brian Davies – No, Schweitzer.
Mark Storey – You can say, “Additional passenger service routes are being encouraged and added as
they become available.” That is part of the airport’s plan, is to develop more passenger routes. I think
they already have flights to Boise.
Chad Whetzel – Yes, they do.
Brian Davies – Lewiston just added a new flight to Denver, I believe.
Port of Whitman Business Air Center
Dave Gibney – Is the Port of Whitman Business Air Center accessed directly by Colfax Airport Road?
Debbie Snell – Mark, is that the correct name of that road?
Mark Storey – Yes that is correct. Unless you are talking about the direct road, Flight Line Drive, but the
main road is Colfax Airport Road.
Debbie Snell – Dave, there has been a change at the bottom of that paragraph that list of companies.
Fender Air Service should be changed to McGuire Air Service.
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Alan Thomson – Is it still operated by the same people?
“Business occupants at the Business Air Center include Airport RV & Mini Storage, Cochran
Partnership, Ensley Farms, Fender McGuire Air Service, Hennigar Trucking, Inland Crop Care,
Joseph’s Grainery and TLC Flying.”
Debbie Snell – Yes. Fender sold to the McGuire guy and Fender is still contracting for the Port as the
maintenance guy at the airport. He still flies for McGuire.
Keith Paulson -Debbie, did you want the cement batch plot next to me in there too?
Debbie Snell – Very funny, Keith. That is like mentioning Voldemort, who shall not be named, okay?
Mark Storey – Don’t say that out loud. That is a topic for the BOCC and the Port Commissioners to talk
about, regularly.
Debbie Snell – That’s right. Never mind.
Ports of Almota, Central Ferry, and Wilma
Dave Gibney – We have a comment from Debbie to Todd.
Debbie Snell – The dams are mentioned later on in the Comp Plan. I suppose the rivers are a Federal
project, so it is really, the dams are mentioned later on so, it is really up to you guys.
Mark Storey – I agree with Debbie. I think we need to mention that the dams are what makes this all
possible. Without the dams it is not possible. I was sort of toying with it right after that first big long
sentence. I think if we just inserted a sentence that says, “This is made possible through the operation
of the lower Snake River Dams by the Federal government,” or something like that. So that it is tied into
the conversation whether you are pro-dam or con-dam, at least we have a statement that says this is
what makes it possible.
Debbie Snell – That is a good approach, Mark.
Mark Storey – It keeps it from getting political.
Debbie Snell – That’s for sure.
Brian Davies – The Bureau of Reclamation.
Mark Storey – Well, it’s the Army Corp of Engineers that runs the dams.
Debbie Snell – US Army Corp of Engineers
Mark Storey – The Bureau of Rec is in the central Washington basin project. This one is actually the Army
Corp because we deal with them all the time with our roads down there.
Keith Paulson – Is it the Army Corp of Engineers?
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Mark Storey – It’s is the US Army Corp of Engineers.
Debbie Snell – Is it mentioned anywhere else in the plan? Does the Corp come up at any point?
Mark Storey – I don’t remember.
Debbie Snell – Well, if they do, if this is the first mention of the US Army Corp of Engineers you can also
put in parenthesis right behind it, “USACE,” which is the acronym.
Dave Gibney – Like that?
“There are several water ports located along the Snake River in southeastern Washington that
provide shipping and other services that support the many grain chemical, wood and other
commodity companies who ship their goods by river barge. These ports are made possible by
the dams on the lower Snake River operated by the US Army Corp of Engineers (USACE).”
Debbie Snell – Perfect.
Chad Whetzel – Sounds good to me.
Brian Davies – Keeping in mind there will be more eyes on this document.
Chad Whetzel – What is the highway number from Dusty down to the Port?
Mark Storey – 271
Chad Whetzel – I was trying to, did we also get that little chunk of highway whatever it is to the Port of
Wilma?
Mark Storey – It’s not in there but it is pretty minor. It is 129. There aren’t any scenic byways there. I
will double check that. It is 129 and it turns into Wawawai Road just past the Port.
Brian Davies – Is it 129 until it hits US 12?
Mark Storey – I don’t remember.
Dave Gibney – Some of this is in the Scenic Byway.

Palouse River and Coulee City (PCC) Rail System
Dave Gibney – I just accepted all the corrections under this heading.
Public Transit
Dave Gibney – This is not accepting the changes.
Alan Thomson – I think that was from COAST. Those were my additions.
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Due to the rural nature of Whitman County, public transportation is not feasible throughout the
County at large. However, there are several transportation service providers who operate within
Whitman County.
Council on Aging and Human Services (COAST)
COAST Transportation Services operates safe and reliable transportation for all residents within
Whitman County and surrounding counties who are no longer able to drive and but need access
to basic necessities and activities.
Dave Gibney – I had to edit it.
Chad Whetzel – The part where it says, “….who are no longer able to drive and need access to basic
necessities and activities.” Shouldn’t that say, “….able to drive but need access…” Wouldn’t that be
more correct?
Dave Gibney – Moving on to page 36. Pullman Transit There is a question from Debbie.
“There are a total of 27 vehicles ranging from vans to full-size diesel and hybrid coach buses
which serve Pullman and WSU campus with daily service. Pullman Transit is primarily a “fixedroute” provider.”
Debbie Snell – Just a question but didn’t know if it should be included or not.
commuter ride-share service buses?

What about WSU

Dave Gibney – Basically, what I think it is that WSU will provide a van if a number of commuters from
Spokane or where ever want to get together and do the ride sharing.
Debbie Snell – I don’t know the status of it with Covid. It used to pick up people in Colfax at Rosauer’s
parking lot early in the morning. I don’t know the status. I thought of it and wanted to mention it.
Keith Paulson – Those are the people that work at WSU that they pick up.
Dave Gibney – It’s not WSU that operates. WSU owns the equipment but it is the commuters that make
the arrangements and split the driving and even fund it.
Debbie Snell – To be honest, I don’t think it is really necessary.
Mark Storey – It is not for the general public. It is for the WSU employees.
Debbie Snell – But you know me, Mark, I’m a detail person.
Alan Thomson – If we are going to get into that kind of detail shall we talk about the Floyds’ taxi? Those
cabs take people back and forth.
Debbie Snell – I’m sorry, Alan, I am clueless.
Mark Storey – It is open to anybody.
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Debbie Snell – I’ll call you, Alan, and you can tell me all about it later.
Dave Gibney – For that matter, some of the new high end apartment complexes are running their own
vans, too.
Non-Motorized System
Mark Storey – The Bill Chipman Palouse Trail is a county park so when you look at that list, it should be
under the county parks list rather than separate item on the list.
Debbie Snell - Also, if we are going to put trails on this thing, under this heading we need to add the
Snake River Trail at Boyer.
Mark Storey – You need a new bullet for the Port of Whitman.
Debbie Snell – You could just put Snake River Trail.
Chad Whetzel – Do we want to put Snake River Trail at Boyer Park?
Brian Davies – Is that a horse back trail?
Debbie Snell – No, it is a bike and pedestrian.
Keith Paulson – Where is Rose Creek at other than at Rose Creek?
Mark Storey – It is north of Pullman, it is little nature preserve and about a half mile trail with a couple
of pedestrian bridges over the creek.
Dave Gibney – At least at one time it was a nature conservancy thing.
Mark Storey – I believe that is correct. I think that Palouse Clearwater Environmental Institute is part of
that effort, too.
Alan Thomson – What about Smoot Hill?
Mark Storey – That one is not public.
Alan Thomson – The Rose Creek Preserve is on the way to Smoot Hill.
Mark Storey – From one side, yes.
Alan Thomson – From the Albion side.
Chad Whetzel – There are still other ways to get there.
Non-motorized transportation routes in Whitman County include:
 City of Pullman Pedestrian & Bicycle Circulation Routes
 Palouse to Cascades State Park Trail
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Columbia Plateau Trail
Snake River Trail at Boyer Park
Whitman County Parks
o Bill Chipman Palouse Trail
o Kamiak Butte trails
o Klemgard Park trails
o Colfax Trail
o Wawawai Park interpretive trail
o Rose Creek Preserve Nature Trail

Mark Storey –I didn’t have any more comments and I would accept everything down to the PRTPO.
Palouse Regional Transportation Planning Organization (PRTPO)
Mark Storey – So, the PRTPO is a unique organization, too. I don’t always agree with them, which
probably infers that they don’t always agree with me, too. I think I made this change, “The goals of the
PRTPO are self-described as follows: “….represents cities, counties.”
I don’t know who said it but I agree with that. Because if you read this it gives you the impression that
they tell us how to think about transportation and that simply isn’t true. But I think this has been edited
enough that it is, I can accept the way it is written right now. The RTPO does not have any hold over how
the County does transportation planning. Despite what this implies.
Probably the most significant thing the RTPO does is on page 37 under 4th bullet item, is they prepare
the coordinated public transit human services transportation plan. Just so everyone understands
correctly what that does, it allows them to apply for and receive federal funding for the transit services
throughout the County. Pullman transit, for example, gets something like 1.3-1.4 million dollars a year
because of this transit plan that is prepared by the RTPO allows them to. That is why we all sort of
peacefully exist.
Brian Davies – They are more of a facilitator in a way than they are anything else. They don’t set plans
for us but they are there to help us and interface between state government and other entities that may
have grant money or something available. Right?
Mark Storey – They are kind of like cheerleaders. They are out there bringing the attention towards us
and to that degree they are helpful. Like the Palouse Driver Education thing is one of their things which
is a great program. But sometimes in talking to them you get the sense that they are an agency and
they are not. They actually don’t have any transportation facilities. I’m okay with it the way it is. I guess
for that entire PRTPO section. We can go through that item by item but, does anyone want to change
anything in there?
Alan Thomson – Doesn’t sound like it.
Brian Davies – I think some of this stuff is kind of, if you are happy with it we will be happy with it. Some
of that stuff we don’t really know about unless we have rubbed elbows with this stuff. Let’s just move
ahead.
Transportation Planning
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Mark Storey – That is all essentially correct. Again, I put in preservation in the first bullet.


Maintenance and preservation of the county’s road system throughout all areas of the
County.

Mark Storey – There are bunch of minor edits down through all those bullets points. Everyone should
take a look at those and see if there is anything they want to add to those.
On page 38, on the Level of Service (LOS), I believe I’m the one that struck RTPO because it suggested
they created standards for us and that is not true. We adopt our own standards in conjunction with
DOT. The rest of that is correct. The Federal Functional Classification System, I believe are correct.
Brian Davies – I can’t read this graph.
Mark Storey – That is the whole point. I know what it says, but it needs to be bigger.
Dave Gibney – I just accepted this on page 39 that you probably added:
“Concurrent with the goal of maintaining functional transportation corridors, the County
recognizes that a primary goal is to grant reasonable and safe access to private property along
the road system.”
Mark Storey – Yes, reasonable and safe access. One of the things that is different between us and the
DOT is that people get confused on. We are not a miniature DOT. DOT’s goal is to transport people of
high speed levels between communities.
Our goal is to still maintain some of that but it is local property access or private property access. That is
one of the things that everyone forgets. So I added that in because one of our primary goals is to give
people access. How can you have land development if you can’t access a road?
Road and Bridge Monitoring
Mark Storey – All the Road and Bridge Monitoring looked good except down at the bottom where it says
County Road Information System. This is all out of date. I need to get some new language in here
because the CRIS system hasn’t been around for 15 years and I need to re-write some of this stuff. But
this is close, because the mobility system just got turned off last year for a new one called GISMO, which
is GIS Based Mobility Operations. That is not even mentioned. I need to re-write that one. So, I don’t
know if you want to trust me to update that for the new system. It just came online and it is supposed
to be in place by the first of next year.
Alan Thomson – Mark, when you get that language written, just pass it on to everybody.
Dave Gibney – I just put this comment in and please don’t be here after midnight and allow him to have
water.
Debbie Snell - You’re hilarious.
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Mark Storey – I appreciate your sensitivity, Dave. So, I am actually on the CRAB board, too, so I get to be
part of this stuff as it is coming out. The County Road Administration Board is adopting a new GIS-based
mobility system. I’m going to re-write this paragraph to make it closer to the current truth by the time
we adopt this.
Chad Whetzel – On page 40, first paragraph, it says, “Mobility, ensures accountability in count…” I think
that should be “county” there in that sentence.
Dave Gibney – Good catch.
Mark Storey – I put a note on my page, too. So County Rights-of-Way.
Debbie Snell – On the County right-of-way thing, I’d put a note in about fiber optics. I think it might be
more useful. The Port doesn’t have to be mentioned in this particular segment but there are alternate
services for right-of-way. Like utility infrastructure should be mentioned. It could be more generic than
Port of Whitman fiber optics.
Mark Storey – I have a note that says almost exactly what you just said. We have lots of fibers and lots
of different roads.
Debbie Snell - There are a lot of different companies and phone lines and electrical lines. I think we are
good on that then.
Mark Storey – I think we should add a sentence about accommodating utilities.
Debbie Snell – I do too, but a more generic one.
Mark Storey – I’m making a big job for myself.
Dave Gibney – That’s what you get for coming to the meetings.
Mark Storey – I think I added the language in there that the BOCC are actually required to adopt an
accommodation of utilities and County road Right-of-way, which they have done. In fact, we are
currently working on some franchise agreements.
As an example, Avista’s franchise agreement just expired and we are redoing their franchise to have gas
and power and rights-of-way. That is a normal part of the process and it is all governed by state law.
Alan Thomson – So, Mark, what is the correct way to say, county rights-of-way or is it right-of-ways?
Mark Storey – It is county rights-of-way, for plural. And county right-of-way for singular.
Alan Thomson – Okay.
Mark Storey – So, the next thing to do is the Framework Goals.
Alan Thomson – Yes, Goals and Policies. We have actually moved right along with this section.
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Mark Storey – You guys made the mistake of trusting me.
Mark Storey – I think this is probably going to slow us down a little bit and then I have suggestions for
Goals and Policies. I see Debbie had some comments. One I didn’t agree with.
Alan Thomson – Chad, what do you think?
Chad Whetzel – I think we need to hold it off until next time.
Alan Thomson – How about we tackle that next time?
Dave Gibney – I appreciate you letting me stop.
MOTION by Brian Davies and Keith Paulson to adjourn. Motion passed.
Alan Thomson - The next meeting for October 27th?
Dave Gibney – We might have a Pullman planning commission meeting.
Alan Thomson – The next time would be November 3, 2021. Does that work or everybody? I will send
out an email closer to that time. Thank you everyone. Thanks, Dave.
Adjourned - 8:49 p.m.
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