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Commissioners appoints. The County cannot receive State funds to prepare, update or amend the
Plan without the active participation of the SWAC.

The SWAC responsibilities include:

Comment and advise on issues addressed during plan development.
Act as a liaison to their communities.

Review and comment on drafts of the Plan.

Assist with public involvement.

Recommend the Plan for adoption.

Nk =

Table 1 lists the members of the 2005-2006 Grant County SWAC.

Table 1-1
Solid Waste Advisory Committee in 2005
Member Affiliation Area
Bob Bernd' Citizen (retired from disposal business) Moses Lake
Ray Halsey Mayor Electric City
Pat Dunston Citizen Ephrata
Dennis Francis’ Citizen Electric City
Bill Lamphere Citizen Quincy
Mark Wash Citizen/Disposal Business Ephrata
Dick Zimbelman Mayor Quincy
M. G. McLanahan Citizen/Consultant Moses Lake
Gerald Campbell Grant County Health District Grant County
(open — to be filled)

Bob Bernd retired from the SWAC in December 2005, and was replaced by Dave Patterson.
Dennis Francis resigned in mid-2006. The position has not been filled.

1.5 Goals of The Plan

Through the SWAC, Grant County and the incorporated cities established the following goals and
objectives to guide plan development. These goals have equal priority, and emphasize three
principles: (1) responsible management of solid waste, (2) utilization of existing resources where
possible, and (3) involvement of all sectors of the community in the planning process and program
implementation.

e Encourage waste reduction and recycling in Grant County.

= Provide easily available and convenient recycling opportunities for residents and
businesses.

= Promote and provide incentives including rate structures to separate, reduce, reuse, and
recycle.

= Provide incentives to reduce or eliminate problem wastes.

= Encourage source separation, especially of commercial and industrial waste.

= Target wastes: problem wastes, marketable materials, and major waste stream
components.

e Provide cost effective and environmentally sound collection and disposal of solid waste.
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= Utilize to the fullest extent possible existing facilities and systems.

= Promote collection services that balance administrative efficiency, cost effectiveness and
aesthetics.

= Take advantage of non-disposal alternatives for the large volumes of yard and wood
waste and inert materials that do not require disposal in a permitted solid waste landfill.

= Assure the financial solvency of all disposal operations.

o Educate and involve Grant County citizens in waste reduction and recycling efforts and in
responsible waste management.
= Educate citizens about the benefits of waste reduction and recycling.
= Utilize and involve local media and school system in waste reduction and recycling
education efforts.

1.6 Summary of Solid Waste Regulations

1.6.1 Federal Regulations

The Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and subsequent amendments
form the foundation of Federal and State solid waste management regulations. The objectives of
RCRA are ensuring protection of human health and the environment, and conserving valuable
natural resources. The enactment of RCRA recognizes resource management and waste generation
are national issues while solid waste management is primarily the function of each state, regional and
local government. Relevant RCRA sections include:

e Subtitle C, which addresses management of hazardous waste materials in quantities greater
than small quantity generator (SQG) levels.

e Subtitle D, which establishes criteria for managing solid waste.

e Subtitle U, which addresses practices and facilities for solid waste management.

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) created national policy and
procedures for managing sites contaminated by releases of hazardous substances and financing
remedial activities. SARA also specifies emergency planning, community right-to-know, and toxic
release reporting requirements.

1.6.2 State Regulations

The Solid Waste Management-Waste Reduction and Recycling Act, Chapter 70.95 RCW, assigns
primary responsibility for solid waste management to local jurisdictions. The State's duties include:

e Establishing a statewide comprehensive plan for solid waste handling, recycling and waste
reduction to preserve lands, prevent pollution and conserve resources.

e Adopting and enforcing minimum standards for solid waste handling.

e Providing technical and financial assistance to local governments to plan, develop and
implement solid waste handling programs.

Local governments are required to develop and adopt a 20-year comprehensive solid waste
management plan that guides solid waste facility development, and update it at least every 5 years.
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The act also included Minimal Functional Standards (MFS) for solid waste handling facilities
(Chapter 173.304 WAC). The MFS stipulated performance and operational criteria for storing and
disposing of solid waste.

In response to stricter Federal standards enacted under Subtitle D in the early 1990s, Washington
State updated the MFS with Chapter 173.351 WAC, Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills.
The standards set new performance criteria for siting, designing, and monitoring of solid waste
landfills, restricting their locations near airports, geologically unstable areas, wetlands, above
sensitive aquifers, and similar areas of concern. In addition, new design criteria were added for
bottom liners, final covers, and landfill gas management. Landfill permitees are required to monitor
and maintain a landfill for at least 30-years after closure, and establish a financial assurance
mechanism to finance closure and post closure care.

The State later enacted Solid Waste Handling Standards, Chapter 173.350 WAC, which clarifies
waste management issues and facilities not fully addressed by Chapter 173.351 and other regulations.
The wastes addressed in Chapter 173.350 WAC include contaminated soils, moderate risk waste,
wood waste and sludge and composting facilities.

Related State legislation includes:

Waste Not Washington Act of 1989, Chapter 431 RCW

Hazardous Waste Management Act, Chapter 70.105 RCW

Dangerous waste regulations in Chapter 173.303 WAC

Hazardous Waste Planning Area Facility Siting Act of 1985, Chapter 70.105 RCW
Solid Waste Disposal regulations, Chapter 36.58 RCW

Model Litter Control and Recycling Act, Chapter 70.93 RCW

The WUTC is responsible for regulating solid waste collection company rates and services pursuant
to Chapter 81.77 RCW.

Ecology developed Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plans and
Plan Revisions to help local governments prepare solid waste management plans and comply with
solid waste regulations. Ecology updated these guidelines most recently in 1999. Solid waste
management plans are intended to help local governments implement coordinated, comprehensive
solid waste programs based on established goals and policies.

1.7 Other Plans Related To The Solid Waste Management Plan

Solid waste management programs and policies can affect, or are affected by, elements of other plans
adopted by Grant County and the incorporated cities and towns. Recommendations for programs
and polices in the solid waste management plan should be viewed as elements within of the overall
planning process for all jurisdictions in Grant County. The following paragraphs identify key plans
affecting the Plan.

1.71 Hazardous Waste Management Plan

The Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Act required local governments to prepare a
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plan to manage moderate risk wastes in their jurisdiction. Moderate risk wastes are hazardous
wastes produced by households and by businesses and institutions in small quantities. Grant County
participated in developing a tri-county regional Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP) that
was completed in December 1991. The local governments that participated in the HWMP included
Grant, Adams and Lincoln counties and their incorporated cities.

The goals in the HWMP that relate to the solid waste management system include:

e Protecting the environment and public health from the adverse effects of improper handling
and disposal of moderate risk wastes (MRW).

e Increasing public awareness about proper management and disposal of MRW.

e Managing MRW to be consistent with, in order of priority, waste reduction, recycling and
reuse, treatment, and residuals disposal; and elimination of improper MRW disposal.

The HWMP recommended a baseline approach with programs addressing household collection,
public education for household hazardous waste (HHW) and small quantity generator waste (SQG),
development of an ordinance for hazardous waste disposal, regional coordination, and development
of vehicle battery and used oil collection facilities. A more extensive approach was also
recommended that included the baseline programs plus a labeling law, regional mobile collection,
permanent HHW and SQG facilities, and on-site hazardous waste assistance for SQGs.

1.7.2 Comprehensive Plans

The Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990 requires Grant County and its incorporated cities to
develop comprehensive plans. Section 15 of the GMA requires that local governments identify land
useful for public purposes, such as landfills.

Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy prepared their own comprehensive plans. The Grant County
Comprehensive Plan was first adopted on August 23, 1977, and most recently updated in 1998.
Grant County works with the smaller communities in preparing its own land use plan.

The current County Comprehensive Plan addresses solid waste management in four primary areas:
capital facilities, utilities elements, essential public facilities, and natural setting. The comprehensive
plan sets level of service goals for collection, drop off, and disposal based on the 1995 Plan. The
County’s Ephrata Landfill is classified as a Type II essential public facility, which is one that serves
residents or property in more than one jurisdiction.

1.7.3 Water Quality Plans

Grant County does not have a surface water quality plan. The County is within the Columbia Basin
Project, which is managed by the Bureau of Reclamation of the U.S. Department of Interior. The
U.S. Geological Survey is conducting long-term watershed studies for the Columbia Basin Project
area to help characterize potential water quality impacts of irrigation and other agricultural activities.

Grant County is part of the Columbia Basin Ground Water Management Area (GWMA), which also
includes Adams and Franklin counties. GWMA is implementing water quality monitoring, public
education, and other programs and implementation strategies developed by a series of committees
and approved by the Boards of Commissioners in each county.
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1.8 Planning History

Comprehensive solid waste management planning began in the State of Washington in 1969 with the
passage of the Solid Waste Management Act (Chapter 70.95 RCW). The first Grant County
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was prepared in 1973. The Solid Waste
Management Plan was updated in 1987 and 1995. The County and incorporated cities and towns
amended the 1995 Plan in 1999 to include a disposal options study completed in 1998. The disposal
options study fulfilled one of the recommendations of the 1995 Plan. Appendix B contains a
summary of the status of this and other recommendations.

1.9 Plan Review Processes

The Plan must be reviewed and revised, as appropriate, at least every 5 years. Between updates, the
Plan can be amended to include minor changes.

1.9.1 Current Plan Update Process

Participating municipalities, the County and Ecology must approve the Plan. The WUTC must
review the plan's cost assessment and make comment during the preliminary draft phase, but does
not have the authority to approve or disapprove the plan. The SWAC must actively participate in the
Plan in order for the County to be eligible for State grant funding.

Between June 2005 and April 2006, the SWAC met to discuss existing conditions, review
alternatives, develop program recommendations, establish an implementation schedule for the
recommended programs, and review the draft Preliminary Draft Solid Waste Management Plan
Update (see Appendix C).

The Preliminary Draft Plan was released for public comment on May 15, 2006. The public comment
period closed 20 days later, on June 13, 2006. Two public meetings were held at 2 p.m. and 6 p.m.,
May 22, 2006, to obtain input from the public and cities on the Preliminary Draft Plan. By the end
of the comment period, the County did not receive comments that affected the Preliminary Draft
Plan.

The WUTC held a hearing September 26, 2007, on the cost assessment for the Plan. The WUTC
approved the cost assessment without changes.

The Preliminary Draft Plan was sent to Ecology for agency review on August 16, 2006. Comments
received from Ecology and the public were incorporated in a final draft of the Plan. A public hearing
for County adoption of the Final Draft Plan was held December 5, 2007. Adoption of the Plan by the
incorporated cities occurred between November 19, 2007 and January 2008. The Final Draft Plan, as
adopted, was submitted to Ecology on March 6, 2008. The Final Solid Waste Management Plan
Update was completed May 12, 2008.

1.9.2 Plan Amendments

Requests for plan amendments will be received by the Grant County Public Works Department and
forwarded to the SWAC and affected jurisdiction(s). After review, if the SWAC recommends
approval, the plan amendment will then need approval from the affected jurisdiction(s) and the Grant
County Board of Commissioners. Once the affected jurisdiction(s) adopt a plan amendment, it will
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be submitted to Ecology for approval. After approval is received from Ecology, the amendments
will be incorporated in the Plan.

1.9.3 Future Plan Updates

A complete update with formal review periods, such as being completed for this current Plan, is
required when changes are made in:

Goals or policies

Final disposal option (unless accounted for in existing plan)
Financing methods and funding levels

Recycling program implementation

The chart on the following page illustrates the update process.

Review and revision of the Plan by public officials, representatives, the SWAC and the public,
occurs throughout the process. After the SWAC and participating local governments have reviewed
and accepted the revised preliminary draft plan, it is sent to Ecology and the WUTC for review.
Ecology has 120 days to comment on revisions necessary for plan approval. After revision, the plan
is resubmitted to Ecology for a second review, during which Ecology is allowed to comment on the
revisions. After this step, plan is ready for adoption by each local jurisdiction participating in the
plan. After adoption, the County sends the plan to Ecology for final approval. The plan is
considered approved if Ecology takes no action within 45 days or responds with a letter of approval
to the responsible Grant County official.

1.9.4 State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires an evaluation of potentialenvironmental
impacts that may result from programmatic or non-project actions that involve decisions on policies,
plans or programs (Chapter 197.11.310 WAC). This requirement includes solid waste management
plans and plan updates. A SEPA checklist (Appendix D) is used for an initial determination of
adverse impact. If a review by the lead agency finds actions identified as having potential adverse
impacts, applicants must complete the more extensive, detailed environmental impact statement
(EIS).

While Ecology completed its review of the Preliminary Draft, the County implemented the
environmental review process.. The SEPA checklist was subject to a 30-day public comment period
and a formal public hearing. Comments were received from Ecology reminding the County that
projects developed from this Plan needed to conform with state and federal water quality and storm
water management regulations. The Plan received a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance,
issued December 6, 2007.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 10 May 12, 2008
GCSWMPU Final 2008-05-12.doc



Chart 1 - Plan Update Process
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2 Planning Area Description

2.1 Earth

211 Topography

Grant County has variable topography, ranging from low rolling hills in the north to smooth, south-
sloping plains in the south. The plains and hills are dissected by channeled scablands and coulees.
Ground surface elevation ranges from about 380 feet Mean Sea Level at the south end of the County
along the Columbia River to about 2,880 feet MSL at Monument Hill. Figure 1-2 shows the major
topographic features found in Grant County.

The Grand Coulee, which contains Banks Lake, Park Lake, Blue Lake, Lake Lenore and Soap Lake,
dissects the hills along the northwestern County line. The Columbia River flows along the
southwestern and south boundaries of the County.

Beezley Hills, which are west of Ephrata and north of Quincy, trend generally east-west along the
transition between the rolling hills and plains. Frenchman Hills separate the plains south of Quincy
and Royal Slope. Crab Creek lies between Royal Slope and the Saddle Mountains to the south.
Wahluke Slope is bounded by the Saddle Mountains and the Columbia River. Evergreen Ridge,
Babcock Bench and Babcock Ridge trend generally north-south along the east side of the Columbia
River.

21.2 Geology and Soils

Grant County lies within the Columbia Basin physiographic province. The bedrock geology of Grant
County is dominated by a sequence of volcanic lava flows and sedimentary interbeds of the
Columbia River Basalt Group. The basalts flowed from large fissures or rifts in the ground surface
and spread in all directions. With time, the Columbia Basin area subsided, warping the basalt flows
to create the east-west trending hills.

As the area subsided, the Columbia River eroded through the basalts to develop the Columbia Gorge.
This down-cutting action and shifts in the river channel created terraces along the river valley. The
Columbia River also formed broad floodplain deposits of coarse- to fine-grained soil when it
periodically overflowed its banks. The action of wind transported the fine-grained soil (i.e., silt and
clay) from the floodplains to cover the basalts. These wind-blown deposits are called loess. Normal
stream activity created similar terraces and floodplains along tributary stream valleys.

During the Pleistocene the movement of continental ice sheets periodically dammed the Columbia
River near the north end of Grant County. The damming created large glacial lakes that extended
east beyond Washington State. The lakes broke through the ice dams periodically, catastrophically
releasing great quantities of floodwaters. The rapid passage of the floodwaters stripped the loess
mantle in many areas, creating scablands, and eroded the basalt flows, forming Grand Coulee, Dry
Falls, Moses Coulee, potholes and similar features. The retreating floodwaters left behind large
flood deposits containing boulders, as well as other earthen materials.
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The U.S. Soil Conservation Service has generally characterized the surficial soils in Grant County as
very shallow to very deep and well-drained to excessively drained. The soils are typically classified
as sandy, silty or stony loam. These soils are formed in glacial outwash, loess, lake deposits, and
alluvial and colluvial deposits from rivers, streams and surface water runoff. In some areas, the
surficial soils are overlain by a thin mantle of fine-grained silt and clay.

213 Geologic Hazards

According to the Washington Department of Natural Resources, Division of Geology and Earth
Resources, there is a low incidence of landslides or earthquakes in Grant County. The Washington
State Earthquake Hazards (Information Circular 85) shows that the majority of Grant County is
within Seismic Risk Zone 2. The 1991 Edition of the NEHRP Recommended Provisions for the
Development of Seismic Regulations for New Buildings suggests that Grant County is in an area that
has a 10% or greater probability of experiencing a maximum horizontal acceleration of 0.1g or
greater at a recurrence interval of 250 years.

The U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigation Report 87-4238 shows thrust-faults
along the Saddle Mountains and at the east end of Frenchman Hills. Circular 85 does not show these
faults as being active within the last 10,000 years.

214 Vegetation and Wildlife

Primary migratory routes for bald eagles, sandhill crane, waterfowl and other birds cross Grant
County. The native vegetation in Grant County is comprised mainly of grasses, forbs and shrubs.
Stands of Ponderosa pine are scattered throughout northern Grant County.

The floodplains, terraces, and hills are used primarily as rangeland. These areas also support
irrigated crops, non-irrigated crops and orchards. The channel scablands, with very shallow soils, are
the least productive areas of the County.

Potholes, lakes, wet meadows and other wet areas provide suitable habitat for beaver, muskrat,
waterfowl and wading birds. These areas are also sources of food, drinking water and cover for
upland wildlife. The drier areas support sage grouse, coyote, sage thrasher, sage sparrow, blacktailed
jackrabbit, burrowing owl and prairie falcon. Croplands interspersed with rangelands or wetlands
provide habitat to support California quail, gray partridge, pheasant and other nonnative game birds.

2.2 Air

2.2.1 Climate

In Grant County, the climate is generally mild and dry. In winter, the maritime influence is strong
because of the prevailing westerly winds off the Pacific Ocean. The Rocky Mountains shield the
area from most of the arctic air masses that move down from Canada into the Great Plains and
eastern United States. During the summer, thermals block temperate westerly winds, so summer
days are typically hot and dry. According to U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
records, the dry air results in a rapid temperature fall in the evening, particularly noticeable in the
early fall and late spring. Table 2-1 summarizes the long term averages for temperature,
precipitation, and snowfall averages recorded at the Ephrata Airport.
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The long-term average monthly precipitation in Grant County ranged from 0.25 inch in August to
slightly more than an inch in December. The long-term average annual precipitation is
approximately 8 inches.

Table 2-1
Average Temperatures, Precipitation, and Snowfall
December 1, 1949 to March 31, 2005

A Temperat:re () Average Total Average Total
ver.age \fer.'age Precipitation Snowfall
Month Maximu Minimu (inches) (inches)
m m
January 33.7 21.3 0.94 5.9
Fbruary 42 26.5 0.7 2.7
March 53.1 32.5 0.69 1
April 63 39.1 0.51 0
May 72.6 47.6 0.56 0
June 80.6 55.2 0.57 0
July 88.7 61.5 0.34 0
August 87.2 60.1 0.25 0
September 78.1 51.5 0.33 0
October 63 40.1 0.52 0
November 45.1 30.2 0.99 2.2
December 35.2 23.5 1.17 6.8
Annual 61.8 40.8 7.57 18.6

Source: Western Region Climate Center Website, August 23, 2005
! Data are from Ephrata Airport.

2.2.2 Air Quality

The Federal Clean Air Act and subsequent amendments place most of the responsibilities on states to
achieve compliance with the air quality standards. In Grant County, the eastern regional office of
Ecology implements Federal and State legislation and monitors air quality state-wide. Ecology and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have designated Grant County as an area currently
in attainment for air quality standards.

Grant County does not have permanent or mobile monitoring stations. Ecology is not currently
monitoring air quality in Grant County.

The Clean Air Act affects municipal solid waste landfills because of landfill gas emissions, which
contain particulates, methane, and other gases of concern. The Federal Code of Regulations 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart WWW establish a landfill gas emission limit of 50 megagrams per year of
nonmethane organic compounds for municipal solid waste landfills. If this limit is exceeded, owners
of municipal solid waste landfills must to install a landfill gas collection system and then burn or
utilize the captured landfill gases.
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2.3 Water Quality

2.3.1 Surface Water

Grant County is within the Columbia River Basin. The Washington State Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) reports that this watershed area is classified as agricultural and is not subdivided
into drainage basins.

Portions of Grant County are part of the Columbia Basin Project managed by the Bureau of
Reclamation of the U.S. Department of Interior. The area is divided into four irrigation districts:
Quincy Columbia Basin, Moses Lake, South Columbia Basin and East Columbia. Wasteways
collect and convey water from irrigated lands within the irrigation districts.

The Potholes Reservoir and Banks Lake are storage reservoirs in Grant County. The Columbia River
is dammed at several locations to create flood storage and/or for power generation. These reservoirs
are used to augment summer flows for irrigation, control flows for instream habitat, and reduce
flooding during winter storms and spring snowmelt.

Ecology categorizes streams as Class AA (extraordinary), Class A (excellent), or Class B (good)
using the Washington State stream classification system. In Grant County, one stream, Crab Creek,
is classified as Class B on the basis of elevated temperature and pH measurements. Class B streams
should not be used as a source of domestic water supply nor for primary contact recreation, such as
swimming or water skiing. Crab Creek is on Ecology's proposed list of water quality limited
streams.

2.3.2 Ground Water

The major aquifer systems underlying Grant County are the Overburden, Saddle Mountain,
Wanapum and Grand Ronde hydrologic units. The Overburden unit is in recent unconsolidated
deposits. The Saddle Mountain, Wanapum, and Grand Ronde units are in the Columbia River
Basalts. Ground water quality in these systems is good and considered suitable for most uses.
Ground water is the major source of drinking water in Grant County.

Agricultural activities have affected the ground water system in the Columbia Basin Project area. In
irrigated areas, near surface water levels have increased, whereas water levels have declined in
adjacent areas. Elevated levels of dissolved oxygen, calcium, magnesium, sulfate, chloride, sodium
bicarbonate and/or nitrogen have been measured in shallow areas of the Saddle Mountains and
Wanapum units beneath irrigated areas.

In 1998, Ecology signed an order creating the Columbia Basin Ground Water Management Area
(GWMA) at the request of Adams, Franklin, and Grant counties. Several committees were formed
to develop recommendations for water quality monitoring, public education, and other programs and
implementation strategies. These were presented to an executive committee and then to the Boards
of Commissioner for each participating county. Recommendations included:

e  GWMA should help develop nutrient management guidelines to reduce soluble nitrate from
fertilizer application and animal waste.

e The livestock industry should voluntarily adopt best management practices to reduce nitrate
contribution.
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e  GWMA should help facilitate implementation of nutrient management strategies.

e Dairy, feedlot and cattlemen industries should form an advocacy group to facilitate
communications with regulatory agencies, assure representation and work with the agencies
to implement fair regulatory practices.

e  GWMA should sponsor projects evaluating livestock management practices with respect to
preventing deep migration of nitrate.

e  GWMA should implement a public information and education program on concerns, issues,
and strategies related to livestock management.

2.4 Socio-Economic

241 Population

The 1993 population (the year used for the 1995 Plan) for Grant County was estimated at 60,300,
and increased to an estimated 78,300 in 2004 (Tables 2-2 and 2-3). Fourteen incorporated cities are
wholly within the County. A small portion of Coulee Dam lies within Grant Cunty , but is estimated
to have zero population in 2004.

Approximately 48% of the County's population lives in incorporated areas. Grant County has three
urban areas: the cities of Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy. The largest city in Grant County is
Moses Lake, which has approximately 21% of the population. The second largest city is Ephrata
with approximately 9% of the population. Approximately 7% of the County’s population lives in

Quincy.

Between 1992 and 2004 the County's population grew by approximately 30%. Figure 2-1 shows the
population distribution by census division using 2000 U.S. Bureau of Census data.

242 Land Use Patterns

Grant County comprises approximately 1.7 million acres. The U.S. Energy and Development
Administration's Hanford Works occupies about 70,000 acres of southern Grant County. The
Columbia National Wildlife Refuge comprises about 29,000 acres south and east of the Potholes
Reservoir. High density unincorporated and incorporated areas comprise less than 1% of Grant
County. The remaining land is used for agriculture; used as State and County parks, recreation areas
and wildlife refuges; managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management; or is undeveloped.

In Grant County, the dominant land use is agriculture. The 2002 Census of Agriculture (U.S.
Department of Agriculture) lists approximately 1.1 million acres, or about 65% of the area of the
County, as being used for rangeland and crops. Approximately 804,800 acres is used for crop
production, including about 485,460 acres of irrigated land. Orchards occupy approximately 50,260
acres. The major crops produced include hay, potatoes, corn, wheat, barley, and vegetables.

243 Transportation

Figure 1-2 shows the major transportation network serving Grant County. The transportation system
provides access by highway, rail, and air.

The County is crossed north-south and east-west by two major Federal highways and several state
routes. These routes interconnect, providing excellent access from other areas of the State and
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within the County to incorporated cities and recreational sites. The principal Federal highway is
Interstate 90, which links George and the City of Moses Lake with Spokane to the east and
Ellensburg and Seattle to the west. U.S. 2, which links Hartline and Coulee City, continues west to
Everett and east beyond Spokane. State Highways 17, 24, 26, 28, 155, 170, 243, 262, 281, 282, 283,
and 284 cross Grant County north-south and east-west. Additionally, the County maintains nearly
2,600 miles of roads connecting rural areas with cities and highways.
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Table 2-2
Grant County Population

Year Population Change
1940 14,668

1950 24,346 66%
1960 46,477 91%
1970 41,881 -10%
1980 48,522 16%
1990 54,758 13%
1993 60,300 10%
2000 74,698 24%
2010 88,331 18%
2020 98,715 12%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census and OFM.

Table 2-3
Population By Incorporated And Unincorporated Areas
Year
Area 2000 2004

el 2l L Census (estimated)
Grant County 48,522 | 54,798 | 60,300 74,698 78,300
Unincorporated 22,005 | 26,406 | 30,456 35,797 37,240
Incorporated 26,517 | 28,392 | 29,844 38,901 41,060
Coulee City 510 568 622 600 605
Coulee Dam' 2 3 2 4 0
Electric City 927 910 915 922 950
Ephrata 5,359 5,349 5,550 6,808 6,890
George 261 324 336 528 525
Grand Coulee 1,180 984 1018 897 925
Hartline 165 176 180 134 135
Krupp (Marlin) 87 63 60 60 65
Mattawa 299 941 1310 2,609 3,265
Moses Lake 10,629 | 11,235 | 11,700 14,953 16,110
Quincy 3,525 3,734 3,810 5,044 5,255
Royal City 676 1,104 1,145 1,823 1,815
Soap Lake 1,196 1,203 1,260 1,733 1,735
Warden 1,479 1,609 1,710 2,544 2,540
Wilson Creek 222 189 226 242 245

Sources: Office of Financial Management and Grant County.
! Population is reported only for the portion of Coulee Dam that is within Grant County.

The County has seasonal load restrictions on roads and bridges. For roads, these restrictions comply
with requirements established by the Washington Department of Transportation. The seasonal load
limits are generally lowered in the winter to reduce road damage resulting from heavy loads during
periods of freezing weather. Table 2-4 lists seasonable load limits for County-maintained road
bridges.
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The majority of commercial, freight, passenger and private air traffic is routed through the Grant
County Airport near the City of Moses Lake. Smaller airports, which are used typically by private
planes, exist at Electric City, Ephrata and other municipalities.

A Burlington Northern Sante Fe Railroad (BNSF) line crosses Grant County through Quincy,
Ephrata, Soap Lake, Wilson Creek and Marlin. The BNSF also provides rail access to the City of
Moses Lake, Wheeler and Warden. This line continues south from Grant County towards Connell in
Franklin County. In 1995, the Royal Slope Railroad operated a line from Royal City to the BNSF
line at Othello. This line no longer operates, is owned by the Washington State Department of
Transportation, and needs repair. The Port of Royal Slope and WSDOT are discussing possibly
reopening the line to help service a new industrial park owned by the Port.

Table 2-4
Load Limitations For County Bridges
Bridge Maximum Allowed
Name Number S0 LAl
(Tons)
'F'NE 118 13
'O'NE 126 19
'S'NE 131 16
'F'NE 139 13
'15.5'NE 155 24
‘4> SE 228 30
2.8'SE 251 32
Red Rock Coulee Road 303 18
'E' SE 313 20
T SW 317 22
Division.1 NW 322 24
Baird Springs 354 27
V'SW 375 27
T'NW 384 34
'E.2' SW 419 28
Crescent Bar 425 31

244 Economic Trends

Grant County's economic base is in the agricultural, manufacturing, retail and service sectors. From
1992 (the year used for the 1995 Plan) through third quarter 2004, employment increased
approximately 18% in the agricultural, forestry and fishing sectors and 38% in nonagricultural
sectors. The nonagricultural industries with the largest increase in number of employees were
finance, insurance and real estate; manufacturing, and government. Employment in the wholesale
and retail trades decreased approximately 7%. Unemployment decreased from 11% to 8.2% of the
total civilian labor force. Table 2-5 lists the employment distribution by industry in 1992 and
average of the first three quarters of 2004.
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