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1 INTRODUCTION 

The planning process to develop the Grand Mound 10-Year Development Plan (the 
Plan) included a number of public involvement opportunities. The public 
involvement strategy involved an early effort to identify the key issues the 
community would like to see addressed in a land-use and economic development 
plan, and then a later effort to solicit comments on proposed plan alternatives and 
types of development. This summary of the public involvement effort includes the 
following: 

 Key themes from interviews with stakeholders 

 Summary of Tribal community meeting on May 29, 2008 

 Summary of public open house on July 24, 2008 

 Key themes from questionnaire results 
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2 STAKEHOLDER CONCERNS 

The consultant team conducted individual stakeholder interviews with key 
community interest groups in Grand Mound and Rochester to gather input, 
concerns, and ideas for the Plan. The following individuals have been interviewed to 
date: 

Jim Anderson, Superintendent, Rochester School District 

Michael Cade, Executive Director, Thurston County EDC 

Lowell Deguise, Rochester Water District 

Kyle Heaton, Executive Director, Port of Centralia 

Scott Fraser, GVA Kidder Mathews 

Robert McFadden, Coldwell Banker 

Jim Rothlin, Executive Director, Port of Chehalis 

Robert Scott, Chief, Grand Mound-Rochester Fire District 

Marcee Stiltner, Executive Director, ROOF Family Services  

Donna Weaver, Board of Directors, Rochester Weed and Seed 

Gene Weaver, Rochester Water District 

The following summarizes key comments and issues identified by the consultant 
team based on interviews. 

2.1 Traffic and Transportation 

 Improvements to the road system need to be a priority and should 
precede more growth.  

 Traffic congestion at major intersections is a problem. The intersections 
are poorly designed and overburdened by current traffic.  

 Traffic flow through new residential areas is a concern, including 
dangerous speeding, difficulty of access, and slow response time for 
emergency vehicles. 

 There is interest in creating new on-ramps for Interstate 5.  

 The current bus system is inadequate. This is especially a problem for 
low- income people and impairs their ability to get to jobs, social 
services, and recreation.  
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 The lack of sidewalks and safe pedestrian circulation is a concern. The 
danger for children walking along US-12 and Highway 9 was mentioned 
multiple times.  

2.2 Economy and Jobs 

 Grand Mound is a bedroom community. Most people commute to 
Olympia or Centralia for work.  

 There is a wide range of economic classes. There is a significant low-
income population that has a high level of need for social services. New 
housing development is bringing in more higher-income people.  

 The local youth are considered at risk and have high school-dropout rates 
and exposure to drugs, alcohol, and violence. There is a desire that future 
development bring increased mental health, public health, and family 
support services.  

 Low-income jobs seem to be predominant in Grand Mound. There is a 
general consensus on the need to bring more family-wage jobs to the 
area. There is also a desire to create a community where more people can 
both live and work locally.  

 There is a concern that growth in Grand Mound will negatively impact 
Rochester. 

 Some stakeholders are concerned that local private businesses may be at 
a competitive disadvantage to Tribal enterprises.  

 There was consensus among the stakeholders that the Great Wolf Lodge 
will improve the local economy.  

2.3 Planning Efforts in Grand Mound 

 There is a sense that there has not been enough community input in 
previous planning efforts. It was also noted by some stakeholders that 
people in Grand Mound and Rochester are not “joiners” and are not 
likely to come to community meetings. There was a sense that this 
character may be changing with the influx of new residents.  

 There were several comments about feeling like the “stepchild” of 
Thurston County (the County). 

 Stakeholders appreciated that the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis 
Reservation (Tribe) contacted them, and they encouraged the Tribe to 
continue to reach out to the local community during this planning 
process.  
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 Some stakeholders were anxious about the Tribe’s Grand Mound 
planning effort and were concerned about how the Tribe’s planning 
relates to Thurston County planning and zoning. 

2.4 Character of Development in Grand Mound 

 Some stakeholders expressed the concern that existing development 
hasn’t been well planned. They consider it sprawl.  

 Some stakeholders would like to see future development bring more of 
an “urban village” pattern to the area that is pedestrian-friendly, with 
shops and restaurants within walking distance of housing. Others want to 
make sure that while the area grows, “I get to keep my acre,” and the 
rural setting is protected. 

 The area has changed a great deal in recent years. The new housing is 
larger and more expensive than older trailer-park developments. Great 
Wolf Lodge is considered an obvious large sign of change, and there was 
consensus that it will bring positive economic benefits, but people aren’t 
sure how else it will affect the community. 
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3 TRIBAL COMMUNITY MEETING 

On May 29, 2008, the Tribe held a meeting with Tribal members to discuss the Plan. 
The meeting began with an overview of the background and purpose of the Plan. 
Three alternative conceptual development scenarios were presented, showing low-
density rural development, medium-density commercial-oriented development, and 
higher-density planned mixed-use development in Grand Mound.  

After the presentation, small group discussions were held in which Tribal members 
were asked questions about what they would like to see developed in Grand Mound 
in the future. The responses are summarized below. 

There were a number of common ideas that were repeated: 

 Need for basic retail services (large supermarket, restaurants, large 
pharmacy, and stores such as Target with a variety of goods). 

 Desire for more small businesses that could be owned and operated by 
Tribal members (e.g., laundromats, daycare services, automotive parts 
and services). 

 Opportunities for businesses that can capitalize on the increased tourism 
generated by Great Wolf Lodge and provide entertainment for local 
residents (e.g., cinema, mini-golf, bowling alley). 

 Opportunities for specialty shops, including Native American art and 
craft galleries. 

 Need for more housing options, including apartments and affordable 
housing. 

 Need for more open space and public parks to provide places for 
families to gather and for kids to play. 

 Future economic development should include opportunities for youth to 
develop careers and to have places to recreate.  

 There seemed to be a general preference for the planned mixed-use 
development alternative.  

Below is a transcribed list of notes on key issues recorded during the meeting. 

3.1 Preferred Types of Retail  

 Large supermarket 

 Restaurants (fast-food and sit-down) 
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 Retail stores such as Target and pharmacies that carry a wide range of 
goods. 

 Beauty salon. 

 Car parts and service.  

 Specialty retail (e.g., Coldwater Creek) 

 RV parks. 

 Hotels. 

 Native American arts and crafts gallery. 

 Tourism-related. 

 Entertainment (e.g., cinema, bowling alley, mini-golf). 

 Facility operators. 

 Maintenance. 

 Small, family-oriented businesses such as laundromats and daycare 
services that locals can own and operate.  

 Need opportunities for our educated youth to develop businesses. 

 Outlet stores. 

 Recreation opportunities (open space for picnics and barbecues; places 
for kids, adults, and families to enjoy together, especially on weekends). 

 Professional services. 

 Attract businesses that provide upward job opportunities instead of 
“dead end” service jobs.  

 Medical complex to serve surrounding tribes.  

 Tribal longhouse or Native American cultural heritage center.  

 Nonpolluting businesses. 

 Trade school for skilled labor jobs (with reasonable tuition). 

3.2 Housing Needs 

 Apartments and variety of housing types 

 Affordable multifamily housing 
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3.3 Transportation Issues 

 Highway 12 is considered dangerous. There were concerns about the 
high number of fatal accidents and truck traffic. 

 Need more bus service. 

 Transit center. 

 Potential use of rail line (trolley to Centralia). 

 More places to safely walk and jog.  

 Roundabout at SR 12/99 would provide a defining entrance to Grand 
Mound with a totem pole at the center. 

 Consider parking garage near Great Wolf Lodge. 

3.4 Character of Grand Mound 

 Supportive of higher-density development alternative. 

 Native American- and nature- themed architecture and design. 

 Look to Long Beach, Washington; Tillicum Village; and Dupont as 
examples. 

 Higher design standards, “more class” so Grand Mound “doesn’t look so 
dumpy.” 

3.5 Community Issues 

 Drug abuse. 

 Need public health services, including addiction treatment center. 

 



 

R:\0353.01\Reports\01_Grand Mound Plan 01.29.09\Appendices\Appendix A\App_A_Community Outreach.doc  

PAGE 4-1 

4 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE  

As part of the public outreach effort for the Plan, an open house meeting for the 
general public was held at the Great Wolf Lodge on July 24, 2008. Approximately 
100 people attended the meeting. The project consultant team described the 
background and purpose of the Plan, presented an analysis of existing conditions 
and key issues in Grand Mound, and then presented three alternative development 
scenarios. Public feedback was recorded through three activities: 1) question-and-
answer period, 2) dots and thoughts board, and 3) questionnaire. The results of the 
questionnaire are described in Section 5 of this report.  

4.1 Question-and-Answer Period 

Following a presentation by the consultant team, describing the planning process and 
three alternative conceptual land use patterns, there was an open question-and-
answer period.  

Questions / Comments 

 We appreciate the attention the Tribe is paying to Grand Mound and the 
planning process they are leading. 

 Does the Tribe have interest in buying more property in Grand Mound? 

 How much land will go into trust status and how will that affect County 
revenue and infrastructure expenses? 

 Would the higher-density planned mixed-use development be similar to 
Dupont? That area is very nice. 

 How would Thurston County implement a plan like the higher-density 
alternative? How would the plans affect private development? There are 
a lot of properties that would be affected. 

 If properties in the utility local improvement district (ULID) become 
public open space, how would the property owners be compensated for 
money they have paid as part of the ULID assessment? 

 Are traffic impacts associated with future growth being addressed? 

4.2 Results of “Dots and Thoughts” Exercise 

The “dots and thoughts” exercise was a set of interactive presentation boards 
displaying different types of land uses and different design standards. Meeting 
attendees were asked to put colored dots next to the images to express their 
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reactions: green if they liked that type of development, red if they did not like it, and 
yellow if they were neutral. See the table below for results.  

 

Dots and Thoughts Exercise Results 

 Green Yellow Red 

Retail    

Big box retail stores 3 2 22 

Themed or unified design 43 0 0 

Highway commercial—strip stores 9 6 10 

Highway commercial—car lot and gas station 0 0 11 

Industrial / Commercial    

Business park 12 7 6 

Light industrial 0 4 8 

Residential    

Single-family 26 2 2 

Manufactured home 6 5 16 

Multifamily / townhome 19 3 9 

Apartment 9 3 13 

Commercial Entertainment    

Outdoor plaza 18 0 1 

Amphitheater 18 2 3 

Bumper cars 1 2 9 

Bullwinkle’s Family Fun Center 13 1 5 

Ballfield 15 2 3 

Movie theater 23 1 3 

4.2.1 Analysis of Retail Results  

There was a strong preference for retail development with a consistent, attractive 
design. This matches well with interest in a Native American- or natural-themed 
design for future development stated by Tribal members in the May community 
meeting.  

4.2.2 Analysis of Residential Results  

Meeting attendees preferred single-family homes and townhouses over apartments. 
However, at the Tribal community meeting in May, people voiced concern that there 
are no apartments available near Oakville, Rochester, or Grand Mound and that this 
is a challenge for young people trying to live on their own. 

4.2.3 Analysis of Commercial Entertainment Results 

People liked the outdoor plaza, amphitheater, cinema, Bullwinkle’s and the ballfield. 
There was a strong interest at both the public meeting and the Tribal community 
meeting in family-oriented entertainment.  
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4.2.4 Analysis of Industrial and Commercial Results 

The total vote numbers weren’t as high as for the other boards. While people weren’t 
as enthusiastic about expressing preference for different types of office and light 
industrial development, we heard from many participants in the public outreach 
process that there is a need for more family-wage jobs. 
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5 QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 

 
As part of the public outreach effort for the Plan, a two-page questionnaire was 
mailed to Tribal members and distributed at a community meeting for Tribal 
members on May 29 and at a community meeting for the general public on July 24. 
The questionnaire focused on four areas:  

Jobs and economy  

Traffic and transportation 

Public safety and services 

Community design 

A total of 76 completed questionnaires were returned: 34 responses from Tribal 
members and staff and 42 responses from the general public. Overall, responses 
from Tribal members and other local residents were similar.  

5.1 Jobs and Economy 

People were asked to rank their preference for types of jobs they’d like to see in 
Grand Mound, with 1 as the most desired. Respondents indicated a strong 
preference for jobs and economic development related to retail uses (a total of 43 
number 1 rankings). Professional services and tourism/recreation were the next 
highest ranked preferences, though with considerably fewer number 1 rankings. 
Tribal members more strongly preferred tourist-related jobs, and the general public 
more strongly favored professional jobs. Warehouse, light industrial and resource-
based job types were generally given low rankings. 

Restaurants, a grocery store, and entertainment venues were clearly the most popular 
products and services that respondents wanted to see in the future. Specific retail 
services that were frequently mentioned included clothing stores, factory outlet 
stores, automotive services, and beauty salons. Respondents most commonly travel 
to Centralia, Chehalis, and Olympia for these shopping needs currently. A number of 
Tribal members emphasized a desire for small, locally owned businesses such as a 
laundromat and automotive service store. 

5.2 Traffic and Transportation  

There was general consensus that traffic congestion is a problem in Grand Mound 
and that public funds should be increased to improve the road system and bus 
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service. Several respondents mentioned concerns about traffic impacting Rochester 
as well as Grand Mound.  

The large majority of Tribal members stated that they would like to see investments 
made to improve local bus service. Most of the general public responses agreed or 
strongly agreed with this idea, but 12 were neutral and five disagreed.  

5.3 Public Safety and Services 

Most of respondents stated that there was a need for more public recreation 
opportunities in Grand Mound. Several written comments mentioned the need for 
bike lanes, trails, and public parks where families can gather.  

Most respondents also indicated that there is a need for more public health services. 
Written comments included needs for after-hours clinics and a drug- and alcohol-
rehabilitation center. 

5.4 Community Design 

Most respondents do not find the current appearance of Grand Mound appealing. 
There was some difference in responses between Tribal members and other local 
residents to the idea of creating a retail center in one location of Grand Mound. The 
retail center was favored by 71 percent of Tribal member respondents and 56 
percent of respondents at the public meeting. Eighteen percent of Tribal 
respondents and 27 percent of non-Tribal respondents disagreed with the concept. 
Tribal respondents mentioned having difficultly interpreting the question, so it was 
revised prior to the public meeting. This difficulty may explain the difference, but it 
more likely reflects the concern mentioned by several property owners at the public 
meeting regarding potential financial impacts on them from creation of a planned 
retail complex.  

Several Tribal members made written comments proposing that future development 
have an architectural theme based on Native American design or a natural aesthetic. 
The concept of a local design theme received strong favorable response in the July 
24 public meeting as well. 

5.5 Additional Comments 

Respondents wrote in comments focusing on the planning process, character of the 
area and further explanations of concerns in the previously mentioned areas. Several 
comments stated appreciation for the Tribe’s planning effort and asked that the 
public continue to be involved through the rest of the process. Several comments 
from the public meeting strongly suggested that planning for Grand Mound also 
consider Rochester. Regarding the character of the area, some respondents stated 
that they enjoy the rural appearance and others stated a preference for increasing 
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density in the planned area. Some Tribal members stated that they’d like to see a 
native arts gallery, cultural center, and Native-American-themed design. Several 
comments also focused on the need to protect the natural resources of the area.  
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The services undertaken to complete this report were performed consistent with 
generally accepted professional consulting principles and practices. No other warranty, 
express or implied, is made. These services were performed consistent with our 
agreement with our client. This report is solely for the use and information of our client 
unless otherwise noted. Any reliance on this report by a third party is at such party’s sole 
risk. 

Opinions and recommendations contained in this report apply to conditions existing 
when services were performed and are intended only for the client, purposes, locations, 
time frames, and project parameters indicated. We are not responsible for the impacts of 
any changes in environmental standards, practices, or regulations subsequent to 
performance of services. We do not warrant the accuracy of information supplied by 
others, or the use of segregated portions of this report. 
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Scope of This Report 

 

This draft report, dated June 20, 2008 assesses the economic development opportunities in the 

Grand Mound area of Washington State for consideration in a land-use master plan being 

developed by Maul, Foster, Alongi Inc.  This opportunities analysis is meant to quantify and 

measure the viability of selected alternatives to guide land use policy decisions in the 

formulation of that master plan.   

 

The focus of this report is on economic opportunities rather than non-commercial land uses such 

as open space, community facilities, or other uses that derive primarily social benefits rather than 

economic ones.  Economic uses are assumed to be those activities that produce revenue streams 

by generating employment, rental income, or other forms of cash flow, such as commercial 

business enterprises. 

 

Area Measured in This Report 

 

Grand Mound is examined in this report as part of a primary market area consisting of Thurston 

and Lewis counties.  However, economic trends in this area are also being influenced by changes 

taking place in the Puget Sound Region to the north (King and Pierce counties) as well as in 

Cowlitz County and the Portland-Vancouver Metropolitan Area to the south.  These areas of 

influence north of Thurston County and south of Lewis County are examined as secondary 

market areas whose influence is important but not as great as in the primary markets. 

 

Grand Mound is not an incorporated city but is classified as a Census Defined Place (CDP) by 

the US Census Bureau, as is the community of Rochester to the west.  Grand Mound is included 

in US Postal Zip Code 98579 which is served by the US Post Office in Rochester.  While data 

are provided for CDPs from the 2000 Census, updated population estimates and other important 

units of measure are generally available only for cities, counties, metropolitan areas, and states.  

This is also true for data and projections published by the Washington Office of Financial 

Management and the Washington Department of Employment Security.  That makes it necessary 

to extrapolate data based on assumptions about patterns of growth and change for the CDP in 

relation to the counties that comprise its primary and secondary markets. 

 

It should be noted that the CDP is considerably larger in size than the Urban Growth Area 

(UGA) for Grand Mound that is used by the Thurston Regional Planning Council to estimate 

population and employment growth.  The differences between the two geographic areas are 

significant, with the 2000 CDP population of 1,948 persons more than twice as large as the 

estimated UGA population of 810.  While UGA population figures from the TRPC are shown in 

this report, the larger geographic area more accurately reflects the size of the local market and 

the economic forces that will drive new business opportunities. 
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Location and Geospatial Characteristics 

 

The Grand Mound CDP consists of 3.1 square miles on both sides of US Interstate Hwy 5 (I-5) 

in southern Thurston County.  US Hwy 12 runs through Grand Mound on the west side of I-5, 

with the intersection located eight (8) miles north of the Harrison Avenue interchange in the City 

of Centralia.  This Hwy 12 intersection is 2.8 miles north of the Lewis County line, in Thurston 

County.  US Hwy 12 is a major east/west arterial connecting I-5 with US Hwy 101 and the 

communities of Aberdeen, Hoquiam, Ocean Shores, and other coastal areas. 

 

The US Census Bureau shows the Grand Mound CDP as being wholly within the Centralia 

Urban Center (UC).   

 

Following are maps showing the location of Grand Mound in relation to its primary and 

secondary market areas, as well as the US Census Bureau map of the Grand Mound CDP. 

 

 

 

GRAND MOUND LOCATION MAP 
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GRAND MOUND CDP 

 
 

 

 

Existing Economic Conditions - Overview 

 

 

The Grand Mound area has been characterized by a mix of industrial operations, commercial 

service and retail businesses, and residential development.  Industrial operations are centered in 

the resource extraction and processing sector, characterized by large gravel pits on the north side 

of Hwy 12.  Most of the recent commercial development has taken place at the intersection of 

Old Hwy 99 and US Hwy 12, just to the west of I-5, and consists mostly of gas stations, fast food 

restaurants, and other highway-commercial businesses.  There is no existing commercial core 

that accommodates general retail facilities or professional offices.   

 

A new primary “driver” for the Grand Mound economy is the Great Wolf Lodge, a waterpark 

resort hotel and conference center located between I-5 and Old Hwy 99 south of US Hwy 12.  

Opened in March 2008, the Grand Mound Great Wolf Lodge is the newest of a chain of resorts 

located throughout the United States but primarily in eastern states.  The facility is on a 39-acre 

site leased from the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Indian Reservation.  It consists of 

442,000 square feet of constructed space which cost more than $100 million to build. 

 

Great Wolf Lodge has 398 all-suite guest rooms in an eight-story, Northwoods-themed resort.  In 

addition to restaurants and other resort-retail and services operations, the hotel has 78,000 square 

feet of indoor entertainment area centered on one of America’s largest indoor waterparks.   

 

There is also a 30,000 sq ft. state-of-the-art conference center with a 10,800 sq. ft. ballroom, 11 

meeting rooms, a boardroom, a business center, and full service catering facilities.   
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This facility is changing the character of growth and development in the Grand Mound area 

according to a memorandum from the Thurston Regional Planning Council dated May 21, 2007 

and cited in the Buildable Lands Report dated October 2007. 

 

“In July 2005 a population forecast was adopted for all jurisdictions in Thurston 

County.  The population forecast for Grand Mound UGA was based on Grand 

Mound continuing to attract industrial growth, with very little residential growth 

projected.  This was in line with what had been occurring in the area in the last 10 

years, and consistent with zoning and the land use pattern on the ground. 

 

Since that time, the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation has broken 

ground on the Great Wolf Lodge – a tourist attraction/water park that is expected 

to generate many jobs and bring spin-off jobs. 

 

There are currently 520 dwelling units in various application stages with Thurston 

County for this area – most of these in two apartment complex projects.  The 

increase in employment in the area will likely provide the demand for the 

construction of these multifamily housing projects, which are permitted in the 

commercial arterial zoning district. 

 

This area is experiencing a great deal of redevelopment on partially-used 

residential land, where homes are being removed to make way for dense 

subdivisions.  It is clear this area is beginning to see residential growth. 

 

This is one area where the zoning and buildable land supply is likely to limit 

residential growth.  Based on projects in the application phase right now, it is 

likely that at least 700 dwelling units will be built in this area in the next 20 years 

under current zoning.” 

 

One effect of these recent changes has been a substantial increase in the forecasted population in 

the area by the Thurston Regional Planning Council.  Population forecasts are not provided for 

CDPs but the TRCP has developed forecasts for the UGA that indicate the rapid growth taking 

place in that area. 

 

Table 1: Population Trends and Forecasts in the Grand Mound UGA 
 1995 2000 2005 2010 2030 

2005 Estimates 805 810 820 850 1,000 

2007 Estimates 805 810 820 1,150 2,690 

      
Source: Thurston Regional Planning Council 

 

In a period of only two years, the population forecast for 2010 increased by 35.3% and for 2030 

it increased by 169.0%.  While growth will also take place outside of the UGA, the rate of 

growth is expected to be lower because of constraints on utility services. 

 

The economic development and land use plan for the Grand Mound area is being sponsored by 

the Confederated Tribes in response to these changes.  An objective is to ensure that the Great 
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Wolf Lodge generates positive economic and land use impacts for both Tribal and non-tribal 

residents of the area.   

 

In addition to Great Wolf Lodge, plus the influences of the Centralia market and traffic along I-5 

and US Hwy 12, the Grand Mound / Rochester area has its own industrial base.  Because these 

companies export their products outside of the local economy, they are considered “primary” 

employers that bring new money into the local area that is then spent on local goods and 

services.  According to Harris InfoSource, a D&B company that provides business databases, 

there are 25 companies in the 98579 Zip Code with manufacturing NAICS classifications: 

 

 
MANUFACTURING COMPANIES IN ZIP CODE 98579 

Company Name Address (Rochester, WA) Product(s) Emp. 

Aldrich Logging Equipment 8903 183
rd

 Ave. SW Logging 1 

Atlas Concrete Products 19221 Sargent Rd. SW Concrete Products 15 

Aztec Technology Corp. 19950 Old Hwy 99 SW Fab. Plate Work 6 

Dan Longmire 10322 187
th
 Ave. SW Wood Furniture 1 

Dave’s Mobile Home Serv. 18420 Albany St. SW Mobile Homes 4 

East Olympia Meats 18241 Pendleton St. SW Food Prod. Machinery 5 

Fir Cove Alpacas 4925 163
rd

 Ln. SW Fabric Mill 1 

Gold Crest Financial Group 181 Laurence Ln. SW Farm Mach/Equip. 2 

Gorham Printing 334 Harris Rd. Publishing/Printing 5 

Harold Kamping 17327 Sargent Rd. SW Games/Toys 1 

JK Custom Rods 9244 Applegate Loop SW Sporting/Athl. Goods 1 

Little Lambs 17026 Apperwood Dr. SW Misc. Manufacturing 1 

Luft Trailer Sales 5910 Ivan Way SW Transport. Equipment 5 

Milman Engineering 19207 Guava St. SW Machine Cutting Tools 4 

North Fork Timber Co. 18146 Dallas St. SW Peeling Mill Storage 7 

Ray’s Cut & Logging 134 Boot Jack Rd. Logging 1 

Sam Bickle Logging 201 Jylha Rd. Logging 7 

Sovereign Press 326 Harris Road Publishing/Printing 1 

Steven Gensen 11210 180
th
 Ln. SW Soap/Detergents 1 

Top Notch Trailers 19530 Ivan St. SW Transportation Equipment 12 

Truepoint Metalworks & Weld. 9616 James Rd. SW Sheet Metalwork 3 

Valley Fresh Foods 19210 Anderson Road Egg Farm; Animal Feed 57 

Wholesale Forms  17449 Jordan St. SW Commercial Printing 5 

Wilson Dairy 2560 Lincoln Creek Rd. Farm Equip./Machinery 2 

World’s Finest Chocolate 17515 Albany St. SW Chocolate Prod./Candy 23 

 
 

This list does not include the sand & gravel companies or other resource industries that are listed 

in NAICS Natural Resources classifications. 

 

Only eleven of these companies have five or more employees, and only four have ten or more 

employees.  However, the fact that the Rochester / Grand Mound area has an industrial base, 

even one made up mostly of small companies, indicates that commercial support businesses such 

as banks and insurance companies could find a local market. 
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Population Trends in Thurston and Lewis Counties 

 

Population growth trends and forecasts are shown in Table 2 for Thurston and Lewis counties, 

along with the State of Washington and other areas along the I-5 corridor in western Washington. 

 
Table 2: Population Trends & Forecasts, Regional I-5 Market Area, 1980 - 2025 

 1980 1990 2000 2006 
%  

1980-
2006 

2010 2015 2020 2025 
%  

2006-
2025 

Washington 
State 

4,132,353  4,866,663  5,894,121 6,395,798 54.8% 6,648,112  7,096,501  7,545,269  7,975,471  24.7% 

Seattle-
Tacoma 
MSA 

2,240,437 2,970,328 3,554,760 3,226,700 44.0% 3,636,420 3,856,545 4,080,990 4,295,432 33.1% 

Thurston     124,264      161,238  207,355 234,670 88.8%    258,687     286,449     312,029     336,825  43.5% 

Lewis 56,025 59,358 68,600 73,585 31.3%      77,493       81,251       86,070       90,678  23.2% 

Cowlitz 79,548 82,119 92,948 99,905 26.6% 107,903 117,163 126,797 136,114 36.2% 

Portland-
Vancouver 
MSA 

1,333,623 1,515,452 1,918,009 2,126,732 59.5% 2,209,938 2,233,144 2,386,956 2,544,432 19.6% 

  Totals 3,833,897 4,788,495 5,841,672 5,761,592 50.3% 6,290,441 6,574,585 6,992,842 7,403,481 28.5% 

Sources: US Census reports for period 1980 – 2006.  Forecasts for 2010 – 2025 from Washington Office of Financial 
Management. 

 

The data show that Thurston County has experienced the highest rates of population growth from 

1980 to 2006 compared to the State or the other counties along the I-5 corridor from the Seattle-

Tacoma MSA south to the Portland-Vancouver MSA.  The forecast is for continued higher rates 

of population growth in Thurston County from 2006 to 2025.   

 

However, it is important to note that the highest rates of population growth in Thurston County 

have not been in the south county area where Grand Mound is located.  The US Census map 

below shows that the highest concentrations of population density in 2000 were in the northern 

parts of the county, especially in the Olympia / Lacey area, with a generally inverse dispersion of 

population density to highway distance from Olympia. 

 
Population Density Map, 2000 Census, Thurston County 
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In general, population densities in south Thurston County were in the range of 75 – 100 persons 

per square mile, while in the Olympia / Lacey area they averaged over 2,000 persons per square 

mile.  That is a significant difference for estimating the size of the market for Grand Mound. 

 

Lewis County showed the lowest population of any county along the I-5 corridor between Seattle 

and Portland in 2006.  Its estimate of 73,585 persons was only 31% the size of the population in 

Thurston County.  By 2025, the population in Lewis County is projected to be only 27% of the 

population in Thurston County. 

 

However, the pattern of population density in Lewis County puts the highest densities at the 

north end, closest to the Grand Mound area. 

 

 

Population Density Map, 2000 Census, Lewis County 

 
 

 

While the color coding is the same for Thurston and Lewis counties, they represent difference 

population densities.  The green shading on the Lewis County map represents only about 485 

persons per square mile which is slightly more than one-fourth the density represented by that 

color on the Thurston County map.   

 

The general conclusion that can be drawn from the population patterns is that the most 

immediate area of economic influence for Grand Mound is the northern Lewis County area 

comprised of the cities of Centralia and Chehalis, but that the population concentrations in the 

northern part of Thurston County provide a larger total market. 

 

Detailed demographic data are not provided in this report because they are not considered 

important in determining economic development opportunities.  The Grand Mound area can 

draw workers from throughout Thurston and Lewis counties to meet the employment needs of 

smaller and medium-sized businesses, so details of age composition and other characteristics are 

not significant to this analysis.
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Economic Trends in Thurston and Lewis Counties 

 

Economic trends in Thurston and Lewis counties are examined in this report as part of the larger 

overall economic trends in the State of Washington, the Puget Sound Region, and the influences 

of business development along the I-5 corridor. 

 

 

Washington State Patterns and Trends 

Table 3: Washington State Employment by Industry, 1990 – 2007 (in thousands) 

NAICS INDUSTRY (numbers in 
thousands) 

1990 
Annual 

Average 

1994 
Annual 

Average 

2000 
Annual 

Average 

2007 
Annual 

Average 

Average 
Annual 

Change 

TOTAL NONFARM  2143.0 2304.3 2711.3 2931.4 1.9% 

TOTAL PRIVATE 1745.4 1867.1 2228,0 2397.7 1.9% 

GOODS PRODUCING 465.4 444.4 502.5 508.7 0.5% 

    NATURAL RESOURCES and MINING 12.6 10.1 10.0 8.2 -2.5% 

    CONSTRUCTION 116.8 122.6 160.6 207.4 3.4% 

    MANUFACTURING 336.1 311.7 331.9 293.2 -0.8% 

        Durable Goods 246.0 216.9 236.5 211.6 -0.9% 

            Wood Product Manufacturing 24.0 22.5 21.9 19.1 -1.3% 

            Nonmetallic Mineral Product Mfg 7.3 7.9 9.0 10.8 2.3% 

            Primary Metal Manufacturing 12.7 10.5 10.9 5.8 -4.5% 

            Fabricated Metal Product Mfg 15.4 15.7 18.9 20.1 1.6% 

            Machinery Manufacturing 11.7 11.4 15.6 15.1 1.5% 

            Computer & Electronic Product Mfg 29.1 26.0 34.4 22.8 -1.4% 

            Electrical Equip. & Appliance Mfg 2.3 2.6 4.2 4.3 3.7% 

            Transportation Equipment Mfg 126.2 102.5 99.6 93.1 -1.8% 

                Aerospace Product & Parts Mfg 113.0 90.7 86.2 80.1 -2.0% 

                Ship and Boat Building 7.8 4.8 6.3 7.9 0.1% 

            Other Durable Manufacturing 17.3 17.8 22.1 20.5 1.0% 

        Non Durable Goods 90.1 94.8 95.4 81.6 -0.6% 

            Food Manufacturing 24.2 25.9 38.9 34.1 2.0% 

            Petrol, Coal, Plastics & Rubber  9.3 10.5 12.5 12.9 1.9% 

            Paper Manufacturing 16.5 15.4 14.4 11.2 -2.3% 

            Printing and Related Support  11.0 12.1 11.6 8.1 -1.8% 

SERVICES PROVIDING 1677.6 1859.9 2208.8 2422.7 2.2% 

    TRADE, TRANS. & UTILITIES 433.2 454.4 531.9 552.6 1.4% 

        Wholesale Trade 101.4 105.6 121.2 129.2 1.4% 

        Retail Trade 247.8 263.2 315.2 327.4 1.7% 

        Trans., Warehousing. and Utilities 84.0 85.5 95.4 96.0 0.8% 

    INFORMATION 49.6 58.9 97.7 102.7 4.4% 

    FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES 113.1 123.6 142.3 155.2 1.9% 

    PROFESSIONAL & BUSINESS SERV 197.6 230.9 303.8 345.2 3.3% 

    EDUCATION and HEALTH SERVICES 206.3 246.5 291.9 347.9 3.1% 

    LEISURE and HOSPITALITY 190.7 214.1 251.7 280.2 2.3% 

    OTHER SERVICES 89.6 94.4 106.2 105.4 1.0% 

    GOVERNMENT 397.6 437.2 483.3 533.7 1.7% 

 Source: Washington Workforce Explorer, June 25 2008 
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Employment changes in Washington State between 1990 and 2007 showed very different 

patterns from national trends.  Total non-farm and private employment grew at rates that were 

50% higher than those experienced by the United States between 2001 and 2005.  Also, several 

manufacturing sectors gained employment over the 16-year period in Washington State while all 

of them declined at the national level.  The overall total was dragged down by losses in the 

historic resource industries such as wood products, paper, and primary metals, along with losses 

in aerospace and computer manufacturing employment. 

 

All of the services-providing industries showed increases in employment.  The Information 

sector showed the highest rate of growth, more than four times the national growth rate.  This 

was followed by Professional & Business Services, then Education & Health Services. 

 

The losses in Aerospace Products & Parts Manufacturing reflect significant gains in productivity 

in this industry as well as employment shifting to other locations.  This industry continues to 

remain a major driver in the Washington State economy. 

 

The forecasts for Washington State also show a much better picture for growth in the 

manufacturing sectors than the historical figures.  Table 4 was provided by the Office of 

Financial Management as part of the Washington Growth Management Act analysis and 

projections.  It shows overall employment in the state growing by 1.9% annually from 2004 to 

2009, but then declining to a growth rate of 1.2% annually from 2009 to 2014.  The reason for 

the projected decline is not known, although it is reasonable to assume that the higher growth 

rate during the 2004 – 2009 period reflects recovery from the recession of 2001 - 2004.  

 

The Manufacturing sector shows an annual average rate of employment growth of 1.9% between 

2004 and 2009, declining to a negative rate of growth of -0.2% from 2009 to 2014.  That 

compares to an overall decline of -0.6% at the national level from 2004 to 2014.  Transportation 

and Warehousing in Washington is projected to grow by 1.7% annually between 2004 and 2009, 

reducing to a 1.4% annual growth rate between 2009 and 2014.   
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Table 4: OFM Forecasts of Washington Employment by Sector, 2004 to 2014 

Annual Average Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment 

 Estimated 2004 and Projected 2009 and 2014  

Washington State (in thousands) 

June 2006 

Sector 
  Est. Emp. 

2004  
  Est. Emp. 

2009 
  Est. Emp. 

2014 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2004-
2009 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2009-
2014 

TOTAL NONFARM  2,700,400 2,968,100 3,144,200 1.9% 1.2% 

  NATURAL RESOURCES and 
  MINING 8,900 8,500 8,200 -0.9% -0.7% 

      Logging 5,600 5,100 4,800 -1.9% -1.2% 

      Mining 3,300 3,400 3,400 0.6% 0.0% 

  CONSTRUCTION 164,100 186,900 198,200 2.6% 1.2% 

  MANUFACTURING 263,500 290,100 287,200 1.9% -0.2% 

       Durable Goods 181,700 208,200 204,800 2.8% -0.3% 

         Wood Products 18,300 19,600 19,300 1.4% -0.3% 

         Nonmetallic Mineral 
         Products 9,200 10,300 10,800 2.3% 1.0% 

         Primary Metals 4,900 4,700 4,300 -0.8% -1.8% 

         Fabricated Metal Products 17,300 19,200 19,600 2.1% 0.4% 

         Machinery 12,900 14,900 15,100 2.9% 0.3% 

         Computer and Electronic 
         Products 22,100 20,800 20,600 -1.2% -0.2% 

         Electrical Equipment and  
         Appliances 4,200 4,900 5,300 3.1% 1.6% 

         Aerospace 61,400 80,900 76,500 5.7% -1.1% 

         Other Transportation 
         Equipment 12,100 12,600 12,100 0.8% -0.8% 

         Furniture & Related Prod. 8,200 8,900 9,300 1.7% 0.9% 

         Misc. Manufacturing 11,100 11,400 11,900 0.5% 0.9% 

       Non Durable Goods 81,800 81,900 82,400 0.0% 0.1% 

          Food Manufacturing 37,600 38,600 39,600 0.5% 0.5% 

          Textile & Apparel 5,200 4,200 3,600 -4.2% -3.0% 

          Paper & Paper Prod. 13,300 11,800 11,700 -2.4% -0.2% 

          Printing & Related Support 8,700 8,300 7,900 -0.9% -1.0% 

          Petroleum & Coal Prod. 2,300 2,400 2,400 0.9% 0.0% 

          Chemicals 5,100 5,900 6,100 3.0% 0.7% 

          Plastics & Rubber Prod. 9,600 10,700 11,100 2.2% 0.7% 

    WHOLESALE TRADE 119,300 126,500 132,800 1.2% 1.0% 

    RETAIL TRADE 309,700 334,500 343,500 1.6% 0.5% 

          Motor Vehicle and Parts 
          Dealers 41,600 44,600 46,700 1.4% 0.9% 

          Food and Beverage Stores 59,300 63,700 64,800 1.4% 0.3% 

         Gasoline Stations 15,300 15,100 15,100 -0.3% 0.0% 

         Other Retail 193,500 211,100 216,900 1.8% 0.5% 

      

 89,400 97,000 103,400 1.6% 1.3% 
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Annual Average Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment 

 Estimated 2004 and Projected 2009 and 2014  

Washington State (in thousands) 

June 2006 

Sector 
  Est. Emp. 

2004  
  Est. Emp. 

2009 
  Est. Emp. 

2014 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2004-
2009 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2009-
2014 

TRANSPORTATION, 
WAREHOUSING AND UTILITIES 

         Utilities 4,400 4,400 4,300 0.0% -0.5% 

         Transportation and 
         Warehousing 85,000 92,600 99,100 1.7% 1.4% 

    INFORMATION 92,400 104,300 117,300 2.5% 2.4% 

          Software Publishers 39,200 48,100 57,500 4.2% 3.6% 

          Other Publishers 11,300 11,600 12,000 0.5% 0.7% 

          Other Information 41,900 44,600 47,800 1.3% 1.4% 

    FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES 152,100 161,400 167,300 1.2% 0.7% 

          Finance & Insurance 103,000 109,400 113,100 1.2% 0.7% 

          Real Estate and Rental  
          Leasing 49,100 52,000 54,200 1.2% 0.8% 

    PROFESSIONAL and 
    BUSINESS SERVICES 302,200 360,200 402,200 3.6% 2.2% 

         Professional, Scientific and 
        Technical Services 136,700 162,700 181,500 3.5% 2.2% 

         Management of Companies 
         and Enterprises 33,000 34,000 34,600 0.6% 0.4% 

         Administrative, Support, 
         Waste Management 85,400 103,100 115,700 3.8% 2.3% 

         Employment Services 47,100 60,400 70,400 5.1% 3.1% 

    EDUCATION and HEALTH  
    SERVICES 319,800 356,700 382,900 2.2% 1.4% 

          Private Education Services 43,100 46,700 48,400 1.6% 0.7% 

          Health Care & Social  
          Assist. Private 276,700 310,000 334,500 2.3% 1.5% 

    LEISURE and HOSPITALITY 255,200 279,000 295,200 1.8% 1.1% 

          Arts, Entertainment and  
          Recreation 44,600 49,600 53,100 2.1% 1.4% 

         Accommodation and Food  
         Services 210,600 229,400 242,100 1.7% 1.1% 

    OTHER SERVICES 99,900 108,700 114,500 1.7% 1.0% 

    GOVERNMENT 523,900 554,300 591,500 1.1% 1.3% 

        Federal Government 69,700 69,900 70,200 0.1% 0.1% 

        State & Local Government  186,300 196,400 207,100 1.1% 1.1% 
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 Puget Sound Region Patterns and Trends 

 

In July 2007 the Puget Sound area (King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties) labor force 

consisted of 1,951,660 workers, of whom 1,870,810 were employed and 80,830 were 

unemployed for an unemployment rate of 4.1 percent.  This indicated nearly full recovery from 

the recession that hit the region hard during the period from 2001 to 2004.  Some sectors have 

still not recovered and others only regained their pre-recession employment levels in 2006. 

 

The spreadsheet on the next two pages provides data on changes in employment and establish-

ments in the four counties of King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish between 2001 and the 3
rd

 

quarter of 2006.  The detailed industry data are only available through the 2005 annual averages.   

 

Overall, employment in the region increased by 5.7% over the period while the number of 

establishments declined by 4.8%. 

 

Some of the findings have implications for Thurston and Lewis counties.  For example, King 

County had a net loss of 7,005 establishments over the four-year and nine-month period even 

while it was gaining 17,492 workers.  That represented a loss of 8.5% of all establishments in 

2001, while Pierce County, Kitsap County, and Snohomish County all gained in their numbers of 

establishments.  This pattern is found in many individual sectors and may indicate a shift of 

businesses away from the congested areas of King County with constrained land availability and 

high prices to the less densely populated parts of the region. 

 

While seven manufacturing subsectors showed increases in employment over the period, only 

the Ship and Boat Building category showed an increase in number of establishments.  The 

largest drops in employment were experienced in the Paper Products, Chemicals, Aerospace, 

Computers, and Printing categories.   
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Table 5: Changes in NAICS Employment & Establishments, Puget Sound Region, 2001 – Sept. 2006 
 King Pierce Snohomish Kitsap Totals Change 

 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 Units % 

Total All Industries  Empl. 
   (Private) ***             Est. 

997683 
82175 

1015175 
75170 

187700 
19694 

216851 
19722 

176148 
16001 

200308 
16676 

47110 
6016 

56942 
6310 

1408641 
123886 

1489276 
117878 

80635 
-6008 

5.7% 
-4.8% 

GOODS PRODUCING*** 
193849 
10359 

185999 
9569 

37657 
3384 

44230 
3451 

68067 
3775 

70749 
3840 

5955 
1152 

7546 
1146 

305528 
18670 

308524 
18006 

2996 
-664 

1.0% 
-3.6% 

  Natural Resources & 
      Mining*** 

3557 
529 

3084 
403 

1970 
226 

1537 
183 

1924 
289 

1543 
250 

260 
62 

277 
58 

7711 
1106 

6441 
894 

-1270 
-212 

-16.5% 
-19.2% 

  Construction*** 
60087 

6849 
70534 

6646 
14785 

2450 
22517 

2614 
14956 

2652 
20473 

2807 
3988 
905 

5215 
919 

93816 
12856 

118739 
12986 

24923 
130 

26.6% 
1.0% 

  Manufacturing*** 
130205 

2982 
112381 

2520 
20901 

708 
20176 

659 
51187 

833 
48733 

790 
1707 
185 

2054 
168 

204000 
4708 

182560 
4145 

-21440 
-563 

-10.5% 
-12.0% 

      Food Products 
11318 

331 
10461 

294 
1725 

69 
1751 

54 
1430 

59 
1289 

56 
122 
16 

104 
16 

14595 
475 

13605 
420 

-990 
-55 

-6.8% 
-11.6% 

      Wood Products 
1620 

76 
1533 

72 
2760 

70 
2861 

67 
2057 

67 
2187 

63 
38 
10 

29 
10 

6475 
223 

6610 
212 

135 
-11 

2.1% 
-4.9% 

      Paper
1
 

2104 
45 

1946 
30 

1226 
19 

1050 
18 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

3330 
64 

2096 
48 

-1234 
-16 

-37.1% 
-25.0% 

      Printing & Related 
            

6179 
380 

4960 
303 

1184 
65 

590 
59 

871 
76 

903 
55 

88 
18 

78 
20 

8322 
539 

6531 
437 

-1791 
-102 

-21.5% 
-18.9% 

      Chemicals
1
 

2443 
91 

1709 
78 

621 
20 

582 
18 

342 
17 

159 
21 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

3406 
128 

2450 
117 

-956 
-11 

-28.1% 
-8.6% 

      Plastics & Rubber
1
 

2850 
66 

3059 
67 

1484 
32 

1461 
27 

775 
19 

753 
15 

ND 
ND 

ND 
2 

5109 
117 

5273 
109 

164 
-8 

3.2% 
-6.8% 

     Nonmetallic Mineral 
          Products 

2981 
117 

3269 
103 

1701 
49 

1724 
48 

481 
23 

664 
29 

151 
19 

177 
15 

5314 
208 

5834 
195 

520 
-13 

9.8% 
-6.3% 

     Primary Metals
1
 

1080 
31 

842 
21 

382 
8 

ND 
6 

127 
8 

160 
6 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

1207 
39 

1002 
27 

-205 
-12 

-17.0% 
-30.8% 

     Fabricated Metals 
6369 
422 

5848 
353 

1863 
98 

2096 
102 

2676 
187 

2995 
189 

98 
16 

114 
14 

11006 
723 

11053 
658 

47 
-65 

0.4% 
-9.0% 

     Machinery 
6314 
162 

5435 
130 

683 
22 

618 
21 

693 
34 

691 
29 

21 
7 

24 
5 

7711 
225 

6768 
185 

-943 
-40 

-12.2% 
-17.8% 

     Computer & electronic 
 

12407 
234 

9391 
188 

1700 
21 

1249 
21 

6771 
60 

5235 
48 

64 
13 

28 
10 

20942 
328 

15905 
267 

-5037 
-61 

-24.1% 
-18.6% 

     Electrical Equipment
1
 

1933 
52 

1719 
47 

34 
4 

ND 
2 

342 
14 

364 
11 

ND 
ND 

ND 
1 

2275 
66 

2082 
58 

-193 
-8 

-8.5% 
-12.1% 

     Transportation Equip. 
57927 

181 
43649 

178 
2179 

51 
2149 

42 
31143 

84 
25030 

73 
148 
10 

329 
8 

91397 
326 

71157 
301 

-20240 
-25 

-22.1% 
-7.7% 
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 King Pierce Snohomish Kitsap Totals Change 

 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 2001 9/2006 Units % 

       Aerospace
1
 

54063 
88 

39078 
93 

1552 
16 

1538 
14 

30016 
58 

23658 
48 

ND 
ND 

ND 
2 

85631 
162 

64274 
155 

-21357 
-7 

-24.9% 
-4.3% 

       Ship building
1
 

1864 
37 

2209 
41 

403 
14 

382 
13 

1049 
12 

1198 
13 

141 
6 

ND 
6 

3316 
63 

3789 
67 

473 
4 

14.3% 
6.3% 

      Furniture 
3143 
195 

2660 
153 

1256 
59 

1119 
61 

1490 
75 

1367 
65 

325 
29 

224 
19 

6214 
358 

5370 
288 

-844 
-70 

-13.6% 
-19.6% 

      Misc. Mfg. 
6691 
349 

5209 
313 

632 
76 

572 
79 

643 
76 

867 
89 

470 
28 

472 
25 

8436 
509 

7120 
506 

-1316 
-3 

-15.6% 
-0.6% 

SERVICE 
PROVIDING*** 

803834 
71816 

829176 
65601 

150043 
16311 

172621 
16271 

108081 
12227 

129559 
12836 

41155 
4864 

49396 
5164 

1005913 
105218 

1180752 
99872 

174839 
-5346 

17.4% 
-5.1% 

    Trade, Transp. &  
      Utilities*** 

231136 
15792 

221240 
14723 

45960 
3249 

52434 
3356 

34962 
2912 

37812 
2807 

12005 
976 

14144 
991 

324063 
22929 

325630 
19357 

1567 
-3572 

0.5% 
-15.6% 

      Wholesale Trade 
 

63813 
7710 

60541 
7068 

9235 
843 

9869 
929 

5586 
829 

6572 
841 

1030 
179 

1340 
201 

79664 
8801 

77322 
8209 

-2342 
-592 

-2.9% 
-6.7% 

      Retail Trade 
 

117329 
6511 

112823 
6080 

28725 
1962 

30321 
1858 

26927 
1801 

28044 
1707 

9994 
680 

11141 
678 

182975 
10954 

182329 
8793 

-646 
-2161 

-0.4% 
-19.7% 

      Transportation,  
            Warehousing  

48638 
1518 

43250 
1384 

7381 
411 

9894 
428 

2353 
272 

3092 
248 

802 
100 

844 
85 

59174 
2301 

57080 
2145 

-2094 
-156 

-3.5% 
-6.8% 

      Utilities 
1356 

53 
866 
46 

619 
33 

610 
32 

96 
10 

104 
11 

179 
18 

130 
14 

2250 
114 

1710 
103 

-540 
-11 

-24.0% 
-9.6% 

    Information*** 
 

72100 
1831 

74012 
1736 

3511 
155 

3589 
146 

4148 
182 

5241 
168 

1688 
76 

1538 
83 

81447 
2244 

84380 
2133 

2933 
-111 

3.6% 
-4.9% 

    Financial Activities & 
         Real Estate 

77157 
6384 

75985 
6767 

13023 
1427 

14404 
1701 

9873 
1225 

12669 
1332 

2778 
441 

3506 
491 

102831 
9477 

106564 
10291 

3733 
814 

3.6% 
8.6% 

    Professional &  
       Business Services 

170171 
12972 

183708 
12445 

17537 
1949 

24092 
2101 

14815 
1874 

20058 
1895 

5967 
777 

7674 
865 

208490 
17572 

235532 
17306 

27042 
-266 

13.0% 
-1.5% 

    Education & Health 
         Services 

104466 
5720 

118201 
6264 

33472 
1664 

36830 
1759 

18678 
1305 

21444 
1408 

8976 
608 

10945 
640 

165592 
9297 

187420 
10071 

21828 
774 

13.2% 
8.3% 

    Leisure & Hospitality 
100739 

5267 
110806 

5853 
23978 

1423 
28082 

1636 
17547 

1255 
22019 

1486 
6923 
467 

8467 
560 

149187 
8412 

169374 
9535 

20187 
1123 

13.5% 
13.3% 

    Other Services 
 

48063 
23847 

45224 
17813 

12561 
6445 

13190 
5556 

8057 
3475 

7825 
3381 

2818 
1519 

3122 
1470 

71499 
35286 

69361 
28220 

-2138 
-7066 

-3.0% 
-20.0% 

PUBLIC ADMIN. 
 

39274 
239 

40198 
253 

16054 
122 

17338 
108 

10147 
94 

10692 
98 

7980 
54 

6880 
58 

73455 
509 

75108 
517 

1653 
8 

2.3% 
1.6% 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment & Wages.  Group totals and 2-digit NAICS sectors indicated by *** show data 
through Sept. 2006; subsector totals (3-digit NAICS sectors) show data through the annual average for 2005.  Sectors marked by 

1
 only include 

those counties for which data are shown. 



 

Grand Mound 16 Economic Development 
Development Plan  Opportunities Analysis 

  Thurston and Lewis Counties: Patterns and Trends 

 

Thurston County 

Table 6 shows preliminary figures on employment by sector in Thurston County as of April 

2008.  On a year-to-year basis from April 2007 to April 2008, total non-farm employment rose 

by an impressive 2.3% with private-sector employment gaining 3.2%.   

 
Table 6: Employment in Thurston County, April 2007 – April 2008 

Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment in 

the Olympia Metropolitan Statistical Area (Thurston County) 

Not Seasonally Adjusted/*Updated with QCEW Data: December 2007 

     Change 

 
Prelim 
Apr-08 

Revised 
Mar-08 

Revised 
Arp-07 

 
Mar-08 
Apr-08 

Apr-07 
Apr-08 

Apr-07 
Apr-08 % 

NAICS Industry Title (numbers in 
   thousands) 

Total Nonfarm  103.5 103.3 101.2  0.2 2.3 2.3% 

Total Private 65.3 65.0 63.3  0.3 2.0 3.2% 

Goods Producing 8.7 8.7 9.0  0.0 -0.3 -3.3% 

    Natural Res., Mining, and Const. 5.4 5.4 5.7  0.0 -0.3 -5.3% 

    Manufacturing 3.3 3.3 3.3  0.0 0.0 0.0% 

Services Producing 94.8 94.6 92.2  0.2 2.6 2.8% 

    Private Services Providing 56.6 56.3 54.3  0.3 2.3 4.2% 

    Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, 
    and Utilities 16.7 16.6 15.9  0.1 0.8 5.0% 

        Retail Trade 11.9 11.8 11.1  0.1 0.8 7.2% 

    Financial Activities 3.9 3.9 4.0  0.0 -0.1 -2.5% 

    Professional and Business Services 8.2 8.2 8.1  0.0 0.1 1.2% 

    Leisure & Hospitality 8.8 8.7 8.5  0.1 0.3 3.5% 

    Government 38.2 38.3 37.9  -0.1 0.3 0.8% 

        Federal Government 0.9 0.9 1.0  0.0 -0.1 -10.0% 

        State Government 25.5 25.6 24.9  -0.1 0.6 2.4% 

        Local Government 11.8 11.8 12.0  0.0 -0.2 -1.7% 

 
 

Employment in the Manufacturing sector showed no growth during the one-year period while 

employment in the Trade, Warehousing and Utilities (TWU) sector grew by 5.0%, led by growth 

in the Retail Trade subsector of 7.2%.   Overall, the increase in non-farm employment of 2.3% 

was significantly higher than in the state as a whole, with an especially large gain in private 

sector employment. 

 

Recent conditions in the Thurston County economy are provided by the Olympia MSA Labor 

Area Summary, dated May 21, 2007.  This is copied below as a snapshot of the economy through 

April of this year. 
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Olympia MSA (Thurston County) Labor Area Summary, Volume 2007, 
Number 4 

Jim Vleming, Regional Labor Economist 
5/21/2007 

  

Summary 

The April preliminary numbers are out and the unemployment picture in the 

Olympia Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) remains bright. Over the month, 

data showed the unemployment rate dropping by two-tenths of a percentage point, 

as nonfarm wage and salary jobs rose slightly from March to April. 

The resident labor force and employment numbers for the county showed the 

unemployment rate dropping from 4.4 percent in March to 4.2 percent in April. 

The preliminary April rate is a half a point below the April 2006 rate of 4.7 

percent. The monthly detail counted 120,300 Thurston County residents taking 

checks to the bank as 5,300 others were left actively searching for work. 

Statewide, the April unemployment rate dipped to 4.3 from 5.0 percent in March. 

In April 2006, the statewide rate of unemployment was 4.9 percent. 

Nonfarm jobs were up just slightly from March (+300), to an April preliminary 

total of just under 100,000 at 99,900. The modest 300 job gain was split between a 

100 job increase in Goods Producing and a 200 job increase in Services-providing 

sectors. On the Goods side, the Construction sector was responsible for the 100 

job gain as the Trade, Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities (+100), and 

Leisure and Hospitality (+100) sectors added jobs between March and April. State 

Government employment was off by 400 over the month. 

Over the year, nonfarm jobs are up 1,800 in the county, for an annual average gain 

of 1.8 percent. While in positive territory, this increase lags the statewide rate of 

growth by half a percentage point (+2.3 percent). Also, 400 more jobs in Goods 

were split down the middle between Manufacturing and the Construction 

grouping. On the Services side, the 1,400 gain in employment was centered in the 

Trade grouping (+900) as Government jobs crept ahead by 200. 

There are still plenty of help wanted signs posted around the county. The question 

is: how low can we go? With unemployment at 4.2 percent, the thought may be 

that everyone that wants a job has a job. That thought remains to be seen, but with 

the summer construction and tourism season just around the corner, the question 

can be – can all those help wanted signs be answered? 

 

Table 7 shows forecasted growth by sector from 2004 to 2009 and from 2009 to 2014, provided 

by the Forecast Division of the Washington State Office of Financial Management. 
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Table 7: Forecasted Employment by Industry Sector in Thurston County, 2004 – 2014. 

Annual Average Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment 

 Estimated 2004 and Projected 2009 and 2014  

June 2006 

      

County name Thurston     

Sector 

  Est. 
Emp. 
2004  

  Est. 
Emp. 
2009 

  Est. 
Emp. 
2014 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2004-
2009 

  Avg. 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 2009-
2014 

TOTAL NONFARM  92,500 101,500 107,700 1.9% 1.2% 

    NATURAL RESOURCES and MINING 500 500 500 0.0% 0.0% 

    CONSTRUCTION 4,600 5,000 5,300 1.7% 1.2% 

    MANUFACTURING 3,300 3,400 3,600 0.6% 1.1% 

        Durable Goods 1,600 1,600 1,700 0.0% 1.2% 

        Non Durable Goods 1,700 1,800 1,900 1.1% 1.1% 

           Food Manufacturing 400 500 500 4.6% 0.0% 

    WHOLESALE TRADE 2,200 2,500 2,600 2.6% 0.8% 

    RETAIL TRADE 10,600 11,500 11,900 1.6% 0.7% 

    TRANSPORTATION, WAREHOUSING 
        AND UTILITIES 1,800 2,100 2,200 3.1% 0.9% 

    INFORMATION 900 1,100 1,100 4.1% 0.0% 

    FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES 3,900 4,400 4,500 2.4% 0.5% 

    PROFESSIONAL and BUSINESS 
       SERVICES 7,100 8,800 9,900 4.4% 2.4% 

    EDUCATION and HEALTH SERVICES 11,100 12,400 13,200 2.2% 1.3% 

    LEISURE and HOSPITALITY 7,300 8,000 8,500 1.8% 1.2% 

    OTHER SERVICES 3,600 4,000 4,200 2.1% 1.0% 

    GOVERNMENT 35,600 37,800 40,200 1.2% 1.2% 

        Federal Government 1,000 1,000 1,000 0.0% 0.0% 

        State & Local Government other 24,300 25,800 27,200 1.2% 1.1% 

        Educational Services, gov’t  8,500 8,900 9,600 0.9% 1.5% 

        Health Care & Social Assist.  1,800 2,100 2,400 3.1% 2.7% 

 

All of the OFM forecasts predict declining growth from 2009 to 2014 but the reasons are not 

clear.  For Thurston County, they show the average annual growth rate declining from 1.9% 

between 2004 and 2009 to a more modest 1.2% between 2009 and 2014.  That represents total 

growth of 6.1% during the second five-year period. 

 

It is significant that the growth of Manufacturing is forecasted to grow by 1.1% annually while 

the growth of the Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities (TWU) sector is only forecasted at 

0.9% annually.  The total numbers of new jobs are relatively small, at 200 jobs in the 

manufacturing sector over the five-year period compared to only 100 jobs in the TWU sector.  

Again, it is not known why the forecasts show significantly slower growth than the recent one-

year period from May 2006 to May 2007. 
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Lewis County 

 

It was noted earlier that Lewis County has the smallest population base of the I-5 corridor 

counties.  This is also reflected in the employment figures. 

 

Table 8: Employment in Lewis County, April 2007 – April 2008 
Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment in 

the Olympia Metropolitan Statistical Area (Lewis County) 

Not Seasonally Adjusted/*Updated with QCEW Data: December 2007 

     Change 

 
Prelim 
Apr-08 

Revised 
Mar-08 

Revised 
Arp-07 

 
Mar-08 
Apr-08 

Apr-07 
Apr-08 

Apr-07 
Apr-08 % 

NAICS Industry Title (numbers in 
   thousands) 

Total Nonfarm  25,600 25,550 25,390  50 210 0.8% 

Total Private 20,370 20,310 20,150  60 220 1.1% 

Goods Producing 5,730 5,740 5,630  -10 100 1.8% 

    Natural Res., Mining, and Const. 2,150 2,130 2,130  20 20 0.9% 

    Manufacturing 3,590 3,610 3,510  -20 80 2.3% 

Services Producing 19,860 19,800 19,760  60 100 0.5% 

    Trade, Transportation, Warehousing, 
    and Utilities 5,850 5,840 5,830  10 20 0.3% 

        Wholesale Trade 580 580 570  0 10 1.8% 

        Retail Trade 3,670 3,670 3,680  0 -10 -0.3% 

        Transp., Warehousing, Utilities 1,600 1,590 1,580  10 20 1.3% 

    Information & Financial Activities 1,110 1,100 1,080  10 30 2.8% 

    All Other Services 7,670 7,630 7,620  40 50 0.7% 

    Government 5,230 5,240 5,240  -10 -10 -0.2% 

        Federal Government 200 190 210  10 -10 -4.8% 

        State & Local Government 2,670 2,710 2,730  -40 -60 -2.2% 

 

Lewis County showed a small increase in total nonfarm employment between April 2007 and 

April 2008 than Thurston County, with a gain of 210 total jobs.  Gains in Manufacturing and 

Services were partially offset by losses in the Retail Trade and Government sectors. 

 

It is notable, however, that Manufacturing increased by 80 jobs or 2.3% during the year.  

Manufacturing accounted for 17.6% of all private employment in Lewis County in April 2008, 

compared to only 5.1% of private employment in Thurston County in April 2008 and 12.2% in 

the whole State of Washington in 2007. 

 

The following assessment of economic patterns and trends in Lewis County was taken from the 

May 2007 Lewis County Profile, published by the Washington Employment Security 

Department. 
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Economic Overview 

 

The early 1990s were fairly good to Lewis County, in fact, between 1993 and 

1995, the county’s nonfarm employment totals were growing at a percentage 

twice that of the state average. Then came the late 1990s, and the tale is one of a 

slight downturn until 2004 and 2005. The increase has even spread between 2005 

and 2006. While the growth has not been wildly spectacular, the numbers are 

going in a positive direction over the last several years. 

 

As with many areas of the state, the strongest employment growth over the last 

couple of years has come in the Natural Resources, Mining, and Construction 

sector. That area of the economy has grown at better than a 6 percent clip over 

the course of the last couple of years, and 2006 found that sector again posting an 

annual average gain over 2005’s total. 

 

The Lewis County economy is split between 23 percent of nonfarm jobs being 

counted in Goods and around 77percent being tallied as Services. Those 

percentages have shifted somewhat from 1990 when nearly 27percent of all 

nonfarm jobs were counted in the Goods-Producing sector. 

 

Outlook 

The Lewis County economy took a turn for the worse with the announcement in 

late 2006 that the Trans-Alta mining company was shutting down. The news sent 

shockwaves throughout the local population, as 550 high-paying jobs were gone 

overnight. There is no doubt that the impact of this closure will linger for some 

time, as the combination of the number of jobs and the high wages will be hard to 

replace in the near term. 

 

On the flip side, the good news is that the governor signed a bill – passed in the 

2007 legislative session – that will build a horse arena/rodeo pavilion in Lewis 

County. The project will provide up to 300 construction jobs to build, and will 

require about 50 year-round employees to operate when it opens in 2009. 

 

General Trends 

 Lewis County had 25,890 nonfarm jobs in 2006 up 950 jobs from the 2005 

total of 24,940.  

 Between 1990 and 2005, the annual average growth rate has been 1.1 percent. 

The good news is the last three years (2002-2006) has seen positive year-to-

year gains in nonfarm employment. That is the longest string of annual gains 

since 1992-1997. 

 

Industry Detail 

 

Goods Producing employment in the county accounted for 6,430 jobs in 2006, 

with 2,800 of those in the Natural Resources, Mining and Construction sector, 

and 3,630 counted in Manufacturing employment. The Construction sector has 
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been propelled by falling interest rates, and residential and commercial demand. 

The Trans-Alta closure will certainly send these numbers down in 2007. 

 

Manufacturing employment has shrunk since 1990, but still provided 3,630 jobs 

in 2006, generating high-wage jobs in the local economy. The employment share 

for the Manufacturing sector has hovered around 13 percent of the total nonfarm 

jobs over the last several years. 

 

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities accounted for 5,780 jobs during 2006, up 

from 2005’s total of 5,540 jobs, but still below the 2000 total of 5,960. The Retail 

Trade component of the total is up 240 jobs from 2000, but it’s the 

Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities that have cut into that gain, as that 

sector is off 320 jobs from the year 2000. 

 

The catch-all All Other Services sector has seen its numbers rise from 6,800 in 

2000 to 7,560 in 2006. That category now accounts for about 30 percent of all 

county nonfarm jobs.  

 

Government employment now accounts for over 20 percent of nonfarm 

employment in Lewis County, with State and Local Government making up the 

majority of that total. While the sector was up slightly over 2005, the 2006 total 

of 4,830 represents a gain of just 40 jobs from the 2000 sector total. 

 

In the year 2009, it is expected that 26,200 employees will work in Lewis 

County, or a 1.7 percent increase over 2004’s total. Between 2009 and 2014 that 

rate of growth will slow to a 1.0 percent gain. 

 

Between 2004 and 2009, the largest growth will occur in Professional and 

Business Services at 4.0 percent.  That sector will be followed closely by 

Construction at 3.47 percent.  Other sectors of note are Other Services 

(+2.7 percent) and Government (+1.2 percent). 

 

In 2014, the number working in the county is projected to total 27,600, with over 

21,000 of this total counting their jobs in the Services-providing sector.  Once 

again, Professional and Business Services are expected to lead the way in job 

growth, with Government posting a 1.5 percent increase. Jobs in Construction 

and Retail Trade are expected to remain flat over this time span. 

 

It can be concluded that the Lewis County economy is not generating sufficient job growth to 

influence the demand for industrial land in the region.  Most of the job growth in Lewis County 

will come from companies moving into the I-5 corridor from the Puget Sound area as well as 

northward from the Portland-Vancouver MSA. 

 

Table 9 shows the OFM forecasts for employment by sector in Lewis County from 2004 to 2009 

and from 2009 to 2014.  It shows the typical pattern of declining rates of growth during the 

second five-year period. 
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Table 9: Forecasted Employment by Industry Sector in Lewis County, 2004 – 2014. 

Annual Average Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment 

 Estimated 2004 and Projected 2009 and 2014  

June 2006 

      

County name Lewis     

      

Sector 
  Est. 
Emp. 
2004  

  Est. 
Emp. 
2009 

  Est. 
Emp. 
2014 

  Avg. Annual 
Growth Rate 

2004-2009 

  Avg. Annual 
Growth Rate 

2009-2014 

TOTAL NONFARM  24,100 26,200 27,600 1.7% 1.0% 

    NATURAL RESOURCES and MINING 1,300 1,300 1,200 0.0% -1.6% 

    CONSTRUCTION 1,100 1,300 1,300 3.4% 0.0% 

    MANUFACTURING 2,800 3,100 3,400 2.1% 1.9% 

        Durable Goods 2,300 2,500 2,700 1.7% 1.6% 

        Non Durable Goods 500 600 700 3.7% 3.1% 

           Food Manufacturing 400 400 500 0.0% 4.6% 

    WHOLESALE TRADE 600 600 700 0.0% 3.1% 

    RETAIL TRADE 3,500 3,900 3,900 2.2% 0.0% 

    TRANSPORTATION, WAREHOUSING  
      AND UTILITIES 

1,400 1,500 1,500 1.4% 0.0% 

    INFORMATION 200 200 200 0.0% 0.0% 

    FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES 800 800 800 0.0% 0.0% 

    PROFESSIONAL and BUSINESS 
       SERVICES 

1,400 1,700 2,000 4.0% 3.3% 

    EDUCATION and HEALTH SERVICES 3,100 3,300 3,500 1.3% 1.2% 

    LEISURE and HOSPITALITY 2,300 2,500 2,700 1.7% 1.6% 

    OTHER SERVICES 700 800 800 2.7% 0.0% 

    GOVERNMENT 4,900 5,200 5,600 1.2% 1.5% 

        Federal Government 200 200 200 0.0% 0.0% 

        State & Local Government other 2,000 2,100 2,200 1.0% 0.9% 

        Educational Services government 2,500 2,700 2,900 1.6% 1.4% 

        Health Care & Social Assist., gov’t. 200 200 300 0.0% 8.4% 

 

The important finding is that these data show positive rates of growth for the Manufacturing 

sector in Lewis County through 2014.  The forecasted growth rate of 2.1% annually between 

2004 and 2009 is higher than the rate of 1.9% for the state as a whole during that period.  More 

significantly, Lewis County is projected to have a growth rate of 1.9% annually between 2009 

and 2014, compared to a statewide decline of 0.2% annually during that period.  If these 

forecasts hold true, then Lewis County will be one of the leaders in growth in manufacturing 

employment in the state of Washington. 

 

However, there is a different forecast for the Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities sector.  

While not differentiated for warehousing and distribution, this overall sector is projected to grow 

by 1.4% between 2004 and 2009, but to level off to 0.0% growth between 2009 and 2014.  

Again, no reasons are given from this projected change.  
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Land Supply in Thurston and Lewis Counties 

 

Continuing to attract new industries as drivers of the Thurston and Lewis county economies 

depends on there being an adequate supply of zoned and serviced land available at competitive 

prices.  The ports of Olympia, Centralia and Chehalis have been the principal suppliers of such 

land along the northern part of the I-5 corridor and are well positioned to capture market share.  

The map below shows the full range of competing sites being developed along the I-5 corridor 

between the Puget Sound Region and the Portland-Vancouver MSA. 

 

 

 
 

Port of Ridgefield 
Discovery Corridor 

Port of Kalama 

Winlock Site 

Port of Olympia 
Olympia Airport 

Port of Centralia 

Port of Longview  

Port of Woodland 

Kent Valley 

Port of Chehalis 



 

Grand Mound 24 Economic Development 
Development Plan  Opportunities Analysis 

In addition to the patterns and trends of employment growth by industry and by county, there is a 

significant geographical change in business locations taking place in the region.  There is an 

accelerating movement of business expansions and relocations moving southward down the I-5 

corridor from the Seattle and Tacoma area.  This matches a similar movement of businesses 

northward from the Portland – Vancouver area along I-5.   

 

An example of this trend was shown by recent actions of the Port of Tacoma, in Pierce County, 

and the Port of Olympia, in Thurston County.  In 2006, the commissions of these two port 

districts formed a strategic partnership for the purpose of improving regional rail system 

capacity, establishing a center for warehousing and distribution, and creating a major South 

Puget Sound employment center.  Their agreement called for the two ports to cooperatively 

purchase, plan and develop a South Sound Logistics Center on a 745-acre site in Thurston 

County, along Interstate 5, south of Olympia near the community of Maytown.  Its purpose was 

to develop facilities designed for handling the growing volume of international and domestic 

cargo moving through the region via truck and rail. 

 

Citing local public opposition, the Port of Tacoma officials announced in July 2007 that they 

would examine alternative sites to the one in Maytown.  They said they would consider the 

±1,000-acre former coal mine site that TransAlta Corporation offered to donate after closing the 

facility late in 2006.  About 400 acres of that site are located in Lewis County, potentially 

moving the project even farther south.   

 

In June 2008, the Port of Tacoma officially withdrew its plans for the Maytown site and 

announced that it was putting its land there up for sale, again citing public opposition as the 

primary reason.  However, the need for the project still exists.  Wherever it is built, it will create 

a dramatic new support facility for regional deepwater ports along the I-5 corridor south of 

Olympia, expanding opportunities for companies located in the Puget Sound area to move into 

Thurston and possibly Lewis counties. 

 

According to a report in the Seattle Times, industrial land is becoming scarce and expensive in 

the Kent Valley and other industrial areas around Seattle and Tacoma because of greater demand 

for Port properties for container traffic.  The volume of containers handled by the Port of Seattle 

increased by 22% between 2004 and 2005, while at the Port of Tacoma it increased by 15.6% 

over the one-year period.  This is forcing industrial developers to look for industrial land in other 

areas and much of their focus is southward along the I-5 corridor.  The article states that land in 

the Kent Valley is selling for $7 - $10 per square foot, while in Lewis County it is selling for 

between $2.00 and $3.50 per square foot.  A commercial real estate broker was quoted in the 

article that in five or ten years, brokers in the Seattle/Tacoma area will be looking as far south as 

Portland to find sites and buildings for their clients. 

 

As an example, the Benaroya Company, a major developer in the Kent Valley, recently made the 

following purchases of land to develop new industrial parks: 

 143 acres in Fife near the Port of Tacoma  

 14 acres in Sumner adjacent to a 14-acre parcel already owned by the company.  

 53 acres in Tumwater 



 

Grand Mound 25 Economic Development 
Development Plan  Opportunities Analysis 

With all this activity moving south from King County into Pierce County, there are shortages of 

good industrial land starting to move developers even farther south.  According to the 2006 – 

2007 Pierce County Economic Index Report: 

 

 

“The industrial real estate sector in Pierce County continued its very strong 

performance through 2005 and early 2006. Industrial vacancy rates in the 

Tacoma/Fife area remain among the lowest anywhere in the region. This vibrancy 

is especially noteworthy given the large amount of new space brought to the 

market. Absorption rates in Pierce County are very good, even for speculatively 

built units. The strongest places in Pierce County are for locations near the Port 

and in the Sumner area. The market for industrial space will remain quite strong 

through 2007. Market analysts forecast a continued high demand, so the market 

will be able to absorb what is in the pipeline. Finding available land for 

development will be an emerging problem toward the end of the year.  

Future development will likely move south along the I-5 corridor if new 

industrial areas cannot be found.” 
 

 

As of early 2008, it was reported that most of the industrial land in Dupont, Fife, and 

Frederickson had been absorbed, forcing companies to look at outlying areas for expansion. 

 

The ports in Thurston and Lewis counties are taking advantage of this trend.  The following 

overviews describe their current activities. 

 

 

Port of Olympia – Airdustrial Park 

 

Airdustrial Park is about 686 acres in size, which includes a portion of the Olympia Airport.  It is 

partially located within Tumwater city limits.   

 

A majority of Airdustrial Park is located south of Airdustrial Way.  Existing land uses in 

Airdustrial Park are manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, office, commercial, highway retail 

and recreational.  Between 1965 and 1993, the Port leased a total of 180 acres, for periods of up 

to 50 years, representing an annual absorption rate for Airdustrial Park of about 6.5 acres per 

year.  The next 20-year projection for absorption rates for Airdustrial Park range from about 6 to 

13 acres per year, depending on how much market share of industrial development the Port 

captures within Thurston County. 
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Airdustrial Park Planning Map 

 

 

The primary method of property development at Airdustrial Park has been opportunity-oriented. 

Typically, the Port will lease land to a developer to build a facility for a specific industry.  In the 

future, the Port may develop buildings itself to better attract industries to Airdustrial Park.  The 

Port is considering constructing buildings in the range of 30,000 to 90,000 square feet to offer 

businesses that lack the capital to develop their own facilities the opportunity to start-up, expand, 

or relocate.  Site selection would depend on the type of building and targeted industry. 

 

The Port has benefited from both the airport and its proximity to the State capital at Olympia to 

attract government tenants.  Some are direct airport users, such as the Washington State Patrol 

and the Department of Natural Resources.  Other large State tenants are the printing and archive 

operations. 

 

The latest rate schedule for Port of Olympia properties shows two industrial parcels available of 

nine acres and twelve acres, with a fair market value of $2.50 per square foot and a lease rate of 

$0.16 psf/year based on a 6.25% multiplier.  These are shown on the chart below. 

 

The rate schedule shows only 21 acres of light industrial, warehouse and manufacturing land 

available plus an unknown quantity at the airport that is also being sold as mixed use sites. 

 

Industrial/flex space in multi-tenant buildings constructed by third-party developers is being 

quoted at $0.66 psf/month gross, which includes $1.10 psf for utilities and janitorial services.  

Warehouse space is being quoted at $0.26 psf per month and office space is being quoted at 

$0.90 psf/month. 

 

 

Port of Centralia 

 

The Port of Centralia has developed three industrial properties with sites for sale or lease: 
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 Northpark Industrial Park.  A 33-acre project, this site was the Port’s first full scale 

industrial development project.  

 

 Southpark Industrial Park.  A 106-acre light industrial and commercial business park, 

for light to medium industrial uses.  

 North Industrial Park I and II.  A 350-acre industrial park designed for heavy industry 

as well as warehousing and distribution. 

 

Tenants in the Port’s North Industrial Park I are WP Sign Systems, Simpson Door Company, 

Adams Lumber Company, The Chronicle, Cabinet Consultants, Plastic Services and Products, 

Roger’s Machinery, Dick’s Brewery and Gorham Printing.  Sites are currently available in sizes 

ranging from ½ to 10 acres. 

 

The Port of Centralia sold a 104-acre parcel in the North Industrial Park 1 to Tarragon LLC in 

2005 at $1.32 per square foot.  At the time this report was written, a sale was pending on a 66-

acre parcel at the west end of Galvin Road to Opus Corporation at $1.75 per square foot.  Opus 

was advertising the OPUS Centralia Logistics Center on that site with building space from 

200,000 square feet to 1,800,000 square feet.  Another sale was pending on an 86-acre parcel in 

the Centralia Industrial Park at $1.75 per square foot to an unidentified buyer.  There was also a 

current listing for a 67-acre parcel in Centralia Industrial Park Phase I for $8,428,860 or $2.89 

per square foot. 

 

Recent construction in the Port’s industrial sites has included Centralia Sawmills with a 110,000 

square foot facility; Scot Industries with a 73,000 square foot facility; and Mowatt Construction 

with a 20,000 square foot facility. 

 

In addition, Tarragon LLC constructed a 715,000 square foot Michael’s Distribution Center on 

its property is Centralia.  Tarragon is planning to construct approximately 500,000 square feet of 

additional space as it secures tenants.   

 

 

Artist’s Rendition of Michael’s Distribution Center 
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Conceptual Site Plan of Tarragon LLC Project in Centralia 

 
 

 

The Port of Centralia’s Industrial Parks I and II contained a total of 27 businesses employing 

approximately 735 people in 2005.  

 

Access to and from the North Park II site is less than ideal because it relies on the two-lane Old 

Highway 99 through residential and commercial areas to connect to the I-5 freeway at Grand 

Mound to the north and Fords Prairie to the south.  This route is especially congested at the south 

end because of a large outlet mall located at the freeway intersection as well as a large number 

and variety of commercial service facilities.  An improved intersection at the junction of I-5 and 

Hwy 12 has been on the drawing boards for several years but it is not known when this will be 

constructed. 

 

Port of Chehalis 

 

The Port of Chehalis is an inland port district with more than 700 acres of industrial land 

adjacent to I-5 and served by two interchanges, with a third interchange under construction.  

About 150 acres are currently available for development and the Port is studying the feasibility 

of making another ±250 acres ready for development.  They are evaluating the relative mix of 

potential demand between light industrial and warehouse/distribution uses.  The Chehalis 

Industrial Park is served by both the Union Pacific and BNSF railroads. 

 

The Port markets the industrial park as benefiting from the following features: 

 Strategically located between Seattle, Washington and Portland, Oregon  

 Land available for sale or lease  

 Master planned industrial campus  

 Port assistance with the permit process  

 Customized parcel sizes  
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 Tax Credits and Waivers for qualifying business  

 Flexible financing options  

Buildings can be owner-built or constructed by the Port as build-to-suit facilities.  The Port 

offers the advantage of being able to sell land as well as lease it. 

 

Port marketing literature emphasizes that the Chehalis Industrial Park is located equidistant from 

both Sea-Tac Airport to the north and Portland International Airport to the south, each about 80 

miles away by freeway.  It also notes that the property is within 60 miles of deep water ports 

offering containerized shipping and other services, ranging from the Port of Tacoma to the Port 

of Kalama.  The Port recognizes it has transportation advantages in being able to offer ties south 

to the Portland area as well as to the Seattle-Tacoma area. 

 

The Port of Chehalis Industrial Park has over 50 tenants providing a total of 2,500 full time jobs. 

The largest employer at the Port is the Fred Meyer Retail Service Center with 488 full-time 

employees; the second largest employer is Hardel Mutual Plywood Corporation with 280 full-

time jobs. 

 

Cardinal Glass and Mohawk Industries are the newest companies to build within the Park.  The 

Cardinal Glass facility manufactures insulating glass made from purchased glass along with flat 

glass.  The company also has a float glass facility located in Winlock. 

 

Tenant lists are available on the Port of Chehalis’s web site so are not repeated here. 

 

A recent significant event was the acquisition of 60 acres of land adjacent to the Chehalis 

Industrial Park by Tarragon LLC.  The purchase price was reported to be $2.20 per square foot.  

The company obtained a building permit on June 15, 2007 to construct two large warehouses at 

the address of 1850 Bishop Road.  One warehouse will be 1,011,500 square feet and the second 

will be 144,000 square feet.  These drawings are speculative as Tarragon does not have specific 

tenants for this site at this time.  Tarragon is marketing the site as the “Chehalis I-5 Corporate 

Park”.  Location maps and site plans are available on the company’s web site. 

 

South of Chehalis, the announced development of a major facility by Cardinal Float Glass 

Company along Hwy 603 between Napavine and Winlock also adds support to the idea that 

industry is moving south along the I-5 corridor.  The new Cardinal site in Lewis County is 

located on 103 acres with a 600,000 square foot plant building at an approximate build cost of: 

$140,000,000.  Approximately 225 full-time employees will staff the float glass plant, with an 

annual payroll in excess of $10,000,000.  The plant will produce 650 tons of float glass primarily 

for the residential window market.  
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Commercial Development in Thurston County 

 

The same trends influencing the southward movement of industrial development along the I-5 

corridor are also affecting commercial and residential development, with much of the large-scale 

activity currently taking place in the Olympia – Lacey area.  One of the largest new projects is in 

the Hawks Prairie section of Lacey, where a 1,000-acre Lacey Gateway Town Center is being 

developed.  An anchor tenant in that project is a Cabela’s outdoor recreation store on the north 

side of the I-5 freeway across from the Hawks Prairie Village Mall.  The two sides of the 

freeway are being linked into a massive commercial retail and office complex.  Current plans 

include a 3 million-square foot mixed use development adjacent to a similar one planned for 1.2 

million square feet.   

 

According to the director of the Thurston County Economic Development Council, the south 

Puget Sound area absorbed 3.5 – 4.0 million square feet of new commercial space in 2007, with 

about 2.0 million square feet of that in the Hawks Prairie area alone.  This commercial growth is 

creating new residential subdivisions along the southern perimeter of Lacey and Olympia, 

encompassing the Tumwater area.   

 

While that is more than 15 miles from Grand Mound, the trend is beginning to impact parts of 

southern Thurston County as well.  For example, there is a planned mixed-use development on a 

640 acre tract on the west side of Tenino, about eight miles east of Grand Mound.   Grand 

Mound sits at the primary I-5 intersection that provides access to that area. 

 

 

Perspectives for Grand Mound Economic Development 

 

The trends described above clearly show that southern Thurston County and northern Lewis 

County are poised to capture substantial economic expansion opportunities as industry moves 

south along the I-5 corridor from the Puget Sound Region.  As Pierce County and northern 

Thurston County fill up and land for development becomes more scarce and expensive, the only 

realistic option is for developers to look farther south toward the Grand Mound area. 

 

The trends offer opportunities for growth in all sectors including industrial, commercial and 

residential.  In particular, Grand Mound appears suited to attract commercial operations that can 

provide products and services to the growing economic clusters as well as to the expanding 

population and workforce.  The ports of Olympia, Centralia and Chehalis have sufficient land 

and marketing expertise to provide all the land needed to support industrial growth in the region.  

Their planned industrial parks will provide the catalysts for recruitment of manufacturing and 

distribution companies for many years in the future. 

 

However, as seen in the data above, manufacturing and distribution account for only about 

12.3% of total employment in the State of Washington.  The other 87.7% of employment is 

spread over a wide range of service industries that are not usually located in industrial parks.  

Those sectors appear to offer better opportunities for recruitment and expansion in Grand 

Mound. 
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Targeted Sectors Recommended for Grand Mound Master Plan 

 

The analysis indicates that there are four primary “clusters” of economic development 

opportunities that could be used as the basis for recruiting and/or developing new businesses in 

the Grand Mound area: 

 

1. Businesses that supply goods and services to the industries locating in the industrial parks 

in Lewis County and other companies moving into the I-5 corridor. 

 

2. Highway commercial businesses that would benefit from a location at the intersection of 

I-5 and US Hwy 12. 

 

3. Businesses that support or are complementary to the Great Wolf Lodge. 

 

4. Retail and service businesses whose market is the growing residential population in the 

Grand Mound area. 

 

Each of these clusters is comprised of a wide variety of different types of activities.  There are 

also some overlaps between the clusters. 

 

Cluster #1 is generally defined by NAICS sector 54 – Professional, Scientific, and Technical 

Services, along with NAICS sector 56 – Administrative and Support Services. 

 

Sector 54 contains such types of firms as legal services; title companies; accounting, tax 

preparation, bookkeeping and payroll services; architectural, engineering and related services; 

geophysical surveying and mapping services; testing laboratories, industrial design services; 

computer systems design services; various management consulting services; research services; 

and advertising and marketing services.  Companies in these subsectors tend to locate in 

suburban business parks where they have good access to highway systems to service clients 

spread over large geographic areas.   

 

Sector 56 contains many business support services such as temporary help agencies; telephone 

call centers; business service centers including copy shops; janitorial services; and packaging 

services.  These would also be suitable for a cluster of small offices in a business park 

environment. 

 

Cluster #2 is represented primarily by the kinds of businesses that have been locating at the 

junction of Old Hwy 99 and US Hwy 12 – restaurants, fast food outlets, motels, and gas stations.  

These kinds of businesses like to locate in close proximity to each other.  It is not known when 

the saturation point will be reached but it would be desirable to plan a suitable location for 

multiple businesses in this category. 
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Cluster #3 could include a variety of retail and service companies, but a primary target could be 

a mixed-venue recreation facility that complements the Great Wolf Lodge.  This was also noted 

in interviews as something desired by local residents.  An example of such a recreational facility 

is one that contains bowling, miniature golf, a cart track, batting cages, and possibly a skate 

board park.  This would be a family-oriented recreational facility with activities that appeal to all 

ages and tastes. 

 

Cluster #4 combines several elements of the other clusters but is aimed specifically at providing 

goods and services to the resident population.  This could include family restaurants and other 

retail facilities, but also some civic facilities such as a library or community center.   

 

People who were interviewed for this report stated a strong preference for a master plan that 

would allow residents to participate in a variety of these activities by walking between them and 

not having to drive on the main highways.  This tends to favor designing clusters of related or 

complementary uses in close proximity, connected by attracting walkways and pedestrian-

friendly environments. 

 

Following are some specific recommendations for commercial development in the Grand Mound 

area.  In part, these recommendations were derived from interviews with community residents as 

well as economic development professionals in Thurston County. 

 

 

 General Commercial Services Opportunities 

 

1.  A retail mall anchored by a brand-name grocery store.  Safeway and Albertson’s were two 

names frequently mentioned in the interviews and community meetings as the type of store 

the residents would like to attract.   

 

2. A pharmacy, such as Rite Aid, could be co-located with the grocery store in the small strip 

mall or could operate within the grocery store.  These usually have a drive-up window for 

placing and pickup of prescription orders. 

 

3. A small specialty restaurant could also be in the strip mall, such as a Mexican or Asian 

restaurant.  

 

4. A laundry and dry cleaning business. 

 

Other ideas were suggested that would be more suitable to locate in free-standing buildings, such 

as veterinary services and a motorcycle sales, service and repair shop. 

 

 

 Opportunities Linked to Great Wolf Lodge 

 

There was considerable discussion in the interviews and community meetings about Great Wolf 

Lodge and its impacts on the local economy.  While it is a free-standing waterpark resort, it also 

has the potential to generate significant spin-off business in the adjacent community. 
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In particular, there is reported growing interest in the Great Wolf conference and convention 

facilities for business meetings.  This creates a different kind of demand from that of recreational 

tourism. 

 

1. One or more motels suitable for business travelers and their families.  Suggested types of 

motels included Comfort Inn & Suites, Extended Stay America, and Best Western.  One 

business person interviewed for this report stated that there are relatively few business 

motels in the Olympia/Lacey area as well as in the Centralia/Chehalis area, and that prices 

tend to be above average because demand exceeds supply. 

 

2. One or more restaurants suitable for business travelers, including a lounge.  Presumably 

such a restaurant would also accommodate tourists staying at local motels who want a more 

upscale dining experience. 

 

3. Possibly a small mix of higher-end retailers.  It was stated that the outlet mall in Centralia 

has mostly middle-grade retailers and that Great Wolf Lodge will attract people looking for 

higher-grade products.   

 

4. Over time, a variety of recreational and sports supply shops.  An idea was expressed to 

create a “theme” for Grand Mound centered around recreational and sports activities to 

complement the Great Wolf waterpark.  The region already attracts recreational visitors who 

ride motorcycles and ATVs on the trails of the Capitol State Forest.  This 91,650-acre forest 

has 575 miles of gravel roads and is open for off-road motorcycles, mountain biking, 

horseback riding, and hiking.  It was suggested that a variety of other recreational and sports 

facilities could be developed to reinforce this identify. 

 

5. A commercial recreation complex consisting of miniature golf, bowling, batting cages, a 

cart track, and similar facilities might be located adjacent to Great Wolf Lodge on its south 

side.  That would also complement the recreational theme. 

 

 

These were the primary ideas that were identified in the research for this project.  Most 

commercial businesses locate in response to their individual business models which are based on 

demographic factors.  They are not usually “targeted” in the same way that industries are.  Once 

the core businesses locate in Grand Mound, such as the grocery store, motels and restaurants, 

then the other businesses will take notice and begin to follow. 

 

The key finding of this research is that Grand Mound is in the path of development for industrial, 

commercial and residential growth.  The 10-year development plan needs to ensure that the kinds 

of growth that take place in Grand Mound are complementary to the needs of the residents and 

reflect how they would like their community to grow.  The alternative is to have growth without 

any planning or controls so that the long range vision for the community is not achieved. 
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US-12 

 

Old Highway 99 

3. Higher Density Planned Mixed Use Development 

The Higher Density scenario envisions future development guided by a land use 

plan for all of the Grand Mound area.  This plan would include a mixed use town 
center development near the intersection of Old Highway 99 and US-12 with 
planned major entrances along both roadways. Development in the town center 
could potentially include hotels, entertainment venues, restaurants, and shops 

built in a pedestrian friendly layout with plazas and aesthetic features.  Business 
parks would provide office space for professional services that support economic 
activity and industrial growth north and south of Grand Mound.  This scenario 
would have the greatest potential for job creation and revenue through a 

combination of market sectors including tourism, retail, and professional services. 

The Thurston Regional Planning Council (TRPC) travel demand model was utilized to 
develop future 2030 traffic patterns for each scenario.  (2030 is the future horizon 

year employed by the model.)  The model does not have very precise information 
available for the Grand Mound area, so new Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) were 
created and “populated” with the employment and housing estimates prepared for 
each of the above scenarios.  The traffic volumes generated with the model were 

then input into Synchro, a traffic operations simulation program, to determine the 
projected traffic operations. 
 

III. Grand Mound Area Transportation Facilities 

 
Existing roadway characteristics within the study area are described below.  The 
Ground Mound area is served by one north/south interstate freeway (I-5), one 

east/west highway (US-12), a major north/south arterial (Old Highway 99), smaller 
connector roads and a number of local access streets. 
 
Interstate 5 (I-5).  I-5 is a restricted access 

freeway providing regional access up and down 
the west coast of the United States.  In the 
study area, I-5 has two travel lanes in both the 

north- and southbound directions.  The posted 
speed limit is 70mph. 
 
US-12.  This two-lane highway provides 

east/west access through the study area and 
connects with I-5 at the Grand Mound 
interchange.  The speed limit is 40mph in the 

developed area of Grand Mound adjacent to I-
5, but increases to 55mph to the west of Grand Mound. 
 
Old Highway 99.  Thurston County classifies 

this road as an arterial in the study area.  This 
road is the primary north/south connection 
between Grand Mound and Centralia to the 
south, paralleling I-5.  The posted speed in the 

study area is 40mph, except for the stretch of 
the roadway in front of the recently completed 
Great Wolf Lodge, where the speed limit is 

30mph.  This is a two lane road, except for the 
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196 Ave SW at Sargent Rd 

 

US-12 at I-5 Southbound Ramps 

portion in front of the Great Wolf Lodge (which has a two-way left-turn lane) and the 
portion north of the Prairie Creek bridge, which also has a two-way left-turn lane. 

 
Elderberry St SW.  North of US-12, Old Highway 99 becomes Elderberry St SW.  
The posted speed limit is 40mph. 
 

Old Highway 9.  Old Highway 9 connects Old Highway 99 north of the Lewis County 
line to US-12 west of Grand Mound (at the western end of the study area).  This is a 
two-lane roadway, although an eastbound left-turn lane is provided at the 
intersection with Old Highway 99. 

 
196th Ave SW.  This street is being 
developed as an alternative east/west 

connector north of US-12, providing access to 
Grand Mound properties north of the 
highway.  196th Ave SW has a single lane in 
each direction, but newer sections have a 

much wider curb-to-curb width, allowing for 
eventual additional lanes.  The intersection 
with Sargent Rd SW is currently offset, 

requiring future improvements. 
 
Sargent Road SW.  This roadway provides a 
connection from Littlerock Rd SW northwest of Grand Mound to Old Highway 99 

south of US-12.  However, Sargent Rd SW is interrupted at US-12; no connection is 
provided to or across the highway. 
 
All other roads connecting to these more major roadways are two-lane roads.  The 

only traffic signal currently operating in the study area is at Old Highway 
99/Elderberry St and US-12. 
 

IV. Planned Improvements 

 
A number of improvements to the transportation system within the study area are 
planned or under construction, either by Thurston County, the Washington State 

Department of Transportation (WSDOT) or private developers.  These are 
summarized below and identified in Figure 1.   
 

o I-5 Improvements – Grand Mound to Maytown (Stage One).  I-5 will be 
widened to three lanes in each direction north of the US-12 interchange.  
Completion is scheduled for 2010.  (WSDOT) 

o I-5 Improvements – Grand Mound to 

Maytown (Stage Two).  Modifications to 
the I-5 / US-12 interchange.  This will 
include modifications to the Elderberry / 
Old Highway 99 intersection as well. 

Completion is scheduled for 2010. 
(WSDOT) 

o I-5 Improvements – Mellen Street to 

Grand Mound.  I-5 will be widened to 
three lanes in each direction south of the  
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Figure 1
Planned Transportation Improvements

5

5

WSDOT
I-5 Improvements
Grand Mound to Maytown
Stage One
Widen to 3 lanes NB and SB
2010

WSDOT
I-5 Improvements
Grand Mound to Maytown
Stage Two
Interchange Modifications
2010

Great Wolf Lodge
Frontage Improvements
2 NB travel lanes on Old Hwy 99
Improved SB lane and bike lane
Center turn lane
2008 WSDOT

I-5 Improvements
Mellen St to Grand Mound
Widen to 3 lanes NB and SB
2011

Thurston County
Old Highway 99
Add center turn lane
2009

Thurston County
US 12 at Sargent Rd SW
At Grade Right-In/Right-Out Intersection
2009

Thurston County
Old Highway 99
Replace Prairie Creek Bridge
2009

Private Development
Old Highway 99
Eventual widening to 2 NB
and 2 SB travel lanes; center
turn lane; bike lanes; sidewalks.
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Old Highway 99 at Prairie Creek 

US-12 interchange.  Completion is scheduled for 2011. (WSDOT) 
o US-12 at Sargent Rd SW.  At grade right-in/right-out (RIRO) intersection.  

Completion scheduled for 2009. (Thurston County) 
o Old Highway 99 South of US-12.  Add center turn lane.  Completion scheduled 

for 2009. (Thurston County) 
o Old Highway 99 at Prairie Creek.  

Replace Prairie Creek bridge.  Completion 
scheduled for 2009. (Thurston County)  

o Old Highway 99 Along Great Wolf 

Lodge Frontage.  Frontage 

improvements including two northbound 
travel lanes; improved southbound lane; 
bike lane; and center turn lane.  

Completion scheduled for 2008. (Private 
Development) 

o Old Highway 99 South of US-12.  
Frontage improvements as properties 

develop will eventually provide two northbound lanes, two southbound lanes, 
bike lanes and sidewalks.  Thurston County is already completing the center turn 
lane, as noted previously. (Private Development) 

 
V. Traffic Operations Analysis 

 

The acknowledged source for determining overall capacity for arterial segments and 

independent intersections is the current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual 

(HCM).   

 

Intersection analysis was performed using the Synchro software package.  This 

software implements the methods of the 2000 HCM.  Capacity analysis results are 

described in terms of Level of Service (LOS).  LOS is a qualitative term describing 

operating conditions a driver will experience while traveling on a particular street or 

highway during a specific time interval.  It ranges from A (very little delay) to F (long 

delays and congestion).  Level of Service D is the concurrency standard typically 

adopted in urban or developed areas.  

  

Level of Service calculations for intersections determine the amount of “control 

delay” (in seconds) that drivers will experience while proceeding through an 

intersection.  Control delay includes all deceleration delay, stopped delay and 

acceleration delay caused by the traffic control device.  The Level of Service is 

directly related to the amount of delay experienced.  For signalized intersections, the 

overall LOS grade represents the weighted average of all movements at the 

intersection. 

 

For intersections under minor street stop-sign control, the LOS of the most difficult 

movement (typically the minor street left-turn) represents the intersection level of 

service. The LOS/delay criteria for stop sign-controlled intersections are different 

than for signalized intersections because driver expectation is that a signalized 
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intersection is designed to carry higher traffic volumes and experience greater delay.  

The following tables (Tables 1 and 2) show the Level of Service criteria for 

signalized and stop sign-controlled intersections. 

 

Table 1.  Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service 
Average Control Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) 

A ≤ 10 

B > 10 – 20 

C >20 – 35 

D >35 – 55 

E > 55 - 80 

F > 80 

 

Table 2.  Level of Service Criteria for Stop Sign-Controlled Intersections 

Level of Service 
Average Control Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) 

A ≤ 10 

B > 10 – 15 

C > 15 – 25 

D > 25 – 35 

E > 35 – 50 

F > 50 

 

Another measure of the function of a signalized intersection is the “degree of 

saturation” which is typically presented as the “volume to capacity” (v/c) ratio.  

Many factors affect the volume of traffic an intersection can accommodate during a 

specific time interval.  These factors include the number of lanes, lane widths, the 

type of signal phasing, the number of parking maneuvers on the adjacent street, etc.  

Based on these factors, the intersection (or individual lane group) is determined to 

have a total vehicle carrying capacity “c” for the analysis period.  The analysis period 

volume “v” is compared to the calculated carrying capacity and presented as a ratio.  

If the v/c ratio is below 1.0, the demand volume is less than the maximum capacity.  

If the v/c ratio is over 1.0, the demand volume is exceeding the available capacity. 
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VI. Projected Future Traffic Operations 

 

For the purposes of this analysis, the anticipated significant future intersections in 

the Grand Mound area were chosen as shown in Figure 2.  These intersections 

include: 

� The existing intersection (with planned improvements) at Old Highway 

99 and the northbound I-5 ramps. 

� The existing intersection (with planned improvements) at US-12 and 

the southbound I-5 ramps. 

� The existing intersection (with planned improvements) at US-12 and 

Old Highway 99/Elderberry Street. 

� The existing intersection (with planned RIRO improvements) at US-12 

and Sargent Road. 

� A new future intersection at US-12 approximately half-way between 

Old Highway 99 and Pecan Street. 

� The existing intersection at US-12 and Old Highway 9. 

� The existing intersection or a new intersection with an approximate 

alignment at Old Highway 9 and Tea Street. 

� The existing intersection at Old Highway 99 and Old Highway 9. 

� The existing intersection or a new intersection with an approximate 

alignment at Old Highway 99 and 203rd Ave. 

� The existing intersection or a new intersection with an approximate 

alignment at Old Highway 99 and 198th Ave. 

 

These intersections are consistent with the existing street network and known 

planned improvements, providing a solid foundation for future conditions to be based 

upon.  New additional intersections or alignments in the analysis were chosen to 

reasonably serve all three development scenarios.  The actual future road network 

may or may not have similar connections in these locations; however, if the area 

develops as envisioned in these scenarios, the future street connections and 

improvements can be expected to operate in a similar fashion. 

 

The operational results are summarized in Figures 3, 4 and 5 for each development 

scenario, with the detailed operational reports attached.  For the unsignalized 

intersections, the level of service reported is for the worst controlled approach.   

 

For the lower density scenario, all intersections are shown to operate satisfactorily in 

2030 with the exception of the US-12/Old Highway 99 signal, which will operate at 

LOS F with excessive delay, even with the planned intersection improvements in 

place.  Note also that a signal is shown at the proposed connector (aligning 

approximately with Tea Street) and US-12; even with the lower density scenario, a 

signal is needed at this location to avoid excessive delays. 
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Intersections Considered in This Study
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Medium Density Development Scenario
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Figure 5
Higher Density Development Scenario
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Under the medium density scenario shown in Figure 4, all intersections operate 

satisfactorily except for the US-12/Old Highway 99 signal again, and the stop-

controlled intersection at 203rd Ave SW/Old Highway 99 is shown to operate at LOS E 

for the eastbound approach. 

 

The higher density scenario shown in Figure 5 is similar to the previous two 

scenarios, with the US-12/Old Highway 99 signalized intersection at LOS F and the 

203rd Ave SW/Old Highway 99 intersection now at LOS-F as well. 

 
VII. Additional Transportation System Needs 

 

This evaluation of the Grand Mound area transportation system indicates that by 
2030 there will be further improvement needs to the transportation infrastructure 
beyond those planned for today under all three development scenarios considered.  

The specific additional needs identified in this analysis include the following: 
 

� New Signalized Intersection on US-12.  This intersection would be located 
approximately half-way between Old Highway 99 and Pecan Street, or on an 

approximate alignment with Tea Street to the south or the UGA boundary.  
This signal would serve the highway commercial uses north of US-12 and the 
residential and mixed-uses south of US-12.  Left-turn and possibly right-turn 

lanes would be needed on US-12, while the north- and southbound 
approaches would work with a two-lane cross section.  Right-of-way along 
US-12 is 150 feet, so no right-of-way acquisition is necessary.  A planning-
level estimate for this signalized intersection would be $500,000. 

� Modifications to US-12/Old Highway 99 Intersection.  It is understood 
that the WSDOT improvements for this intersection will provide width for two 
left-turn lanes in the westbound direction, although the lack of a second 
receiving lane requires that only one left-turn lane be opened with the 

WSDOT project.  As development occurs along the west side of Old Highway 
99, Thurston County will 
required the widening of Old 

Highway 99 to five lanes, 
which will provide the 
additional receiving lane.  
Further evaluation for this 

study indicates this second 
westbound left-turn coupled 
with a northbound 

channelized free-right-turn 
lane would result in LOS D 
with the Higher Density 
scenario in 2030.  

Modifications to the 
intersection would be on the 
order of $100,000. 

� Signalization of the Old Highway 99/203rd Ave SW Intersection.  

Traffic volumes at this intersection are shown to gradually reach and then 
exceed capacity with the evaluated scenarios.  Additional turn lanes do not 
significantly improve operations, as left-turn delays drive the poor level of 
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service.  With a signal installed, this intersection will operate at LOS A under 
each scenario.  A planning level estimate for this signal would be $500,000, 

although the right-of-way available at this location may not be adequate and 
there could be potential property acquistion costs as well. 

 
This analysis assumed an improved grid-system of roads in the Grand Mound area.  

While these roads were not analyzed except for the connections to the existing road 
network, it will be imperative that these roads be constructed or improved over the 
coming years.  Key roads should be a part of any development plan for this area, 
and should be considered for addition to the Thurston County Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) list.  Impact fee credits can then be offered to 
development projects that build portions of these roads.  This will allow the County 
to encourage development that is consistent with any approved Grand Mound 

development plan. 
 
In addition to these improvements, additional minor road improvements to the local 
street grid network will also be required.  These improvements are expected to be 

development-driven, and as such cannot be analyzed further here without specific 
development information. 
 

For planning purposes, improvements to the local street network can be estimated 
based on the numbers in Table 3 and Table 4 below.  These do not include right-of-
way acquisition costs, and are in current year dollars. 
 

 

Table 3.  Road Improvement Cost Range                                                                                 
Two-to-Three Lane Facility in Urban Growth Area 

Average Degree of 

Difficulty 
1 3 5 

Planning-Level Cost Per 
Linear Foot 

$650 $950 $1,200 

Planning-Level Cost Per 
Mile 

$3.5 M $5.0 M $6.3 M 

 

Table 4.  Road Improvement Cost Range                                                                                 
Four-to-Five Lane Facility in Urban Growth Area 

Average Degree of 

Difficulty 
1 3 5 

Planning-Level Cost Per 
Linear Foot 

$1,300 $1,550 $1,800 

Planning-Level Cost Per 
Mile 

$6.8 M $8.1 M $9.5 M 
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1 OVERVIEW 

1.1 Purpose 

These development standards are established to guide future growth and physical 
development in an orderly and aesthetically pleasing manner and foster a unified 
character for Grand Mound. They have been developed to align with the 
community-based vision for land use described in the Grand Mound 10 Year 
Development Plan. 

The development of land under these standards intended to meet the following 
goals: 

 Provide for coordinated planning and development of the area 

 Create an attractive sense of place and community 

 Enhance the physical appearance within the public right of way 

 Promote sound economic development, and efficient provision of 
community services and amenities 

 Promote pedestrian improvements and connectivity 

 Enhance the area with quality architecture and design 

 Provide for a cohesive aesthetic appearance 

The design of buildings and sites is important to the long-term success of the Grand 
Mound 10-Year Development Plan. Developers, businesses, residents and visitors 
will be attracted to a high quality built environment that is consistently designed, 
constructed, and maintained with precision and care.  

1.2 Planning Context 

The Grand Mound Subarea Plan, adopted by the Thurston County Board of 
Commissioners in 1997, the Grand Mound Development Guidelines dated March 9, 
1998, and provisions contained in the Thurston County Code currently regulate 
development within the Grand Mound Urban Growth Area. Development must also 
comply with State of Washington and federal requirements for site development and 
building construction.  

The design standards in this document are intended to supplement and amend, not 
replace, the current Grand Mound Development Guidelines and work in 
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conjunction with the Thurston County Development Code. These design standards 
and the Grand Mound Development Guidelines should be integrated into a single 
document to ensure efficient and effective application. Where there are conflicts in 
the standards, the more stringent standards would apply. Development must also 
comply with all applicable county, state, or federal regulations, requirements, and 
permits. 

 It is intended that design standards will be implemented in a coordinated fashion by 
the Chehalis Tribe and Thurston County in accordance with their individual 
authorities for land use regulation. 

These standards apply to all areas defined in the Grand Mound 10 Year 
Development Plan.  

All requirements contained in this document represent minimum standards. 

1.3 Land Use Districts 

The following land use districts described in the Grand Mound 10 Year 
Development are addressed in these development standards. 

Retail Village - The purpose of this district is to provide for commercial uses in a 
setting that emphasizes unified architectural character, pedestrian access, plazas and 
public open space, and connectivity with adjacent residential uses.  

Retail Commercial – The purpose of this district is to provide for commercial uses 
that serve local residents and the larger region.   

Highway Commercial – The purpose of this district is to provide for commercial 
uses which are oriented to vehicular traffic and provide services for travelers. This 
district contains existing strip development and allows in-filling with commercial 
uses.  

Business Park – The purpose of this district is to provide for all forms of 
professional, corporate, public, administrative, financial, technology and research 
offices and light industrial uses. Light industrial uses with significant adverse impacts 
such as excessive noise or emission of significant quantities of dirt, dust, odor, or 
pollutants are prohibited.  

Entertainment Commercial – The purpose of this district is to provide family-
oriented entertainment and recreation opportunities. It is located adjacent to similar 
existing uses to foster connectivity and development of an entertainment destination 
for tourist and local residents.  

Master Planned Residential – The purpose of this district is to provide a range of 
housing options for multiple age and socioeconomic groups in a planned setting that 
emphasizes open space, pedestrian access, and connectivity between adjacent land 
uses.
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2 SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

2.1 Building Setbacks 

2.1.1 All buildings are to be set back from the property line to insure that adequate 
space is provided between buildings for safety, screening, and visual appeal. Setbacks 
vary between districts. Table 1 indicates the requirements for each land use district. 

2.1.2 All setback areas except parking, sidewalks, and pedestrian areas shall be 
landscaped.  

2.1.3 Landscape areas within the setback and outside the required buffer can be 
plant material or up to 25 % attractive hard-scape for pedestrian use, except for the 
Retail Village district which may include up to 50% hard-scape. 

2.1.4 On site stormwater should be treated and detained on site and should be 
incorporated as part of the landscape area. 

2.1.5 Setbacks are measured from the lease line or property line. 
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Table 1-Site Development Requirements 

 Retail 
Village 

Retail Highway 
Commercial 

Business 
Park 

Entertainment 

Building Setback      

   Minimum  Front 10’ 20’ 20’ 35’ 35’ 

   Maximum Front 20’ - - - - 

   Rear 5’ 10’ 10’ 15’ 15’ 

Minimum from State Rte. 12 30’ 30’ 30’ 35’ 25’ 

      Minimum Side 10’ 20’ 10’ 10’ 30’ 

      Corner 25’ 20’ 20’ 20’ 35’ 

  Interstate Frontage n/a 30’ 30’ 50’ n/a 

Maximum Building Height 45’ 35’ 35’ 40’ 60’ 

Parking & Loading Setback      

      Front 15’ 15’ 10’ 15 15 

      Rear 15’ 15’ 10’ 15’ 0 

      Side  15’ 15’ 15’ 10’ 0 

      Corner 15’ 15’ 15’ 15’ 15 

      Interstate Frontage n/a 15’ 15’ 15’ n/a 

Minimum Landscape Area  15% 10% 10% 20% 10% 

2.2 Parking 

2.2.1 The site design for each parking lot will comply with the standards outlined 
in this document and all requirements of the Thurston County Code. 

2.2.2 The number and size of parking stalls for employees and visitors will be 
determined by the provisions contained in the Thurston County Code as a guide and 
will meet the following standards: 

2.2.3 A minimum 15-foot wide landscape area shall be used to screen parking 
from a residential district. 

2.2.4 All parking areas should be surfaced with durable paving materials and be 
separated from landscape areas with a six- inch concrete curb or wheel stop. 

2.2.5 Rows of parking stalls shall be separated from drive aisles with a curbed 
landscape island at least 8-feet wide.  

2.2.6 Long rows of parking stalls shall have one landscape island for at least every 
twelve stalls (minimum 8 feet minimum width). 

2.2.7 All islands shall be landscaped with ground covers and shrubs.  Deciduous 
shade trees shall be installed in islands to reduce heat and reflection. At least one tree 
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shall be installed per island with one additional for each 250 square feet of the island. 
Use of islands for stormwater collection and infiltration is encouraged. Islands will 
be edged with a 6” concrete curb and be provided with curb cuts when used for 
stormwater collection and runoff. 

2.2.8 In the Retail Village district, parking shall not be located between buildings 
and the street.  

2.2.9 Drainage in parking areas shall be directed using sheet flow to landscape 
drainage swales within the parking lots wherever feasible to hold and infiltrate 
stormwater. The use of pervious pavements may be used where feasible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Pedestrian Circulation 

2.3.1 Safe, direct, and all-weather access shall be provided throughout the 
development.  

2.3.2 Materials used for pedestrian paths and sidewalks shall be of a contrasting 
material when adjacent to paved surfaces and separated by a concrete curb. 

2.3.3 All pedestrian walkways shall be accessible to people with disabilities as 
required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

2.3.4 Pedestrian crosswalks shall be clearly marked and meet ADA standards. 

2.3.5 Clear and direct pedestrian access shall be provided from the public right-of-
way to the main entries of all buildings. 

2.4 Landscaping 

All pervious surfaces shall be landscaped with healthy and well-maintained plant 
materials in a manner consistent with and complementary to the native landscape.  

Landscaped islands within the parking area help direct traffic 
and provide visual relief in large pavement areas. 

On parcels with multiple buildings, the landscaping shall be used 
to break up large expanses of walls and paving. Traffic and 
pedestrian circulation system shall provide for safe movement 
throughout the site. 
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2.4.1 All landscaped surfaces shall be properly maintained and contribute to the 
visual appeal of the development and surroundings.  

2.4.2 Plant material used shall provide visual interest and variety Landscaping shall 
employ a variety of trees, shrubs, and ground covers. 

2.4.3 Designs shall make use of native and drought tolerant plant material when 
applicable. Landscape designs that incorporate low water consumption – 
“xeriscaping” – are encouraged. 

2.4.4 Plant material used shall be acclimated to the general climate.  

2.4.5 Boulders, gravel, and assorted rocks can be used as a design accent element 
that supplements the overall Landscape plan.  

2.4.6 Landscape rock mulch, bark, mulch, wood shavings, or other organic 
product shall be used as a supplement to the plantings and shall not be the primary 
design element.  

2.4.7 Irrigation systems, if necesssary, shall be placed underground .  

2.4.8 Large areas of manicured lawns and water dependent landscapes, not in 
keeping with the drought tolerant landscape, are discouraged. 

2.4.9 Bioretention swales and other Low Impact Development stormwater 
techniques should be included in the landscape plan and should be used to 
incorporate the natural drainage and additional stormwater generated into the 
context of the development. 

2.5 Buffers 

2.5.1 Buffers shall provide a visual screen between various land uses or multi-uses 
on a site. A combination of hedges, informal screens, walls, and mounds shall be 
employed to perform this function.  

2.5.2 The entire buffer area shall be planted with a combination of shrubs, 
groundcover, and trees. (See Figure 1 for typical buffer treatments.) One tree shall be 
planted per 40 feet of buffer length. Trees may be evenly spaced or placed in groups 
along the length of the buffer 

2.5.3 Walls shall be attractive natural rock, brick, or decorative unit masonry walls.  

2.5.4 Parking area screening using hedging and walls should be no higher than 42” 
to ensure visual access to the building for security purposes and not encroach into 
the clear-view triangle areas.  
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Figure 1. Typical Buffer Treatment 

 

2.6 Loading and Service Access 

2.6.1 Service areas shall be screened from direct visibility by the general public. In 
the Business Park district, where necessary due to operational or site constraints, 
service docks may face the street if well organized and maintained in a neat and 
orderly manner and screened as possible.  

2.6.2 Loading facilities should be located so that they are not visible from primary 
streets except in Business Park areas. In situations where this is not possible, then a 

Informal plantings act as a buffer between 
parking areas and public street or 
neighboring parcels. 
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site-obscuring screening should be provided screen the service doors, docks, and 
vehicles, except in the Retail areas where loading doors and docks are not allowed in 
the front of the building.  

2.6.3 The landscape screening area shall be 10 feet wide minimum, 6 feet high, and 
be located along all public right of ways and lot lines. 

2.6.4 Loading and service access areas will be surfaced with a durable paving 
material and edged with a six-inch concrete curb. 

2.6.5 Where adjoining lots have abutting service and loading area a landscape 
buffer is not required to foster shared circulation. 

2.7 Trash and Outdoor Storage 

2.7.1 Materials, supplies or equipment shall not be stored outside unless screened 
from a neighboring parcel or street with site obscuring fencing or vegetation. Slatted 
chain link fencing is not an acceptable screening material except for gates. 

2.7.2 Outdoor storage is not allowed except in Highway Commercial businesses 
that include outdoor items such as plant materials, auto sales or other large items. 

2.7.3 Trash and outdoor storage areas shall be screened with site obscuring fencing 
or vegetation. 

2.7.4 Waste and recycling dumpsters shall be screened from view on all sides by 
durable, high quality and sight obscuring fence, at least six feet high.  

2.8 Fencing and Walls 

2.8.1 Fencing and walls are not allowed except for screening purposes or if special 
conditions require them for security, such as for plant nursery material.  

2.8.2 Fencing and walls are not allowed within the front yard setback area 
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3 BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS 

The standards in this section are intended to implement the overall goals of creating 
a sense of place and enhancing the area with quality architecture and design. 
Buildings are intended to be designed to be visually interesting and aesthetically 
diversified while still providing an overall cohesive appearance with special attention 
to street and public user facing building facades.  

In all zones, the use of canopies, parapets, fascias and cornices is encouraged to 
break up large, monolithic walls and indicate pedestrian entry areas. Such features 
shall be in proportion to the rest of the building as illustrated below. 

3.1 Retail Village Design Standards  

The Retail Village district shall be designed to provide a strong pedestrian core and 
pedestrian scale that provides urban services and shops for the Grand Mound 
community and larger region.  

3.1.1 Buildings shall be oriented to a local “Main Street” with clearly articulated 
entries and with covered entry ways. Buildings shall be arranged to facilitate plazas, 
courtyards, greens, and other pedestrian use areas. 

3.1.2 Pedestrian facades shall have pedestrian level windows that are no more than 
36” from the ground and cover at least 50 % of the wall area.  

3.1.3 The wall material shall include stone and wood to be consistent with the 
signage material requirements.  

3.1.4 The base of the building shall have an articulated visible footing of a 
contrasting material.  

3.1.5 Landscape buffer shall be provided between Old Highway 99 and State 
Route 12 Right of Way and the Retail Village buildings. The landscape buffer may 
include hardscape for pedestrian plazas.  

3.1.6 Building facades facing Old Highway 99 and State Route 12 shall not have 
monolithic walls. They shall have a variety of materials, windows, and articulated 
roof lines. 

3.1.7 In order to prevent long stretches of monotonous facade, buildings shall be 
divided along the facade abutting a public street or parking lot at regular intervals. 
Building modulation may be accomplished in several ways, including: 

a. The stepping back or projection of a portion of the facade. 
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b. Including significant building elements, such as balconies, porches, 
canopies, towers, entry areas, etc., which visually break up the facade. 

c. Building focal points, which include distinctive entry features, etc. 

d. Changing the roofline. 

e. Changing materials. 

f. Using other methods acceptable to the permitting agency.  

3.1.8 Loading areas shall be separate from pedestrian areas and screened from 
public view as provided in Section 2.6. 

3.1.9 See Figure 3 in the Grand Mound 10 Year Development Plan for a potential 
conceptual layout of the Retail Village area. 

3.2 Retail Commercial, Highway Commercial, and 

Business Park Buildings  

3.2.1 Designs shall utilize durable materials with a finished appearance.  

3.2.2 Designs should be “timeless” and long lasting so that the development will 
not be prematurely dated.  

 

3.2.3 Building Materials 

a. All buildings shall be constructed from articulated tilt-up concrete, 
concrete block, brick, , metal, and/or glass.  

b. Wood may be used as an element of detail but not as a primary material 
except for buildings with foot prints smaller than 4,000 square feet.  

c. All buildings should have a visible foundation that provides a base for 
the primary façade material.  

d. Tilt-up Concrete Buildings. When used as the sole material, tilt-up panels 
facing a public street or neighboring building shall be punctuated by 

        

Glass and brick treatment at corners provides 
visual interest and opportunity for business 
identities. A clear and direct pedestrian link is 
provided between the parking lot and the 
building entrance. 
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windows, shall include projecting entry areas, shall include noticeable 
reveals, or shall have variations in building height. 

e. Masonry Block / Brick Buildings. Brick and split face masonry block 
shall use coordinating colors and textures for interest and variety in the 
street facing facades. 

f. Metal Buildings. Metal buildings are subject to the standards within the 
district and to the following: 

 The metal building façades shall incorporate concrete or masonry 
block wainscoting or walls.  

 The main entry shall incorporate non-metal materials and be 
articulated.  

 Acceptable exterior metal walls and roof panels shall be anodized 
aluminum, weathering steel, and galvanized steel.  

 Galvanized and coated steel shall have factory applied baked paint 
finish, resistant to chalking, fading and failure. Exterior finishes shall 
not cause glare.  

 Metal panels shall have sufficient gauge and quality to ensure a rigid 
surface. 

 Structural members and fastening devises shall be on the interior. 

 

3.2.4 Exterior surface colors shall be from the same family of neutral earth tones 
and consistent throughout each site, including gutters, downspouts, window frames, 
and doorways. Use of two or more colors is encouraged. Primary colors may be 
employed for accents with approval.  

3.2.5 Windows, Doors and Wall Articulation  

a. Designs shall use window and door openings as important elements. 

b. Monotonous and unarticulated facades are not allowed. 

c. Changes of materials, detailing, shadows, color, and texture shall be 
incorporated into building facades.  

d. Where blank walls are required for the type of business operation, the 
design shall be reviewed as a variance request from this standard. 

 

Building design combines metal siding 
with block wainscoting, windows, 
doors, and vegetation to enhance the 
street facing façade. 
Masonry can be broken-up into 
columns or wall segments separated by 
doorways or windows.  
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e. Façade articulation is required on the street facing walls and walls 
adjacent to abutting business parcels. 

 

3.2.6 Retail and Highway Commercial Building Specifics 

 Buildings shall be oriented to the “Main Street” with clearly articulated 
entries and with covered entry ways.  

 Pedestrian facades shall have pedestrian level windows that are no more 
than 36” from the ground and cover at least 50 % of the wall area.   

 The wall material should include stone and wood to be consistent with 
the signage material requirements in the Grand Mound Development 
Guidelines.  

 The base of the building shall have an articulated visible footing of a 
contrasting material.  

 

Typical Retail and Highway Commercial Building 

3.3 Lighting Standards 

3.3.1 Lighting with illumination levels that meet safety standards shall be installed 
when the parcels are developed.  

3.3.2 Lighting fixtures shall be consistent streetscape elements throughout the 
Grand Mound area and appropriate for each land use area and roadway 
classification.  

3.3.3 On-site lighting 

a. Lighting shall be directed onto the project site and away from adjacent 
properties and appropriately shielded, and will be dark sky compliant. 

b. Building fronts can be illuminated at night from ground mounted fixtures 
provided that no glare is directed onto the streets or adjacent parcels,  

c. Lighting shall not be used as a design element to attract attention. 

3.3.4. The Retail Village district shall have a family of lighting fixtures for parking 
areas and pedestrian areas.  
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3.4 Maintenance Standards 

3.4.1 Property owners shall be responsible for maintaining their property in a 
fashion that reflects the standard of a high quality development. Developed lots with 
areas for future expansion shall be maintained in a neat and orderly fashion, 
including the elimination of all weeds noxious or otherwise.    

3.4.2 Owners are responsible for regularly attended landscape maintenance 
including weeding, mowing, pruning plants, replacement and watering. 

3.4.3 No trash, debris or rubble of any kind shall be allowed to accumulate on any 
lot or property. 

3.4.4 Owners are responsible for maintaining adequate exterior lighting.  

3.4.5 Owners are responsible for maintaining the landscape areas along their 
frontage within the buffer area and within the right of way. 
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4 STREETSCAPES 

The current standards for streetscapes in Grand Mound in the Thurston County 
Roads Manual and Grand Mound Development Guidelines are leading to improved 
pedestrian and traffic mobility and improved aesthetics on the local roads and 
arterials. This section focuses on the Old Highway 99 corridor since it is the main 
arterial through Grand Mound. The vision for this street in the Grand Mound 10 
Year Development Plan is to create a parkway feel with street trees, sidewalks, and 
bike lanes.  

This vision is illustrated in the street cross section below.  
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Introduction and Scope 

  

The unincorporated community of Grand Mound is experiencing rapid growth.  The purpose of 

the 10 Year Development Plan is to guide future development in accordance with community 

values and recommend land use policy changes and implementation strategies that align with the 

Plan vision. 

 

We were asked to provide a detailed projection of the future demand for water and sanitary 

sewer flows for three different development scenarios, representing low, medium and high 

density development of the subject study area. 

 

Existing Conditions 

 

For both water and sanitary sewer service, existing demands are well below current system 

capacity. 

 

Water service to the community is provided by the Grand Mound Public Water System 

(Washington Department of Health ID 07158-0), owned by Thurston County and operated by the 

County Department of Water and Waste Management.  The system is comprised of two water 

supply wells, each having a 450-gallon per minute pumping rate, a 487,000 gallon reservoir, and 

a gas chlorination unit.  With its current facilities, the system is approved to provide service for 

up to 1,000 equivalent residential units.  In 2005, 108 connections were reported to be in use by 

the system operator. 

 

Sanitary sewer service to the community is provided by the Grand Mound Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (NPDES Permit WA0042099), owned by Thurston County and operated by the County 

Department of Water and Waste Management.  Treatment is provided by means of an activated 

sludge oxidation ditch (carousel design), with UV disinfection.  The permitted design standards 
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for the facility are 0.380 million-gallon per day (mgd) monthly average flow.  For the period 

from February 1999 through May 2003, flows averaged 0.054 mgd for monthly average flow.  

 

Design Criteria 

 

Land Use 

Projected numbers of water and sewer users were estimated by applying typical population 

densities for various land uses to gross acreage of the proposed development scenarios to 

determine the population to be served.  The developable acreage was assumed to be 75% of the 

gross acreage, which allows for roads, setbacks, landscaping and other public uses of the land 

area.  We also have assumed that all the areas which could be built will not actually be built 

within the planning horizon.  Using the Grand Mound Subarea Plan for the Grand Mound Urban 

Growth Area (1997), we assumed that available buildable land will be developed by the year 

2020 at the following rates: 40% for commercial land uses and 68% for industrial land uses.  We 

assumed full build-out for residential land uses.   

 

Water Demand Projections 

Projected water demands were estimated in accordance with Washington State Department of 

Health (DOH) guidelines, as presented in the Water System Design Manual (August 2001).  

Using the methodology of the Design Manual, Average Day Residential Demands were 

estimated to be 372 gallons per day for each Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU).  This demand 

estimate was then compared to actual water use data. Historical records for the Grand Mound 

Water System showed that each Equivalent Residential Unit used an average of 215 gallons per 

day, a relatively low average demand compared to typical rates of usage. However, this figure 

represents the early years in which the system was in operation.  As water users become more 

accustomed to the availability of service and as more new buildings are developed, water usage 

can reasonably be expected to increase. This is borne out by the historical water use records, 

which show a steady increase in average water use per household with time.  Therefore, the use 

of the higher figures is justified.   

 

Maximum daily demands were estimated using a peaking factor of 2.5.  This factor was taken 

from the Grand Mound Water System Plan (2005) prepared by the system operator, which 

slightly exceeds the factor of 2 used in the DOH Design Manual.  

 

The peak hourly demand of 792 gallons per minute was taken from the Grand Mound Water 

System Plan.  This figure was determined in accordance with the methodology of the DOH 

Design Manual.  Peak hourly demand is required to size water lines and determine pumping 

rates.  This peak hourly demand does not include flows needed for fire suppression, which 

typically range from 1,000 to 3,000 gallons per minute. Fire flows are generally met by the 

proper sizing of storage reservoirs.  As development density increases, fire suppression flows 

and the amount of system reservoir storage also increase. 

 

Sewer Flow Projections 

Projected sewer flows were initially estimated using published data which are based on typical 

flow rates per acre for specified land uses.  However, these figures produced estimated sewer 

flows which exceeded the water demand.  For modern sanitary sewer systems, there is a logical 

relationship between the amount of potable water consumed and the amount of wastewater 

produced.  This relationship can be skewed in older systems where broken pipes and defective 
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joints allow groundwater inflow and infiltration to enter the sewer lines.  However, the Grand 

Mound sanitary sewer system was constructed in 1998 and it is unlikely that significant 

quantities of groundwater are entering the system.  In accordance with published data, average 

daily sanitary sewer flows were assumed to be 70% of the average daily water demand.  Peak 

sewer flows were estimated using peaking factors of 3 for residential land uses and 2.5 for 

commercial and industrial land uses. 

 

Analysis 

Projected water demand and sewer flows for the three development scenarios are summarized 

below. 

 

     Projected Water Demand 

 

Land Use Average Daily 

Demand  

(Million Gallons/Day) 

Max. Daily Demand 

(Million 

Gallons/Day) 

Peak Hourly 

Demand 

(gallons/minute) 

Plan A: Low Density 0.525 1.313 792 

Plan B: Medium Density 1.075 2.688 792 

Plan C: High Density 1.237 3.060 792 

 

 

     Projected Sewer Flows 

 

Land Use Average Daily Flow  

(Million Gallons/Day) 

Max. Daily Flow 

(Million 

Gallons/Day) 

Plan A: Low Density 0.368 0.993 

Plan B: Medium Density 0.753 2.012 

Plan C: High Density 0.866 2.322 

 

 

Detailed calculations are presented in the attached tabulations which follow. 

 

Proposed System Improvements 

 

Thurston County has existing water rights which entitle them to withdraw water at a maximum 

annual rate of 521 acre-feet (equivalent to an average daily rate of 0.465 million gallons per day) 

with a maximum instantaneous rate of 870 gallons per minute.  This provides adequate capacity 

to meet existing needs, but will not provide adequate capacity for the future. Recognizing this 

need, Thurston County has acquired additional water rights to meet their future requirements.  At 

present, a total of 479.65 acre-feet per year (equivalent to an average daily rate of 0.428 million 

gallons per day) of additional water right have been transferred to the County. 

 

This amount is enough to support the Plan A- Low Density Development scenario.  Additional 

water rights will be required to support the Medium and High Density Development scenarios.  

Additional system improvements, including new pumping and treatment facilities and additional 

reservoir storage will be required to provide service for future development. 
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Thurston County has existing sanitary sewer treatment capacity under the terms of their existing 

permit to treat wastewater at a maximum daily flow rate of 0.380 million gallons per day, with a 

maximum daily rate of 0.949 million gallons per day.  This amount is enough to support the Plan 

A- Low Density Development scenario.  Additional water rights will be required to support the 

Medium and High Density Development scenarios.  Additional system improvements will be 

required to provide service for future development. 
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LAND USE

Avg. Daily 

Demand

Peak Hourly 

Demand

Yearly 

Demand Avg. Daily Flow Peak Flow

(MGD) (gpm) (acre-ft) (gpd) (gpd)

Low Density 0.525 792 589 0.368 0.993

Med. Density 1.075 792 1205 0.753 2.012

High Density 1.237 792 1386 0.866 2.322

Existing Sewer Capacity (1) 0.380 0.949

Existing Water Right (2) 0.465 870 521

Transferred Water Rights- Approved (3)

     Barrett's Mobile Homes 0.005 80 5.4

     Mahoney Farms (GW Certif. 220-A) 0.009 70 10.5

     Mahoney Farms (SW Certif.10790) 0.080 373.5 90

     Mahoney Farms (SW Certif. 8031) 0.125 314 140

Transferred Water Rights- Pending (4)

     Port of Centralia 0.209 Unknown 233.75

Total Transferred Water Rights 0.428 837.5 479.65

Total Existing and Transferred Water Rights 0.893 1707.50 1000.65

Conclusion

1. Existing Sewer Capacity based on Washington 

Dept. of Ecology Permit conditions (2008)

2. From Thurston County Water Conservancy Board, 

& Water Rights Transfer Applications THUR 07-01, 

3. THUR 07-02, and THUR 07-03, approval dated April 21,

2008

4. From personal communication with Scott Clark,

Thurston County Department of Development Services

Long Range Planning, dated October 24, 2008.

Discussion

PROJECTED FLOWS VERSUS CAPACITY

There is enough existing capacity to support 

the Low Density development scenario without 

new capital water system improvements

There is enough existing capacity 

to support the Low Density 

development scenario without 

new capital sewer improvements

PROJECTED WATER DEMAND PROJECTED SEWER FLOWS




