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PREFACE

This document is a complete revision of the20@mprehensie Economic Development
Strategy for the ColumbiRacific Region(CEDS). The CEDS serves as a
comprehensive statement of plans@strict-wide economic growth and development
over the next twenty years. The CEDS is organized to address requirentantt) (8.
Economic Development Administration (EDA) consistent with local economic
development priorities in Grays Harbor, Mason, PaeifidWahkiakum Counties.

This revision reflects changes to economic development planning requirements set forth
by the Economic Development Administration Reform Act of 1998.

Activities of the four countyide economic development councils over the last year have
been included in this CEDS. Population, housing, agriculture and industry datzda
been updated.

Contents of this 2BCEDS are organized into five major sections:

Chapter 1. Organization and Staffing For Economic Development
Chapter 2. Analysis: Where Are We?

Chapter 3. Vision: Where Do We Want To Be?

Chapter 4. Action Plan: How Do We GetThere?

Chapter 5. Evaluation: How Are We Doing?

As with previous CEDS documents, this Q@DEDS has been prepared under the
direction of the Columbi®acificRC&EDD CEDS Review Committee in conjunction
with input from other public and private entiti@sthe region through a public process.
Staffing support is provided through the ColumBecific Resource Conservation and
Economic Development District (RC&EDD). The ColumBlacific Resource
ConservatiorandEconomic Development District has approvieid CEDS document for
submittal to the U.S. Economic Development Administration.
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SUMMARY

The ColumbiaPacificResource Conservati@amdEconomic Development District,
comprising Grays HarbolMason,Pacific and Wahkiakm Counties and thidative
AmericanNationswithin that area, has long been dependent on its wealth of natural
resources to support its population. In the 1970s and 1980s, with the onset of technology
and more stringent environmental regulations, employrard income in the District

dropped dramatically. Also, in the early 1980s, a major source oftagk
employmentgconstruction othe Satsop nuclear power plant, was halted because of
bankruptcy. For many years, the economy of the District languisinitiefforts to

diversify the economy took hold.

In 1998, ColumbigPacific Resource Conservation and Development became the
economic development district organization, focusing primarily on diversifying the
economy. Since then, it has been the Egehcy in developing an annual comprehensive
economic development strategy (CEDS) for the region, forming collaborations to get
projects accomplished.

Although 2006 and 2007 saw dramatic regional increase in employment, real estate and
housing developn, 2008 was the complete opposite. The recession has taken a severe
toll on the housing market as well as employment. As a direct result of downturns in the
housing marketmajor employers such as Weyerhaeuser and Hoquiam Plywood have

been forced to cke large and small mills that for decades provided fawslge jobs

throughout the region. The closure of these industries has displaced over 1,000 skilled

mill workers and forced families to leave the region in search of jobs further resulting in a
glut of unsold real estate. More and more homeowners have seen the value of their
homes drop below the amount owed. Foreclosures are increasing as well as the number of
bank owned properties throughout the District.

The population in many communities hasegned stable for decades, but as a result of

the current recessipmore families are seeing the need to relocate to more urban areas in

search of familywage jobs. As a result schools throughout the district are seeing their

student enroliments drop fong them to cut their budgets to the point of laying off staff
including teachers and eliminating progr ams
Aberdeen School District has had to reduce their annual budget by $1.4 million as a direct

result of declinig enroliment and unprecedented cutbacks from Washington State. The
Aberdeen School District will have 15 fewer teachers compared to lasagdahere are

still numerous unknowns hanging over our school districts.

Our natural resource industryas the declineand the need for regional industry
diversification cannot be overstated. As this updated CEDS demonstrates Celumbia
Pacific RC&EDD will continue to focus on regional economic planning and development
as well as diversification of industand economic recovery. In keeping with our mission
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statementwe will continue supporting the growth of regional businesses, expansion of
existing businesses and capacity building.

Recent Progress
Columbia-Pacific Resource Conservatiorand Economic Development District

Since the last CEDS, the effects of the current recession have spread throughout the

regi on. Unempl oyment numiateinkinel@®df&®8% above V
Grays Harbor Countyo6s June uGoeumptlyodysmelnOt. 1r%,t e
Pacific Countyodos 12.0% and Wahkiakum Countyo
focused on economic recovery with an emphasis on local businesses. Natural disasters

such as the December 2008 snow storms and January 2009 floods have ed$p seve

impacted regional economies.

The memories of the devastating December 2007 wind storm are still fresh throughout

our fourcounty District. The resulting damages totaling in the millions of dollars are still

being felt by our regional economieso &ssist with post disaster economic recovery

process planning, ColumbRacific RC&EDD applied for and was awarded a $75,000

grant from the Economic Devel opment Admini st
Investment Program. This project, under the manmemt of ColumbidPacific

RC&EDD, focused on producing economic impact assessments including short and long

term economic recovery plans for our regional businesses. The project began in January

2008 and concluded December 31, 2008.

As a result of ouinitial Post December 2007 Storm Economic Recovery Project Phase |,
ColumbiaPacific RC&EDD has taken the lead in sponsoring and developing Phase I
that includes business resiliency education and training. Our scope of worsioicus
providing busineses concurrent Distristvide comprehensive business planramgl
preparedness education and training. Methodology is based on business resiliency
implementation and includdusiness readiness analysis, workshops, business continuity
planning, promoting eployee preparedness, nettuctural hazard workplace

assessment, developing and testing business evacaatishelterin-place plans,
development of vital business records protection plan, communication plan development
for business personnel, vendorsi@uippliers as well as a media communication plan,
development of an annual insurance review process and facilitating meetings between
business owners, local first responders and emergency management officials to identify
roles and responsibilities. Ouraas to keep business interruption to a minimum during
and after a major disaster.

The recovery process is applicable to economically driven factors like the current

recession as well as recovery from natural disasters. This represents Phase Il of our

Economic Recovery Project and has been made possible by a grant in the amount of

$250, 000 from the Economic Devel opment Admin
Appropriations Disaster Relief Opportunity Program. The Phase Il Project began in April

10



Columbia-Pacific Resource Conservation & Economic Development District
2009 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy

2009 and is schetkd for completion in March 2010.

Regional business owners and employees are being provided with business resiliency
workshops as well as ommrone consulting that teaches them how to survive through
these challenging economic times as wehas to prepaing before and after a natural
disaster.

Renewed efforts to build the capacity of organizations to benefit community development
took off in October 2005 with the award of a thgear, $300,000 Rural Community
Development Initiative (RCDI)rgnt from USDA Rural Development. The project was
completed on September 30, 2088d represented collaboration between Columbia
Pacific RC&EDD, the Grays Harbor Council of Governments and the Wahkiakum
Community Foundation. As a result of this projiaet Grays Harbor Council of
Governments and the Wahkiakum Community Foundation increased the capacity of
various organizations affecting communities throughout Grays Harbor County and
Wahkiakum County. Final reports were submitted to US&# the projectvas deemed
a success. Highlights of this project will be posted on the ColuRdx#ic RC&EDD
website and the hard copy final reports can be reviewed in the office of ColtPalmific
RC&EDD upon request.

At the request of the Lower Columbia Econorievelopment Council, Columbia

Pacific RC&EDD assisted with the preparation of an Economic Development
Administration Public Works Investment grant application for the construction of a new
business park to be located in Cathlamet. The focus of thecpisjto attract new

business ventures to Wahkiakum County as well as provide sustainability and expansion
opportunities for existing businesses. The application has been submitted to the
Economic Development Administration for review and results wdt@ehding at the

time of this CEDS update.

Grays Harbor County

Grays Harbor County hasdistinct advantage with industrial lands at the Port of Grays
Harbor and the Satsop Development Park. The Port is located on Washington's coast
with deep water sppingand docksoperate$srays HarboAirport at Bowerman Field

with a 5,000 6ot ILS runway, the 600 slip Westport Marina and 1500+ acres of prime
real estate. The Satsop Development Businessi®ark,700 acre mixedse business

and technology parkocated in Southwest Washington near the state capital of Olympia
and the 45 corridor. Opportunities include 440 acres of-paady land and available
buildings, surrounded by 1,200 acres of forested buffer |&@aisopprovides a managed
water systemsewer, surfaced roads, telecommunication systems and developable lands
all within 30 minutes from-b via a four lane highway.

In Grays Harbor County, 2007/2008 accomplishments included the opening of Imperium

Grays Harbart he nat i on 0 sfacllitg, ang eompletidn of caverad county
road projects such as the North River Culvert Replacement, Stamper Road/Cloquallum

11
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Bridge Rehabilitation, North River Slide Repair, 17 Road Curve Overlays and Shoulder
Paving, Grange Corner Wynoochee Road Recoctstn/Realignment and the start of the
Middle Satsop Boat Launch Curve. Funding assistance was received from the National
Stimulus Recovery Act that has greatly expedited road projects.

Additional projects include the Union Gospel Mission renovati@nays Harbor College

Chil dcare Center and Hogandés Corner Planned
include county road projects such as completion of the Middle Satsop Boat Launch Curve
Project, Harp Road and Forrest Road bridge removal and replacamaethie Grisdale

Road construction/paving project. Additionally work will continue on high priority
projects that include the Hogandéds Corner Wat
Sewer Treatment Expansionedinning in 2007 Grays Harbor County iated the

Sustain Grays Harbor Vision 2020 planning process. The countywide effort has produced

a prioritized list of activities from the input of all communities with the desired outcome

of improving business, transportation, environment, educationsto@nd the awareness

of what Grays Harbor County provides its residents and to the State of Washington.

Beginning in 2010, the goals of the desired outcomes will launch under the appropriate

city and county public agencies along with businesses andipatiing residents.

Mason County

Mason County is home to technology companies, manufacturing corporatidother

thriving businessesAt t r acted by the regionds access to
alternatives and the experienced leadership of teméss community, Mason County
continueggrowingas abusiness environmeniffordable, available land and

comprehensive tax advantages sustain Mason County's favorable economic climate.

Mason County continues to see steady-esthte activity. Althogh it i s not the
market experienced during 20@906 it is still a respectable market with which most of

the country would love to tradédvlason Countyighlights to date include the 1,053 acre

Sanderson Field Industrial Pddaturing an excellergirport and general aviation facility

with full airport facilities to serve private aircraft and business jets. Northward

development includes the 407 acre Johns Prairie Industrial Park that is a major industrial

and commercial site in the southern Pugetind Region.The Port of Allyn continues to

take an active part in economic development in North M&mmtythrough

participation in the Chamber of Commerce, Allyn Community Association and atigin

Belfair planning efforts. Future Port plans inclugi®usiness or light industrial park

north of Belfair.

Pacific County

In 2008 Pacific County moved forward on several major projects throughout the County.

South County economic development consisted of a new South Pacific County facility

which will house South County government offices in one facility. Other South County
invest ments where the Ocean Beach School Di s
the completion of the Illwaco Fire Station Reconstruction and the llwaco Community
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Building. Noth Pacific County accomplishments include the new Willapa Valley High
School facility, Willapa Harbor Community Building upgradgesithe new potable water
storage tanks for the City of South Bend. All four ports located in Pacific County
continue to take strong lead in economic development by continued investment in their
infrastructure for existing businesses to succeed and for the attraction of new business
opportunities. A strong partnership continues with Grays Harbor College as the PCEDC
and Graydarbor College develop business course offerings to meet the needs of Pacific
County businesses. Faced with the reduction in industrially zoned land, PCEDC in 2007
contracted with a consultant to complete an Industrial Lands Needs Analysis. Upon the
conpletion of that Analysis the PCEDC moved discussions forward to explore economic
opportunities for the County. To meet residential and business needs, the Public Utilities
District continues to expand fiber into the County connecting many businessésgiwth
speed access and to explore alternative green energy; wind and tidal to meet the needs of
the future. Pacific County has key competitive assets for future growth; competitive land
cost, reasonable property taxes, proximity to urban amenities, etuaatl training

resources, four dedicated to industrial growth and is a gateway to parks and recreation.
New private and public investments into the cities and county exceedeilfdb.

Wahkiakum County

CathlametSkamokawa continues to be the reccenaed growth center in the county.

Building permits for new homes continues at a brisk pace and there are three residential
developments consisting of 45 new home sites within the growth area that are currently

under construction. Cathlametisthecobnty onl y i ncorporated commu
Skamokawa is the largest unincorporated community and is a scant 7 miles from

Cathlamet.

Economic Profile

The most important economic sector of the Distraitinues to beatural resources.
Four natural resoureeelated industrial clusters are integrathie ColumbiaPacific
Re g i ecoandnsy and way of life:

Forest products

Fishing and related aquaculture (including clams and oysters)
Seafood Processing

Agriculture

Food products

Timber harvests have decreasatte the 1970andforestproduct jobs even more
dramatically. Nevertheless, becauseDgrictis heavily forested, forest products are

still the single most important cluster in the Districinfortunately the results of the
devastating December3 2007 storm severely impacted forest related industry. Massive
acreage of trees were blown down from hurricane force vendfallen trees

representing millions of board feet lay rotting on the forest floor. Due to &ee sh
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magnitude of fallen treestoughout the ColumbiBacific Regiontherewasno practical
or profitableway to saveéhese resources. More than eveiody biomassepresentsin
excellent opportunity for the biomagsenergy industry andiarrants continued
investigaton for futureforest industryeconomiaecovery andlevelopment.

Fishing has experienced severe set backs beginning in thEd®ds as a result of fishing
curtailments, declines in salmon and groundfish and other regulatory issues. Under
management of the groundfibhery led to the ovelharvest of several rockfish species,
prompting drastic harvest reductions in groundfish.

Slight increases in the last three years are a sign of improving conditions in the industry,

but catches are still well below historicaleaage and increases are uneven. Washington
Statebds coast has the | argest of four worl dw
processed fish products. The aquaculture industry continues to grow, although regulatory

issues and an increase in gwetion elsewhere in the country loom as threats.

Agriculturehas experienced significant increase in the value of products over the last

five years, particularly in Mason County and with the introduction of new products (e.g.,

nursery, vegetable artiry specialty products) in Grays Harbor County. Organic

farming, which adds value to agricultural products, is growing throughout the District.

Far mer s Markets are playing a significant r
throughout the Gtrict. This valueadded agriculture products market has the potential

for positive economic growth and will be pursued in each of@urcounty areas.

High tech industry, especially at the Port of Shelton and Satsop Development Park,
continues t@row, thanks to the abundant availability of broadband throughout the
District. Mason County PUB3, in partnership with ColumbiBacific RC&EDD, is
currently preparing a National Telecommunications & Information Administration,
Broadband Technology Opganities Program grant application to assist with extending
broadband to unserved and underserved rural areas in Mason Cboat¢olumbia
Pacific Districtcontinues to bene of the bestvired rural areas in the country.

Tourism and retirement homesntinue to grow by leaps and bounds. It is no surprise
that visitors enjoy the beautiful and varied recreational activities available, fronseaep
sport fishing to mountaineering. Tourism and vacation homes are a driving force in the
Districtbt s egonom

Achieving Goals

Opportunities outweigh weaknesses as long as economic development organizations
throughout théistrict work together with municipalities and organizations to:

1. Continue taking immediate action to mitigate effects of declining empay
in natural resourcbased industries.
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2. Sustain and diversify the natural resodbesed industries for which the
ColumbiaPacific District has a competitive advantage and make our region
unique.

3. Retain and encourage the expansion of existing busisiessd develop new

business taking advantage of local resources.

Maintain and expand commercial retail and service businesses

Enhance the availability of education, health, humassocial services

throughout the ColumbiRacific region to help make@mmunities more

attractive to business.

6. Foster partnerships between organizations, communities and counties of the
ColumbiaPacific regionrandwith state and federal agencies, to effect fong
term economic development and diversification.

ok

ColumbiaPaciic RC&EDD, as the most brodehsed regional organization in the area,
will be looked upon to facilitate and coordinate these effdrisgional projects are
selected to reach economic development goals. They include meeting clean water
requirements afforbly, collaboration between agencies, workforce development,
support of entrepreneurs, valadded natural resource based prodantbuilding
stronger, more livable communities. In addition, each of the four counties within the
ColumbiaPacific region hs separately identified courgvel implementation plan
projects.

General Outlook

Overall, although improvements are needed as well as industry diversification, the
District continues to have available natural resources, a ready workforce andplenty
entrepreneurial spiritThe transportation opportunities that exist (seaports, rail and
highways) are being improved.

Workforce education and retraining of displaced workers is increasing and becoming
better focusedCommunity organizations are kding their capacity to make their
communities better places to live while maintaining a rural quality of life.rTeegi o n 6 s
economyis facing major challenges from all time high fuel costs that have forced many to
change their ways of life. Economiclsil&ation throughout the Columbiacific

Region will continue to be a major challenge as cost of living expenses climb higher and
higher due to ever rising oil prices. Regional solutions to regional problems will be a
requirement in order to bring stétyi to the communities within oudistrict. The main

text below provides more detailed informatio
humanandcapital), recent accomplishmerisdeconomic goals and how to achieve

them.
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CHAPTER 1

ORGANIZING AN D STAFFING FOR ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

This 2009Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) is a comprehensive
review of the Columbidacific Economic Development District and its regional
economy. It provides a lorigrm strategic statement of ptafor regional economic
growth and development over the next five to ten years. ZISCEDS is organized to
reflect local priorities in Grays Harbor, Mason, Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties and
requirements of the U.S. Economic Development Administrg&@A). It was
developed with considerable input from ColumiiRacific Resource Conservation and
Economic Development District (RC&EDD) Council members, regional economic
development professionasdinterested citizens. It reflects the changes thoneg
experiencing through efforts to promote the economic vitality while preserving the
environmental quality of the region.

The goals and strategies outlined in 2099CEDS will guide the Columb#®acific
RC&EDD and its members in its economic depment efforts. The plan will also
facilitate the coordination of efforeamongthe various economic entities in the region.

Economic Development is described as the process of creating wealth through the
mobilization of human, financial, physicahdnatural resources to generate marketable
goods and services. Through comprehensive strategic planning, it is possible to
maximizeutilization of local resources while minimizing local constraints in order to
achieve dealthier local economy. Fundifgy this report and ColumbiBacific

RC&EDD professional staff is made available through a planning graf@306218)
awarded by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration
(EDA). EDA funds are matched by contributions mad€bljumbiaPacific RC&EDD.

What is the CED®

The Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) is a loutillyed

planning process designed to create employment opportunities and foster a more stable
and diversified local economic community. TBEDS aims to improve local economic
conditions and to alleviate persistent unemployment and underemployment where such
conditions exist. It identifies opportunities for creating and retaining jobs, raising income
levels, diversifying the econonandimproving the quality of life to attract jobs.

History of Regional Economic Development Planning

The original Overall Economic Development Plan (OEDP) for the Colufadafic
Region, prepared in 1994, was intended as an initial comprehensive assessh&ent of
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regional economy together with a complete statement of economic development goals
and objectives, development strategylimplementation plan consistent with guidelines
of the U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA). Because of the unicue rol
that this ColumbigPacific regional planning document plays, both as a framework for
local comprehensive planning on a regionaliyrdinated basiandas a means for
identifying economic development projects, subsequent OEDP updates and CEDS were
more etensive than is typical for many local jurisdictions. Comprehensive OEDP
updates were prepared in 1996 and 1997. In 188&olumbiaPacific Resource
Conservation and Development Council was designated the Economic Development
District. Mason Countjoined the three other counties during this process, and the
organization changed its name. A complete CEDS has been prepared annually since.

The CEDS is the result of a local planning process designed to guide the economic
growth of the ColumbidPacific District. The purpose is to establish a process that will
help create jobs, foster more stable and diversified econami#siprove the economic

and environmental well being of residents of our communities. It provides a mechanism
for coordinating thefforts of individuals, organizations, local governmeatdprivate
industry concerned with economic development. 2BBICEDS:

e Describes the resources, needs, probkmapotential of the Columbi®acific
District.

Presents thBistrictd s v indsgoatsn a

Sets the strategic direction for an antplan.

Establishes priority programs andbfects for implementation.

Outlines the standards for the annual evaluation and update of the process.

CEDSCommittee representation for each county is cantsiitin accordance with EDA
guidelines. In addition, separate CEDS documents are prepared by the Quinault Indian
Nation (Grays Harbor County), ShoalwaBay Indian Tribe (Pacific Countygndthe

Squaxin Island and Skokomish Indian Tribes (Mason County).

The CEDS Committee

ColumbiaPacific RC&EDD Council members, in addition to representing the public
jurisdictions of the District, also represent the primary economic sectors of the region.
The Gmmittee is corprised 0f45 members, representing thaioties, municipalities,

port districts, tribes, public development authorities, several private nonprofit
organizations and a few private business people. All Council members are actively
involved in leadership positions throughout the District.

A list follows of ColumbiaPacific RC&EDD Council members. The RC&EDD Council
members also serve as the CEDS Committee in the ColtfPalgific District.
Additional information on the CEDS Committee may be found in Appendix B.
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Figure 1. Columbia-Pacific Region CEDS Committee 2009

CEDS CommitteeMembers

Representative

City of Aberdeen

Lisa Scott

City of Cosmopolis

Loren Williams

City of Hoquiam Brian Shay
City of Long Beach Ken Ramsey
City of McCleary Wally Bentley

City of Ocean Shores

Dean Binkers

City of Raymond Bob Jungar
City of South Bend Norty Grant
City of Westport Randy Lewis
Coastal Community Action Program Troy Colley

ColumbiaPacific RC&EDD

Jesus Cardenas

EDC of Mason County

Matt Matayoshi

Grays Harbor Chamber @fommerce

LeRoy Tipton

Grays Harbor College

Ed Brewster

Grays Harbor Conservation District

Terry Nielson

Grays Harbor Council of Governments

Vicki Cummings

Grays Harbor EDC

Roger Milliman

Grays Harbor Historical Seaport Authority

Les Bolten

Grays Harbor Public Development Authority

Tami Garrow

Grays Harbor Public Utility District

Doug Smith

Habitat for Humanity of Grays Harbor

Jonathan Fischer

Lower Columbia EDC

David Goodroe

Mason County

Lynda RingErickson

Mason County Conseation District

John Bolender

Mason County PUD #3

Joel Myer

Mason County Transit

Kathy Cook

Pacific Aging Council Endeavors

Cathy Bannister

Pacific County Pat Hamilton
Pacific County EDC Cathy Russ
Pacific Transit System Tim Russ

Portof Grays Harbor

Diane Souron

Port of Peninsula

Mary DelLong

Port of Shelton

Jay Hupp

Port of Willapa Harbor

Rebecca Chaffee

Quinault Indian Nation

Natalie Charley

Quinault Indian Nation

Larry Ralston

Shoalwater Bay Indian Tribe

Steve Spence

Shorebank Enterprise

John Berdes

Town of Cathlamet

Richard Swart
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Member Representative
WA State Tim Sheldon
WA State Dean Takko
Wahkiakum Community Foundation Karen Bertroch
Wahkiakum County Richard Erickson
Wahkiakum Port Districtt2 Carlton Appelo
Westport Maritime Museum Rex Martin
Willapa Gillnetters Association Ron Craig

Working Partnership for Economic Development

The ColumbiaPacific Resource ConservatiandEconomic Development District
(RC&EDD) is anonprofit non-partisan association of counties, cities, towns, ports,
IndianTribes, conservation districts, economic development councils, public
development authoritieendothernonprofits in the Washington counties of Grays
Harbor, Mason, PacifiandWahkiakum. The purpose of the association is to preserve
the rural quality of life and promote the economic vitality in Grays Harbor, Mason,
Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties.

The ColumbiaPacific Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) Council was
authorized byhe Governor of Washingtdstatein 1972. The organizatiomasgoverned

by the full Council and an executive board, pursuant to adopted articles of incorporation
and bylaws under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

A multi-countyCEDS process is utilized because the four counties share many economic
conditions, strengthandweaknesses. While the CEDS recognizes the unique
characteristics of each county, it also represents an opportunity to forge a new economic
direction for the etire District on a cooperative, coordinated basis. This opportunity has
been furthered by formal EDA recognition of the f@ounty ColumbiaPacific region as

an Economic Development District (EDD). The ColuraBacific Economic

Development District watormally approved by the Economic Development
Administration of the Department of Commerce in Audi988.

Staff Support

Jesus (Jesse) Cardenas, Executive Director for ColdRaudic RC&EDD and Anne
Sullivan, Office Manager, provided staff suppan this 2009 CEDS.

Prior to publication, issues are discussed and input is consolidated at the local level,
primarily through normal Economic Development Council business in each of the four
counties. Oversight and directiareprovided by the boards directors for each EDC.
Input and concerns from the other organizations that represent ColBautifec

RC&EDD are added.
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CHAPTER 2
ANALYSIS: WHERE ARE WE?

Background Information

Location, Topography and Climate

The ColumbiaPacific region consistof Grays Harbor, Mason, Pacific and Wahkiakum
Counties. The region is situated on the Pacific Coast moving inland to the southwest
portion of the Puget Sound region in Washington State.

It is bordered on the north by Jefferson County; the south b@dhanbia River; the east
by Puget Sound and the five county region of Kitsap, Pierce, Thurston, Lewis and
Cowlitz and the west by the Pacific Ocean.

The fourcounty ColumbigPacific District encompasses a total of 4,048 square miles or
6% of the land i@a of theState of Washington. Grays Harbor County ranks 15th in
geographic size among the 39 Washington State counties while Mason, Pacific and
Wahkiakum Counties rank 29th, 30th and 37th in geographic size respectively.

Elevations range from sea leatlits coastal edges to 6,255 feet at Mt. Washington in the
northern portion of Mason County in the Olympic Mountains, a World Heritage Site.
Geographically, th®istrict can be characterized as consisting of several distinct areas
based on topographyandy beaches along its coastal edges, the rolling Willapa Hills, the
Puget Soundillamette Depression Basin and the Olympic Peninsula consisting of
heavily forested lands and the Olympic Mountains.
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Figure 2. Columbia-Pacific RC&EDD Area
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As higHhighted in Figure 2, the forrounty area has 15 incorporated cities and towns.
Shelton and Cathlamet are the only incorporated communities in Mason and Wahkiakum
Counties, respectively. There are eight designated growth centers in the District.

The CoumbiaPacific District has a varied climate reflecting its diverse topography.

Climatic conditions range from marine coastal conditions consisting of mild, wet winters

and comfortably warm, drier summers to an inland climate consisting of colder, wet,

sonetimes snowy winters with comfortably warm, but somewhat wet summers.

I nfluences affecting the regionés climate in
Mountains and the Quinault Temperate Raiiast.

Prevailing winds generally flow from the southwéstt during summer months are more
out of the north and northwest. Average annual precipitation ranges from about 52 inches
in Grapeview (Mason County) to 186 inches at Lake Quinault (Grays Harbor County).

Regional Economic History

The ColumbiaPacific region was once part of King, Lewis, Pacific and Thurston
Counties. In 1854, Grays Harbor and Mason Counties were partitioned from King and
Thurston Counties. Pacific County was separated from Lewis and Thurston Candties
Wahkiakum County was partitied from Pacific and Lewis Counties.

Grays Harbor County was named in honor of Captain Robert Gray in 1915, after

changing its name from Chehalis County. In 1864, Mason County was renamed from
Sawamish to Mason in honor of Charles Mason, the firsttsegref Governor Stevens
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and the Washington Territorial Legislature. Pacific County is named after its ocean
boundary. Wahkiakum County derived its name from the chief of a local Cathlamet
IndianTribe. Native Americans who inhabited much of the Coluafacific region

consisted of fishers and hunters. They were also fur traders who traded with one another,
other Indians in the Washington and Oregon Territories and white traders who came later
to the area.

In 1805, the first American explorers vergdrthrough much of the region. Meriwether
Lewis and William Clark, under orders from President Thomas Jefferson, attempted to
chart a navigable commercial waterway from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean.

While Lewis and Clark never found tke-called Northwest Passage, they did discover
abundantrich resources (e.goeavers, sea otters, etc.) near and around the Columbia
River. As a result of this exploration, four major fur trade companies were soon
established: the Boston Fur Compahyg hn Ast or 6s Paci fic Fur
was sold to the Northwest Company), The Northwest Company (which later merged with

Com

t he Hudsondés Bay Company) and the Hudsonds B

Company became the dominant company throughout ¢gfherand the Pacific
Northwest until about the late 1830s when most of the region had beemappd and
fashions began to change.

As fur trade prospects declined, settlers and traders sought out other economic
opportunities such as fishing and laggii Fishing consisted of salmon, steelhead,

sturgeon and shellfish. The fish were consumed locally as well as sent to the East Coast
and Europe via established trade routes.

Logging was not a major industry early on because-sfatee-art equipmentould not
handle the huge old growth trees. As new innovations were created within the industry
(e.g, greased skids, steam railroad, etc.), the logging industry emerged to become the
economic backbone of the region. By the turn of the century forediigisoconstituted

the dominant industry throughout most of the Coluniaaific region.

Fishing and logging industries stimulated other va&ldded activities such as food
processing, saw mills and agriculture (namely dairy and livestock). While these
industries were lucrative, forest products remained the dominant industry.

During the twentieth century, the logging industry experienced a number of cyclical ups
and downs. For example, during World War |, the demand for logs surged when wooden
steamships were masgroduced in Grays Harbor. This was perhaps the greatest period
of economic growth in the Grays Harbor area. On the other hand, the Great Depression
of the 1930s led to the bankruptcy of many companies.
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At present, logging on federalnds is nearly noexistent due to policies regarding

Spotted Owhnd Marbled MurrelethabitatsEndangered Species Actimber setasides

and export bans on raw timber. In addition, the devastating December 2007 wind storm
resulted in millions of dollarin damages to forests as thousands of trees were blown
down and left to rot on the forest floor. This represented millions of board feet of quality
lumber that was los€hanging economic conditions and technology have resulted in high
unemployment ratefor the ColumbidPacific region relative to the State of Washington
and have resulted in continuing designation of this region as an econosdistaigsed

area in regard to employment levels.

To illustrate, in 1979, according to U.S. Census Bureatokical Data, th®istrict's

average median household income was 91% of the state average. However, by 1989, the
Districtt s medi an household income average had dr
slight improvement on that figure came about by 1®88 an increase to 79% of the

state averageRecovery for all four counties since can only be described as slight in

relation to the changing economic times especially the 2007/2008 recession. However,

this represents a positive push toward signifiemainomic diversification efforts.

The seriousness of the situation is illustrated by Figure 3. The economic devastation that
impacted all four of the counties in the District is undeniable. Per capita income dropped
dramatically in the 1980s in threéthe four counties (it began dropping in the 1970s in
Mason County). 2008 per capita income is just beginning to stabilize slightly, but is still
far below the state average. Per the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 2008 per piia income for the ColumbiBacific region averages 47.1% of

the national average and 51.9% of the Washington State average.

Other industries have experienced employment growth to offset some of the decline in
forest products. Diversified businesdtivity encompasses industries such as prirdirg
publishing, rubbeandmiscellaneous plastics, aerospace components and machinery.
Tourism is a growing source of income to the aregghitéich business is the newest
activity in theDistrict poised ¢ develop and expand. The forest products industry itself
has diversified, and valeedded wood manufacturing businesses are popping up
throughout the region. Although not generally recognized as a cluster, the growing
number of retirees and the healdtated support businesses and leisure activities they
bring with them add capital and knowledge resources tDistact.

A minor clustering development is becoming evident in Mason County as well where
food processing job growth is occurring at Stnditand FruitandTaylor Shellfish.
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Selected Counties As a % of State Per Capita Income
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Population and Demographic Characteristics

Characteristics of the population that could affect development prospects for the
ColumbiaPacificDistrict include: population trends driorecasts, demographic
characteristics and housing availability.

Selected Growth Centers

A multi-county Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy calls for identification
of one or more growth centers. Growth centers serve as focal points fapegat and
generation of employment opportunities. The intent is to concentrate economic
development projects in viable locatiahsplaces that have strong potential for
economic growth. A total of eight growth centers have been identified.

Criteria

Significant factors identified by the U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA)
as important in considering and selecting growth centers are:

A. Proximity and accessibility to redevelopment aredbke center should be located in
an area central toéDistrictb s hi ghway network and within c
the distressed redevelopment areas.

B. Size A centerds maximum size (250,000 popul
is silent on minimum size. An economic development center must leadigh to
attract job generation activities and geographically and economically related to the
District, so that its economic growth will contribute significantly to the alleviation of
distress.

C. Regional servicesThe center should have medical, finahand service facilities.

D. Participation in theDistrict program Local leaders must commit to have their
community become a growth center. Evidence must exist that the entities represented
by theDistrict participate in and support tiastrictd s  emicalevelopment
program.

Consideration of Columbia-Pacific Communities

Eight growth centers have been identified as approgyrai®th centersn the Columbia
Pacific District:

Grays Harbor County: AberdeerHoquiamCosmopolis (1)

Mason County: Shelton (2)

Pacific County: RaymondSouth Bend (3) llwaco/Chinook (4), Long
Beach (5) Ocean Park (6)

Wahkiakum County: Cathlamet (7) Skamokawa (8)
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Grays Harbor County

The AberdeetHoquiamCo s mopol i s area represents the
urban area and is the focus of significant industrial and commercial activity in and around
the Port of Grays Harbor. Alsthe Satsop Development Park situated south of Elma is
providing a mixed use of industrial and technology business sites. Touristrang
countywide provider to the local economy supported by the County Fairgrounds in Elma
including the popular racetrack, the Straddleline ORV Park on the Thurston County line,
the north and south beach communities with direct access to Pacific Geetved and

State Parks including the southern and western access to the world famous Olympic
National Park.

Mason County

Shelton is the only incorporated city in Mason County. With immediately adjoining
unincorporated areas, Shelton accounts foltaigest share of industrial and commercial
activity. Belfair was added as an urban growth area in 1997. Belfair is approximately 36
miles northwest of the Tacoma metropolitan area. While not incorporated, the
community is designated as an urban growdagUGA) in the Comprehensive Plan
(adopted April 1996andcommunity infrastructure such as water and sewer provision are
in the planning stages. Mason County will begin the construction of a much needed
sewer system for Belfair that will be completad2010. The Belfair community

reg

accounted for approximately 13% of the count

population estimates for Belfair show that the community has experienced strong growth
since 1990, now accounting for more than 15% of the godns popul at i on.
the community has been selected by the county as a second growth center. The
community of Allyn was added as the third Mason County Growth Centiee iyear

2000. That community is located approximately five miles souBebtitir on SR 3 and

has completed installation of a sewer system as well as other major infrastructure
improvements. In 2006 the Port of Allyn began a major expansion of their water system
to facilitate growth in the Allyn area. The Port has completsadpttoject that will add
capacity for additional water hookups in Allyn.

Pacific County

The largest communities in Pacific County are located in north county just three miles
apart. Starting in 2008 both Raymond and South Bend experienced awioindo
residential, commercial and industrial growth. The llw&tonook area is located at the
mouth of the Columbia River. With the recent status chahgert Columbia and Fort
Canby to the Lewis & Clark National Park, llwaGhinook anticipated growwtfor

tourism activities. With the current economy the llw&iunook area has also faced a
slowdown in residential home and small business growth. Chinook is an unincorporated
community and located nine miles to the east of llwaco. In 1997, the cuideyd Long
Beach and adjoining Ocean Park as a growth center. Like the {@f@nook area

(located two miles to the south), Long Beach and the surrounding unincorporated area,

As

include a significant portion oaofgrowtthe county?d
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center is to promote tourism potentials. The County experienced a small growth in the
number of building permits being issued, 465 in 2008. At the start of 2009 there was a
significant decrease in building permits and public utility hapk inboth north and
southcounty. This appears to be a trend for the next few years until the economy starts to
rebound.

As of the 2008 VishingtorStateOffice of Financial Management projections, Pacific
County had 21,800 residents. AccordinghteWashirgton State Office of Financial
Management, Pacific County experienced a population increase of 12.6% over the
decade, growing from 1990 to 1997 and then decreasing at an average annual rate of 0.4%
from 1997 to 2000. Between the years 2008, Pacific @unty experienced a slight
increase of 0.4%. Pacific County has key competitive assets for future growth:
competitive land cost, reasonable property taxes, proximity to urban amenities, education
and training resources, dedication to industrial growthimadyateway to parks and
recreation. Because of these assets Pacific County continues to see growth in new
housing development in the north and south county and anticipates slight population
growth in the future. These housing developments continibe second, highexnd

homes marketed to people from other areas of Washington Stateasrsbaite.

Affordable housing continues to be a growing concern for those who already live and
work here.

Wahkiakum County

CathlametSkamokawa continues to beestrecommended growth center in the county.

Building permits for new homes continue at a brisk pand there are three residential

developments consisting of 45 new home sites within the growth area that are currently

under construction. Cathlametigth count y6s only incorporated
Skamokawa is the largest unincorporated community and is asssaamimiles from

Cathlamet. The county was identified as the third fastest growing county in Washington

in 2007.

Population Trendsand Forecast

As of the 2000 census, the ColumBiacific region had a population of 141,387
residentsAccording t02006 population estimates frothe Office of Financial
Management Forecasting Divisidhe population figure increased to 148,90the

region experiered an average annual growth rate of 1.4% since 1990. This reflects a
significant increase over the 0.5% average annual growth rate in the 1980s.

Rates of population growth for the region were well below statewide levels in the 1980s.
From 1990 to 200, some areas of the region continued to experience population growth
rates below statewide levels, but the gap narrowed significantly. Mason County
experienced a population increase of 28.9% over the decade, outpacing the statewide
average of 21.1%. ThHdason County trend reflects the increasing movement of
residents from more populated metropolitan areas back to relatively rural communities.

28



Columbia-Pacific Resource Conservation & Economic Development District
2009 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy

Some of them areelecommuterssome are retiregwhile some commute back to more
populated areas to work. Thigh statewide average shows the influence that the high
tech industries have had on the State of Washingtmwever, the overall average
District trend masks some important differences between individual counties.

Grays HarboCountyis the most poylous of the four Columbi®acific counties, with
70,900 in 2008 which was a reduction of 825 from 200@lso had the slowest rate of
growth from 19962000, averaging an annual 0.5% increase, for a total increase of 4.7%.

Mason County is the secomibst populated of the four counties, with 54,752 residents as

of 2006. Located closer to Puget Soundo6s ma
experienced the greatest rate of population growth over theZi(period, averaging

5.5% annual growth. Th&/ashington Office of Financial Management, which makes

popul ation projections for the state, projec
than 75,000 by the year 2025.

As of the 2007 Office of Financial Management projections, Pacific Countylh&@d®
residents. According to Washington Stateos
County experienced a population increat&2.6% over the decade, growing from 1990

to 1997 and then decreéag at an average annual rate of 0.4% from 1997 to 2000.

Between the years 20007, Pacific County experienced a slight increase of 0.3%.

With proposed new housing developments in North and South County, Pacific County
anticipates rapid population growth in the near future. Most of these developments are

second highetend homes marketed to people from other areas in Washington State or
out-of-state. This trend is making decent affordable housing a growing concern for those

who already live and work here.

Wahkiakum County is the least populated amonddbecounties, with a 2006

population estimate of 4,000 residents. The county experienced population growth at an

average of 2% per year between 1990 and 1998. The population over the past five years

has increased, exhaust ilablghomeds.eCurceatly, otryeéwvs i nv en
subdivisions are under construction to handle the growth in population.
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Figure 4. City and Town Populations April 1, 2038

% Change in
Population
Jurisdiction 1980 1990 2000 2008 1980 1990
1990 2000
Grays Harbor 66,314 64,175 67,194 70900 3.23% 4.70%
County
Aberdeen 18,739 16,565 16,461 16,460 11.60% -0.62%
Cosmopolis 1,575 1,372 1,595 1,650 12.89% 16.25%
Elma 2,720 3,011 3,049 3,125 10.69% 1.26%
Hoquiam 9,719 8,972 9,097 8,795 -7.68% 1.39%
McCleary 1,419 1,473 1,454 1,555 3.80% -1.28%
Montesano 3,247 3,060 3,312 3,565 -5.75% 8.23%
Oakville 537 529 675 720 -1.48% 27.60%
Ocean Shores 1,777 2,301 3,836 4,805 29.48% 66.71%
Westport 1,954 1,892 2,137 2,355 -3.17% 12.95%
Mason County 31,184 38,341 49,405 56,300 22.95% 28.86%
Shelton 7,629 7,241 8,442 8,980 -5.08% 16.59%
Pacific County 17,237 18,882 20,984 21800 9.54% 11.03%
llwaco 604 838 950 1,070 38.74% 13.37%
Long Beach 1,243 1,236 1,283 1510 -0.56% 3.80%
Raymond 2,991 2,901 2,975 3,005 -3.00% 2.55%
South Bend 1,686 1,551 1,807 1,770 -8.00% 16.51%
Wahkiakum 3,832 3,327 3,824 4,100 13.17% 14.94%
County
Cathlamet 635 508 565 570 20.00% 11.22%
Columbia-Pacific 118,567 124,725 141,407 153,100 5.19% 13.38%
District
Washington State | 4,132,353 4,866,663 5,894,121 6,587,600 17.76% 21.11%

Notes: Source:State of Washington, Office of Financial Management, April 182@pulation Estimates

The Washington Office of Financial Management forecasts population growth for the

state and counties through 2025. It revised its forecasts downward since the last estimate
in 2002. The Columbi®acificDistrict is forecast to expgence growth in population at

a rate just below the statewide average. Given the number of new housing developments
in Grays Harbor and Pacific Counties within the last several years, these growth estimates
are likely low. These two counties have sudgéeen recognized for their relatively low

new housing costs by people from the Puget Sound area and other states, especially by
people beginning their retirement years.

Over the longerm (20032025), theDistrict is expected to grow by about 1.1% pear,

while the state is forecast to experience population increases at a 1.5% average annual
rate.
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By the year 2025, the ColumbiacificDistrictt s popul ati on is forecast
180,000 residents, a gain of 27.4% over 2000. Mason County istebje nearly equal

Grays Harbor County as tistrictt s most popul ous county with
in 2025 Grays Harbor County is expected to have over 77,000 residents. Pacific and

Wahkiakum Counésare forecast to have over 22,000 and 5,08@leats respectively.

In 2000, the Columbi®acific District represented 2.4% of the total statewide population.

This proportion is expectead drop slightly to 2.2% by the year 2025.

A growing economy will require additional growth in local job méaske absorb

increases in the labor forée the alternatives are an increase inoutnmuting or higher

rates of unemployment. In addition, increased demand for retail and service businesses as
well as housing and essential community services is likeiylitmwv.

In the case of Mason County, edmmuting is already a significant issue. The County

has gone from 30% of the workforce commuting dailyside the countiyn the early
1990s to conditions today where 43% are on the road each day. Mucliraeffibe
congestion in the-b corridor today is a direct result of rural residents commuting to
urban job locations. Easing restrictions on rural business development would
significantly reduce traffic congestion problems.

Figure 5. Columbia-Pacific District Population Projections (19962025)

Forecast Average Annual Population
Growth
Jurisdiction 1990 2000 2025 19902000 20002025
Grays Harbor County 64,175 67,194 80,213 0.5% 0.8%
Mason County 38,341 49,405 75,018 2.9% 2.1%
Pacific County 18,882 20,984 22,657 1.1% 0.3%
Wahkiakum County 3,327 3,824 5,067 1.5% 1.3%
Columbia-Pacific 124,725 141,407 182,955 1.3% 1.2%
District
Washington State 4,866,663 5,894,121 8,120,510 2.1% 1.5%

SourcesWashington Office of Financial Management&li Projections of the Total Resident Population for Growth Management

Figure 6. Final Projections of the Total Resident Population for Growth

Management

Jurisdiction 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Grays Harbor County 67,194 69,800 71,945 74,710 77,550 80,213
Mason County 49,405 51,900 58,643 63,947 69,568 75,018
Pacific County 20,984 21,300 21,271 21,705 22,207 22,657
Wahkiakum County 3,824 3,900 4,172 4,402 4,740 5,067
Washington State 5,894,121 6,256,400 6,792,318 7,255,672 7,698,939 8,120,510

Sources: State of Washington, Office of Financial Management, Final Projections of the Total Resident Population for Growth

Management
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Demographic Characteristics

Compared to the state, the ColumBiacific region has historically had an above average
proportion of the population in the age categories of 45%aed The region has been
underrepresented among younger adults from age#420As in all rural areas without a
four-year postsecondary educational institution, youth tend to leave makirng $onaller
proportion of young people in the area.

Between 1990 and 2000, the proportion of the population aged 4%/arftas continued

to increase, reflecting a trend that is taking place across the nation with the aging of the
large baby boom populah born in the post World War Il era (1946864). In the
ColumbiaPacificDistrict, the median age is older than expected due to the general
population aging, youth leaving for better opportunities and the settlement of retirees into
the area.

Between P00 and the year 2010, the proportion of the populagm4564 is expected
to continue to increase, while the proportion of younger adults agé 28l continue to
decline.

Figure 7. County Population by Agei April 1, 2007

Jurisdiction Age 04 Age 519 | Age 2024 | Age 2544 | Age 4564 | Total Age 20+
Grays Harbor County 4,211 14,571 3,958 16,412 20,629 52,018
Mason County 2,800 10,450 2,989 12,820 16,450 43,221
Pacific County 929 3,766 840 3,978 7,243 16,905
Wahkiakum County 198 726 148 770 1,426 3,076
Washington State 422,913| 1,328,200 469,372 1,803,983| 1,716,647 4,736,887

Source: WA Office of Financial Management

The aging of the population presents an even greater challenge to the Cdbacibia

region tha it might in areas with more diversified or more innovative economies. As the
number of jobs in the high technology and retail and service sectors increase, older people
who want to work must be offered training in order to participate in employment
oppatunities in the changing labor market. Opportunities exist to transfer knowledge

from older and retired workers to younger people entering the employment market.

As of the 2000 Census, the population of the ColurRiaieific region was predominantly

white but growing more diverse. Persons of other race (including Native Americans and

Bl acks) represented 11. 2% of the regionbs
Hispanic background accounted for 4.8% of total population, up from 2.1% in 1990.
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Figure 8. 2006 Race/Ethnic Characteristics of the Population

Jurisdiction White Other Total Hispanic
Grays Harbor County 82.8% 10.2% 100.0% 7.0%
Mason County 85.8% 8.4% 100.0% 5.8%
Pacific County 86.2%0 7.5% 100.0% 6.3%
Wahkiakum County 92.2% 5.0% 100.0% 2.8%
Columbia-Pacific District 86.706 3.4% 100.0% 6.9%
Washington State 76.8% 14.3% 100.0% 8.%

Source WA Office of Financial Management

As is typical for normetro areas of thgtate, educational levels of the adult population
tend b be below comparable statewide figures. Approximately 81.8% of Columbia
Pacific adults completed high school, according to the 2000 Census. By comparison,

87.1% of all Washington residents had completed high school.

However, changing economic condits and job expectations have led to major changes
in educational efforts. Between 1980 and 2000, the share of Colabiic adults who
had some college training or are graduates increased from 27% to 48.6% of the adult
population. In Washington Stats a whole, 62.2% of adults had at least some college
education in the 2000 Census. In the Colunritaaific District, only 14.1% of adults
have a bachel
should be noted that this figurs skewed by the approximately 49% of adults with

bachelor degrees in Seattle.

In Grays Harbor County, 81.1% of adults have completed high school, 46.8% have some
coll ege educati
83.7%of adults have completed high school, 51.3% have some college education, and
15. 6% have

compl et ed

Housing Availability and Cost

As of the 1990 U.S. Census, both homeowner and rental housingansiderably more
affordable in the ColumbiRacific District than in the Puget Sound area or statewide.
Although still more affordable, since 1990 the cost of housing has increased significantly

, and 12.
bachel ords degree
school 47 .

high

some

in the ColumbiaPacific District.

In 2007, the mediagelling price for a home in the ColumbiRacific District ranged from
$150,000 in Pacific County to $200,000 in Wahkiakum County, compared to a statewide
median value of $309,600. It should be noted that due to the small market in Wahkiakum
County, the meidn selling price for a resale home in that county historically fluctuates
dramatically, but in the last two years has been more stable, although steadily rising.

or 6 s

degree

col
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In thefive years from 2000 to 2005, housing prices increased 56.9% in Grays Harbor,

64.1%in Mason, 80.0% in Pacific and 83.3% in Wahkiakum County. (It should be noted

that housing prices took a dip throughout the Coluriaaific Districtin 2000, but not

so statewide.) This compares to an increase of 48.0% in the median home priceestatewid

in the last five years. While this is good for those who purchased and held homes prior to

the turn of the century because the value of their homes generally outpaced inflation, it

makes it more difficult for new homeowners to enter the market, aspmwsi pl e6s I nc omi
has not kept pace with housing prices.

In 2009, median housing prices ranged from 49.3% (Pacific County) to 88.7%
(Wahkiakum County) of the statewide average. Although housing prices saw a
significant jump in the last year in all cowsgi(22.17% in Grays Harbor, 24.5% in

Mason, 25% in Pacific and 7.8% in Wahkiakum), the Washington Center for Real Estate
Research identified counties in the ColumBekific District as still having some of the
stateds most ,and prices@ stilbdxpected o drep. This increases the
likelihood of inrmigration.

Figure 9. Comparative Housing Costs

County 2004 Median | 2005 Median | 2006 Median | 2007 Median March 2009
Home Price | Home Price | Home Price | Home Price Median Home
Price
Grays Harbor County $104,000 $128,350 $131,000 $165,000 $142.000
Mason County $138,100 $172,000 $190,000 $206,300 $148,500
Pacific County $100,000 $125,000 $135,000 $150,000 $125,000
Wahkiakum County $167,000 $180,000 $205,000 $200,000 $224,900
Washington State $225,000 $260,900 $267,600 $309,600 $253,500

Source: Washington Center for Real Estate Resedmlsing Market Snapshot

Labor Force and Employment

Labor force, unemployment and employment data reveal significant charntes i
character of industrial and occupational activity in the Colur®aicific region over the
last decade.

As of the end of 2005, the total labor force of the Coluritaaific region was 67,900, an
increase of 21.8% over 1995. Unemployment in the regi@raged 6.8% in 2005,
remaining above the average statewide rate of 5.5%, but coming in significantly lower
than the 1995 regional average of 9.2% and the 2004 average of 8.0%.

Per State of Washington Employment Security Department estimates, tmebi@elu

Pacific region 2007 labor force stands at 66,190. This is a decrease of 0.97% from the
2005 labor force of 67,900. The following table shows that unemployment in the
ColumbiaPacific region is greater than one percentage point, and in some cas&goove
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percentage points higher than the Washington State average.

Figure 10. Comparative Labor Force and Unemployment Data (March 2009)

Labor Force Labor Force % Change in | Unemployment Rate
Labor Force

Geographic Area 2005 Mar 2009 (20051Q09) 2005 Mar 2009
Grays Harbor County 31,850 33,810 5.8% 7.4% 13.9%
Mason County 24,820 26,450 6.2% 6.1% 11.5%
Pacific County 9,520 9,630 1.2% 6.6% 13.7%
Wahkiakum County 1,710 1,760 2.9% 7.0% 15.0%
Columbia-Pacific District 67,900 71,650 5.3% 6.8% 13.5%
Washington State 3,292,200 3,544,450 7.2% 5.5% 9.7%

Source: State of Washington Employment Security Department

Figure 11. Unemployment Rates by County, May 2009 (not seasonally adjusted)
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After peaking at 15.5% in 1982, regionelemployment rates declined through 1990 to
8.2%. They increased again throughout the early 1990s and declined again in-the mid
and late 1990s. Unemployment rates climbed slightly during the most recent recession,

but not nearly as much as statewide.

Through aboutthe mid 9 8 0 s ,

Paci fi

c

County

experienced

unemployment. Since 1986 (about the time of the end of construction at the Satsop
Power facility), however, the highest unemployment rates in the region have been
experenced in Grays Harbor County, although the unemployment rate in that county have

been trending downward toward the rates of the other counties.
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started to experience a rise in unemployment, starting the year at 7.6% and ending the
year with 9.9%. The highest they have experienced for many years. However, the
unemployment rate remains below those of the surrounding counties.

With the nearby hubs of Olympia (to the south) and Bremerton (to the north), Mason
County as expected hasigh proportion of commuters. Wahkiakum County alsoahas
high proportion of commuterdue more to the lack of fam#yage job opportunities in

the county. Both Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties, lying along the Oregon border, have
a relatively high perceage of residents who work out of state. It is interesting to note
that in spite of efforts to promote work at home options irDisérict, relatively few
opportunities have developed.

Figure 12. Commute Patterns and Travel Timego Work

Geographic Area % working in | % working at % working % working Mean travel
county home outside county | out of state | time to work
Grays Harbor County 87.4 4.2 12.6 0.7 22.4 min.
Mason County 56.7 4.2 43.3 0.9 30.8 min.
Pacific County 82.6 5.7 17.4 6.5 20.7 min.
Wahkiakum County 54.4 3.6 45.6 104 28.1 min.

Source: U. S. Census Bureau.

Columbia-Pacific Employment Trends

Lower rates of unemployment combined with increased labor force participation reflect a
tumrar ound t hat has beennomiclbaser These ghangas haveh e
occurred due to a leveling off of the decline in natural reseheised industries, as well

as success in4teaining of the labor force and diversification of the employment base.

In the last five years, the ColumHradfic District has experienced a net gain of nearly
7,000 employees (full and pdine). More than 3,000 manufacturing jobs were lost in

the last twenty years. That has started to turn around, bDidtret is far from the

number of manufacturing jolassailable in the past. Construction jobs dropped
dramatically in the early 1980s with the termination of construction at the Satsop nuclear
power plant site, but have increased steadily in the last twenty years.

The serviceaelated sectors have exmced employment increases reflecting increased

tourism trade and retirement services. The wages at these jobs average less than
manufacturing, typically resulting in a lower multiplier effect.
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Figure 13. Columbia-Pacific Employment Trends by Industy

Employment Sector 1984 1994 2006 % Employment
Change 19842006
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 5,373 5473 2,363 -1,010
Mining 143 55 41 -102
Construction 2,332 3,211 2,452 +120
Manufacturing 10,195 8,377 6,748 - 3,447
Transportation, warehousing, utilities 1,989 1,898 796 -1,193
WholesaléRetailtrade 9,133 11,833 6,366 -2,767
Finance insuranceandreal estate 2,703 1,729 1,612 -1,091
Services 9,977 12,397 8,633 -1,344
Government 7,612 10,198 13,421 +5,809

Source: WA Office of Financial Management

Between 1984 and 2004, manufacturing declined from 20.7% to just 10.8% of the
empl oyment
industries declined in absolute rmb e r s
employment base. Manufacturing tends to have higlagie jobs than many other
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Figure 14. Employment by Occupation 0052007
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 27 American Community SurveWahkiakum County information not available.

Income Trends

Sources of income data evaluated for the ColufRlaieific District include the: 2000
CensusU.S. Bueau of Economic Analysis data and the 2@087 American
Community Survey.

Bureau of Economic Analysis data illustrates changing sources of personal income. On

average, wages and salaries account for approximately 56% of personal income in the
ColumbiaPacific District versus about 69% statewide. Other relatively important

sources of income inthe Columdfaa ci f i ¢ r egi on ar e: propriet
interest and rent; and transfer payments.

In the last 10 years transfer payments ineedarom a regional average of 24.7% to
25.9% of personal income. This reflects conditions of high unemployment as well as a
growing base of retireesSnce the unemployment rate is dropping, the increase can be
largely attributed to the increasing retiment population. It should be noted that the
percent of income from transfer payments in the ColusRlieific District is twice that of

the state. This is a sign of a high percent of retirees in the population.
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Figure 15. Comparative Sources of Persaad Income

Columbia-Pacific District* Washington*
1994 2004 1994 2004
WagesandSalaries 55.2% 56.3% 68.2% 68.9%
Dividends, InterestndRent 20.1% 17.8% 18.6% 17.9%
Transfer Payments 24.7% 25.9% 13.2% 12.9%

*Percentages mayhtotal 100% of income due to other minor income sources not included in this table or rounding. Source: U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis

The 1990s were a good decade for increasing income and bringing families out of
poverty. As of 2000, Washingtona® per capita income was $22,973, an increase of
53.9% from the 1990 figure of $14,420. High figures in metropolitan areas compared to
more abundant nemetro areas skew statewide per capita income figures.

Wahkiakum County had the highest per capitaime in the region in 2000 at $19,063.
Mason County came in second with $18,056, followed by $17,322 in Pacific County and
$16,799 in Grays Harbor County. Growth in per capita income in the Cokiabiic
District ranged from 42.5% in Grays Harbor Couto 58.2% in Pacific County over

1990 figures.

Figure 16. Per Capita Income

County 1990 2000 % Change 20052007
19902000 (in 2007 inflation adjsted $)

Grays Harbor County $11,787 | $16,799 42.5% $20,557
Mason County $12,050 | $18,056 49.8% $20,830
Pacific County $10,952 | $17,322 58.2% $21,514
Wahkiakum County $12,332 | $19,063 54.6% Not Available
State of Washington $14,923 | $22,973 53.9% $28,290
United States $14,420 | $21,587 49.7% $26,178

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 287 American Community Survey

The latest figures from the Bureau of Economic Analysisgp8Bow a significant
increase to the ColumbRacific region per capitaersonaincomewith Mason County
being the highest at $B07, followed by Wahkiakum Countst $26,080, Grays Harbor
County at $8,928and Pacific County at $604. Although encouraginghese figures
are still less than3g6 of the national average of 212

As of the 200@ensus, median household incomes in the four countieg oégfion
ranged from 68% to 86.5% of the statewide median figure of $45,776. Incomes in all
four counties have increased at a slightly faster rate than statewide.

With the exception of Wahkiakum County, significant gains were made in the 1990s in
decreamg the rate of families living in poverty. Three of the counties are comparable to

39



Columbia-Pacific Resource Conservation & Economic Development District
2009 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy

the U.S. level, and Wahkiakum County has a rate of families living below poverty well
below that of the state level.

Although the percent has decreased, Grays Harbantgatill has a relatively high
proportion of families living below poverty level. This may account for the lower per
capita and household incomes in that county.

Figure 17. Percent of Families Living Below Poverty

County 1990 2000 2007 Estimate
Grays Harbor County 12.9% 11.9% 12.2%
Mason County 9.6% 8.8% 8.5%
Pacific County 13.3% 9.1% 11.4%
Wahkiakum County 5.5% 5.9% Not Available
State of Washington 7.8% 7.3% 8%
United States 10.0% 9.2% 9.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureaup8@007 American Community Survey

Within the ColumbiaPacific region, Wahkiakum County has the highest percentage of
residents owning and occupying their homes. In addition, Wahkiakum has the lowest
percentage of residents paying more than 20% of trmme for housing.

It is important to note that because of a large concentration of high salary households in
the Puget Sound region of Washington State, the overall state median income level
becomes somewhat skewedly 6 of 39 counties in the state méet state median
household income level.

Figure 18. Comparative Median Household Incomes

Jurisdiction 2007Median % Change 2007% Individuals
Household Income 199G-2000 Below Poverty Level
Grays Harbor County $41,655 48.3% 16.0%
Mason Caunty $47,200 50.5% 12.8%
Pacific County $37,501 55.8% 14.9%
Wahkiakum County $41,482 46.3% Not available
Washington State $55,628 46.8% 11.8%
United States $50,740 39.6% 13.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Major Columbia -Pacific Employers

The foll owing chart | ists major employers in
Harbor County manufacturing, health care and hospitality indagtad the way in

greatest number of employees. Due to the recent recession forest firotubave been

forced to reduce their employee base as well as close major plants resulting in large
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numbers of displaced skilled workers. In Pacific County, two of the five largest
employers are seafood processiatated firms. In Mason County, therdest employer

is The Little Creek Casino Hotel. In Wahkiakum County, county government remains the
largest employer, and the Wahkiakum School District second largest.

Forest products, health care, servielated business and construction provide th
majority of private sector employment. In the past the ColwRhfic region has
remained largely dependent on natural resource industries for the bulk of industrial
employment. The future calls for industry diversification as well as retraining of
displaced workers in order to maintain economic sustainability. This current recession
has taught us all some valuable lessons.

Figure 19. Major Columbia-Pacific Region Employers by County

Grays Harbor County

Employer Category Number of Employee:
\Westport Shipyard Manufacturing 615
Simpson Door Plant Manufacturing 255
Grays Harbor Paper Manufacturing 230
\Weyerhaeuser Forestry 188
Ocean Gold/Ocean Cold Food Processing (Seasonal*) 200*
Sierra Pacific Industries Manufacturing 183
\Washington Cria Producers Food Processing 150
Briggs Nursery Farming 136
Ocean Spray Food Processing 135
Mary's River Lumber Manufacturing 115
Rognlins Construction 108
Quigg Bros. Construction 98
Hoquiam Plywood Manufacturing 97
Lakeside Industries Construction 60
Dow Chemical Manufacturing 58
Murphy Veneer Manufacturing 52
TMI Forest Products Manufacturing 50
Imperium Renewables Manufacturing 42
PanelTech Manufacturing 42
Ocean Protein Food Processing (Seasonal*) 35*
Secondary Industries

G.H. CommunityHospital Medical 688
Quinault Beach Resort Hospitality 347
\Wal-Mart Retalil 287
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Secondary Industries

Safeway Foods Retalil 173
Swanson Foods Retail 151
McDonald's Restaurants Hospitality 145
The Home Depot Retalil 115
Anchor Savings Bank Banking 110
5 Star Dealership Retalil 97
Bank of the Pacific Banking 95
Timberland Savings Bank Banking 90
Duffy's Restaurants Hospitality 60
Daily World Media 45

Social, Educationaland Governmental

Stafford Creek Prison Corrections 560
Aberdeen School Distt Education 489
Grays Harbor County Government 460
Quinault Indian Nation Government 320
Grays Harbor College Education 300
Hoquiam School District Education 262
Grays Harbor Public Utility Services 187
City of Aberdeen Government 183
Coastal Comunity Action Social Service 144
Dept of Social and Human Services|Government 100
City of Hoquiam Government 85
Port of Grays Harbor Government 33

SourceGrays Harbor EDC

Mason County

Employer Category Employees
Little Creek Casino Hotel Gambling stablisimert & hotel 720
Shelton School District Educational facility 675
Washington Corrections Center Correctional 657
Mason General Hospital Medical facility 475
Wal-Mart Retail store 430
Mason County Government 360
N. Masm School District Educational 351
Taylor Shellfish, Inc. Shellfish 325
Olympic Panel Products Plywood, veneer 280
Squaxin Indian Tribe Tribal facility 249
Simpson Timber Company Lumber 170
Fir Lane Health & Rehab. Care provider 153
Island Enterprise§nc. subsid) Tribal companies 145
City of Shelton Government *127*
Alderbrook Inn Resort 125
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Employer Category Employees
Skokomish Indian Tribe Tribal facility 124
Safeway Groceries 121
Mason County PUD No. 3 Utilities 116
Fred Meyer Marketplace Groceries 115
Mason County Forest Products Lumber 101
Green Diamond Resource Co. Lumber 100
Alpine Way Retirement Care provider 99
Exceptional Foresters, Inc. Recycling 99
Pioneer School District Educational 96
Shelton Health & Rehab. Careprovider 92
Stretch Island Fruit Fruit leather *90*
Our Community Credit Union Credit Union 85
Welco- Skookum Lumber Co. Lumber 85
Manson Transit Transportation 82
Peninsula Credit Union Credit Union 82
Manke Lumber Company Logging & trucking 77
Catholic Community Services Care provider 75
Sims Vibration Laboratory Vibration control 65
QFC Groceries 60
Washington DSHS Social services 59
Belco Forest Products Lumber 52
Hood Canal School District Educational 52
Shelton Family Medicine Medical dinic *52*
Techwood Wood products 47
Lumbermen's Hardware *45*
Hiawatha Corporation Floral evergreens *42*
Sensaria Natural Bodycare Bodycare products *40*
Grapeview School District Educational 40
Olympic Fabrication Machine products 40
Gillis Auto Center Auto sales & repair 38
Mary M. Knight School Educational 38
Shelton Post Office Communications 38
Olympia Oyster Co. Shellfish 35
Brady Trucking Trucking 33
Hood Canal Communications Telecommunications 30

Source: EDC of Mason County

Pacific County

Employer Category Employees
Pacific County Public Admin 200
Weyerhaeuser Company Manufacturing 193
Ocean Beach Hospital Healthcare 156
Coast Seafoods Company Manufacturing 140
Ocean Beach School District #101 Education 135
Gray & Osborne, lo. Construction 135
Naselle Youth Camp Public Admin. 120
Willapa Harbor Hospital Healthcare 112
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Employer Category Employees
Jessie's llwaco Fish Co. Inc. Manufacturing 105
South Bend School Dist. Education 101
Shoalwater Bay Casino Retail 93
Raymom School Dist. #116 Education 89
Dungeness Development Assoc., Inc. Manufacturing 80
Shoalwater Bayndian Tribe Public Admin 75
Willapa Valley School Education 60
Nisbet Oyster Co., Inc. Manufacturing 60
NaselleGrays River School Dist. Education 59
P.U.D. No. 2 Technology 53
Dennis Company Retail 52
Jolly Rogers Manufacturing 50
Ekone Oyster Co. Manufacturing 48
Okies Sentry Retalil 48
Nelson Crab, Inc Manufacturing 43
Jack's Country Store Retalil 41
Bell Buoy Crab Company, Inc. Manufacturing 40
City of Raymond Public Admin 35
Chautauqua Lodge Retalil 35

Source: Pacific County EDC

Wahkiakum County

Employer Category Employees

County Government Government 110
Wahkiakum School District Educational Facility 67
Sunbridge Care and Rehab Center| Care Provider 48
St. James Family Center Day Care 25
Wahkiakum West Telephone & TV | Communications 20
Elochoman Millwork Cabinet Manufacturer 16
Ear | & Shirlyds Restaurant 14
Hotel Cathlamet Assisted Living 14
Dandy Digger and Supply Inc. Light Manufacturer 13
Wahkiakum County P.U.D. #1 Utilities 12
Wahkiakum Family Practice Clinic | Medical Facility 11
Hancock Forest Management Timber Management 7

Jerry DeBriae Logging Co. Logging 4*

* DeBriae Logging has temporarily ceased operations awaiting a recovery of the timber market.
Source:Ecoromic development councils.

Retail Sales and Travel Trends
A useful measure of retail activity is provided by taxable retail sales data. Between 2000

and 2005, taxable sales increased in all four counties at more than the rate of inflation
over the sam period.
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