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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Community Vision 2028
“We understand that our commitments to our
place and our community must be balanced with
an equal dedication to a sustainable local
economy. We cannot sacrifice either for the
other.” —Kezziah Watkins Report
Overview
This chapter is intended to be an overview of
the key economic development indicators in the
County. There is data publicly available on
government websites and it represents the data
most frequently used by federal, state, and private
agencies (including grant-making agencies) when
evaluating local economic conditions. Although
no data collection process is without statistical
error, the data presented is collected using welldocumented guidelines based on modern
statistical methods. As a result, reliable
comparisons between geographic areas and over
time are possible.
The economic development indicators are
population; personal income and wages; current
household income distribution, poverty, and
education; sources of employment; and housing
affordability.
Future Population Trends
See Chapter 4 Population.

Finally, to make geographic areas
comparable regardless of population size, PI is
often converted to a per capita basis. For a
county, this is done by dividing a county’s PI in a
given year by the county’s total population in the
same year. This can also be done for the U.S. as a
whole. BEA makes this conversion using the
annual population estimates provided by the U.S.
Census.
Personal Income Analysis
The share of each major PI component is
show in Figure 3 (top graphs) for 1970 and 2005.
There has been a noticeable increase in the shares
of investment income and transfer receipts at the
expense of net earnings. As will be shown below,
these share increases reflect higher growth rates
in investment income and transfer receipts. It is
also useful to break out the major categories of
transfer receipts, also shown in Figure 3 (bottom
graphs). Contrary to popular belief, in both 1970
and 2005 unemployment and welfare benefits
(―unemployment insurance‖ and ―income
maintenance‖) are dwarfed by transfer payments
associated with social security and governmentfinanced health care (―retirement and other‖).
Inside ―retirement and other,‖ the fastest-growing
component has been health care payments. The
share changes in Figure 3 are not unusual relative
to other counties in the U.S.
Figure 3: Sources of Personal Income in
Kootenai County, 1970 and 2005

Personal Income and Wages
Personal Income Data
The broadest measure of income available
for counties is Personal Income (PI). PI data is
available from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) at www.bea.gov. PI is one of the most
closely watched indicators of economic
development for counties. PI is measured by
place of residence, so it reflects the income of the
County’s residents, even if they are employed in a
different county. Proprietors’ income represents
sole
proprietors
and
non-incorporated
partnerships (both farm and non-farm). PI is
income before income taxes and other personal
taxes, and is in nominal dollars (i.e., PI has not
been adjusted for inflation).
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Like most U.S. counties without a major
metropolitan area (for example Seattle, San
Francisco, or New York), the County’s nominal
per capita PI has historically been less than the
U.S. average, but the gap widened noticeably in
the mid-1980s. Figure 4 shows that from 1970 to
1980, the County’s per capita PI was about 85%
of the U.S. average, but this fell to about 77% by
2000. As will be shown next, this decline reflects
a slower real annual income growth rate in the
County compared with the U.S.1
To measure the change in the actual
purchasing power of the County’s per capita
personal income, it is important to adjust for
inflation. For any given year, the real annual
growth in per capita PI is approximately equal to
the nominal growth rate in per capita PI less the
inflation rate in the same year. A positive real
growth rate means a region’s citizens have
experienced income growth in excess of inflation,
which translates into the ability to buy more
goods and services over time.
Figure 4: Annual Nominal Per Capita Personal
Income, 1970–2005

1
The data for Kootenai is inflation adjusted using the CPI for the
western U.S., and the U.S. data is adjusted using the national CPI.

Real average annual growth rates for 1970–
2005 for the County and the U.S. are shown in
Figure 5 (top graph). These real rates were
calculated using the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
Although the County has experienced positive
real income growth, it has been less than the U.S.
average and, like the U.S., has declined over the
last three and half decades. In the 1970s, the
County enjoyed a real average annual growth rate
of 2%, nearly the same as the U.S. average;
however, in the 1980s the county’s average
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growth rate declined to around 1%, significantly
lower than the U.S. By the new century, however,
the U.S. growth rate had fallen to a similar level.

Figure 6: Annual Real Growth in Per Capita
Personal Income, 1970–2005

Figure 5 (bottom graph) breaks the real
growth rate of per capita PI into its three main
components (net earnings, investment income,
and transfer receipts). Over 1970–2005, transfer
receipts
and
investment
income
grew
considerably faster than net earnings. The
negative real growth rate for investment income
over 2000–2005 reflects the exceptionally low
interest rates during this period.
Finally, per capita PI is also a useful measure
of a County’s long-run correlation with the
national business cycle. Figure 6 compares the
annual real growth rate in per capita PI from
1970–2005 for the County and the U.S. The
figure shows that the County is highly correlated
with the U.S., but was significantly more volatile
until the early 1990s. In part, the decline in
volatility reflects the County’s gradual shift away
from more resource-based businesses in favor of
businesses with a service or retail orientation.
Figure 5: Real Average Annual Growth in Per
Capita Personal Income, 1970–2005

Average Wage Data
From the PI data, Average Earnings (AE) per
job can be calculated. AE per job can be thought
of as the gross average wage per county job and,
like per capita PI, is comparable between
geographic areas and over time. AE per job is
Earnings by Place of Work (EPW) divided by
total jobs located in the County, where the
individuals filling these jobs may or may not be
County residents.
Average Wage Analysis
The share of each major EPW component for
1970 and 2005 is shown in Figure 7. There has
been a noticeable increase in the share of
employer supplements to wages/salaries and a
significant decrease in the share of proprietors’
income. In contrast, the share of wage/salary
disbursements has changed very little. As will be
shown below, the share increase of employer
supplements between 1970 and 2005 reflects its
relatively rapid growth compared with the very
weak growth of proprietors’ income. As with PI,
the share changes in Figure 7 are not unusual
relative to other counties in the U.S.
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Figure 7: Sources of Earnings by Place of Work
in Kootenai County, 1970 and 2005

Figure 8: Annual Average Earnings per Job,
1970–2005

This decline reflects a slower real growth rate
in AE per job compared with the U.S. Figure 9
(top graph) shows the County’s average annual
real growth rates for AE per job. For any given
year, the real annual growth in AE per job is
approximately equal to the nominal growth rate in
AE per job minus the CPI inflation rate in the
same year. From 1970–2005, real growth in AE
per job was zero this means the purchasing power
of AE per job in 2005 was the same as it was in
1970. In the other words, the average annual
nominal growth rate of AE per job has just kept
pace with CPI inflation rate over this period.
Figure 9: Real Average Annual Growth in
Average Earnings per Job, 1970–2005

As with per capita PI, AE per job has
historically been lower than the U.S. average, and
the gap widened after the mid-1980s. Figure 8
shows that from 1970–1980, the County’s AE per
job was about 80% of the U.S. average, but this
fell to less than 70% by 2000.
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Current Household Income Distribution,
Education, and Poverty

Figure 9 (bottom graph) breaks the real
growth rate of AE per job into its three main
components
(wage/salary
disbursements,
employer supplements to wages/salaries, nonfarm proprietors’ income). Over 1970–2005,
employer supplements per wage/salary job grew
more rapidly than wage/salary disbursements per
wage/salary job, which had essentially no real
growth. In contrast, the average annual growth
rate for non-farm proprietor’s income per
proprietor was negative; indicating the purchasing
power of small business income in 2005 was
significantly less than in 1970. To some extent,
this reflects a national consumer shift away from
small-scale retail operations. Over 2000–2005,
however, the County has enjoyed positive real
growth rates in all areas. This reflects the
county’s robust employment growth following
the 2001 recession.
Future Income and Wage Trends
The county should continue to expect a longrun real growth rate between 0.5% and 1% for per
capita PI and between 0% and 0.5% for AE per
job. Given the increasing number of baby
boomers reaching retirement age, it is likely that
the fastest-growing component of PI will
continue to be retirement-related transfer
payments and investment income. In the absence
of significant changes to the health care system,
the fastest-growing component of EPW will
likely continue to be employer supplements to
wages/salaries. Finally, as the County’s
urbanization increases, its correlation with the
national business cycle is likely to increase.

Household Income Distribution, Education, and
Poverty Data
The most current and comprehensive data on
economic and social demographics comes from
the U.S. Census as part of the American
Community Survey (ACS). The ACS is an annual
data bridge between the 2000 and 2010
population censuses. Currently, it is based on
sample surveys of metropolitan statistical areas
(MSAs) and focuses on social, economic,
demographic, and housing statistics. 5 It will be
gradually extended to all U.S. counties. The ACS
data can be accessed from the U.S. Census at
www.census.gov. As with Census’ population
estimates, the ACS data is widely used because of
its comparability between geographic areas.
The definition of Household Income (HI)
differs from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’
(BEA) measure of per capita personal income.
First, the unit of measure is the household, which
can represent a one-person household or a
multiple-person household. Second, the Census
considers only money income, which excludes
the in-kind payments associated with programs
like Medicare or Medicaid. In addition, unlike the
BEA data, the Census provides its own inflation
adjustment to HI. Although the BEA’s income
data is useful for examining long-run income and
wage trends, the Census’ HI data offers a window
into the distribution of an area’s income.
The education data represents an accounting
of educational attainment by an area’s current
residents. The educational levels measured go
from
ninth
grade
or
lower
to
graduate/professional degrees.
Finally, the poverty data is based on U.S.
poverty thresholds based on household size.
Although the federal thresholds are often
criticized for being too low, they represent a
single, well-known measure of poverty that
results in comparable poverty rates. Although the
original poverty thresholds were established in
the 1950s, they are increased annually by the rate
of inflation. The thresholds can be accessed from
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the U.S. Census website. The poverty rate reflects
the percentage of a group (for example
individuals or families) that fall below the
appropriate poverty threshold.
Household Income Distribution Analysis
Figure 10 shows the 2006 distribution of HI
by the percentage of households in a given
income range for the County and the U.S. (the
percentages each sum to 100%). Figure 10 also
shows the median HI for all households in the
County and the U.S. The median HI represents
the level of income that 50% of households are
above and 50% are below. Median HI is a better
measure of the ―typical‖ household’s income,
since the arithmetic average of income can be
heavily skewed by a just a few wealthy
households.
Figure 10: Distribution of Household Income,
2006

The 2006 inflation adjusted median HI in the
County is $40,346, compared to $48,451 for the
U.S. In other words the County’s median HI is
about 83% of the U.S. median. Compared with
the U.S. figures, the County’s lower median
reflects a higher proportion of households in the
income categories stretching from $15,000 to
$49,999, and a lower proportion of households in
the categories stretching from $100,000 and
higher. Given that the County is still composed of

a relatively small metropolitan center (the City of
Coeur d’Alene) surrounded by large rural areas,
it’s not surprising that its current HI distribution
is lower than the U.S. distribution. In addition, as
will be discussed below, differences in
educational levels between the County and the
U.S. are likely reflected in the two distributions.
Educational Attainment Analysis
Educational attainment is one of the key
drivers of an individual’s income. Figure 11
compares individual educational attainment in the
County and the U.S. as of 2006. The individuals
in each educational category do not overlap, so
the percentages on each bar for the County (or the
U.S.) sum to 100%. The County compares
favorably to the U.S. through the associate’s
degree level, but has fewer individuals with
bachelor’s and graduate/professional degrees.
Since the income gain associated with a
bachelor’s or graduate degree can be large, the
lower percentage of post-associate degrees helps
to explain the County’s lower distribution of
income relative to the U.S.
However, it is important to remember that
the County’s degree data reflects current
residents, and not those who received their
education in the area and then left. As was noted
above, by the standards of other MSA counties,
the County is still not heavily urbanized, which
translates into limited opportunities to apply
advanced degrees and most likely accounts for
the lower percentage of residents with postassociate degrees. In addition, an area’s sources
of employment will also impact the educational
level of residents, which in turn will impact HI.
Figure 11: Educational Attainment, 2006

5

The BEA uses the MSA definitions issued by the Office of Management
and Budget. According to the BEA, ―The OMB’s general concept of a
metropolitan statistical area…is an area consisting of a recognized
population nucleus and adjacent communities that have a high degree of
integration with that nucleus.‖ Census officially designated the Coeur
d’Alene areas as a new MSA in 2002. (Based on 2000 data)
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Poverty Rate Analysis
Finally, related to the HI and education, is
poverty. Figure 12 examines poverty rates
according to age and family status. In the
comparison of poverty by age (top graph), the
County’s rates for each age category are nearly
identical to those for the U.S., with the highest
rates occurring for individuals under 18 years.
The exception is the County’s ―65 and over‖
category, which is half the U.S. rate of 10%. This
likely reflects the County’s growth as a retirement
destination for higher-income individuals.
Based on family status (Figure 12, bottom
graph), the County’s poverty rates are again
largely in line with the U.S. average. In
particular, in both the County and the U.S., rates
are very high for families headed by females (no
husband present). Although the County’s poverty
rate for female-headed families with children
under five years is half the U.S. rate of 45%, it is
still high compared with rates for all families.
Although poverty rates can be volatile from year
to year, the data do indicate that, like the U.S., the
County’s most acute poverty problems are
associated with children (individuals under 18
years of age) and families with children,
especially when no husband is present. Overall,
however, the County’s lower median HI and
lower levels of advanced education are not
pushing its poverty rates out of alignment with
the U.S.
Figure 12: Poverty Rates by Age and Family
Status, 2006

Future Household Income, Education, and
Poverty Trends
Given the County’s current size, it is likely
that its median HI and distribution of HI will
remain below those of the U.S. in the foreseeable
future. However, as County urbanization
increases, along with the job opportunities that go
with urbanization, the percentage of residents
with post-associate degrees is likely to increase.
For example, the continued expansion of the
county’s health care and educational sectors will
drive some of the demand for more advanced
degrees. Focusing on poverty, the best way to
reduce poverty is through regional economic
growth
and
improved
access
to
educational/training opportunities that can
improve lifetime earnings. However, poverty is a
persistent problem, and those with the highest
poverty rates today—children and single-mother
families—will most likely continue to have the
highest rates in the future.
Sources of Employment, Earnings, and Output
Employment, Earnings, and Output Data
The sources of employment, earnings, and
output data come from the Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) and the U.S. Census Bureau.
This data is widely used because it is
standardized and comparable across geographic
areas.
The BEA data are used to show the sector
shares of non-farm employment, EPW, and Gross
Domestic Product (GDP). The BEA sectors are
based on the new North American Industrial
Classification System (NAICS). The NAICS
definitions for each sector can be found on the
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U.S. Census website. BEA employment data
reflects both employer firms (at least one paid
employee) and non-employer firms (no paid
employees).
The EPW data can also be used to show the
Average Earnings (AE) per job in each sector.
The GDP data reflects a new BEA series
(available back to 2001) that measures output for
each U.S. MSA.
Finally, U.S. Census data on both employers
and non-employers are used to analyze firm size.
Figure 13: Sources of Employment, Earnings,
and GDP in Kootenai County, 2006
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Earnings
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decline reflects slower public sector employment
growth compared with overall non-farm
employment growth.
The next four top employers are retail,
construction, social assistance and health care,
and accommodation and food services. As a
whole, the top five employment sectors account
for over 50% of the County’s employment and
earnings and nearly 50% of GDP. Of these five
sectors, government and social assistance and
health care are the most likely to require a
bachelor’s or graduate/professional degree.
However, the real estate, rental, and leasing
sector stands out in that it accounts for a
relatively small share of employment and
earnings, but a large share of GDP 16% compared
with the government’s 14% share. In part, this
reflects the strong demand for real estate and
rental services in a rapidly growing region.
Nevertheless, even in 2001, three years prior to
the 2004–2005 housing boom, real estate’s GDP
share (13%) was still second only to the
government’s share (15%). Aggregated across all
MSAs, real estate also stands out as a major
contributor to GDP with a 13% share of output.

Average Earnings Per Job
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Non-Farm Employment, Earnings, and Output
Analysis
The single largest employer in the County is
the government sector, which represents federal,
state, and local government employment. 7 In
addition, it is also the largest earnings generator
and one of the largest contributors to GDP.
Within the category of government, over 70% of
employment and earnings is generated by local
government, where the majority of local
government reflects local public schools.
Nevertheless, the government’s employment
share has declined from about 20% in 1970. This

Sectors in which the share of earnings is
larger than the share of employment reflect
above-average wages.
Within the top five
employers, government, construction, and social
assistance and health care pay above average
earnings. In contrast, the highest paying sectors
utilities; management of companies and
enterprises (i.e., the management of holding
companies); and mining have the smallest shares
of employment.
Size of Firm Analysis
Figure 14 shows size of firm data by
employment range in the County for 2005. 8 Nonemployer firms account for 70% of firms, while
employer firms only account for 30%. These
shares are similar to the shares for the U.S. as a
whole. Therefore, like most MSAs, the County is
dominated by small firms over 85% of firms have
zero to four employees. However, although large
in number, these firms supply only a small
fraction of total employment and revenues.
Census data for 2004 shows that firms with one to
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four employees operating in Idaho (County data
are not available) account for about 45% of
employer firms, but only 7% of total
employment; in contrast, firms with 500 or more
employees account for only 3% of employer
firms, but for just over 40% of total employment.
Census revenue data shows that U.S. employer
firms represent only about 30% of firms, but over
95% of revenues. This means non-employers
account for about 70% of firms and less than 5%
of revenues. If County-level revenue data were
available, it appears similar values would likely
result for the County.
Figure 14: Firm Size in Kootenai County, 2005

Future Employment Trends
The overall rankings shown in Figure 13 will
probably not change significantly over the next
ten years. However, the share of employment and
earnings going to social assistance and health care
and accommodation and food services will likely
increase somewhat due to robust population
growth, especially in the over-50 demographic,
and the continued development of the County as a
destination resort area. In addition, government’s
7

The BEA definition of government employment includes active duty
military personnel and those employed by tribal enterprises. According to
the BEA, ―Military employment is measured as the number of military
personnel assigned to active duty units that are stationed in the area plus
the number of military reserve unit members.‖
The Census’ count of employer firms in Kootenai reflects firms based
solely in Kootenai and the establishments of firms with headquarters
outside the county. For example, in the latter case, this might reflect a
manufacturing plant located in Kootenai that is owned by a firm based
outside the County.
8

share of employment will continue to decrease as
long as overall non-farm employment growth
remains higher. Finally, small firms will continue
to make up the majority of firms, but employer
firms will continue to generate the largest share
of revenue. In the category of employer firms,
large firms will continue to have the largest share
of employment, even though they represent a
small share of total employer firms.
Housing Affordability
Housing Affordability Data
Because of the economic and social
importance of housing costs, the Office of
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight (OFHEO)
and the U.S. Census collect widely used measures
of housing costs. The OFHEO is charged with
oversight of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac and, as
part of its regulatory functions, it produces a
quarterly House Price Index (HPI) for the U.S. as
a whole, each state, and MSA. The Census data is
from the 2000 Census and the American
Community Survey (ACS). The OFEHO data set
can be accessed at www.ofheo.gov and the
Census data at www.census.gov.
The HPI is used to measure price changes on
the sales of existing single-family homes,
excluding multi-family units like condominiums;
however, the HPI is unique in that follows the
same homes over time. By following the same
homes, the HPI represents a more consistent
measure of price changes since the impact of
quality changes will be smaller compared to
indexes that add new homes over time. Because
the source data is from Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac, the home sales in the HPI reflect those that
meet ―conforming loan limits‖ and are
―conventional.‖ The 2007 conforming limit is
$417,000 (with a few exceptions), which means
the index does not include home sales at the
highest end of the market. Conventional loans are
those that are not insured or guaranteed by any
government entity. Finally, the index also
excludes
the
sales
of
condominiums,
cooperatives, multi-unit properties, and planned
unit developments. More detailed information on
the HPI is available from the OFEHO’s website
(noted above).
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The U.S. Census data from the 2000 Census
and 2006 ACS measures housing costs as a
percent of household income (HI). Housing costs
include not only mortgage payments, but also
costs related to taxes, insurance, association fees,
utilities, and fuel. The Census also looks at gross
rent as a percent of HI, which includes the rent
payment plus the renter’s costs for utilities and
fuel.
Existing Single-Family Home Price Growth
Analysis
Figure 15 shows the year-over-year, samequarter growth for the U.S., the County, and
neighboring Spokane County since 1994. The
data shows that prior to the boom market, which
started in 2004 and peaked at the end of 2005, the
County’s home price growth followed Spokane’s
and was close to the rate of CPI inflation,
excluding the shelter component. (The real
growth rate in housing prices is approximately
equal to the HPI growth rate less the CPI inflation
rate, excluding the shelter component.) As of
third quarter 2007, the County’s the growth rate
has returned to its pre-boom norm.
Figure 15: Nominal Existing Home Price
Growth, 2Q 1992–3Q 2007

owner occupied homes in 2000 and 2006.
According to the 2000 Census and the 2006 ACS,
the nominal (i.e., not inflation-adjusted) median
home price for all types of owner-occupied
homes increased from approximately $120,000 in
1999 to $226,000 in 2006 an 88% increase or an
average annual rate of 9.5%. By comparison, CPI
inflation less shelter increased by 20%, an
average annual rate of 2.6%, over the same
period.
Changes in home prices of this magnitude
have two impacts, one positive and one negative.
The positive impact accrues to those who
continued to own their homes before and after the
boom these owners have experienced a large
increase in their asset wealth. The most obvious
negative impact is that housing has become
significantly more expensive for young workers
and/or low-income individuals.
Housing Affordability Analysis
Figure 16 shows the County’s housing costs
as a percent of owner HI in 2006 compared with
the U.S in 2006 and the county in 1999 (from the
2000 Census). Compared with the U.S. (top
graph), the County has a lower share of owneroccupied housing (with a mortgage) with costs in
the range of ―Less than 20%‖ of HI and a higher
share of housing in the ―35% or more‖ range.
Compared with 1999 figures (bottom graph), the
County has seen a significant shift toward more
costly housing. The share of housing in the ―Less
than 20%‖ range fell from nearly 50% to 30%,
while the share of housing in the ―35% or more‖
range increased from 20% to 30%. This suggests
the share of affordable, entry-level housing has
declined considerably over the recent housing
boom.

Although the rate of growth has moderated,
the overall increase in home prices owing to the
2004–2005 housing boom will remain intact as
long as housing prices continue to grow. In other
words, more modest growth rates will still be
attached to a much higher price base compared
with the pre-boom period. This can be observed
by comparing the median value of all types of
Kootenai County Comprehensive Plan
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Figure 16: Housing Costs as a Share of
Household Income, 1999 and 2006

Figure 17: Gross Rent Costs as a Share of
Household Income, 1999 and 2006

Since the rental market is also a major source
of housing, and represents an alternative to home
ownership, it is also important to examine rental
costs. Figure 17 shows the gross rental costs as a
percent of renter HI for renter occupied housing
units. The comparisons are to the U.S. in 2006
(top graph) and the County in 1999 (bottom
graph). The U.S. comparison shows that, similar
to homes, the County has a lower share of lowercost rentals in the ―Less than 15%‖ and ―15% to
19.9%‖ ranges and a higher share of rentals in the
―35% or more‖ range. Likewise, comparing 2006
to 1999, the County also saw a decline in rentals
in the lower two ranges and an increase in the top
range. However, in absolute dollar terms, median
gross rent between 1999 and 2006 did not change
as dramatically compared with median home
values. The median gross rent was $571 in 1999
and $724 in 2006 a 27% increase or an average
annual increase of 3.4%. As noted above, CPI
inflation less shelter increased by 20%, an
average annual rate of 2.6%, over the same
period.

Future Housing Affordability Trends
Given the relatively slow pace of income and
wage growth compared with the rapid increase in
home prices during the last decade.
The
reduction in housing affordability will not
disappear rapidly even with the more recent
decline in home prices and with interest rates
remaining relatively low.
Thus, housing
affordability will remain a problem for first-time
buyers and low-income workers. Especially once
growth rates in home prices return to more longterm norms. Since home prices are generally
―sticky‖ in the downward direction and highly
flexible in the upward direction, it is unlikely that
even with the decline in home prices associated
with the current recession that these prices will
ever fall to pre-boom levels. This means that,
going forward, at least some of the price gains
from the 2004–2005 booms can be viewed as
permanent. Ultimately, housing affordability at
any given time is determined by local and
regional market forces, where market corrections
consisting of upward or downward changes in

Kootenai County Comprehensive Plan

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 5 - 12
home prices will occur from time to time in order
to provide a more accurate reflection of thencurrent supply and demand.
GOALS AND POLICIES
The goals and policies in this chapter are
intended to articulate the community vision
toward the region’s economic development and
not to be regulatory, but provide specific
guidance for the adoption and implementation of
development regulations which will ensure
conformity with the Plan.
GOAL 1: Encourage diverse employment
opportunities that satisfy the socioeconomic
needs of Kootenai County residents and increase
the county’s median household income.
Policies and Implementation Strategies
ED-1 A. Support the creation and retention of
family wage jobs that meet the needs and
demands of Kootenai County residents.
ED-1 B. Encourage business investment as a
means
to
provide
degreed/advanced
competitive job opportunities for Kootenai
County residents.
ED-1 C. Encourage educational opportunities
for residents of all ages to develop and
upgrade skills required for employment,
advancement, and entrepreneurship.
ED-1 D. Partner
with
area
economic
development groups, North Idaho College,
and other local jurisdictions to address current
and future employment needs.
ED-1 E. Encourage historic societies, art
councils, and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe to
enhance cultural tourism and the place-based
economic
potential
of
the
region.
GOAL 2: Encourage economic growth through
collaborative planning and development of the
region’s public services and facilities’ capacity.
Policies and Implementation Strategies
ED-2 A. Support public service providers in
Kootenai County to provide services and
facilities necessary to support a high quality

of life and attract business investment.
GOAL 3: Strive to provide an adequate supply of
commercial and industrial sites to allow
opportunity for new and expanding businesses to
locate or remain in the County.
Policies and Implementation Strategies
ED-3 A. Encourage a range of commercial
retail and service businesses to be located in
urban areas to meet the needs of local
residents and visitors.
ED-3 B. Encourage the establishment of readyto-build sites with sufficient support
infrastructure and services needed to meet the
demand for industrial land.
ED-3 C. Encourage low-cost, easily accessible,
state-of-the-art communications services
throughout the County.
ED-3 D. Encourage the retention and expansion
of existing local businesses and start-up of
new businesses particularly those that provide
family wage job opportunities.
ED-3 E. Encourage and direct appropriate
commercial and industrial uses were urban
services are available.
GOAL 4: Preserve the strength of the existing
forest, mining, and agricultural industries while
diversifying the local economy.
Policies and Implementation Strategies:
ED-4 A. Encourage business recruitment and
development of firms that will diversify the
local economy and can effectively serve state,
national, and global markets from our County
location.
ED-4 B. Encourage high-value-added resourcebased
products
and
businesses.
GOAL 5: Protect the use of the County’s diverse
natural resources in an environmentally
responsible way so as to maximize the positive
economic impact of tourism and recreational use.
Policies and Implementation Strategies:
ED-5 A. Promote visitor opportunities that
complement the rural character of the County.
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ED-5 B. Support local jurisdiction efforts to
improve and market visitor services.
ED-5 C. Develop regulations which provide for
the placing of visitor facilities where
compatible with neighboring uses.
GOAL 6: Improve the County’s economy by
supporting efforts to improve human and social
services.
Policies and Implementation Strategies
ED-6 A. Encourage development of human and
social service facilities that create job
opportunities, meet community needs, and
maintain the County’s quality of life.
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