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SEPA Fact Sheet

Project Title
Clark County 2016 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Update

Project Description

Clark County is proposing to revise its Comprehensive Growth Management Pian {(the Comprehensive
Plan) to comply with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). The revisions focus on
county-initiated technical changes as well as minor changes to Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) to
accommodate projected growth to the year 2035. The County’s objective for the 2016 Plan is to make
adjustments to the existing plan to account for the conditions that have changed since the last
comprehensive plan update in 2007. The vision has not changed — projected demand for jobs and
housing will be accommodated based on new growth assumptions; land use patterns that reflect local
principles and values will be implemented; and impacts on the environment, schools, and the cost of
infrastructure will be minimized.

An environmental review based on the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is part of the revision
process. This programmatic Draft SEIS evaluates four alternatives to manage growth to 2035:
Alternative 1 — No Action, Alternative 2 — Countywide Modifications, Alternative 3 — City UGA Expansion,
and Alternative 4 — Rural, Agriculture, and Forest Changes. This document updates baseline information
provided in the Final EIS on the 2007 Comprehensive Plan update, and documents changes in impacts, if
any, for each alternative growth scenario. The alternatives are summarized below and a more detailed
description can be found in Chapter 1 of this document:

Alternative 1 - No Action. This alternative would not change the current UGA boundaries,
policies and regulations as adopted in 2007 and updated to July 2014.

Alternative 2 - Countywide Modifications. This alternative incorporates changes in policy
direction, land use, zoning, the County Council’s principles and values, acknowledges existing
development trends, and resolves map inconsistencies.

Alternative 3 — City UGA Expansion. The Cities of Battle Ground and La Center are considering
expanding their urban growth areas to better support employment and residential growth.

Alternative 4 — Rural, Agriculture, and Forest Changes. This alternative incorporates changes in
policy direction and land use/zoning proposed to correct discrepancies between the actuai
predominant lot sizes and the existing zoning in rural areas; encourage clustering options to
preserve resource lands, open space, and non-residentiai agricuiture uses; and provide
additional economic opportunities in the rural areas.

A preferred alternative has not been identified at this time.
Project Location

Clark County and the cities of Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, Ridgefield, Vancouver, and Washougal,
and the Town of Yacolt.
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SEPA Lead Agency and Project Proponent

Lead Agency

Clark County
1300 Franklin Street
Vancouver, WA 98660

Contact: Oliver Orjiako, Director, Clark County Community Planning and SEPA Responsible Official

Project Proponent

Clark County Community Planning, 3" Floor
1300 Franklin Street

Vancouver, WA 98660

Contact: Gordy Euler, Program Manager

Permits and Licenses Required or Potentially Required

This is a non-project action. No permits are required for the Comprehensive Plan Update.

This Draft Suppiemental EIS has been prepared under the direction of Clark County Community Planning
with support from:

ESA KPFF Consulting Engineers | FCS Group BST Associates

5309 Shilshole Ave NW 1601 Fifth Avenue 7525 166" Ave NE PO Box 82388
Seattle, WA Seattle, WA 98101 Redmond, WA 98052 Kenmore, WA 98028
98107

(206)789-9658

Date of Issue of Draft Supplemental EIS
August 5, 2015

End of Draft Supplemental EIS Comment Period

Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS must be received by the close of business on September 17,
2015 and may be submitted by any of the following:

On the county website at:
www.clark.wa.gov/planning/2016update/comments.html

Via e-mail at:
comp.plan@clark.wa.gov

In writing, to:
Community Planning
EIS Comments

P.0. Box 9810
Vancouver, WA 98666
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Public Hearings

A public hearing to receive comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS will be held at the following
locations:

September 1 and 3, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.

Public Service Center, 6™ Floor
1300 Franklin Street
Vancouver, WA 98660

Additional Environmental Review

Specific projects selected to implement the Clark County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan may
undergo additional SEPA review in the form of a SEPA Checklist, SEPA EIS, or addendum to this Non-
project EIS, as appropriate.

Documents Incorporated by Reference:

Clark County 2007, Growth Management Plan Update Final EIS
Clark County 2006, Growth Management Plan Update Draft EIS

Location of Background Documents

Clark County Community Planning, 3" Floor
1300 Franklin Street
Vancouver, WA 98660

Website: www.clark.wa.gov/planning

Additional Copies
Copies of this document have been printed and made available for review at the following locations:

Vancouver City Hall, 415 W. 6th Street
Camas City Hall, 616 NE 4th Avenue

La Center City Hall, 214 E. 4th Street

Battle Ground City Hall, 109 SW 1st Avenue
Washougal City Hall, 1701 C Street
Ridgefield City Hall, 230 Pioneer Street
Yacolt Town Hall, 202 W. Cushman Street

Libraries:

Fort Vancouver Regional Library, 901 C. Street, Vancouver
Westfield Mall Branch, 8700 NE Vancouver Mall Drive, Vancouver
Three Creeks Branch, 800-C NE Tenny Road, Vancouver

Cascade Park Branch, 600 NE 136th Avenue, Vancouver
Washougal Branch, 1661 C Street

Camas Public Library, 625 NE 4th Avenue

Battle Ground Branch, 1207 NE 8th Way
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Ridgefield Branch, 210 N. Main Avenue

In addition, the document and background information is available on the County’s web page at
www.clark.wa.gov/planning.
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Summary

Clark County’s Comprehensive Growth Management Plan must address state growth management goals
and be consistent with the County-wide Planning Policies, as well as meet the requirements of the
Growth Management Act (GMA). Comprehensive plans are based on a set of assumptions that may not
be realized over the lifespan of the plans. For that reason, comprehensive plans and growth that
actually cccurs are compared at least every eight years to enable coriections to be made. Assumptions
made for accommodating growth in the 2007 plan did not anticipate the economic downturn that
followed in 2008 and from which recovery is still in process. Other conditions in the county as well as
state and federal laws have changed, requiring corresponding changes to the County’s Plan with this
update. In addition, improvements in technology and data gathering/interpretations to more accurately
map existing conditions and field determinations of available buildable land has recently been
accomplished, which may change the conclusions of the previous plan regarding the ability of the
current urban growth areas to accommodate future population, jobs, and vision of the communities.

What Is Being Proposed?

Clark County and the Cities of Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, Ridgefield, Vancouver, and Washougal,
and the Town of Yacolt are proposing to revise their Comprehensive Growth Management Plans (the
Plans) to comply with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). The revisions focus on
county-initiated technical changes to the comprehensive plan as well as minor changes to Urban Growth
Areas (UGAs) to accommodate projected growth to 2035. This Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) evaluates the potential environmental impacts of three alternatives.

The County’s objective for the 2016 Plan is to make adjustments to the existing plan to account for the
conditions that have changed since the last comprehensive plan update in 2007. The vision has not
changed - projected demand for jobs and housing will be accommodated based on new growth
assumptions; land use patterns that reflect local principles and values will be implemented, and impacts
on the environment, schools, and the cost of infrastructure will be minimized. To evaluate the impacts
of growth on the environment, this Draft SEIS updates baseline information provided in the 2007 Final
EIS and documents changes in impacts, if any, for each alternative growth scenario.

What Is the Growth Management Act?

In 1990, Washington adopted the GMA, RCW 36.70A, which requires certain counties and cities to
develop and adopt comprehensive land use plans that anticipate the needs of population and
employment growth. Plans must look forward at least 20

aaal

years. The Growth Management Act (GViA} was
enacted by the state legislature in 1990.
It requires high population counties and
fast-growing counties to develop
comprehensive plans to balance the
needs of housing and jobs with

A comprehensive plan also may include additional optional preservation of resource lands (for
elements that relate to the physical development within the | @9riculture, forestry and n?ming) and
jurisdiction. Examples of optional elements include: schools, by (fUCh G /'tat, WRERg,
historic preservation and community design (36.70A.080 andaRasablect iaflaaalng).

RCW).

The GMA requires that comprehensive plans consist of
these elements: land use, housing, capital facilities, utilities,
rural (for counties), transportation, economic development
and parks and recreation (36.70A.070 RCW).

Summary Page S-1
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The GMA also requires jurisdictions to periodically review their comprehensive plans and implementing
development regulations in their entirety and, if needed, revise them. Clark County is required to have
this review and revision completed by June 30, 2016, and every eight years thereafter (36.70A.130(5)(b)
RCW). Opportunities for public participation in this process will be provided (36.70A.035 RCW).

More about the history of planning in Clark County can be found on the County’s webpage:

http://www.co.clark.wa.us/planning/2016update/background.htmi

What Is the State Environmental Policy Act?

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), enacted in 1984, requires local jurisdictions to evaluate
potential environmental impacts of actions they approve or undertake. The most common evaluation
looks at potential environmental impacts of a proposed project, such as a new road or big box store. It
also requires environmental review of a large non-project action, such as adoption of a planning
document like a new comprehensive plan. The SEPA process prescribes elements to be evaluated, and if
it is determined that significant impacts to the environment are probable, an environmental impact
statement or EIS, is prepared. An EIS is the forum for discussing alternative actions and the probable
impacts from those actions. The EIS document is shared with residents, interested organizations,
federal, state and local agencies, and tribes to obtain input on the findings. People can comment on the
alternatives, mitigation measures, probable significant adverse impacts or other relevant topics.
Because the EIS process for the last major update of the County Comprehensive Plan thoroughly
evaluated the impacts of large-scale growth alternatives, and the proposed changes for this update are
generally anticipated to be of a similar or lesser-scale than in the previous analysis, the County has
determined that an update or supplement to that analysis through this Supplemental EIS, would be the
appropriate method for disclosing the impacts of alternatives to accommodate projected growth

through 2035.

What Are the Assumptions for Growth in 2035?

The following table summarizes the assumptions used in the development of the three growth

alternatives. For additional details, see Chapter 1.

Table S-1. Summary of Planning Assumptions

Item

Assumption

Total population projection for 2035

577,431 total county population

Projected new residents

129,566 new residents

Urban/rural population growth split

90% of new growth in urban areas; 10% in rural areas

Annual population growth rate

1. 25% assumed per year

Housing type ratio

Up to 75% of one housing type

Persons per household

2.66 persons per household

New jobs

101,153 new jobs

Jobs to household ratio

1 new job for every 1 new dwelling unit

Residential infrastructure deduction

27.7% deducted from gross residential land supply

Commercial/industrial infrastructure deduction

25% deducted from gross commercial/industrial land
supply

Page S-2
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Item Assumption
. Vacant if residential building value is less than $13,000

Vacant Land per Vacant Buildable Lands Model " ial/industrial buitdi )

(VBLM) definition Vacant if commercial/industrial building value is less than
$67,500

Market factor — % of additional land added to 15% additional residential land capacity

supply over that specified as needed to 15% additional commercial, business park, industrial land

accommodate growth to provide flexibility capacity

What Are the Alternatives to Accommodating Growth?

Ciark County last updated its comprehensive plan in 2007. At that time about 12,000 acres were added
to urban growth areas (UGAs) to accommodate growth through 2024 for an expected population of
584,000. As stated above, an EIS was prepared that outlined potential impacts from growth. Because of

the recession that began in 2008, most of the predicted growth
has not occurred. As a result, most of the land brought in to What are UGAs? They are areas where
UGAs has not developed. Given this fact along with a smaller urban growth will be encouraged.
growth rate, only minimal expansion of UGAs is proposed in Counties and cities planning under
2016. Clark County will still grow, but not at the growth rate GMA must cooperatively establish the
projected in 2007. urban growth areas and cities must be
located inside urban growth areas.
Based on input during the scoping process, four alternative Growth outside urban growth areas
scenarios have been developed to provide the framework for must be rural in character.
evaluating the impacts of growth on the environment. As

information from this Draft SEIS and other criteria is made
available, decision makers will continue to guide further development of the Plan. For additional details
on each alternative, see Chapter 1 Project Description.

Alternative 1 —is also referred to as the No Action Alternative. This alternative would not change the
current UGA boundaries, policies, or regulations as adopted in 2007 Comprehensive Plan as
subsequently updated to 2014.

Alternative 2 —Countywide Modifications. This alternative incorporates changes in policy direction and
land use/zoning; the Board'’s principles and values; acknowledges existing development trends; and
resolves map inconsistencies throughout the county.

in the Rurai Area:

1. Create 2 “Rural Lands” designation — a single designation would be implemented by R-
5, R-10, and R-20 zones;
Consolidate some Forest Resource and Agriculiural Resource designations — reduce
minimum lot areas in some zones as recommended by the Rural Lands Task Force ;

8]

3. Create Rural Center comprehensive plan designation — replace various commercial
designations to match current zoning;
4. Create one Urban Reserve Overlay comprehensive plan designation — retain underlying

zoning or change to R-5.

Summary Page S-3
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In the Urban Growth Areas:

5. Create one new Commercial comprehensive plan designation — consolidate multiple
urban commercial designations;
6. Apply new Public Facilities Comprehensive Plan designation and Zoning district —

create new classifications to include schools, utilities and government buildings;

7. Create new Urban Holding Overlay comprehensive plan designation — retain
underlying zoning;

8. Adjusts the Battle Ground UGA — for consistency with existing uses;

9. Adjusts the Ridgefield UGA — for consistency with Community goals;

10. Adjusts the Vancouver UGA - implement Discovery-Fairgrounds and Saimon Creek
Subarea Plan recommendations and remove Urban Reserve Overlay and Urban Holding
in specific areas;

11. Adjusts the Washougal UGA — Correct inconsistency between County and
City zoning.

Alternative 3 — City UGA Expansion. The Cities of Battle Ground, La Center, Ridgefield, and Washougal
are considering expanding their urban growth areas by less than 320 acres to better support job growth.

Based on the environmental information from this Draft Supplemental EIS, input from the public, cities,
and other agencies, as well as other criteria such as financial and social considerations, a preferred
alternative will be developed for analysis in a Final Supplemental EIS. The preferred alternative will
become the basis for finalization of the 2016-2035 Comprehensive Plan, including policies,
implementing ordinances, and capital facility programs.

Alternative 4 — Rural, Agriculture, and Forest Changes. Like Alternative 2, Alternative 4 incorporates
changes in policy direction and land use/zoning. The changes are proposed to correct discrepancies
between the actual predominant lot sizes and the existing zoning in rural areas; encourage clustering
options to preserve resource lands, open space, and non-residential agriculture uses; and provide
additional economic opportunities in the rural areas. Alternative 4 includes:

1. A single “Rural Lands” designation — implemented by R-1, R-2.5, and R-5 zones.

2. Reduce Forest Resource minimum lot size —add FR-10 and FR-20 to the existing FR-40
and FR-8C zones.

3. Replace Agriculture zone — replace the AG-20 zone with AG-5 and AG-10.

What Are the Environmentail Impacis of These Aiternatives?

Table S-2 summarizes the analysis found in Chapters 1-8.
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Table S-2. Summary of Impacts by Alternative

Draft Supplemental EIS

Resource

Alternative 1 —

No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 —

Countywide Modifications

Alternative 3 -

City UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 - Rural,
Agriculture, and Forest

Changes

Earth Resources

No new impacts that cannot be
mitigated through compliance
with existing regulations.

Zoning changes could have individually
small but cumulatively moderate impacts
on prime soils and forested areas.
Mitigation would be provided by localized
protection.

Same as Alternative 1

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potentially
more development.

Water Resources

Moderate potential for impacts
due to development allowed
under current zoning. New
stormwater regulations since 2007
could improve surface and
groundwater resources.

Incremental increase in impacts to
hydrology and water quality resulting
from potential for more intensive
development of over 34,000 acres.
Individually small but cumulatively
rnoderate impacts on aquatic resources.
Potential localized impacts with UGA
changes; could be mitigated during
project-specific review.

Same as Alternative 1.

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potential
development on
approximately 65,500 acres.

Fish & Wildlife
Resources

More intensive development
under current zoning could affect
fish and wildlife habitats,
threatened & endangered species,
migratory species, and wetlands,
but regulations and mitigation
requirements would minimize
impacts.

Incremental increase in impacts to fish
and wildlife habitats, threatened &
endangered species, migratory species,
and wetlands resulting from potential to
create 8,220 new parcels and increased
density.

Potential localized
impacts to fish and
wildlife habitats,
threatened &
endangered species,
migratory species, and
wetlands; could be
mitigated during
project-specific review.

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potential
creation of approximately
12,400 new lots.

Energy & Natural

Most impacts to scenic and
natural resources could be

Incremental increase in use of energy and
natural resources resulting from potential
to create 8,220 new parcels. Visual and
scenic resources could also be affected

Low potential for
impacts; could be

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potential

Resources mitigated through compliance o mitigated during . .
N . with increased development. Incremental roiect-specific review creation of approximately
) gree ' development over time would minimize proj P ’ 12,400 new lots.
impacts.
Summary Page S-5
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Land & Shoreline
Use

Localized impacts from
development allowed under
current zoning would be mitigated
through compliance with existing
regulations.

Incremental increase in impacts to land
and shoreline use resulting from potential
to create 8,220 new parcels which could
affect opportunity for large-scale
agricultural production but would increase
opportunity for rural housing.

Same as Alternative 1.

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potential
creation of approximately
12,400 new lots.

Transportation

Low potential for impacts that
would not be mitigated through
on-going regional efforts to
improve the existing
transportation system, including
encouraging alternative modes of
travel.

Incremental increase in impacts to the
transportation system resulting from
distribution of higher travel demand over
a larger geography compared to
concentrated urban areas. Infrastructure
costs could be prohibitive.

Same as Alternative 1.

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potentially
more development.

Public Facilities &
Utilities

More intensive development
allowed under current zoning
could affect the levels of service
provided in rural areas.

Incremental increase in impacts to public
facilities and utilities resulting from
potential to create 8,220 new parcels
which distributes the need to provide
services over a larger geography,
compared to concentrated urban areas.
Opportunities for new development may
be delayed until services and facilities are
available.

Low potential for
impacts to infrastructure
and services. No
expansion of service
areas would be required
beyond that already
planned.

Similar to Alternative 2, but
with cumulatively greater
impacts due to potentially
more development.

Page S-6
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ACRONYMS

AAGR —average annual growth rate

ADA — Americans with Disabilities Act

ADT - Average Daily Traffic

AG - Agriculture

AMR - American Medical Response

BMP — best management practices

BNSF — Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railroad
BOCC - Board of County Councilors

BP — Business Park

BPA — Bonneville Power Administration

BYCX — Chelatchie Prairie Railroad Association

C — Commercial

CARA - Critical Aquifer Recharge Area

CCC —Clark County Code

CCFD — Clark County Fire District

CCF&R — Clark County Fire & Rescue

CFP — Community Framework Plan

CMAQ - Air Quality Improvement Program

CMC - Camas Municipal Code

CPU —Clark Public Utilities

CREDC - Columbia River Economic Development Council
C-TRAN — Clark County Public Transportation Benefit Area Authority
CWA — Federal Clean Water Act

CWPPs — County—wide Planning Policies

CWSP — Clark County Coordinated Water System Plan
DCD — Department of Community Development
DCWA - Discovery Clean Water Alliance

DEIS — Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DNR — (Washington State) Department of Natural Resources
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DOE — (Washington State) Department of Ecology

DOH — (Washington State) Department of Health

DSEIS - Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
EIS — Environmental Impact Statement

EMS —emergency medical services

ESA - Endangered Species Act

FEIS — Final Environmentai Impact Statement

FEMA - Federal Emergency Management Agency

FIRM —Federal Insurance Rate Map

FR — Forest Resource

FSEIS — Finai Supplementai Environmental Impact Statement
FVRLD - Fort Vancouver Regional Library District

GHG —greenhouse gas

GIS — global information systems

GMA - Growth Management Act

HCA — Habitat Conservation Area

HCDP - Housing and Community Development Plan

HHW —household hazardous waste

HOV - high occupancy vehicle

HUD - U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
I — Industrial

I-5 — Interstate 5

i-205 - interstate 205

ITS — Intelligent Transportation System

LCSC! — Lower Columbia Steelhead Conseivation Initiative
LID — low impact development

LOS — level of service

LOS E/F —levei of service rating of E/F {ciose to failing or faiiing ievel of service)
LRT — Light Rail Transit

MAP21 — Moving Ahead for Progression in the 21* Century
MGD - million gallons per day

ML - Light Industrial
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MPO - Metropolitan Planning Organization; regional planning organization required by federal

regulations (for Clark County it is RTC).

MSA — Metropolitan Statistical Area

MSW — municipal solid waste

MTP — Metropolitan Transportation Plan

NMFS — National Marine Fisheries Service (now NOAA Fisheries)
NOAA — National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency

NRCS — Natural Resource Conservation Service

OFM - Office of Financial Management, State of Washington
PDX - Portland International Airport

PHS — Priority Habitat and Species Program

PIA — Portland International Airport (formerly PDX)

PMSA - Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area

PVIR — Portland Vancouver Junction Railroad

R —Rural

RC — Rural Center

RC-MX — Rural Center Mixed Use

RCO — Washington State Recreational Conservation Office
RCW — Revised Code of Washington

ROW - right of way

RTC - Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council

RTP — Regional Transportation Plan

Draft Supplemental EIS

RTPOs — Regional Transportation Planning Organization; created by GMA (RTC is the RTPQ for Clark,

Skamania and Klickitat counties.)

SCWTP - Salmon Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant
SEIS — Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
SEPA - State Environmental Policy Act

SMA - Shoreline Management Act

SMP — Shoreline Master Program

SR — State Route, Washington

STE - Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered species

SWCAA —Southwest Washington Clean Air Agency
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TAZ — Transportation Analysis Zone
TDR - Transfer of Development Rights
TIF — Transportation Impact Fees

TIP —Transportation Improvement Program

TSM/TDM - Transportation System Management / Transportation Demand Management

UBC — Uniform Building Code

UGA — urban growth areas

UH — Urban Holding

UR — Urban Reserve

USDA — U.S. Department of Agriculture

USFWS — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

VBLM —Vacant Buildable Lands Model

VHA —Vancouver Housing Authority

VHT - vehicle hours traveled

VMT - vehicles miles traveled

WAC — Washington Administrative Code

WDFW — Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
WSDOT — Washington State Department of Transportation
WSRB — Washington State Surveying and Rating Bureau
WSU - Washington State University

WUCC — Water Utility Coordinating Commiittee
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1.0 Project Description

1.1  What is being proposed?

Clark County’s Comprehensive Growth Management Plan must address state growth management goals
and be consistent with the Community Framework Plan (countywide planning policies), as well as meet
the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA). Comprehensive plans are based on a set of
assumptions that may not be reaiized over the lifespan of the plans. For that reason, comprehensive
plans and growth that actually occurs are compared at least every seven years to enable corrections to
be made. Clark County is scheduled to have an updated comprehensive plan by June 2016.

Clark County and the Cities of Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, Ridgefield, Vancouver, and Washougal,
and the Town of Yacolt are proposing to revise their Comprehensive Growth Management Plans
(Comprehensive Plans) to comply with the requirements of the GMA. The revisions focus on county-
initiated technical changes to the comprehensive plan as well as minor city-proposed changes to Urban
Growth Areas (UGAs) to accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years (out to 2035).

Assumptions used in planning for growth in 2007 did not anticipate the economic downturn that
followed in 2008, and from which recovery is still in process. Other conditions in the county as well as
state and federal laws have changed, requiring corresponding changes to the County’s Plan with this
update. In addition, improvements in technology and data gathering/interpretations to more accurately
map existing conditions and field determinations of available buildable land has recently been
accomplished, which may change the conclusions of the previous plan regarding the ability of the
current urban growth areas to accommodate future population, jobs, and vision of the communities.

The 2007 Comprehensive Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (2007 FEIS) included a full
inventory of existing environmental conditions at the time of evaluation, along with an analysis of
potential impacts to the environment from implementation of the 2007 Comprehensive Plan, as well as
mitigation to minimize those impacts. This 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) incorporates by reference the full build-out conditions of the preferred alternative
analyzed in the 2007 FEIS, and is referred to as the No Action Alternative in this document. For more
information on the alternatives being considered for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update, see Section
1.2 below.

1.1.1 What are the planning assumptions used in developing the alternatives to
manage growth?

The Board of County Councilors adopted a number of assumptions in 2013 and 2014 that are used to
guide land use planning for the next 20 years. The following table summarizes these assumptions, which
were used in the development of the growth alternatives that are the subject of this document.
Assumptions for the 2007 Comprehensive Plan are shown for comparison.
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Table 1-1. Summary of Planning Assumptions

Assumption Factors

2007 UPDATE

2016 UPDATE

Total population projection

584,310 total county population

577,431 total county population

Projected new residents

192,635 new residents

128,616 new residents

Urban/rural population growth split

90% of the population in urban areas;
10% in rural areas

90% of the population in urban areas;
10% in rural areas

Annual population growth rate

2.0% assumed per year

1.26% assumed per year

Number of new dwelling units

66,939 new urban dwelling units
7,438 new rural dwelling units

43,517 new urban dwelling units
4,835 new rural dwelling units

Average residential urban densities

Vancouver = 8 units/ net acre

La Center = 4 units/net acre
Remaining cities = 6 units/net acre
Yacolt = no minimum

Vancouver = 8 units/ net acre

La Center = 4 units/net acre
Remaining cities = 6 units/net acre
Yacolt = no minimum

Housing type ratio

Up to 75% of one housing type

Up to 75% of one housing type

Persons per household

2.59 persons per household

2.66 persons per household

Number of new jobs

138,312 new jobs

101,153 new jobs

Employees per acre

20 per commercial acre;
9 per industrial acre; and
20 per business park acre

20 per commercial acre;
9 per industrial acre; and
9 per business park acre

Jobs to household ratio

1 new job for every 1 new dwelling
unit

Residential infrastructure deduction

27.7% deducted from gross
residential land supply

27.7% deducted from gross
residential land supply

Commercial/industrial infrastructure
deduction

25% deducted from gross
commercial/industrial land supply

25% deducted from gross
commercial/industrial land supply

Vacant Land per Vacant Buildable Lands
Model (VBLM) definition

Vacant if residential building value is
less than $13,000

Vacant if commercial/industrial
building value is less than $67,500

Vacant if residential building value is
less than $13,000

Vacant if commercial/industrial
building value is less than $67,500

Absorption Rate

Redevelopable land would absorb 5%
of projected population & job growth

Redevelopable land would absorb 5%
of projected population & job growth

Market factor — % of additional land
added to specified supply to
accommodate growth for market
flexibility

10% additional residential land
capacity

0% for commercial, business park,
industrial land capacity

15% additional residential land
capacity

15% additional commercial, business
park, industrial land capacity

Page 1-2
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1.2 What alternatives are being considered?

1.2.1 Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative

Alternative 1, also referred to as the No Action Alternative,
would maintain the existing 2007 Comprehensive Plan as
currently updated. See Figure 1-1a for the Alternative 1
Comprehensive Plan Map and Figure 1-1b for the
accompanying Alternative 1 Zoning Map. There would be
no change in the current urban growth boundaries, policies,
or implementation ordinances. However, growth would still
occur under the No Action Alternative in accordance with
the current boundaries, policies and ordinances.

Table 1-2 summarizes the number of new parcels that could
be created under full build-out conditions of each
alternative analyzed in this document. That is to say, it
shows the number of new parcels that would be created if
every rural lot was subdivided to the extent allowed under
the existing {for Alternative 1) or proposed (for Alternatives
2-4) zoning. Under Alternative 1, approximately 7,000 new
lots could be created based on the current zoning. The
zoning changes proposed under Alternatives 2 through 4
are described in the sections below.

Table 1-2. Potential New Lots Allowable Under Each Alternative

. Alternative 2 — . . Alternati -
Alternative 1 No . Alternative 3 - City .ve 4

Zone . . Countywide . Rural, Agriculture,

Action Alternative e e UGA Expansions
Modifications and Forest Changes

Rural 5,684 5,823 5,672 9,880
Agriculture 970 1,937 952 1,958
Forest* 419 460 419 563
Total 7,073 8,220 7,043 12,401

Source: Clark County GIS; based on the Rural Vacant Buildable Lands Model (VBLM) dated July 24, 2015.

* The Rurai VBLV excludes property in the current use program for Timber and Designated Forest Land. This may
underestimate the number of potential lots in Alternative 4.

** This table does not include areas designated as Rural Center or Urban Reserve, nor does it include lots within UGAs.
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Figure 1-1a: Alternative 1- No Action Comprehensive Plan Map
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Figure 1-1b: Alternative 1- No Action Zoning Map
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1.2.2 Alternative 2 — Countywide Modifications

This alternative incorporates changes in policy direction and land use/zoning, incorporates the Board’s
principles and values, and acknowledges existing development trends. It is a collection of technical and
mapping changes to incorporate studies that have been undertaken over the past seven years, such as
the Rural Lands Study and Three Creeks Special Planning area. The proposed changes continue to refine
the original intent of the 2007 Comprehensive Plan and resolve inconsistencies. See Figure 1-2a for
proposed Alternative 2 Comprehensive Land Use Map and Figure 1-2b for the proposed Alternative 2
Zoning Map.

1. Rural Clark County:

The proposed changes to rural County lands would help
organize and consolidate the Comprehensive Plan land use
designations County-wide. Some additional changes are
proposed to affect more localized areas and their UGAs.

a. Rural Lands

The 2016 Comprehensive Plan proposes to consolidate
comprehensive plan land use designations, creating a single
“Rurai Lands” designation which will be implemented by R-5,
R-10, and R-20 zones. An estimated 5,823 new parcels could
be created under full build-out conditions with this proposed
zoning change.

b. Resource Lands

1) Forest Resources. Under Alternative 2, the
proposal would consolidate the Forest Tier | and Forest Tier Il
comprehensive land use designations to one Forest (F)
designation, which will be implemented by FR-80 and FR-40
zones. The main proposal is to change parcels zoned FR-40 to FR-20, thus reducing the
minimum lot area in that zone. An estimated 460 new parcels could be created under
full build-out conditions with this proposed zaning change.

2) Agricultural Resources. The County proposes to change areas zoned AG- 20 to AG-10,
reducing the minimum lot area in that zone. An estimated 1,937 new parcels could be
created under full build-out conditions with this preposed zoning change.

c. Rural Centers

The County is required to designate ‘limited areas of more intensive rural development’. In the County,
such areas are called Rural Centers; Amboy, Fargher Lake, Brush Prairie, and Hockinson are examples.
This alternative would combine the “Rural Center Mixed Use (RC-MX) Overlay” and “Rural Center
Residential” comprehensive plan designations into one “Rural Center” comprehensive plan designation
implemented by Rural Center Commercial -1 (RC-1), and Rural Center Commercial-2.5 (RC-2.5) zones,
and Rural Center Commercial — Mixed Use (RC-MX) overlay.
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Figure 1-2a: Alternative 2- Countywide Modifications Comprehensive Plan Map
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Figure 1-2b: Alternative 2 - Countywide Modification Zoning Map
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d. Urban Reserve

These lands are on the fringe of the UGAs. This designation is intended to protect areas from premature
land division and development that would preclude efficient transition to urban development. Currently
there are Urban Reserve and Industrial Urban Reserve overlay comprehensive plan designations. They
are implemented with the Urban Reserve-10 zoning overlay and Industrial Urban Reserve-20 zoning
overlay. With the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Alternative 2, the County is proposing one
comprehensive plan overlay - Urban Reserve (UR) - that would be implemented by an UR-10 zoning
overlay for future urban residential development and UR-20 for all other types of future urban land
development. There are approximately 577 acres of proposed Rural and Agriculturai zoning under the
Urban Reserve overlay. These lands would retain the underlying zoning or be designated R-5. There
would be no changes to the uses that are allowed in the overlay.

2. Urban Growth Areas
a. Commercial Comprehensive Plan Designation

The multiple urban commercial comprehensive plan designations (Neighborhood, Community General
and Mixed Use) are proposed to be consolidated into one Commercial (C) designation. This would affect
approximately 2,900 acres scattered throughout the county. Existing zoning would remain. For those
properties with a Mixed Use comprehensive plan designation, the comprehensive plan designation
would change to match the existing zoning. For example, if a property has a Mixed Use comprehensive
plan designation and the underlying zoning is Residential 12 (R-12) then the comprehensive plan
designation would revert to Urban Medium Residential.

b. Public Facility (PF)

The County proposes to create new Public Facility comprehensive plan and zoning designations which
would include existing schools, utilities and government buildings and facilities.

c. Urban Holding

An Urban Holding (UH) overlay is applied when lands that are brought into urban growth areas do not
have the necessary infrastructure to support development. In these cases, identified criteria are
established that must be met in order to remove the urban holding overlay to allow the land to develop
with the underlying zoning. There are currently three UH zoning overlays: Urban Holding-10, Urban
Holding-20, and Urban Holding-40, and no comprehensive plan Urban Holding overlay. For the 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update, the County proposes to create an Urban Holding (UH) overlay
comprehensive plan designation which would be implemented with a zoning designation of Urban
Holding-10 (UH-10) for residential and Urban Holding-20 (UH-20) for all other uses. These lands would
retain the underlying zoning, which would apply when the UH overlay is removed.

d. Battle Ground UGA
Modifications

Six parcels abutting NE 189 St to change

from Single-family residental R1-5 {5,000 sq.

ft. jots) to Single-family residential R1-20

‘ (20,000 sq. ft. lots) with Urban Holding (UH-
10) overlay

Battle Ground has a number of parcels
(less than 60 acres) with an Industrial (1)
comprehensive plan designation and UH-
40 and Business Park (BP) zoning that are
currently in urban low residential use,
including Whispering Meadows | and I,
Camellia, and Windsong Acres. One
parcel is vacant yet surrounded on four sides with urban low residential use. This action would change
this area to urban low density residential, R1-20, UH-10 overlay. This change would make the land use
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and zoning designations consistent with how properties are being used and reduce the potential for an
incompatible land use to iocate in the midst of residential use in the future.

e. Ridgefield UGA Modifications

This is a five-parcel expansion (155 acres) of

Retaining Parks and Open Space Ridgefield’s Urban Growth Area that
(P/OS) zoning and adding an e
Urban Holding (UH-20) overlay

includes the Tri Mcuntain Golf Course. it

would add an Urban Holding (UH-20)

Overlay and Public Facilities zoning.

f. Vancouver UGA Modifications

1) The Three Creeks special planning area was created during the adoption of the 2007
Comprehensive Plan. The intent was to conduct further detailed planning efforts in the in the
unincorporated urban areas around Hazel Dell, Felida, Lake Shore, Salmon Creek and the County
Fairgrounds. The subarea planning effort is nearly complete and removal of the overlay is
appropriate. Four subarea planning efforts were initiated: Highway 99, Pleasant Highlands,
Discovery/Fairgrounds and Salmon Creek/University District. The Highway 99 Subarea Plan was
adopted in 2008 (Clark County, 2008) and the Pleasant Highlands Subarea Plan was initiated in
2012 with the effort ongoing. Recommendations from the remaining two subareas are a part of
this update and are discussed in more detail below:

‘l_n-:l;?u';v. ] CRPTY
Discovery/Fairgrounds Subarea Plan
Proposed Zoning

Discovery/Fairgrounds Subarea Plan

This subarea is generally bounded by NE 209" Street on the
north, NE 29" Avenue on the east, NE 164" Street on the
south, and NW 11™ Avenue on the west. In the 2007
Comprehensive Plan the area was approved for zoning at
urban densities with a considerable amount of land
designated for Light Industrial (ML) uses. The subarea
planning effort recognized the environmental constraints in
the area and recommended changing most of the ML zoning
to Office Campus or Business Park uses. The zoning
designations allow for more environmentally compatible site
design while allowing for more jobs per acre.

Salmon Creek/University District Subarea Plan

This subarea is generally bounded by NE 190" Street
alignment on the north, approximately NE 58" Avenue on the
east, Salmon Creek and Interstate 205 on the south, and
Interstate 5 on the west. The draft plan is consistent with
Washington State University (WSU) and the City of
Vancouver’s vision for future campus development and

nromotion of jobs and housing, with substantial acres designated as Mixed Use.

2) Vancouver UGA Mixed Use

Land use designation of Mixed Use in approximately 115 acres of the northern part of the
Vancouver UGA are proposed to be replaced with the corresponding County Urban Low,
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Medium, and High to better reflect existing development and zoning. The underlying zoning will

remain the same.

3) Vancouver UGA Urban
Reserve

Urban Reserve Overlay
designations in two areas in
the north Salmon Creek
Vancouver UGA are
proposed to be removed
and Rural (R) designation
applied: 1) remove the
Urban Reserve (UR-10)

Change from AR-16 {Washougal
zoning) to R-18 (county zoning) and
adding Urban Holding overiay

Change from R1-15 (Washougal
zoning) to R1-10 {county zoning)

Steigerwald refuge: Heavy Industrial
to Parks and Open Space. Apply
Urban Holding {UH-20) to
Steigerwald and property owned by
Port

zoning designation along NE 50™ between 199" and NE 179" and replace it with Rural (R-5); and
2) remove the Urban Reserve overlay on a parcel along NE 50" Avenue south of 199th and
retain the Agricultural zoning.

4) Vancouver UGA Urban Holding
The Urban Holding (UH) designation (577 acres) within two areas of the Vancouver UGA, known
as Fisher Swale, are proposed to be removed. The underlying Single Family zoning of R1-20, R-
10, and R1-7.5 would remain.

g. Washougal UGA Modifications

This change is to correct an inconsistency between County and City zoning classifications within the
southern portion of the Washougal UGA. The proposal would replace the City zoning of AR-16 (13
acres) SE Woodburn Road and apply County zoning of R-18 and add an Urban Holding overlay; replace
R1-15 zoning (132 acres) in several areas on the north side of the city with R1-10 zoning; replace 37
acres of Heavy Industrial zoning on Steigerwald Refuge property to Parks and Open Space; and remove
Urban Holding 40 on property owned by the Port of Camas/Washougal and replace it with Urban

Holding (UH-20).

1.2.3 Alternative 2 — City UGA Expansion

This alternative assumes land and shoreline uses as indicated in the No Action Alternative, and in
addition proposes to expand the urban growth areas of the Cities of Battle Ground, La Center, Ridgefield
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and Washougal tc better support residential and
employment growth. See Figures 1-3a and 1-3b for the
proposed Alternative 3 Comprehensive Plan Maps and
Zoning Maps.

1. Battle Ground UGA Expansion

This alternative would add 82 acres to the Urban Growth
Area along the existing east boundary as Mixed Use with an
Urban Holding Overlay area near Dollars Corner. The area
would accommodate mixed residential and commercial
uses.
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Figure 1-3a: Alternative 3 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning for UGA Expansion
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2. Lla Center UGA Expansion

Alternative 3 proposes to add 61 acres to the UGA north of
the existing southern portion of the La Center urban growth
boundary. The purpose is to accommodate the opportunity ’
for additional businesses near Interstate 5. The
Comprehensive Plan designation would be Commercial with a

UH overlay. ] "-

This aiternative aiso proposes to add 17 acres to La Center’s
UGA on the northern city boundary. The area is proposed to
be added for a new elementary school site. The N T S

Comprehensive Plan designation is currently R-5, and would
be changed to Public Facility.

3. Ridgefield UGA Expansion

This proposal is to add 111 Acres on the north side of the
| 54 City of Ridgefield, near I-5. This additional area would be
\ converted to residential uses. The current designation of
\ Agriculture would be changed to a mix of low-, medium-,
and mixed-use residential Comprehensive Plan designations
all with an Urban Holding overlay.

4. Washougal UGA Expansion

This alternative proposes to add approximately 41 acres to
the City of Washougal UGA for residential development. The i
site is located on the northern edge of the existing UGA. The -
proposed addition currently has a Comprehensive Plan 1 ,
designation of R-5, and would be changed to Urban Low with \ ‘
a UH overiay. N

1.2.4 Aiternative 4 — Rurai, Agricuiture, and Forest Changes

Like Alternative 2, Alternative 4 incorporates changes in policy direction and land use/zoning. The
changes are proposed to correct discrepancies between the actual predominant lot sizes and the
existing zoning in rural areas; encourage clustering options to preserve resource lands, open space, and
non-residential agriculture uses; and provide additional economic opportunities in the rural areas. See
Figure 1-4a for proposed Alternative 4 Comprehensive Plan Map and Figure 1-4b for the proposed
Alternative 4 Zoning Map.

1. Rurai Lands
Under this alternative, the R-10 and R-20 designations would be eliminated, and R-1 and R-2.5 zones

would be added to the R-5 zone. It would reduce the size of most Rural zones. Approximately 9,880
new parcels could be created at full build-out with this zoning change.
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Figure 1-4a: Alternative 4- Countywide Modifications Comprehensive Plan Map
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2. Resource Lands
a. Forest Resources

This alternative would add FR-10 and FR-20 to the existing FR-40 and FR-80 zones. it would reduce the
minimum lot area in some forest zones even further than Alternative 2. Approximately 563 new parcels
could be created at full build-out with this zoning change.

k. Agricultural Resources

This alternative would eliminate the AG-20 zone and replace it with AG-5 and AG-10 zones.
Approximately 1,958 new parcels could be created at fuli build-out with this zoning change.
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2.0 Earth Resources

2.1 Setting Overview

Clark County is located along the western flank of the Cascade mountain range primarily within what is
known as the lowlands of the Willamette-Puget Trough which sits between the Cascade Range to the
east and the Coastal Range to the west. The general topography is characterized by upland foothill areas
to the east that slope down toward the south and west toward the Columbia River.

The geology of the county is predominantly comprised of
volcanic lava flows but also include sedimentary rock layers Columbia River
in the foothills of the Cascades as well as beneath the & A
unconsolidated deposits of the lowland areas. The
unconsolidated deposits include alluvial and fluvial materials
along with some lake deposits and glacial drift. The oldest
unit of unconsolidated materials is known as the Troutdale
formation which consists chiefly of clay, silt, and fine sand
with some areas of coarser sand and occasional gravel
deposits. The upper member of the Troutdale formation
consists of lightly to moderately cemented gravel. Basaltic
lava flows overlie areas of the Troutdale formation and
found largely in the foothills area with rocks that are
generally heavily weathered. In the alluvial plains which include most of the farmland areas of the
county, consist primarily of silt, sand, and gravel.

photo courtesy Rod Orlando

The coastline of the entire northwest is bordered by an active subduction zone where the Juan de Fuca
plate is subducting, or being pushed, beneath the North American plate. Currently, the subduction zone
is considered locked (that is, it is not slipping). Strain is therefore accumulating on the locked interface
between the plates which can potentially be released at some point in the form of a significant
earthquake. A rupture of the Cascadia subduction zone could occur in what is known as megathrust
fault. The last rupture was on January 26, 1700. Geologic evidence suggests that the average recurrence
of a magnitude 9.0 earthquakes along the Cascadia megathrust is about 500 years, but recurrence
intervals vary, ranging from about 250 years to over 1,000 years. The effects of these earthquakes
include strong ground shaking that goes on for several minutes, subsidence and/or uplift of coastal
areas, liquefaction, and the triggering of landslides. Aftershocks can be both strong and numerous
(possibly magnitude 7 or higher).

Soils of the county are based on the soil classification system developed by the Natural Resource
Conseivation Service (NRCS)j completed by the NRCS in 1972. Since soil does not change rapidiy,
information from the 1972 survey can still be considered reliable, and as a result the findings presented
in the 2007 FEIS findings would still be valid today.

The NRCS has classified the soils of Clark County into eight major soil associations:

e Sauvie-Puyallup, found in the bottomlands and flood plains;

Hillsboro-Gee-Odne, Hillsboro-Dollar-Cove, and Lauren-Sifton-Wind River, found in terraces;
Hesson-Olequa and Hesson-Olympic, found in uplands; and

e Cinebar-Yacolt and Olympic-Kinney, found in the foothills.

Earth Resources
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These soil associations have been further classified according to their ability to support different types
of land uses, including urban development, agriculture and silviculture. The 1972 soil survey classifies
some soils as having limitations to foundations, however it should be noted that there is an assumption
that “the limitation ratings for residential foundations are for undisturbed soil and not for layers that
have been mixed or reworked for fill material” (NRCS, 1972). In addition, according to the NRCS
mapping and soil classifications, it is apparent that most of the county has some type of soil limitation
related to septic systems. Ali septic systems within the county are reviewed prior to permitting by Ciark
County to ensure that they would function appropriately and that no contamination of surface or
ground water is likely to occur.

Figure 2-1 shows agricultural soil capability in the county which remains based on the NRCS data from
1972 and unchanged from the analysis in the 2007 EIS. In general, much of the County contains prime
farmland with scattered areas considered to be farmland of statewide importance. Figure 2-2 shows
forest soil capability. The best soils for a wide range of agricultural uses are located in the lowlands
along rivers, areas that have already received substantial urban development. Special crops, such as
vineyards, may be grown on land with other than prime agricultural soils.

2.1.1 What has changed since 2007?

Geologic and Soil Conditions

In general, there has been no change to the soil or geologic conditions of the county since 2007. No new
soil data has been released since 2007 that changes the general understanding of the soil conditions or
surface geology in the county. In addition, seismic hazards are still present throughout the county and
older structures built to outdated building codes are still the most vulnerable to damage and possible
collapse. Countywide mapping shows liquefaction hazards remain concentrated in the flatland areas in
the western part of the county, largely adjacent to surface waters and their flood zone areas due to
associated high groundwater levels and potential coarse sandy deposits that can be susceptible to
liquefaction. Landslide hazards, however, are more likely present in upland areas in the eastern part of
the county, consistent with findings from 2007.

2.2 Environmental Impacts

2.2.1 What methodology was used to analyze impacts to earth resources from
each of the alternatives?

The potential impacts related to earth resources (i.e., soils and geology including geotechnical and
seismic hazards) were based on existing conditions and identified hazards that have been mapped
throughout the county by the NRCS and the Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources.

2.2.2 What are the impacts to earth resources from each alternative?

Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative

As described in the 2007 FEIS, the County includes areas where existing soil conditions are not suitable
for development without implementing geotechnical methods such as conditioning of site soils, removal
of weak soils, placement of engineered fill, and foundation design in order to prevent damage. Other
hazards to development including unstable and steep slopes susceptible to landslides, groundshaking
hazards from seismic activity, liquefaction hazards, lands with high erosion potential, and nearby
volcanic activity are also present within the County. Much of the county also contains tight soils that are

Earth Resources
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Figure 2-1: Soil Capabilities for Agricultural Use
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not conducive to septic systems (Figure 2-3). However, with

implementation of current geotechnical engineering practices in
accordance with grading and building code requirements, these
hazards can generally be addressed through site preparation and
foundation design.

East Fork Lewis River

Soil characteristics also determine whether an area is particularly
suited to agriculture or timber production. The GMA requires
local jurisdictions to identify and protect agricultura! and timber
lands of long-term commercial significance. There have been no
substantive changes to soils suitable for agriculture and timber
with most of the western half of Clark County containing soils
suitable for agriculture and nearly all of the county containing
either prime or good forest soils. With no change to the UGAs
under this Alternative, there would be no additional impacts photo courtesy S.Graham

related to prime soils and timber lands in addition to those
identified in the 2007 FEIS.

Alternative 2 —-Countywide Modifications

The rural and urban adjustments including policy changes, zoning changes, and growth boundary
changes would overall accommodate a more moderate growth plan compared to the one adopted in
2007. As a result, there could be an overall reduction in new construction that could have been
susceptible to some of the geotechnical and seismic hazards present in the County. However, some of
the zoning changes that would reduce minimum lot size requirements could result in more structures in
areas where these hazards (e.g., liquefaction or landslides) are present. Regardless, all construction, as
noted above in Alternative 1 would be subject to grading and building code requirements which include
measures to identify these hazards and provide recommendations to reduce the potential for adverse
effects through implementation of geotechnical engineering techniques and practices in accordance
with current building code requirements. As such, regardless of location, implementation of current
grading and building code requirements would ensure that all new construction would reduce the
potential for these hazards to adversely affect these improvements.

Alternative 2 would incorporate slightly reduced population growth rates which should result in reduced
pressure to convert existing prime soil and forest areas. However, the reduced minimum lot areas
under the revised zoning requirements create more divisible areas. Regardless, the GMA would still
require local jurisdictions to identify and protect agricultural and timber lands of long-term commercial
significance. Therefore, provided the reduced ot sizes do not result in conversions to other uses, there
would be no additional impacts related to soils under this Alternative.

Alternative 3 — City UGA Expansion

Expansion of the city growth boundaries for Battle Ground, La Center, Ridgefield, and Washougal would
result in increased development into largely undeveloped areas. Soil, geological, and seismic hazards
are generally site specific and can only really be identified through site specific investigations. While
hazards such as liquefaction, weak soils, and slope stability may be present in the proposed areas of
expansion under this alternative, appiication of geotechnicai measures such as site preparation through
compaction of engineered fills, for example, and foundation design can reduce these hazards to less
than significant levels.

Earth Resources
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Alternative 4 — Rural, Agriculture, and Forest Changes

Similar to Alternative 2, the rural and urban adjustments under this alternative include policy changes,
zoning changes, and growth boundary changes to accommodate a more moderate growth plan
compared to the one adopted in 2007. The creation of the “Rural Lands” designation, implemented by
R-1, R-2.5, and R-5 zones, would reduce the size of most Rural zones. These reductions could result in
more structures in areas where geotechnical hazards (e.g., liquefaction or landslides) are present.
Regardless, all construction, as noted above in Alternative 1 would include measures to minimize these
hazards through implementation of regulatory grading and building code requirements. As such,
regardiess of iocation, implementation of current grading and building code requirements would ensure
that all new construction would reduce the potential for these hazards to adversely affect these
improvements.

Although Alternative 4 would also incorporate reduced population growth rates compared to the 2007
plan, more lots would be created in resource lands which would increase pressure to convert existing
prime soil and forest areas. Both agricultural and forest lot areas would have reductions in minimum lot
size areas even further than that of Alternative 2. More divisible areas could potentially result in
increased activities on these lots, but provided that reduced lot sizes do not result in conversions to
other uses, there should be no substantive changes or impacts related to soils under this Alternative.
The GMA still requires local jurisdictions to identify and protect agricultural and timber lands of long-
term commercial significance.

How do the potential impacts between the alternatives compare?

Alternative 1 assumes a rate of growth that is higher than those provided in both Alternatives 2, 3 and 4,
so in terms of proposed development, the risks and constraints of the county’s earth resources would
generally be reduced for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. However, the proposed changes in zoning under
Alternatives 2 and 4 could put pressure on prime soils and forest areas with the reduction of minimum
lot sizes, more so with Alternative 4. Local protections of these land uses would still remain. Alternative
3 proposes expansion of UGAs for Battle Ground, La Center, Ridgefield, and Washougal, which contain
areas considered to have weak soils for foundations. High landslide areas are found in all UGAs, but
mostly within the La Center and Ridgefield UGAs. Implementation of grading and building code
requirements are typically sufficient to provide foundation design that can minimize any damage that
may occur as a result of the presence of these hazards.

Table 2-1 summarizes the earth resources impacts of the alternatives.

Earth Resources
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Table 2-1. Summary of Earth Resources Impacts by Alternative

Alternative 1 - No
Action

Alternative 2 -
Countywide
Modifications

Alternative 3 - City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 - Rural,
Agriculture, and Forest
Changes

Assumes higher rate of
growth than Alternatives
2, 3 & 4, but all within
currently developed
areas and UGAs.

Second highest potential
for impacts. Changes in
zoning could put pressure
on prime soils and forest
areas with the reduction of
minimum lot sizes. Local
protections of these land
uses would still remain.
Individual projects on
upzoned parcels could
have individually small but
cumulatively moderate
impacts on prime soils and
forest areas.

High hazard areas in
proposed UGA expansion
areas. Implementation of
grading and buiiding code
requirements would
provide mitigation.

Highest potential for
impacts of all
alternatives. Changes in
zoning couid put pressure
on prime soils and forest
areas with the reduction
of minimum lot sizes.
Local protections of these
land uses would still
remain. Individual
projects on upzoned
parcels could have
individually small but
cumulatively moderate
impacts on prime soils
and forest areas.

2.2.3 Are there adverse impacts that cannot be avoided?

Any new construction would be designed and built in accordance with current building code standards
and seismic design criteria.

2.3 Mitigation

2.3.1 Are there mitigation measures beyond regulations that reduce the potential

for impacis?

Compliance with project-specific SEPA conditions, if applicable, would mitigate potential impacts from
individual development proposals. Proposals would also be required to comply with existing excavation,
grading and buiiding permits, as well as critical areas ordinances and other development codes.

Page 2-8
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3.0 Water Resources
This chapter addresses the following types of water resources within Clark County and the cities:

e Surface water bodies (streams, lakes, and rivers);
e Floodplains;

e Shorelines;

e (Critical aquifer recharge areas; and

= Wellhead protection areas.

Chapter 4 Fish and Wildlife describes stream and riparian habitats in the county.

3.1 Surface Water

3.1.1 What has changed since 2007?

The location of streams, rivers, and lakes within Clark County has remained relatively unchanged since
2007. Figure 3-1 shows the location of major streams, lakes, and watershed boundaries within Clark
County. Changes to water quality and surface water regulations are described below.

3.1.2 Water Quality

There have been some minor changes to surface water conditions of the County since 2007, particularly
with respect to water quality. Appendix A identifies streams,

rivers, and lakes in Clark County that are currently listed on
the 2012 Washington State 303(d) list of impaired water
bodies for not meeting current surface water quality
standards (Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-
201A). The appendix also identifies the parameters that are
not being met for that water body. In general, most 303(d)
listed surface waters identified in the 2006 DEIS and 2007
FEIS are still on the list; however, 11 new surface waters
have been added, including Big Tree, Cedar, and Yacoit

e J

Creeks and Merwin Lake. Some surface waters that were £ 2 ST Ei‘ﬁ,_“ "

= AT
vy 22
previously identified are no longer on the 303(d) list and
have been removed. Additional parameters have been

added or removed from particular water bodies.

Photo courtesy T. Noland

The most common causes of surface water quality impairment are high temperatures, low dissolved
oxygen levels, and presence of fecal coliform bacteria. All of these impacts are typically due to human
activities or development, such as removing vegetation during development that otherwise shades
streams or adding new impervious areas from roads, roofs, and parking lots that increases the potential
for stormwater runoff to carry sediment and pollutants into streams. Runoff from agriculture has also
negatively impacted many waterways in the county.

Clark County has regulations in place to protect water quality {Clark County Code {CCC) 40.385,
Stormwater and Erosion Control; CCC 13.26, Water Quality). The County adopted a modified version of
the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington. The County is currently updating its Stormwater Manual and development codes. The cities
also have stormwater, drainage, and erosion control requirements. For non-exempt activities, the codes

Water Resources
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generally require applicants to prepare a stormwater management plan, implement best management
practices (BMPs) to protect water quality during construction, and install detention and water quality

treatment for stormwater runoff.

3.1.3 Shoreline Master Plan

Clark County's Shoreline Master Program (SMP) was approved by the Department of Ecology on
August 9, 2012. The SMP took effect on September 12, 2012. Clark County, Battle Ground, Camas, La
Center, Ridgefield, Vancouver, Washougal, and Yacolt all partnered in the effort to update their

respective SMPs.

In the course of implementing the SMP, a discrepancy in the regulations was discovered through a
development proposal on Carty Lake relating to dredging and dredge material disposal. Ecology also
noted that Carty Lake was not on the list of lakes subject to shoreline jurisdiction. To address these
issues, a limited amendment to the Clark County SMP has been approved. Shoreline designations are
shown on Figure 3-2. The SMP provides requirements for development along shorelines to protect
ecologica! functions. Within each shoreline designation, slightly different requirements may apply

depending on the proposed activity.

3.1.4 Floodplain Regulations

Since 2007, the areas of special flood hazard identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) have been updated in a report entitled “Flood Insurance Study, Clark County, Washington and

The floodway is the area needed to move
the 1-percent flood downstream; the
state of Washington does not allow
construction in the floodway.

The floodway fringe is the portion of the
floodplain lying on either side of the
floodway.

The 500 Year Flood Area is an area that
has a .2-percent chance of heing equaled
or exceeded in any given year; it is not the
flood that will occur once every 500 years.

3.2 Groundwater Resoiirces

Incorporated Areas,” effective September 5, 2012, and
accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).
Revisions were adopted by reference into the Clark County
Code (CCC 40.420.010). Significant flood zones are the
Floodway, Floodway Fringe and 500 Year Flood Area.
Floodplain areas in Clark County are shown on Figure 3-3.
The County’s flood hazard regulations restrict uses that
increase erosion or flood risks; require flood protection for
vulnerable uses; control alteration of floodplains and
stream channels; limit filling and dredging in the floodplain;
and regulate the construction of flood barriers.

3.2.1 How have conditions changed since 2007?

There has been little change in groundwater resources since 2007. However, GIS mapping of
groundwater resources and the land use/zoning potentially affecting the resources has vastly improved,
allowing for more accurate long-term planning.
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3.2.2 Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas

Groundwater provides 95% of the drinking water in Clark
County. All of Clark County’s lowlands can be considered an
aquifer recharge area, as groundwater lies beneath virtually
all populated areas and is used as drinking water. Although
most of the county’s groundwater is of good quality, there
are areas where it has been degraded or contaminated due
to human activities. Groundwater contamination often
occurs where water demand and consumption are greatest.

The County’s critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) ordinance
(CCC 40.410) was established for preventing degradation,
and where possible, enhancing the quality of groundwater
for drinking water or business purposes. The CARA review is
intended to limit potential contaminants within designated
critical aquifer recharge areas. The CARA ordinance took
effect August 1, 1997, and was revised in 2005.

The ordinance applies to activities in designated CARAs that

include most of Clark County west of the Cascade foothiils
(Figure 3-4). These areas are divided into two categories

based on how close they are to public drinking water. Certain activities are prohibited in Category 1
areas because they are close to public wells. These activities are permitted in Category 2 areas but

Clark County 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

. Naoatt

©

require a CARA permit. There are no activities prohibited in Category 2 areas, but they may be subject to
other limitations specified within the CCC. Specific BMPs are required for certain types of activities to

prevent groundwater contamination.

3.2.3 Wellhead Protection Areas

Page 3-6

drinking water supplies. A component of the Wellhead
Protection Program is delineating wellhead protection
areas. A wellhead protection area is defined as the surface
and subsurface area surrounding a well or well field that
contaminants are likely to pass through and eventually
reach the water well(s). In simpler terms, it is the area
managed by a community to protect groundwater-based
public drinking water supplies (DOH, 2010). The program
works with other federal, state, and local groundwater
protection programs including Sole Source Aquifer
Designation, Groundwater Management Area Program,
Aquifer Protection Area Designation, and Critical Aquifer
Recharge Area management under the Growth
Management Act.

The federal Safe Drinking Water Act requires every state to

e et develop a wellhead protection program. The state
T / Department of Health (DOH) administers the wellhead
protection program in Washington. Wellhead protection
ol o helps local communities protect their groundwater-based
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Wellhead protection areas in Clark County are shown on Figure 3-4. Since 2007, no changes to the
wellhead protection areas have been documented in Clark County. The “zones of contribution” shown
on the figure are based on how long it would take a particle of water to travel from the zone boundary
t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>