
 

 

 
Freight Rail Dependent Uses Advisory Committee 

Summary Meeting Notes 
June 6, 2018 

 
This document includes action items and summary meeting notes captured during the Freight Rail Dependent Uses 
Advisory Committee (FRDUAC) meeting held on Wednesday, June 6, 2018 at the Public Service Center in Vancouver, WA 
from 6:00-8:45 pm. The document includes key points from the discussion and does not provide a word for word 
transcription of the meeting. Please visit https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/freight-rail-dependent-uses-
advisory-committee for an audio recording.  
 
About the Committee 
The FRDUAC members were appointed by the Clark County Council on March 13, 2018 via Resolution No. 2018-03-05. 
 
Advisory committee members present: Brittany Bagent (subbing for Max Ault), Kent Cash, John Hansen (subbing for 
Eric Fuller), Lloyd Lycan, Jim Pearson (subbing for Dick Clairmont), John Shaffer, John Spencer, Eric Temple (ex-officio, 
with Amber Carter subbing for Eric the last 15 minutes), Daniel Weaver 
 
Advisory committee members absent: Dick Clairmont, Sam Crummett/Erin Erdman, Eric Fuller, Anne Lawrence, Ray 
Steiger (resigned) 
 
Action Items 

 
Bin List (list is cumulative and some items listed were mentioned at a previous meeting) 
Item 
1. Commodities – 90% of national freight rail vs. county code Table 40.230.085-1 
2. Revisit question about slide #10 to address why Section 5 of ESB 5517 was reflected in the Rural and 

Natural Resource Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
3. Revisit definition of “adjacent” 
4. Address urban services 
5. Revisit sewage (NAICS 22132) to decide if should be part of use table  
 
Proposed Agenda Topics for Next Meeting 

1. Any discussion or action items that come out of the 6/13 Clark County Council work session 
2. Amendment procedures 

a. Develop an approach for amending the FRDU overlay map in the comprehensive plan 
b. Confirm approach for amending the FRDU regulations in Clark County Code 

3. Review and wrap-up 
a. Complete cross reference check on other code sections and add reference to the new FRDU overlay 

section where needed 
b. Run through wrap-up checklist to determine if/when work complete 

  

   
1. Revise code per today’s 

discussion  
Planning staff Share with group before next 

meeting on 6/20/18. 

https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/freight-rail-dependent-uses-advisory-committee
https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/freight-rail-dependent-uses-advisory-committee
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Notes 
• The group revised the agenda to add Dan Weaver’s proposal to increase the overlay size and to move the 

sewer item earlier on the agenda. 
• The group reviewed and approved the May 23 meeting notes. 
• The group reviewed the revised use table 

o There was a request to add a use that would allow an asphalt mixing plant, based on a recent inquiry 
to the PVJR. 

o The group heard public comment 

Public Comment 
• Comment: The speaker submitted the written comment asking the group to reconsider including 

slaughterhouses as a permitted use. Raised environmental, financial and optical concerns regarding animal 
waste management, methane issues, and environmental issues. I don’t see how you could buffer a business 
like that with people living around the perimeter. It does not seem like a use that would be good in an area 
like that. I hope you reconsider it. FRDUAC Comment: several members expressed agreement with the 
speaker. FRDUAC Comment: I’m originally from Iowa, and it really depends on the size of the operation. 
If it’s a small plant, it doesn’t cause too many issues. If it’s a big plant, that’s where you start to run into 
issues. Comment: it’s my community, do you all want to live there because I already do? Would you like to 
see this out your window? FRDUAC Comment: I don’t know what modern slaughterhouses look like, but I 
had a bad experience elsewhere with a large slaughterhouse. 

• Comment: Correct me if I’m wrong, but you are now talking about extending your business all the way out 
to the end of the railroad. FRDUAC Comment: We are not talking about extending the use table or 
changing the overlay, we can already ship items north of Battleground due to the pre-existing quarry up there 
and the existing railroad. There is an interest in opening the quarry back up. Comment: The project you 
described would increase the number of trains going by. FRDUAC Comment: It would probably result in 1 
train per day. Right now there is zero except for the volunteer crew. Comment: I live on 142nd where the rail 
crosses over 159th in Brush Prairie. FRDUAC Comment: what he is proposing would not change where you 
are at all. What I am changing might change where you are. Comment: It seems to me there would be a lot 
more people interested in these meetings if you are going to be running more trains. FRDUAC Comment: I 
think I’ve fairly accurately represented that we are interested in running 1 train per day. We can’t make money 
with the current two cars per week/week and a half. If that’s what the county wants to do, then they don’t 
really need the railroad. I don’t think one train per day is too much. Comment: It would be a real change to 
our standard of living. FRDUAC Comment: There would otherwise be a lot of traffic issues, we need to 
compare what would happen with several semi-trucks versus one train per day. FRDUAC Comment: Even 
though there is a lot of traffic coming out of Battle Ground now that goes by my place, but I think you have 
clarified, thank you. 

• Comment: With Clark County Citizens United. I think the focus of this group has swayed off. I think the 
focus is to determine the best use of the 33-miles of rail line. We have been doing studies on parkland and 
there is too much focus on using the rail line for trails instead of commercial use. The legislation was critical 
to this county, railroads are for economic development, highway safety and the environment. There are lots 
of good reasons to use the railroad instead of the country roads. The Washington State Mobility Plan is about 
supporting rural economies, farm to market, manufacturing, etc. The plan makes clear, ensuring the 
availability of rail is critical to meeting the future needs of Puget Sound, don’t ask me why that, future needs 
Clark County. Rail served industrial sites are a necessary part of a thriving freight mobility system. And the 
Tiger grant just got done improving lots of rail systems in the City of Vancouver, for many purposes. The 
same thing is true for this rail line. There are lots of federal dollars in Tiger grants to improve the rail in 
Vancouver. The same could be true for this rail line if we looked at it for economic development instead of 
recreation. It needs to be taken out of the trail system and moved into the economic development system. 
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The legislature affirms it is in the public interest to allow economic infrastructure to occur near rail lines as a 
way to alleviate strains on government sites. Not only would the rail line lead to the advantage of isolating this 
industrial corridor, but it protects the infrastructure out in the rural areas and the rest of the county. You will 
have less strain. On 502 and 503, it looked like the ferry just landed – that’s where people want to be. They’re 
commuting and using the systems and infrastructure way beyond its capacity. We need to get jobs where the 
people are. That’s what the GMA is all about and what comprehensive plans are supposed to be all about. 
Please reconsider how you are looking at these things and consider the whole scheme and whole scope of 
economic development along the rail. 

Notes (continued) 
• Staff noted that the previous environmental work in the area only focused on light industrial uses and any 

heavy industrial uses not previously analyzed would require additional environmental review. 
• The group approved the revised use table with the following two edits: 

o Add use that would allow an asphalt mixing plant as a conditional use, NAICS 324121 
o Exclude animal slaughtering and processing, NAICS 31161 

• The group reviewed the new batch of meeting materials. 
• The group discussed Dan’s proposal to change the definition of adjacent and the freight rail dependent use 

overlay area to a 1-mile buffer on either side of the railroad, from the Vancouver urban growth boundary to 
the Battle Ground urban growth boundary. 

o José walked the group through the map of Dan’s proposal and pointed out the area covered by 
previous environmental work. He explained any area outside of the previous environmental analysis 
area would require additional environmental assessment, either additional SEPA work or an 
environmental impact statement (EIS). He also pointed out the heavy industrial zoning that already 
exists in Brush Prairie that already permits the uses the group has been discussing. 

o Some in the group liked that additional Lagler and Cotton family properties would be included in the 
proposed overlay, and that the larger area would provide more options when smaller parcels do not 
work out. 

o Others understood potential expansion to the areas covered by previous environmental analysis, but 
that the larger expansion seems like it is going too far. 

o The group asked staff if the buffer distance needed to be equidistant on both sides of the railroad. 
José explained that we need a justification for what’s decided, but equidistance is not a requirement. 

o Some in the group liked the proposed expanded overlay, because it would provide more options for 
connecting to the railroad without crossing NE 117th/WA-503. 

o Some liked the idea of the expanded overlay but did not see an immediate need to make the change. 
o There was discussion about the public process that would be needed with a map change. Staff 

explained they plan to raise the process question with the county council in next week’s work session, 
as a map change was not in the original charge to the group. 

o The group decided to hear public comment 

Public Comment 
• Comment: the mile proposal includes a lot of parcels that have no bearing on the railroad. If what you want 

is the dairy and those pieces, as José said, if you can justify the language to include that, why not just include 
that area instead of slapping the overlay everywhere? That’s what we do, we come up with ways to justify 
getting what we want. Just figure out the language without doing that. 

• Comment: I am well aware of how much land Lagler owns. It is wide open. If you put an industrial park all 
the way out there, there is Hockinson High School, Laurin Middle School, a whole bunch of residents, a golf 
course, all of those new houses that are going in by the golf course. It seems like this would change the 
community quite a bit. Back when it [the overlay] was down here, it was industrial anyway. Now, you’re 
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coming out where it is rural. FRDUAC Comment: the industrial park would bring taxes into the school 
districts in that area because the taxes from those industrial properties would be far higher than residential or 
other uses on that property. 

• Comment: the bill said all land along the 33-miles is subject to the law. So, staff decided to do an overlay 
situation, which is fine and dandy I guess. There was already a railroad overlay, so we have double railroad 
overlays on some of it. We researched every landowners in the small overlay and there are very few parcesl in 
the overlay that would be developable due to small size, having homes, parks, etc. This looks like it’s possible, 
and nobody has to develop just because they are in the overlay, it would allow a lot more flexibility. I think 
this is a very good idea. If you are going to have an overlay, between Battle Ground urban growth boundary 
and Vancouver urban growth boundary is a very good start. This is great. 

• Comment: with Clark County Citizens United. I think José may be able to provide you with a discussion on 
the definition of what a LAMIRD is and what they are to serve. Staff Comment: the state allows for 
LAMIRDs which are limited areas of more intense rural development. [Pointing at map], this green is rural 
industrial or heavy industrial. The darker green is commercial. This allows for rural centers. We have two 
rural center zones, RC-1 and RC-2.5 which allow for 1 and 2.5 acre parcels, which are the light green. 
Comment: is the light green the mobile home park? Staff Comment: yes. Comment: so you can replace 
businesses that go out there without going through an EIS or anything like that? Staff Comment: if it has 
already gone through an industrial environmental analysis, it would be for whatever the proposal is on that 
site. Like this area here, this is where the batch plant was going to be, so this area allows similar or more 
intensive uses than are being proposed in the overlay. Comment: and I believe that area, Brush Prairie, went 
through an extensive EIS several times. Back in ‘99, after the county removed all the LAMIRDs, and then 
through a court action they had to reinstall them. It went through an elaborate EIS then. Staff Comment: 
those uses which are commercial and residential, they were not assessed for industrial uses. Comment: And 
the rail line, that endured an EIS for the park trail, didn’t it? Staff Comment: I don’t think so, but if it did, it 
would be for a trail. Comment: So, it would have to go through another one. Staff Comment: you would 
need to evaluate the use you are proposing. Comment: the map, when you took out the residential and just 
see what properties would be left that have an opportunity to develop, how many would there actally be? 
Why restrict it to the ¼ mile or to that shape at all, but rather focus on the parcels, and the jobs they 
represent and go back to the intent of the law? 

• Comment: I look at the new map and what I see is a bent sausage shape. I don’t know how the public 
perception is going to be. I know it follows the railroad, but when I look at boundaries, I would look at 
streets to make a line. On the east side, 137th street is going to merge with 132nd right along Lagler’s property 
line when the county gets the money together to improve that road to help take the traffic load off of 
117th/503 with a by-pass road that will take some through-traffic. That would put the boundary right at 
Lagler’s side and run in to 119th. The other side I’m not as familiar with, but when you get past WinCo, pick 
out a street over there and make it more blocks and there will be a better understanding by the public without 
the sausage map. Straight lines might work to the advantage of the railroad dependent uses too because it 
helps square up the property boundaries. FRDUAC Comment: this is the first time we’re seeing Dan’s 
proposal as a group. After we can digest it, we’ll probably want to modify it, like removing items south of 
119th. But, there is a council work session next week and I think we want to show our intent, but we would 
still like more time to work on it to remove smaller parcels, park properties, etc. We won’t get down to the 
parcels that are actually developable tonight. This proposal is more about the general intent. FRDUAC 
Comment: my take on the way an elected board will respond with what we provide to them, they don’t have 
time to review our notes to know if this is a general idea or an actual proposal. I take things sent to me as an 
elected at face value. My recommendation if we are not satisfied with these boundaries is to revise them or 
make them closer to what we think we want. Or, if you want to pass it as is, that’s the role of the group. 
FRDUAC Comment: we could workshop this into the ground by finding boundaries and I don’t think there 
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is no harm in being included in the overlay because if it’s not developable property, it won’t be developed. It’s 
not about how it looks, it’s about ease of interpretation. 

Notes (continued) 
• The group passed a motion to: 

o Recommend an overlay zone including parcels within 1-mile of the railroad line, extending from the 
Vancouver urban growth boundary to the Battle Ground urban growth boundary; and, 

o Amend the definition of adjacent to reflect the change from a ¼ mile to a 1 mile distance.  
• The group discussed sewer services to serve freight rail-dependent uses. 

o The group discussed multiple perspectives on this item 
o Eric Temple presented his proposal to add an infrastructure item in the new freight rail-dependent 

use overlay code, and to amend CCC 40.370.010 sewer regulations. 
o Staff summarized previous challenges to extending sewer outside of the urban growth area, including 

a supreme court case, within Clark County this came up with the City of La Center and the Ilani 
casino, a bill presented by Senator Wilson regarding sewer extension outside of the urban growth 
area that was not approved in the legislature, and that the county did not take action last year with 
the comprehensive plan amendment to address the sewer issue. 

o Staff confirmed that septic systems and/or on-site private sewer treatment would be allowed, should 
public sewer not be permitted.  

o Some group members like the idea of providing sewer, though understand it is a council decision and 
legal matter. 

o The group decided to hear public comment 

Public Comment 
• Comment: this law is in the GMA and it says such facilities are both urban and rural development. If you 

look at the rural development section of the GMA, item 18 says rural services do not include storm and 
sanitary sewers, so basically it’s not allowed except septic. What it is saying is sewers are not needed in rural 
areas. But the law says these uses are both urban and rural, which is a dilemma for environmental groups like 
Futurewise. If you do government services, it is fine but not required. 

• Comment: there are labor industry rules on how many bathrooms are needed per number of employees. If 
you are asking people to work, you need to give them a place to go to the bathroom. 

Notes (continued) 
• The group voted to accept Eric’s proposal on the following two items: 

o Add Item G. Infrastructure with his proposed language to the development standards; and, 
o Include Eric’s proposed changes to the sewer code in CCC 40.370.010. 

• The group discussed the dimensional standards table in the draft development standards regulations. 
o Staff reviewed the difference between a minimum site development area and a minimum lot size. 

 Minimum site development area: establishes the minimum size of development area, is not 
used for land division, requires consolidation of smaller parcels for development proposal, 
land cannot be divided smaller than the underlying zoning or urban reserve minimum. 

 Minimum lot size: is used for determining potential number of parcels in a land division, 
does not preclude development of non-conforming parcels. 

o Staff explained some of this history in the county of trying to reduce the lot size of some ag parcels 
from ag-20 to ag-10. He also explained the urban reserve-20 parcels north of 119th, which also 
prevents a property owner from dividing parcels below 20-acres. 
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o The CREDC spoke with its jobs committee and they were comfortable with a 10-acre minimum 
even though their previous studies focused on 20-acre or larger parcels. They did not differentiate 
between lot and development area in that conversation. 

o The group discussed the availability of smaller lot sizes within the urban growth area, or through 
existing non-conforming lots. 

o The group agreed to a 20-acre minimum lot size and a 10-acre minimum site development area. 
• The group discussed building height.  

o Staff explained that they spoke with the county building officials to find out the typical height of 
buildings for the uses being proposed. 65 feet is the maximum height type F structures which are use 
for manufacturing uses. 

o There was a question about silos and why/how they are allowed. 
o The group agreed to a 100 ft. maximum building height. 

• The group approved the draft rail use plan language. 
• The group agreed to one edit to the purpose section of the development code, by adding the word “adjacent” 

between “protecting” and “long-term.” 
• The group approved the applicability section as written. 
• The group approved two changes to the definitions section: 

o Update the definition of adjacent per the earlier conversation regarding a one-mile distance from the 
railroad. 

o Add a definition for short line railroad, using the definition provided in SB 5517. 
• The group discussed a staff proposed section of code on measures to conserve, maintain and enhance natural 

resource-based industries. 
o Some did not like the first sentence word choice of “conserve, maintain and enhance.” 
o Staff explained the proposed language is similar to what is used in SEPA. 
o The group agreed to remove the first sentence of section 4, and to keep the rest of the proposed 

wording. 
• The group discussed street standards. 

o Staff confirmed the proposed language applies to streets in the public right of way. 
o The group agreed to the proposed language. 

• The group discussed landscaping standards. 
o The group was interested in using the language from the railroad industrial code 
o Eric Temple proposed a few additional landscaping standards 
o Community development staff explained some aspects of the existing landscaping standards 
o The group agreed to use the language proposed by Eric.  

Upcoming Meetings 
• There is a Clark County Council work session on this project scheduled for Wednesday, June 13 at 11am at 

the Public Service Center 6th Floor Training Room, 1300 Franklin Street, Vancouver, WA 98666. 
• The next FRDUAC meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, June 20th at 6pm at CASEE in Brush Prairie.  


