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would allow staff to sign the final. plat? All right. Seeing no one, I will close the public 
testimony and return to the Planning Commission for a motion. 

GRIMWADE: I make a MOTION that the staff recommendation be approved. 

JOHNSON: Second. 

MORASCH: It's been moved and seconded to approve the staff recommendation. Is there any 
discussion on the motion? All right. Hearing none, can we get a roll call, please, Sonja. 

ROLL CALL VOTE 

WRIGHT: AYE 
BARCA: AYE 
SWINDELL: AYE 
JOHNSON: AYE 
GRIMWADE: AYE 
BENDER: AYE 
MORASCH: AYE 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 

D. CPZ2017 -00016 Clark County Unified Development Code (Title 40) 
Amendments: 

Nti. Title/Chapter/section· ' .. :·,_:·:·;,.· .. ' · ·:: .. · ·. 'D~s.·ctipti.on' · · 
.. . .. ~.!; ,. ,. : ". , . .. 

, 
'·' '· 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

40.100.070 Amend. Single-family dwelling definition to include 
tiny homes. 

40.100.070 Amend. Accessory dwelling unit definition to 
remove bedroom restrictions and add clarification 
between urban and rural accessory dwelling units. 

40.260.073 Amend. Cottage Housing to reduce the minimum 
size from 500 sq. ft. to 150 sq. ft. 

40.260.020 Amend. Accessory Dwelling Units- Urban to allow 
a full basement ADU, establish a 150 sq. ft. 
minimum, remove the one bedroom restriction and 
minimum lot size of 5,000 sq. ft. 

40.260.022 New. Accessory Dwelling Units- Rural to allow 
attached ADUs in RC-1, RC-2.5, R-5, R-1 0, R-20, 
AG-20, FR-40, FR-80 and AG-WL zones. 

Staff Contact: Colete.Anderson@clark.wa.gov or (360) 397-2280 ext. 4516 
Jose.Aivarez@clark.wa.gov or (360 397-2280 ext. 4898 
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MORASCH: That moves us on to Item CPZ2017-16, Clark County Unified Development Code 
Title 14 Amendments. Jose Alvarez, are you going to give us the staff report on this one? 

ALVAREZ: I will. 

MORASCH: All right. Thank you. Please proceed. 

ALVAREZ: So this is Tab 3 in your binders, and this is a proposal to amend the County Unified 
Development Code to support diversity of housing choices and increase the variety of housing 
types within the county. There's a summary of the amendments provided that are attached to 
this document, attachment Exhibit A. 

The Council held two work sessions in August and September, August 9th and September 6th, 
to discuss the potential for providing additional housing affordability. The proposals were 
taken out to the public. We had two community open houses October 25th and 26th. It was 
attended by approximately 100 citizens. The comments from the open house are summarized 
in Attachment B. We had a work session with the Planning Commission November 2nd, and the 
SEPA determination of nonsignificance was published in the Columbian newspaper 
November 1st, 2017, that's Attachment A, and the legal notice of this hearing was published on 
November 1st. 

I'll just give you a summary of the proposed changes that are part of this, part of these code 
changes. We're proposing to amend Title 40, Chapter 100.070, that's the single-family dwelling 
definition to include tiny homes. There's an amendment 40.100.070 to amend the definition 
section again for accessory dwelling unit definition to remove the bedroom restriction, and add 
clarification between the urban and rural accessory dwelling units. ·We're proposing a new 
rural accessory dwelling units, so we wanted to clarify the differences between those. 

An amendment on 40.260.073 which is cottage housing section which would reduce the 
minimum size from 500-square feet to 150-square feet. 

And then in 40.260.020 there's a proposal to amend the ADU section to allow for full basement 
ADU's. Establish 150 foot square foot minimum and remove the one bedroom restriction, and 
the minimum lot size of 5,000-square feet. 

And then there's 40.260.022 which is the new section for rural accessol)i dwelling units that 
would be allowed in the RC-1, RC-2.5, R-5, R-10, R-20, AG-20, FR-40, FR-80 and AG wildlife 
zones. 

Do you have any questions? 

MORASCH: What's the minimum square footage for the rural attached ADU's? 

0 
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ALVAREZ: I believe that's 150 as well. 

MORASCH: 150 as well. 

JOHNSON: You said the minimum? 

BARCA: Minimum. 

MORASCH: The minimum for the rural because it says in 40.260.020, it says allow-- establish 
150-square foot minimum, and that looks like it's referring to urban so, I just wanted to clarify 
whether the rural was also 150. 

ORJIAKO: I believe on--

ALVAREZ: Yes, it's Item 6--

ORJIAKO: -- Item 6. 

ALVAREZ: --on Page 11 of 13 --

BARCA: The last line. 

ALVAREZ: --the last line. 

MORASCH: Okay. I was just looking at your summary in the agenda. 

JOHNSON: Yeah, I did the same. 

MORASCH: All right. That clarifies it. Thank you. Any other questions? All right. No 
questions? I will open up the public testimony. And the first person on the sign-up sheet for 
the Unified Development Code Title 40 matter is Sue, Sue Lintz. 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

LINTZ: Is there anybody else? 

MORASCH: There are. 

LINTZ: My knee doesn't want to work so I'll go--

MORASCH: You want to go later in the agenda? 
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LINTZ: Yeah. 

MORASCH: Shall I call you again? All right. We'll go to the next person and I'll come back to 
you. Chris Kelsey. 

KELSEY: That was not intended for a comment. I apologize. I misfilled out the line. 

MORASCH: Okay. No problem. Dan Thomas. No? Okay. Ramona Lupo. 

LUPO: Thank you. Ramona Lupo, L-u-p-o, and mine is really just a very quick question. It's not 
designated in the paperwork that we received tonight what the size restrictions are for the 
manufactured or modular. 

ALVAREZ: It would be the same. 

LUPO: Is there a maximum size? 

ALVAREZ: So for the urban areas--

LUPO: For urban, yes, for urban ADU. 

JOHNSON: It has to be attached. 

ALVAREZ: So it would be dependent on the zone, but the allowable size is, shall not exceed 
800-square feet or 40 percent of the area, the primary dwelling. The exception -- well, it 
wouldn't apply for the basement. In the Rl-10 zone, that would be 1,000-square feet or 40 
percent of the primary dwelling area whichever is less, and then zoned. A lot zoned Rl-20, that 
goes up to 1500-square feet or 40 percent. 

LUPO: I believe mine is R1-7.5, is that--

ALVAREZ: Yes. So that would be the 800. 

LUPO: 800 is the maximum? 

BARCA: Maximum. 

ALVAREZ: Maximum. It's 800-square feet or 40 percent, whichever is less. 

LUPO: Okay. Okay. Great. Thank you. 

MORASCH: All right. Any questions? All right. Thank you very much. Tony Morrell. All right. 
Nick and Lonnie Platt. 
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PLAIT: Nick Platt, P-1-a-t-t. I've been living with my wife in Hazel Dell since 1983. Just a couple 
of points, none of which were brought up in Jose's summary. One is parking. It talks about 
on-site parking, and then it goes oil to say on-site parking includes up to one parking space on 
the street. 

We currently, on our block that has eight houses on it, already have one house that ha·s an AUD 
(sic). Tonight on our way to this meeting, I counted ten cars parked in front of their house, four 
in the driveway, six on the street. Obviously if everybody on the block did the same thing as 
our neighbor with the AUD (sic), there would be 42 cars parked on the street. I foresee some 
issues with that. I don't see that there's any sort of enforcement with the idea of one car 
parked on the street per AUD (sic) or ADU. 

The next thing· is that in Section 9 where it talks about 75 percent reduction in transportation 
and park development, what you're potentially talking about here is doubling the population 
density of our neighborhoods, and at the same time removing the funds to provide any sort of 
resources to move all those people·around. 

This last election Fire District 6 asked for a levy lift because they're getting so many calls they 
don't have the resources to respond. How are we going to provide the infrastructure for all 
these additional people? 

And then the last thing is I understand the motivation behind wanting to do this. I have 
grandchildren. I understand that it's going to be harder and harder for people to afford 
affordable housing. I grew up in Southern California. I'm the last generation of Southern 
Californians that were members of the paradise that California once was. And basically we 
were driven out, my whole family basically. I was a fourth generation Californian. We all 
moved north because we're kind of used to living in paradise and we live in paradise now. I 
would hate to see us rush to solve one problem in affordable housing and destroy the standard 
of living for everybody that currently lives here. 

Traffic is already becoming a nightmare. At the last public meeting that I attended, we went 
through the intersection of 78th Street and Highway 99, it took three signal changes for the 
people coming home from work to get through that intersection. What's it going to be like if 
we double that population but we don't have any money for roads? 

I would suggest that maybe a better way or something even additionally to be considered 
instead of that incentive. When Clark County PUD came out with the solar incentives for 
putting solar panels on roofs, they limited the number of participants because they didn't want 
to overly disrupt the system. I would suggest that any sort of changes like this that are made, 
there would be a limit on what neighborhoods or how heavily a neighborhood could be 
affected by this ordinance. 
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The neighborhood I live in are fairly big lots. Our, for instance, our lot's four-tenths of an acre, 
so there's a lot of room to add AUD's (sic). It's really conceivable that everybody in the 
neighborhood could, if they wanted to, that has lots of space to add AUD's (sic). So you're 
going to really change our standard of living if you just allow everybody to do it. 

And my last point would be that there will be people that because of the Airbnb craze, build . 
these AUD's (sic) with the thought of running it as an Airbnb. That's a business. There needs to 
be a distinction made that they are not allowed to run a business out of their auxiliary housing. 
And that's everything I had. 

MORASCH: All right. Does anyone have any questions? All right. Well, thank you very much 
for coming. Does your wife Lonnie, Lonnie do you want to--

PLATI: No. We actually thought it was just a sign-in sheet and not necessarily a sign-up sheet. 
I do have one more kind of comment. When we went to the open house and the comments, 
there were like 35 comments made, I noticed that really it didn't change anything about the 
proposal, and so it kind of makes me wonder, you know, why do we do this, you know, is there 
a purpose. It didn't fill me with a lot of hope coming up here tonight to talk to you, but that's 
just a comment. 

MORASCH: Well, we appreciate you coming nonetheless. 

PLATI: Thank you. 

MORASCH: Let's see. So Sue, Sue Lintz, are your knees feeling up to coming forward? 

LINTZ: I think so. 

MORASCH: All right. Because you're the last person unless there's anyone that didn't get a 
chance to sign up. 

LINTZ: Thank you. 

JOHNSON: We need a portable mic. 

MORASCH: Yeah, that's a good .idea. I'll talk to Sonja about that in a minute. We're going to 
talk later about getting· a portable mic maybe or something for--

LINTZ: That's a good idea. 

MORASCH: --for you next time. 

LINTZ: That's a good idea. 

0 
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MORASCH: I'm glad you made it. 

LINTZ: My name is Sue Lintz, S-u-e, L-i-n-t-z. I live on 65th Court and East Minnehaha. And I 
actually support the AU D's. I have, currently have a large house, 3,080-square feet on almost a 
quarter acre and my 50-year-old son has moved in with me, and my grandchildren, high school 
age and college age, have moved in. The older one, I have a great grandchild coming; and I 
want to be gone before .it does, and don't want to be gone very far though. I want to be close. 
I want to walk across the patio and visit. I want to live in the ADU and let them have the house. 

And that's things, you know, multi-family generational. It's not a thing of the past, it's going to 
be become more of a thing of the future, and it's coming fast because I've noticed that kid's are 
not getting married as quick as they used to, they're not leaving home as quick as they used to, 
they're staying, and I'm not just talking about my kids, I'm talking about a lot of friends that I 
have whose kids are still in the home or moving back after they leave. 

Ahd so I think this helps with the multigenerational family and I think there needs to be other 
ways of promoting multigenerational households and other maybe some other zoning factors 
or something to help with that, but this is a start as far as I'm concerned. 

And the parking, I understand the parking issue with AUD's. Maybe saying they can't park on 
the street, they actually have to have room on the lot for a parking spot also. And if they have a 
lot more cars than that, it's not because of the AUD, because an AUD is just going to add one 
car probably, because they're not going to be that big. So, yeah, basically that's what I wanted 
to say. 

Also as far as land- I've noticed in.this community- is there a new law with the county that says 
that if land is zoned more than R-1 and it's vacant, it has to have multiple units put on it? 
Someone that wants to build a house can't just build a house on it? 

MORASCH: Oliver's shaking his head no. 

LINTZ: Okay. Because I think the City, I've been told, has gone that way, and I'm hoping not 
because there's not enough land to build houses as it is for people that are wanting to build. 

ALVAREZ: I think you have to meet the density requirements of the zone. So if it's R-12 and 
you'd have to meet the density requirements, you may be able to put one single-family home, 
but if you have a single-family home already on it--

LINTZ: I'm not necessarily talking about me, I'm involved with the neighborhood association so 
I'm concerned about this as well. For instance, in our neighborhood we have, this is just an 
example, we have a lot that is zoned R-4, or for duplexes. 
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ALVAREZ: That's the City zoning, R-4. 

LINTZ: Okay. So it's zoned R-4. 
neighborhood now--

It's one of the new annexed areas that was in our 

MORASCH: Yeah. And now it's in the City if it's been annexed, so it's out of our jurisdiction 
unfortunately. 

LITZ: Yeah. They're saying somebody that wants to buy it, they're saying they can't buy it, they 
have to build a four-plex.or four units on it--

MORASCH: Right. 

LITZ: -- and I've been told that the County's going that way too. Is that --

MORASCH: I haven't heard the County's doing that, but the City, that's not our-- that's out of 
our hands now because it's in the City, you'd have to go to their,meeting and talk to them. 

LITZ: Okay. Okay. 

MORASCH: So any questions? 

BARCA: Yeah, can I just get a clarification then. Are you indeed outside of the city limits? 

LITZ: No, I'm still in the county, but I was doing-- I was involved with the neighborhood 
association and half of our neighborhood was annexed and the other half wasn't. 

BARCA: Okay. I just wanted to clarify that. 

LITZ: I currently live in the part that's not. 

BARCA: Yeah. Because they have their own AUD requirements, so ... 

LITZ: Yeah. Right. 

MORASCH: Any other questions? All right. Well, thank you. 

LITZ: Thank you. 

MORASCH: Is there anyone else that wants to talk about the AUD amendments to Title 40? All 
right. Seeing no one, I will close the public testimony and return it to the Planning Commission 
for questions or deliberation. 

0 
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RETURN TO PLANNING COMMISSION 

And I actually had two questions from the testimony. The first one is, what's the parking 
require--- is there any additional parking requirement if someone wants to build an AUD? 

ALVAREZ: So the existing, we're not proposing any changes to the existing parking 
requirements. The first requirement is that i,t be on-site, and then there's a provision that 
allows for on-street parking provided that the parking space is legally available. I haven't 
worked with that, so I'm not sure what the property owner or developer would have to show to 
claim that an on-street parking space is legally available, but I don't think it's a --you just show 
that there's a space in front of your property and that's sufficient. 

MORASCH: Okay. And that's part of the existing AUD that's already there, we're not proposing 
to change that? 

ALVAREZ: Correct. We're not making any changes to that. 

MORASCH: Okay. And my second question is, how does the County regulate someone who 
wants to do travelers accommodations in their residential zone either with an AUD or without 
an AUD? 

ALVAREZ: We've had, I know we had a conversation internally in planners-meeting about, we 
don't have a specific, the County doesn't have a specific policy regarding the Airbnb's, but there 
is I think a provision, and I think the gentleman alluded to it, that it's a business, and so we get 
at it from that angle because it's similar to a bed and breakfast. But there's enough of a 
difference that we think we can hang our hat on precluding it based on that business type, and I 
think that's what the internal conversations we've had about that. But we know we don't 
explicitly address the issues with the Airbnb, and I know that that's something that might be a 
task. 

MORASCH: It sounds like a topic for a future amendment. 

ALVAREZ: Yes. Yes. 

MORASCH: All right. Any other questions? 

WRIGHT: Yes, I had a question. Is there any technical basis for recommending a reduction in 
impact fees, or is it just some idea to promote the concept? 

ALVAREZ: So the idea is to try to promote, to encourage more AUD's. We've had the AUD code 
on the books since '94 maybe, and we've had less than 50. And so one of the barriers that 
we've heard is the cost of impact fees. These are usually in existing urban neighborhoods 
where the development, well, the infrastructure should be in place, and that's why when the 
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State encouraged all jurisdictions to adopt accessory dwelling units, to encourage in-fill or 
increase density, is to try to take advantage and leverage the existing infrastructure that was in 
place. So that's why we think we can justify the reduction of the impact fees. 

And the two that we're proposing reducing are the transportation and the park impact fees. 
We are working with the school districts to try to see if they are willing to also reduce the fees, 
but I think that might come at the Board level. 

WRIGHT: Thank you. 

SWINDELL: So-- I'm sorry. Go ahead. 

MORASCH: Any other questions? 

SWINDELL: Yeah. I want clarification on that. So what you're saying is, is that if we allow this 
unit to go in, we want to reduce the impact fees to our parks and our streets, the impact fees 
for the parks and the streets? 

ALVAREZ: The assumption is that they're already built in those areas. 

0 

SWINDELL: Okay. But there are-- but they actually will -- those are the two things they're 
going to impact because you're going to bring more people in, using the parks more, using the 0 
streets more, so we're not going to have the funds to do the improvements for this added 
burden on it. It tends to go a little backwards. 

ALVAREZ: Right. 

SWINDELL: I guess I can see reducing maybe sewer, water, not even those, I don't even know 
those, because you're still going to impact water. So what you're asking the citizens to do is to 
subsidize these little houses that are actually going to deteriorate our communities in my 
opinion. Is that correct? 

ALVAREZ: Well, so I would put it to you this way, is that we, what we're seeing also is existing 
homes that have three to four bedrooms but people are living in them by themselves. You 
could rent out those rooms, you're not going to pay any impact fees, you're going to have 
impacts to-- so when you're transitioning --so you --

SWINDELL: You pay the impact fees when you built the house to make up for those three or 
four bedrooms. 

ALVAREZ: Right. Right. So I'm just saying the capacity would be the same. You can either-
once your kids are no longer living with you, you're not going to the schools, right, you're still 
paying those taxes. 
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But my point is that you're creating the capacity, you can have people come in to live in that 
house to take up those bedrooms and you're having an impact on the parks and the streets. 
Yes, it's already paid for, and that's what I'm saying is that those things are already there. 

If we do get to the point where we're seeing a large increase in people building AUD's, we still 
have the ability to come back and say this is going to be, this is really impactful and we should 
look at increasing this. But the fact that we've gotten less than two a year, and we're not 
making really substantial changes, until we see that impact, we're saying let's take a shot at 
trying to see if we can increase this, the capacity of the housing. 

SWINDELL: And we want to do that why? 

ALVAREZ: To provide more housing. 

SWINDELL: To provide more affordable housing. 

ALVAREZ: Yes. 

SWINDELL: Subsidized affordable housing off other people who paid the impact fees. Okay. 

ORJIAKO: Planning Commission member, you're right, and I -- it is weighing the balance. Who 
knows if this will make a dent in affordable housing. It is what tools can we use in place to 
encourage it. One is whether you call it granny flat, tiny home, it is a much, much smaller home 
and it might be one person. Our history is it could be for a disabled kid that may not be driving, 
we don't know. This is, as Jose has indicating, this is just can we give-- what are the tools that 
we can use to encourage, and the suggestion here is to look at our fees. 

If we are hearing that the impediment is the cost of doing this and that is on the impact fee 
side, why not take a look at that and see whether some adjustment can be made~ Will there be 
impacts? Of course, and we will review that, and this is a policy, and we can review that and 
make adjustment. That's why we also are reaching out to the school district to see if they can 
consider a similar reduction in impact fees. 

The cost of housing, people will tell you is land, is materials and so forth. Some will say, well, 
it's also the cost of going through the application process, and this is one option that the 
Council wants to consider. And they can, if you recommend that they do so, they can also 
monitor and see what is happening and make adjustment. 

As Jose indicated, in the last five, ten years, we haven't seen that many, who knows whether 
we'll see an increase or not. But would this make a difference, perhaps, we don't know, it's just 
an attempt to make a difference, if you will. 
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PUBLIC: Can I make an additional comment then, is that allowed? 

MORASCH: No, we've already closed the public testimony. 

SWINDELL: I understand exactly. And please understand, I understand there's a need for 
affordable housing. But with that thinking in line, then we just should just reduce the impact 
fees across the board for every house built, then we'd have more affordable housing, but 
there's an impact when we build a home, so we need those fees. So I understand it, I really do, 
and I empathize that we do need affordable housing. Please don't misunderstand me, but I 
don't want-- I want us to really be watching that if we do have a massive inflow of these types 
of things, that what is the impact that it's going to have to our communities. 

I agree with Mr. Platt, how many people are living in that little 150-square foot little house 
that's going to be built. You can put ten people in that thing with ten cars and who's going to, 
you know, there's a lot of worms that are getting Jet out of the can, I believe. And I'm very 
concerned what we're going to make our communities look like in the future if this thing does 
go like I think it will. If we're going to subsidize all the fees, why wouldn't people do it and rent 
them out and make some money. 

GRIMWADE: Can I just jump in here. I think--

MORASCH: Yes, we're in deliberations so please do jump in. 

GRIMWAOE: It's important for·the Commissioner to be aware of the strategy that the County 
are using is a strategy that is used by many, many government, local government authorities, 
across the U.S. No one has, from the research that I've seen today, actually demonstrated a 

· significant financial impact to the detriment of a parks and recreation agency around. 

What the challenge is, is, is that an appropriate way of leveraging money for park and 
recreation agencies? And I think down the line there's a need for a better financial formula to 
be put in place because it's not necessarily at the time of development that the real impact and 
the benefit for parks is derived, it comes from, in some cases, 10 to 15 years later, and at that 
time the money base is not there for them. 

But it is a strategy, it was one that we did use in the City of Portland, and it had minimal 
financial impact, and we had certainly a Jot more than two or three applications around. And I 
think if I was grabbing numbers out of the sky, I'd probably say we probably only lost about 10 
million out of 300 million for affordable housing, but we didn't see any material thing, and that 
was one that I closely monitored. And I think as long as the County monitors the stats and 
looks at a needs base recreation system, they can manage the two quite well. 

JOHNSON: If I can jump in also. Robin kind of came from a global. I'm more with you, and I 
hate doing this, but I have the personal story. They're already there, so it's not subsidized. I 

0 
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have a 35-year-old severely disabled child living in my house. I have ten children, three are over 
the age, they're adults. One works at the casino. They're doing life.· One's at Clark. 1 mean, 
they can't afford it and we do what we got, we're already there. 

So what we're saying is you got to flip it backwards, and subsidize is a pretty harsh word, Matt. 
I mean, we're not subsidizing anything, I pay lots of taxes and mine is (inaudible). I get it, okay, 
but what we're trying to do is find a solution that balances. I am very sympathetic about the 
ten car thing because I'm always walking around going, we have neighbors and I'm rural, but 1 
love your testimony which is kids and grandkids, it is changing. 

The flavor of the month may be tiny homes, that's what we call them, but the snowball is here 
and it's rolling fast and, so... I think I like the other thing, keeping good track of the stats, 
making sure that this thing doesn't, but I think it's a very creative way to try to do something to 
a very difficult problem. 

Just walk right outside of this building every night and you see the worst of it and that is the 
hard part to say, look, those of us that can pay these fees, if that happens, well, okay, we have 
to do 'that. But I'm telling you that this problem is, probably hides itself better than any 
proble·m in Clark County, that you don't have people on the street, I mean you do, but I'm 
saying my kids aren't on the street, they're in my house and they're trying to do that. 

So I'm more inclined to look at this thing completely 180 degrees, Matt, of what you're saying, 
which is these people are coming and we're just giving them some sort of free ride. They're 
here and we don't have a place for people to go because you can't afford it. At every area we 
turn the corner with affordable housing, we hit a wall, so why not try something. I had never 
heard of this, and, Robin, in Portland, I guess they're so cosmopolitan or whatever they are. 

Then I look at it and go, okay, when I saw that, that's a pretty cool idea because frankly I'm kind 
of doing that already. But it would be nice to add 1,000-square feet to my house to put my 
disabled son in a room that, and I know we h~ve other ways to do that, but I don't want to put 
another dwelling. So, anyways, I'll shut up. ' 

WRIGHT: You know, a thought came to me along as we were going through this discussion, it 
seems a bit of an experiment to cut the impact fees. Could we put a sunset on it, three years or 
five years or--

ALVAREZ: Sure. 

ORJIAKO: We are asking the school district to consider that as an option and we monitor it, but, 
again, this is just to see what tools, this is one that we are looking at like I said, it may not 
change the land of course-- the land cost or building materials, but just this is one tool that 
could be explored. If the Planning Commission like, you can make a recommendation that this 
be monitored or whether you put a sunset clause in it, your call. It is just one attempt to see 
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whether it will make a difference. 

BARCA: And that was actually where I was hoping we would go with this, is that the two 
components of this that I think are valuable for us to say that the community is actually 
benefiting. One is on. Page 12 of 13 in the Item 9, Owner Occupancy. It shows where we're 
asking the owners to agree to maintain residency, and also there is some sort of sworn 
statement that says that they're going to continue that. 

I'm not sure that I'm opposed to a AUD being used as Airbnb, but I believe it needs to be 
declared and created as a business, and so if they want to put a small dwelling on their house 
and create a business, they need to declare that intent; otherwise, they're swearing that it 
wouldn't be. 

And then the other part was, from what I heard in this discussion, is if we're doing this as an 
incentive tool to help drive affordable housing, l.et's come back with an annual report that also 
addresses something that Mr. Platt said. That it would say we could start to map out the areas 
that are actually taking the additional density and see if we're getting regional impacts or 
whether we're getting very localized impacts based on lot size, and I think that would help then 
address the consideration about whether particular facilities are being impacted more than 
other areas. 

The one item that I would like to see addressed in also some sort of notification for the owner is 
in the context of parking in the urban area. I know we say that there's two-- provide one 
space, but we also say the one space can be on the street. I think we should make sure that the 
wording is such that no more than one of the residential vehicles takes up the space then as 
one space. 

If we're talking about a household that has five or six vehicles, and we want to say one spills out 
onto the street. Because if you have the current home that has room for four vehicles, and 
they have four vehicles, and now you put a small additional dwelling on there and they show up 
with two vehicles, yeah, maybe their cars get to park on the property, but somebody else's 
spills out onto the street. So I don't think it would be that difficult to also just put them on 
notice that required parking is such that they should be showing what the requirements really 
are. 

MORASCH: Any other comments? 

BENDER: Yeah, I do. This is approaching in my mind social engineering, but let's put that aside. 
If you subsidize a small dwelling, it's a one time shot. What's the long-term cost? One person 
living in that small, or maybe two people, live in that small affordable dwelling still put the same 
amount of wear and tear on the infrastructure, yet their tax bill is going to be minimal 
compared to somebody that has a 3!000-square foot house who's paying a much higher tax bill. 
He's subsidizing their lower tax bill on that small dwelling. 

0 

0 

0 
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The second thing that Oliver mentioned, which I have a great concern for, is the impact to local 
schools. Right now Evergreen School District is .asking for in February, $680 million bond. 1 

mean it's astronomical, but we're going to go ahead and densify our neighborhoods and put 
even a heavier load on our schools. I just don't think it's right. 

MORASCH: All right. Anyone else? 

SWINDELL: I just, one thing that just, what's the enforcement on these things? What's the 
burden on the County for enforcement? What do we have in the budget for enforcement of 
parking and, you know, what they're doing with these dwellings? What's the impacts to the 
County? 

ALVAREZ: Well, so in terms ofparking requirements, we only require one parking space. If you 
show that on the site plan, that's the only enforcement. In terms of the requirement that one 
of the units be, one of the units has to be occupied by the owner, and the language is from our 
existing language, that you record a deed restriction, essentially that you're going to comply 
with if 

SWINDELL: Okay. And do we have any restrictions on how many people can live in a certain 
square footage? So if you have a 150-square foot, one person can live in it, or 500-square feet, 
three people can live in it or anything like that in this? 

ALVAREZ: I don't think we have any restriction for that, and I don't think we have anything 
family or number of people in any housing. 

SWINDELL: Well, this is a new thing so we're, you know, I mean, since we're looking at--

ALVAREZ: Right. But there's no, we have no limits currently. 

SWINDELL: No limits currently. Okay. Okay. 

ALVAREZ: Sometimes 10 to 13 people. 

SWINDELL: Okay. Sorry, I'm beating this dead horse here. 

MORASCH: You quickly run into fair housing issues when you try to regulate--

SWINDELL: Well, no, I mean. 

BENDER: That is social engineering. 

SWINDELL: Well, I'm just thinking of the impacts to the neighborhoods, and we've already said 
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through our zoning how many homes we wanted to have in a certain area, and now we're 
saying, oh, throw that out the window, we're going to double it potentially. And 1--

BARCA: Let's see it happen. 

SWINDELL: No, I understand. I understand. 

BARCA: Yeah. Before we worry about it, let's see it happen. 

MORASCH: All right. Anyone else or does someone want to make a motion? 

BARCA: I'll make a motion. I'd like to make a motion that we accept staff's recommendation 
with some additional wording, and I'm going to put it into the development standards, that talk 
about notifying the owners of the business model not being applicable for rent, a short-term 
rental, and asking for--

ALVAREZ: So for either of these in the urban or the rural area, the owner has to be occupying 
one of the units. 

BARCA: One of the two. 

ALVAREZ: Right. 

BARCA: And what I think I'm trying to avoid is short-term rental of the other unit. 

ALVAREZ: So you want it to be-- okay. Gotcha. So you don't want the other rental to be a 
short-term rental, it's got to be occupied like any other rental. 

BARCA: Yes. 

MORASCH: Month-to-month or greater. 

BARCA: Yes. And then I would like to see staff bring forward some type of an annual report on 
the genuine impact to the quantity produced and the area in which they were located. That's 
my motion. 

MORASCH: All right. Been moved. 

JOHNSON: Second it. 

MORASCH: It's been moved and seconded. Is there any discussion on the motion? 

WRIGHT: Would you accept a friendly amendment to put a five-year limitation on the waiver of 
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the impact fees? 

BARCA: I think, Bill, at this time if we get an annual report, I think we'll be able to see whether 
a limitation is necessary. And if we find it so, we might be choosing to eliminate it sooner than 
five years. So I'd like to take it and just see how it actually develops rather than put a time 
specific limit on it. 

WRIGHT: I can understand that. I mean, I'm just concerned that the annual reports may get 
lost or delayed or, you know, other things rise to the floor. 

BARCA: No. No. I have full confidence. 

WRIGHT: I'm not saying anything against our fine staff, but that stuff happens. 

BARCA: Ow. That would, I guess, I would not. 

JOHNSON: If I could just add to that. I think the heart of it is sooner than later. I wouldn't want 
to wait five years, Bill. And I'm assuming if you found out that something's going sideways, 
someone's going to go, wait, we need to bring this back for review. 

ALVAREZ: I think it would be. 

JOHNSON: I have faith in you. 

ORJIAKO: I'm sure the Council will reconsider. 

SWINDELL: I'd just like to make a comment that I know staff put a lot of time and effort in this 
and I really appreciate all of your hard work. And I do understand that there's a need for 
affordable housing, and I just, I think we might be addressing the wrong thing and that is we 
need more jobs in this county and that's what we need, so ... 

MORASCH: All right. I think we're ready for a roll call. 

ROLL CALL VOTE 

WRIGHT: NAY 
BARCA: AYE 
SWINDELL: NAY 
JOHNSON: AYE 
GRIMWADE: AYE 
BENDER: NAY 
MORASCH: AYE 
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MORASCH: All right. Well, finally one that's not unanimous. The motion carries 4 to 3. Thank 
you, Jose. That concludes that item. And I think we have one --

ORJIAKO: Yes, one more. 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 

E. Proposed draft amendment to update Clark County Code (CCC) 40.410 Critical Aquifer 
Recharge Areas (CARAs). This is a procedural update and is a GMA requirement .. 

Proposed draft amendment to include best available science for Clark County Code 
40.420 F!ood Hazard Areas that would adopt FEMA's recent Flood Hazard Insurance 
(FIRM) and Flood Insurance Study (FIS) that becomes effective January 19, 2018. 
Staff Contact: Gary.Aibrecht@clark.wa.gov or (360) 397-2280 ext. 4318 

MORASCH: -- one more item, Gary Albrecht, please come down for the proposed draft 
amendments to the critical aquifer recharge areas and proposed GMA update. 

ALBRECHT: Thank you, Chair. Good evening, Planning Commission members. For the record, 

0 

Gary Albrecht, Clark County Community Planning. So I'm here to discuss Case No. 
CPZ2017-00025, Critical Areas Update. I just want to give a brief background. This is a pro_posal 

0 to amend two critical areas ordinances. Clark County Code, CCC Chapter 40.410, critical area 
aquifer recharge area, and CCC Chapter 40.420, flood hazard areas. 

So Chapter 40.410 is a procedural update. This update is a GMA requirement as a periodic 
review. Chapter 40.420 is an update required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
FEMA, since they have updated the flood insurance map for the Washougal River. 

So the proposed action this evening is to amend critical areas code Chapter 40.410, it's in 
Exhibit 1, and proposed to add best available science to Clark County Code 40.420, the flood 
hazard areas adopting the Flood Emergency Management FEMA flood insurance study that was 
produced to update the flood insurance map. So the staff recommends the proposal, these 
proposed changes and that's alii have. Are there any questions? 

MORASCH: Any questions for Gary? All right. I have a sign-in sheet. Sue Lintz signed up but 
she I think just left. Is there anyone in the audience that wishes to testify about the proposed 
amendment to the CCC 40.410, critical aquifer recharge area, come down now. All right. 
Seeing no one, I will now close the public testimony, return to the Planning Commission for any 
further questions, deliberations or a motion. 

JOHNSON: Make a MOTION we accept the proposal, staff proposal as written. 

BENDER: Second. 
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