
  
 

PUBLIC WORKS 
 DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING PROGRAM 

 

 
AGENDA 

 

DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING ADVISORY BOARD 
 

Thursday, September 3, 2015 
 

2:30 – 4:30 p.m. 
Public Service Center 

6th Floor, Training Room 
 
 

ITEM TIME FACILITATOR 
 Start Duration  

1. Administrative Actions 
• Introductions 
• DEAB meeting is being recorded and the 

audio will be posted on the DEAB’s website 
• Review/Adopt minutes 
• Review upcoming events  
• DEAB member announcements –  By-laws 

Amended on 8/18/15 
 

2:30 15 min Gunther 

 
2. Stormwater Code & Manual Updates  

 
3. Comp Plan/Updates  

 
4. Public Comment 

 
2:45 

 
3:15 

 
 3:45  
 
   
 
    

 
30 min 

 
30 min 

 
15 min    

 
   

  
   

 
Boening/Swanson  

 
Orjiako 

 
All 

    
Next DEAB Meeting: 
 
Thursday, October 1, 2015  
2:30 – 4:30 p.m. 
Public Service Center 
6th Floor, Training Room 
 
Agenda:   
Retaining Walls & Set-backs - Wollam/Snell/Muir 
Final Plat Process/Updates - Wriston 
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PUBLIC WORKS 
 DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING PROGRAM 

 

 
 
County Manager Briefing and BOCC Hearing 
 
County Manager Briefing – every Wednesday at 10 a.m. * 
 
BOCC Hearing – every Tuesday at 10 a.m. ** 
 
 
Joint Public Hearing BOCC and PC - The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Thursday, September 3, 6:00 p.m. 
 
Joint 2nd Public Hearing BOCC and PC - The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - Thursday, September 10, 6:00 p.m. 
 
    
  
 
Note:  Work sessions are frequently rescheduled.  Check with the BOCC’s office to confirm date/time of 
scheduled meetings. 
 
PC – Planning Commission 
BOCC – Board of Clark County Commissioners 
 
 
 
* Unless cancelled, which some are if there are no topics 
** Except first Tuesday when the hearing is typically in the evening 
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DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING  
ADVISORY BOARD 

 
 

Development and Engineering Advisory Board Meeting 
August 6, 2015 

2:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 
Public Service Center 

 
Board members in attendance:  Steve Bacon, Don Hardy, Ott Gaither, Andrew Gunther, James Howsley, 
Mike Odren, Terry Wollam and Jeff Wriston  
 
Board members not in attendance:  Eric Golemo 
 
County staff:   Jan Bazala,  Matt Hermen,  Rosie Hsiao,  Laurie Lebowsky,  Jeff Mize,  Jim Muir, Leigh 
Radford,  Ali Safayi,  Greg Shafer,  Marty Snell, Subu Swayam  
 
Public:  None 
 
Administrative Actions 

• DEAB meeting is recorded and posted to the county’s website.   
• Review/Adopt Minutes:  Minutes from June 2015 adopted. 
• Reviewed Upcoming Events: 

o County Manager Briefing – every Wednesday at 10 a.m. (Unless cancelled, which some 
are if there are no topics) 

o BOCC Hearing – every Tuesday at 10 a.m. (Except first Tuesday when the hearing is 
typically in the evening at 6:00 p.m.) 

o BOCC Hearing – Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) Updates – Tuesday, August 18, 10:00 a.m. 
o BOCC Work Session – Clark County Stormwater Code and Manuel Updates – 

Wednesday, August 19, 11:00 a.m. 
o PC Work Session – Parks Comp Plan Update and Shoreline Update – Thursday, August 6, 

5:30 p.m. 
o PC Hearing – Parks Comp Plan Update – Thursday, August 20, 6:30 p.m. 
o Matt Hermen gave the traffic impact fee (TIF) updates.  Planning Commission 

recommended approval to BOCC in July 29 work session.  All program recommendations 
adopted except one condition.   DEAB recommendation for TIF proposal with 3 years 
vesting was not approved.   

 
• DEAB member announcements:   

Jamie Howsley attended the BOCC work session yesterday (August 5) for the 2016-2021 
Transportation Improvement Program.  He had some concerns with changes to the TIP, state 
funding, and road funds.  Because of lost revenue from state funding and leveraging abilities, 
and no impact fees collected in certain land use processes, some TIP projects fall off.  He also 
questions impacts to the road fund revenues from developments in the future.    

 
Retaining Walls & Set-backs 
Marty Snell talked about the County code and standard details in the landscaping section for setbacks 
and retaining walls.   There are some issues for the setback of the retaining wall and fence; for example, 
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the height of the retaining wall and if there are multiple retaining walls.  He opened the conversation to 
DEAB for input and looked for optional solutions.   
 
Jim Muir mentioned retaining walls include building code issues, neighbors’ issues and development  
site issues.   
 
Following is the discussion: 

• The residential retaining walls and the industrial retaining walls are different.   Setback from the 
property line, the heights of the retaining wall can be the issues.    

• Interior facing and exterior facing retaining walls issues.   Multi-family exterior face has more 
issues. 

• Neighborhoods issues:  Complaining about the heights. 
• Non- confirming lot issue for future selling of the property. 
• Existing neighbors and new development neighbors issues 
• Possession issues for 2nd or 3rd owners 
• Maintenance issues for the gap between property line and fence  
• Urban and Rural areas are different, so retaining wall requirements should be different   
• Road easement issues  
• Revise the height and site distance of the retaining wall 
• Jurisdictions have the issue or not. 

 
DEAB will check with the jurisdictions and give feedback.  The revisit date is planned for October. 
 
County Web Page/Format/Communication  
Subu Swayam gave the background of the County internet which is 15 years old, has limited usability on 
mobile devices, not fully ADA compliant and user friendly.  The County is looking for services and 
usability improvements to replace the current system.   Currently, the County is migrating existing 
content and applications to the new framework; and it will go live in December of this year.  Two stages 
are involved: Phase 1 is to migrate and streamline content; Phase 2 is to re-structure department sites, 
enhance authoring tools and online applications.   
 
Leigh Radford demonstrated the features and the updated County intranet page to DEAB.  She showed 
some of the new sections of the website, for example, a fast section and search section.  The goal is for 
the Public to find information easily and to be user friendly. 
 
There are some suggestions and comments DEAB discussed: 

• Online applications fillable, savable, and changeable 
• Alphabetic ordering and dots   
• Layout for mobile device 
• Cross- department information sharing, contact information, email address etc. 
• GIS website issues 
• System failure backup 

  
Parks Master Plan  
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Laurie Lebowsky provided the background of the Parks Master Plan.  She mentioned the state Growth 
Management Act requires that local parks plans are a component of county master plans (RCW 36.70A) 
and is required before the county staff can apply for state parks grant funding.  Because the County and 
the City Parks Department separated last year, the County Parks Department was created and County 
Parks Advisory Board was created as well.  The goal and policies are to enhance communication and 
public outreach, and meet public demand.   After much outreach (open houses, on line surveys, 
webpage, stake holders interviews with all groups), there was some feedback, as follows: 
 

• Partnerships with City, to maximize resources 
• Connect the gaps, trails, park facilities 
• More parking,  trail access, restrooms 
• Education component and marketing 

 
In order to apply for state grants, the 6-year project list, which represents top priorities, and the 20-year 
project list, that includes a broader range of projects over the long-term, is required.   
 
Some issues for Parks Capital facilities include an estimated $26 million shortfall for maintenance and 
staff.  Suggestions are to set the fixed park impact fees, collaborate fees, and apply for grants.  DEAB 
comments are to work with stormwater groups to reduce the shortfall of maintenance.   
 
In the end, Laurie provided the timeline of the parks plan.  After presenting to the PC and BOCC, the Plan 
resolution will be adopted, then the County can apply for state grand funding.  In June of 2016, the parks 
plan will be readopted by ordinance as a Chapter in Com Plan update.   
 
DEAB requested the shortfall report from the parks division manager.  Laurie will follow up. 
 
Public Comment 
None.   
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:15 
Meeting minutes prepared by:  Rosie Hsiao 
Reviewed by:  Greg Shafer 
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Clark County’s  
 

Municipal Stormwater Permit 
Stormwater Manual and Code Update 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System & State Waste 
Discharge General Permit  2013-2018 

 

 

Updated 9.3.15 

 Update for Adoption Draft Code and Manual  

Round Lake 
Photo: Gary Piazza 
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Presentation Overview: 
 Stormwater manual and code update – 

who’s involved? 

 Key project highlights 

 Ecology comments on draft code and 
manual 

 What’s next….. 
 
 
 

North Fork Lewis River, from Yale Bridge 
Photo: Gary Piazza 
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Who is involved in the code and manual 
update? 

 

Primary CC Authority BOCC 

Environmental 
Services 

State of WA 
Dept. of Ecology Primary Regulatory 

Authority 

Primary Responsible  
County Departments 

United States 
Env. Protection Agency  

Clark County 
Departments 

Public Works  
Community Development 

Community Planning 
Prosecuting Attorney 

 
 
 

Other  
municipal 

NPDES 
permittees 

TAC, SAC, DEAB 
General  

Public 

 WA Water Pollution Control Law 
RCW Chapter 90.48 

CC Code 13.26A, 40.385 – plus other 
related planning codes County 

Mngr. 

 Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
USC Title 33, Section 1251 
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Stakeholders 



Key Project Highlights:  

 Clark County Stormwater Manual and Code update 
project is required by the NPDES Stormwater Permit 
from Ecology. 

 The Goal is to create a unified and consistent single 
stormwater manual for development and 
redevelopment projects that meets local needs and 
complies with the NPDES permit. 

 The key addition to the manual is the mandate to 
use low impact development stormwater infiltration 
BMPs wherever feasible. 
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The update project started in August 2013, 
when the revised permit was issued 



Key Project Highlights:  
 The requirement to use low impact 

development created a two-part project: 
(1) Updated county code and stormwater manual – 

rewrite stormwater code chapter 40.386 and create 
a new  county stormwater manual as a stand-alone  

(2) Revise development regulations in Title 40 to 
remove barriers to the use of low impact 
development practices.  

5 

Low Impact Development 
Site Design, Bioretention, Rain Gardens, Pervious Pavement, Green Roofs, 

Native Plantings, Rainwater  Harvesting  



Key Project Highlights:  
 

 The NPDES permit requires the new regulations and  
stormwater manual go into effect by January 8, 2016. 
 

 Stakeholder Process –  
 Internal stakeholders (across 5 departments) and numerous 

external stakeholders (including TAC and SAC).  
 

 Hosted over 80 meetings to review processes, technical data, and 
design information to ensure manual was complete and equivalent 
to the state manual.  
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Technical Advisory Committee – 10 meetings 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee – 6 meetings 



Key Project Highlights:  
 
What is the consequence for not completing the 
code and manual update?  

 
• If Clark County fails to adopt and implement the 

updated code and manual by January 8th, it will be out 
of compliance with its NPDES municipal stormwater 
permit.  
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Ecology feedback on Review Draft: 
For technical equivalency 

 

 No fatal flaws in the information submitted 

 

 Several minor technical clarifications / 
corrections that are addressed in the Adoption 
Draft 
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What’s next….. 
 Clean Water Commission 
 DEAB update 
 SEPA submittal 
 Code – Department of Commerce 
 BOCC  Work Session (Aug. 19) 
 Adoption draft published (Sept. 17) 
 PC – WS and Hearing (Oct.  1 and 15) 
 Final adoption draft published (Oct. 23) 
 BOCC Hearing (early Nov.) 
 January 8, 2016 – new regulations are effective 
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Thank you, in advance, for your feedback, 
input and support to get to the final product! 

 

 
 

 
 

- No comments received 

- No comments received 



 
 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING  
  

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
TO;  Clark County Board of Councilors 
  Clark County Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Oliver Orjiako, Director 
 
DATE:  August 27, 2015 
 
SUBJECT:  Materials for the September 3, 2015 Joint PC/BOCC Hearing on the      
                         Draft SEIS  
     
 
The attached material is provided to the Board of County Councilors and Planning 
Commission in preparation for the September 3, 2015 Joint public hearing on the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) relating to the Clark County 
2016 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Update.  The DSEIS was published 
August 5, 2015. The material includes the following documents: 
 

1. A copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; 
2. A copy of DSEIS comments submitted to date. 
 

The DSEIS was developed in accordance with State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA; 
RCW 43.21C.120 and 43.21C.135) requirements. An EIS was prepared for the 2007 
Comprehensive Plan update that covers potential impacts from development of current 
urban growth areas (UGAs).  Because of the recession, most of the land brought into 
UGAs is undeveloped.  Given the OFM population number the Board adopted in 2014, it 
was determined that enough capacity exists in current UGAs to accommodate projected 
growth in population and jobs out to 2035.  Accordingly, the decision was made to 
readopt the 2007 EIS and to prepare a supplemental EIS to cover the additional 
changes proposed in the 2016 update.   
 
The DSEIS provides a project description and summary of the evaluation of the four 
alternatives to manage growth to 2035. In the DSEIS, the alternatives are summarized 
and changes in impacts are documented for each alternative growth scenario. The four 
alternatives reviewed include: 
 

Alternative 1 – No Action. This alternative would not change the current urban growth 
area boundaries, policies and regulations as adopted in 2007 and updated in 2014. 
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Alternative 2 – Countywide Modifications. This alternative incorporates changes in 
policy direction, land use, zoning, the Board of County Councilors’ principles and 
values, acknowledges existing development trends, and resolves map inconsistencies. 
 
Alternative 3- City UGA Expansions. The Cities of Battle Ground, La Center, Ridgefield, 
and Washougal 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 inconsistencies 
between the actual lot sizes and the existing zoning in rural areas; encourage clustering 
options to preserve resource lands, open space, and non-residential agriculture uses, 
and provides additional economic opportunities in the rural areas. 
 

Following is a chronology of events related to the 2016 update SEPA process: 
 

2014 
 
July 16.  The first mention of three possible EIS alternatives was made at a Board work 
session.  
   
July 30.  A ‘notice of scoping’ and a ‘notice of re-adoption of the 2007 EIS’ were 
published. 
 
August 19.  Board approved a contract with consultants ESA to prepare the draft SEIS.  
The approved contract amount was about $100,000. 
 
August 19, 20, 27, 28. Scoping meetings held; scoping comments were due September 
1, 2014.  (Note: WAC 197-11-620(1) states that scoping is optional when preparing a 
supplemental EIS.  WAC 197-11-408(2)(a)(i) requires only a 21-day scoping comment 
period). 
 
September 24.  The scoping report and more detail of the three alternatives were 
presented at a Board work session.  
 
October 22.  Three alternatives were agreed upon by the Board at a work session.  
 
October 29, 30.  Open houses were held to explain what was in each of the alternatives. 
Note: WAC 197-11-440(5) requires reasonable alternatives, but does not require a 
specific number of alternatives. 
 
October.  ESA commenced work on the DSEIS.  The issuance date was set for 
February 4, 2015, with a 30-day comment period (required by WAC 197-11-455(6)).  A 
joint BOCC/Planning Commission hearing was scheduled for February 19, 2015. 
 
 
2015 
 
January 21. At a Board work session, the Board asked that the DSEIS process stop, as 
there was interest in developing an additional alternative. 
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February 18.  Board work session held on Alternative 4. 
 
March 11.  Board work session held Alternative 4. 
 
March 25; April 1.  Open houses held on the SEIS alternatives. 
 
April 14.  Board approved four alternatives for the draft SEIS (DSEIS).  Board approves 
an additional $41,000 for the analysis of Alternative 4. 
 
August 5.  DSEIS issued. 
 
August 20.  Planning Commission work session held on the DSEIS 
 
September 3, 10.  Joint Board/PC public hearing scheduled. 
 
September 17.  End of the DSEIS comment period.  Planning Commission hearing 
scheduled to deliberate and decide on a preferred alternative to recommend to the 
Board. 
 
October 20.  Board hearing scheduled to deliberate and decided on a preferred 
alternative, which will be the subject of the final SEIS (FSEIS). 
 

The most recent packet for the Board and the Planning Commission contains DSEIS 
comments received from August 5 through August 27, 2015. The comment period on 
the DSEIS ends September 17, 2015, so additional comments will be provided as they 
become available.  All public comments on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update are 
available online by accessing this link: ftp://ccplanning.clark.wa.gov. 
 
Attachments: 

• Presentation slides 
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Clark County
2016 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Update

Community Planning BOCC/Planning Commission Joint Hearing, September 3, 2015 

RURAL LANDS

TRANSPORTATION

URBAN LANDS

PUBLIC FACLITIES

CHECKING IN ON OUR FUTURE

Draft

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

August 2015

Agenda

1.  Purpose of the hearing
a. Progress to date
b. SEPA chronology to date
c. DSEIS Alternatives review
d. Next steps

2.  Public Testimony
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Comprehensive plan progress to date
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July 16.  Three possible EIS alternatives presented at Board work session. 

July 30. ‘Notice of scoping’ and a ‘notice of re‐adoption of the 2007 EIS’ published.

August 19. Contract with consultants (ESA) approved to prepare the draft SEIS.  
The approved contract amount was about $100,000.

August 19, 20, 27, 28. Scoping meetings; scoping comments due September 1, 2014.  

(Note: WAC 197‐11‐620(1) states that scoping is optional when preparing a supplemental EIS.  
WAC 197‐11‐408(2)(a)(i) requires only a 21‐day scoping comment period).

September 24. Scoping report and more detail of the three alternatives were 
presented at a Board work session. 

October 22.  Three alternatives were agreed upon by the Board at a work session.

October 29, 30.  Open houses held on alternatives. Note: WAC 197‐11‐440(5) 
requires reasonable alternatives, but does not require a specific number of 
alternatives.

October.  ESA commenced work on the DSEIS.  The issuance date was set for 
February 4, 2015, with a 30‐day comment period. A joint BOCC/Planning 
Commission hearing was scheduled for February 19, 2015.
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January 21. At a Board work session, the Board asked that the DSEIS process stop, 
as there was interest in developing an additional alternative.

February 18.  Board work session held on Alternative 4.

March 11.  Board work session held Alternative 4.

March 25; April 1.  Open houses held on the SEIS alternatives.

April 14. Board approved four alternatives for the draft SEIS (DSEIS).  Board 
approves an additional $41,000 for the analysis of Alternative 4.

August 5. DSEIS issued. Available online and at libraries and city halls throughout 
the county. (See page FS‐3 of the DSEIS for exact locations)

August 20.  Planning Commission work session held on the DSEIS

September 3, 10.  Joint Board/PC public hearing scheduled.

September 17.  End of the DSEIS comment period.  Planning Commission hearing 
to deliberate and decide on a preferred alternative to recommend to the Board.

October 20.  Board hearing scheduled to deliberate and decided on a preferred 
alternative, which will be the subject of the final SEIS (FSEIS).

Alternative 1 – No action
No Action Alternative would be the current Comprehensive Growth Management Plan, 
including current urban growth boundaries, planning assumptions, policies and 
implementation ordinances.
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The new planning assumptions, policy direction, changes in land use/zoning, and principles 

and values defined by the commissioners are reflected in this alternative.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2
The county is proposing changes in land use/zoning that supports job growth and reflects  
development trends.

Rural County

Minimum parcel size 
changes for AG‐20, FR‐
40 and some R‐20

Public Facilities

Creation of a Public 
Facility zone to identify 
publicly owned facilities

Washougal UGA

Correcting zoning map 
inconsistency between 
county and city zoning

Vancouver UGAVancouver UGA

Land use changes to 
support job growth in 
Salmon Creek and
Discovery area

Battle Ground UGA

Land use changes 
from industrial to 
residential to reflect 
current development

Urban Reserve

Removal of overlay in 
North Salmon Creek 
area to reflect current 
development trends

Mixed Use

Matching comp plan 
designation to zoning

Ridgefield UGA

UGA expansion to 
enhance the city’s 
recreational 
opportunities

Urban Holding

Removal of overlay in 
Fisher’s swale area 
to reflect current 
development trends
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Alternative 2
Comprehensive plan map legend consolidation

1. Consolidation of comprehensive plan land use designations
o Rural: Consolidate multiple Rural comp plan designations (R‐5, R‐10, R‐20) to one Rural (R)

designation

o Forest: Consolidate two Forest comp plan designations (Forest Tier I and Forest Tier II to one 
Forest (F) designation

o Commercial: Consolidate multiple urban commercial comp plan designations (Neighborhood, 
Community and General) to one Commercial (C) designation 

o Urban Reserve: Combine Urban Reserve (UR) comp plan designation and overlays into one 
urban reserve overlay. Implemented on the zoning map by UR‐10 overlay on residential and 
UR‐20 overlay on all other zones.

o Urban Holding: Create an Urban Holding overlay (UH) comp plan designation. Implemented on 
the zoning map by UH‐10 for residential and UH‐20 on all other zones.

2. Removal of Three Creeks Special Planning Area overlay
o Work will be completed with 2016 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan update

Alternative 2
RURAL AREAS
Recommendations from the Rural Lands Task Force

• Reduce minimum lot area 
requirements
– Agriculture zoning: from 

20 acres to 10 acres 
– Forest zoning: For parcels 

zoned FR‐40, from 40 acres 
to 20 acres 

– Rural zoning: For parcels 
zoned R‐20, from 20 acres 
to 10 acres, in some areas
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Alternative 2
BATTLE GROUND UGA
Change from industrial land to low density residential and change the R1‐5 of adjacent parcels 
to R1‐20 to recognize existing uses. 

Comp plan map: Change from Industrial (I) to Urban Low Residential (UL)

Six parcels abutting NE 189th St to change 
from Single‐family residential R1‐5 (5,000 sq. 
ft. lots) to Single‐family residential R1‐20 
(20,000 sq. ft. lots) with Urban Holding (UH‐
10) overlay

Zoning map

Change from Business Park (BP)and Urban 
Holding (UH‐20) to Single‐family residential 
R1‐20 (20,000 sq. ft. lots) with Urban Holding 
(UH‐10) overlay

Alternative 2 – County initiated changes
RIDGEFIELD UGA
5 parcel expansion of Ridgefield Urban Growth Boundary including the Tri‐Mountain Golf Course

Alternative 2

Comprehensive Plan map: Retaining Parks and Open Space (P/OS) designation

Zoning map

Retaining Parks and Open Space 
(P/OS) zoning and adding an 
Urban Holding (UH‐20) overlay
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Alternative 2 
WASHOUGAL UGA
Correcting an inconsistency between county and city zoning classifications

Comprehensive plan map : No change
Zoning map

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

Change from R1‐15 (Washougal 
zoning) to R1‐10 (county zoning)

Change from AR‐16 (Washougal 
zoning) to R‐18 (county zoning) and 
adding Urban Holding overlay

Alternative 2 – County initiated changes
VANCOUVER UGA
Both the Discovery ‐ Fairgrounds and Salmon Creek sub‐area plan recommendations were 
developed by advisory groups composed of stakeholders from the specific area including 
property owners and leaders of major institutions. 

Zoning map (current) Zoning map (proposed)

Alternative 2 
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URBAN RESERVE
Removal of Urban Reserve overlay in the north Salmon Creek area. This area provides a natural 
buffer to agriculture resource lands.

• Removal of Urban Reserve (UR‐
10) zone and application of Rural 
(R‐5) on those parcels in gray with 
red outline

• Removal of Urban Reserve (UR‐
10) overlay and retaining 
Agriculture zoning

Comp plan map: Removal of Urban Reserve and application of Rural designation

Zoning map

Alternative 2 

URBAN HOLDING
Removal of Urban Holding designation in the Fisher’s Swale area within the Vancouver Urban 
Growth Boundary – these areas are already developed and are served by infrastructure

Comprehensive plan map: Retaining Urban Low Residential designation

Zoning map

Removal of Urban Holding‐10 
(purple stripes) and keep the 
Single‐Family Residential zoning 
of (R1‐20), (R1‐10) and (R1‐7.5)

Alternative 2 
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MIXED USE
Application of appropriate comprehensive plan designation to match the actual zone in use 
instead of the mixed use

Proposed comprehensive plan map

Change from Mixed Use (MU) comp. 
plan designation to match the zoning
• Includes parcels outlined in yellow
• New comp. plan designations include:

– Commercial
– Industrial
– Urban Low Residential
– Urban Medium Residential
– Urban High Residential

Zoning map: Retaining current zoning

Alternative 2 

Comprehensive plan map

• The comprehensive plan 
map applies a Public 
Facilities (PF) designation to 
land owned by some public 
entities.

Zoning map

• Changing to Public Facilities 
(PF) zone

PUBLIC FACILITIES
Creation of a Public Facilities comprehensive plan designation and zoning district. The district 
includes publicly owned facilities, i.e. schools, utilities and government buildings

Alternative 2 
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Alternative 3 – City initiated changes
The cities of Battle Ground and La Center are considering expanding their urban growth areas.

Battle Ground UGA expansion
Proposed comp. plan designation of 
Mixed Use with Urban Holding overlay

La Center UGA expansion
Proposed comp. plan designation of 
Commercial with Urban Holding overlay 
and Public Facility for school

Alternative 3 – City initiated changes
The cities of Ridgefield and Washougal are considering expanding their urban growth areas for 
residential.

Ridgefield UGA expansion
Proposed comp. plan designation of 
Urban Low Density Residential

Washougal UGA expansion
Proposed comp. plan designation of 
Urban Low Density Residential
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Alternative 4 
This alternative proposes changes to Rural and Resource lands.

6.

Alternative 4 
This alternative proposes changes to Rural and Resource lands.

6.
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Table 1‐2.  Potential New Lots Allowable Under  Each Alternative

DSEIS Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Zone

Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative

Alternative 2 –

Countywide 

Modifications

Alternative 3 –

City UGA 

Expansions

Alternative 4 –

Rural, 

Agriculture, and 

Forest Expansion

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 and Buildable Lands Model (VBLM) dated July 24, 2015
* The Rural VBLM 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.

Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Earth Resources
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Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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 moderate 
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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Water Resources

Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Fish and Wildlife Resources
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Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

Most impacts to scenic and 
natural resources could be 
mitigated through 
compliance with existing 
regulations.

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 with increased 
development. Incremental 
development over time 
would minimize impacts.

Low potential for impacts; 
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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Energy and Natural Resources

Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Land and Shoreline Use
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Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Transportation

Alternative 1 – No 
Action Alternative

Alternative 2 –
Countywide 
Modifications

Alternative 3 – City
UGA Expansion

Alternative 4 – Rural, 
Agriculture, and Forest 
Changes

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.

Table S‐2.  Summary of Impacts by Alternative  

Public Facilities and Utilities
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Next Steps

31

Draft SEIS issued
August 5, 2015

DSEIS PC Work 
Session 

August 20, 2015

Joint Council/PC  
Hearing on Draft SEIS 
September 3, 2015
September 10, 2015

Comment Period ends
PC Preferred Alternative 

Hearing

September 17, 2015

BOCC Preferred 
Alternative Hearing 
October 20, 2015

Final SEIS completion

December 2015

60‐day Commerce 
notification 

Final adoption 
December 2015 – May 

2016

(NLT June 30, 2016) 

Share your comments

Online www.clark.wa.gov/planning/2016update/comments/html

Engage
Clark 
County

http://www.peakdemocracy.com/2963 

Email Send to: comp.plan@clark.wa.gov
Put “Draft SEIS Comments” in the subject line. Include your name and mailing 
address.

Letter Mail to:
Clark County Community Planning
Draft SEIS Comments
P.O. Box 9810
Vancouver, WA 98666‐9810

Public 
Hearing 

Sept. 3, 2015, at 6:00 p.m.
1300 Franklin Street
Vancouver, WA

Sept. 10, 2015, at 6:00 p.m.
1300 Franklin Street
Vancouver, WA

Provide comments online or by email, letter or comment form. Comments must be received by 
4:00 p.m. on September 17, 2015,  to be considered in the environmental analysis. 
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Questions?

Thank you!

www.clark.wa.gov/planning/2016update
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