
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2016 

BOCC Hearing Room 
1300 Franklin Street, 6th Floor 
Vancouver, Washington 
6:30 p.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, welcome to the October 20, 2016, Planning Commission hearing.  Can 
we get a roll call, please.   
 
BENDER:   ABSENT  
BLOM:   ABSENT  
JOHNSON:   AYE  
QUIRING:   HERE  
BARCA:   HERE  
WRIGHT:   HERE  
MORASCH:   HERE  
 
MORASCH:  Thank you.  All right.   

GENERAL & NEW BUSINESS 

A. Approval of Agenda for October 20, 2016 
 
MORASCH:  Has everyone had a chance to review the agenda?  And if there are no changes, I'd 
take a motion to approve the agenda.   
 
JOHNSON:  Motion to approve the agenda.   
 
QUIRING:  Second.   
 
MORASCH:  All in favor.   
 
EVERYBODY:  AYE  
 
MORASCH:  Opposed?  All right.   
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B. Approval of Minutes for August 18,2016 
 
MORASCH:  What about the minutes.  Does anyone have any corrections to the minutes?  
Otherwise, I'd take a motion to approve the minutes.   
 
WRIGHT:  So moved.   
 
JOHNSON:  Second.   
 
MORASCH:  All in favor.   
 
EVERYBODY:  AYE  
 
MORASCH:  Opposed?  All right.  We've approved the minutes.   
 
C. Communications from the Public 
 
MORASCH:  And now we're on to communications from the public.  So now we will open it up, if 
there's anyone in the public that wants to talk to us tonight about a matter that's not on our printed 
agenda, please, now is the time to come forward.  All right.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS & PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
 
MORASCH:  Well, seeing no one rushing up here, we will move on to our first public hearing item of 
the night.  Planning Commission will consider staff recommendations to amend Chapter 40.610 to 
provide an option for deferral of collection of impact fees for single-family housing units.  Jan, are 
you giving us the presentation on that tonight? 
 

A. The Planning Commission will consider staff recommendations to amend CCC 40.610 to 
provide an option for deferral of collection of impact fees for single family housing units. 
Staff Contact: Marty Snell, (360) 397-2375, Ext. 4101 
E-Mail: marty.snell@clark.wa.gov 

 
BAZALA:  I am.  I am.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Take it away.   
 
BAZALA:  All right.  Good evening.  Jan Bazala, Community Development.  We talked about this 
topic at a work session back on September 1st.  School, park and traffic impact fees are typically 
collected when a building permit is issued; however, in April of 2015, the State legislature signed a bill 
that requires jurisdictions to provide an option to defer the collection of these impact fees and 
they're restricted to single-family construction until either final inspection, a certificate of occupancy 
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or at the closing of sale.  A copy of that Senate Bill has been added into your packet of materials.  
The Bill allows local jurisdictions to choose at which point they want to collect the fees.  But in any 
case, they have to be collected within 18 months of the issuance of the building permit.   
 
The Bill limits the number of permits that can be deferred by each builder to 20, unless the 
jurisdiction specifically raises the number by ordinance.  The required mechanism by which the fees 
would be ensured to be paid would be via lien on the property.  So the proposal is to require that 
the applicant submit a fee deferral application and that would include a recorded covenant slash lien 
for each building permit application before the building permits would be issued.  The County will 
not issue a final inspection or will not schedule a final inspection until the fees are paid.   
 
In the event the fees are not paid within 18 months, the County can initiate foreclosing -- foreclosure 
proceedings.  If the County doesn't initiate foreclosure, the school districts can always ask the 
County to do so, and if we don't do it within 45 days of their request, then the school districts can 
initiate foreclosure in regards to the school fees.   
 
So I believe that's the high point of the code.  Basically, you know, the State is telling us we must do 
this.  Much of the language in the code is taken from the Senate Bill.  So with that, I will see if you 
have any questions.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Thank you.  Anyone have any questions for Jan before we open up the 
public hearing to the public testimony?  All right.  It looks like no questions at this point.  Do we 
have a sign-in sheet?  Thank you.  Okay.  
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY  
 
Jarret Helmes, would you like to --  
 
HELMES:  No.   
 
MORASCH:  No testimony.   
 
HELMES:  I'm sorry.  I was just signing in as being here.   
 
MORASCH:  Okay.  Amber Scott.  Please tell us your name and spell your last name for the court 
reporter, and welcome to the Planning Commission.   
 
SCOTT:  Thank you.  Good evening.  My name is Amber Scott, S-c-o-t-t, and I work with Marnie 
Allen at ESD 112.  Our address is 2500 NE 65th Avenue, Vancouver, Washington 98661.   
 
Ms. Allen represents the Clark County School Districts and submitted a letter on behalf of the school 
districts.  I'm here testifying on behalf of Ms. Allen as well as the school districts.  As explained in 
the letter Ms. Allen submitted, as a general rule, school districts do not support deferring the 
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payment of school impact fees.  School districts believe school impact fees should be paid when 
building permits are approved because school districts need the fees with enough time to get school 
facilities ready to serve the new students that live in the new housing.   
 
While the school districts do not support deferring the payment of school impact fees, the districts 
understand Clark County does not have a choice in adopting an ordinance that gives developers the 
option to defer the payment of school impact fees.  Given that reality, the districts support the 
ordinance staff is recommending.   
 
The aspects of the ordinance that are important to the districts are that the fees not be deferred to 
occupancy or closing, but rather they only be deferred to final inspection.  The districts also want to 
ensure that a developer that wants to defer impact fees be required to defer all the impact fees and 
not just certain types of fees or a portion of the fees.  And most important, the school district 
supports the requirement to have a lien recorded to assist in ensuring the fees are collected and 
believe it is imperative that Clark County work with the districts on requested school impact fee 
deferrals.   
 
There is an interlocal agreement between the County and all of the Clark County school districts 
related to the County's collection of school impact fees.  The districts welcome the opportunity to 
work with County staff on amendments to the interlocal agreement that address the way in which 
school impact fee deferrals are implemented and enforced.   
 
Thank you for considering the districts request to adopt the ordinance with the above provisions.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Thank you.  Does anyone have any questions?   
 
JOHNSON:  I have one.  Is there any mechanism at all that the district knows when a permit is 
pulled besides the impact fee being paid?  So when a permit is pulled, is there -- does the district 
know that?   
 
SCOTT:  I would have to confer with Ms. Allen and get back with you on an answer.   
 
JOHNSON:  Jan, do you know?   
 
BAZALA:  I don't believe there is.   
 
JOHNSON:  So the only way they would know is just looking around or on their own fruition; yes? 
 
BAZALA:  Right.   
 
QUIRING:  Couldn't they ask that question of the County?   
 
BAZALA:  Yes.   
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QUIRING:  I mean, it would be a pretty --  
 
BAZALA:  Yes. 
 
QUIRING:  -- obvious question to ask so they can do their planning.   
 
BAZALA:  Yeah.  Yeah.  Well, I mean, well, maybe Susan knows something that I don't know, but...  
 
ELLINGER:  Hi.  I'm Susan Ellinger.  I'm with Community Development Land Use.  And we have 
reports on our web page of all of the permits that are issued every once in a while, and it's not on a 
regular basis.  We do provide reports for the school districts of building permits that are pulled or 
whatever information they're looking for.  So it is, like I said, it's not on a regular basis, but we do 
provide those reports to them when they ask.   
 
JOHNSON:  All right.  Thank you.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other questions?   
 
WRIGHT:  I have a question for staff regarding the request from the school districts to not collect 
any, if there's a deferral of the impact fees, not to collect any until they're all paid.  Is that really a 
feasible thing to -- can you deny a developer if he wants to pay part of the building permits and or at 
any time during his deferral period?  I would think that would be rather complicated to say, 
hey -- hey, no, you got to wait.   
 
BAZALA:  I think that we allow them to break them up. 
 
ELLINGER:  So if they're wanting to pay a portion, like just traffic but not the other impact fees or 
that's what you're asking or -- we try not to deny anyone who's trying to pay us for whatever they 
want to pay us for.   
 
WRIGHT:  It has a certain common sense to it, yeah.  
 
ELLINGER:  That's not a bad policy, right.  So I don't think that we would do that, although I do 
understand what you're saying and we haven't come up with a plan if they only want to pay a 
portion.  So that's maybe something we need to think about.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other questions?   
 
SCOTT:  I just had one further comment.   
 
MORASCH:  Sure. 
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SCOTT:  I'm sorry.  In the letter that was written to the Planning Commission on the 14th, Marnie 
says it would impose an undue burden on the districts and County to track payment of -- track 
payment of impact fees if some are paid at building permit issuance and others are deferred.  So I 
would just --  
 
WRIGHT:  I can understand what the point is, but it seems an unlikely event in any case if they go to 
the trouble of getting a deferral, you know, we can put too fine a point on this, I think.   
 
SCOTT:  Okay.  Sorry.   
 
QUIRING:  And if I understood, Karl, if I understood your question about whether there was a 
mechanism for the school to find out whether building permits had been pulled, what I understood 
from that was that would be one way for the school to find out what's coming in advance of actually 
so that they could plan because that was one of the -- one of the things that they have a problem 
with because they want time to plan.  And if they knew -- is that what you were asking about?   
 
JOHNSON:  Yeah.  Well, and that there's the three choices, the choice that's in front of us is the 
least -- would give them the most time mandated by the State.  Once, again, I find it interesting that 
the State kind of throws this stuff down at us and then you guys kind of figure it out and I put you 
guys, the school districts in an awkward position because I think they need to know as far out as 
possible.  But if we're -- if we're -- if we're shortening that window because we have to by the 
State's rules, it would be nice if they knew.  Just go, okay, you're still, without driving around your 
town, I mean I'm from Battle Ground and I couldn't keep track of what's being built out there right 
now, you probably don't even know.  No, I'm kidding.   
 
QUIRING:  No. 
 
JOHNSON:  No.  So anyways it's just, to me, I'm sensitive to the fact that the school districts need a 
longer time.  I just wondered if somebody said, yeah, here's all the building in Battle Ground at this 
time and, you know, the superintendents could see that and, okay, at least we can make some 
projections that are reasonable.  That was -- that's the only reason I brought it up.  Because if 
they're not and the State has said let's push it back, well, that's kind of a bummer, you know, and 
we're -- we're in a growth mode out there in the -- in the north county.   
 
QUIRING:  Yeah.  I would -- I would never expect a school to have to drive around and find 
building.   
 
JOHNSON:  Well, I was kind of -- I was tongue-in-cheek, you know.   
 
QUIRING:  I would assume that the school could call the County, find out how many building permits 
had been pulled where.   
 
JOHNSON:  As a teacher, I'm in a ten-plex portable.  Portables rule, man, you know.  And I know 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Thursday, October 20, 2016 
Page 7 
 

it's bad for teaching.  It's bad for the kids.  It's bad for everything.  So the more we can get ahead 
of this and look at it, and I know I'm kind of going on about this because we really have no choice, but 
I think it's the best option for what we've been given.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other questions?   
 
BARCA:  Well, I need a clarification, then, based on what Karl just said.  The earliest opportunity 
would be to notify the schools at the issuance of the building permit.  This is saying that they won't 
know about the money coming in until final inspection.  So we are indeed saying that we're going to 
shrink the lead time of having the school district receive the funding.  So I think we need to clarify, 
are we talking about notification versus the receipt of funds?  And the way the building industry is 
right now, I don't know if there's a big difference between that.  Is it 16 months for residential 
building from issuing a permit?  Is it less?   
 
ELLINGER:  It can vary significantly, but... 
 
BARCA:  Right.  Okay.  And I'm throwing that out.  I think we're talking about truly there's not 
enough window of time to have an organization the size of a school district react and as rapidly as 
houses can get built.  So if the school districts are not made aware of the development much further 
in advance of a funding mechanism, we have a fundamental problem that is perhaps not being 
addressed, and I'm hoping that there will be some additional testimony that might kind of shed some 
light on whether we think this is actually an issue or not from the idea of notification versus funding.  
I'm still not seeing that that difference between lead time is going to be that far apart.   
 
JOHNSON:  And the only reason I brought it up is because the school districts said they would not 
support or agree to that payment if they could basically.  I'm paraphrasing.   
 
BARCA:  Sure. 
 
JOHNSON:  And so but they understand that the least of the three, so they didn't like it, they didn't 
like it and I had just assumed it was because of the lead time.  And so with that in mind, that's why I 
asked, is this where they find out?  Normally right now when a building's built, is that the first, or 
when a permit's pulled, is that the first time the district knows that there's actual growth?  That's 
the question.  So if there's something else out there, a mechanism out there, then I go, okay, then 
this really doesn't -- then we're at a (inaudible) which is this really doesn't matter that much, so that 
was my question.   
 
MORASCH:  Well, yeah, I'll follow that up.  I mean, my understanding is schools like every other 
municipality that plans for capital facilities has to have a capital facility plan and that's a document 
that looks out many years.  They're not waiting for a building permit to be issued to then decide, oh, 
we need to build a new school now.  There's a building permit.  They need to be planning that way 
out in advance, which I believe they are under the GMA.   
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BARCA:  Six years. 
 
ELLINGER:  And they're watching the subdivisions that get approved as well.  You know, they don't 
know how many homes are going to be built and when exactly, but they're looking in advance and 
those are some of the other reports that we provide them when they request them.   
 
BAZALA:  Right.  And in addition, most applicants have to provide a school bus letter where they 
get a letter from the school district, so that's another avenue that they can, you know, get a heads-up 
that something's coming down the pike.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other questions?  Do you have anything else you want to add?   
 
SCOTT:  No.  Thank you.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Thank you for coming.   
 
Jennifer Halleck.   
 
HALLECK:  Good evening.  I'm Jennifer Halleck, H-a-l-l-e-c-k, with Vancouver Public Schools, 2901 
Falk Road.   
 
So I just wanted to put my name on the list in case I didn't know exactly where you know what the, 
you know, total impact fees, it doesn't include SIF, PIF, TIF, all of those are just schools, so I think 
most of my questions have been answered.  I did want to -- I can address a little bit of when do we 
know about new developments happening within our school district, how we do it.  Every school 
district does it just a little bit different because there's no structure around that or required structure, 
and a little context around the timing of your buying power related to your capital facilities plan.   
 
So the first question first or first issue first is we actually track and trend even when there's a 
preliminary or a pre-app that's done, we request that kind of information in an e-mail and an e-mail 
blast goes out from the County.  And then we put it on a spreadsheet and begin the process and we 
map that out in our GIS, coordinate that to our different elementary, middle and high school 
boundaries, apply our generation rate and then get an idea about what growth might look like in that 
area.  That's sort of a gross review.   
 
And then a little bit more accurately, of course, we follow those developments, large developments, 
we call the developer, we call whoever might want to receive our advice on bus pick up and how 
buses can get through that larger development or if there's any question around that school's too 
full, maybe we might have to have these kids go to a different school and not their home school, so...   
 
Anyway, so then the second part, the capital facilities plan, when we defer collection of an impact 
fee, even 18 months doesn't seem that long, but to put it in context for you, we currently are working 
off a October 1, 2014, student head count for our capital facilities plan which has been approved by 



Planning Commission Hearing 
Thursday, October 20, 2016 
Page 9 
 

the County but not yet put into place.  So January 1, 2017, our impact fee calculations based on an 
October 1, 2014, head count, so that's a three-year delay already and sort of the where are you at 
and how many kids do you have and that, of course, those -- that capacity or lack of capacity goes 
into your formula calculation.  So we're already three years in delay.   
 
It gets maybe delayed now for another 18 months and we know that you can vest that particular 
dollar amount for -- I don't have the correct number of years that you can vest that amount, three, 
four, five years.  So you have a minimum of four years, maybe, on the onset of six to seven years 
where your buying power has been significantly reduced from the time that you actually calculated 
that impact fee.  So that's, you know, 18 months is 18 months on the back end of the calculation, 
but we also know you don't have much choice, so...  Hopefully that provides some context for you.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Thank you.  Any questions?  No?  All right.  Thank you.  You did a 
good job and answered all our questions.  Thank you very much for coming.   
 
There's no one else on the sign-in sheet, but if anyone wants to testify about this matter, now would 
be the time to come down.  All right.  Seeing no one, I will go ahead and close the public hearing 
and turn it over to the Planning Commission for either further questions of staff or deliberation.   
 
RETURN TO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
QUIRING:  I have a further question.  Jan, when you were saying, when you were talking about 
when the payment of the fees would be due, you said prior to the final inspection.   
 
BAZALA:  Right.  They would have to be paid before we would schedule a final inspection.   
 
QUIRING:  That isn't what the law says.  That's not what the statute says.   
 
BAZALA:  It provides a few different options.   
 
QUIRING:  Yeah.  It says it may be withheld -- you can withhold the certification of a final 
inspection, a certificate of an occupancy or equivalent certification until impact fees have been paid 
in full.  So you're not giving -- I think the County should -- well, here's another question.  Is there a 
certification that is given by the County after a final inspection?   
 
BAZALA:  At the final inspection for single-family development, the inspector goes out there, and if 
everything is up to code, he will put, or he or she will put a final tag saying that they're final.  It's 
pretty much the same as a final occupancy.   
 
QUIRING:  So it's just the thing --  
 
BAZALA:  It's a little bit less formal. 
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QUIRING:  -- that all the inspections have.   
 
BAZALA:  Yes. 
 
QUIRING:  They're kind of on the wall in there and they sign it.   
 
BAZALA:  Right.  And that's basically it.  There's not a follow-up official certificate of occupancy 
letter as is done with commercial and industrial construction.   
 
QUIRING:  So did DEAB look at this and they're okay with that?   
 
BAZALA:  Yes.  My understanding is that Mr. Snell -- I mean, I think --  
 
QUIRING:  Because it isn't strictly what the law says.  It's actually collecting it before, before that 
inspection.  How do they know -- I mean, is the inspection going to come immediately after that or, 
oh, let's see, we'll collect your money and then we can do this a month from now?   
 
BAZALA:  Well, typically inspections are scheduled like the next day.  I mean, they're very short 
turnaround.   
 
QUIRING:  Okay.  If that's the case.   
 
BAZALA:  It is.   
 
MORASCH:  Any other questions?  If not, somebody want to start off with deliberation.  Karl, why 
don't we start at your end.   
 
JOHNSON:  No.  I kind of already -- I appreciate the second comment there because that was really 
my concern and any way that we can help the school districts, but at the same time we got to do 
what we got to do.  I think it's well crafted from what the State has required you to do.  It's not a 
bitter, bitter pill, but it's a sour pill, so... 
 
QUIRING:  Also there's a typo.  C.1, second sentence, covenant shall, it says hall.   
 
BAZALA:  Yes.   
 
MORASCH:  Hall.   
 
BAZALA:  Yes. 
 
MORASCH:  Right.  Ron, do you have anything to add?   
 
BARCA:  I don't think there's anything other than what we've already had in the discussion.  I do 
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think that in the context of shared burden, the schools asking about other impact fees and not 
exclusively the school district fees is a valid consideration for the council to discuss.  Certainly the 
withholding of public funds for the sake of capital improvements is an impact and a burden.  
Somehow the State has seen fit to imply it to the school districts, but I wonder how much timelier or 
crisply services would be delivered if the County, indeed, saw impact fees to roads and parks under 
the same circumstances?  So I would like the Councilors just to take into consideration the fairness 
of the concept of saying that the school districts can live without their money a little bit longer, why 
not other impact fees?   
 
MORASCH:  A question for staff.  Doesn't this apply to all impact fees?   
 
BAZALA:  Yes, it does.   
 
BARCA:  Oh, does it?   
 
QUIRING:  It does.   
 
BAZALA:  It does.   
 
MORASCH:  Yes, it does.   
 
Eileen, did you have anything to add?   
 
QUIRING:  I don't think so.   
 
MORASCH:  Bill?   
 
WRIGHT:  No.   
 
MORASCH:  Well, then unless there's further comments, I would take a motion.   
 
JOHNSON:  I make a motion that the Planning Commission consider for approval the staff 
recommendations to amend the option for deferment of collection of impact fees for single-family 
housing units.   
 
WRIGHT:  Second.   
 
MORASCH:  Moved and seconded.  Any discussion on the motion?  Hearing none, can we have 
the roll call, please.   
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ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
QUIRING:   AYE  
JOHNSON:   AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
MORASCH:   AYE  
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Motion carries.  Thank you everyone.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS & PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION, continued 
 
B. CLARK COUNTY STORMWATER MANUAL ERRATA AND MINOR REVISIONS 

The Planning Commission will consider an update to the Clark County Stormwater Manual 2015 
(CCSM). Per the requirements of Clark County’s Phase I Municipal Stormwater Permit of the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, the county adopted a 
stormwater manual equivalent to the state’s 2014 Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington. After manual adoption, a number of typographical and formatting errors were 
discovered. Along with fixing scrivener’s errors, several content changes are made to clarify manual 
language, restore omitted language from the previous manual requirements, and maintain 
equivalence to the state manual. 

For further information, please contact:  
Rod Swanson, Clean Water Division National Pollutant Discharge Permit Manager 
Phone:   (360) 397-2121 ext.4561    
Email:  rod.swanson@clark.wa.gov 

 
MORASCH:  That brings us to the next item on our agenda which is the stormwater, Clark County 
Stormwater Manual Errata and Minor Revisions.   
 
BARCA:  There's the minor revisions.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Please give us the staff report on this.   
 
SWANSON:  Sure.  My name is Rod Swanson.  I'm with the Clark County Public Works Department 
Clean Water Division.  My job title is NPDES Permit Manager and Monitoring Assessment 
Supervisor.   
 
In your packet of materials you have the staff report, you have a table of the proposed changes to our 
manual, it's about five or six pages long, and then the individual pages of the manual that have errata 
or other changes made to them and, of course, lastly our SEPA DNS for non-project SEPA.  This is the 
stormwater manual here.   
 
Last year about this time we came through the Planning Commission with the adoption of this 
manual.  It was adopted by the County Commissioners, Commissioners then, in November of 2015 
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and it is a manual that is equivalent to the Washington Department of Ecology Stormwater Manual 
that we are required under our municipal stormwater permit to have an equivalent manual to.  It is 
actually only one of four county manuals that are officially approved by the Department of Ecology in 
the State of Washington.   
 
After adoption of this manual, users and some folks going through it found a number of typographical 
errors and formatting errors, and then users also found some changes that rise above the level of 
errata that since this manual is adopted by code and we're changing any content in the manual, we 
need to bring it through the legislative process and have it adopted by the County 
Commissioner -- Councilors, so that's the step we're in here.   
 
The original manual, we had a really extensive public involvement process, 2013 and '14 and then in 
'15 when we adopted the manual, we had a lot of involvement by a technical advisory committee 
composed primarily of manual users at the County and in the engineering community.  And when 
we did the outreach for our errata and minor revisions, we sent e-mails out to all of those 
stakeholders that we get amassed for our manual adoption process and we did receive some 
comments back, but primarily we received them from staff who had been beginning to use the 
manual.   
 
So all in all there are about 80 what I would just call errata typographical formatting errors and 
maybe another 20 or so changes that are of some substance.  At our work session a couple of weeks 
ago, I kind of went through those and detailed them for you.  I don't know if you want me to do that 
again.   
 
MORASCH:  I don't think that's necessary unless there's specific questions from the Planning 
Commission about some of the errata and other minor changes.  We have the sheet here, so --  
 
SWANSON:  Right.  Right. 
 
MORASCH:  -- we've all had a chance to review it.   
 
SWANSON:  Very good. 
 
MORASCH:  I did have a question.  Did the DEAB, has the DEAB reviewed these changes?   
 
SWANSON:  We have not taken it specifically to the DEAB, but they are among the stakeholders who 
have seen the manual and obviously they can review it after the public notice, but we didn't take it to 
the DEAB per se.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any questions for staff?   
 
QUIRING:  Well, I want to know -- I want to know if you've done that equation, the new equation?  
What does it mean?   
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MORASCH:  If I've done it?   
 
QUIRING:  I'm kidding.  Yeah.  We're looking at these, we should be able to do this math, right, 
Page C.5, yeah.   
 
MORASCH:  That's what engineers are for.  Bill, have you done it?  You've got the right degree to 
do that kind of math.   
 
WRIGHT:  Yeah.  Maybe at 9:00 in the morning I could figure that out, but not this late at night.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other questions before we open it up to the public hearing?   
 
BARCA:  No.   
 
MORASCH:  No?  Okay.  I will open it up to public testimony.  I've got two people on the sign-in 
sheet, Drew and I can't read your last name.  Did you want to talk or did you just want to be on 
the --  
 
HELMES:  Neither one of us wanted to talk.  We're just here to observe.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, thank you for coming.  There's no one else on the sign-in sheet.  I 
would ask if there's anyone else in the audience that wants to come testify but there is no one else in 
the audience, so with that, we will close the public hearing on this matter and I'll bring it back to the 
Planning Commission for deliberation and/or a motion or if you've thought of any questions you want 
to ask Rod in the time that we've been holding our public hearing, now is the time.   
 
QUIRING:  Well, I just want to reiterate that we did have a work session and went over each one of 
these points clearly so it doesn't look like we're just sitting here having gotten a book and know 
nothing about it.   
 
MORASCH:  No.  We had -- we had the book and there's eight pages of these errata changes, it 
looks like there's 99 of them, and we went through them in quite a bit of detail at our work session a 
couple of weeks ago, so we're not going to do it again here tonight because we've seen them, but if 
there's any -- if there's any other questions or discussion, I would entertain that or a motion.   
 
WRIGHT:  I had a comment.  Obviously it's the time to approve this, this is really the tail end of the 
tail end and staff has done a great job of threading the needle on this document, but feeling a bit 
curmudgeonly tonight, I think when we talk about affordable housing and we have regulations like 
this at the County and State level, we're really fooling ourselves.  And this is a classic example of 
federal intervention.  It started Public Law 92-500 in the early '70s, and at that time, we had rivers in 
the United States that would catch fire and there's a tremendous effort to clean up the waterways, 
but over the years it's come down to everybody's house, everybody's roof, everybody's driveway and 
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it's, in my mind, it's classic overregulation and there's no -- there's no cost benefit analysis to any of 
this.  It just applies to everybody, so that's the world we live in.  That's reality.   
 
BARCA:  So I may be mistaken on this, but it seemed like the last time we heard this there was also 
testimony that King County, Snohomish and Pierce County have some exemptions.   
 
MORASCH:  They do.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah.  So when you say that everybody is subjected to this ordinance, let's be clear, the 
highest population base in this state is not subjected to this under the same circumstance.   
 
QUIRING:  How do they get the exemptions?   
 
BARCA:  How?  They have --  
 
MORASCH:  Ecology wrote it into their -- into their permit.   
 
BARCA:  They -- they have a significant number of legislatures I think is a component of that.   
 
QUIRING:  But the Department of Ecology isn't -- I don't think they listen too much to the legislature.   
 
BARCA:  Perhaps funding of that --  
 
QUIRING:  They're their own department.   
 
WRIGHT:  Well, they have to --  
 
QUIRING:  They do have to report to, I understand that, but I am genuinely curious how larger 
counties do -- are -- don't have to follow all of these or are exempt from some of them.   
 
SWANSON:  I can talk about the stormwater permits that are issued by the Department of Ecology.  
There are two separate municipal permits.  The first one was called the Phase I permit which hit 
medium and large municipalities.  Clark County having a population in unincorporated Clark County 
in 1990 of over 100,000 people is a Phase I permittee.  So there's one permit that applies to those 
permittees.  It's King County, Snohomish County, Pierce County, Clark County, Seattle and Tacoma 
and then any other MS-4's inside there like school districts, actually, we'd include in that a secondary 
permit is then.   
 
In 2007, Ecology issued what is called a Phase II permits which catch the cities over 10,000 people and 
since it's designated urban areas that are in unincorporated counties, for instance, there's a slice of 
Cowlitz County that is within the census designated urban area for Kelso/Longview and so that 
portion of Cowlitz County is in a Phase II permit.  The Phase II permittees, this is what I think you're 
referring to, their requirement, their manual only applies to projects of one acre or larger.   
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Our manual under the Phase I permit applies to anything that disturbs, that creates 2,000-square feet 
of impervious area or disturbs 7,000-square feet of land.  So you could be hearing something that 
relates to that difference, but King County's manual, Pierce County's manual, Clark County's manual 
are in their minimum requirements and implementation I would say they're so similar other than King 
County has a different format for their manual, but they're very similar.   
 
MORASCH:  I think what they were referring to is the exemption to the flow control standard, the 
pre-European settlement flow control standard for jurisdictions that had more than 40 percent 
impervious surface as to a certain date in 1975 and those larger jurisdictions, they developed earlier 
and so they're not subject to the same flow control standard that we are down here in Clark County 
because we developed later and actually more responsibly.   
 
SWANSON:  Yes.  That's actually true, yeah.  Areas that were 40 percent impervious in 1980, I 
think it was, and there's no areas in Clark County that qualified that.  We looked at that very 
carefully.   
 
WRIGHT:  Appreciate that.   
 
MORASCH:  Unfortunately I don't think there's anything we can do here tonight about that.   
 
QUIRING:  No.  Just a matter of interest.   
 
MORASCH:  Any other discussion?  I agree with what Councilor Wright said, but I -- or 
Commissioner Wright said, sorry, I just promoted you -- Commissioner Wright --  
 
WRIGHT:  It's the chair.   
 
MORASCH:  -- said, but, you know, I don't know that there's anything we can do about it tonight, so 
I'm supportive of the staff recommendation.  If there's any other deliberation, I'd be happy to hear 
it; otherwise, I'd be entertaining a motion.   
 
BARCA:  Motion to approve as staff has recommended.   
 
JOHNSON:  Second.   
 
MORASCH:  It's been moved and seconded.  Any discussion on the motion?  All right.  Can we 
get a roll call, please.   
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ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
QUIRING:   AYE  
JOHNSON:   AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
MORASCH:   AYE  
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Motion carries.  Thank you, Rod.  That's the last item on our agenda.  I 
don't think there's any old business.  Is there any new business?  No new business?  All right.  
Well, thank you all very much for coming tonight, and we are hereby adjourned. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The record of tonight’s hearing, as well as the supporting documents and presentations can be 
viewed on the Clark County Web Page at:  
https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/planning-commission-hearings-and-meeting-notes 
 
Proceedings can be viewed on CVTV on the following web page link:  
http://www.cvtv.org/ 
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