
 
 
 
 

CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEARING 
THURSDAY, MARCH 16, 2017 

 
Public Services Center 
BOCC Hearing Room, 6th Floor 
1300 Franklin Street 
Vancouver, Washington 
 
6:30 p.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, good evening, and welcome to the March 16, 2017, Planning 
Commission hearing.  I'll call the hearing to order.   
 
Can we get a roll call, please.   
 
BENDER:  HERE  
GRIMWADE:  HERE  
JOHNSON:  HERE  
SWINDELL:  HERE  
BARCA:  HERE  
WRIGHT:  HERE  
MORASCH:  HERE  
 
GENERAL & NEW BUSINESS 
 
A. Approval of Agenda for March 16, 2017 
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Moving on to approval of the agenda and approval of the minutes.  
Do we have any corrections to either the agenda or the minutes?  If not, I'd take a motion to 
approve.   
 
JOHNSON:  Make a motion to approve the agenda for March 16th. 
 
BENDER:  Second.   

Clark County Planning Commission  
Steve Morasch, Chair 
Ron Barca, Vice Chair 

Robin Grimwade 
Bill Wright 

Karl Johnson 
Richard Bender 

Matt Swindell 

 



Planning Commission Minutes 
Thursday, March 16, 2017 
Page 2 
 

 
MORASCH:  It's been moved and seconded to approve the agenda.  All in favor?   
 
EVERYBODY:  AYE   
 
MORASCH:  Opposed?   
 
B. Approval of Minutes for November 17, 2016 
 
MORASCH:  All right.  And the minutes? 
 
BARCA:  Motion to approve. 
 
JOHNSON:  Second. 
 
MORASCH:  All in favor?   
 
EVERYBODY:  AYE  
 
MORASCH:  Opposed?  All right.  We have approved our agenda and our minutes.   
 
C. Communications from the Public 
 
MORASCH:  We move on to communications from the public.  Is there anyone in the 
audience who wants to speak on something not on our printed agenda, now is the time to 
come forward?  All right.  Seeing no one coming forward, we will then move on to our one 
public hearing item for this evening, the Clark County Code, Section 40.350.020, Transportation 
Concurrency Management System Amendments.  And I will turn it over to Matt Hermen.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS  
 
A. Clark County Code 40.350.020 Transportation Concurrency Management System 

Clark County proposes to revise its existing Concurrency Standards to remove certain 
exemptions. 
Staff Contact:  Matt Hermen (360)397-2280, Ext. 4343 
Email:  matt.Hermen@Clark.wa.gov 

 
HERMEN:  Good evening, Planning Commission.  My name is Matt Hermen.  I'm a planner 
with the Community Planning Department of Clark County.   
 
Today in front of you, you have proposed amendments to the concurrency code.  These 
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amendments are preceded by an emergency ordinance from the Board 2016-08-12.  And then 
an interim ordinance, 2016-10-11 that gave us a work program of six months to take this code 
through the public process.   
 
As part of this public hearing, we've also filed a 60-day review with the Department of 
Commerce that notifies them of development regulation amendments, as well as the necessary 
SEPA checklist and environmental determination.  Along with that SEPA, we have not received 
any comments.  We did receive the one comment on the 60-day review from the Washington 
Department of Transportation, and that's in your packet on the Tab No. 6.   
 
On the March 2nd work session that we held with you, we had heard basically two different 
concerns.  Regarding those concerns, we've revised the staff report that was in front of you on 
March 2nd, and the revised staff report is in your packet in Tab No. 3 and it's recognized by the 
subject (Amended) in parenthesis.  The proposed code is in front of you today.   
 
The concerns that we heard at the March 2nd work session were, No. 1, regarding the 
subjectivity of the word "worsened" in the second, which was the last the No. 3rd 
determination.  We strengthened that by mentioning what specific criteria established 
worsened.  So that wording is:  "In determining whether the movement is worsened, the 
Public Works Director shall consider trip volume, delay, and other relevant factors."  We hope 
that bookends the subjectivity and strengthens our determination of whether an approach is 
worsened or not.   
 
The second concern we heard was regarding what the actual level-of-service is in regards to the 
first three sentences of this section.  To give some background on that, I've spoken to our 
engineers in Public Works and specifically our level-of-service is Level-of-Service E as it stands 
for unsignalized intersections.  That's when warrants aren't met.  When warrants are met 
and the signal needs to occur, that signal is required to be a Level-of-Service D.  So installing a 
signal that allows capacity for expanded growth is the intention of that.   
 
Regarding the sentence after that on intersection control of unsignalized intersections shall be 
at the discretion of the Public Works Director and shall not obligate the County to meet the 
level-of-service standards, that has to do specifically with the warrants that are involved when 
an engineer looks at whether an intersection is failing or not.  And there is nine separate 
warrants that could be met; any of those could be met to warrant a signal.  They involve such 
things -- actually, I have those, Sonja, could you click on the next slide.   
 
These are the following warrants that you'll see in front of you that establish whether a signal 
can go in, and this isn't inclusive.  This could be any one of the nine.  So an eight-hour 
vehicular movement, a four-hour vehicular movement, a peak hour congestion, pedestrian 
volume, school crossing, so on and so forth.  So in determining whether those warrants are 
met, the sentence that's in the code adds a level of Public Works direction to find out whether a 
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signal is really needed or it can be mitigated.  So, for instance, if a peak hour warrant is met, 
it's not necessarily a favorable thing to add a signal only for an hour of congestion that still 
limits traffic for .3 hours after that.   
 
So that's the intention of - and, Sonja, could you go back to the previous slide - so that's the 
intention of the third sentence that allows the Public Works Director to decide on if all 
mitigation for that intersection has been exhausted and a signal is necessary or if other systems 
need to be in place to warrant that signal.   
 
So with that, we have revised the staff report and are proposing the language in front of you 
today.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Thank you.  And has DEAB looked at the revised language?   
 
HERMEN:  Yes.  I have sent the revised language out to DEAB and have not received any 
comments from DEAB.   
 
MORASCH:  Okay.  Any questions from the Planning Commissioner -- Commission to staff? 
David, I saw you sitting up.  Did you have comments you wanted to make or are you just here 
for questions? 
 
JARDIN:  I'm just here for questions.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, I haven't heard any questions at this point.  I'll open it up to the 
public.   
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
Do we have a sign-in sheet?  Is there anyone from the public that would like to come down 
and talk on this matter?  All right.  No one from the public.   
 
RETURN TO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
MORASCH:  So with that, I will close the public hearing and turn it back over to the Planning 
Commission for any further questions they may have of staff or deliberations.  I don't 
hear any.   
 
BARCA:  Well, so let me bring this up as what we had at the work session before.  So I believe 
as was clarified by staff, our standard for these types of unsignalized intersections is a 
Level-of-Service E, but should we have that level-of-service degrade, we're saying that it shall 
be at the discretion of the Public Works Director and we're not obligated to bring it back up to 
the Level-of-Service E, so we can go into Level-of-Service F.   
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But we're looking down here then and saying proposed development shall not be required to 
mitigate their impacts unless, and then if we go to the new wording as 2, the worst 
movement - which we still don't necessarily define by quantitative values - on the failing 
approach is worsened by the proposed development.  We're going to continue to say the 
Public Works Director shall consider whether to mitigate or not.   
 
JOHNSON:  Is trip volume and delay not quantitative values?   
 
HOLLEY:  What?  I didn't hear you. 
 
JOHNSON:  Is trip volume and delay not those values you're looking at?   
 
BARCA:  It says they'll be considered, but they could be worsened and we're still not saying 
just the fact that they're worsened and there's not a particular value that says if it's 10 percent 
or 30 percent, this is something for us to consider.  So I guess I'm really wondering, what does 
2 do that we don't actually just see in Section C already?  The proposed development is under 
the same scrutiny that the failing intersection is already under.  Am I missing something on 
this?   
 
HERMEN:  So level of C -- Level-of-Service E is our standard for unsignalized intersections.  
Developments that impact that and have it fail below Level-of-Service E are required to bring it 
up to Level-of-Service E.   
 
SCHAFER:  E or D.   
 
HERMEN:  E or D, any one of the greater, greater than -- greater than E, not F.   
 
The intersection control, whether an intersection is becomes signalized or a roundabout gets 
installed or other intersection control gets added, that's at the discretion of the Public Works 
Director not having it fail below the Level-of-Service E.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  So if -- if we have allowed the intersection to fall below the standard and 
then somebody wants to do a development, then we're saying automatically that we would 
want them to bring it back up to a level-of-service of E or D if it's a intersection of - what was 
it? - regional significance.  So if we've let it go to an F but they want to do a proposal, then 
we're saying they have to bring it up to that standard.   
 
JARDIN:  So just a little bit of clarification.  So a development if the intersection of regional 
significance is at a Level-of-Service F just by growth in the area, no fault of any specific 
development, it just --  
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BARCA:  Over time it gets crowded.   
 
JARDIN:  Right.  It gets crowded.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Sure.   
 
JARDIN:  So now that regionally significant intersection is at a Level-of-Service F.  With a 
specific delay time, we find out what the failing approach is through a traffic study that's 
performed by the -- by the development and their traffic engineer, so we find out what existing 
conditions are.  It's a Level-of-Service F with a delay of 53 seconds.  Now, the development is 
added on top of that, still a Level-of-Service F, but the delay has gone from 53 seconds to now 
60 seconds.   
 
So to mitigate the impacts of their development, the clarification here is that what we would 
require of that development is to construct enough mitigation to bring that intersection delay 
time back to predevelopment, where it was.  So typically what we've seen is proposals or 
volunteer letters to maybe add some asphalt to create a dedicated right-turn lane or a 
dedicated left-turn lane, some type of mitigation like that.   
 
And what that does is it mitigates the impact of that specific development that is now adding to 
this failing approach that increased the delay, added that trip to the -- to the failing approach, 
and then ultimately the failing movement that caused that increase in delay.  And now with 
whatever mitigation that is, lane add, some widening or whatever, the development has offset 
its own impacts to predevelopment levels-of-service.   
 
So when you do those lane widenings, typically you add some capacity back into -- into the 
approach.  So it could still be a Level-of-Service F, but instead of the lane add bringing it back 
to a 53-second delay, now it's maybe a 49-second delay there, so they've added a little bit of 
capacity back by improving the delay just a little bit, but they've offset their own impacts on 
that intersection.   
 
HERMEN:  We also used the concurrency code as our threshold for evaluating capital projects 
in our capital facilities plan.  So should an intersection fall in a Level-of-Service F, not by 
development but just by background traffic, it is identified and put on our capital facilities plan 
for improvement.  
 
BARCA:  Okay.  But I kind of believe David answered the question and what I was looking for 
is any amount of worsening if they're at that Level-of-Service F is going to trigger some 
mitigation, but they don't have to bring it back up to the County standard of an E --  
 
JARDIN:  That's correct.   
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BARCA:  -- they only have to mitigate the impact that they create.  So if it was a 54-second 
delay and now we can document by the additional trips, it's going to go to a 60-second delay, 
we're only asking for mitigation adequate enough to mitigate the 6-second differential.   
 
JARDIN:  That's correct.  That is correct.  That creates or that identifies -- or I don't know 
how to put that.  That helps us to be able to show the nexus.  All we're asking for is the 
mitigation of your own impacts on that intersection, and that's all we would ask of any 
developer to do on any regionally significant or not regionally significant intersection that 
they've  impacted in some way is to perform enough mitigation to offset their own impact.   
 
BARCA:  Anybody else got anything?   
 
MORASCH:  Anybody else have any other questions or response to the answers we got from 
Ron's questions?   
 
WRIGHT:  I just think we, with the clarifications and the little bit of rewording, it looks -- it 
looks as good as these things can look.  It's clear.  It's in plain English and it gives the Public 
Works Director the clear authority to define the mitigation that's appropriate, because many 
times signalization is not -- not the overall good for the intersection, if you just have trouble 
with one or two movements.  So I think we're there.   
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Any other comments?  Well, then I would take a motion.   
 
GRIMWADE:  I'll move.  I'll MOVE  the staff's recommendation.   
 
JOHNSON:  I'll second. 
 
MORASCH:  It's been moved and seconded to approve the staff recommendation.  Any 
further discussion on the motion?  All right.  Can we get a roll call, please.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
BENDER:   AYE  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
JOHNSON:   AYE  
SWINDELL:   AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
MORASCH:  AYE  
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, the motion carries.  Thank you, gentlemen.   
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JARDIN:  Thank you. 
 
HERMEN:  Thank you. 
 
MORASCH:  That is the last public hearing item on our agenda tonight.  Is there any old or 
new business?   
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
MORASCH:  All right.  Well, welcome, Matt, our other new Planning Commissioner.  
Exciting hearing tonight.   
 
SWINDELL:  Yes, very.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MORASCH:  Looking forward to see you at our next hearing.  And I guess with that, we will 
adjourn.  Thank you very much for coming.  
 
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-n
otes 
 
Proceedings can be viewed on CVTV on the following web page link:  
http://www.cvtv.org/ 
 
Minutes Transcribed by:  
Cindy Holley, Court Reporter/Rider & Associates, Inc.  
Sonja Wiser, Program Assistant, Clark County Community Planning 
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