
 
 
 

 
CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEARING 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2017 

 
Public Services Center 
BOCC Hearing Room, 6th Floor 
1300 Franklin Street 
Vancouver, Washington 
 
6:30 p.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
BARCA:  Okay.  I am going to call the Planning Commission meeting to order for - what's our 
date today? - the 21st of September.  I am the Planning Commission chair sitting in for Steve 
Morasch, and we have an opening statement that we do at the beginning of our meeting now.  
So for all of the public, we have a procedure that we try to follow.   
 
We will begin with the hearing from the staff on their report.  The Planning Commission 
members will be able to ask staff questions if they need to clarify any points.  Then I will open it 
up for public testimony.  We'll be going through the agenda one item at a time.  Members of 
the audience who wish to testify regarding a hearing item on the agenda need to sign in the 
sign-up sheets at the back table, that would be helpful for us.  Thank you.  Members of the 
public wishing to give oral testimony will then be called to come forward to the front of the 
room and face the Planning Commission.   
 
When we are done, I will close the public hearing portion and then we will be able to ask more 
questions of staff and deliberate, and then the Planning Commission will vote on the one 
agenda item that we have.   
 
When anybody from the public chooses to come up and testify, please come to the microphone 
and so the court reporter can record your testimony.  State your name, please slowly spell your 
name so the court reporter has it for the minutes.  Try to be relevant, concise and don't repeat 
yourself or others that are testifying.  So we do have the discretion under some circumstances 
to limit testimony.  I don't expect to have any need to do any of that this evening.  If you have 
any exhibits that you want to have us consider, copies of your testimony, photographs, 
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petitions, physical evidence, please hand it to staff and they will distribute it to us.  We will then 
consider it as part of our deliberation.   
 
And we always check for conflicts of interest.  So is there anybody on the Planning Commission 
that would like to disclose any conflicts of interest for our agenda this evening?   
 
Okay.  That concludes my introduction and we will begin the hearing with our first item.   
 
SWINDELL:  Roll call. 
 
BARCA:  Well, yeah, we'll do roll call.  It doesn't say roll call here, but we'll do roll call.  Okay.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
MORASCH:  ABSENT  
WRIGHT:   HERE  
BARCA:   HERE  
SWINDELL:   HERE  
JOHNSON:   ABSENT  
GRIMWADE:  HERE  
BENDER:   ABSENT  
 
BARCA:  And also as a normal part of our procedure is prior to us starting through the agenda, 
we ask if anyone in the public has any item that they would wish to bring forward that is not 
covered on this evening's agenda, so anything that you'd like to bring before the Planning 
Commission that is not covered in our agenda, this is your opportunity.  And seeing none, we'll 
go ahead and get started with our hearing items this evening.  We're going to start with 
CPZ2017-00001, NE 72nd Avenue/NE 119th Street.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
 
B. CPZ2017-00017   Public Facility Zone: A proposal to correct a mapping error to remove 

the public facility comprehensive plan and zoning designation on vacant publicly owned 
properties and apply the prior comprehensive plan and zoning designations and amend 
the Public Facilities code language under CCC 40.230.090.  

Staff Contact: Laurie.Lebowsky@clark.wa.gov or (360) 397-2280 x4544 

BARCA:  We have an agenda item change this evening.  So the last item on the agenda, Public 
Facility Zoning, that item has been canceled for this evening and has been rescheduled for 
October 19th.  So anyone that came specifically for the Public Facility Zoning, we will not be 
addressing that item this evening. Matt.   
 

mailto:Laurie.Lebowsky@clark.wa.gov
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 
 
A. CPZ2017-00001 NE 72nd Ave /NE 119th St: A proposal to create a circulation plan for the 

intersection of NE 72nd Ave and NE 119th St. 

HERMEN:  Thank you.  My name is Matt Hermen, H-e-r-m-e-n.  I'm a planner with Clark County 
Community Planning.  I'll be presenting four arterial atlas amendments proposed this evening in 
front of you.   
The first one that we'll discuss is CPZ2017-00001.  There's a circulation plan for the NE 72nd 
Avenue/NE 119th Street circulation.   
 
The intention of the circulation plan as proposed in front of you today is to allow local 
circulation roads to distribute the industrial-generated traffic equally to the major arterial of 
119th Street and the principal arterial of 72nd Avenue.  The proposal in front of you tonight has 
gone through the public process.  We've done public outreach as well as filed the State 
Environmental Protection Act requirements.   
 
The criteria that supports our recommendation for approval is there is a need to change the 
arterial atlas based on industrial traffic and preserving the mobility around 72nd Avenue and NE 
119th Street.  It is compliant with the Growth Management Act.  It is consistent with the 
comprehensive plan.  There are no interlocal agreements that are applicable to this proposal, 
and it is consistent with the adopted metropolitan transportation plan.   
 
If there's any questions, I'd be happy to answer those.   
 
BARCA:  Questions for staff?  Okay.   
 
I have no names on the sign-up sheet, but if there's anybody that wishes to come forward to 
testify about this particular agenda item, this is the time to come forward and ask questions or 
make a statement.  Sir, if you have a statement or a question, please come forward.   
 
Public Testimony 
 
LAWRENCE:  Looking at the map up here --  
 
BARCA:  Stop.  Stop, please.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Oh, I'm sorry.  I thought you said come forward.   
 
BARCA:  Yes, I do want you to come forward.  I'd like you to take a seat here, give us your name 
for the record.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Okay.   
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BARCA:  Okay. 
 
LAWRENCE:  Sorry.   
 
BARCA:  That's quite all right. 
 
LAWRENCE:  My name is Henry W. Lawrence, L-a-w-r-e-n-c-e.   
 
My question is that you put up your map here, but I don't see where 72nd is.  I know we all, you 
know, you put these up here, that's my only question is show me 72nd because I do live in this 
area.   
 
BARCA:  Can you see the cursor going up and down?   
 
HERMEN:  72nd runs north/south --  
 
LAWRENCE:  I thought that was a different road then.  That's why I say I don't see 72nd on 
there.  That's my only question.  I wanted to see where 72nd was.   
 
HERMEN:  -- with St. Johns coming in.   
 
LAWRENCE:  I mean, you show principal arterial.  You don't show the names.  It would be easier 
to understand.  I'm not here to --  
 
BARCA:  Certainly.   
 
LAWRENCE:  -- question this part of the agenda.  I'm here for a different part, but it was hard to 
see your concept where 72nd was.  That's all.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  You're just fine. 
 
LAWRENCE:  If it could be clearer, would be much nicer.   
 
BARCA:  Thank you.  Okay.   
 
Anybody else from the public?  Okay.  Not seeing anybody else, we'll go ahead and bring it back 
to the Commission.   
 
Return to Planning Commission 
 
SWINDELL:  I don't have any questions.  It's pretty straightforward. 
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BARCA:  We all good?  All right.  Then you know what I need.   
 
GRIMWADE:  I'll make a motion that I move that CPZ2017-00001 be approved as presented by 
staff.   
 
SWINDELL:  I'll second it.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  It's been moved and seconded.  Any other comments?  None?  Roll call, please.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:    AYE  
SWINDELL:    AYE  
GRIMWADE:   AYE  
BARCA:    AYE  
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Then we're going to move on to the next agenda item, which is CPZ2017-00002.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 
 
CPZ2017-00002 NE 107th St: A proposal to re-align the extension of NE 107th St., from SR-503 to 
NE 137th Ave. 

HERMEN:  Okay.  Before you is a plan to modify the arterial atlas to realign the future extension 
of 107th Street.  This proposal comes with several amendments.  A couple of removals from the 
cursor, if you can see it, from here all the way to the future extension of 137th and then the 
removal from this point to the intersection of 152nd.  The intention of the removal at these 
locations is because development has occurred that makes this future alignment not feasible 
both in this location here as well as the locations here.  This subdivision here is Fieldstone 
Estates.  When Fieldstone Estates was platted and approved, it was built with the collector 
status up here, so we are realigning that to reflect what's actually built.  We would like to add 
neighborhood circulators running north and connecting to 124th, and then a collector with two 
lane, two-lane collector with bicycle lanes running east/west.   
 
The section between NE 118th Avenue and right here is proposed to change from a collector to 
a neighborhood circulator.  The intention behind that is to allow for direct access from 
residential homes whereas a collector does not allow that.  We want to maintain this collector 
in this neighborhood so that we can distribute traffic equally and proportionally.   
 
The Washington State Department of Transportation up and down SR-503 has continued to 
install median, center lane medians that allow only right in/right out movements that directly 
from 117th Avenue.  They have indicated that the one location where a future intersection with 
a signal would be would be at 107th, so we still want to maintain the future alignment to 
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connect to 107th.   
 
With this proposal, we have gone through the public process as well as completed the required 
State Environmental Protection Act requirements and we are recommending approval based on 
the need for change to the arterial atlas, compliance with the Growth Management Act, 
consistency with the comprehensive plan -- there are no with -- the applicable interlocal 
agreements as well as consistency with the adopted metropolitan transportation plan.   
 
If there's any questions, I'd be happy to answer those.   
 
WRIGHT:  Matt, I did have a question.  At the intersection of north/south collector, which is 
132nd Avenue with, oh, it looks to be 108th, is there any chance that those roads could be 
aligned to have a four-way intersection rather than an offset?   
 
HERMEN:  Yeah.  The arterial atlas does allow for some flexibility within it to change that 
alignment, as long as it does not put the burden on an additional landowner where the road is 
not aligned.  So this alignment as it's proposed would allow for a direct four-way intersection 
rather than that offsetting intersection.   
 
WRIGHT:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  So, Matt, will you point out on the 503, then, where the current signalized 
intersections are in relationship to this additional proposed one.  
 
HERMEN:  NE 99th Street and 503 has a signal as well as 119th Avenue -- 119th Street.  Excuse 
me.   
 
BARCA:  And would this proposal, then, allow us to have connectivity with bikes and sidewalks 
through the entire proposed change?   
 
HERMEN:  Yes.  That is the intention is to continue the access along from the neighborhood to 
Prairie High School.  Prairie High School resides right here.  The only access across it is at those 
signalized intersections of 119th and 99th Street.  This signal would allow those bike and ped 
movements to access Prairie High School from the south.   
 
BARCA:  Other questions for staff?  Okay.   
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Public Testimony 
 
BARCA:  Then I'm going to open it up to the public.  We have no names on the sign-up sheet, 
but anybody that wishes to come forward, I'm happy to entertain any questions or comments 
that you have.   
 
Please, sir, you can start.   
 
RILEY:  Okay.  I represent -- I should have waited until I said that. 
 
BARCA:  Yeah, please do.  And then start with your name and spell it.   
 
RILEY:  My name is Walter Riley and I represent Clark County Square Dance Center which is 
where the 107th stoplight is going to be.   
 
One of my questions was --  
 
COOK:  Move the mic closer, please. 
 
RILEY:  Is that better?   
 
BARCA:  That's a lot better.   
 
RILEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm not used to using a mic.  But anyway, my questions have to deal 
with the property in the sense you wanted 118th, and I feel another street going through it, I 
don't remember what that particular one was, but presently as I understand it, unless land use 
is changed, those roads will not be necessary to be put in at this time.   
 
BARCA:  We'll have staff answer that question for you.   
 
HERMEN:  Sure.  So when the property developed is when those roads are required to be built.  
If the property is not developed, those roads are not required to be built.  It's only upon 
development.   
 
RILEY:  Okay.  That's my understanding or change of use is the word that I've been given, so 
then we're in the process of selling the land and the buyer is here also.   
 
The other thing is we agreed a number of years ago that a stoplight was absolutely necessary at 
that area because somebody's going to get killed on that highway and we offered to let an 
ingress/egress light be there but not to extend the road at 107th on down through our 
property.   
 
We still feel that that is an absolute necessity with the property owners' right there at the 
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corner working together and possibly agreeing that the light can be put in, access to our 
properties through that light, ingress and egress and back, coming back.  And I've heard from, I 
don't believe his -- I don't remember his name right now, he's the one that's in charge of the 
one, he told me that they were going to come back, like, 74 foot, want to come in 74 feet and 
put access to us, access to the people south of us.  We're all in agreeance with that.  We had 
also signed with the highway department, oh, probably seven to ten years ago that we would 
go with that proposal.   
 
But my real concern has to do with ingress/egress at that particular area.  I believe there was an 
accident - and I'll let somebody else talk about that - the other night there.  It's a real bad 
intersection.  There's spots to turn in and out of.  107th will come onto 117th, and trying to get 
out of our place or the other place south of us or from the west side of 117th is an absolute 
nightmare at this point.  That's my personal feeling.   
 
So I would like to see, and I don't really understand why at this time seeing as we had an 
agreement that the light could go in, why it can't go forward at this time like that for the 
protection of not just we property owners but the general public.  That's the comment I want to 
make.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.   
 
RILEY:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  Any questions for Mr. Riley?  No?  Thank you for your testimony.   
 
SWINDELL:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  All right.  Sir, please.   
 
JOHNSON:  My name is Glen Johnson.  I'm the pastor of the church across the street there, plus 
I'm buying the square dance center also, so this affects -- that 107th road affects us.   
 
Last night one of our youth group kids got in a bad accident going out onto that road onto SR or 
the 117th road last night and one of my board member's kids, and so I don't know what we do 
here.  But my question, I guess, is as long as we're taking 107th and you decided to run the 
south side of the square dance property and they're going to be developing the property north, 
how come we just don't get into that off of the future 118th?  That would be my question.   
 
118th Avenue, how come we just don't jog up there and go to 107th from there instead of 
wasting all the property when there's going to be a road going through there anyway on the 
development that's being proposed right now north there, the Weidenaar property, how come 
we don't take that and go up to 118th and go over and just realign it that way?   
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HERMEN:  Do you want me to answer that question?   
 
BARCA:  I think that's appropriate.   
 
HERMEN:  So the property to the north of the square dance facility is the one that I believe 
you're talking about.   
 
JOHNSON:  Yes. 
 
HERMEN:  They received temporary access from WSDOT.  Once 107th Street is connected with 
a signal, that temporary access will be closed and they will be required to utilize this 118th 
Street.  The necessity for it for the intersection --  
 
JOHNSON:  Wait.  Hold on.  I'm not following you.  Say that again.   
 
HERMEN:  Sure.  So the property to the north of you --  
 
JOHNSON:  Right. 
 
HERMEN:  -- it cannot get access to 117th through this north/south road because the road's not 
built through the square dance center.   
 
JOHNSON:  Unless I grant it. 
 
HERMEN:  Yeah. 
 
JOHNSON:  Which I would be happy to grant it.   
 
HERMEN:  Oh.  So that's a discussion that you would have during the development.   
 
JOHNSON:  So I guess my question would be is if I grant that access across my property, can we 
take 107th and realign it through that other then if we agree to that before we get down the 
road too far?  
 
HERMEN:  Certainly.  I think that would be --  
 
JOHNSON:  A decent proposal.   
 
HERMEN:  -- during the development proposal, yeah, I think that's a fair step to take.  The 
reason why they were granted temporary access was because they did not have access to --  
 
JOHNSON:  Yeah.  And I think I've actually been talking to the developer and we've actually 
come to an agreement that we would allow that access across there.  My thing is, you know, we 
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have the people that own the property south of there, and if it seems like kind of foolishness 
for us to give up that amount of our land when really the road's going to be north there 
anyway.   
 
COOK:  Hello.  Christine Cook, Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Clark County.  I 
appreciate your testimony, sir.  This is not the place to negotiate road access or what will be 
permitted or required when there is a development proposal.  So the County would welcome 
your discussion with Public Works about that or with Community Development, but that can't 
happen here --  
 
JOHNSON:  I understand.   
 
COOK:  -- we can't make any commitment to anything.   
 
JOHNSON:  I guess what I'm saying is so that would be more of the -- I guess what I'm asking, 
though, is once you guys make a decision, are we etched in stone on that east/west 107th, or 
can that be renegotiated through a development process?   
 
HERMEN:  Yes, it can be renegotiated.  We are proposing the connection at the 107th Street.   
 
JOHNSON:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  Thank you.  I appreciate that.   
 
BARCA:  Mr. Lawrence, welcome back.   
 
LAWRENCE:  I'm welcomed back, aren't I?   
 
BARCA:  Yes. 
 
LAWRENCE:  Again, Henry Lawrence.  Henry W. Lawrence.  I am a property owner on NE at 
12915 NE 111th Street.   
 
I am here, and I will be bold and front, I'm here to object to this whole road proposal going 
through this section.  I talked to this gentleman at the open house that we had.  I had a number 
of neighbors that were there objecting to water problems that this gentleman could not 
address because he was a traffic planner.   
 
My property at the corner, if you could get that arrow if you could, please, right at the corner of 
that, right there.  Our subdivision is approximately 20 lots, all one acres.  We're on septic.  My 
property faces a greenway back there in the back of my property.  Do I understand right that a 
greenway limits development?  Yes or no to the board.   
 
BARCA:  The question limits development, the essence of the question would be you have 
rights to develop your personal property; however, there are compatibility issues that happen 
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throughout the county.   
 
LAWRENCE:  And, yes, I'm aware of that.  You've answered my question.  We have -- I have 
paperwork.  We have a drainage easement through our property that this gentleman would not 
address, the water issues we have there, because at the edge of my property on the County 
property in a greenway, there is a grate that the water drains into and it pumps up, goes up 
114th -- or excuse me -- 130th, goes on to over -- excuse me if I don't know the names.  I drive it 
every day -- but it goes over and it goes up 132nd and dumps into China Ditch that distributes 
the water to China Ditch, so it does not flood our backyard.  We have plenty of water back 
there.   
 
The County has now come in here, I'm going to say about -- and I'm sorry if I don't know the 
exact date -- came in.  This grate is protected by a tree that's grown around it.  We as the 
landowner clean the grate out so the water pumps out so the water will dissipate from our 
neighborhood, the neighbor next to me and the neighbor down to me, and it flows to the west 
and it has nowhere to drain at.   
 
Now, you're going to propose a road through a wetland, through a greenway that I cannot 
develop any of my property now.  A person has come in if you go out to the end of that 111th 
right there, a developer, and I don't know if the gentleman's here or not, but he has bought 
some property in there and now he's going to build in a possible greenway.  I'm not sure of the 
exact route of it where the greenway is, but there's wetlands.  There's been people that have 
gone through our property and have measured it out.   
 
There's a subdivision that just was put in next to us, even with their water drainage protection, 
their silt fences and such, we had a tremendous amount of water come through our property 
and I mitigated with them -- not mitigated.  That's the wrong word.  I discussed with them the 
issues why there was so much water coming.  He said, well, our - and the Tapani is the 
contractor - well, our silt fences are working.  Yes, you're silt fences worked.  They held the silt 
back, but the water underflowed underneath it and flooded down to our property and beyond, 
down with no outlet for the water to go anywhere.  Now you're proposing to put a road in 
there.   
 
And I'll give you a little bit of my background.  I'm an outside plant engineer.  I've built roads all 
over this countryside.  I've been through all kinds of this stuff.  And I think your proposal is 
purely - and this is my opinion - is to build 5500-square-foot lots for tax purposes and ruin a 
greenway in there to put a road in there to get out to 107th and cause more problems with a 
streetlight in there as you have when you come off the freeway on 117th down by the Bi-Mart 
intersection of Fourth Plain.  You can't get through there.  The traffic backs up.   
 
Have you taken into consideration the transfer station that is right there above 107th on the 
weekend when the cars are backed out on the road?  Have you considered that safety issue?   
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HERMEN:  Not in this proposal we have.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Well, thank you.  Because it backs out on that road, you can't hardly get in there 
and you're going to stick a road in there - maybe I'm off base here - purely to get to the high 
school and the high school has access from 119th and 99th, now you've improved the 
intersection at 99th.  Am I correct? 
 
HERMEN:  We are improving it.   
 
LAWRENCE:  You're going to open it up September 30th.  I know there's a contractor doing it.  
You will have access to that high school from 99th and 119th.  I don't see where there's any 
problem getting to the high school.  Then you're going to stick a stoplight approximately 800 
feet to the north of that to stop traffic again and cause more congestion.   
 
Now, are we not under the understanding that - I don't know what your opinions are.  I'll ask 
this bluntly - are we under the understanding that there's a possible global warming?  Yes or 
no.   
 
BARCA:  I just don't think --  
 
LAWRENCE:  No, this is part of it.  No.  No.  I just asked a question.  Is there a possible global 
warming?   
 
BARCA:  Mr. Lawrence, for the sake of this intersection, please don't open up one of the biggest 
political debates that we've got going in the entire county.   
 
LAWRENCE:  I'm not.  I'm just asking.  Yes or no.  You can say maybe, but you can be evasive on 
it.  I don't care.  Okay.  Then I'll evade that.  Strike that from the issue then. 
 
BARCA:  I just was evasive, yeah.  Let's move back to the intersection.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Okay.  So we're coming back to 111th.  Behind me there's a greenway.  Now we're 
going to put a road in there --  
 
BARCA:  I need to stop you right there.   
 
LAWRENCE:  -- or you're proposing to put a road in.   
 
BARCA:  You are describing a piece of property as a greenway.  I don't have the same 
terminology in front of me when you're calling it a greenway, so I'm not able to relate to what 
you're saying and the impacts that that would be, so...  
 
LAWRENCE:  Okay.  I understand.   
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BARCA:  Okay.  So if we can talk about specific parcels and the intersection, then I have a better 
understanding of what you're driving at.  What parcel do you describe as the greenway?   
 
LAWRENCE:  At the back of my property at NE -- 12915 NE 111th, there's a greenway when I 
bought the property.  It's on the title that there's a greenway there.   
 
BARCA:  What is a greenway?   
 
HERMEN:  There's a parcel located approximately where my arrow is that is owned by Clark 
County Clean Water.  It's a mitigation site for stormwater.   
 
BARCA:  Stormwater.  Okay.   
 
WRIGHT:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, point of order.  At the first part of your introduction this 
evening, you indicated there may not be a need to limit debate or discussion, but I'm beginning 
to see with our long agenda it might be beneficial to establish some time limits for discussion.  
We seem to be wandering off the point quite a bit and we have a long agenda to get through, 
so... 
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Commissioner Wright, I understand your concern.   
 
I think, Mr. Lawrence, we can drive to a point here now that I have a better understanding.  So 
we hear that you're objecting to the proposal.  This is a proposal to put these roads on the 
arterial atlas.  They would be built at the time of the development of any of those properties, 
which would include, then, any impact to stormwater utilizing that, as you're putting it, 
greenway when it's a stormwater collection system.  If you are objecting to the location of the 
intersection at 107th, I'd like to hear you say that that's an objection, you don't want an 
intersection there.  I kind of heard that, but I didn't exactly hear you say that. 
 
If you don't believe you should have that road extended through adjacent to the greenway, 
then that would be great for us to be able to hear that comment from you as well.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Fine.  I object to that 107th intersection because it goes through a neighborhood 
and you're going to drive traffic through a neighborhood that there's a lot of children out there 
from the neighborhood.  I mean, did you not hear that, the objections to that road going 
through the neighborhood that you -- so I object.  Okay.  Never mind.   
 
I object to the 107th intersection also because it's a restriction of traffic flow.  My main 
objection is that road goes through a greenway, so you are going to cut more -- we have a patch 
of timber through there.  It's not merchantable timber.  It's cottonwood.  So you're going to 
take that out and put a road in there that services nobody that lives through that strip because 
we will not have access to that road.  And this road that comes from -- excuse me -- from 99th 
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up to 132nd, our proposal was to take it straight through there because you're not going to 
service anybody behind my property and everybody over to 124th because we won't have 
access to it.  And I think you're -- you will have limitations on proper patrolling of that road that 
will create problems - and I'll say this bluntly - it will be a drag strip behind there.   
 
So the proposal is to have a road that will be hard for the police, the sheriff to patrol because 
they are limited in their resources right now, if I'm correct, to put this through a subdivision 
that will be built to where I think your better proposal is to take that road and take it right up 
132nd to get to your roads that you are expanding for proper road usage, 99th and 119th.  You 
have all the accesses.  You have a new subdivision there.  I don't know if that road is up there.  
It's not 124th.  124th is down a north/south arterial that you can get in there.  There's another 
road that you don't show on here that is just past that subdivision that goes between 100- -- 
excuse me -- 114th, I believe, it goes up to 119th.  So you have accesses that you're not using 
properly.   
 
You're trying to build new roads and you can't maintain the roads that you're doing right now 
because 124th is in shambles.  So now you're going to build another road to increase your 
maintenance that your maintenance costs are tough to control.  The roads got tore up this 
winter and now you're going to put another road in there, and I understand development, but 
you're putting it in the, I think, in the wrong spot to service appropriately what you're trying to 
get to.   
 
You're trying to put another light on 117th that doesn't need one right there.  You've got traffic 
problems already.  Every piece of property is for sale on that piece of property (sic).  You're 
going to have more issues than just 107th moving on, and to put a stoplight, I'm going to guess 
at the footage there, 800 feet up is not going to serve your purpose to serve the high school 
that I've heard.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Yeah, I think we understand about your objection to that intersection.  And if 
you could wrap up for us, I'd appreciate it.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Well, supposedly our property has archeological issues with it at 100 percent.  I 
don't know, since you're the County attorney, I missed you, I couldn't hear what you said, it's 
100 percent archeological situation.  Now since the development's in, it's zero.  I can guarantee 
you when we start digging in there that there has been issues in there that you're wiping out a 
greenway.   
 
And I did have one proposal.  I don't know if this -- maybe I'm out of place, but you have a 
Whipple Creek problem with watershed water.  You have a greenway there that is in fine shape 
that you don't have to destroy to put a road through there when you have easy access north 
and south to 119th and 99, and now you're going to cut it through the back of a yard, go 
through property and then you're going to cut it through a neighbor and you're going to zigzag 
through there.  I think you're creating more problems than if you have really done your analysis 
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on to get a road to move as I saw in there vehicular traffic and freight.   
 
There's no freight going through there.  The freight's on 117th, that's what needs to be 
addressed.  99th is -- you've built that.  You have a subdivision right here.  I'm not going to get 
off track as Mr. Wright thinks I am.  That is an empty lot there, that it's 90 acres of property 
that's going to be built and I think you're going to be better served to go up to 99th or 119th 
and to cut east and west.  It just doesn't make sense.   
 
And I know you people understand this, but to cut this road, you're zigzagging through here left 
and right and you've already taken away.  Nobody has addressed any of the water issues that 
are on this property, none. 
 
BARCA:  And that's because this isn't a development request.  This is only lines on a map for 
future development.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Right.  I've heard that.  Lines on a map so that we can adjust the lines; correct?   
 
BARCA:  Yeah.  And I believe, if you recall the testimony that came just prior to you, that there's 
a potential that the landowners --  
 
LAWRENCE:  Well, it was hard to hear.  I just apologized.  It was hard to hear anything.   
 
BARCA:  So the landowners have already come forward and said they'd like to renegotiate the 
potential locations of the land and the roads.  So what we're doing right now is we're either 
accepting the proposal for the arterial atlas lines on the map to be potential roads or we're 
denying them.   
 
WRIGHT:  And I think it's important to point out that the alignment of 132nd Avenue, that the 
northerly part as shown there is not up for discussion or action, that has been established for 
years and years and years in the arterial atlas and that regardless of what happens today with 
this vote or what the Board of County Commissioners does, that's not up for revision.  What's 
up for revision are some minor little changes in the east/west roads.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Mr. Wright, I don't think I brought up 132nd, did I?   
 
WRIGHT:  I believe you did.  Isn't it at the back of your property where the greenway is?   
 
LAWRENCE:  No.  I'm addressing the road that's going through there.  I agree that 132nd, it 
should be that way.  I didn't bring up 132nd.  I'm bringing up your proposal to cut through to 
124th.  I never mentioned 132nd.   
 
WRIGHT:  I apologize.  I misunderstood, then, where the back of your property was.   
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LAWRENCE:  I agree that it should be.  That's one of your proposals that you should look at, 
because I look at it every day.  You've got the development there.  You got the road there.  You 
got the drainage in there.  That's what it should do instead of cutting across undeveloped 
property seems foolish.   
 
Whipple Creek's a prime example that, you know, you've got problems there, and I'm not going 
to bring in Whipple Creek, but you've got wide-open property out there, so why would you 
mow down trees that are existing for a landscape that is a livable situation and put a road in 
there with no access to the people that live off 130th and our street there?  We won't access 
that road, so what benefit is that to us, other than people coming from the subdivision to get 
over to 124th to go to 107th to go out to, you know.  There's really no reason for that.   
 
You should take it north and south, that's my suggestion, and you're going through 
undeveloped property and you're going to have -- I think you will have litigations in there that 
will not be pleasant.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  I think we get it.  Truly, I think we get it.  And we can talk about all the same 
stuff again, but I think as we discussed earlier, what we don't want to do is we don't want to 
rehash the same stuff.  All right.  So...  
 
LAWRENCE:  But I haven't heard any of these issues brought up for water and such and so on, 
so I thought I was bringing stuff that hasn't been spoken to.  And this gentleman did his best job 
there, but he said he knows nothing about water and it has to be somebody else.  So we need 
to address the water.  Everybody in this area has a big water issue.   
 
BARCA:  Right.  And if we look at all the comment cards from the July 11th meeting that took 
place in the neighborhood, we have a lot of commentary about the water.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Yes.   
 
BARCA:  And that will be taken into consideration if a road is actually built, because that water 
issue has to be addressed at that time.  The line on the map will not impact the water either 
way because it's just at this moment going to be a line on the map.   
 
LAWRENCE:  I have one last question.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  One last question.   
 
LAWRENCE:  One last statement.   
 
BARCA:  Oh, statement.  All right. 
 
LAWRENCE:  Well, one last question.  Okay.  They came in and cut that tree around that grate 
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now and his name is Brandon Pilot with the -- I believe with the County.  He says people 
uptown know about this, Mr. Lawrence.  We're going to come take care of it.  That tree's been 
laying there for four months now and I'm going to have to clear that grate out so we don't get -- 
he said we're going to take care of it, but I can't get a crew up right now.  Well, you know, it's 
been laying there.   
 
So my question is to you gentlemen is are they going to come in -- now he's talking about 
they're going to refit this grate so it will flow better.  It's now September 21st.  Nobody's been 
by there to do anything about it.  The tree is still there.   
 
COOK:  Excuse me, sir.  Are you talking about a stormwater grate?   
 
LAWRENCE:  Yes. 
 
COOK:  What are you talking about?   
 
LAWRENCE:  A stormwater grate.   
 
COOK:  Could I suggest that you call Public Works.  These Commissioners do not do 
day-to-day --  
 
LAWRENCE:  Understood.   
 
COOK:  -- Public Works operations.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Understood.  Understood.  I accept your recommendation to call them.  They 
know me very well.  I don't need to call them, because there's an issue there that they said they 
were going to come back and resolve.  I understand that they aren't, but I'm putting this out 
there.   
 
COOK:  That's not relevant to this proposal.   
 
LAWRENCE:  Well, it is because there's a water issue.   
 
BARCA:  And we will not change the water issue regardless of our vote.  I can honestly tell you 
that the line on the map will not make the water issue better or worse truly, but we do need to 
move on and --  
 
LAWRENCE:  I agree.   
 
BARCA:  -- appreciate your time and I think we heard you loud and clear.   
 
LAWRENCE:  All right.  Thank you.   
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BARCA:  Okay.  Thank you.   
 
Is there anybody else from the public that wishes to come forward and testify?  Please, sir, 
come forward, give us your name and spelling.   
 
FREUND:  My name is Dave Freund, F-r-e-u-n-d.  I don't want to talk about global warming.  I 
just would like to know --  
 
COOK:  Could you lean forward, if you can.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah, get real close to the mic, please. 
 
FREUND:  I actually own the property where the proposed intersection at 107th is on the 
southwest corner of that, my wife and I.  We did have a plan in 2008 for an intersection to go in 
there.  There was a half a dozen folks all on board with that at the time.  The economy tanked, 
the developers pulled out and the whole thing just kind of fizzled.  That's coming back again.   
 
My question is, and I understand that's State, can you guys or maybe you can help me 
understand who at the State that I can talk to to understand what the current or anticipated 
plan is for that intersection today?  What the current drawings might look like and how that --  
 
HOLLEY:  What the current what?  I'm sorry.  I need you to get closer.  What the current what 
is? 
 
FREUND:  I would like to know if there is a contact at the State that I can get to understand 
what the current plans for that intersection are at 107th and 117th Avenue.  I'm assuming 
there's a State official that would be in charge of that.  They must be working on that, and if I 
could get in touch with them so I can get an idea of what that looks like.   
 
HERMEN:  So the contact at the Washington State Department of Transportation is going to be 
Dave Bellinger, B-e-l-l-i-n-g-e-r.   
 
FREUND:  I know Dave.  Yep.  Same guy.  He was the one that was on this before.  Okay.  All 
right.  That's all.   
 
BARCA:  And just to be clear, us putting the line on this map does not make the intersection.   
 
FREUND:  I'm aware of that.  I heard that a number of times tonight, so... 
 
BARCA:  Okay.  I just want to make sure nobody leaves here with the thought process that by 
our vote, which the County Councilors get to accept or reject, that the arterial atlas is the same 
thing as a development proposal.   
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FREUND:  Got it.  Thanks.   
 
BARCA:  Thank you.   
 
Anybody else from the public wishing to come forward?  Okay, then.  We are going to close 
public testimony and bring it back to the Commission.   
 
Return to Planning Commission 
 
BARCA:  Discussion?   
 
WRIGHT:  Well, I think it's important for us all to recognize that, again, these alignments can 
fluctuate and that the people or the folks with the greatest interest in making the connections 
work actually will be the developers of the property, and so where we see an approximate 
location, I know from past experience, we'll probably get smoother alignments that actually 
connect up better, at least we'll keep our fingers crossed for that.   
 
And I think it also, although what you said a minute ago about the location of the 107th 
connection, I don't think we should encourage anybody or give them false hopes that that 
connection's going to be in any other location.  It's the State that's really going to control where 
that goes, and this has been discussed literally for 10, 15 years and I would think it would be 
very unlikely for any other location for this area to tap into SR-503.  It's just they have to control 
the access to these areas and it's the County's job to provide the circulation so that people can 
get to their new neighborhoods that are planned in this area.   
 
So, you know, as they say, if you have to make an omelette, you have to break a few eggs and 
there will be some eggs broken in there, but, you know, ten years from now, it will be 
functioning.   
 
HERMEN:  I also wanted to mention that there is a current developers agreement in here to 
improve the intersection at that exact location, to bring it to a signalized intersection, so just 
that's reiterating what you mentioned about this has been an intersection that's been planned 
in the past and continues to be.   
 
BARCA:  So, Matt, when you said that, is that one of our exhibits that we have in front of us?   
 
HERMEN:  No.  The developers agreement on 107th is not in your packet.   
 
BARCA:  It is not.  Okay, then.  Well, I think it's probably worth stating that anybody that needs 
to use 117th as a corridor of transportation that passes through to Vancouver from the north is 
already overwhelmed with the number of intersections that are signalized there as it is.  I think 
at some point, the State route loses any effectiveness by the choices we've made about the 
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number of signals that we've put on them.   
 
We do have other options, right in/right out, and things of that nature, but they all are 
inhibiting in one fashion or another, either to the development that would be east or west or to 
the traffic trying to flow north and south, and so these choices aren't made lightly and the 
impact to somebody is going to happen with every piece of development that happens along 
the transportation corridors of this magnitude.   
 
If there's no other discussion, I'll entertain a motion.   
 
WRIGHT:  I'd make a motion that we approve CPZ2017-00003.   
 
SWINDELL:  00002; right?  It's 2.  You already flipped the page.  It's 2, yeah.   
 
WRIGHT:  Oh, 2.  Excuse me.  00002.   
 
SWINDELL:  I'll second it.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  It's been motioned and seconded.  Can we get roll call.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
SWINDELL:   AYE  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
BARCA:  It was Mr. Riley's testimony that's going to cause me to vote yes for this.  YES  
 
BARCA:  Okay.  4/0 and we move on.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 
 
CPZ2017-00003 Arterial Atlas: A proposal to amend the arterial atlas, to include language that 
explains the amendment process. 

HERMEN:  The next matter before you is CPZ2017-00003.  The proposal tonight is to include the 
language in front of you in the actual arterial atlas.  This language is intended to be added to 
make the arterial atlas more user friendly to the reader.  The language that's proposed comes 
directly from the Clark County Code, so we are just proposing on taking that language and 
inserting it in the actual arterial atlas document.  We have gone through the public process on 
this as well as have the recommendation for approval that it meets the required criteria for 
arterial atlas adoption.   
 
BARCA:  And that's it?   
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HERMEN:  That's it.   
 
BARCA:  All right.  Are you ready to grill staff about that?  It appears that we don't have any 
questions for you at this time.   
 
HERMEN:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  All right.  So there's quite a few names on the sign-up sheet for this item.  I think, 
perhaps, they were in error and they wanted to speak on the last issue, but we will go down the 
list and see how we do.  Walter Riley, he's left.  Karen Boothe, she's left.  Glen Johnson, he's 
left.  Carol Woolard, gone.  Brian Woolard, gone.  Kim Freund.   
 
FREUND:  I must have signed the wrong one like everybody else did.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah.  So no testimony on this one?  Are you okay with this proposal?   
 
FREUND:  Great.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  All right.  We have one yea then.  Jennifer Baird.  And Mr. Lawrence who has left 
us as well.  All right.  So there's no names on the list for this, but anybody that wishes from the 
public to step forward and speak on this issue, we'd be happy to entertain that.   
 
Return to Planning Commission 
 
BARCA:  And seeing nobody from the public willing to come forward, we're going to bring it 
back to the Planning Commission.   
 
SWINDELL:  I make a motion we approve arterial atlas text changes CPZ2017-00003.   
 
GRIMWADE:  Second it.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  It's been motioned and seconded.  Roll call.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
SWINDELL:   AYE  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 
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CPZ2017-00018 Kerr Road: A proposal to consider removing Kerr Road from the arterial atlas. 

BARCA:  Okay.  So now we are here for Kerr Road, CPZ2017-00018.  Staff report, please.   
 
HERMEN:  Sure.  The proposal in front of you tonight is to remove the future road, the two-lane 
collector with bike lanes from the arterial atlas, that is the Kerr Road extension between NE 
124th Avenue and NE 131st Avenue.  The recommendation from staff is denial of this proposal.  
We are recommending denial based on we do not feel there is a need for a change in the 
arterial atlas.  We do not feel the change is compliant with the Growth Management Act, and 
we do not feel that the change is consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan and the 
comprehensive plan goals and policies.   
 
If there's any questions, I'd be happy to answer those.   
 
BARCA:  Questions for staff?  Okay.   
 
Then we will move in to public testimony.  I have two names here, but we are not limited by 
this list, but we'll start with it.  Hann Lee.   
 
Public Testimony 
 
LEE:  Good evening, Councilors.  My name is Hann Lee with H. Lee & Associates, and I represent 
one of the property owners.   
 
BARCA:  Slow your testimony down.  We don't want to get in any trouble here.   
 
LEE:  Sorry.  Okay.   
 
HOLLEY:  Spell your name, please. 
 
LEE:  It's H-a-n-n.  The last name is Lee, L-e-e, and my company is H. Lee & Associates and I 
represent one of the property owners along the Kerr Road, proposed Kerr Road alignment.   
 
BARCA:  And will we know which property owner?   
 
LEE:  Yeah.  What I can do -- what I'd like to do at this point is I already provided a 
memorandum that's in the record and one of the figures is Figure 1, but what I've done to make 
it a little easier for discussion is I printed out Figure 1, a 24-by-36 sheet, that I'd like to hand out.  
Okay.   
 
The property owner that I represent is on the northeast corner of the 124th Avenue/Fourth 
Plain Boulevard intersection, so it's Tax Lot 158341000.  And just to make a statement, we are 
in support for removing Kerr Road from the arterial atlas.  And I'm wondering, you know, we 



Planning Commission Minutes 
Thursday, September 21, 2017 
Page  
 

23 

provided this memorandum on September 19th and have all the Councilors had a chance to 
review this memo?  Okay.  So you're familiar with the contents of it?  You know, generally we 
do not agree with the staff's assessment, and a matter of fact, we disagree with all of it, and I 
think there's clear rationale why in our memorandum.   
 
First of all, in 2011, the Board of County Commissioners had specific rationale in adding the Kerr 
Road extension, and if you go through that documentation, which is part of the public process 
which staff also provided in some of their public documentation, you find that all of those 
reasons why they approved the Kerr Road extension are no longer relevant, I mean, and that's 
pretty significant as far as why Kerr Road no longer belongs on the arterial atlas.  You know, the 
County's own study from DKS shows really no benefit on Fourth Plain Boulevard, and that's one 
of the reasons why the Board of Commissioners approved the Kerr Road extension.  And what's 
interesting about that is the County spent a significant amount of money getting this traffic 
analysis.   
 
And if you look at the table with the level of service, there's practically no difference between 
the 2035 build and 2035 build scenarios.  There's no change in level of service from A, B, C, D 
and E and F.  The only changes you can discern are barely from the v/c ratios, but the actual -- 
there is actually no change in level of service between alternatives.  And that's significant 
because, you know, typically you wouldn't see an improvement be approved with no benefit, 
and that's one of the significant factors as far as showing -- and that's with the County's own 
analysis and that can be easily seen by looking at the comparison in the DKS report.   
 
You know, the other thing that was mentioned was the WSDOT improvement at 124th and 
Fourth Plain.  That was changed to a right in/right out.  WSDOT bought right-of-way on Kerr 
Road between 121st and 124th and that provided those properties additional access in the 
future to Kerr Road or 65th and 117th and also 124th and Fourth Plain.  So that pretty much 
created -- that was a standalone improvement to address safety issues at 124th.  And so to try 
to leverage that standalone project and say that there's somehow an obligation by the County 
or even the City for additional improvements, that's just not true.  Nowhere could we find in 
any documentation that there was any obligation by Clark County or the City of Vancouver for 
further improvements, and so that's an issue that's just not substantiated.   
 
And there's talk also about Vancouver concurrency standards were not met.  Well, what's odd 
about that is this is a County arterial road atlas and I think we're in the wrong jurisdiction when 
we're trying to plan further improvement of Fourth Plain when Fourth Plain is a City facility.  
And there's also clear misunderstanding, I believe, of the concurrency requirements of the City, 
because obviously the County doesn't plan for the City, but we as a consultant, we do represent 
clients in the City.  We understand their concurrency requirements, and on Fourth Plain 
Boulevard, there's a multitiered approach that the City takes and there's, I think, in 2011 there's 
a misunderstanding that intersection levels of service is something that you look at for 
concurrency requirements.   
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Well, the issue is is that Fourth Plain Boulevard is already built out.  When Fourth Plain 
Boulevard is already built out, the City actually looks at a different standard.  They look at a 
corridor standard based on speed, the average speed, and that's in their corridor management 
plan, and we specify that in a memorandum.  And so that again is not true.  Standards are met.  
And we have worked with the City and the City's transportation manager is here and so you can 
ask him questions, but we have had developments with Level-of-Service F on Fourth Plain 
Boulevard that were still approved based on concurrency, because the corridor management 
plan level of service based on speed along the -- average speed along the arterial was met.   
 
And, you know, there's other issues with box size and perimeter standards.  Well, that's a 
development standard.  Okay.  And that development standard relates not to collectors and 
arterials but to local roadways.  So it doesn't really matter whether you have a large area or a 
piece of property that doesn't meet that standard.  When you develop, you must meet that 
standard or you must ask for a road modification for that standard, and it's up to the County 
staff to grant that standard.  And so to enter that in the argument is odd because we're talking 
about a collector.  We're not talking about a local street and so that's not even relevant to the 
discussion.   
 
What's even more telling is in the DKS report, DKS mentions a quarter mile to a half mile 
spacing for collector roadways, new collector roadways.  Well, clearly you don't have that 
spacing.  You have 320 to 420 feet between Fourth Plain and the proposed Kerr Road extension, 
and that clearly does not meet the national standard and that's in clear violation of the comp 
plan policy, one of the comp plan policies.   
 
And so, you know, I think that's our first argument is that none of the 2011 reasons hold up 
anymore.  Okay.  And I don't think that's mentioned in the staff report.   
 
Now as far as policies for --  
 
BARCA:  Mr. Hann --  
 
LEE:  Sure. 
 
BARCA:  -- before you go on, I want to have a discussion about one of your points.   
 
LEE:  Sure. 
 
BARCA:  You were talking about understanding the City of Vancouver's needs and 
requirements.  We clearly have a letter from the City of Vancouver dated January 24th from 
Chad Eiken and they are in support of retaining the extension of Kerr Road as stated in the 
letter from Chad Eiken.  Are you aware of that?   
 
LEE:  Yes, I am.   
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BARCA:  Okay.  So when you tell us that what Matt is representing isn't the desire or wishes of 
the City of Vancouver, I just want to make sure that the record is clear that it does appear as if 
he is giving us a proposal when they say to deny this that he's upholding the City of Vancouver's 
wishes.   
 
LEE:  Okay.   
 
BARCA:  All right?   
 
LEE:  Sure.  And to address that is, you know, what's really odd is when somebody wants -- the 
issue here is is that everybody wants a freebie with a road that has very little utility.  It's proven 
by the DKS study that there is no benefit from a regional perspective.   
 
Now, collectors and arterials are for regional benefit.  This is a local benefit.  The local issues are 
already addressed in the development code, period, and you see the DKS study mix up 
constantly the difference between regional facility and local facility, and that's in violation with 
comp plan policies that require the County to not only look at TSM measures, which are low 
cost measures for your infrastructure rather than build roads and to minimize your roadway 
and cost of impacts, because they're very, very expensive to build.  And so getting -- looking for 
a freebie for developers is really not within what the comp plan policy guides as well as that it's 
already covered in the development code.   
 
And so, you know, the issue really is, this is the only thing that really matters between the City 
and the County is, is there an interlocal agreement?  And staff report says clearly no.  Our 
research clearly says no also.  And so the interesting part of that is the City of Vancouver can 
have whatever opinion they want, but at the end of the day, with road building, with 
infrastructure, with comp plans and planning in each other's jurisdictions, you're going to need 
an interlocal agreement rather than just let the informal letters or informal understanding of 
what you're going to do with each other.   
 
And so, you know, I think that there's generally -- and WSDOT does the same thing -- but what's 
clear is the County's under no obligation with what WSDOT did in 2005, and so the real issue is 
is that if you look at it, there is no benefit.  The DKS study shows there's no benefit.  It's a 
violation of comp plan policy.  Policy 5.04 is about optimizing existing infrastructure and 
minimizing construction costs, and you look at here -- and related to that is how do you 
understand the utility of Kerr Road extension?   
 
Well, the DKS study doesn't even show a volume.  You have to go to the appendix, and then 
when you go to the appendix and what's relevant tonight is Kerr Road between 124th and 
131st, right, well, half of those volumes are missing.  124th and Kerr Road was not studied.  
That is very odd because the proposal is to remove Kerr Road from 124th to 131st, and half of 
those, half of that is missing on one end.  And so when we make an assessment of traffic 
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volumes on that section, we can only use those volumes in the appendix, not on a table or a 
figure but in the appendix, we have to dig through that and we find that when we convert the 
p.m. peak hour volume and assume that it's 8 to 10 percent of the average daily volume that 
we're only getting 1400 to 1700 trips.   
 
Well, I think Mr. Wright knows from all his days in Public Works, that is not what a collector 
roadway is supposed to carry, and that's at 2035 volume.  That's not what an opening day 
volume that is built tomorrow would have, and that is, quite frankly, very inefficient and it's a 
waste of money as far as the collector roadway, and so that's Policy 5.04.   
 
You look at 5.1.2, consistency with plans and standards, and, you know, there's a quick switch 
because they can't make the traffic volume work as far as the level of service or even the actual 
delta, and the change in the volume between the no build and the build, you have this odd 
discussion about bike lanes and pedestrians.  Well, what's odd about that is, again, regional 
documents, a regional roadways, regional facilities, regional needs.  Well, that's all covered in 
the comp plan.  The County does a very good job with its documentation.  So where is it in the 
comp plan?  Well, it would be the 2010 Clark County Bike & Ped Master Plan which is 
considered part of the comp plan.  It's not there.   
 
And a matter of fact, that document also addressing the issues with the school district that 
support, Evergreen School District, that support is keeping the roadway in the arterial atlas.  
What's odd about that is that 2010 Bike & Ped Master Plan includes consideration of school 
locations, so it's that Kerr Road is not there.   
 
We've also included in our documentation the school districts own safe walking route maps.  
Again, when you see that, Kerr Road isn't even important in that.  It's not even -- there is no 
relationship there and there's no commercial property -- it's all commercial property and so 
there's no residential property, so there really isn't a need.  And as far as buses go, I mean, 
there might be one bus that could use that, but if you look at a half a million to a million dollar 
roadway for one bus, that really isn't an issue with regional needs when you have a regional 
roadway that's a quarter of a mile away or a couple hundred feet away.  2004 City of Vancouver 
bike plan, not in there.  2006 regional trails and bikeway system plan, not in there.  So Kerr 
Road is not considered regional.   
 
And on top of that, last year we went through a comp plan update with the Growth 
Management Act, and again, the County had the opportunity if that roadway was important, 
the City of Vancouver had the opportunity to work with the County if that was important to 
update some of these documents as far as the comp plan process.  It didn't happen.   
 
5.3.5, local streets shall interconnect -- shall not -- shall be interconnected to each other and 
not with arterials and collectors, and that's exactly what we're doing.  We're going against that 
policy.  We're connecting.  We're taking two existing streets, 131st and 124th, and we're using a 
collector to connect them.  Local streets connect to local streets.  That's where the 
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interconnecting happens.  And again, that's dealt with the development code, not any type of 
regional plan.   
 
5.4.1, again that's probably one of the biggest ones as far as the County following nationally 
accepted standards for their arterial and collector spacings standards.  DKS mentioned that 
quarter mile to half a mile spacing, you have 320 to 420 feet, it doesn't meet it, you know.  So 
the DKS study is flawed in many ways, I think I've already covered that.   
 
Staff criteria, you look at all the arguments that I've made, none of the criteria is, you know, 
Criteria A, need for proposed change.  There clearly is a need for a change because all the facts 
are not updated correctly.  Category B about GMA, now Goal 3 is not met because Kerr Road is 
not regionally significant, therefore, it's not efficient.  And as far as the bike and ped section as 
far as regional significance, it's not there either.  It's not in the comp plan.  Criteria C, comp plan 
consistency issues, again all those policies state that Kerr Road extension is not consistent with 
comp plan policy, you know.  Criteria D about interlocal agreement, staff report's right, there is 
no interlocal agreement.  So the planning and overlap between Clark County and Vancouver, 
where are the rules that define the parameters especially when it comes to major 
infrastructure planning?  It must be in an interlocal agreement.  It's not.   
 
So while it might be a nice letter for you guys, the issue is is there's no authority behind it 
because it needs to be negotiated between the City Council and the County Commissioners as 
far as what the rules of engagement are, and because there's big money involved in 
infrastructure, and Mr. Wright knows that being in Public Works for so long, I mean it's huge 
dollars.  And even this -- even what this represents half a million to a million dollars, that's what 
it represents and that's why we're here tonight because we do not feel that that's sufficient at 
all.  And then you've got, interesting, Criteria E about consistency with MTP, because Kerr 
Road -- because if we delete Kerr Road, the proposal is consistent with MTP.   
 
But here's part of the things probably should be cleaned up by staff is we're not going to see -- 
if we delete Kerr Road, it's going to be consistent with MTP because the MTP does not, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does not have Kerr Road in it, but some of the Clark County 
documentations are inconsistent with MTP.  That needs to be looked at.   
 
And again, you know, I think that with those arguments, you know, what -- and dealing with the 
Evergreen School District, it's the same thing.  There's no utility there.  And on top of that, when 
you look at all of your standards, your policies, your comp plans, GMA, that Kerr Road extension 
clearly doesn't belong on an arterial atlas.   
 
BARCA:  Is that your closing argument?   
 
LEE:  Yes.   
 
BARCA:  Thank you.   
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LEE:  Thanks.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Any questions for Mr. Hann -- or Lee?  Excuse me.   
 
WRIGHT:  Yeah, Mr. Hann, I have a question.  Do you have any comment on the utility or value 
of that extension as a service road for developments that might have frontage on Fourth Plain 
or --  
 
LEE:  Sure.  That's an excellent question.  If you look at the map, what you find is is that in my 
memo there are -- there's only a couple of properties.  There's only two property owners 
representing four or five lots, and what's interesting about that is is both property owners 
already have access to Fourth Plain and they already have access to a local street, and so to 
triple front those properties is, again, another reason why this is a highly inefficient proposal, 
because it -- local access is why you have a service road and there's really even no need for it.  
And, you know, to even support that comment, there's only one property that actually 
currently fronts both Fourth Plain and the Kerr Road extension.   
 
And so, you know, we found that it was really odd that the access data was missing.  Well, 
that's because typically you make an assessment, okay, how many driveways can you eliminate 
and all those access at those driveways then would be eliminated from the record and that 
would be the benefit of the road.  Well, at most, one driveway can be relocated to Kerr Road.  
So then I thought, well, that's probably why the analysis isn't there.   
 
But as a service road, it has very little function because, you know, it's odd because you're 
proposing collector, but we already have access to an arterial with Fourth Plain with the City 
and then we have access already to either 131st or 124th, which are already local roads, and so 
the priority for access would be the local roads.  And so the service road would probably be the 
third option, you know, not even the second.   
 
WRIGHT:  Thanks.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Thank you.   
 
LEE:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  Next on the list is Ryan -- is it Lopossa?   
 
LOPOSSA:  Lopossa.  Ryan Lopossa, L-o-p-o-s-s-a.  City of Vancouver, Streets and Transportation 
Manager.  I'm here tonight to testify.  Thank you for the opportunity and, Commissioner 
Wright, good to see you.   
 
WRIGHT:  Good to see you too.   
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LOPOSSA:  I'm here to testify in support of the County recommendation to deny this request, 
and I've brought forth a number of issues that I wanted to share with you this evening.   
 
I think the first thing that's important to note, as you look at the map, what you see is relatively 
little continuous east/west circulation north of Fourth Plain and that's a problem that's 
prevailing throughout this part of the community as well as many other parts of East 
Vancouver, and it's a problem that we're hoping to correct.   
 
So the issue of circulation, which was one of the objectives that the County Commissioners had 
when they initially put this route on the map, is still valid.  It's still very much valid.  Yes, it 
doesn't meet the optimal spacing standard, but we've got some challenges there.  We've got a 
principal arterial that doesn't run in a perfect east/west pattern.  It runs at an angle, Fourth 
Plain, and we've got an already fairly well built area, so we don't have a lot of opportunities to 
put this road where, you know, the industry standards says it should go.  But we -- the 
Commission saw the -- had the foresight to realize that this was a good location for the future 
road.  It was well connected with existing roads on either end, and so that was, you know, that 
was one of the driving reasons why this went forward.   
 
I want to comment on the County's DKS study that was done as a part of this process.  There's 
one major flaw in this study that for all intents and purposes nullifies much of what they 
realized.  They looked at the 2035 RTC model when they were making their assumptions and 
their analysis.  One of the assumptions made in that model that's come to our, you know, it's 
come to our attention that's flawed is this assumption of a future project at the intersection of 
Fourth Plain and SR-500, this future flyover that's shown on Page 5 of the study.  That was a 
project that was contemplated by WSDOT back when WSDOT had jurisdiction over Fourth Plain.   
 
As most of you probably know, WSDOT no longer has jurisdiction over this section of Fourth 
Plain between SR-500 and Ward Road.  That's now a City road.  The City has no plan for this 
flyover project.  WSDOT certainly has no plan for it because it's no longer their road.  So one of 
the things we're going to need to do to work with RTC is to get that project taken out because 
it's not a project.  It's not on anybody's plan.  It's a carryover from a pre-jurisdictional route 
change.   
 
Unfortunately, DKS relied heavily on this project when they were looking at future conditions 
on Fourth Plain Boulevard.  Their assumption was we put this project in and everything's rosy 
on Fourth Plain.  Traffic's moving.  We have no level of service issues.  So, yeah, what's the 
point in having Kerr Road if we've got Fourth Plain doing what we want it to do?  Without that 
project and with the 30-plus thousand cars a day that were traveling on it in 2015 when it was 
last counted, I venture to guess that's gone up since then, Fourth Plain Boulevard is that quickly 
approaching failure, and the notion that there's hardly any failing level of service along the 
corridor as was shown in the DKS study, that's just wrong.  I've personally reviewed multiple 
traffic studies including studies prepared by Mr. Lee that show failing level of service at at least 
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one or more intersections in the vicinity of this proposal, and that will only get worse if Fourth 
Plain is the only east/west corridor capable of moving traffic out of these neighborhoods and 
out of these businesses and industry minus having an alternate.   
 
You have a letter from the City that supports retaining Kerr Road.  You also have a letter from 
the Washington State Department of Transportation that supports retaining Kerr Road.  As you 
may know, WSDOT was involved in the acquisition of right-of-way and assisted with the 
construction of 65th Street on the west end of the Kerr Road extension, which was intentional 
to help establish this parallel route and help to relieve pressure on Fourth Plain Boulevard, and 
again, this was back when Fourth Plain was their route.  The idea was let's get a continuous 
parallel route along Fourth Plain so Fourth Plain doesn't have to be the only way to get 
east/west, especially as we continue to see traffic added to it.   
 
The notion that there -- we don't have any traffic counts on the piece of Kerr Road that's not 
there, of course we don't because it's not there, and it's very difficult to project how many 
people will use it until it's built.  But I can promise you that as a traffic professional with over 20 
years of experience, folks will adjust their travel routes when they see that Fourth Plain has 
reached an unacceptable level of congestion.  They will make decisions.  They will change.  And 
if they have the option to go a different route, they will and that's where Kerr Road is key.   
 
A couple of things I wanted to comment on Mr. Lee's analysis.  I'm thankful that we do have a 
collaboration between the City, County and State in terms of transportation issues in this area, 
and we do have interlocal agreements between the County and the City that address this very 
issue.  We have an interlocal agreement that was executed in 2011 that specifically addresses 
the need to coordinate the review of development projects that occur along the City/County 
boundary in order to protect the integrity of each other's infrastructure.  So we receive -- that's 
exactly how we were given the opportunity to comment on this proposal, and that's how we 
comment on development proposals that occur in the County all the time, and vice-a-versa, the 
City or the County will comment on proposals occurring in the City that are near that boundary.  
The whole idea is is we work together to make sure that we're not doing something that's going 
to jeopardize the other's infrastructure.   
 
The other agreement that we have is part of our annexation blueprint, and albeit, that is going 
to sunset towards the end of this year, it is in effect now and it talks specifically about this same 
issue and this is within the annexation footprint, that we will work together to implement 
standards that are consistent amongst a jurisdiction and that we will retain and protect the 
infrastructure, whether it's a line on a map or it's a road that's already been built.   
 
So fortunately we do have these agreements in place and fortunately we're not all thinking 
inside our own little vacuums and just worried about our own infrastructure.  We're thinking 
about each other's, much the same way that the City works with the City of Camas along our 
joint border and much in the same way that all three of us work with the State Department of 
Transportation in terms of making sure that all of the transportation system works well.  Up 
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here we don't have any paint on the ground that shows where you cross over from the City to 
the County nor do the residents and users of the facilities recognize that, and so they rely 
heavily on our ability to coordinate and be proactive.   
 
I think one other thing I wanted to point out was the way that Mr. Lee characterizes the City's 
concurrency program and the fact that there's really nothing wrong with Fourth Plain.  He 
characterized it as a corridor that's built to ultimate capacity, which is correct.  We do have that 
category in our concurrency program.  Fourth Plain has not been designated that category nor 
has there been any type of corridor specific plan developed to address congestion on Fourth 
Plain.  There are subarea plans that have been developed to address a variety on the Fourth 
Plain corridor, but as it stands currently, Fourth Plain Boulevard still passes the concurrency 
test.   
 
What doesn't pass the test is the intersection specific level of service.  So when we're reviewing 
developments and we're reviewing proposals that are going to add traffic to the Fourth Plain 
corridor, we look at both.  We look at the overall time that it takes you to move through the 
corridor, which is a piece of the concurrency test, but we also look at intersection specific level 
of service.  We don't want these intersections driven into failure any more than they already 
have.   
 
There have been a couple of exceptions that we've granted, and I think that was what Mr. Lee 
was alluding to, we have a project on 137th Avenue that leads up to the intersection with 
Fourth Plain.  That intersection does have a failing level of service leg currently which was not 
reflected in any of the studies and we have allowed some development to occur that is going to 
add to that, but that because that intersection is on our capital improvement plan, we have a 
project ready to rebuild that intersection, we are allowing some development to move forward, 
and that is consistent with what we have in City code as well as, I believe, the County has a 
similar provision.  That's all I got.   
 
BARCA:  Do we have questions for Mr. Lopossa?  No?   
 
I would like to make one comment that you're pointing out a flaw in the DKS study is very 
valuable information.  I didn't find that in writing anywhere from the City about the change 
about the flyover.  I think that's very valuable.  The other thing is we haven't been presented 
with any alternative traffic study as a result of that not being part of what we're looking at.  So 
we're presented with specific data and we're supposed to make decisions based on that.  Your 
new information would be very valuable to have it documented and put into the record.   
 
LOPOSSA:  Sure.  I can provide that.  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  That makes up the entire list.  If we have other people that would like to come 
forward.   
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Please, sir, come forward, state your name, spell it, talk slowly.   
 
AHREND:  Good evening.  My name is Brent Ahrend, A-h-r-e-n-d.  I'm a traffic engineer with 
more than 25 years of experience in Portland, Clark County, Vancouver area.  My office is in 
Portland, but I did work for five years at our office here in Vancouver.   
 
Like I said, I've been working here in town for about 25 years, and I sympathize with you guys.  I 
serve on the Development Review Commission in Lake Oswego.  I've been on that for six and a 
half years and I just spent two years as chair running all the meetings, so I sit in your shoes all 
the time, so...  I'll try to keep this simple and short.  I know you guys want to get out of here 
quickly as I'm sure we all do.   
 
So really the question in my mind, try to keep it simple for you, is is a need for a road here and 
should it be a collector road?  And you know the history, I believe.  You've got the letter that I 
submitted a couple of days ago, I guess it was yesterday.  Hopefully you've all had a chance to 
read it.  But the history is that back in 2005, this proposal to add Kerr Road as a collector was 
denied by the Planning Commission and by the Board at that time.  Then again in 2011, the 
decision was made to add it on.  We believe that was an incorrect decision for a number of 
reasons.  Mr. Lee presented a lot of them as to why we don't think this should be a collector.  
The volumes aren't right, the spacing isn't right and in the development code has those 
cross-circulation requirements, and when you look at individual developments when they come 
in, that's really the time that you look at the need for these service roads, these local access 
roads.  Collector road is not really what's needed here.   
 
I think part of what happened to add this as a collector road was a couple of things.  One, was 
the WSDOT improvement because back then WSDOT had jurisdiction over Fourth Plain and 
they wanted to limit or they wanted to improve the safety the 124th intersection, it was too 
close to put a signal there, so their solution was to put in another median to cause it to go to 
right in/right out and to mitigate that, that Kerr Road piece between 121st and 124th for which 
the right-of-way was purchased back then was the piece that was supposed to provide that 
connection so people could turn left to and from Fourth Plain, go on that new section of Kerr 
Road and then continue on 124th.  That piece still hasn't been constructed yet.   
 
The other issue is my understanding there were a number of different property owners.  Right 
now there's only two property owners - oh, I forgot to mention, I represent the other property 
owner for Mr. Lee - that actually own the four parcels on the kind of the eastern portion there 
of that Kerr Road extension area plus the piece that extends over to 124th right there which is 
essentially encumbered by the power line easements as well.  I lost my train of thought.  So 
the -- oh, the other reason was to provide access to all of those parcels, one of them was 
landlocked and having a road on the arterial atlas would ensure that that parcel could gain 
access.  Now that there's common ownership, you really don't need that.   
 
So one of the other points I wanted to make to you is, as Mr. Lee pointed out and the DKS study 
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shows, there isn't a lot of benefit.  And I agree with Mr. Lopossa, there's some problems with 
that DKS analysis and that flyover may or may not impact what happens back here.  It certainly 
would improve the intersection with 503, but what would happen here, we don't know until 
that modeling is done, but what they've done so far is to show very little improvement on 
Fourth Plain at those individual intersections with this roadway in.  So and we believe if there 
was a significant benefit, the County and the City and the State would have found a way to have 
this road constructed.  In fact, they probably would have built the section of Kerr Road between 
121st and 124th that they've already spent $400,000 to buy the right-of-way for, and that's an 
important piece that hasn't counted completed that mitigation when WSDOT put the median 
in.   
 
So, again, bottom line is we don't believe a collector classification is correct at this location for 
all the reasons stated before and in my letter.  I've reviewed the school districts comments as 
well, and you can see my responses to those.  I looked in detail about whether or not this would 
benefit any of the schools that they comment on the need for, maybe one bus route would go 
that way, very few kids would walk or bike here.  In fact, for the junior high that's probably, or 
the middle school, Covington, that's probably the greatest benefit, it's well outside of the 
walking area.  We don't want kids walking and biking across State Highway 503, probably not a 
good idea, and they're provided bus service over there anyway.  Again, the time to look at the 
need for these local access roads and cross-circulation is at the time of development and it's 
going to depend on the type and level of development.   
 
And as I pointed out already, and is in my letter, you know, the level of development that's 
going here plus the limitations with that power line easement makes the level of development 
less than otherwise would be needed for such a road.  So I'm happy to answer any questions 
you guys may have.   
 
WRIGHT:  Yeah.  Thank you.  I do have a question, and you mentioned it near the end about the 
cross-circulation requirements that would come into effect as the area is developed and you 
mentioned that in your letter.   
 
Now, if we were to rely on that as a safety net basically and this was taken off the arterial atlas, 
is there really any guarantee that the circulation provided would be able to carry any significant 
levels of traffic at all even the minor levels that the DKS report show or generated recognizing, 
of course, that that study has flaws that have been pointed out?   
 
AHREND:  Yeah.  Assuming that Kerr Road is taken off or was never put on, when a 
development application comes in, you would look at what is its impact and is there a need for 
cross-circulation, how can you provide that that improvement.  If there was a finding that a 
local road needed to be provided, a local service road for example, that could certainly serve as 
a parallel route, but, you know, the traffic that would want to use that, but frankly, when you 
look at this area, you know, it's not really going to take traffic off of Fourth Plain.  It will just 
provide another route for people in the neighborhood to maybe get over to the Taco Bell or the 



Planning Commission Minutes 
Thursday, September 21, 2017 
Page  
 

34 

Brewed Awakenings on the highway without using Fourth Plain, and that's really the benefit 
here is it's limited to just this local area.  No one coming down Fourth Plain traveling any kind of 
distance is going to jump off Fourth Plain and get on this road and drive through here, unless 
things are completely congested on Fourth Plain, and we don't want to encourage that anyway.  
So as far as providing an alternate route, it really doesn't, but for local circulation, there's a 
potential.   
 
The other thing I'd point out too is with the mobile home park to the north.  They do have 
cross-circulation.  They have access to both on 131st and on 124th, so they can already go out 
each way.  Further up in the residential neighborhood, you can see on that map that's on the 
screen, there is a way to circulate through.  So if someone's in that neighborhood, they want to 
go to 131st, they can; if they want to go to 124th, they can.  They don't need this Kerr Road 
extension.   
 
Again, primarily this Kerr Road extension is only going to serve the properties that it goes 
through and that determination is whether they need that road should be made at the time of 
the development application, not on the arterial atlas.   
 
WRIGHT:  Is your greater concern with the road classification or with the alignment?   
 
AHREND:  So really it's the road classification.  Whether there's a need depends on the analysis 
that's done at that time of the development application.  So when my client comes in with a 
development application, he's got one in right now and another one that we're considering, 
that's when that need needs to be looked at.  Then you look at all the, you know, the detailed 
traffic analysis, can you provide that cross-circulation.  Certainly it's a challenge to the north.  I 
understand what Mr. Lopossa said about the east/west connections, but like I just mentioned 
too, you've already got two of them to the north between Fourth Plain and 76th, providing this 
one doesn't provide a benefit other than for just these parcels.   
 
BARCA:  Other questions?  Thank you.   
 
AHREND:  Thank you for your time.   
 
BARCA:  Anybody else from the public who wishes to come forward?  Seeing none, we're going 
to close public testimony and bring it back to the Commission.   
 
Return to Planning Commission 
 
WRIGHT:  Is it okay to revisit a question to staff at this point?   
 
BARCA:  Absolutely.   
 
WRIGHT:  Yeah.  I have a question for Matt regarding the DKS study which, you know, at best 
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seems ambivalent, about some of the benefits of this connection -- at best the DKS study, I 
think, is a bit ambivalent about the benefits of this connection as a collector.  Can you explain 
what's happened since this study was completed and if there's any revisions that might be 
worth interjecting into the record?   
 
HERMEN:  There are no revisions to the DKS study.  The DKS study does show the need to 
provide cross-circulation for local access onto those vacant commercial lands.  While it doesn't 
show a regional need, it still demonstrates that a local need is needed for the collector status.  
We are recommending the retention of the two-lane collector with bike lanes, in essence, 
because for a local road, a local road is not required to have bike lanes.  A collector is.  A C-2b is 
the lowest -- requires the least amount of right-of-way for the required bike lanes.  The bike 
lanes are important for cross-circulation to Covington Middle School.  We still see the need to 
connect the residential area that is on 131st Avenue to Covington Middle School.  The only 
connection that we can have with that is this Kerr Road that utilizes those bike lanes.  We find 
that that is important, that is a main sense of retaining the C-2b classification on the arterial 
atlas.   
 
SWINDELL:  I'd just like to ask, if it is removed from the arterial atlas, at the time that they come 
in for their or propose their development, does the staff at that point have the ability to look at 
those traffic studies, make recommend- -- you know, make requirements that they address this 
particular issue?  Is there another opportunity to look at that?   
 
HERMEN:  In the development regulations that our staff uses when a development comes 
forward, one of the requirements is a circulation requirement.  That circulation requirement 
comes with a transportation analysis submitted by the applicant.  Staff reviews it and requires 
the circulation based on the application.   
 
SWINDELL:  Thank you.   
 
WRIGHT:  Another question for staff.  The area on both sides of this alignment is zoned 
commercial; is that correct?   
 
HERMEN:  That's correct.   
 
WRIGHT:  Thanks. 
 
BARCA:  And, Matt, are you aware at the intersection of 65th and 117th, does 65th have bike 
lanes already associated with it out to 117th?   
 
HERMEN:  I'm not familiar right off.   
 
SWINDELL:  Is that where the Taco Bell is?   
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BARCA:  Yeah, where the Taco Bell is and Brewed Awakenings on the opposite side.   
 
SWINDELL:  I only know that because somebody told me it was there.  I don't frequent that.  I 
don't go there often. 
 
LOPOSSA:  It's wide enough.  It doesn't have striped lanes currently, but it is wide enough to 
have.   
 
BARCA:  All right.  That answers my question.  Thank you.  Okay.  More discussion?   
 
So let's cover what the proposal actually is.  So the proposal is to amend the arterial atlas to 
delete the future extension of Kerr Road.  Staff is recommending denial.  If we choose to go 
with staff, we have to turn the proposal down.  If we follow the proposal to remove it, then we 
accept with a yes.  Is that clear enough for everybody?  All right.   
 
Since nobody said I got it wrong, is there a motion?  And if not, we better talk about it.   
 
WRIGHT:  I make a motion that we approve the removal as presented in CPZ2017-00018.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Motioned.   
 
SWINDELL:  I'll second it.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  So we have a motion and it's been seconded.  Is there any more discussion 
before we vote?  Seeing none, roll call, please.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
WRIGHT:   AYE  
SWINDELL:   AYE  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
 
BARCA:  Wow, 4/0.  And we have canceled the public facilities map and code change item.  So 
that is the end of our agenda for new items.   
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
None. 
 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 



Planning Commission Minutes 
Thursday, September 21, 2017 
Page  
 

37 

 
None. 
 
 
COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
None. 
 
 
ADJOURNEMENT 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/ 
 
Minutes Transcribed by:  
Cindy Holley, Court Reporter/Rider & Associates, Inc.  
Sonja Wiser, Program Assistant, Clark County Community Planning 
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