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June 20, 2016 

 

 

 

Mr. Oliver Orjiako 

Director of Community Planning 

Clark County 

1300 Franklin Street 

Post Office Box 9810 

Vancouver, Washington  98660 

 

RE:  Proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan in support of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

update. 

 

Dear Mr. Orjiako: 

 

Thank you for sending Growth Management Services the proposed amendments to Clark County’s 

comprehensive plan and development regulations that we received on April 28, 2016, and processed 

with Material ID No. 22340. 

 

We especially like the following: 

 

 The plan update seeks to bring in new and recently approved reports – your award winning “Aging 

Readiness”, Growing Healthier and Sustainability reports and policies into the comprehensive 

plan. Incorporating these policies and strategies into your plan will add new and important 

components to Clark County’s planning efforts in the areas of health, aging, physical activity and 

sustainability. 

 

 The Land Use Element goal focusing on physical activity has several policies focusing on 

compact, mixed use development with bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure that provides access 

and connectivity.  This document also references the bike and pedestrian plan that focuses on how 

the built environment impacts health.  This focus on promoting active transportation is a 

prominent factor in the Land Use Element. 

 The extensive public process conducted by the county is noteworthy.  The plan update website 

contains lots of materials to help the public understand the decisions in front of the County Board 

of Councilors.  The use of new technology such as “Peak Democracy” allowed staff to reach out 

for broad and frequent public involvement in the plan update.  Your staff has done exceptional 
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work in your public participation plan to highlight the importance of public participation while 

also showing innovative public participation techniques and strategies to ensure opportunities for 

meaningful input. 

 The plan goes beyond the Growth Management Act (GMA) requirement for concurrency for 

transportation services to include other critical public facilities such as water and sanitary sewer. 

(Capital Facilities Plan, page 2).  Table 6.1 clearly shows which public services are subject to 

concurrency and which are not. 

 

 The plan’s intent to promote more compact development patterns which allow for more efficient 

delivery of services, and promotes a better balance of jobs and housing to minimize the distance 

people need to travel between home, workplace, and shopping.  Capital Facilities Policy 6.10.7 

encourages maximum use of existing public facilities and services, new and infill development in 

the urban area to occur at the maximum densities envisioned by the 20-Year Plan. 

 

 The plan addresses fair housing issues by using “household”, rather than “family”, as the basic 

definition for an assemblage of persons in a dwelling unit.  Household is a broader term that 

allows for non-nuclear families, unrelated individuals, domestic partnerships, caregivers and other 

arrangements. 

 

While your plan advances Growth Management goals and requirements in many important ways, there 

are a few items, however, that should be addressed before you adopt your plan and development 

regulation amendments: 

 

 We would especially like to register our concern about your proposal to adopt the rural industrial 

land bank (RILB) into your comprehensive plan.  We expressed some concerns when it was first 

proposed and those concerns have not been addressed.  The subject properties contain some of the 

best agricultural land in the county, 99 percent of which is considered prime farm land with 

significant percentage of the land being Class 1 and 3 soils, has excellent access to rail and 

highway transportation facilities and is within close proximity to local markets.  The fact that the 

current dairy operation does not sell milk locally does not discount the importance of this farm 

land to the county’s future food security.  The RILB report stated that the existing dairy operation 

would like to relocate to Eastern Washington and that the dairy industry is declining.  GMA rules 

clearly state that “the intent of the landowner to use land for agriculture or to cease such use is not 

the controlling factor in determining if land is used or capable of being used for agricultural 

production” (WAC 365-190-050(3)(i).  We strongly urge Clark County to consider other sites 

preferably in the urban growth area for industrial land development and save these 600 acres of 

prime agricultural land. 

 

 The county is commended for including an objective in the plan to reduce future growth rates in 

rural areas and resource lands of the county – including specific policies to allocate no more than 

ten percent of countywide growth to the rural area.  However, the plan is proposing to alter some 

zoning designations in the county’s resource lands that would reduce minimum lot area and 

provide more parcels.  This proposal indicates that 2,584 parcels currently zoned Agriculture-20 

will be rezoned AG-10; and 2499 parcels currently zoned Forestry 40 will be rezoned FR-20. 
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These resource lands zoning changes at full build-out would result in the addition of 1750 and 412 

new parcels respectively to the rural area (FSEIS Table 1-2).  This is a major land use change and 

yet there is nothing in the record to justify the reduction except the “preference census of property 

owners” conducted by the county.  While we support innovative zoning techniques, in this case 

“clustering” that the plan proposes to employ in these zones, we are concerned that if all the new 

lots created under your new proposal take advantage of this provision, the resulting pattern of 

growth in the aggregate will become more intense than what normally would be expected in rural 

areas.  There will be more traffic and a need for higher levels of public services.  Furthermore, 

your ability to direct growth into urban areas will be compromised and the objective of 90/10 

urban rural split will not be achieved if this proposal is approved.  I strongly urge the county to 

accept the recommendations of the planning commission and not approve this proposal. 

 

 The plan update also proposes to expand the urban growth areas (UGAs) of the cities of 

Ridgefield, La Center and Battleground to better support residential and employment growth. 

Ridgefield is asking to de-designate 111 acres of agricultural lands for residential development 

and La Center is looking to bring in 56 acres of agricultural lands into their UGA for urban 

development.  The Washington State Legislature amended the “Buildable Lands” legislation to 

require counties subject to the Buildable Lands requirements to complete their Buildable Lands 

Report (BLR) no later than one year prior to the deadline for review and update of comprehensive 

plans and development regulations [RCW 36.70A.215(2)(b)].  The reason for this legislative 

amendment was to ensure that jurisdictions had the needed data for use in their update work. Clark 

County completed their BLR as required.  That report concluded that the county has enough 

capacity for residential and employment growth for the twenty year planning horizon.  (See Table 

4 pg. 10) for residential land need.  We would like to express our concern specifically on the 

proposal to de-designate agricultural parcels near Ridgefield and La Center in order to expand 

their UGAs.  Based on the BLR conclusions that the county has enough capacity for growth for 

the twenty year planning horizon, we do not see any need for any UGA expansion at this time in 

Clark County. 

 

We have some suggestions for strengthening your plan and development regulation amendments that 

we encourage you to consider either in these or future amendments: 

 

 The Land Use Element does not include a future land use map as required by the GMA.  The 

document describes the details and components of the future land use plan categories in tables and 

throughout the text, but does not present a map.  The county probably has a future land use map 

but did not include it in the document sent to Commerce.  We recommend you include this 

essential map before you adopt your update plan. 

 

 Additionally, the capital facilities plan should clearly show where facilities exist, where they are 

planned, and whether there is adequate capacity for the 20-year population projection.  Your 

capital facilities plan provide inventory of existing services and facilities including their general 

location, forecast of future needs, a six year capital improvement plan (CIP) and funding sources. 

However, nowhere in the plan were proposed locations of expanded or new capital facilities 

addressed.  The Capital Facilities Element of your plan should identify all capital facilities/utilities 
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that are planned to be provided within the twenty year planning period, including their general 

location and capacity [RCW 36.70A.070(3)]. 

 

Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work these amendments represent.  If you have any 

questions or concerns about our comments or any other growth management issues, please contact me 

at 360.725.3056 or ike.nwankwo@commerce.wa.gov  We extend our continued support to Clark 

County in achieving the goals of growth management. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Ike Nwankwo 

Western Region Manager, 

Growth Management Services 

 

IN:lw 

 

cc:  

Gordy Euler, Principal Planner, Clark County Community Planning 

David Andersen, AICP, Acting Managing Director, Growth Management Services 

mailto:ike.nwankwo@commerce.wa.gov

