Schroader, Kathx

From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 8:18 AM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: The GMA is every bit concerned with rural as it is urban growth

FYl, and Kathy for the index. More is coming. Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 11:26 PM
To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David; Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Fw: The GMA is every bit concerned with rural as it is urban growth

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outiook.com>: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2015 8:26 AM
Subject: Re: The GMA is every bit concerned with rural as it is urban growth

GMA encourages counties to influence the greatest population growth into UGA’s, its policies and
provisions also reflect the strong desires of Washington citizens to maintain historical, and viable rural
lifestyles. This goal isn'’t stated in language, but explicitly recognized in several Court and Board
decisions. The unstated GMA goal is clearly expressed in the many provisions in the GMA that
speak to distinguishing urban living from rural lifestyles. For example, the Act's definition of

“urban growth,” as “growth that makes intensive use of the land for the location of buildings,
structures, and impermeable surfaces.’ “Rural character”, stresses the cultural dimensions

of “ruralism.” 36.70A.030(14) defines rural character as “patterns of land use and development that
foster traditional rural lifestyles and provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found in rural
areas and communities. The only stipulation in the act on rural growth is that it can not be “urban in
nature.”

The GMA'’s overall treatment of the rural areas recognizes the more traditional concept of living,
and supports a citizen’s ability to rightfully decide to live in a rural setting. This reflects an overall
lifestyle choice, not merely a geographical preference for housing.

The fact that large numbers of Clark County residents have historically resided outside of
incorporated city limits further suggests that many citizens may theoretically oppose high density,
urban lifestyles. The historic rural growth patterns of Clark County are based in reality. The patterns
are a result of generations of cultural practices. Amazingly, these growth patterns haven't ever been
considered important enough to recognize and accomodate in any comprehensive plan update. GMA
recognizes the patterns of development as the unique “rural character.” On remand in our court
action, the county was ordered to amend its comprehensive plan by making reasoned zoning
considering existing conditions.

Partly as a result of our court actions, local governments are able to designate rural areas that are
capable of accommodating however many people they choose...just as long as the development is



reflective of the area’s rural character. The court decision represents the continuity of rural values,
culture, and lifestyles.

From: susan rasmussen’
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Carol Levanen

steep slopes

MapsOnline, Clark County WA. GIS. can

http://qis.c|ark.wa.qov/mapsonline/?site=GeoHazards&ext=1

Sent from Windows Mail
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Schroader, Kathy

—
From: Orjiako, Oliver

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 8:21 AM

To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose

Cc: Schroader, Kathy

Subject: FW: Draft SEIS Septic Suitability Soils Maps - For the Public Record

More FYIl and for the index. Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 i2:15 AM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Madore, David: Orjiako, Oliver
Subject: Draft SEIS Septic Suitability Soils Maps - For the Public Record

Dear Councilors,

The Draft SEIS to the 2016 Comprehensive Land Use Plan has included a Septic System Soil Suitability map. This map is new, as
previous Comprehensive Plans have not included such a map. The map indicates that almost all of Clark County is unsuitable for
septic systems, even though there are thousands of such systems in place today that are functioning quite well. Many of them are
standard systems. Research indicates that 80% of aquifer recharge area water is provided by return of water via septic systems. With
the new technology used in the design and instaiiations of such systems today, they should be encouraged. This map is
unnecessary. Recent resource data indicates that septic systems are more environmentally friendly than sewer systems and are
becoming the trend for those who want to protect the environment. In addition they are less costly to the landowner and to the
municipalities. CCCU is aware of one landowner who has a septic system that processes drinking water.

Since there is not scientific data that supports elimination of septic systems in Clark County, it appears that the map is intended to
inaccurately demonstrate a reason to prevent septic systems in the rural and resource communities, where they are commonly used.
This would effectively prevent the rural and resource lands from allowing any new development. This is not what the GMA has
intended.

The only requirement in the GMA is that rural development not be urban in nature and that rural character is preserved The GMA

intends .
that rural and resource lands would have development and the infrastructure to support it. Septic systems are part of that
requirement.

The Septic System map is unnecessary. Research and scientific data demonstrates that prime and good agriculture and forest soils are
well drained and well suited to support septic systems. CCCU, Inc. recommends removai of the septic system soii maps provided in
the Draft SEIS of the 2016 update of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Sincerely,

Carol Levanen, Ex. Secretary
Clark County Citizens, United, Inc.
P.O. Box 2188

Battle Ground, Washington 98604
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Schroader, Kathy

.
From: NoReply@Clark.Wa.Gov
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 8:43 AM
To: Cnty 2016 Comp Plan
Subject: 2016 Comp Plan comments submitted

Following comments were submitted online:
Parcel No:
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update

Comments:

I'am concerned that the Comprehensive Plan ensure the support needed for family farms to grow and thrive in our
community. The Family Farm is the back bone of our food supply system, and our community. In order to meet the
needs of our farmers, the minimum 20 acre lots must be maintained. When they are broken up into smaller lots, it
becomes not only harder to grow enough to support the farm, the lots tend to become more expensive, and demand on
water increases, again increasing the cost of farming to our neighbors.

The desire to break lots into 1-5 acre lots, appears to be in order to expand the urban growth boundary, with the focus
on high end housing. To the best of my knowledge, there is no significant shortage of high end housing. What this
community needs and demands is affordable low cost housing, of which there is none. We have a large homeless
community, which is growing every day due to the unavailability of housing the average, and minimum wage earner can
afford. This is the area that must be addressed before any consideration is given to increasing the inventory of overly
expensive housing.

It was also pointed out that in order to expand work opportunities there needs to be an inventory of large acreage
available for businesses to purchase. The division of 20 acre lots into smaller lots, will increase the cost, and reduce the
availability of affordable lots, for new businesses to expand, or move into the area. | prefer option 1.

Submitted by:
Terry Eaton

Email: john.and.terry@gmail.com

Brush Prairie, WA






Schroader, Kathx

From: Tilton, Rebecca

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 9:08 AM

To: Madore, David; Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Silliman, Peter; Orjiako, Oliver; Schroader,
Kathy

Subject: Comments RE: Comp Plan Update (9/1/15 BOCC Hearing)

Attachments: Carol Levanen comments_09-01-15.pdf; Susan Rasmussen_09-01-15.pdf

The attached written testimony was received from‘@and Susan Rasmussen during the public
comment portion of the 9/01/15 BOCC hearing.

Thank you,
Rebecca

Rebecca Tilton, Clerk of the Council

Board of County Councilors

1300 Franklin Street

PO Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000

PHONE: 360-397-2232, ext. 4305 | E-MAIL: Rebecca.Tilton@clark.wa.gov
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Clark County Board of Commissioners September 1, 2015

P.O. Box 5000, Vancouver,
Washington 98666 For the Public Record

Dear Councilors,

In the Growth Manage Act, 2016 Comprehensive Plan Draft SEIS, one is lead to believe the Framework
Plan was a new concept adopted in 1993 to guide the 1994 Comprehensive Plan. An examination of the
text and history of the Framework Plan shows the intent and purpose of this document.. Staff is improperly
applying the Framework Plan in the 2016 update. Originally, the concept was used in 1977 to determine
and segregate rural, urban and resource lands. It was simply used as an organizationai tool with goals and
objectives for the future. in 1993 it was presented to citizens as a public outreach mechanism, leading
people to believe they had a say in the planning process. In reality, the 1979 Framework Plan was simply
expanded, but very little was changed conceptually. It continued to be a document that was used to
segregate rural, urban and resource lands. But, in 1994,it was touted as the reason for massive down
zoning of thousands of rural and resource lands into very large lots, and reflected as the peoples choice.
Hundreds came forward to protest the Plan, but their pleas were ignored. Is this Council going to ignore the
public testimony of those rural landowners, and allow this to happen again in the 2016 update?

The 6-24-77 2nd Draft - CRITERIA FOR CHANGING URBAN RURAL AND NATURAL RESOURCE
CAEGORIES, states,” Within the Framework Plan of the proposed new Clark County Comprehensive
Plan, three broad land use categories have been proposed; urban, rural and natural resource.

Page 8,9 discusses resource and rural lands. ...The existence of prime or good agricultural soils or
site index 2 Forest Lands be noted as soon as possible ... 2. That not more than 50 percent of the
land is broken up into parcals of less than ten acres. The companion document calied CLARK
COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DISCUSSION DRAFT GOALS AND GUIDELINES page 1, item 2
states, Rural Lands - Those lands not within urban service guideline areas 1and 2 that are suitable
for settlement. Small farms and acreage home sites are the predominant land use.

Page 5, RURAL LANDS - Goals; 1, it states ...rural areas for the maintenance of diverse life style
opportunities for present and future generations. 2. To encourage the maintenance of small farms
or acreage home sites on land suitable for sparse settlement.

Page 7-8, CONSERVATION GOALS 7. To encourage the maintenance of agricultural land uses in
those areas that are agriculturally productive, 2. To encourage the conservation of land best suited
for the production of food and fiber products. Guidelines: 4. b. and c., Conserve prime timberland
..defined by the United States Department of Agriculture - site index 2 or Conserve prime
agricultural land soils classified by the soil Survey of Clark County, USDA Conservation Service
1972 currently in production... item 13, states, /dentify commercial forest land suitability by
evaluation soil productivity land ownership patterns and existing use.

Page 12, HOUSING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES - Statement of Intent - The production and
rehabilitation of housing reflect the social and economic well-being of a community. It is the
responsibility of the community to strive for the highest quality of living environments for ail
citizens, while enabling each citizen to choose a fiome among a variely of housing types and
residential areas.

Page 21-22 GOALS AND GUIDELINES FOR ECONOMIC ELEMENT - Stafement of Intent - The
promotion of an area wide economic environment which is conducive to the well being of the region
and based on the private ownership of property and the freedom of the individual to engage in



Page 2 of 3

economic activities of his choice for his own profit and well being. 3. An annual review and
evaluation of overall economic growth would be prepared.

Page 26 - DEFINITIONS - PRIME AGRICULTURE LAND - Soil Conservation Service Capability
Classes land ll.

The 1979 CLARK COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND GUIDELINES - INTRODUCTIONS -
states These Goals and Guidelines and attached Broad Land use Map (which together constitute the
Framework Plan) are intended to establish a benchmark along the route toward the adoption of a
more detained Comprehensive Land use Plan. The Framework Plan is not intended to constitute the
Comprehensive Plan of Clark County, except for the purpose of designating the boundary lines
between urban, rural and natural resource areas. This, for the purpose of establishing these
boundary lines the Broad Land Use Map and the planning data upon which it is based shall take
effect immediately upon the adoption of the Framework Plan. It is not intended in so adopting this
Framework Plan to repeal, either expressly or impliedly, and portion of the Clark County
Comprehensive Alan adopted on February 23, 1960.

Page 16, ECONOMIC ELEMENT - GUIDELINES; 2. it states, Encourage a diversified economy with
employment opportunities which complements the characteristics of the Clark County labor force.

Page 20 DEFINITIONS - PRIME AGRICUTURAL LAND - Soil Conservation Service Capability Classes
fand Il

In the May 26, 1993 Community Framework Plan, Clark County, Washington, on page 8 it reads, :ISSUES
ADDRESSED BY THE COMMUNITY FRAMEWORK COMCEPTS - This is the beginning. The Draft
Community Framework Plan .does not change the existing comprehensive plan or zoning of Clark
County. However, the Draft Community Framework Plan does provide the framework with which the
County, cities, and towns have the flexibility to develop their own growth policies and plans for their
individual 20 -year Growth Management Comprehensive Plans. It goes on to say, :Outside the urban
areas, the land is predominantly rural with farms, forests open space, and large lot residences.
Shopping or businesses would be in rural centers. Urban level of public services would generally
not be provided in rural areas. Rural residents are provided levels of service appropriate to their
areas. These area are by definition more rural in nature and residents are more self-sufficient, often
relying on private wells and septic systems. Most of northern Clark County would remain as it is
today, in resource industries or rural use. One might understand this sentence to mean that no change
would occur with rural and resource land. But, little did folks know that only the names stayed the same,
and the legal lots and conforming lots changed dramatically.

On page 16,17, The 1993 Framework Plan determined there would be Villages and Hamlets, as well as
Rural Centers. But those concepts, were thrown out. It took a court action to retum the rural centers, but
only a few locations were allowed, compared to what citizens wanted and thought was going to happen.

On Page 19, 20 - 2.0, and 2.2.0 the Housing section in the 1993 Framework Plan states, The Housing
Element is to recognize the vitality and character of established residential neighborhoods and
identify sufficient land for housing to accommodate a range of housing types ... In2.2.0 -
Framework Plan Policies - it states, Communities, urban and rural, should contain a diversity of
housing types to enable citizens from a wide range of economic levels and age groups to live within
its boundaries and to ensure an adequate supply of affordable and attainable housing. Little did the
people know that only the urban area was to be included and high density was the goal.

{1



Page 30of 3

On page 24 of the Framework Plan it states in 4.1 County-wide Planning Poficies a. it states, The County
shall recognize existing development and provide lands which allow rural development in areas
which are developed or committed to development of a rural character. On page 25, 4.2.6 it states,
All new development should be of a scale consistent with the existing rural character.

So one can see that the Framework Plan intended to be fair and equitable as Clark County planned for the
future. itincluded something beneficial for alt of the citizens of the county. The 2016 Plan is claimed to
reflect the Community Framework Plan, but that simply is not the truth. Comections to the Comprehensive
Plan are needed to accurately reflect what was intended to happen in the lives of those whe live in Clark
County and in the real Clark County Community Framework Plan.

Sincerely, {/ (2 x Fs ij T sy

Carol Levanen, Ex, Secretary
Clark County Citizens United, inc.
P.0. Box 2188

Battle Ground, Washington 98604
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2nd praft 6734/

CRITERIA FOR CHANGING URBAN, RURAL AND
NATURAL RESOURCE CATEGORIES

Need for Change

Within the Framework Plan of the proposed new Clark County
Comprehensive Plan, three broad land use categories have
been proposed: urban, rural, and natural resource. As time
progresses, changes in designations may be necessary to
provide for flexibility within the plan, For instance,

a need for more urban land may become evident, and a means

of providing more land so designated may be necessary,
Types of Change

Because there are three broad land use categories, it is
possible to formulate six different changes (some may not be
very probable but all possibilities should be taken into
consideration:

Natural Resource to Urban

Rural to Urb;n

Natural Resource to Rural

Rural to Natural Resource

Urban to Rural and

Urban to Natural Resource

These possible conversions can be broken down into two major
types: those that increase the intensity of use, and those
that reduce the intensity of use, A change from natural

resource to rural or urban, or from rural to urban, would be

/



CLARK COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
GOALS AND GUIDELINES

INTRODUCTION

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan shall serve a variety of
functions for the citizens of Clark County. Perhaps the most
fundamental purpose, and the one specifically mentioned in
the Washington State Planning Act (RCW 35.63), is to guide
the physical development of the County. The enabling act

has as its purpose the certification of both public and
private projects and the coordination of their execution

in developing and servicing land. The intent is to assure
the "highest degree of public health, safety, morals and
welfare" for the citizens of the State of Washington.

The citizens of Clark County have reached general conclusions
about the future of Clark County. Through a citizen involve-
ment program, conducted by the County Planning Commission and
staff, it was established that future population growth and
subsequent land development shall be encouraged to locate
within or adjacent to existing cities and towns. Termed

the "cluster concept", this future urban form should maximize
the efficiency of the provision of public services and
facilities while assuring the private ownership of land

and the freedom of the individual to engage in economic
activities of his choice for his own profit and well-being.

These Goals and Guidelines and attached Broad Land Use Map
(which together constitute the Framework Plan) are intended
to establish a benchmark along the route toward the adoption
of a more detailed Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The Framework
plan is not intended to constitute the Comprehensive Plan of
clark County, except for the purpose of designating the
boundary lines between urban, rural, and natural resource
areas. Thus, for the purpose of establishing these boundary
lines, the Broad Land Use Map and the planning data upon
which it is based shall take effect immediately upon the
adoption of the Framework plan. However, the effective date
of the Goals and Guidelines of the Framework Plan shall be
delayed until the adoption of the more detailed plan.

Tt is not intended in so adopting this Framework Plan to
repeal, either expressly or impliedly, any portion of the
Clark County Comprehensive Plan adopted on February 23, 1960,

or any valid amendment, extension or addition thereto.

THE LAND

The Comprehensive Plan Discussion Draft divides Clark County
into three broad land use classifications:



AGRICULTURAL SOIL SUITABILITY RATINGS IN CLARK COUNTY

Agricultural soil suitabilit
the U.S.D.A,

y ratings were developed by
Soil Conservation Service in Clark County.

The ratings are based on localized soil conditions and

their agricultural productivity.
with soil suitabilit
for conservation und

Agricultural lands
y ratings of prime and good are proposed
er the Framework Plan.

Following

is the suitability rating by soil type (including slope),
with a brief description of each.

Rating

Soil Series (Mapping Unit)

Pr ime

Prime

Prime

Good

Hillsboro loam, 0-3 (HIA)

Hillsboro silt loam, 0-3
{HCA)

Hillsboro loam, 3-8 (HLB)
{HOB)

Newberg silt loam, 0-3 (NbA)

Newberg silt loam, 3-8 (NbB)

Cloquato silt loam, 0-3 (CtA)

Sauvie silt loam, 0-3 (SmA)

Sauvie silt loam, 3-8 (SmB)
substratum, 0-3 (SnA)

Sauvie Silty clay loam, 0-8
(SpB)

Semiahmoo muck (Sr)

Semiahmoo muck, shallow
variant {Su)

Tisch silt loam, 0-3
(Tha)

Sauvie silt loam, 0-3 (SmA)
Sauvie silt loam, 3-8 (SmB)
Sauvie silt loam, sandy
substratum, 0-3 (Sna)
Sauvie silty clay loam, 0-8
(SpB)
Newberg silt loam, 0-3 (Nba)
Newberg silt loam, 3-8 (NbB)
Cloquato silt loam, 0-3 {CtA)

-48-~

Description

These soils are the most
pPrime in the county. They
have the best soil structure,
best climate, wide range of
work-ability, least enerqgy
inputs, are very fertile

and all crops adapted to the
area can be grown.

These soils are prime where
they are behind dikes. They
are fertile, have good soil
structure, are fairly easily
worked, and a wide range of
Crops can be grown.

These soils are prime or
unique for specialty crops,
where drained.

These are the same soils as in
Group 2, but are subject to
periodical flooding. If diked
they would be prime.



Fair

Gee silt loam, 0-8 (GeB)

Hesson clay loam, 0-8
(Dobler) (HcB)

Hillsboro loam, 8-15 (H1C)
Hillsboro silt loam, 8-15 (HoC)
Hillsboro silt loam, 15-20 (HoD)

puyallup fine sandy loam, 0-3 (PuA)
Wwind River sandy loam, 0-~8 (WnB)
Wwind River sandy loam, 8-20 (WnD)
Wind River gravelly loam, 0-8 (WrB)

Cinebar silt loam, 3-8 (CnB)
Cinebar silt loam 8-20 (CnD)

Hesson clay loam, 0-8 (HcB)
olympic clay loam, 3-8 (OlB)

Powelll silt loam, 8-20 (PoD)
Sara silt loam, 8-20 (S1D)
Olympic clay loam, 8-20 (O1D)
Hesson clay loam, 8-20 (HcD)
Gee silt loam, 8-20 (GeD)

Dollar loam, 0-5 (DoB)

Sara silt loam, 0-8 (S1B)

Hockinson loam, moderately
well drained, 0-8 (HuB)

Lauren gravelly loam, 0-8 (LgB)
vader silt loam, 3-8 (Va(C)
Lauren loam, 0-8 (LeB)

~49-

These are good, fertile soils,
easily worked, but have a
restrictive layer which limits
some deep-rooted crops. Internal
drainage is generally required
for maximum use.

This soil, originally mapped
Dobler, was lumped into the

Hesson series. It is much

better for agricultural uses

than the Hessons. It has less clay
content and is more easily worked.

These are the same soils as 1in
Group 1, but repose on steeper
slopes, causing increased
erosion hazards and equipment
limitations.

These soils have good workability
but some are subject to flooding

on lower elevations where not diked
They are also drouthy and require
irrigation for maximum crop yields.

Very deep soils with good
workability, but they occur at
higher elevations and climatic con-
ditions become a limiting factor.

These soils, being higher in

clay content, require increased
energy inputs. Basic soil
fertility is low. Cultivation

is restricted because of the clay
content and the narrow range of
moisture needed for good
tillability.

These soils have restrictive
layers and/or higher clay
content, steeper slopes, and
poor workability.

These soils have poor internal
drainage and low fertility.

These soils range from a silty
loam to gravelly loam which is
drouthy with low fertility.



Fair

Cove silty clay loam, thin
solum,, 0-3 (CwA)
Cove silty clay loam, 0-3 (CvA)
Hockinson loam, 0-3 (HtA)
Hockinson-Dollar loam, 0-3 (HvA)
McBee silt loam, 0-5 (McB)
McBee silty clay loam, 0-3 (Mea)
McBee silt loam, coarse variant
0-3 (Mla)
Odne silt loam, 0-5 (0dB)
Olequa silt loam, 3-20 (OeD)
Salkum silty clay loam, 3-15 (SaC)
Washougal loam, 0-3 (Waa)
Washougal gravelly loam, 0-8 (WgB)

-50-~

Not color coded.
Soils too poor for
agricultural production.
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WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC SERVICES

Planning & Development Review Division

November 6, 1992

To Whom It May Concern:

Clark County is preparing a new comprehensive plan in accordance with the Washington State
Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990 as amended (ESHB 2929 and 1025). The plan will
consist of elements addressing land use, transportation, utilities, capital facilities, housing
parksand open space, rural areas, economic development, critical areas and resource lands, and
possibly other optional elements. The County and cities within it have been working on this
process since 1990.

The GMA requires the County and each city and town to plan to accommodate twenty years
of projected growth. However, County officials recognize that the County will not stop
growing then. In order to provide supporting urban services (water, sewer, roads, and storm
drainage) in an efficient and cost-effective manner, it is necessary to plan for a longer time
frame. Therefore, the County proposes to adopt a Community Framework Plan to guide
development for the longer term.

SEPA requires that agencies evaluate the environmental impacts which may result from
decisions to pursue particular courses of action. SEPA encourages agencies to begin
environmental review at the earliest possible time in the planning and decision-making process
when the principal features of the proposal and its associated impacts can be reasonably
identified (WAC 197-11-055-(2)). Proposed actions such as adoption of pians and policies are
known as'non-project or programmatic actions. These actions are broader than those necessary
for site-specific projects. Their analysis is also broader and is framed as a discussion of the
alternative courses of action which can accomplish a stated objective. SEPA states that an EIS
discussion of alternatives for a comprehensive plan, such as this, shall be limited to a general
discussion of the impacts of alternative policies. The lead agency is not required to examine
all conceivable policies, designations, or implementation measures but should cover a range of
topics (WAC 197-11-442). Subsequent actions resulting from adoption of the Framework Plan
may be either non-project or project actions requiring further environmental review as
determined by threshold evaluations.

In this non-project analysis, Clark County is evaluating the environmental impacts of several
alternative concepis for accommodating growth throughout the County. The alternatives
include the existing Comprehensive Plan (the "no action" alternative); and three different
visionary concepts for the future. Each of the alternatives would accommodate growth beyond
that forecast for the next 20 years, but each represents a different urban form. Each would
have a different potential positive and adverse impacts on the environment. Growth by itself
has impacts on infrastructure, public services, aesthetics, and the natural environment,
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Schroader, Kathy

I — e
From: Tilton, Rebecca
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Madore, David; Stewart, Jeanne; Mielke, Tom; Silliman, Peter; Orjiako, Oliver; Schroader,
Kathy
Subject: Comments RE: Comp Plan Update (9/1/15 BOCC Hearing)
Attachments: Carol Levanen comments_09-01-15.pdf; Susan Rasmussen_09-01-15.pdf
The attached written testimony was received from Carol Levanen and Wduring the public
comment portion of the 9/01/15 BOCC hearing.
Thank you,
Rebecca

Rebecca Tilion, Clerk of the Council

Board of County Councilors

1300 Franklin Street

PO Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000

PHONE: 360-397-2232, ext. 4305 | E-MAIL: Rebecca.Tilton@clark.wa.gov
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susan rasmussen Sat. Aug 29 1130 AM
-0 Carol Levanen, David Madore

Sprawl is defined by Wabster's Dictionary, as “to spread or devalop irregularly or without
restraint.” This definition implies negative environmental and human health impacts
associated with sprawl. Clark County does not support sprawl, but rather development of rural
iand that is consistent with the historic density patterns, considers the protections of the
natural resourcas and critical areas, and encourages orderly growth patterns. This type of rural
development ig not sprawl, but rather foilows the historic patterns of rural living in Clark
County with larger lot sizes used for residential living alongside agricultural and forestry
activities or clustered lots with areas of large figlds.

tis common to find rural development occuiting adjacent to built infrastructurs such as roads,
power, water, electricity, and churches. Thig type of development is not sprawl, but follows the
historical patterns of rural living on larger residential lot sizes in Clark County that have
resulied from cultural rural practices. This culiural practice limited fragmentation of rural
families and had besn supported by the County,

Sent from Windows Maii

From: < AT
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 6:23 PM
To: BSMULSE



susan rasmussen Sat, Aug 29 11:08 AM
to Carol Levanen David Madore

N = T < VIR

Major Land Use Considerations: Clark County has traditionally supporied small-scale
agriculture actlvities by ensuring a variety of various parcel sizes.

Large scale commercial agriculiural operations continue to decline, however, changes in
agriculiure activities to vineyards, nurseries, berries, and organic produce have been evoiving.
This agriculture shift reflects the larger changes happening throughout the entire state. Many
of the new agricuitural activities can and are occurring on smaller parcels (reference 2012 Ag.
Ceneus). Indeed, Clark County has always been a haven supporting small-scale farming
(1650 Ag. Census). The long-term changes in agricultural operations will be influenced in large
part by the economic and market demands. Itis Clark County's tradition te provide for a wide
variety of farming opportunities by ensuring a varisty of various paicel sizes.

Bent from Windows Mail

From: Carol Levanen
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 6:23 PM
TO: susan rasmusser



susan rasmussen at Aua 29 1144 AM
'L2rol Levanen David Madore

ﬂ' Omm

1. Encourage an economic climate that enables our rural communities to find
farnily wage jobs within the rural area.

Protection of private property rights of landowners,

Ensure adequate housing that fulfills the housing needs and lifestyles of all
segmients of the county’s population

Fuiure development that will corngliment and enhance historic paiterns of
development

Respect rural cultural practices

Acknowiedge local trends in the agricultural and forestry industries

. Enhance rural quality of life

Sent from Windows Mail

Nou s

From: Caiol Levanen
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 6:23 PM
To: susan rasmussen






Schroader, Katﬂy

e — N —
From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:46 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

FYl and for the recordi Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnldental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 11:53 AM

To: McCauley, Mark; Orjiako, Oliver

Subject: Fw: Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>
To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>: "jeanne.stewart@clark.wa.gov" <jeanne.stewart@clark.wa.qov>;
"david. madore@clark.wa.gov" <david.madore@clark.wa.gov>; " om.mielke@clark.wa.gov" <tom.mielke@clark.wa.gov>;

Jim Malinowski <. malinowski@ieee.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2015 11:08 AM

Subject: Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

Dear Councilors,

Listed as one of the Elements of the Comprehensive Plan is the “Growing Healthier Report.” This
report is also one of three, along with the “Aging Readiness” report, that is listed as resources for the
comprehensive plan. | recall that the Board did not authorize this: but the reports are there.
Sincerely, Susan Rasmussen

Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

http://www.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp pian/docs.htmi

Sent from Windows Mail






Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

CLARK COUNTY WASHINGTON

HOME | A-L| FINDIT

County services at your fingertips

Community Planning > Comprehensive Growth Management Plan > Documents

Community Planning

Comprehensive Growth
Managemeant Plan

Community Planning

Planning for Clark Cownty's promising Juture

“¥Documents

"""" Comprehensive Growth Management Plan
Contact us
Documents

Comprehensive Plan

The current Clark County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan was adopted in
September 2007. It.covers the planning period of 2007 through 2024. The document is
reviewed and updated annually.

Comprehensive Plan Adopied in 2007 w/2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 & 2013
Amendments

2007 Comprehensive Plan Figures and Maps (PDFs)
Figure 1 - Critical Lands
Figure 2 - Fish & Wildlife

Figure 3 -~ Wetlands
Figure 4 - Hydric Soils

Figure 5 - Floodway

Figure 6 - Wellhead

Figure 7 - Steep Slopes

Figure 8 - Landslide Hazards

Figure 9 - Liguefaction

Figure 10 - NEHRP Site Classes

Figure 11 - Erosion Hazards

Figure 12 - Battle Ground UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 13 - Camas UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 14 - La Center UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 15 - Ridgefield UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 16 - Three Creeks $pecial Planning Area w/2012 Amendments

Figure 16A - Vancouver UGA w/2010 Amendments

Figure 17 - Washougal UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 18 - Yacolt UGA w/2012 Amendments

Figure 19 - Woadland UGA

Figure 20 - Transportation Facilities at E/F Level of Service

Figure 21 - Soil Capabilities for Forest Use

Figure 22 - Soil Capabilities for Agricultural Use

Figure 23 - Mineral Resources

Figure 24A - Rural and Natural Resources

Figure 24B - Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area

Figure 25 - Comprehensive Parks & Open Space Plan
(Unincorporated Urban Area A)

Figure 26 - Comprehensive Parks & Open Space Plan
(Unincarporated Urban Area B)

Figure 27 - Comprehensive Parks & Open Space Plan
(Regional Parks System)

Elements of the Comprehensive Plan

http://'www.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp_plan/docs.html

JOBS | LINKS | NEWS | CONTACT LS
Google scarer

Page 1 of 2

Related information

= Clark County Code

= Maps Online (property
information)

Having trouble finding what you
are looking for?

» A-Z index - All services and
programs are listed.

a Contact us on the phone
during business hours or by
e-mail any time.

9/3/2015



Documents - Comprehensive Growth Management PlanCommunity Planning

Capital Facilities Financial Plan 2007-2032 (PDF)

Coordinaied Water System Plan Update - November 2011 (PDF)
Growing Healthier Report >

2007 Environmental Impact Staterment >

2007 Plan Compliance Maps and Decisions >

Ordinances of Annual Amendments (PDFs)
« Ordinance 2007-09-13

Ordinance 2008-12-15

Ordinance 2009-12-15

Ordinance 2009-12-21

Ordinance 2010-12-12

Ordinance 2011-12-22

Ordinance 2012-01-01

Ordinance 2012-11-08

Ordinance 2012-12-20

Ordinance 2013-01-15

Ordinance 2013-12-20

Vancouver Agreements (PDFs)
« Clark County and City of Vancouver Interlocal Agreement

o Vancouver Annexation Blueprint

BOCC Values and Principles
» Values and Principles (PDF)

HISTORICAL & RESEARCH DOCUMENTS (PDFs)
2004 Adopted Comprehensive Plan
2004 Environmental Iimpact Statement

Title 40 Text Changes (PDFs)
s 40.100.070 Definitions

a 40.230.070 Urban Holding Districts
« 40.350 Transportation and Circulation
u 40.560 Procedures

Focused Public Investment Plan (PDFs)
» Focused Public Investment Plan Infrastructure Cost Report

a Focused Public Investment Plan Infrastructure Cost Appendix A - Tables

« Focused Public Investment Plan Infrastructure Cost Appendix 8 - Maps

Last updated: 07/23/2014 15:08:12

http://www.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp _plan/docs.html

Page 2 of 2

9/3/2015

i



Schroader, Kathy

EE————————— T ]
From: Orjiako, Oliver
Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 12:45 PM
To: Euler, Gordon; Alvarez, Jose
Cc: Schroader, Kathy
Subject: FW: Clark County Food Systems Council - A special interest political group - For the

Record

FYl and for the record. Thanks.

From: Carol Levanen [mailto:cnidental@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 03, 2015 11:57 AM

To: Stewart, Jeanne; Madore, David; Mielke, Tom; Orjiako, Oliver; McCauley, Mark

Subject: Fw: Clark County Food Systems Council - A special interest political group - For the Record

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: susan rasmussen <sprazz@outlook.com>

To: Carol Levanen <cnldental@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2015 10:54 AM

Subject: Reader

Strategies for change, Food Systems Council

http://vwvw.clark.wa.qovlpublic-health/about/documents/RoadmapWorkPlanZO1 2.pdf

Sent from Windows Mail







Policy Roadmap for Clark
County’s Food System

CLARK COUNTY

SYSTEM COUNCIL




Wander through a Clark County
farmers market and you're likely to
experience a keen sense of
community—one of the benefits of a
healthy, local food system. Growing,
producing and buying local foods also
supports the local economy and
reduces the environmental impacts of
transporting food. What's more, locally
produced food tastes better and
retains nutrients longer than food
imported from great distances.

But getting locally grown food from
farm to table is no simple feat. It
involves land resource issues, policy
decisions, food distribution and
recycling, community education and
more. Helping to integrate the many
components of our local food system

=

is where the Clark County food About the Food System Council

System Council comes in.

Council members represent health,
nutrition, education, food security,
waste management, resource
conservation, business, agriculture,
food distribution and the greater
community. Engaging the community at
all levels, the council works to

promote healthier food choices and
create a legacy of greater
environmental protection and health.

The council has three main focus
areas:

+ Improving Access to Healthy Food
+ Land and Resource Preservation
+ Community Education




Planning for a healthy, local food system is critical to our
community’s future food security
h

Work with Ciark County
Community Pianning in
developing of food system
planning goals to be included in
the Framework document of the
Clark County Comprehensive
Growth Plan.

¢ Draft talking points and suggested
strategies for inclusion of food system
issues in new Framework document.

¢ Participate in community opportunities for
providing input to Framework document.

¢ Partner with other community task forces
to advocate for inclusion of food in
Framework document.

Work with Ciark County Community
Pianning staff to develop tools and
other strategies that encourage
conservation of the county’s
designated agricultural land, providing
support for the widest variety of
agricuitural crops and products.

¢ Participate in community forums and education
opportunities with Community Planning,
Planning Commission and other community
groups such as Rural Lands Task Force.

¢ Invite topic experts on conservation strategies
to provide education to Food System Council.

¢ Develop opportunities for hosting community
education forums related to land policy
strategies that support healthy food systems.

¢ Request opportunities for Food System Council
to participate in continued work of Rural Lands
Task Force.

¢ Develop Food System Council work plan
regarding input on rural lands study informing
Community Planning’s work plan.

Policy Change in Action

Clark County Food System
Council requested the Board of
Commissioners proceed with the
update of the Framework Plan,
and that in doing so they add
community food security to the
county’s vision for healthy,
sustainable, and prosperous
growth.

August 2012




All residents need dpportunities to grow and share food

#

Investigate the need to create a Assess government-owned land
land use category for urban suitable for cultivation and support
agriculture; distinguish it from rural opportunities for food production
agriculture as smaller, temporary, activities on these sites.

less intensive, and of short-term

commercial significance or critical ¢ Investigate opportunities to partner with
importance to community food city and county government on
security. assessment process.

+ Engage local higher education students in

+ Consider partnerships with other interested support of this work.

groups, such as Vancouver Watershed ¢ Partner with agriculture partners, such as

Alliance, WSU Extension, etc. Clark-Cowlitz Farm Bureau and WSU

« Look at City of Portland’s process to Extension to determine needs and
develop an urban agriculture code, Urban opportunities.
Food Zoning Code Update Concept + Investigate results of Portland/Multnomah
Report. Food Policy Council Diggable City report

¢ Talk with city planners about creating an and other similar reports.

urban agriculture designation.

+ Invite experts to provide education and
determine interest in hosting a community
forum regarding this topic.

=

+ Assess access to food via public transit. Work with transit service planners to improve service to
food stores lacking adequate service.

+ Prohibit restrictions that preclude food stores from using appropriately zoned land, especially those
that keep new grocery stores from using vacant buildings.

+ Advocate for and support increasing compost availability at public events.



Access to Healthy Food
Community organizations and institutions are critical partners in
creating and supporting healthy food systems
“
Strategies for Change

Increase community garden Advocate for school district policies
programs in neighborhoods, . encouraging purchase of iocaliy
schools, workplaces and faith grown food for school meals and
communities. school-sponsored events.

¢ Assess geographical need for more gardens. ¢ Collaborate with schools to develop policies and

procedures for developing and implementing

¢ Advocate for gardening as a conditional use on
successful school gardens.

vacant land.

¢ Support full implementation of current nutrition
and physical activity policies in all Clark County
schools.

¢ Investigate upcoming park levy and its impact on
funding neighborhood and regional community
gardens.

¢ Support schools in adopting and implementing
policies that ensure that all foods and beverages
available on school campuses and at school
events are consistent with the Dietary
Guidelines for Americans.

¢ Support language in Clark County and City of
Vancouver Comprehensive Plans that includes
service standards, service objectives,
development standards or expectations for
community gardens.

¢ Work to assure equitable access and costs for
water usage for private/public community

gardens. Policy Change in Action
¢ Advocate for additional funding for community The Food System Council
gardens and maintenance. worked with the city of

Vancouver to include food
systems planning in the

Encourage healthy food options in Comprehensive Plan.
programs that help alleviate hunger. Additions to the current plan
inciude;

¢ Assess current capacity and need for systems * Recruitand re@ain
and support for collecting and storing healthy supzrmarkets in areas of
food choices. ngea.

¢ Support food pantries in securing sustainable Assess a_n_d promote
funding for cold storage capacity allowing all opportunities to grow food

and consider guidelines for
service provision levels.
¢ Assist in building community partnerships and 2011-2013
opportunities for bringing more locally grown
produce into the emergency food system.

pantries to offer fresh fruits and vegetables.

Vancouver Comprehensive Plan




Access to Healthy Food |

Creating equitable access to healthy food choices through
community and business partnerships

R T T S TR e A e e s T Sy s e e P T T S SRS S

Strategies for Change
Address barriers to implementing Increase healthy options where
SNAP (food stamps) benefits at prepared foods are served.

farmers markets.
¢ Participate with Clark County Public Health

+ Advocate for sustainable funding for in developing a healthy restaurant initiative
markets to accept