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2016 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan update
What do you think about the four suggested land use and growth alternatives?



As of April 10, 2015,  7:37 AM, this forum had:
Attendees: 139
On Forum Statements: 16
All Statements: 18
Minutes of Public Comment: 54

This topic started on April  7, 2015,  5:27 PM.
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Jim Malinowski April  9, 2015, 10:20 PM

It is clear that many of the contributors to this forum have not read the GMA. The county violated the clear
mandates of the GMA in their 1995 massive down zoning. CCCU won its lawsuit against the county for this
reason. Judge Poyfair's decision stated that "the result is a plan that gives little regard for the realities of existing
rural development in direct contradiction of the terms of the GMA." (See the Columbian article of April 6, 1997).
The county has been acting in defiance of that court order ever since. We deserve better of our county
government. Alternative 4 is a move in the direction of obeying the clear terms of the GMA and reducing the
current high percentage of non-conforming lots in the rural areas of the county.  

Jim Malinowski
Amboy

1 Supporter

Jerry Winters April  9, 2015, 10:20 PM

I support Alt. 4. Ag. 20 needs to break down even more, 5s, and 1s. This would allow small home framing and
build community. After a plan is adoped will there still be holding ie. Lt. Industrial overlay.
Vancouver needs to increase the UGB it may not be the county's job, but the city missed the boat!! It's Clark
County's plan, why let Vancouver control the outcome!!

1 Supporter

Dennis Karnopp April  9, 2015,  9:09 PM

Clark County and Washington in general where a trashy state compared to Oregon and it's land use zoning. We
moved into Washington in 1979 and where appalled by the lack of zoning, it looked like trailer trash.  I am firmly
in favor of keeping the existing land  use laws and zoning restrictions to keep Clark and Washington not
becoming trailer trash again.  I know that people want to use their property for whatever they want but,
sometimes its to the determent to the community as a whole, and will lower growth and property values.  Now
we have Oregonians moving into Washington because of the tax structure and Clark County is slowly getting
cleaned up, this transformation of wealth will definitely stop if the existing zoning and land use laws are relaxed.

Terry Conner April  9, 2015,  6:30 PM

The citizens of Clark County did NOT ask for this. 

Alt 4 is yet another half-cooked, special interest move, credited to the same rogue Councilour who continues to
defy long standing protocol and logic. Alt 4 began as a direct violation of the HRC, having been directed by
Madore to have his non-qualified protégé, Silliman whip up some maps, while he (Madore) tried his single hand
at Planning. No experience, no intelligence, no vetting. 
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Then, the brass tacks of Alt 4 are simply and tragically BAD for rural farmers, suburban landowners, and the
County community that depends on and supports local farming. 

Just a few of the bad results would be water shortage, taxes to support development of the 8000 lots,
detachment of rural well being, violating the GMA curfew, future legal costs, further morale decline to citizenry,
further animous towards the BOCC from Clark County residents. 

2 Supporters

Tim Gaughan April  9, 2015,  5:43 PM

I am opposed to Alternative 4. This Alternative was composed, proposed and maps attempted to be modified
midway through the open house process by a lone county councilor who has no apparent expertise or
professional credentials to draft a land use plan to be considered under the GMA. Madore has ignored the
planning process, advice of planning professionals and apparent dismay by legal staff. Alternative 4 appears to
move against the grain of the primary intent of the GMA by promoting urban sprawl and future costs to all
taxpayers in ClarkCounty. This alternative has the potential of litigation and sanctions by the State.

4 Supporters

Suzanne Kendall April  9, 2015,  4:46 PM

I oppose Alternative 4 for the following reasons:

1.	Phase 2 of the Growth Management Plan Update Process is scheduled to last 24 months.  The time was
initially spent getting Public Input on the three staff-proposed alternatives that concluded with the August and
October 2014 hearings.  The remainder of Phase 2 was to be spent analyzing the three established
alternatives.  

Instead, over 12 months into Phase 2 and after the August and October 2014 Public Hearings, one of the three
existing County Councilors introduced a 4th alternative without meaningful consultation with the citizens or
agreement of County planners. No public hearings have been held on Alternative 4.  Instead, the County
Councilor held “open houses” with the opportunity for hundreds of citizens (at each open house) to crowd
around a room full of maps and make an attempt to get the attention of County staff (6-8) or County Councilors
(3) to ask questions and have a meaningful conversation.  

If the Clark County Council demands that the tardy Alternative proposed by one individual representative
remain and be fully analyzed for it's intended and unintended consequences, THE Growth Management Act
DEADLINE OF JANUARY 2016 MUST BE EXTENDED BY AT LEAST FOUR MONTHS.

2.	I am very concerned about the costs to Clark County taxpayers if the Council decides to allow an
unannounced Alternative 4 proposal 18 months into our 36 month process.  If this Alternative is allowed to
stand the County must, and will, be taken to court.  If history is any indication, the County will be in costly
litigation for up to, including Supreme Court litigation, 7+ years. 
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3.	It is my understanding that Alternative 4 creates at least 8000 more parcels and that the current   minimum 20
acre parcels will be reduced to as low as 5 and 10 acres.  I value our local, productive farm lands and believe
strongly that our working farms must be protected. 

In this age of changing climate and reduced water supplies, we should treasure what good water we have left in
Clark County. I have experience in managing farm land of approximately 1500 acres and know how difficult it is
to farm on a 5 acre postage stamp-size plot with good farm practices which require crop rotation.

Adding over 8000 parcels with Alternative 4 will also make it difficult to supply water to all the new development.
Wells are already drying up and Clark County Public Health must review all new private wells for adequate
water availability to meet GMA regulations prior to the issuance of building permits.  

Finally, it will be very difficult to maintain the quality of the water we have. With the addition of thousands of new
lots and a steadily increasing population in our formerly agricultural areas, we will have greatly increased runoff,
contamination and pollution.

4.	The costs to the taxpayers for the dramatic increase in the need for public services will be immense.  The
mass development of our county from 9300 to 17000+ parcels will benefit outside developers to the detriment
of the citizens who elected this County Council.  I believe that a decision of this magnitude must be considered
by the FULL 5-member Council required by our new charter.

7 Supporters

John Ley April  9, 2015,  3:59 PM

I am grateful there is an Alt. 4.

The facts as presented at the public hearings: "6 of every 10 parcels in the Rural category do not conform to
our current zoning map. Seven of every 10 parcels in the AG category do not conform to our current zoning
map. Eight of every 10 parcels in the FR category do not conform to our current zoning map."

Are the land owners wrong? Or is the map & previous zoning wrong?

Clearly, the previous map (20 year old) was wrong, and is penalizing current land owners. 

We clearly need to respect property ownership rights. We need a zoning map that at a minimum, reflects
current reality. It is irresponsible to have 60-80% of rural land owners 'not in compliance' with current zoning
law. 

My understanding is that Alt 4 does that. Thank you!

3 Supporters

Name not shown April  9, 2015, 10:18 AM
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We need the combination of ALT 3 AND 4. Let’s expand the UGB and create more local Jobs within the cities.
The plan was poorly organized back 20 years ago, like a shotgun approach; we can do SO much better for this
county and our communities! Not saying to make everything 1 acre lots but if there’s a 40 acre parcel with 5’s or
10’s around it, maybe we need to have some adjustment. It’s not like it used to be, farming, forest, etc. Plus how
many people can afford 40 acres instead of a 10? We need a better plan and to have some consistency in
zoning/UGB. If a person living on 40 acres wants to split their land into 10’s for their children to start their own
families/memories as they did growing up at that location, what’s so wrong with that? And if not, that’s their
choice but it should be an option, and their right. By do this it’s going to keep local families here, add local work,
and create more tax dollars for the help of the community!

4 Supporters

Michele Wollert April  9, 2015, 10:04 AM

I am a Clark County resident of Vancouver.  Although I am not a rural landowner or farmer, I contribute more
than my fair share of county taxes on several properties in the city.  I support local agriculture by being a
committed consumer of local produce, pasture-raised eggs, and meat.  I am a loyal customer who supports
Clark County businesses, restaurants and farmer’s markets that sell local farm products and I have purchased
CSA farm shares. I am including this personal information as a preface to my comments because I have heard
two councilors diminish the testimony of residents who do not own large amounts of rural land or who live in
urban areas.  All Clark County voices count when considering changes to the Growth Management Act and I
hope you will consider mine.

I am opposed to Alternative 4 of the GMA for the following reasons:

Alternative 4 was developed without the input of Clark County community planning experts.  It was written by
one councilor, who has no experience in planning, with the limited and biased feedback of one honored group
of landowner advocates.  It excludes important other stakeholder and expert information, which places Clark
County at increased legal risk.

Alternative 4 threatens our water quality.  Evidence-based research shows that urban sprawl pollutes water by
removing native vegetation, increasing impervious surfaces, erosion, and pollution from cars and trucks on
roads since more residents will need to drive.

Alternative 4 threatens our drinking water supplies. This option will create more rural lots than can be served by
ground water supplies. Rural development is already contributing to wells going dry and Alternative 4 will
exacerbate the problem.

Alternative 4 threatens our working farms and fertile land by paving over a precious, threatened resource. Once
that it done, the loss of farmland cannot be regained.

Alternative 4 will cost taxpayers and ratepayers more money than they are spending now.  Many peer-reviewed
studies show that compact development saves taxpayers money in property taxes and community services.

Alternative 4 increases litigation risks and the costs of appeals to Clark County and its taxpayers. During the
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last GMA  update,  Clark County spent seven years in appeals,  all the way to the Washington State Supreme
Court.  In the end, Clark County was mandated to take 1,500 acres of farmland out of the urban growth areas
and re-designate it as Agriculture 20. These appeals are costly in terms of time and tax payer money.

10 Supporters

Loren Sickles April  9, 2015, 12:02 AM

I am in opposition to alternative 4 primarily on the basis of how this alternative was brought forward. The
primary proponent has openly stated that no-one with knowledge of growth management, land-use or
environmental laws was involved in the development of Alt 4. The formation of alternative 4 was done behind
closed doors and without prior knowledge of the whole council or county staff. Alternative 4 should be, at the
least, put on hold until the two new council members are installed, or scrapped altogether. 

Given the time constraints of State law the prudent path forward is to continue  discussions focused on
alternatives 1-3 as they are the only ones which have been thoroughly vetted by knowledgeable people.

8 Supporters

Esther Schrader April  8, 2015, 11:05 PM

Anything is better than Alternative 4.

6 Supporters

Name not shown April  8, 2015,  9:59 PM

While I really do not think Alt 1 is even viable anymore and Alt 2 is really bad in my opinion especially for my
area I think Alt 3 has potential as does Alt 4. If we could work Alt 3 for the urban growth boundary areas and Alt
4 for the rural and Forestry and Ag plots I would see a seriously happy balance for all the landowners.

4 Supporters

Angela Pond April  8, 2015,  9:58 PM

Alternative 3 gets my vote as the best option.  Allow our smaller communities to develop and marginally expand
their boundaries.  Alternative 4 is a thinly veiled attempt to develop the north county with thousands more
homes.  That sounds good...but wait..the homeowners will be working in Portland and there is no way to get
there now without sitting in traffic for an  hour or more each way.  No plans in our lifetime to change this.  Keep
the north county rural, beautiful and producing goods on family farms.

9 Supporters

Name not shown April  8, 2015,  9:50 PM
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Sadly, it appears feedback such as mine and others (including planners) is meaningless.  I do not wish to live in
Los Angeles.  I would like to continue to be able to purchase local farm products.  The entire process behind
alternative 4 smacks of inside baseball.  If there is sanity, it will not be adopted.

7 Supporters

Name not shown April  8, 2015,  9:20 PM

I believe Alt 4 violates the Growth Management Act.  It is also an insult to the qualified and talented staff who
have worked on putting together robust and viable alternatives.  It risks lawsuits and more wasted money by
this council.   I live in north county and do not want to be surrounded by McMansions.  I believe in the viability of
Clark County's agricultural community.

10 Supporters

Marvin Case April  8, 2015,  4:03 PM

I have examined maps of the four suggested land use alternatives. I have talked briefly with two county staff
members. I think Alternative 4 is the most honest and realistic of those offered. In my area (although the plan
does not benefit me) the plan coincides with existing parcel sizes. It is logical, drawing lines between larger and
smaller forest zones along coinciding or conforming parcels. Alternative 4 preserves rural character while
recognizing existing conditions. Selfishly, I would like my parcels to be located in smaller zones. But failing that,
Alternative 4 is an intellectually honest portrayal of growth objectives in the county.
Marvin Case

7 Supporters
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