
 
 

COMMUNITY PLANNING 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
TO:   County Council 
 
FROM:   Ron Barca, Planning Commission Vice-Chair 
 
PREPARED BY: Alvarez, Planner III 
 
DATE:   October 13, 2017 
 
SUBJECT:  CPZ2017-00022 Riverview Asset Trust 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning Commission heard this matter on June 15, 2017 and voted 5 to 1 to recommend 
DENIAL of the proposed action to amend the comprehensive plan and zoning from Industrial 
with Business Park zoning to Urban Low Residential with and R1-6 zoning and one acre to 
Commercial with Neighborhood Commercial zoning. 
 
PROPOSED ACTION 
The applicant requests the comprehensive plan and zoning map be amended from Industrial 
with Business Park zoning to Urban Low Residential with an R1-6 zoning and one acre to 
Commercial with Neighborhood Commercial zoning on three parcels that are approximately 80 
acres. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The properties involved in this request were brought into the Vancouver UGA in 2004 as part of 
the comprehensive plan update and designated Employment Center with an Urban Holding 
Overlay. The Urban Holding Overlay was removed in April 2007 as part of the Development 
Agreement for the Orchards sub area. The Battle Ground School District purchased tax parcel 
200305000 approximately 20 acres in September of 2016.  
 
The Columbia River Economic Development Council published a land inventory and site 
readiness analysis in November of 2016. The property was not included in the three Tiers which 
required 20+ developable acres, site development within a range of time 6 months for Tier 1 to 
greater than 30 months (Tier 3), infrastructure proximity and willingness to transact. The 
CREDC study excluded some property in the inventory if it was reported as being in the process 
of being rezoned. The study identified other sites that were excluded because the use is 
planned for or has been rezoned or is owned by an existing company for future development. 
Staff contacted CREDC for input on the proposal. No comment has been received to date. 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
Parcel Numbers:  200326000; 200355000; 200305000 
 
Location:       NE 152nd Ave north of NE 99th St.  
 
Area:        80  acres 
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Owner(s):              Riverview Asset Management & Trust Co-Trustees   
 
Existing land use: 
 
 Site:       Vacant  
 
 North:         Large lot with a residence   
 
 South:        Residential  
 
 East:        Residential subdivisions  
 
 West:         Residential subdivisions 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
Columbia River Economic Development Council (CREDC) submitted a letter encouraging 
careful consideration of the zone change. They suggest considering replacement options before 
proceeding with the proposed zone conversion on 80 acres from Industrial with Business Park 
zoning to Urban Low Density Residential with R1-6 zoning. 
 
City of Vancouver submitted a letter in support of the staff recommendation to deny the 
proposed amendment. The letter cited the potential loss of family wage jobs and the lack of 
similarly zoned sites in the vicinity. The letter also noted the proposed action would leave a 20-
acre parcel to the north with BP zoning which would then be difficult to develop. 
 
 
APPLICABLE CRITERIA, EVALUATION  AND FINDINGS 
 
 
CRITERIA FOR ALL MAP CHANGES 
 

A. The proponent shall demonstrate that the proposed amendment is 
consistent with the Growth Management Act (GMA) and requirements, 
the countywide planning policies, the Community Framework Plan, 
Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Plan, and other related plans. 

 
 
Growth Management Act (GMA) Goals  
 
The GMA goals set the general direction for the county in adopting its framework plan and 
comprehensive plan policies. The GMA goals that apply to the proposed action are Goal 1,  
Goal 4 and Goal 5. 
 

(1)  Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public 
facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner. 

 
(4) Housing: Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic 

segments of the population of this state, promote a variety of residential 
densities and housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing 
stock. 
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(5) Economic Development. Encourage economic development throughout the 
state that is consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic 
opportunity  for all citizens of this state, especially for unemployed and 
disadvantaged persons and encourage growth in areas experiencing insufficient 
economic growth, all within the capacities of the state’s natural resources, public 
services and public facilities. 

 
Finding:  The proposed amendment is within the urban areas and would be served by public 
facilities and services and developed at urban densities. The proposal would allow for market 
rate housing on 6,000 sq. ft. lots and the proposal would lead to the potential for construction 
jobs. However, the proposed amendment would remove 80 acres of 120 acres from an area 
designated Industrial. Therefore, the proposed amendment is not consistent with the applicable 
State GMA Goals.   
 
 
Community Framework Plan and Countywide Planning Policies.  The Community 
Framework Plan encourages growth in centers, urban and rural, with each center separate and 
distinct from the others. The centers are oriented and developed around neighborhoods to allow 
residents to easily move through and to feel comfortable within areas that create a distinct 
sense of place and community. 
 
Policies applicable to this proposal include the following: 

9.1.0 Encourage a balance of job and housing opportunities in each urban center. 
Provide sufficient land for business as well as homes. Businesses within the community 
should provide a range of job types for the community’s residents. 

 
9.1.1 Encourage industrial uses in major urban centers, small towns and community 
centers. 
 
9.1.6 Establish incentives for the long term holding of prime industrial land. Encourage 
local jurisdictions and special districts to hold prime industrial land for future 
development. 
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County-wide Planning Policy 

1.1.12 Coordination of land use planning and development: 

9.1.11 Conversion of industrial or employment lands to non-industrial or non-
employment center districts may occur within the following parameter: 

o Protect and preserve lands zoned heavy industrial for heavy 
industrial uses. 

o Protect employment center lands from conversion to 
residential. 

o Consider rezoning of employment center lands to non-retail 
commercial or business park if the proponent can show that 
(a) the zone change would accommodate unforeseen and 
rapidly changing commercial development needs and (b) the 
proposed designation is more suitable that the current 
designation given the land’s site specific characteristics and 
(c) the proposed zone change will generate jobs at a higher 
density than the current comprehensive plan zone allocation. 

   

 

Finding:  The proposed plan amendment and rezoning does not encourage a balance of jobs 
and housing opportunities. While there is a need for residential housing in the county, there is a 
very limited supply of industrial land of this size and topography with so few environmental 
constraints. The applicant has offered to provide an acre of commercial land to serve the 
residential areas however, the site is located in area almost exclusively residential.  

The county has no established incentives for the long term holding of prime industrial land but 
does have the authority to identify and maintain industrial zoning on land for future uses. Under 
Policy 1.1.12 and 9.1.11 the county is to consider rezoning of industrial land if all three of the 
criteria above are met. The proposed change does not accommodate unforeseen and rapidly 
changing commercial development needs nor does the proposed change generate jobs at a 
higher density than the current Industrial designation of 9 jobs per acre.  

 
Clark County 20 Year Comprehensive Plan   
 
The Clark County Comprehensive Plan contains many policies that guide urban form and 
efficient land use patterns.  The most relevant goals and policies applicable to this application 
are as follows: 
 
Goal: Adopt Urban Growth Area (UGA) boundaries to efficiently accommodate residential and 
employment increases projected within the boundaries over the next 20 years. 
 

1.2.2 The UGA’s shall be consistent with the following more specific criteria: 
 

• Each UGA shall provide sufficient urban land to accommodate future 
population/employment projections through the designated planning period.  

 
Finding:  The County updated its 20 year comprehensive plan in June of 2016. The existing plan 
designates sufficient land for residential and employment growth through 2035. The applicant 
has not demonstrated a need for additional residential land. 
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Goal: Assure an adequate supply of industrial sites to meet market demands for industrial 
development over the planning horizon to create an environment conducive to the startup, 
growth and expansion of industries. 

9.3.4 Conversion of industrial or employment lands to non-industrial or non-
employment center districts may occur within the following parameter: 

o Protect and preserve lands zoned heavy industrial for heavy 
industrial uses. 

o Protect employment center lands from conversion to 
residential. 

o Consider rezoning of employment center lands to non-retail 
commercial or business park if the proponent can show that 
(a) the zone change would accommodate unforeseen and 
rapidly changing commercial development needs and (b) the 
proposed designation is more suitable that the current 
designation given the land’s site specific characteristics and 
(c) the proposed zone change will generate jobs at a higher 
density than the current comprehensive plan zone allocation. 

 
Finding:  See Community Framework Plan and Countywide Planning Policies, above.  
 
Conclusion:  Criteria A has not been met. 
 

B.  The proponent shall demonstrate that the designation is in 
conformance with the appropriate locational criteria identified in the 
Clark County Comprehensive Plan and the purpose statement of the 
zoning district.  (See 40.560.010G(2)and 40.560.020H(2).)   

 
 Urban Low Density Residential (UL) 
 

This designation provides for predominantly single-family residential development with 
densities of between five and ten units per gross acre.  Minimum densities will assure that 
new development will occur in a manner which maximizes the efficiency of public services.  
New development shall provide for connection to public sewer and water.  Duplex and 
attached single-family homes through infill provisions or approval of a Planned Unit 
Development may be permitted. In addition, public facilities, churches, institutions and other 
special uses may be allowed in this designation if certain conditions are met.  The base 
zones which implement this 20-Year Plan designation are the R1-20, R1-10, R1-7.5, R1-6 
and R1-5 zones.  The zones may be applied in a manner that provides for densities slightly 
higher than existing urban development, but the density increase should continue to protect 
the character of the existing area. 
 
40.220.010 Single Family Residential Districts (R1-20, R1-10, R1-7.5, R1-6 and R1-5)  
  
A. Purpose. 
  

1. The R1-20, R1-10 and R1-7.5 districts are intended to: 
a) Recognize, maintain and protect established low-density residential 

areas. 
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b) Establish higher densities where a full range of community services and 
facilities are present or will be present at the time of development. 

c) Provide for additional related uses such as schools, parks and utility 
uses necessary to serve immediate residential areas.  

 
2. The R1-6 and R1-5 districts are intended to provide for higher single and duplex 
densities where a full range of community services and facilities are present or will 
be present at the time of development. 

Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 
 

These Commercial center areas provide services within walking distance for the frequent 
needs of the surrounding residents and are implemented by the Neighborhood 
Commercial base zone.  These areas are located in the urban growth boundary and will 
generally be small areas which are generally designed to serve neighborhoods.  
Developments in these areas will be designed to be compatible with the surrounding 
residentially zoned neighborhoods. 

 
New neighborhood commercial areas should generally be less than five acres in size, 
spaced less than five miles from similar uses or zones, serve a population of up to 10,000 
and locate at neighborhood collector or larger crossroads and serving a primary trade area 
within  a 1.5 mile radius.  In addition, all new commercial applications should address the 
criteria for zone changes below. 
 
40.230.010 Commercial Districts (NC, CC, GC) 
 
A. Purpose. 

  
1. Neighborhood Commercial (NC) District. These commercial areas of limited 

size are intended to provide for the convenience shopping needs of the 
immediate neighborhood. This district is permitted under the neighborhood 
commercial and mixed use comprehensive plan designations. 

 
 
Finding:  The proposed comp plan amendment and rezoning is in conformance with both the 
locational criteria in the comp plan and the purpose of the proposed zoning districts. 
 
Conclusion:  Criteria B has been met. 
 

C. The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation 
and there is a lack of appropriately designated alternative sites 
within the vicinity. (See 40.560.010G(3).)   
 

Finding:  The proposed map amendment is suitable for the proposed designation however there 
is not a lack of appropriately designated alternative sites. The site is surrounded by 370 acres of 
R1-10 zoning to the southeast and approximately 500 acres of R1-5 to the northwest. In 
addition, the county approved a comp plan amendment and rezone in 2013 to convert 
approximately 70 acres from Mixed Use to Urban Low density with R1-7.5 zoning less than a 
1/3 of a mile to the west of the site.  
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Conclusion:  The site is suitable for the requested Urban Low (UL) designation and acre of 
Neighborhood Commercial given the amount of residential land. However, the applicant has not 
shown that there is a lack of appropriately designated residential  sites within the vicinity.  
Criterion C is not met.  
 
 

D.   The plan map amendment either; (a) responds to a substantial 
change in conditions applicable to the area within which the subject 
property lies; (b) better implements applicable comprehensive plan 
policies than the current map designation; or (c) corrects an 
obvious mapping error. (See 40.560.010G(4)and 40.560.020H(3).)   

   
Finding:  The applicant addresses this requirement in their narrative by stating that the proposed 
land use amendment (b) better implements applicable comprehensive plan policies than the 
current map designation.  The applicant states that the current map designation is isolated and 
surrounded by residential development. In addition, the abutting property purchased by the 
Battle Ground School District, would be incompatible with Business Park development. The 
applicant also argues that the site’s close proximity of the proposed Industrial Land Bank could 
meet the county’s employment goals. The rural industrial land bank designation is under appeal 
and the outcome is uncertain. 
 
The 120 acres of land designated Business Park amidst residential land is served by State 
Route 503 less than 2 miles to the west, NE 99th St. which is designated a Primary Arterial is 
less than 1,000 ft. south of the site. The City of Camas, recognized throughout the region as 
having attracted large employers in business park type environments have three large 
campuses that are surrounded by residential development. Sharp Electronics is within close 
proximity of Prune Hill Elementary School. In Vancouver, SEH is across the street from Fisher’s 
Landing Elementary School. These campus developments have no better access to an arterial 
network than the location of this site. The business park districts are intended to to provide the 
community with employment opportunities such as compatible office and attractive campus like 
development with higher jobs densities and family wage jobs than in traditional industrial areas. 
 
The Battle Ground School district purchased property with a Business Park designation (that 
allows elementary and secondary schools as a conditional use) in September of 2016, to now 
use that as a rationale for a “land use conflict” is not credible. There are many uses allowed in 
the Business Park zone (Information, Finance and Insurance, Real Estate Rental and Leasing, 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services) not all involve truck traffic and since the land is 
vacant any imagined conflict is highly speculative. 
 
In addition to employment, the Business Park designation provides an opportunity for school 
districts to have a more stable tax base. 
The proposed Industrial Land Bank northwest of the site on the Lagler property was brought into 
the Urban Growth Boundary with the adoption of the 2007 comprehensive plan as Industrial 
Land. It was subsequently removed from the Urban Growth Boundary in response to a ruling of 
the Growth Management Hearings Board (GMHB). In 2016, the area was designated an 
Industrial Land Bank. In 2017, the GMHB ruled against the de-designation of the agricultural 
land and the creation of the Rural Industrial Land Bank. The GMHB decision is being litigated in 
the Washington State Court of Appeals. At this point, there is a great deal of uncertainty 
regarding the future of this property to satisfy the long term economic needs of the county. 
 
 
Conclusion:  The proposed change does not better implement the applicable comprehensive 
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plan policies than the current map designation.  Criterion D has not been met.   

 

E.   Where applicable, the proponent shall demonstrate that the full 
range of urban public facilities and services can be adequately 
provided in an efficient and timely manner to serve the proposed 
designation. Such services may include water, sewage, storm 
drainage, transportation, fire protection and schools. Adequacy of 
services applies only to the specific change site. (See 
40.560.010G(5)and 40.560.020H(4).)   

 
Finding:  The site is in the Vancouver Urban Growth area.  It is expected that a full range of 
urban public facilities and services will be available to serve residential uses at the site.     
 

Conclusion:  Criterion E has been met. 

 
RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSIONS  
 
Based upon the information and the findings presented in this report and in the supporting 
documents, the Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of DENIAL to the Board of 
County Councilors 
 
RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 
 
The following table lists the applicable criteria and summarizes the findings of the staff 
report and Planning Commission Recommendation for Annual Review Case CPZ2017-
00022.   
 
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA   
 Criteria Met? 
  Staff Report Planning 

Commission 
Findings 

Criteria for All Map Changes 
   
A.  Consistency with GMA & Countywide Policies  
 

No No 

B.  Conformance with Location Criteria 
 

Yes Yes 

C.  Site Suitability and Lack of Appropriately 
Designated Alternative Sites 

 

No No 

D.  Amendment Responds to Substantial Change in 
Conditions, Better Implements Policy, or Corrects 
Mapping Error 

 

No No 

E.  Adequacy/Timeliness of Public Facilities and 
Services 

Yes Yes 

   
Recommendation: No No 
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Transportation Impact Analysis 
 
Annual Review Case: CPZ 2017-00022 Riverview Asset 
 
Introduction 
 
This report provides a transportation analysis of the proposed comprehensive plan amendment 
and zone change.  The report identifies the likely localized and general transportation impacts 
and shows how applicable adopted transportation policies have or have not been met by the 
applicant’s proposal.  Subsequent development will need to comply with applicable county 
development regulations, including standards governing the design of access and those that 
ensure transportation system concurrency.   
 
Requested Amendment 
 
The applicant is requesting to amend the Comprehensive Plan designation and zoning for the 
parcels #200305000, 20035500, and 200326000. The change would be from a comprehensive 
plan designation of Industrial and zoning of BP. The applicant proposes a combination 
comprehensive plan designations of Urban Low-Density Residential and Neighborhood 
Commercial with zoning respectively of R 1-6 and NC.  The subject sites are cumulatively 59.68 
acres and are located on the west of NE 152nd Avenue, between NE 101st Way and NE 111th 
Street. 
 
Summary of Transportation Impact Findings  
 
The transportation analysis demonstrates that the proposed land use change would not 
negatively, significantly impact the transportation system. Staff recommends approval of the 
proposed comprehensive plan amendment and rezone of the subject parcel. 
 
The applicant submitted a traffic impact analysis which concluded the site could generate 2,758 
net new daily trips when rezoned to the new combination zoning R 1-6 and NC.  The current BP 
zoning, when this site is fully developed, could generate 8,085 net new daily trips.  Therefore, 
approval of the rezone to the combination of R 1-6 and NC zoning would generate 5,327 fewer 
daily trips than the current BP zoning.  .   
 
All of the study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service in the 
2035 “Existing Zoning Build-Out” and 2035 “Proposed Zoning Build-Out.”  
 
Public Comment 
 
Staff has not received public comment regarding the transportation aspect of this annual review.  
 
Chapter 5: Transportation 
 
Countywide Planning Policies 
 
5.0.8 The state, county, MPO/RTPO and local municipalities shall work together to establish a 

regional transportation system which is planned, balanced and compatible with planned 
land use densities; these agencies and local municipalities will work together to ensure 



coordinated transportation and land use planning to achieve adequate mobility and 
movement of goods and people. 

 
Findings: The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable Countywide Planning 

Policies. The proposed land use will significantly decrease trips onto the surrounding 
transportation system.  

 
County 20-Year Plan Policies 
 
Goal: Develop a regionally-coordinated transportation system that supports and 

is consistent with the adopted land use plan. 
 
5.1.3 Performance standards for the regional arterial system and transit routes shall direct 

growth to urban centers. 
 
Findings: As previously mentioned, the proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable 

Countywide Planning Policies. The location of the proposed plan amendment is in 
the urban area. 

 
Goal: Optimize and preserve the investment in the transportation system. 
 
5.3.5 The local street system shall be interconnected to eliminate the need to use collector or 

arterial street for internal local traffic. 
 
Findings: As previously mentioned, the proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable 

Countywide Planning Policies. During the development review stage, the applicant 
will need to address applicable development code regarding street circulation. 

 







Accelerating Business Growth and Innovation  

Columbia River Economic Development Council (360) 694-5006 

805 Broadway, Suite 412     Vancouver, WA  98660 credc.org 

June 1, 2017 
 
Oliver Orjiako, Director 
Clark County Community Planning 
PO Box 9810 
Vancouver, WA 98666 
 
RE: CPZ2017-00022 Riverview Asset Management & Trust Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
 
Dear Mr. Orjiako: 
 
The Columbia River Economic Development Council (CREDC) requests careful consideration of the zone change 
from Industrial with Business Park Zoning to Urban Low Density Residential with R1-6 zoning located at 10512 NE 
152nd Avenue, Vancouver, WA 98682.   
 
Serving as the Associate Development Organization for Clark County, the CREDC is a public-private partnership of 
over 150 investors and strategic partners working together to advance the economic vitality of the community 
through business growth and innovation.  In support of this mission, two of our strategic initiatives that shape 
our annual work plan are fostering business growth with existing companies and recruiting high quality domestic 
and international companies to the region.   
 
Part of this work includes monitoring and advocating for employment sites throughout Clark County.  Our recent 
2016 Employment Land Study determined the supply and readiness of employment sites to meet both short-
term and long-term market demand for employment growth.  The study identified 56 employment sites that are 
20 acres and larger.  The sites within the inventory are tiered based market considerations, land use, and physical 
characteristics to assess site readiness. 
 
Competition for locating regionally significant traded sector companies is growing.  Clark County is no longer 
competing just with other U.S. regions to attract these high-paying jobs but is increasingly vying with metro areas 
around the world.  The more limited the county’s supply of development ready large industrial sites, the more 
likely it is that Clark County will miss opportunities to successfully attract these highly desirable firms.   
 
The CREDC supports policies that promote an adequate supply of employment land and limits the conversion 
from industrial or office to commercial or residential without sufficient replacements.  We also support policies 
that provide for long-term preservation of key industrial sites. 
 
We encourage Clark County to look at replacement options before proceeding with the zone conversion on 80 
acres from Industrial with Business Park zoning to Urban Low Density Residential with R1-6 zoning located at 
10512 NE 152nd Avenue, Vancouver, WA 98682.    
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mike Bomar 
President, CREDC 
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BARCA:  And I'll bring it back to the Planning Commission.  Deliberation?   
 
RETURN TO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
SWINDELL:  Again, seems pretty straightforward.  It just makes sense.   
 
BARCA:  All right.  Then I'll entertain a motion.   
 
BENDER:  I make a MOTION that we accept staff's report and recommendation for 
CPZ2017-00020, Mill Plain.   
 
GRIMWADE:  I'll second it.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  It's been motioned and seconded.  Let's go ahead and do roll call.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
SWINDELL:   AYE  
WRIGHT:   AYE  
JOHNSON:   AYE  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
BENDER:   AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
 
BARCA:  Motion passes.   
 
And we are moving to CPZ2017-00022, Riverview Estate or Asset Management & Trust.   
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS, continued 
 
C. CPZ2017-00022 Riverview Asset Mgmt. & Trust: A proposal to amend the 

comprehensive plan and zoning map from a designation of Industrial (Business Park) to 
Urban Low with R1-6 zoning and one acre of Commercial with Neighborhood 
Commercial zoning on the following parcel(s): 200305000; 200326000 and 200355000. 

        
ALVAREZ:  Thank you, Councilor.  This proposal is a request to amend the comprehensive 
plan from industrial with a BP zoning designation to urban low density residential R1-6 zoning 
on approximately 80 acres.  This is along 152nd Avenue between 99th Street and 119th 
Street.  You should have received a letter from the Columbia River Economic Development 
Council and also the City of Vancouver, and this morning, the -- well, you should have received 
something from the applicant in response to the staff report and I think both of the letters from 
CREDC and the City.   
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We are recommending denial of this application.  Primarily it's a policy issue in terms of 
balancing industrial versus residential land.  While we're cognizant of the need for residential 
land and the cost of land, we think that the preservation of industrial land is paramount at this 
point.  We don't have a policy in place that requires us to look at of adding additional 
industrial land if it's removed from our inventory.  The only way to protect industrial land that 
we currently have is to not change the designation to it.  So we don't feel that the application 
meets the applicable criteria for change to urban low density residential.   
 
Are there any questions you have at this point?   
 
BARCA:  Questions for staff?   
 
JOHNSON:  Jose, just for clarification, didn't Battle Ground School District own it after this?  
 
ALVAREZ:  Yes.  So there's a 20-acre piece on the southwest corner of this 60-acre piece that 
was purchased by the Battle Ground School District last September.  So taking that out, that 
still leaves you with 60 acres of business park that's not -- that wouldn't have the school on it.   
 
There's also a 20-acre piece of business park to the north that's not part of this application, but 
if this was changed, that would just be kind of an isolated 20-acre piece.  It wouldn't make a 
whole lot of sense to just leave that there.   
 
WRIGHT:  This isn't a question of staff, but I am pointing out that on Page 8 of 8 pages of the 
staff report, there's a nice little table that summarizes five different points of compliance or not 
with the criteria and similar to what was on the two prior, but...   
 
ALVAREZ:  Right.   
 
WRIGHT:  I found this to be pretty interesting and useful information.   
 
GRIMWADE:  Is there any consultation with Battle Ground School District?   
 
ALVAREZ:  We did not, no.  We did recommend when we had a pre-application with the 
applicant originally, the Battle Ground School District wasn't part of the proposal, we suggested 
they include it so that similar to the parcel to the north, you wouldn't leave that strip of 20 
acres out.  If you were going to change it, you might as well change it all.   
 
BARCA:  Are we done with Jose?  Questions for staff are complete?   
 
BENDER:  Yeah, I have a question.  How long has Riverview Asset Management owned the 
property?   
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ALVAREZ:  I'm not sure.  It's in trust.  The applicant can probably answer that question.  It 
seems like it's been in trust for a while.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Seeing no other questions for staff, I'm going to open it up to the public.   
 
And public testimony would start with Kristin French.   
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
FRENCH:  Good evening.  Kristin French with the firm Jordan Ramis here on behalf of the 
applicant.  The last name is spelled French, F-r-e-n-c-h, and the business address is 1499 SE 
Tech Center Place, Suite 380, Vancouver, Washington.   
 
And I think I'd like to start off on a point that Jose brought up, which was the balancing of 
interests in this case.  And so he mentioned the balancing of residential and industrial, and I 
would like to reiterate that in addition, we're looking at balancing issues that relate to the siting 
of a school, and that is a really big issue and it's a current issue that the legislature is really 
focusing on and, in fact, our own comprehensive plan here in Clark County speaks to that.  
And the supplement that we submitted, I believe you've got that in hand, my plan would be to 
first just walk through briefly the content in that and how that relates to the school district 
analysis.   
 
So we understand and appreciate the CREDC comments and those from the City, but what 
we've really focused on is the difficulty that school districts have in identifying and acquiring 
appropriate acreage for their school facilities.  And so in this case, we do have a piece of 
property that has actually been purchased and committed for school district development that 
causes us to look at the immediately surrounding lands that are adjacent to and particularly 
within one-half mile of that property.  We've cited for you in our supplement a number of 
sources that really focus on the current emphasis on getting children to school through safe 
walking routes and bicycling routes and the particular emphasis that's being placed on 
integrating communities with the schools to serve as sort of a community feature and kind of 
the hub of a community, serving more than just school purposes but those of the surrounding 
houses.  And so you'd find that we attached several example photo sets, and I don't know if 
you have the hardcopy packets in front of you, but just to walk you through that.   
 
The first is Exhibit A and we provided that just as a quick snapshot of the history of this parcel.  
This Riverview parcel was originally included on a list.  There was a 2016 employment lands 
study that was completed and the exercise included coming up with a list of properties that 
might be focused on for employment lands purposes, and so you'll see this master list at Page 1 
of 1 on Exhibit A and we highlighted that the subject Riverview parcel at that time was noted as 
a possible candidate.   
 
Then we at Exhibit B, Page 1, and if you flip to Page 2, we highlighted our particular Riverview 
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site was actually then strategically cut from that list and this was a process of vetting lands and 
they noted that it was being cut because it would be used for public schools.  So at present, 
this subject acreage is not included on the employment lands list of the most significant parcels 
and we thought that beared noting.   
 
If you could flip to Exhibit C, Page 15 of 18, I also think that this is a good visual representation 
of what we're talking about tonight.  You'll see our subject parcel labeled Riverview Asset 
Management and then just slightly to the northwest, you'd see some large parcels, the 45 and 
44 numbers.  So just to briefly touch on the question of available acreage, that is the property 
that's known as the Lagler industrial bank land and we had pointed to that as a better and more 
viable industrial lands acreage possibility and staff did raise concerns about the status of that 
given our Growth Management Hearings Board complications.   
 
So we wanted -- one thing we thought would be relevant to consider is the Senate Bill 5517 
that's now made great progress through the legislature and is anticipated to pass and that 
would essentially ensure that this subject substitute Lagler acreage will be available to the 
extent that it's adjacent to the Short Line Railway and that would accomplish a significant 
acreage that we could count on knowing that it would be available as a better situated 
substitute that would alleviate the school compatibility concerns.   
 
And then the exhibit set D, we wanted to provide some visual representations to kind of frame 
up the school compatibility points that we're making.  Exhibit D, Page 1 of 6, is a school that 
we found to nicely illustrate how housing is being integrated with schools, and particularly if 
you flip through this, you'll see walkability and bicycling is better served by compatible 
residential development surrounding the schools than to contrast it with the last two examples.   
 
Those last two examples are F and G, and you'd see, for example, Exhibit F, Page 2, you can see 
the wire fencing at Orchards Elementary, and that wire fencing is what you see when you look 
at a school site that abuts a commercial development and the traditional pattern is that you'll 
see this fencing and even barbed wire fencing with a big sort of dead space where they're trying 
to separate the business or the industrial type uses from the school type uses.  And it would 
be our hope that the acreage that's in the immediate vicinity of the school piece could be more 
compatibly developed than what we saw on those sites.   
 
In terms of the acreage to the north, the Davis parcel, we did speak with Planning staff and we 
understood that there was a goal, if we were to be redesignated, they would appreciate that 
that northern piece be redesignated to ensure compatibility, and we did reach out by several 
mailings to that family.  We didn't receive a negative response.  We just didn't receive any 
response at all.  And our thought on that would be if this were deemed to be an appropriate 
redesignation, the County would be positioned to initiate that with respect to that piece to the 
north in a way that where as a private applicant, we're not.  So to the extent we deem it a fit, 
it could be a fit for the entire chunk there.   
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I think that I kind of opened by saying school siting really is a big, a big deal.  If we look at our 
current legislature action, we've got the Senate Bill 1017 which will become effective this July 
2017 and it's titled School Siting and it's speaking about the difficulties that school districts have 
in identifying the appropriate ground for their school facilities.  And in relevant part, it's trying 
to say when would it be appropriate for a school district to site outside of the UGA and they 
have a laundry list of sort of criteria that you'd work through, but they're saying school districts 
need to be integrated into the annual -- into the periodic update process and they need to be 
identifying school sites where students can safely walk and bike to school from their homes.   
 
And so that is just a very current example of a law that's coming into effect here in the next 
month that's been the result and culmination of a great, sort of -- it's not that it's been a new 
attention paid, but it's a real strong current public recognition of the fact that our schools play 
an important role and how we situate them with respect to where their students live is as 
equally important as the other somewhat competing interests that we're balancing in terms of 
the industrial land analysis.   
 
So I think I'd wrap up, we did provide a lot of written material that you would be able to leaf 
through, but credible sites that we wanted you to see your own, the Clark County 
comprehensive plan and what it provides particularly finding that districts have to compete 
with private developers in trying to acquire these sites, under the current growth conditions, 
land speculation driving the cost of land up, and so the fact that here we do have a school 
district that did secure a viable site, it's not something to take lightly.  We talked about the 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction and their school siting suggestions and guidelines 
and we also referenced a good EPA manual that talks about the social and economic and policy 
considerations that go into school siting.  So that's really I think something we would really 
hope to focus on.   
 
And to wrap up, I wanted to touch on the question of housing and the need for additional 
residential zone to acreage.  The County, the Planner had expressed some concern about a 
showing on that, so we did include in the supplement several references to address housing 
demand and we did that on Page 5 of our summary.  So a couple of on-the-ground measuring 
sticks that we cited to, two residential developments in that immediate vicinity were 
completely purchased, 100 percent bought out immediately upon them becoming available to 
the public.  Those were the Dunning Meadows and Urban Oaks developments.  We've 
recently had the opportunity to look at 2016 census data, so we included a reference there and 
that data shows growth rates that exceed for this area.  They exceed projected growth rates.  
And then we have the local reporting in the news that you see on a frequent basis and we just 
picked one current article that emphasizes the lack of housing stock and the need for that in 
the area.   
 
So we, I guess, we would close by saying the industrial lands policy discussion does invite a 
bigger discussion and I think staff correctly alluded to that.  We would hope that could 
happen, and that in the meantime, this uniquely situated acreage with the school district 
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development could be treated for what it is, which is somewhat uniquely situated.  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  Questions for the applicant?   
 
JOHNSON:  I have one.  Have you met with Battle Ground School District specifically?   
 
FRENCH:  We have.  We've worked with their facilities manager and we've worked with their 
counsel out of Seattle to review as we've worked through the application process.   
 
JOHNSON:  So have you asked them is there a specific plan or long-term plan to actually place 
a school on that property?   
 
FRENCH:  That's absolutely my understanding, and I wouldn't want to speak for them, but 
that's absolutely my understanding.   
 
JOHNSON:  Because I know that they -- they own lots of properties and many of the properties 
will never be used for schools. 
 
FRENCH:  Right.  And, in fact, I can say that there's been a request that we place signage on 
the right-of-way to alert the public to the future development for a school site on that property, 
so I know that it's seriously contemplated.   
 
BENDER:  Did you ask Battle Ground to attend the meeting tonight?   
 
FRENCH:  No.   
 
SWINDELL:  Can I ask how long has that 80 acres currently been zoned the way it is now?  
How long has it been zoned that way?   
 
ALVAREZ:  I believe since 2004.   
 
FRENCH:  I was going to say 2004. 
 
SWINDELL:  2004.  And when did the school district purchase the property?   
 
FRENCH:  '15.   
 
SWINDELL:  2015?   
 
FRENCH:  Yeah. 
 
SWINDELL:  So when they purchased it, they knew the zoning was industrial.   
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FRENCH:  That's correct.  And the zoning, that particular zoning does allow school district 
development within that zone.   
 
SWINDELL:  Yeah.  And they knew that it would be adjacent to an industrial by purchasing 
that land; is that accurate?   
 
FRENCH:  Theoretically, yes.  Yeah. 
 
JOHNSON:  Jose, just for clarification, then, that was purchased in '16.   
 
ALVAREZ:  The record I saw that it was last year in 2016, September of 2016.  That's when 
the recording -- that's the recording date.   
 
BARCA:  Other questions?   
 
WRIGHT:  I have a question for staff.   
 
ALVAREZ:  Sure.   
 
WRIGHT:  If part of this is timing, when your analysis of this site was prepared and these 
recommendations submitted, was that in contemplation of the Lagler site would not be 
approved for industrial?  I guess, let me rephrase that another way.   
 
If the Lagler site is available for industrial development, would that change your thinking as far 
as meeting GMA and countywide policies as far as this site being necessary to be retained for 
industrial purposes?   
 
ALVAREZ:  So we didn't do that analysis.  And just to remind you that when we adopted the 
comp plan last year, the Lagler piece wasn't considered part of the inventory.  It's outside of 
the urban growth boundary still.  Even if it is approved for a rural industrial land bank, it will 
still be rural, so it's not really counted in our inventory of industrial land.   
 
WRIGHT:  So is it fair then to say, regardless of what happens with the Lagler, your opinion is 
still the same?   
 
ALVAREZ:  Yes.  We would keep the same thing, that's correct.   
 
BARCA:  I have a question for Ms. French.  You alluded to the idea of the adjacent housing 
developments selling out so rapidly.  Would you think, then, that if this converted, we would 
be able to see that inventory of land open up and sell out as rapidly?   
 
FRENCH:  Absolutely.   
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BARCA:  So there really isn't a required amount of property that's this size that would really 
have an impact on a housing as far as shortages go.  The market being what it is, you would 
anticipate whatever parcel size we could put on, the market would sell out?   
 
FRENCH:  If I understand your question, this could theoretically supply about 239 new 
single-family residences, and we see the demand is there for those in that location.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah, I would think it's every bit of that, wouldn't you?   
 
FRENCH:  Yeah, absolutely.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah.  Okay.  Any other questions for the applicant?  Thank you.   
 
FRENCH:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  I only had one name on the sign-up sheet.  If there's anybody else from the public 
that would like to come forward and speak on the Riverview Asset Management property, then 
we're certainly welcoming you up.   
 
Okay.  I'm not seeing anybody from the public.  We're going to bring it back to Planning 
Commission.  Deliberation.   
 
 
RETURN TO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
BENDER:  Yeah.  One of the things that I attest to is there's a housing need, but there's also a 
need for industrial land so we don't send our citizens across the river to work over there and 
pay Oregon taxes.  So I think the need for industrial land is just as vital as it is for residential.   
 
BARCA:  Other comments?   
 
WRIGHT:  Well, I'll be going with the staff recommendation on this, but it is still somewhat 
troubling.  We have all these sites, but I don't see the world beating a path to develop them 
out.  I would think at a certain point in the future if that continues to be the case, we might be 
open to rezoning on that parcel, but certainly stay the course at this point.   
 
BARCA:  Karl.   
 
JOHNSON:  You know, I'm -- we have two needs, but I'm not sure that one overrides the other, 
and I agree that we do have a lot.  I'm not seeing a lot of industrial development, but I -- and I 
understand that we have a perfectly honest biased side to say that these would be sold rather 
quickly, so that begins to question staff's analysis of this and so I don't have the answer yet.  
I'm leaning towards no, just for the fact that there's a school coming in there, what type of 



Planning Commission Minutes 
Thursday, June 15, 2017 
Page 15 
 

 

industrial that would look like next to a school.  It's surrounded by -- somewhat surrounded on 
three sides by a residential area and so I'm not sure that the industrial need outweighs the 
residential need.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  So I think for my two cents on this matter, Battle Ground School District 
bought the 20 acres in good conscious that it was business park land.  The compatibility to the 
20 acres on the north side, I think, is completely put in jeopardy, and when we think about 
these zoning changes, we have to think about the impact and compatibility with the 
surrounding area and I think we completely isolate and gut that other 20 acres by making a 
choice of that nature.  I think we would need thousands of acres to put even a dent in the idea 
of what the demand is for residential housing right now, and housing is going to trickle in in 
little bits and the demand is going to remain high and we're not going to swing the market and 
change that with 80 acres or 50 acres.   
 
I think the most important thing we can do is try and get businesses willing to develop the 
business park model and keep that industry in Clark County rather than build the houses and 
send them across the river.  So I think I will follow staff recommendation myself.  And if 
there's no more deliberation.   
 
BENDER:  I have one other thing to say.  Speaking from the Evergreen School District, which 
I'm familiar with, they really don't want more housing.  They cannot handle the students they 
have now.  I think maybe Battle Ground might be in the same position.   
 
JOHNSON:  Well, I mean, I'm not sure that a school district looks at, you know, students are 
always there and districts are always growing and I think it's the other way around.  You try to 
meet the needs of those people.  We've talked for many times about our issues with the 
housing.  And, again, I'm not -- I'm like this -- I don't want to put too much emphasis on that, 
other than those needs to me, in my mind, are the same, and if we don't try to change those 
thousand households or thousands of needs for residential property, if we don't start 
somewhere, we'll never have it.  So I just think it's a good place.   
 
And like I said, I don't want to diminish what staff's done, because I get what you're saying, 
Jose.  I just -- I'm stuck on that with the school there and surrounding it and just looking at it, I 
think you could go either way, so at least I could.   
 
SWINDELL:  Well, I guess to add to that, just that thought of from the school district, being on 
the Ridgefield School Board for a short amount of time, understanding looking out for growth, 
actually having some industrial land there to help with the tax base kind of helps as well and 
keeps the taxes down for all those new houses coming in, so it does help.   
 
WRIGHT:  I wonder if I might add another fact or two.  Although this certainly might be 
mitigatable, residential has a lot higher traffic demand than industrial and this area is a very 
troubled area for transportation.  There's not a lot of east/west and north/south circulation 
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other than going on onto SR-503 which anybody who's driven that knows what a mess that is, 
so... 
 
BENDER:  Anything failing out there now?   
 
WRIGHT:  Pardon me?   
 
BENDER:  Anything failing in that area?   
 
WRIGHT:  I wouldn't be able to tell you.   
 
BARCA:  Now you did it.   
 
LEBOWSKY:  Laurie Lebowsky, Community Planning.   
 
No, there's not in that area.  There's no failing intersections.  Also you need to consider that 
as that area develops, circulation roads will be built.   
 
BARCA:  Thank you, Laurie.   
 
LEBOWSKY:  One more thing.  Per the traffic study, actually trip generation with 
the -- actually with the residential would be lower.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Thanks for clarifying that.   
 
Ms. French, you look like you have some rebuttal.   
 
FRENCH:  Just on that issue.   
 
BARCA:  On what issue?  Wait until you're in the mic zone.   
 
FRENCH:  Okay.  I did just want to point out that we submitted a very thorough traffic study 
analysis which did demonstrate that trip generation would be substantially lower with our 
proposal as it would be under the business park development model.  Thank you. 
 
BARCA:  Right.  Thank you.   
 
GRIMWADE:  Mr. Chairman, I think there's been some interesting points made tonight and 
certainly pedestrian accessibility is very important, the needs of school districts are very 
important, the needs of industrial land are extremely important as is residential land.  I have 
yet to be convinced that you cannot provide good accessibility to a school through industrial 
land.   
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There are many examples in the world where there are excellent industrial developments 
providing excellent accessibility routes to schools.  There's also different educational models 
that can be put together with industry and schools side-by-side.  For those reasons, I would 
like to move a MOTION endorsing the staff's recommendation for this item.   
 
BARCA:  There's been a motion.  Do I hear a second?   
 
BENDER:  Second.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  So we have a motion and seconded.  Any final discussion?  Roll call, 
please.   
 
BENDER:  Would you like to re-clarify the motion, please.   
 
BARCA:  Please.   
 
GRIMWADE:  The MOTION is that we move with staff recommendation for CPZ2017-00022, 
Riverview Asset Trust.   
 
BENDER:  Thank you.   
 
BARCA:  Does your second stand?   
 
BENDER:  It stands.   
 
BARCA:  Okay.  Roll call.   
 
WRIGHT:  AYE, assuming that's for denial.   
 
BARCA:  Yeah, that's correct.  The motion was to accept staff recommendation.   
 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
 
SWINDELL:   AYE  
JOHNSON:   NO  
GRIMWADE:  AYE  
BENDER:   AYE  
BARCA:   AYE  
BARCA:   NO   
 
 
BARCA:  Karl wants his noted.   
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