


of conservation property and puts community health, water quality, and safety at risk.

| urge you to prioritize the long-term wellbeing of our forests and community by saying no to federal or
bomb-related activities in our conservation areas. Please protect these lands for future generations and
uphold the commitments made when they were designated for conservation.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Rowen Oaks
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Councilor District
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training. This expansive of Camp Bonneville has never been authorized in any use
agreement, and off-the-cuff approvals by County staff for other training events has
violated the terms of the cleanup and further eroded public trust.

In addition, the records indicate that SWAT training has not been limited to regional
SWAT teams but regularly includes FBI SWAT. Any SWAT agreement may create a
backdoor that would allow the FBI continued use of the property.

The County has received no compensation from SWAT to use the property, nor has
SWAT provided funds to remediate contamination or other damage that has resulted
from their activities.

There is no record of an MEDU use agreement, yet MEDU has used Camp
Bonneville as a disposal location to detonate explosives. MEDU has never paid
compensation to Clark County to use Camp Bonneville nor has MEDU provided any
funds to clean up the contamination from these explosions.

For decades, Clark County has never been compensated for expenses that support
ATF, SWAT, and MEDU's use of Camp Bonneville. These organizations have
introduced unknown contamination and damage to a Conservation Property that is
subject to the terms of the BRAC transfer. Clark County citizens will now also foot
the bill to cleanup decades of contamination and damage from ATF, SWAT and
MEDU activities.

It is time to terminate AFT, SWAT, and MEDU’s activities at Camp Bonneville,
and to remove all explosives along with all containers used to store explosives
from the property, including all such containers located at the current firing
range.

Thank you, Ann P. Shaw



Rebecca Messinger

From: tweetfamily@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, October 1, 2025 1:35 PM

To: Rebecca Messinger

Subject: Oct. 1, 2025 public comments submitted for Council Time
Attachments: Oct_10,2025CtranCountyCouncil.docx

Attached are public comments submitted to the Clark County Council re the agenda item
8. Policy Updates
R 2 | aniclativa Nalegation Briefing Sessions??



Submitted by Margaret Tweet, County Council Oct. 10, 2025 CTRAN Light rail plans,

Light rail has been repeatedly rejected by Clark County voters. The CTRAN board should again hold a public
vote CTRAN PTBA district-wide on light rail prior to spending more on light rail planning.

Clark County had al ~vhen a County Rep was replaced by City of
Ridgefield/LaCenter instead.

Current CTRAN Board: Vancouver-3

Camas-1 Washougal-1 BattleGround-1 Ridgefield/LaCenter/Yacolt-1

In 2025, a majority of Clark County Council removed Councilor Belkot, District 2 with much County area
from the CTRAN board. They replaced her with Councilor Fuentes, District 3, which seems to have more
Vancouver area per the County District Map. Councilor Fuentes is a strong light rail supporter per his public
comments.

Per RCW

Governing body—Selection, qualification, number of members—Travel expenses, compensation. (Effective until
January 1, 2026.)

WA state wants ” *'~-couver City Reps, plus 3 County Reps and 2 small city reps on the CTRAN BOARD

3 out of 5 County Districts include Vancouver area, County District 1 and District 3 are heavily Vancouver area wise.

What is the County population by County District? No maps on PTBA or County or cities with population are posted for
the 2025 rushed Composition Review Process that is being pushed early, prior to the required every 4-year review slated
for 2026. Why the last minute rush?

Vancouver-4 + County-1 Rep with Vancouver area= " *'anc¢ -~ ~""~ "~~~ a majority, at a minimum on 9-member
board under state proposal. If Clark County appoints 2 Vancouver area Reps, that would be 6 Vancouver area reps out
of a 9 member board.

The County represents more areas, more residents. All County districts have unincorporated county area. if Clark
County has 4 reps on the CTRAN Board, it would be more fair to more residents. CTRAN started as a countywide Clark
County Transportation District, and should still represent all county residents. If all County Reps were properly
notified of their right to vote at the 2022 Composition Review Meeting, perhaps all the County reps would have
attended!

“mj I 1 Review, Based on email excha s, Clark County C¢ cilors were not all clearly invited
the Board Composition Review Committee meetii  as voting members. Only 2 attended all 3 meetings, both
from Vancouver areas. Therefore, UGA, unincorporated county areas were not well represented in the faulty
2022 CTRAN Board Composition Review process.

August 2025 Composition Review Meeting- 4 out of 5 County Councilors attended, they must have been
better informed of their voting participation on the committee.

Clark County Council has previously taken positions on various aspects of the I-5 IBR Program
including opposition to light rail and tolls on the I-5 bridge and tolls on the I-5 and 1-205 Corridors.
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TriMet Max light rail into Clark County over a proposed |-5 Bridge Replacement was a thing, and
voters in every city in Clark County and limited county areas in the CTRAN boundary
REJECTED the proposition. Many residents continue to oppose costly light rail on I-5 bridge.

Nov. 06, 2012- voters in every city in Clark County and county areas in PTBA boundary
REJECTED C-Tran ballot Proposition 1 to extend Oregon’s TriMet Max light rail into Clark
County over a proposed |-5 Bridge Replacement.

C-Tran Proposition 1 November 6, 2012. “Resolution BR-12-009 and RCW 81.104 authorize a
proposition to increase the sales and use tax by 0.1 percent, or one penny on a ten dollar
purchase, to fund the C-TRAN share of the maintenance and operations costs ONLY of the
Columbia River Crossing Project light rail extension between Expo Center and Clark Park &
Ride and the local capital share and operations and maintenance costs of the Fourth Plain
Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit project.”

Clark County Public Transportation Benefit Area Authority (C-TRAN) Proposition No.1
APPROVED 64,310 43.49%
REJECTED 83,570 56.51%

General and Special Election — Clark Countv. Washington — November 06. 2012

Residents who pay CTRAN sales tax, and lived outside the CTRAN PTBA voting boundary were not
allowed to vote on the measure.

Nov. 5, 2013- County Councilors placed an advisory vote on the ballot to oppose any Light Rail
project in Clark County unless it is first supported by a majority of voters in a county-wide vote of the
people. Over 68% of voters approved the measure.






