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From: Harman, Chuck
To: Shawn Moore
Cc: Koch, Janis
Subject: RE: District GSP - Public Health Approval Process
Date: Monday, June 11, 2018 12:36:17 PM
Attachments: CCPHrvwCRWWDCompGenSewerPlanJune2018.docx

Shawn – Attached are my notes from my review of the Comprehensive General Sewer Plan
(CGSP).
 
I do have a few questions, but nothing that precludes our concurrence with the CGSP.
 
I did list some items for actions between our agencies around the Septic Elimination Program and
spill reporting/notification. I have placed these on my to do list to work with CRWWD and will
contact you in the future to discuss them.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the CGSP.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional input from us.
 
 

Chuck Harman
Program Manager
CLARK COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT

360.397.8019        360.831.5876 (CELL)

              
 
 
 
From: Harman, Chuck 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 2:50 PM
To: 'Shawn Moore'
Cc: Koch, Janis; Wolfe, Roxanne
Subject: RE: District GSP - Public Health Approval Process
 
Hi Shawn – I have nearly completed my review. So far it all makes sense to me and I’ve
assembled a few notes and comments.
 
I should be able to get those to you tomorrow.
 

mailto:Chuck.Harman@clark.wa.gov
mailto:smoore@crwwd.com
mailto:Janis.Koch@clark.wa.gov
https://www.clark.wa.gov/
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Clark-County-WA/1601944973399185
https://twitter.com/ClarkCoWA
https://www.youtube.com/user/ClarkCoWa/
https://www.clark.wa.gov/
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Review Notes:

Chuck Harman, Program Manager II

Clark County Public Health (CCPH) Department, Environmental Public Health



Summary: 



CCPH reviewed the Clark Regional Wastewater District (District) Comprehensive General Sewer Plan (CGSP) at the request of the District. The scope of our review was to evaluate those aspects of the CGSP that had potential public health impacts or intersected with CCPH programs. During our review CCPH noted any significant errors, omissions or unclear descriptions. In addition we have commented on and/or made recommendations for edits to the plan or actions that we determined would improve aspects of the plan and future District operations as they relate to public health protection.



The scope of our review did not include detailed analysis of the engineering and financial models used to develop the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), nor the methods used to project system usage and local demographics.



Below are our detailed notes, suggested edits, and recommendations made during our review. CCPH appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the CGSP and looks forward to continuing a cooperative and collaborative relationship with the District to ensure safe and health-protective management of wastewaters in Clark County.



Conclusion:



Based on the scope of our review, CCPH concurs with and supports the CGSP and CIP. There are some detailed recommended edits in the detailed review notes. There are also some recommended actions described that CCPH will work with the District on separately.



CCPH Detailed Review Notes:



1. In Abbreviations, “MOV” should be “motor operated valves”. This is an apparent typographic error.

2. Figure 1.1 is not in the report I received. However, the information is provided through other figures. You do not need to send me the figure.

3. Figure 1.3 – I don’t know if there is a standard for presenting the gravity sewer pipe history (i.e. age), but I was wondering if it would be possible to see a map showing the age of the existing gravity sewer.

4. Section 1.6 , third bullet – “per capital” (twice used) should be “per capita”.

5. Section 3.3.1, 2nd paragraph (pg 3-19) – this final sentence includes reference to “special circumstances (i.e  schools and documented health hazard areas).” What are examples of health hazard areas?

6. Section 4.4.1, page 4-4, last paragraph – When explaining reasons for allocating sewer funds for sewer extension projects, the document cites “reducing environmental impacts of septic systems”. CCPH requests that this reference be removed or more specifically explained. Our reasons for this request are as follows –

a. This wording implies that septic systems create negative environmental impacts. CCPH recognizes that older, poorly-maintained or failed systems can release untreated or partially treated wastewater that could threaten surface or subsurface waters. However, an appropriately designed, well-maintained septic system will have little impact on surface or groundwater.

b. Our On-Site Septic System (OSS) Program, developed through State and Local code and guidance, includes required inspections of all systems to ensure ongoing Operation and Maintenance (O&M), a compliance process for systems with deficiencies or failures, and a review of all septic system siting and system design to treat wastewaters to levels protective of groundwater. Minimum lot size requirements ensure that high density development could not utilize OSS for wastewater treatment.

c. CCPH is not aware of any confirmed cases where septic systems have impacted surface or groundwater at a larger than property-sized scale typically caused by failure, poor maintenance or older, under-designed systems. CCPH, through our Operation and Maintenance Program and complaints process investigates and takes action when there are septic system failures that threaten surface and groundwater.

d. Properly sited and maintained septic systems can actually serve as a more sustainable approach to water management by returning water to aquifers.

7. Section 6.4.2 – “VBLM” appears to be an acronym, but is not spelled out in this section or included in the glossary or abbreviation sections of this document.

8. Section 9.4 Sewage Spill Response Plan – 

a. CCPH would like to be notified of spills or sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) that present a public health threat where wastes are present in areas that could cause direct exposure. I suggest that we include CRWWD in the development of a protocol that we are working on with City of Vancouver to address spills that pose a public health threat. CCPH’s role would be notification of the public and potentially posting of areas or water bodies where wastes have discharged.

b. Does the District file a report with the Washington Environmental Report Tracking System (ERTS)?

9. Appendix G – Septic Elimination Program

a. CCPH will be updating our approach and coordination for the septic elimination program with the District. This includes CCPH reporting requirements for septic abandonment reports and outreach/communications of those requirements.

b. What information was used to create the “heat maps” in this appendix? What was the date that this data was generated?

Please direct any questions or follow-up to Chuck Harman (CCPH) via email at chuck.harman@clark.wa.gov; or via phone at (564) 397-8019.
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Review Notes: 

Chuck Harman, Program Manager II 
Clark County Public Health (CCPH) Department, Environmental Public Health 
 
Summary:  
 
CCPH reviewed the Clark Regional Wastewater District (District) Comprehensive General Sewer Plan 
(CGSP) at the request of the District. The scope of our review was to evaluate those aspects of the CGSP 
that had potential public health impacts or intersected with CCPH programs. During our review CCPH 
noted any significant errors, omissions or unclear descriptions. In addition we have commented on 
and/or made recommendations for edits to the plan or actions that we determined would improve 
aspects of the plan and future District operations as they relate to public health protection. 
 
The scope of our review did not include detailed analysis of the engineering and financial models used 
to develop the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), nor the methods used to project system usage and local 
demographics. 
 
Below are our detailed notes, suggested edits, and recommendations made during our review. CCPH 
appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the CGSP and looks forward to continuing a 
cooperative and collaborative relationship with the District to ensure safe and health-protective 
management of wastewaters in Clark County. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Based on the scope of our review, CCPH concurs with and supports the CGSP and CIP. There are some 
detailed recommended edits in the detailed review notes. There are also some recommended actions 
described that CCPH will work with the District on separately. 
 
CCPH Detailed Review Notes: 
 

1. In Abbreviations, “MOV” should be “motor operated valves”. This is an apparent typographic 
error. 

2. Figure 1.1 is not in the report I received. However, the information is provided through other 
figures. You do not need to send me the figure. 

3. Figure 1.3 – I don’t know if there is a standard for presenting the gravity sewer pipe history (i.e. 
age), but I was wondering if it would be possible to see a map showing the age of the existing 
gravity sewer. 

4. Section 1.6 , third bullet – “per capital” (twice used) should be “per capita”. 



5. Section 3.3.1, 2nd paragraph (pg 3-19) – this final sentence includes reference to “special 
circumstances (i.e  schools and documented health hazard areas).” What are examples of health 
hazard areas? 

6. Section 4.4.1, page 4-4, last paragraph – When explaining reasons for allocating sewer funds for 
sewer extension projects, the document cites “reducing environmental impacts of septic 
systems”. CCPH requests that this reference be removed or more specifically explained. Our 
reasons for this request are as follows – 

a. This wording implies that septic systems create negative environmental impacts. CCPH 
recognizes that older, poorly-maintained or failed systems can release untreated or 
partially treated wastewater that could threaten surface or subsurface waters. 
However, an appropriately designed, well-maintained septic system will have little 
impact on surface or groundwater. 

b. Our On-Site Septic System (OSS) Program, developed through State and Local code and 
guidance, includes required inspections of all systems to ensure ongoing Operation and 
Maintenance (O&M), a compliance process for systems with deficiencies or failures, and 
a review of all septic system siting and system design to treat wastewaters to levels 
protective of groundwater. Minimum lot size requirements ensure that high density 
development could not utilize OSS for wastewater treatment. 

c. CCPH is not aware of any confirmed cases where septic systems have impacted surface 
or groundwater at a larger than property-sized scale typically caused by failure, poor 
maintenance or older, under-designed systems. CCPH, through our Operation and 
Maintenance Program and complaints process investigates and takes action when there 
are septic system failures that threaten surface and groundwater. 

d. Properly sited and maintained septic systems can actually serve as a more sustainable 
approach to water management by returning water to aquifers. 

7. Section 6.4.2 – “VBLM” appears to be an acronym, but is not spelled out in this section or 
included in the glossary or abbreviation sections of this document. 

8. Section 9.4 Sewage Spill Response Plan –  
a. CCPH would like to be notified of spills or sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) that present a 

public health threat where wastes are present in areas that could cause direct exposure. 
I suggest that we include CRWWD in the development of a protocol that we are working 
on with City of Vancouver to address spills that pose a public health threat. CCPH’s role 
would be notification of the public and potentially posting of areas or water bodies 
where wastes have discharged. 

b. Does the District file a report with the Washington Environmental Report Tracking 
System (ERTS)? 

9. Appendix G – Septic Elimination Program 
a. CCPH will be updating our approach and coordination for the septic elimination program 

with the District. This includes CCPH reporting requirements for septic abandonment 
reports and outreach/communications of those requirements. 

b. What information was used to create the “heat maps” in this appendix? What was the 
date that this data was generated? 

















 
 
 
 

 

of 

Dec. 6, 2018 
 
Mr. Steve Morasch, Chair 
Clark County Planning Commission 
Public Service Center 
1300 Franklin Street 
Vancouver, WA 98660 
 
RE: CPZ2018-00020 COMPREHENSIVE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN 2015-2035 
POLICY AND CORRESPONDING TEXT AMENDMENTS (CHAPTER 6 Capital Facilities 
Element and Appendix E) 
 
Dear Chair Morasch and Planning Commission Members: 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to amend the Capital Facilities 
Element of the Clark County Comprehensive Plan.  I am here on behalf of Friends of Clark 
County to urge the Planning Commission to deny portions of amendment CPZ2018-00020 
authorizing extension of sewer services outside the urban growth areas. 
 
The elements of the proposal that seek to serve areas outside of the UGA that concern us are the 
“Rural Industrial Land Bank” (RILB) and proposed freight rail dependent use (FRDU) overlay 
zone. 
 
First, the RILB was included in the 2016 Comp Plan and Growth Management Hearings Board 
has ruled that the RILB designation does not comply with the Growth Management Act.  The 
Hearings Board further imposed an Order of Invalidity on the RILB designation. The County has 
requested that the Hearings Board reconsider that decision and they have declined to accept the 
County’s invitation. The issue is currently pending in the Washington Court of Appeals. It is 
therefore not appropriate to be funding a wastewater connection until the county comes into 
compliance with the GMA. 
 
Second, the proposed FRDU overlay has not yet been adopted by the County Council.  There has 
not even been a public hearing on the overlay zone.  Large questions loom – What is the 
geographic size of the overlay?  It has fluctuated wildly. What are the industrial uses that will be 
allowed?  Does the authorizing legislation for FRDU even allow for the extension of wastewater 
services outside of UGAs? 
 
Under SB 5517, the authorizing legislation, page 16, lines 9 through 17 states: 



 

Any county located to the west of the crest of the Cascade mountains that has both a population 
of at least four hundred thousand and a border that touches another state, and any city in such 
county, may include development of freight rail dependent uses on land adjacent to a short line 
railroad in the transportation element required by RCW 36.70A.070. Such counties and cities 
may also modify development regulations to include development of freight rail dependent uses 
that do not require urban governmental services in rural lands. 

Whether or not urban services can be extended to rural lands will likely be a point of contention 
even if the Council’s decision is to extend those services. It is my understanding that Ms. Cook 
has advised the Council that GMA prohibits urban services in this area. In addition, the attached 
e-mails show that Mr. Peterson and, then City Planner for Battle Ground, both agree that GMA 
prohibits putting urban services in the area designated by FRDU and no language of SB 5517 
overcomes language in the GMA that would prohibit what is being proposed (see attached e-
mails). Even with language which might attempt to clarify that prior to those study areas being 
served by the district, the County should not be planning for, and potentially charging ratepayers 
for, a plan that will require complete compliance with the requirements of the GMA and RCW 
57.16.010(7). 

Also, there is uncertainty regarding who, and to what extent, it would be required to move from a 
well and septic system service on their rural lands to paying the high cost of hooking up to a 
public sewer, possibly later, water system which could cost between $5,000-$60,000 to hook up 
depending on the address. 

Thus, any decision to commit over $4 million dollars of public funds toward industrial 
development outside of the UGA is premature and frankly undermines the public’s hope that the 
decision process and their comments will be taken into honest consideration and that this is not 
just a done deal.   
 
Imagine, if this was your neighborhood, your home, your greatest asset overshadowed by so 
much uncertainty and the decision to proceed with sewer lines to the project was already made in 
advance of approval of zoning and overlay decisions.  It is not fair to this community and not 
considerate of the public’s trust that their tax dollars will be wisely spent. 
 
Again, we urge you to remove the RILB and FRDU overlay areas from this comp plan 
amendment. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Sue Marshall, President 
Friends of Clark County. 
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December 6, 2018 
 
Mr. Steve Morasch, Chair 
Clark County Planning Commission 
c/o Sonja Wiser, Program Assistant 
Clark County Community Planning 
PO Box 9810 
Vancouver, Washington 98666-9810 
 
Dear Chair Morasch and Planning Commissioners: 
 

Subject: Comments on CPZ2018-00020 Clark Regional Wastewater District: A 

proposal to amend Clark County Comprehensive Plan, Capital 

Facilities Element and Appendix E Capital Facilities Plans Review and 

Analysis Element to reflect the update of the Clark Regional 

Wastewater District Comprehensive General Sewer Plan 
Sent via email to: sonja.wiser@clark.wa.gov 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on CPZ2018-00020. For the reasons documented 
below, we urge the Planning Commission to either recommend denial of the portions of 
amendment CPZ2018-00020 authorizing the extension of sewer services outside of the urban 
growth areas (UGAs) or wait until either the “rural industrial land banks” or the “freight rail 
dependent uses” are authorized in Clark County. 
 
Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that encourage healthy, 
equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect our most valuable farmlands, forests, 
and water resources. Futurewise has supporters throughout Washington State including Clark 
County. 
 
Parts of amendment CPZ2018-00020 will allow the Clark Regional Wastewater District to extend 
sewer service outside the UGAs to serve the “rural industrial land banks” and the areas where 
freight rail dependent uses may or may not be allowed.1 The Growth Management Hearings Board 
has held three times that the “rural industrial land banks” are illegal because the land banks continue 
to meet the criteria for agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance.2 While we recognize 

                                                 
1 Clark Regional Wastewater District, Comprehensive General Sewer Plan Clark County Planning Commission Power Point 
Presentation p. 11 & pp. 19 – 20 (Nov. 15, 2018) accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: 
https://www.clark.wa.gov/sites/default/files/dept/files/community-
planning/General%20Sewer%20Plan%20Power%20Point.pdf. 
2 Clark County Citizens United, Inc., Friends of Clark County, and Futurewise v. Clark County, Western Washington Region 
Growth Management Hearings Board (WWRGMHB) Case No. 16-2-0005c, Final Decision and Order (March 23, 2017), 
at 75 – 82 of 101 accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: 
http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=5601; Clark County Citizens United, Inc. v. 
Clark County, WWRGMHB Case No. 16-2-0005c, Order on Compliance and Order on Motions to Modify Compliance 
Order, Rescind Invalidity, Stay Order, and Supplement the Record (Jan. 10, 2018), at 23 – 26 of 29 accessed on Dec. 5, 

mailto:sonja.wiser@clark.wa.gov
https://www.clark.wa.gov/sites/default/files/dept/files/community-planning/General%20Sewer%20Plan%20Power%20Point.pdf
https://www.clark.wa.gov/sites/default/files/dept/files/community-planning/General%20Sewer%20Plan%20Power%20Point.pdf
http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=5601
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that Clark County has appealed these decisions, for reasons of procedural and substantive law the 
County’s appeals are unlikely to result in the Board’s decisions related to the “rural industrial land 
banks” being reversed. Since the deadline for designating industrial land banks has passed, they 
cannot be redesignated as “rural industrial land banks” if the Board’s decision is reversed.3 
 
In addition, the Growth Management Hearings Board has also made a determination of invalidity 
for the “rural industrial land banks.”4 This means that Clark County cannot approve permits to allow 
the construction of sewer facilities or any other public facilities and services within the “rural 
industrial land banks” until the determination of invalidity is reversed or lifted.5 This is the case 
whether the county claims the sewer facilities are authorized by a “rural industrial land bank” or the 
“freight rail dependent uses.” 
 
As to the areas where the “freight rail dependent” uses were proposed, the Clark County Board of 
Councilors has postponed action on that proposal until next year.6 There are also serious questions 
as to whether the railroad lease is legal.7 In my legal opinion, it is not. At this time, it is unknown if 
“freight rail dependent uses” will ever be authorized outside the urban growth areas in Clark County. 
Even if they are authorized, the parts of the Growth Management Act that authorize freight rail 
depended uses, if they are ever approved by Clark County, do not authorize the extension of urban 
governmental services, such as sewer lines, outside the UGAs.8 If the county approves the “freight 
rail dependent uses,” extending sewer services outside the UGAs is still not authorized. 
 
Therefore, it is premature to amend the Clark County comprehensive plan to extend the Clark 
Regional Wastewater District sewer service area outside the UGAs. So, we recommend the Planning 
Commission recommend denial of this part of proposed CPZ2018-00020. Or the County should 
propone action the service area expansions outside the UGAs until the rural industrial land banks 
are authorized and the determinations of invalidity are lifted or the county approves the freight rail 
dependent uses for at least some part of the County and decides it wants to roll the legal dice on 
authorizing sewer service to these areas. 
 

                                                 
2018 at: http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6033; Clark County Citizens United, 
Inc. v. Clark County, WWRGMHB Case No. 16-2-0005c, Second Order Finding Continuing Noncompliance (Oct. 17, 
2018), at 13 – 14 of 15 accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: 
http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6271. 
3 RCW 36.70A.365(5), (6) accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: 
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A&full=true#36.70A.365. 
4 Clark County Citizens United, Inc. v. Clark County, WWRGMHB Case No. 16-2-0005c, Order on Compliance and Order 
on Motions to Modify Compliance Order, Rescind Invalidity, Stay Order, and Supplement the Record (Jan. 10, 2018), at 
26 – 27 of 29. 
5 RCW 36.70A.302(3)(a). 
6 Clark County Council extends meeting timeline regarding freight rail dependent uses (10/30/2018) accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: 
https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/clark-county-council-extends-meeting-timeline-regarding-freight-rail-
dependent. 
7 Jake Thomas, Lawyer says Chelatchie rail lease not valid: He claims deal with business in violation of county code The Columbian 
(Nov. 25, 2018) accessed on Dec. 5, 2018 at: https://www.columbian.com/news/2018/nov/25/lawyer-says-chelatchie-
rail-lease-not-valid/. 
8 RCW 36.70A.030(9); RCW 36.70A.060(1)(a); RCW 36.70A.108(2). 

http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6033
http://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6271
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A&full=true#36.70A.365
https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/clark-county-council-extends-meeting-timeline-regarding-freight-rail-dependent
https://www.clark.wa.gov/community-planning/clark-county-council-extends-meeting-timeline-regarding-freight-rail-dependent
https://www.columbian.com/news/2018/nov/25/lawyer-says-chelatchie-rail-lease-not-valid/
https://www.columbian.com/news/2018/nov/25/lawyer-says-chelatchie-rail-lease-not-valid/
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Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information, please contact me 
at telephone (206) 343-0681 Ext. 102 and email: tim@futurewise.org. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 

 
Tim Trohimovich, AICP, WSBA No. 22367 
Director of Planning & Law 

mailto:tim@futurewise.org








 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
TO:    Clark County Council 

FROM:   Steve Morasch, Planning Commission Chair 
PREPARED BY:  Jose Alvarez, Planner III 

DATE:    January 8, 2019 

SUBJECT: CPZ2018-00020 COMPREHENSIVE GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 2015-2035 POLICY AND CORRESPONDING TEXT 
AMENDMENTS (CHAPTER 6 Capital Facilities Element and 
Appendix E)  

 

PLANNING COMMISION RECOMMENDATION 
On December 6, 2018, the Planning Commission voted 7 to 0 to approve the staff 
recommendation to amend the Comprehensive Growth Management Plan 2015-2035 Capital 
Facilities Element and Appendix E to reflect the update to Clark Regional Wastewater District 
Comprehensive General Sewer Plan (GSP). 

PROPOSED ACTION 
The proposal is to amend the Comprehensive Growth Management Plan 2015-2035 Capital 
Facilities Element and Appendix E to reflect the update to Clark Regional Wastewater District 
Comprehensive General Sewer Plan (GSP). The district has studied several areas consistent 
with the requirements of RCW 57.16.010(2), which requires the District to consider “present 
and reasonably foreseeable future needs” of the sewer system. Two of these areas, the Rural 
Industrial Land Bank and the 2016 Ridgefield UGA expansion, are in litigation. The third area 
is the Freight Rail Dependent Use Overlay. The district has determined there is sufficient 
capacity to serve the study areas. However, the County has not determined that these study 
areas are in compliance with the provisions of RCW 36.70A.110 and extension of sewer 
service will be prohibited until the County makes that determination. These areas are not 
included in the 6-year CIP. For the County to adopt the GSP by reference, any projects and or 
costs related to the study areas must be removed from the GSP 20 year list of projects. Below 
is the language from the GSP that addresses the study areas: 
  
GSP Service Area & Land Use - Study Areas (pg. 3-12) 
 

The District has studied the following areas as part of this Plan (Study Areas), 
consistent with the requirements of RCW 57.16.010(2), which requires the District to 
consider “present and reasonably foreseeable future needs” of the sewer system. (See 
Maps 2-1712A, B & 3-602A, B). This Plan establishes that the District sewer system has 
adequate capacity for the Study Areas and that sewer service is feasible for the Study 
Areas. Because Clark County has not yet approved sewer service for the Study Areas, 
the District cannot currently extend sewer service to the Study Areas. If Clark County 
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(and or the local government with jurisdiction if applicable) approves sewer service for a 
Study Area, the District then will have authority to extend sewer service to the Study 
Area. Clark County’s and or the local government’s approval must be consistent with 
the requirements of RCW 36.70A.110 and RCW 57.16.010(7), which states in part that: 
“The general comprehensive plan [of the District] shall not provide for the extension or 
location of facilities that are inconsistent with RCW 36.70A.110.” 

 
 
Exhibit 3 contains the language in the GSP that addresses the study areas. The proposed 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan are attached in Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. 
 

BACKGROUND 
A Comprehensive General Sewer Plan (CGSP) provides a comprehensive aid in managing 
and operating a system of public sewers and coordinating expansions, upgrades and renewal 
of the collection system infrastructure for the next 20 years. The CGSP serves as a guide for 
policy development and decision making, providing information on the plans for improvements 
to the sewer system within the District’s service area. The CGSP satisfies the requirements for 
a general comprehensive plan (GCP) and a general sewer plan (GSP). The GCP is prepared 
in accordance with the requirements of RCW 57.16.010. The GSP is prepared in accordance 
with the requirements of RCW 90.48.110 and WAC 173-240-010, 173-240-020, and 173-240-
050.  
 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 

A draft of the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Growth Management Plan 2015-
2035 Capital Facilities Element and Appendix E was sent to the Department of Commerce on 
September 11, 2018 under RCW 36.70A.106.  Clark Regional Wastewater District took lead 
agency status and published a Notice of Determination of Non-Significance and SEPA 
Environmental Checklist on May 4, 2018. A legal notice was published for the Planning 
Commission hearing on November 21, 2018. 

December 6, 2018 Friends of Clark County submitted comments concerned with the extension 
of sewer service outside of the UGA to serve the Freight Rail Dependent Use Overlay and 
Rural Industrial Land Bank. 

December 6, 2018 Futurewise submitted comments concerned with the extension of sewer 
service outside of the UGA to serve Freight Rail Dependent Use Overlay and the Rural 
Industrial Land Bank. 

 
APPLICABLE CRITERIA, EVALUATION AND FINDINGS 
CRITERIA FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICY OR TEXT CHANGES 

The amendment shall meet all the requirements of and be consistent with the Growth 
Management Act (GMA) and other requirements, the countywide planning policies, the 
Community Framework Plan, the comprehensive plan, local comprehensive plans, 
applicable capital facilities plans and official population growth forecasts. 
[CCC40.560.010(N)(2)(a)].  

 



Community Planning Staff Report               Page 3 of 6 
 

 

Growth Management Act (GMA) 
The GMA goals set the general direction for the county in adopting its framework plan and 
comprehensive plan policies. The GMA lists thirteen overall goals in RCW 36.70A.020 plus the 
shoreline goal added in RCW 36.70A.480(1). The goals are not listed in order of priority. The 
GMA goal that applies to the proposed action is Goal 12. 
 

Goal 12 speaks directly to public facilities and services to “ensure that those public facilities 
and services necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the 
development at the time the development is available for occupancy and use without 
decreasing current service levels below established minimum standards.” [RCW 
36.70A.020(12)].  
 
RCW 36.70A.110(4) Comprehensive Plans - Urban Growth Areas 
(4) In general, cities are the units of local government most appropriate to provide urban 
governmental services. In general, it is not appropriate that urban governmental services 
be extended to or expanded in rural areas except in those limited circumstances shown to 
be necessary to protect basic public health and safety and the environment and when such 
services are financially supportable at rural densities and do not permit urban development. 
 
WAC 365-196-415 Capital Facilities Element 
(4) Relationship to plans of other service providers or plans adopted by reference. A county 
or city should not meet their responsibility to prepare a capital facilities element by relying 
only on assurances of availability from other service providers. When system plans or 
master plans from other service providers are adopted by reference, counties and cities 
should do the following: 
(a) Summarize this information within the capital facilities element; 
(b) Synthesize the information from the various providers to show that the actions, taken 
together, provide adequate public facilities; and 
(c) Conclude that the capital facilities element shows how the area will be provided with 
adequate public facilities.  
 

 
Finding: The proposed amendments reflect CRWWD’s updated general sewer plan and are 
consistent with the provisions of the GMA.  

 
Community Framework Plan  
The Community Framework Plan (Framework Plan) provides guidance to local jurisdictions on 
regional land use and service issues. The 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. The 
Community Framework Plan policies applicable to this proposal include the following: 
 

Goal 6.0 notes “the need for capital facilities to accommodate expected growth and 
establish policies to ensure that these facilities are available when development is occupied 
and to provide for the extension of public utilities to new development in a timely manner.” 
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[Framework Plan, page 18] The following capital facilities and utilities policies apply to the 
proposed action: 

6.1.0 Major public and private expenditures on facilities and services (including libraries, 
schools, fire stations, police, parks and recreation) are to be encouraged first in urban and 
rural centers.  

6.1.1 Establish level-of-service standards for capital facilities in urban and rural areas. 
[Framework Plan, page 18]. 
 
6.2.0 Public sanitary sewer service will be permitted only within urban areas, except to 
serve areas where imminent health hazards exist. 
 
These framework plan policies are implemented by Clark County Code 40.370.010 
Sewerage Regulations. It is the purpose of this section to further the public health by 
providing clear rules for when connection to public sewer is required or prohibited. 
 

Finding: The proposed amendments reflect CRWWD’s updated general sewer plan and are 
consistent with the Community Framework Plan policies.  

Countywide Planning Policies (CWPP) 
The GMA, under RCW 36.70A.210, requires counties and cities to collaboratively develop 
Countywide Planning Policies (CWPP) to govern the development of comprehensive plans. 
The WAC 365-196-305(1) defines “the primary purpose of CWPP is to ensure consistency 
between comprehensive plans of counties and cities sharing a common border or related 
regional issues. Another purpose of the CWPP is to facilitate the transformation of local 
governance in the urban growth areas, typically through annexation to or incorporation of a 
city, so that urban governmental services are primarily provided by cities and rural and regional 
services are provided by counties.”  

Policy 6.0.15 states “Plans for providing public utility services shall be coordinated with 
plans for designation of urban growth areas, rural uses and for the transition of 
undeveloped land to urban uses.” 

Policy 6.1.2 states “The primary role of Clark County regarding service provisions shall 
involve the planning and delivery of regional, rather than urban, services. It is the policy of 
Clark County that, in general, cities or special service districts are the most appropriate 
units of local government to provide urban governmental services and that, in general, it is 
not appropriate that urban governmental services be extended or expanded to rural areas 
except in those limited circumstances shown to be necessary to protect basic public health 
and safety and the environment and when such services are financially supportable at rural 
densities and do not permit urban development.” 

Finding: The proposed amendments reflect CRWWD’s updated general sewer plan and are 
consistent with the policies in the Community Framework Plan and the Countywide Planning 
Policies.  
 
Comprehensive Growth Management Plan 2015-2035 (2016 Plan) 
The 20-year Comprehensive Growth Management 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: 
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Goal: Ensure that necessary and adequate capital facilities and services are provided to all   
development in Clark County in a manner consistent with the 20-Year Plan. 
 

 6.1.1  Continue to plan for and provide capital facilities and services as necessary to 
support development consistent with the 20-Year Plan and coordinate and facilitate 
the planning and provision of such facilities and services by other public or private 
entities. 

 
 6.1.7 Clark County incorporates by reference the sewer and water Capital Facilities Plans 

of the Clark Regional Wastewater District, Clark Public Utilities and the City of 
Vancouver. The county should review future changes to these Capital Facilities 
Plans on an ongoing basis to ensure that consistency with county capital facility and 
land use plans is maintained. 

 
Goal: Provide sewer service within urban growth areas efficiently and at least public cost.  

    
6.3.8 Extension of public sewer service shall not be permitted outside urban growth 

areas, except in response to documented health hazards; or to provide public 
sewer to regional park facilities, K-12 public schools, in designated rural 
centers; or where the county has contractually committed to permit public 
sewer connection. 

 
6.3.9   Sewer service plans shall be coordinated with the 20-Year Plan policies and 

maps, including urban growth area designations. 
 

Finding: The proposed amendments reflect CRWWD’s updated general sewer plan and are 
consistent with the Comprehensive Growth Plan policies.  
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RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Based on the information presented in this report, the Planning Commission forwards a 
recommendation of APPROVAL to Clark County Councilors to adopt the Comprehensive plan 
amendments (Exhibit 1 and 2) and the GSP by reference including the amended language 
(Exhibit 3). Any projects and or costs related to the study area shall be removed from the GSP 
20 year list of projects. 
 
 

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA 

Criterion for Policy/Text Amendments 
Criteria Met? 

Staff Report 
Planning Commission 

Findings 
   
Consistency with GMA  Yes Yes 
Community Framework Plan Yes Yes 
Countywide Planning Policies Yes Yes 
20-Year Comprehensive Plan Yes Yes 
Capital Facilities Plan  Yes Yes 
Recommendation: Approval Yes Yes 
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