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I. INTRODUCTION

Respondent MacDonald Living Trust (“MacDonald”) respectfully
requests the Court of Appeals affirm the trial court’s Order dated June 12,
2009 that reversed the June 3, 2008 Amended Final Decision and Order
(“AFDO”) issued by the Western Washington Growth Management
Hearings Board (“Growth Board”) regarding Case No. 07-2-0027.

Despite substantial evidence to the contrary, the Growth Board
determined that in passing Ordinance 2007-09-13, Clark County
committed “clear error” when it determined that MacDonald’s Property
did not satisfy the applicable criteria necessary to be designated
agricultural land under the Growth Management Act (“GMA”) and
expanding the Washougal Urban Growth Area. The Growth Board’s
decision, with respect to MacDonald, was in error and was properly
reversed by the trial court.

MacDonald hereby adopts by reference the briefing submitted by
Clark County, and the other respondents, pursuant to RAP 10.1(g).

II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

MacDonald owns real property in Clark County, Washington
which lies within the sub-area referred to in the record as “WB”. Exhibit
6605. The entire sub-area consists of approximately 116 acres. Id. The
MacDonald Property consists of approximately 79 acres and is located at
the southeast corner of the intersection of SE 352nd Avenue and 20th

Street in Washougal, Washington, Tax Parcel Number 129825-000. 7d.



In passing Ordinance 2007-09-13, Clark County determined that
the MacDonald Property did not satisfy the GMA mandated requirements
necessary to be designated agricultural land because the Property did not
meet the three-part conjunctive test for agricultural lands of long-term
commercial significance as set forth by the Lewis County decision.
Exhibits 6605 and 6512. As such, the County changed the MacDonald
Property’s comprehensive plan designation to a non-agricultural
designation. = The County also determined that the property was
appropriate to add to the Washougal Urban Growth Area because it was
adjacent to territory characterized by urban growth. Id.

John Karpinski, Clark County Natural Resource Counsel, and
Futurewise challenged the County’s environmental review, the County’s
Determination' and the addition of this land into the Washougal Urban
Growth Area to the Growth Board. The Growth Board issued its AFDO
June 3, 2008 which erroneously held, in part, that Clark County’s
Determination with respect to the MacDonald Property was inconsistent
with the Washington State Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A); and
that such action was invalid, as was the inclusion of this land into the
Washougal Urban Growth Area.

Clark County Superior Court Judge Robert Harris properly

reversed the Growth Board’s AFDO as it pertains to the MacDonald

! The phrase “the County’s Determination” or word “Determination” will hereafter refer
to the County’s conclusion that certain land did not meet the three-part conjunctive test
for agricultural land of long-term commercial significance as set forth by the Lewis
County decision. Lewis County v. W. Wash. Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 157 Wash. 2d
488, 139 P.3d 1096 (2006).



Property. See Memorandum of Decision and Order. The Judge’s
Memorandum of Decision provided a number of factors supporting
reversal of the Growth Board’s AFDO including, but not limited to (1) the
properties adjacency to existing urban growth boundaries; (2) the Growth
Board’s overemphasis on soil types and the failure of the Growth Board to
give proper weight to the Globalwise report; and (3) there was substantial
evidence in the record establishing that the MacDonald property did not
meet the third prong of the Lewis County test — “long term commercial

significance.” Indeed, the trial court stated as follows:

The third factor of long-term commercial significance is
perhaps the key area in which the Board failed to give
deference to the Board of County Commissioners in their
adoption. Lewis County, supra. The Mt. Norway site,
which is part of the Washougal growth management, has
never been a productive farming area. Washougal having
its easterly boundary subject to the Columbia River Gorge
zoning requirements basically limits anything that may
detract from the scenic development of the gorge. That
limitation has been so designated by Congress as it placed
controls requiring a common agreement of the States of
Washington and Oregon regarding any development that
may be allowed within that regulated area. Therefore, the
North development of the Mt. Norway site is the only
location for Washougal’s growth as the Camas growth
management area is a buffer to the West limiting any
further expansion.

Memorandum of Decision, p. 6.



III. ARGUMENT

A. PRESUMPTIONS AND DEFERENCE TO CLARK COUNTY

The Revised Code of Washington presumes that a county’s
Comprehensive Plan is valid upon adoption. RCW 36.70A.320(1). The

(133

Growth Board must “ ‘grant deference to counties and cities in how they
plan for growth, consistent with the requirements and goals of” the GMA.”
Lewis County v. Western Washington Growth Management Hearings
Board, 157 Wn.2d 488, 498, 139 P.3d 1096 (2006). The role of the
Growth Board is to determine compliance. Vines v. Jefferson County,
WWGMHB No. 98-2-0018 (April 5, 1999). Local governments are
afforded a “broad range of discretion” in determining a methodology for
compliance. /d.

The parties disagree when deference is owed to the County’s
Determination regarding the MacDonald Property. In Quadrant
Corporation v. Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings
Board, 154 Wash.2d 224, 233, 110 P.3d 1132 (2005), the Washington
Supreme Court granted deference to the agency’s interpretation of the law
in cases where the agency had a specialized expertise in the subject area,
but also determined that the courts were not bound by the agency’s
interpretation of a statute. Id.

Specifically, in Quadrant Corp., the Supreme Court held that
“deference to county planning actions, that are consistent with the goals
and requirements of the GMA, supersedes deference granted by the APA

and courts to administrative bodies in general.” Quadrant Corp., 154



Wash. 2d at 238, 110 P.3d 1132 (Emphasis added). See
RCW 36.70A.3201. The Court also held that while “this deference ends
when it is shown that a county’s actions are in fact a ‘clearly erroneous’
application of the GMA, we should give effect to the legislature’s
explicitly stated intent to grant deference to county planning decisions.”

Id.

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Growth Management Hearing Boards are charged with
adjudicating GMA compliance and, when required, invalidating
noncompliant plans and regulations. RCW 36.70A.280. Significantly,
these Growth Boards must find compliance unless they determine a
county action is “clearly erroneous in view of the entire record before the
board and in light of the goals and requirements of [the GMA].” RCW
36.70A.320(3). (Emphasis added) An action is “clearly erroneous” if the
Growth Board has a “firm and definite conviction that a mistake has been
committed.” Dep't of Ecology v. Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1 of Jefferson County,
121 Wash.2d 179, 201, 849 P.2d 646 (1993).

On appeal, the Court of Appeals reviews the Growth Board’s
decision, not the superior court decision affirming it. King County v. Cent.
Puget Sound Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 142 Wash.2d 543, 553, 14 P.3d
133 (2000). The Court of Appeals applies the standards of RCW 34.05

directly to the record before the agency, sitting in the same position as the



superior court.” Id. (quoting City of Redmond v. Central Puget Sound
Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 136 Wash.2d 38, 45, 959 P.2d 1091 (1998)).

Under the judicial review provision of the APA, the “burden of
demonstrating the invalidity of [the Board’s decision] is on the party
asserting the invalidity”. RCW 34.05.570(1)(a). The validity of that
decision is determined in accordance with the standards of review
provided in RCW 34.05.570. RCW 34.05.570(3) sets forth nine bases for
granting relief from the Board’s decision. Appellants’ sole basis for
review in this case is RCW 34.05.570(3)(e). See Appellant’s Opening
Brief, page 4. RCW 34.05.570(3)(e) provides as follows: The court shall
grant relief from an agency order in an adjudicative proceeding only if it
determines that the order is not supported by evidence that is substantial
when viewed in light of the whole record before the court, which includes
the agency record for judicial review, supplemented by any additional
evidence received by the court under this chapter.”

Challenges to the evidence supporting the agency’s order are
reviewed for substantial evidence. Substantial evidence exists when a
sufficient quantity of evidence exists to persuade a fair-minded person of
the truth or correctness of the agency’s order. Thurston County v. Cooper
Point Ass'n, 148 Wash.2d 1, 8, 57 P.3d 1156 (2002). MacDonald asserts
that there was not substantial evidence in the record upon which the
Growth Board could conclude that the County’s Determination and

expanding the Washougal Urban Growth Area, was clearly erroneous.



Here, the Growth Board was required to find the County’s action
in compliance unless the Growth Board found substantial evidence in the
record that the County’s action was clearly erroneous in view of the entire
record, and in light of the Legislature’s clearly stated intent to grant
deference to County planning decisions. RCW 36.70A.320(3). Based on
the substantial evidence in the record that supports the County’s action,
and the lack of any probative or contradictory evidence in the record, this
Court should find that the Growth Board erred in concluding the actions of
the County were clearly erroneous.

Appellants have not met their burden of proof under this standard

of review.

C. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD ON
REVIEW

Clark County went to great lengths in making its Determination
regarding the MacDonald Property, the other properties, and the alteration
of the County’s Urban Growth Areas (“UGAs”). The record certified to
the trial court was 3222 pages in length and reflects a reasoned, thorough
and exhaustive process by Clark County, which ultimately culminated in
the passage of Ordinance 2007-09-13. This extensive consideration and
process belies Appellants’ assertion that the County’s process was
summary and insufficient. Some of the more relevant evidence contained

within the record pertaining to the MacDonald Property is outlined below.



1. MacDonald Submitted Materials In Support Of The
Application To Include Its Land In The Washougal
UGA

MacDonald submitted a number of exhibits into the record that
support the County’s findings, particularly as applicable to the MacDonald
Property.

On October 2, 2006, MacDonald’s DEIS comments were
submitted identifying site specific information and analysis relating to the
various environmental factors identified in the Draft EIS.? These
materials also contained factual information and analysis demonstrating
the appropriateness of each property’s inclusion in the Urban Growth
Area.’?

Also submitted to the County, early in the process, was a 15-page
analysis prepared by agri-economist Bruce Prenguber of Globalwise, Inc.
titled “Agricultural Land Suitability for the MacDonald — Washougal
Property”, dated September 22, 2006.* This detailed report analyzed the
specific criteria in WAC 365-190-050 that must be satisfied to have land
designated as agricultural land under the GMA and provides property
specific facts relating to each criteria.’  This criteria included
considerations of proximity to urban areas, potential for higher use, the
absence of commercial agriculture, a detailed history of development in

the area and other factors related to the WAC criteria. See Exhibit 5837.

2 See Exhibit 5837.
1d.
1d
S1d.



2. Clark County Staff Provided Detailed And Proper
Justification For The Washougal UGA.

Clark County Staff was also diligent in preparing materials
concerning agricultural land in Clark County.  Staff prepared a
Community Planning Staff Report titled “Analysis: Bringing Resource
Lands into UGAs May 21, 2007.” This Staff Report provided detailed
factual and legal analysis on how, and under what circumstances, Counties
in Washington State, may bring agricultural lands into UGAs. See Exhibit
6548.

The 63-page report from Globalwise, Inc., dated April 16, 2007
titled “Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in
Clark County, Washington” is another example of the level of
investigation and thorough analysis conducted by Clark County. See
Exhibit 6548. The Globalwise report was comprehensive in nature and
included a historical look at Clark County’s farming practices, economic
trends in Clark County agriculture, current conditions in agriculture,
interviews with farmers and individuals with knowledge of the agricultural
industry, tables, graphs and photographs, as well as reasoned conclusions
on whether each sub-area met the express GMA test for being designated
as agricultural land.

County Staff also prepared a detailed and substantive “Issue
Paper” concerning agricultural lands, which specifically addressed

Washougal-related issues. @ The Issue Paper provided a detailed

® Exhibit 6605, “Issue Papers 1-13 distribution cover sheet with attachments for
August 8, 2006 BOCC worksession,” 08/03/07.



background of the 20-year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan for
Clark County, described in detail the proper test in Washington for
determining what is, and what is not, agricultural land and identified the
factual and legal justification for its decision that this property did not
meet that test. The Issue Paper specifically referenced Washougal as

follows:

Washougal

For the Washougal UGA, the Board concluded that 369.71
acres should be de-designated from agriculture and brought
into the UGA as Residential and Employment land.
Neither of the two sub-areas was identified as primarily
devoted to the commercial production of agricultural
products. It was determined that sub-area WA did not have
long term commercial significance because of the close
proximity to urban areas and the fact that parts of the area
were already within Urban Reserve overlays. Sub-area WB
has good agricultural soils and low critical land, but has no
access to water. It was determined that both these sub-
areas would serve a higher purpose as employment land,
which would create more jobs, increase the tax base for the
City and benefit the School District.’

The Commissioners were deliberate in their decisions and the
evidence in the record supports the Commissioners’ express findings that
this Property was not “primarily devoted to” agriculture and that the
Property did not have long-term commercial significance.

County Staff prepared a comprehensive “matrix” of the relevant
factual and legal criteria for the County’s Determination with respect to

agricultural lands as well.® This matrix provided a comprehensive look by

"Id. at 3 of 5.
8 Exhibit 6605, Matrix.

-10-



sub-area as to whether the land was characterized by urban growth,
whether the land was devoted to commercial production of agricultural
products or capable of being used for production as well as whether the
individual areas had long-term commercial significance for agricultural
production.

3. The County Commissioners’ Findings

In approving the UGA expansion for the City of Washougal, the

Board of County Commissioners made the following specific finding:

18.  Agricultural lands
The Board finds de-designating of lands designated as

“Agriculture” and their inclusion in urban growth areas to
be appropriate, as follows:

Washougal UGA. About 370 acres are de-designated and
included in the UGA because of the lack of long-term
commercial significance.’

The County’s determination was based upon the substantial
evidence in the record identified above and application of the appropriate
legal criteria.

4. Other Evidence before the Growth Board

Deliberation of Proceedings — Clark County Board of
Commissioners’ Public Hearing (Exhibits 6606 and 6430) is also a part of
this record on review. The Deliberations illustrate how this public process

was thorough, detailed and site specific.

® Exhibit 6512 at 9-10.

-11-



The above-referenced documents constitute additional portions of
the record that were before the Growth Board prior to the Growth Board’s
AFDO. It is against this substantial evidentiary background supporting
the County’s action and the absence of any evidence from the Appellants,
save for a few aerial photos presented at the hearing before the Growth
Board, and again before the trial court, that the Court of Appeals must
evaluate this appeal. Because of the absence of any competent evidence
repudiating or challenging the County and Respondents’ arguments, the
Growth Board did not properly conclude that the County’s action was

“clearly erroneous”.

D. THE GROWTH BOARD’S DECISION AND RATIONALE
FOR INVALIDATING CLARK COUNTY’S ACTION WITH
RESPECT TO WASHOUGAL SUB-AREA “WB”

In issuing its AFDO, the Growth Board concluded that “Based on

the County’s decision making criteria, the Board finds the County erred in
de-designating this land. This designation does not comply with
RCW 36.70A.020(8) and 36.70A.170.” AFDO, p. 64. The Growth Board

went on to explain its reasoning as follows:

The County’s Matrix describes the land as having 82%
prime agricultural soils. Most soils appear to be Class I and
II. The Matrix also says that it is to be brought into the
area to provide tax base for the Battle Ground [sic.] School
District. The area is not adjacent to the UGA and no
permits for development have been issued nearby.
Intervenor says that his land is not productive as a farm
based on analysis by Globalwise. However, productivity is
a character of the soil as described by WAC 365-190-050.
In evaluating critical areas, cities and counties use Best
Available Science to help designate critical areas. The
resource that the GMA gives cities and counties is USDA
soil characteristics and that is what the Board needs to rely

-12-



on. The County’s Ordinance says that this area was de-
designated because it no longer has long-term commercial
significance.

E. THE GROWTH BOARD’S DECISION WAS IN ERROR IN
LIGHT OF ALL THE EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD

The summary decision of the Growth Board with respect to the
MacDonald Property merely states that the County Matrix shows prime
soils; and thus, must be designated agricultural land. The Matrix was but
one tool utilized by the County which compared each of the GMA criteria
necessary to evaluate whether certain areas met the statutorily defined and
judicially interpreted definition of agricultural land. The Revised Code of

Washington defines agricultural land in pertinent part as follows:

“Agricultural land” means land primarily devoted to the
commercial production of horticultural, viticultural,
floricultural, dairy, apiary, vegetable, or animal products or
of berries, grain, hay, straw, turf, seed, Christmas trees not
subject to the excise tax imposed by RCW 84.33.100
through 84.33.140, finfish in uplaid hatcheries, or livestock,
and that has long-term commercial significance for
agricultural production.

RCW 36.70A.030(2).
In analyzing the GMA, the Washington Supreme Court held that
all three requirements must be met (not just soil type) in order to

classify land as “agricultural land” under the GMA:

[A]gricultural land is land: (a) not already characterized by
urban growth (b) that is primarily devoted to the
commercial production of agricultural products enumerated
in RCW 36.70A.030(2), including land in areas used or
capable of being used for production based on land
characteristics, and (¢) that has long-term commercial
significance for agricultural production, as indicated by
soil, growing capacity, productivity, and whether it is near
population areas or vulnerable to more intense uses.

-13-



Lewis County, 157 Wash.2d at 502, 139 P.3d at 1103. (Emphasis added)

Despite the presence of substantial evidence in the record, neither
the second, nor the third statutory requirements of the agricultural land
tests were addressed by the Growth Board in any meaningful way. These
criteria were, however, addressed by the County.

The second element in designating agricultural land requires that
the land be primarily devoted to agriculture. Land that is primarily
devoted to agriculture means land that is “actually used or capable of
being used for agricultural production.” City of Redmond, 136 Wash.2d at
53, 959 P.2d at 1097 (1998). However, it is important to note that the
Court in Lewis County specifically recognized that capability of being
farmed, without more, was neither a criteria mandating designation, nor
grounds for electing not to designate the lands considering the criteria at
WAC 365-190-050. Lewis County, 157 Wash. 2d 488, 139 P.3d 1096
(2006). In this case, there is substantial evidence that this property is not
capable of being used for agricultural production (see Exhibit 5837 that
includes analysis of whether property could be used for cow/calf
production, grain, hay, Christmas tree, nursery and other potential
agricultural uses.) Accordingly, the MacDonald Property does not meet
the statutory criteria for agricultural land and was properly de-designated.

The third element in designating agricultural resource land
requires that the agricultural land have long-term commercial
significance. Long-term commercial significance “includes the growing

capacity, productivity, and soil composition of the land for long-term

-14 -



commercial production, in consideration with the land’s proximity to
population areas, and the possibility of more intense uses of the land.”
RCW 36.70A.030(10). In addition to these enumerated statutory factors, a
county may consider the ten “development-related factors” promulgated
by the Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development in
WAC 365-190-050(1). Lewis County, 157 Wash.2d at 502, 139 P.3d at
1103. The Washington Administrative Code states in pertinent part as

follows:

Counties and cities shall also consider the combined effects
of proximity to population areas and the possibility of more
intense uses of the land as indicated by:

(a) The availability of public facilities;

(b) Tax status;

(©) The availability of public services;

(d) Relationship or proximity to urban growth
areas;

(e) Predominant parcel size;

63} Land use settlement patterns and their
compatibility with agricultural practices;

(2) Intensity of nearby land uses;

(h) History of land development permits issued

nearby;
1) Land values under alternative uses; and
) Proximity of markets.

WAC 365-190-050(1) (2007). (Emphasis added)

In this case, there is substantial evidence in the record that the
MacDonald Property does not meet the criteria for “long-term commercial
significance  for agricultural production” provided in RCW
36.70A.030(10). The land is not in any current agricultural use. See
Bruce A. Prenguber, Analysis of the MacDonald — Washougal Property
(Sept. 22, 2006), Exhibit 5837. The past agricultural use consisted of

- 15-



pasturing twenty (20) to forty (40) head of cattle during the summer
months—merely to qualify for agricultural property tax treatment.
Exhibit 5837.

Approximately twenty-five percent (25%) of the MacDonald
Property is sloped more than fifteen percent (15%), making it “unsuited to
farming due to the potential for unstable soils and erosion if the ground
was disturbed by frequent farm cultivation or moderate to heavy livestock
grazing.” Exhibit 5837. Most or all of the soil located on the rest of the
property consists of Hesson clay loam (“HcB”). Exhibit 5837. HcB soil
in the area is only known for “some pasture or hay production.”
Exhibit 5837.

Pasturing cattle is not an economically viable option for the
MacDonald property. Exhibit 5837. The land is only capable of
supporting approximately ninety-eight (98) head of cattle (with calves at
their side) for two to three months per year. Exhibit 5837. The annual net
loss for such a small herd would be approximately seventeen thousand,
one hundred and fifty dollars ($17,150) to thirty-four thousand, nine
hundred and eighty-six dollars ($34,986). Though cattle could be
maintained on the property during the winter if given cover and
supplemental feeding, such an option is commercially impossible because
the cost for such cover and extra feed would be prohibitive to any farmer,
and the cattle would have to be rotated to different pastures during the

remainder of the year. Exhibit 5837.

-16 -



Like pasturing cattle, growing hay is also commercially unfeasible.
Although sixty-five (65) acres of the property would be suitable for
growing hay, the annual net profit would be a meager eight hundred and
forty-five dollars ($845), excluding any overhead or labor costs.
Exhibit 5837. Obviously, this meager profit is insufficient to sustain
commercial farming. Grain production would fair much worse than hay,
resulting in an annual total loss of at least eight thousand, two hundred and
seventy-five dollars ($8,275). Exhibit 5837.

Christmas trees, too, are unlikely to have any “long-term
commercial significance” on the MacDonald Property. Survey data shows
that the production of Christmas trees has declined in western Washington
over the past few years. Exhibit 5837. This is due, in part, to the rapid
land appreciation in Clark County. Exhibit 5837. No commercial venture
would pay the fair market value for land around the MacDonald Property
in hopes of producing Christmas trees. Exhibit 5837. In addition,
wholesale nurseries and berry crops are not likely to be successful long-
term commercial ventures. See Exhibit 5837.

In addition to the poor soil, an analysis of the factors listed in
WAC 365-190-050(1) demonstrate that the MacDonald Property was
properly de-designated from an agricultural resource land. First, major
public facilities such as sewer, storm water, and potable water are all able
to be provided to the property. Exhibit 5837. In fact, the MacDonald
Property is located only four hundred yards north of the pre-2007
Washougal UGB. Second, although the MacDonald Property is in an

17 -



agricultural/farm use tax designation, only two other properties of the
eleven that surround the MacDonald Property also have the
agricultural/farm use tax designation. Exhibit 5837. Third, the average
parcel size of the eleven (11) properties surrounding the MacDonald
Property is twelve point five (12.5) acres. Fourth, long-term agricultural
production on the MacDonald Property would be incompatible with the

surrounding area:

The rapid expansion of the urban area of Washougal and
Clark County has changed the intentions of land owners,
who anticipate that more intensive development will occur
when the Washougal UGB expands. Much of the land
near the MacDonald property is in small acreages with
home sites, which are often incompatible with
agricultural practices that create dust, noise, spraying
or odors. Locating a residential development or a business
park on this site is compatible with the surrounding
character of the area.

Exhibit 5837. (emphasis added).

Fifth, owners of several of the surrounding properties have
submitted preliminary development applications to Clark County.
Exhibit 5837.  Sixth, farmers will not generally pay more than ten
thousand dollars ($10,000) per acre for land; however, land in area is
selling for approximately twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) to fifty
thousand dollars ($50,000) per acre. Exhibit 5837.

In sum, the MacDonald Property has no “long-term commercial
significance for agricultural production.” The soil is poor, and the crops it
could sustain neither have short or long term commercial significance.

Grazing cattle on the land is not commercially feasible and the fair market

-18 -



value of the land is too prohibitive for commercial production.
Accordingly, the MacDonald Property was properly de-designated for
“more intense uses.”

The Growth Board erred in failing to acknowledge the County’s
consideration of all of the statutorily mandated criteria. The Growth
Board also erred by not acknowledging the County’s consideration of the
factors required to be considered under WAC 365-190-050(1). The Board
compounded these errors by primarily relying upon soil type as the
determining factor in its Decision. This is clearly contrary to both the
statute and Lewis County.

The Growth Board’s Decision also finds that the “area is not
adjacent to the UGA” AFDO, p. 64. This finding is in error. The County
added approximately sixty (60) parcels in the northeast area of Washougal
to the UGA. The WB parcels are a small part of the area added to the
Washougal UGA. The area added to the Washougal UGA, including sub-
area WB lies adjacent to the Washougal UGA. See Washougal Map,
Exhibit 6605. If the Growth Board’s argument is correct, a county could
only add those parcels that are abutting the existing UGA. This is contrary
to any UGA expansion and would prevent a county from complying with
its GMA mandate to provide an adequate supply of developable land.
RCW 36.70A.110(2).

Finally, the Board decrees that “productivity” is a character of soil
types. True, but productivity is not the GMA established criteria for

designation of agricultural land. Productivity of soil is but one of the
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many factors that the GMA and the Washington Administrative Code
require to be considered in designating land as agricultural. The Growth
Board failed to consider the substantial evidence in the record relating to
all of the other criteria. As such, the Growth Board’s decision was

properly reversed by the trial court.

IV. CONCLUSION

MacDonald respectfully requests the Court of Appeals affirm the
trial court’s Order dated June 12, 2009 that reversed the June 3, 2008
AFDO issued by the Growth Board based on the substantial evidence in
the record, the standard of review and the arguments set forth above.

The record relating to the MacDonald Property is not anecdotal.
The record established by credible scientific expert testimony clearly
shows that the MacDonald Property does not meet the test for designation
as agricultural property. This evidence is uncontroverted in the record.
Appellants have placed no evidence whatsoever into the record upon
which the Court of Appeals could find that the facts and analysis as
presented by this expert testimony are false. Appellants cannot now
supplement the record to cure this defect. As such, the facts asserted and
scientific conclusions reached are verities on appeal.

This uncontroverted evidence establishes: (1) that the proper
criteria was utilized to evaluate whether the MacDonald Property met the
test for de-designation; and (2) that when this criteria was applied to the

specific facts of the MacDonald Property, (including the area surrounding
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the property), the MacDonald Property does not meet the test for
designation of agricultural land. As such, the County’s actions were not
clearly erroneous, Appellants appeal should be denied and the trial court’s
order should be affirmed.

DATED this 16™ day of December, 2009.

Respectfully Submitted,

LANDERHOLM, MEMOVICH,
LANSVERK & ITESIDES, P.S.

RANDALL B. PRINTZWSBA No. 13234
BRIAN K. GERST, WSBA No. 33035
Attorneys for Respondent

MacDonald Living Trust
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ey COMMUNITY PLANNING
MEMORANDUM
TO: Board of Clark County Commissioners
FROM: Marty Snell, Director
DATE: August 3, 2007

SUBJECT:  Issue Papers

Following the Board's deliberation of July 5, 2007, staff 'commenced work on issue papers
related to the Comprehensive Plan update. The list of issue papers below are intended to
provide the Board a more clear set of findings that support its ultimate decision.

The issue papers are as follows:

Capacity Numbers (VBLM) — July 5, 2007 Tentative Map
City Overrides (pending completion)

Sequencing

5-Year Rule / Triggers (pending compietion)
County-wide Planning Policies

Employment Land (pending completion)

Agricultural Land

SEPA Issues

Fish & Wildlife — Open Space Corridor (pending completion)
CFP (pending completion re: Ridgefield sewer)

Schools (pending completion)

Transportation

Public Involvement

O Y ONONAWN
Sﬁ)N.-‘.oso' - . . . - - -

Attached to this memorandum are the issue papers completed to date. On or before August 14,
2007, all of the issue papers will be substantially completed and distributed to the Board.

From the August 8 work session, staff will be seeking Board direction on the following items:

Discussions between Clark County and the city of Vancouver (executive session);
Ridgefield sewer issue;
Employment land designation and jobs implication; and
County-wide planning policies on:
o Annexing Agriculture lands
o City of La Center — Area LE, card rooms increase, 2" bridge across the East
Fork of the Lewis River
o City of Ridgefield — (staff direction on the “donut hole” and TDR).

DRAFT DOCUMENT FOR BOCC REVIEW Last Revised 08/03/07 Page 1 of 1
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CLARK COUNTY

Eoer i d st COMMUNITY PLANNING

20-YEAR COMPREHENSIVE
GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN 2004-2024

Issue Paper #7 — Agricultural Lands
Background

The update of the 20-year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan for Clark County was
initiated in 2005 as a result of Western Washington Growth Management Hearing Board

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that each county shall designate where
appropriate “agricultural lands that are not already characterized by urban growth and that
have long-term significance for the commercial production” (RCW 36.70A.170). RCW
36.70A.060 requires that counties “...develop regulations to assure the conservation of
agriculture, forest, and mineral resource lands...”, and that “such regulations shall assure
that the use of lands adjacent to agriculture, forest, and mineral resource lands shall not
interfere with the continued use.” The county has designated resource lands and
development regulations to assure their conservation in the current comprehensive plan.

A matrix of analytical information was presented to the Board of County Commissioners
(Board) regarding those lands that were proposed to come into the Urban Growth
Boundaries according to the Preferred Altemative map. In order for the agricultural land to
be brought in as urban land, it must first be de-designated from agriculture or subject to a
Transfer Development Rights Program.

In order to de-designate agricultural lands, the Board is required to make findings based
upon the record that the lands do not meet one or more of the criteria listed below. The
matrix mentioned above includes information based on these criteria. The revised matrix
which indicates those areas that were tentatively approved to be included in the urban

growth areas per the July 5, 2007 map is included as Attachment-A.

o Characterized by urban growth:

Staff used the plain reading of “land already characterized by urban growth” as lands
parcelized to urban levels with water and or sewer lines within the boundaries. Also noted
was whether the sub-area is adjacent to an urban growth area, an urban reserve area, or a

DRAFT DOCUMENT FOR BOCC REVIEW Last Revised 07/27/07 Page 1 of 5
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» Primarily devoted to commercial production of agricultural products or capable of
production:

This criterion relates to whether or not the land is in production or is capable of being used.

The matrix indicates whether the land is actually being farmed by referencing the maps

included in the Globalwise Report regarding the 145 farms that were identified as

commercial farms. The percentage of land in the County's agriculture/farm current use

program is also provided. Regarding capability, percentage of prime agricultural soﬂs is
indicated, as well as environmental constraints.

e Having long-term commercial significance :

This criterion considers the potential long-termn commerecial significance of land for
agriculture based on growing capacity, productivity, and soil composition as well as
proximity to population areas and the possibility of more intense uses of the land (RCW
36.70A.030(10)). The matrix indicates the land's soil types. With respect to proximity to
population areas and the possibility of more intense use, the rest of the columns reflect the
WAC criteria (WAC 365-190-050) that address this issue:

Availability of public facilities;

Tax status;

Availability of public services (combined with public faculltles)

Relationship or proximity to urban growth areas;

Predominant parcel size;

Land use settlement patterns and their compatibility with agricultural practices:
Intensity of nearby land uses;

History of Land development permits issued nearby;

Land values under alternative uses; and

Proximity to markets.

Three recent court cases regarding the criteria used by counties in the designation and de-
designation of resource lands were also discussed. The Supreme Court, in the Lewis
County case emphasized the broad discretion counties have in making choices within the
parameters set by the GMA and the implementing regulations issued by the Department of
Community Trade and Economic Development.

BOCC Deliberation/Decision .

Provided herein is a synopsis of the Board's decisions regarding the de-designation of
agricultural land and inclusion into the cities’ Urban Growth Boundaries. For further
information regarding the analysis, please refer to Attachment A (Matrix), Attachment B
(Agricultural Sub-Area Maps) and Attachment C (Cumulative Agricultural Analysis). A

Battle Ground

For the Battle Ground UGA, the Board concluded that 413.56 acres should be de-
designated from agriculture and brought into the UGA. The deliberations included 1) the
proximity to urban areas; 2) the fact that parcels were not identified as primarily devoted to
commercial production of agricultural products; and 3) that parcels were environmentally
constrained. Further discussion centered on the importance of an employment land
component to the City of Battle Ground's tax base and the benefit that that land use would
also have on the School District.

DRAFT DOCUMENT FOR BOCC REVIEW Last Revised 07/27/07 Page 2 of 5



The proximity to existing adequate infrastructure, potential for job production and
opportunity to increase the tax base for the City led the Board to de-designate sub-areas
BB and BC from agriculture and to bring those lands in as employment and residential land.
The land proposed as Urban Low Density Residential is already parcelized and
characterized by urban growth.

Camas

For the Camas UGA, the Board concluded that 721.32 acres should be de-designated from
agriculture and brought into the UGA as Residential, Mixed Use, Employment Land, and
Parks. During the deliberations of long term agricultural commercial significance, the prime
agriculture soils within sub-area CA-1 were identified as located mostly under the existing
golf course. Sub-area CB has an identified farm within the boundaries. The area,
however, provides unique economic development opportunities for Camas, which is
important for the city because of the downsizing of the Georgia Pacific paper mill. The long
term commercial significance of the farm was discussed and Commissioner Boldt noted
that the dairy farm is far from any agricultural services. As costs increase, it will not be
economically feasible to continue to farm at that location. Once the cows leave, the soils
will worsen, thus decreasing the economic viability of the land.

The Board also concluded that 68.45 additional acres should be de-designated from
Forestry and brought into the UGA. A forestry analysis report was done for this area
(Attachment:D), which concluded that there would be no public benefit in attempting to
manage the site for commercial timber production. It also concluded that there was no
incentive for an owner of the property to invest in any timber management practices
because the current stand is not increasing in usable volume or value. There would be
insufficient time to realize any return on investment by rehabilitating the site and
establishing a new rotation.

La Center

For the La Center UGA, the Board concluded that 634.61 acres should be de-designated
from agriculture and brought into the UGA as Residential and Employment Land. Some of
the sub-areas were already characterized by urban growth and none were currently
devoted to commercial production of agricultural products. Most were determined
incapable of being used for production due to low percentage of prime agricultural soils,
-environmentally constrained land and/or the lack of water available to the area in order to

corridor, and is the only Industrial opportunity for La Center. The importance of providing
employment land for La Center to diversify their economy was a critical part of the decision.

It was further stated that a County-wide Planning policy would be written for-sub-area LE
that explained that the land could only be developed, if the Tribal land received ‘trust’ status
from the federal government.

Ridgefield

For the Ridgefield UGA, the Board concluded that 788.04 acres should be de-designated
from agriculture and brought into the UGA as Residential and Commercial land. The sub-
areas are already characterized by urban growth with proximity to the existing Urban
Growth Area and City limit boundaries.
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Although farms in commercial production were identified within the sub-areas, it was
determined that they do not have long term commercial significance because of their
adjacency to urban land uses, such as schools and residential uses. One of the areas is
located along a roadway that is planned to be built out in order to provide another access in
and out of the city. '

Sub-area RB-1 had three identified farms within its boundaries, but is surrounded on three
sides by Ridgefield's existing Urban Growth Boundary and city limits. It was concluded that
this would be an appropriate spot for the sending area of a Transfer of Development Rights
(TDR) program. in an effort to avoid creating an island of agricultural-land surrounded by
urban land, it was decided that a County-wide Planning policy should be created with
cooperation from the city to allow annexation only after the adoption of a TDR program.

Vancouver
For the Vancouver UGA, the Board concluded that 1,383.18 acres should be de-designated
from agriculture and brought into the UGA as Residential and Employment land. Most of
the sub-area’s land mass is characterized by urban growth with close proximity or
adjacency to urban land uses such as schools, infrastructure and urban residential areas.
Although there are three identified farms within one of the sub-areas, none of the land was
determined to be of long-term commercial significance because of the proximity to existing
urban areas. In addition, the sub-area with the three farms within its boundaries is in a
location that provides a unique opportunity for industry. It is adjacent to the railroad, SR

~ 503, and NE 119" Street. It was determined that it should be converted to a higher and
better use (Employment land), which will provide a greater tax base for Battle Ground
School District. '

Washougal

For the Washougal UGA, the Board concluded that 369.71 acres should be de-designated
from agriculture and brought into the UGA as Residential and Employment land. Neither of
the two sub-areas was identified as primarily devoted to the commercial production of
agricultural products. It was determined that sub-area WA did not have long term
commercial significance because of the close proximity to urban areas and the fact that
parts of the area were already within Urban Reserve overlays. Sub-area WB has good
agricultural soils and low critical land, but has no access to water. It was determined that
both these sub-areas would serve a higher purpose as employment land, which would
create more jobs, increase the tax base for the City and benefit the School District.

Further information
The Board hired Globalwise, an agricultural/economic consultant, to study the state of
agriculture in Clark County. The Globalwise report was utilized as part of the information

provided to the Board for their deliberations. The report concluded that traditional
agriculture is declining in Clark County, primarily due to increasing property values.
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By request from some property owners, Globalwise has completed analysis reports for
parcels within the sub-areas that are Proposed to be included in the cities’ urban growth
boundaries. The sub-areas and the conclusions from the reports are included below:

» BB: The report concludes that the parcel has not been producing agricultural
Products in recent times and it does not have significant long-term commercial
agricultural potential. Further conclusions state, “...other land in the vicinity...does not
meet the GMA definition of agricultural resource lands”.

* LB-2: The report concludes that the subject parcel fails to meet the Growth
Management Act definition of Agricultural Resource Lands. It states that it has not
been producing agricultural products in recent times and it does not have significant
long term commercial agricultural potential. Further conclusions state, “...other land in
the vicinity...does not meet the GMA definition of agricultural resource lands”.

» VC: The report concludes that the subject parcel fails to meet one element of the
GMA definition, which it does not have long-term significant commercial agricultural
potential and that the property is already characterized by urban growth.

* VE: The report concludes that the Fifth Plain Creek project properties and
surrounding land fails to meet Growth Management Act Definition of Agricultural
Resource lands. It further states that the only to a very limited extent does any

the process of closing their farm operations due to lack of profit. Within two to three
years this area will have no commercial production of agricultural crops or livestock
products. '

e WRB: The report concludes that the subject parcel fails to meet both elements of the
GMA definition and that it has not been producing agricultural products in recent times
and that it does not have significant commercial agricultural potential for the future.
The report further states that the land in the vicinity of the area does not meet the
GMA definition of agricultural resource lands.
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LANDERHOLM, MEMOVICH , LANSVERK & WHITESIDES, P.S.

ATTO RNEYS ATLAW
805 Broadway, Suite 1000 www.landerholm.com Vancouver (360) 696-3312
P.O. Box 1086 Portland (503)283-3393
Vancouver, WA 98666-1086 Facsimile (360)696-2122

Email randy.printz@landerholm.com
Randall B. Printz

October 2, 2006

Marty Snell, Director

Clark County Community Planning
PO Box 9810

Vancouver, WA 98668-9810

Re: Draft EIS Comment Submitta] — Area 7, City of Washougal UGA

Dear Marty:

Please find the following items related to parcels 129825-000, located in Area 7 of the City of
Washougal’s Urban Growth Area, in Tesponse to the Draft EIS Statement released on August 25,

2006:

1) Overall Draft EIS Comments prepared by Randy Printz
2) Agricultural Suitability Analysis prepared by Globalwise, Inc.
3) Sewer and Water Maps from J uly 2006 Capital Facilities Plan for City of Washougal

4) Letter to Clark County supporting inclusion of the property in Washougal’s UGA

5) Clark County Developer’s GIS Packet

Very @

AfBZ’R]NT Z

RBP:kf
Enclosures

v cc client
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LANDERHOLM, MEMOVICH, LANSVERK & WHITESIDES, P.S.

A’I‘TORNEYS ATLAW

805 Broadway, Suite 1000 www.lan derholm.com Vancouver (360) 696-3312
P.O. Box 1086 Portland (503)283-3393
Vancouver, WA 98666-1086 Facsimile (360) 696-2122

Email randy.printz@ianderholm.com
Randall B. Printz

October 2, 2006

Clark County
c/o Marty Snell
Director of Long Range Planning
P.O.Box 9810
Vancouver, WA 98666-9810
Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive

Growth Management Plan of Clark County Dated August 23, 2006

Introduction

The Landerholm Law Firm represents a variety of property owners and other business interests
i Clark County who are participating in this GMA update process. Concurrent with this
Comment Letter we are submitting on their behalf an array of site specific information and
analysis relating to the various environmental factors identified in the Draft EIS. These materials
also contain factual information and analysis demonstrating the appropriateness of each
property’s inclusion in the “to be” amended Urban Growth Boundary. What follows in this letter
are general comments relating to the Draft EIS itself, these comments do not pertain to any
particular piece of property.

Transportation:
The DEIS provides:

“Increasing densities would make more efficient use of current infrastructure (for roads, schools,
wastewater and water supply) and land.” This statement is totally inconsistent with Clark
County’s and the various Cities” concurrency provisions for a variety of public facilities; most
significantly transportation. To suggest that stuffing more cars into existing urban streets or
children into the existing Vancouver or Evergreen School facilities is “more efficient”, fails to
recognize other basic premises of the Growth Management Act; namely coneurrency and levels
of service.

Both the County and its Cities all have concurrency regulations for transportation. Under these

existing regulations, the additional trips necessary to accommodate the projected additional
173,000 people inside the existing UGA’s (Altemnative 1) would be flatly prohibited by each the

M :\open\PRIR02-000002\GM A\DEIS Comment.Ltr.doc
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Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan of Clark County Dated August 25, 2006

October 2, 2006

Page 2

City’s and Clark County’s concurrency ordiniances. There is no analysis in the Draft EIS or
factual information relating to the extent to which level of service standards for transportation
would have to be lowered on the various arterials, collectors and regulated Intersections within
any existing City limits to accommodate this increase in population. It appears from the Draft
EIS that its drafters equate failing level of service with efficiency.

The DEIS also indicates that the Alternative 1 assumptions are based upon a “higher proportion
of travelers using alternative transportation modes.” There is no factual information or analysis
in the Draft EIS relating to any increases to the alternative transportation services currently
available within the Vancouver UGA. There is not any analysis or factual information relatin gto
either the costs of those services or how they would be funded. Similarly, there is no analysis,
nor factual information demonstrating that even if such facilities were available that ridership
would increase to the extent that existing transportation levels of service would not be adversely
impacted. The bare assumption that alternative modes of transportation will increase and
offset the potential congestion increases cansed by further densification of the existing UGA
is unsupported by the DEIS.

Page 4 provides “it is expected that under this alternative (Alternative 2) the result would be 2
higher number of congested lane miles, vehicle hours of delay and vehicle miles traveled: and 2
somewhat lower share of transit and non-motorized modes, all as compared to Alternative 1.”

Depending upon where the new residences in Alternative 2 work and access commercial
services, a higher number of congested lane miles could conceivably occur, Similarly a higher
number of uncongested lane miles would also likely be expected. There is no factua] basis in the
Draft EIS to support the proposition, however, that there will be more vehicle hours of delay in
Alternative 2 than Alternative 1.

First, the cost for maintaining acceptable levels of service for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are
identified in the Draft EIS as being the same. There is no factual information, nor analysis
relating to the cost of retrofitting urban infrastructure as compared to constructing “green field”
transportation infrastructure. It is undeniable that right-of-way acquisition and utility relocation
costs will be many times more exgensive In existing urban arterial corridors (Mill Plain, Fourth
Plain, Main Street, Andresen, 136" Avenue, 164% Avenue, etc.), than it will be in areas proposed
for inclusion under Alternative 2 (Fourth Plain, East of 162™ Avenue, 119% Street, 179% Street,
and all collectors or arterials necessary to accommodate Alternative 2°s transportation Impacts in
Ridgefield, La Center, Battle Ground, Camas and Washougal.)

Highly interesting, is the complete contravention of this DEIS stated premise (Alternative 2
more hours of delay) at the bottom of page 3. Page 3 provides: “it is expected that under this
alternative (Alternative 1) the result would be a hi gher number of congested lane miles, vehicle
hours of delay and vehicle miles traveled . . . as compared to Altemative 2. Clearly, the drafters
of this document have directly contradicted themselves on a very basic, yet critical issue.



Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan of Clark County Dated Aw gust 25, 2006
October 2, 2006

Page 3

Another striking fact is that the Draft EIS fails to analyze either the cost or level of service
deficiencies for amy arterials, collectors or intersections located within the City of
Vancouver. Page 199 through 218 comprise the technical analysis for transportation. In this
section, Table 67 identifies the major fransportation corridors in both Altemative 1 and
Alternative 2 as well as the estimated levels of service under both alternatives. Under'the 24
corridors analyzed, none of the corridors in Alternative 1 appear to have materially different
level of service deficiencies than Alternative 2. Most incredibly, none of the 2nalyzed
corridors are located within the City of Vancouver which comprises a majority of
Alterpative 1. It is an undeniable fact that the placement of over fifty thousand people inside the
Vancouver UGA would materially impact the arterial, collector and intersection network within
the City of Vancouver and its associated levels of service. No impacts to those facilities have
been identified, nor have any mitigation measures or the costs thereof been analyzed.

Schools:

The Draft EIS indicates that Alternative 1 would more efficiently utilize current educational
infrastructure than Alternative 2. Again, much like transportation, this can only be true if
efficiency equals failing levels of service. The existing school districts within Alternative 1 are
already on record as having capacity limitati ons. Additionally, in recent testimony before the
Clark County Board of Commissioners on the Draft EIS the Vancouver School District indicated
that it would be highly unlikely that they would be able to afford to purchase land within the
existing Urban Growth Boundaries for future schools. This is because of the high cost of land
within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Current land values near the edge of the proposed Altemative 2 of the Urban Growth Boundary
are significantly less than those currently within Alternatve 1. There is little or no comparative
analysis between the costs of providing school sites for Alternative 1 versus Alternative 2.
. Similarly, there is no factual information or analysis on the ability of the Vancouver School
District to fund the increased costs of Alternative 1. Finally, there is no factual information or
analysis relating to the deterioration of the levels of service in schools located within Alternative
‘1 1if sufficient additional schools cannot be funded and constructed. '

Zoning:

The Draft EIS indicates that all the projected increase in population as well as all of the new jobs
could be accommodated in Altemnative 1 through residential up-zones and by up-zoning
employment lands from industrial to business park.

On page 3 is a reference to potential up-zoning to accommodate this additional population.
There 1s no discussion as to where that up-zoning would have to occur (other than within the
UGA generally), to what extent it would have to occur, and whether the market would support
such density. Further, it is highly unlikely that the existing City neighborhoods would support
such intense up-zoning. No public process has occurred with the residents of the Cities’ Urban
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Growth Boundaries relating to substantial up-zoning in their neighborhoods. This omission
violates the enhanced public participation provisions of the Growth Management Act.

The suggestion that all employment land meeds can be satisfied without any additional
employment lands, but simply through the stroke of a pen (changing light industrial to business
park) 1s without any factual basis and flies in the face of the Board’s recent Emergency
Ordinance reversing the identical proposal. In the 2004 Comprehensive Plan Update, the then
Board of County Commissioners changed many light industrially zoned properties to business
park. Because of the dramatic negative impacts to those industrially zoned lands the Board of
Commissioners enacted an Emergency Ordinance redesignating most of those business park
properties back to light industrial. While there is an assumption that business park creates more
jobs per acre than light industrial, there is no factual basis in the Draft EIS demonstrating the
demand for substantial increases in business park property.

Environment:

The Draft EIS states “in general, because Altemative 1 does not add new land proposed for
development, the risks and constraints of the County’s earth environment are bound to be fewer
n terms of land area.” This fails to take into account the intense densification of the existing
urban emvironment that must occur under Alternative 1. It is Interesting to note that in
analyzing impacts to soils, the Draft EIS indicates that under Alternative 1, “there may be
pressures 1o up-zone urban and possibly rural residential areas.” Conversely, earlier statements
in the Draft EIS indicate that in order to accommodate the OFM population projections for
Alternative 1, substantial up-zoning and increase to density must occur. When evaluating
Alternative 1°s impacts to the earth, the Draft EIS mentions in passing that some areas may need
to be up-zoned. It is difficult to argue that substantial densification of the existing urban
environment currently necessary under Alternative 1 would materially decrease the amount of
existing open space and materially increase the amount of impervious surface and non-native
vegetation in the existing UGA. Similarly, non point source pollutants will be In greater
concentrations (on a per acre basis) than in Alternative 2. No analysis or identification of these
additional impacts is present within the Draft EIS.

These same issues are present with impacts to all of the natural environment including wildlife.
The reason why a vast majority of the little remaining undeveloped land within the existing
Vancouver UGA remains undeveloped, is because of topographic or other environmental
constraints. A vast majority of those properties have been “passed by” because of their critical
area constraints. There is no factual information, or analysis in the Draft EIS, relating to the
substantial increase in impacts to those constrained lands within Alternative 1 due to the
substantial densification of the urban environment necessary under Alternative 1. While it is true
that more land, currently rura] in nature, will be impacted by Alternative 2; the opportunities
for avoidance for critical areas and preservation of existing wildlife and other natural
environments is far greater under Alternative 2 or 3 than it is under Alternative 1; this
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occurs because there is a much larger land base to select from when designating lands for urban
expansion.

The Draft EIS states that:“as discussed in detail in the beginning sections of this DEIS, the GMA
was adoped to insure that development occurs in a planned manner, that there are adequate
services available and that critical resources are protected.” Unfortunately, this statement of the
fundamental purpose of GMA left out the Act’s other basic premise: that each County required
to plan under the GMA is required by law to provide an adequate supply of land to accommodate
the OFM population projection.

It 1s also interesting to note that the Draft EIS indicates that under Alterpative ] up to 1,856
acres of industrial land would need to be rezomed. The City of Vancouver is strongly on
record as having a “no net loss” policy for industrial land. Both Clark County and the City of
Vancouver assess strong regulatory restraints against converting industrial land, particularly to
residential use. Additionally, Alternative 1 indicates that over 5,000 acres of existing single
family residential land would need to up-zomed toc accommodate multi-family bousing. The
existing neighborhoods within the Vancouver UGA have repeatedly and strongly opposed multi-
family housing in or near their single family residential neighborhoods. The various Cities’
Planning Commissions and City Councils have historically supported the neighborhoods in their
quest to preserve the single family detached character of their neighborhoods. Various cities
have different regulatory mechanisms to assure that this occurs.

One example of this is the City of Camas’ beveling regulations, which require new development
adjacent to existing residential development to mirror on its perimeter the same lot size and
zoning of the existing development. In both the City of Vancouver and Clark County, their
planned unit development ordinances, typically utilized to increase or transfer density, yet
contain provisions requiring compatibility with existing neighborhoods. There is no discussion
or analysis in the Draft EIS relating to the regulatory changes necessary to accommodate either
the conversion of almost 2,000 acres of industrial land to residential or the conversion of over
5,000 acres of single family zoned land to multi-family.

““One Sided Roads:”

The DEIS does not address the increase cost of providing urban services, particularly sewer,
water and transportation, where the Boundary of the proposed UGA is established by a collector
or arterial roadway. This increase in cost is particularly acute where that roadway or utility line
must be constructed or increased in size to accommodate the proposed UGA expansion. One
area where this is particularly noticeable is on 50" Avenue across from and south of Pleasant
Valley School. While the Board is rightfully concemed with preserving the slopes to Salmon
Creek, this area is flat and well above the slopes to the creek. Further to the south both sides of
50™ Avenue have been designated for inclusion under Alternative 2 and 3. A “few parcels deep”
swath of land should be added to the east side of 50" Avenue (and other similarly situated areas)
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to allow for private development dollars to fund the necessary transportation utility
Improvements.

Conclusion:

The Final EIS needs to correct the above identified errors and deficiencies, as well as many
others which are too numerous to address on an item by item basis.

Very truly vours,
e

/
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RANDV/ B. PRINTZ
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9311 SE Butte Avenue
. Vancouver, WA 98664-3623

g‘oba'Wise inc. | : Tel 360-696-3888

marketing and economic services

September 22, 2006

Mr. Randall B. Printz

Landerholm Memovich Lansverk & Whitesides, P.S.
805 Broadway

Suite 1000

Vancouver, WA 98666-1086

Re: Agricultural Land Suitability for the MacDonald — Washougal Property (corner of
SE 352™ Ave and SE 20™ Street in Clark County, Washington)

Dear Mr. Printz:

in response to your request | have evaluated the MacDonald — Washougal property to
determine if it meets the criteria under the Washington Growth Management Act (GMA)
for agricultural resource lands. For the reasons stated in this letter, it is my opinion that
the MacDonald — Washougal property does not meet the GMA criteria for agricultural
resource lands.

| am qualified to render my opinions based upon my experience and educational
attainment in the field of economics which | have gained from 29 years as a practicing
economist with emphasis in agricultural economics and business. | was raised on a

-~ wheat and cattle ranch in Eastern Washington. | hold a Bachelors degree and a Masters
degree in agricultural economics and | have completed 18 undergraduate and graduate
jevel courses in economics during my education at Washington State University and the
University of Wisconsin. | have worked most of my professional career-as a consulting
economist with experience in production agriculture and food processing. During the
2005 spring school term | taught an upper division microeconomic theory course in the



Business Department at Washington State University in Vancouver. For 27 years | have
also been a partner and owner in businesses where | have gained practical experience
with business management and business strategy that are significant to this case. | also
have extensive experience working with food processing companies for the marketing of
their food products. During my tenure as a consultant to food companies, | also worked
for the Western U.S. Agricultural Trade A ssociation (WUSATA) for many years. The
function of WUSATA is to assist firms in the western U.S. with the export marketing of
their products. | am a supplier member of the Northwest Food Processors Association
and | -am regularly retained to conduct projects and analyses for the Association. | have
also been retained many times by food processing and marketing companies in the
Pacific Northwest to address specific business issues pertaining to their operations. My
experience is further described in my curriculum vita which is attached as Attachment 1.

Conclusion of This Analysis: The MacDonald — Washougal Property and
Surrounding Land Fails to Meet Growth Management Act Definition of Agricultural
Resource Lands

Agricultural land is defined by the Washington Growth Management Act as “land primarily
devoted to the commercial production of horticulture, viticulture, floriculture, dairy, apiary,
vegetable, or animal products or of berries, grain, hay, straw, turf, seed, Christmas trees
or livestock, and that has long-term commercial significance for agricultural production”
(WAC 365-190-050A). This definition states two conditions that must be met: the land is
in an area used for or primarily devoted to agricultural production and the land has on-
going commercial significance for agricultural production.  In my opinion, the subject
parcel fails to meet both elements of this definition: it has not been producing
agricultural products in recent times and it does not have significant commercial
agricultural potential for the future.

I also believe other land in the vicinity of the MacDonald — Washougal parcel does
not meet the GMA definition of agricultural resource lands.

Historical Use and Conditidns

The current owners purchased the property from the estate of John Erickson in 1970.
The owners have renting the property for minimal livestock grazing or haying since
purchasing the property and at no time during this time has there been active farm
management. At best, the agricultural use has been passive, with pasturing of 20 to 40
head of cattle only in the summer months. The primary reason there has been any
agricultural activity is to maintain eligibility for agricultural or farm use value property tax
treatment.

The MacDonald property is comprised of about 79 acres. About 75 to 80 percent of the
land is gently rolling. The remaining land has south slopes of 15 percent or more. Much
of the steeper land is in a native stand of fir trees. The steeper ground is clearly not
suited to farming due to the potential for unstable soils and erosion if the ground was
disturbed by frequent farm cultivation or moderate to heavy livestock grazing.

Aerial photography taken in 1968 shows that most of the property has been cleared and
used for hay or pasture. Comparing the 1968 aerial photo to aerials in 1974, 1984, 1994
and 2005 shows that there has been very little change in land use activities except that



there has been progressively less management of the land, particularly from 1994 to
2005. Visual inspection of the property clearly indicates that it is reverting to blackberry
bushes, brush and coarse grasses. The land is not is active management for any
agriculture or forestry purposes.

A long abandoned homestead is on the property. An old barn that has collapsed can be
found among overgrown blackberries. A temporary holding pen for livestock is the only
remnant of anything approaching agricultural improvements within the site. The
perimeter fencing varies from unusable to usable condition. There is no operating water
well and there is no surface water source on this fand.

Up to about 1960 the land was managed as a small farm by John Erickson. Relatives of
Mr. Erickson say that once there was a small prune orchard of about five to six acres on
the property. In addition Mr. Erickson had a few milking cows, and a small number of
beef cattle, chickens and hogs. However this small scale agricultural activity ceased
when the property was sold by Mr. Erickson’s estate 36 years ago. The long standing
lack of agricultural activity on the MacDonald parcel is consistent with the general
absence of commercial agricultural production in the Mount Norway area and the
downward trend or agriculture though out Clark County.

The character of this area is now a mix of rural residences with some properties having
small tracts of hay and pasture. The incidental grazing by cattie or horses and grass hay
production do not constitute commercial agricultural uses of land and are not agricultural
resource lands under the definitions of the GMA. Two small parcels planted to Christmas
trees were observed north of the MacDonaid property and across SE 20™ Street. The
properties planted to Christmas trees are within R-5 zoning and they are on five acre
parcels with residences. One of the two Christmas tree plantings has possibly been
abandoned or has very little current management. Along the north east boundary of the
MacDonald property, there is a five acre parcel that is also on the AG-20 zone. This
parcel was split into an eight-lot rural subdivision known as Murray Estates in the mid-
1990's. Other parcels that adjoin the MacDonald property range in size from 2.5 acres to
40.25 acres. The average parcel size of the 11 adjoining properties is 12.5 acres.

The MacDonald property is in agricultural or farm use value tax designation. Review of
property tax records in the Clark County Assessment and Taxation System shows that
out of 11 parcels that adjoin this property, two are in agricultural or farm use value
assessment and two are in timber or forest use tax designation. One of the two
properties that is on agricultural/farm use tax designation is in the R-5 zone and the other
is in the AG-20 zone.

The MacDonald property is approximately one-half mile from the Urban Growth Boundary
. of Washougal.

Parcel Characteristics and Long Term Commercial Agricultural Production

Looking to the future, there is no evidence to support the prospect that the MacDonald-
Washougal property will revert to agricultural use in the future for the reasons presented
below. .



Soils

Soils are one of the important determinants of commercial agricultural production
potential. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) soil survey for Clark County
shows three soil map unit names on the MacDonald- Washougal property (see Soil
Survey of Clark County, Washington, November 1972, or USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Clark County, Washington, online soil maps at
hitp://ice.or.nres.usda.aoviwebsite/clark/viewer.htm .

About 80 percent of the land in this parcel is Hesson clay loam (HcB). These soils are
the dominant soil of the high terraces along the mountain foothills in the county. This soil
is generally well drained with O to 8 percent slopes. They are in capability class Il. At
this site, these soils have little history of use for any agricultural purposes other than
some pasture or hay production. There is no known history of active cultivation for
vegetable or fruit crops. '

The second major soil unit on the MacDonald property is Hesson clay loam (HcD) with
capability class lll. Approximateiy 10 percent of the MacDonald property is in this soil
mapping unit. This Hesson loam is on slopes of 8 to 20 percent. These soils are more
difficult to manage because of the steeper slopes and generally their use is limited to hay
or pasture.

The third major soils on the MacDonald property are Hesson clay loam (HcE) with 20 to
30 percent slopes. About 10 percent of the MacDonald property is in this soil mapping
unit. The USDA soils survey describes these soils are similar to HcB except the surface
fayer of soil is thinner compared to the same soils found on more gently sloping fand.
Capability class is IV and the land is all in tree cover on the MacDonald property.
Erosion hazard is significant on these lands without the tree cover that exists.

Water

There is no existing water well serving the MacDonald property. Forty or fifty years ago
the small prune orchard may have been irrigated, at least to establish the young trees.
“No irrigation has been applied to the land for over 35 years or perhaps much longer.

Current Land Use

Property in the vicinity of the MacDonald parcel is generally in ownerships of five to 10
acres in rural residential use. There is hay production or pasture grazing on one larger
parcel on the southwest side of the MacDonald property. There are also two small
acreages of Christmas trees to the north of the MacDonald property which each appear
to be part of 5 acre rural residential properties. Two timber/forested parcels of 20 and 40
acres adjoin the MacDonald property. The remaining six properties are in rural
residential use that range from 2.5 acres to 5 acres.

For much of the past 35 years the MacDonald property has been rented for temporary
 summer grazing of a small herd of cattle. This is providing incidental income and is
insufficient to be considered long-term commercial agricultural production.

The MacDonald property is in AG-20 zoning. The 39 acre pasture/hay parcel to the west
and the 5ive acre parcel (which is part of Murray Estates Subdivision) on the northeast
side of the MacDonald property are also part of the AG-20 zoning in this area. Other
parcels to the north, west and east of the subject property are in R-5 zoning. The
property immediately south of the MacDonald property is in R-20 zoning.



Land Prices

High land prices are another major impediment for establishing any agricultural
enterprise on the MacDonald— Washougal property. Farmers generally will pay a
maximum of about $10,000 per acre for land, and they seek to pay much less due to the
narrow margins in agriculture. in this area recent land sales have been reported at
$25,000 to $50,000 per acre or more. At these prices new farmers will not make the
business decision to come to this area to buy the land for commercial agricultural
production. There are no farmers to buy the land to replace the current land owners who
have ceased commercial farming practices.

Economics of Farm Production on the MacDonald - Washougal Property

| believe the limited potential to derive income is the dominant reason the MacDonald -
Washougal property and most of the other nearby properties are clearly not devoted to
agricultural production. | have conducted farm income analysis to evaluate the income
potential if this property or surrounding properties were placed in agricultural production.
The analysis covers agricultural production alternatives based on the types of agricultural
enterprises that have existed in the past in this area and are most common in Clark
County. '

Cow-Calf Production

Data on cow-calf production was reviewed in view of land conditions at the MacDonald -
Washougal property. The parcel totals 79 acres with about 15 to 20 percent unsuitable
for grazing due to the steep slopes on the southeastern portion of the property.

The USDA soil data does not indicate the amount of animal unit months (AUMs) of
grazing per acre that can be expected here. | estimate that 65 acres of the flat and
gentle sloped portions of the property can be grazed. This would result in the carrying
capacity of about 98 head of adult cows with calves at their side for two to three months
per year. This is 1.5 adult cows per acre on a year round basis. Maintaining a herd of 98
cows in the winter climate here would be optimal with covered confinement with
supplemental feeding and intensive pasture rotation during the remainder of the year.
However, it is very unlikely any cattle operator would invest in a covered barn and corrals
because of the negative returns that are indicated for this type of operation, as indicated
below.

USDA budgets for cow-calf operations in the western U.S. from 1996 to 2004 show net
losses for these operations for all years (see the following web site for details:
http://ers.usda.gov/Data/CostsAndReturns/data/recent/Cowc/R-FRCowec.xls). The
operations analyzed in the USDA budgets have 138 cows and an annual calf crop of 113
animals which is a larger herd than can be sustained on the MacDonald — Washougal
property. While there are likely to be some economies of scale for a 138 cow herd that
cannot be achieved with a smaller herd of 98 cows | have none-the-less used the same
per cow costs as are presented in the USDA budget. Even without including opportunity
cost for land and labor, the resulting return is a loss of $175 per cow for the operating
costs of the cow-calf enterprise. If an operator had 98 head of cows, the resulting annual
" loss would be $17,150. When overhead costs are included with operating costs, the total
annual loss is $34,986.




In my judgment, the economics of such a small scale beef cattle operation is not feasible
on the MacDonald ~ Washougal property. Similarly there is no economic feasibility for
this enterprise on the small parcels (40 acres and less) that are adjoining properties in
this area.

Grain Production

Grain such as wheat, barley and oats are among the least profitable agricultural crops to
grow in Clark County. Furthermore the MacDonald property is not suited for grain
because its higher elevation and exposure to high winds and freezing conditions in winter
and spring months are negative factors.

U.S. grain prices are subject world competition and the prices received by farmers have
not kept pace with rising costs. The favored areas for growing grain crops are in rural
areas with large expanses of dry land where rainfall, other climatic conditions and soil
combine to make grain production most efficient. As a result Clark County is a very
minor grain production area, and the MacDonald — Washougal area is not suited to gain
positive net returns.from grain production. To illustrate this, | have analyzed a grain
budget assuming that the most suitable flat and gently rolling land on the MacDonald
property were cleared of wild blackberries and tree stumps. The budget shows 65 acres
planted to barley with an estimated average yield of 60 bushes per acre. By my analysis
this farming operation would have an estimated net loss of $127 per acre or a total loss
of 8,275 per year. This understates the actual loss because no opportunity cost for land
rent or mortgage is included. Taxes on land is also included at the assessed value of
$250 per acre (the average assessed value of agricultural designated land in Clark
County for 2005), not the full market vaiue of the properties in Washougal area which
generally sell at $30,000 to $50,000 or more per acre. Similar negative net returns would
occur if the land was planted to other grains such as oats or wheat.

Grass Hay Production

As an alternative to grain production, the 65 acres of relatively level ground on the
MacDonald property could be over-seeded or replanted to grass for hay production. The
65 acres of hay would yield about two tons per acre. | have adopted a grass hay budget
from the University of Nevada to estimate the returns from raising and selling native
grass hay. Ata sales price of $85 per ton, the hay crop would return $170 per acre. All
costs, excluding land rental or mortgage interest, would result in per acre costs of about
$157 per acre—there is virtually no net profit in this enterprise and this is without
including any land cost or operators labor in the costs.

My conclusion is that raising hay is not a commercial farming activity and that there is no
long-term commercial agricultural significance from this use of the MacDonald —
Washougal property, or from nearby property owners who produce grass hay.

Christmas Tree Production

Survey data shows that in 2005 there has been a slowdown in new plantings of
Christmas trees in the heart of the traditional Christmas tree production areas of western
Washington and Oregon (this based on telephone conversation with Bryan Ostiund,
executive director of the Pacific Northwest Christmas Tree Growers Association and
review of the most recent Christmas Tree survey data presented in Oregon Christmas
Trees — 2005, press release dated August 8, 2006 by the USDA National Agricultural.
Statistics Service, Oregon Field Office). Clark County is not among the top counties in




western Washington for Christmas tree production, but the County is following the same
trend of a recent slow down in new plantings. Significant new tree plantings did occur in
Oregon from 2000 through 2004 and this will assure that supply continues to expand in
the future. This will lead to downward pressure on prices received by growers unless
demand for trees takes a significant upturn. The 2005 survey showed that the average
grower price received in 2005 was 3 percent less than the average price received in
2001.

Landowners who initially are interested in growing Christmas trees are often discouraged
to find that much of the cost is “up-front” while the revenue is delayed for five or more
years until marketable trees are harvested. Access to hired labor is another key
consideration as shearing and other cultural practices require many hours of labor per
acre.

Adding to potential concern over the competitiveness for tree growers in Clark County is
the rapid land price appreciation. With the se conditions facing the county’s current
Christmas tree growers, it is very speculative to expect that the land owners in the vicinity
of the MacDonald property will plant trees to expand production in the expectation that
they would have profitable commercial ventures in the near future.

Wholesale Nursery

Wholesale plant nurseries are found in parts of rural Clark County. These operations can
be profitable if the operators select an appropriate site and they have the skill and
knowledge to successfully manage plant propagation, business operations and marketing
functions. Much of the nursery stock sold at retail in Clark County comes from the large,
well established nurseries that border Portland or are located in the Willamette Valley of
Oregon.

It is important for plant nurseries to locate on superior soils. For further discussion see
http://gardencenternursery.wsu.edu/site/VWholesaleNurserySiteSelection.html a
publication of Washington State University. In some cases, these nurseries gain an
advantage if they have frontage on major roads where customers have easy access to
the business. Access to a good supply of water is another key consideration. The
frequency of winter high winds and freezing conditions may be neutral or unfavorable,
depending on the types of nursery stock produced. Other open land sites are preferable
to the MacDonald — Washougal property for establishing a nursery operation in Clark
County.

Berry Crop Production

Clark County has historically been a significant production area for strawberries,
raspberries and blueberries. There has not been any evidence that berries have ever
been a crop in the Mount Norway area. Berries generally do best in areas that are better
protected from winds and frequent winter freezing conditions. Since production of berries
has been in decline in Clark County and other areas of the county are more favorable to
berries, there is no reason to believe farmers would be attracted to this site to establish
berry production. -



Criteria for Agriculture Resource Lands Re-Classification

Under WAC 365-190-050, the Department of Community, Trade, and Economic
Development has established additional evaluation criteria to evaluate the
appropriateness of agricultural resource tand classification. In this section these criteria
are addressed.

Availability of Public Services and Facilities

The MacDonald — Washougal proposed development is in a growing area of Clark
County that is close to the current Urban Growth Boundary of Washougal and is in close
proximity to public services. Sanitary sewer, storm water, and potable water lines would
be constructed and connected to existing services which are available within the city
boundary of Washougal. These services are all currently within one to two miles of the
MacDonald property. As the UGB is expanded these services would be extended to the
subject property.

Tax Status

The MacDonald property is in agricultural/farm use tax designation. Out of 11 parcels
that surround the MacDonald property, two are in agricultural or farm use taxation and
two are in timber or forest use tax status. One of the two parcels that are in agricultural
or farm use tax designation has a small Christmas tree planting with a rural home in an
R-5 zone. The other agricultural use designation parcel is 39 acres and is pastured or
cut for hay.

Relationship or Proximity to Urban Growth Areas and Intensity of Nearby Land Uses

The MacDonald property is about one quarter mile north of the current Washougai Urban
Growth Boundary. Land uses in this area are mixed and include home sites on small to
medium size acreages, open space and vacant lands, and some agriculture uses.

Predominant Parcel Size

The MacDonalid property consists of one parcel of 79 acres. Eleven parcels surround the
MacDonald property. Along the northern boundary of the MacDonald property there are
two parcels of 5.9 and 5.0 acres, respectively. Along the eastern boundary there are four
adjoining properties ranging from 2.5 to 20.0 acres. There is one 40.25 acre parcel
adjoining at the southern boundary. Along the western boundary there are four parcels
ranging from 4.75 acres to 38.7 acres. The average parcel size of all 11 adjoining
parcels is 12.5 acres.

Land Use Settlement Patterns and their Compatibility with Agricultural Practices

The rapid expansion of the urban area of Washougal and Clark County has changed the
intentions of land owners, who anticipate that more intensive development will occur
when the Washougal UGB expands. Much of the land near the MacDonald property is in
small acreages with home sites, which are often incompatible with agricultural practices
that create dust, noise, spraying or odors. Locating a residential development or a
business park on this site is compatible with the surrounding character of the area.

SE Jennings Road/SE 352™ Avenue is an arterial road that forms part of the western
boundary of the subject property and extends south to 32" Street in Washougal. Thirty
second street in turn leads directly to a main intersection with Highway 14. The access to



Highway 14 makes this site well suited for residential development or an ermployment
center/business park, and not for agricuttural usage.

History of Land Development Permits lssued Nearby

Owners of the MacDonald property make a preliminary application to Clark County for
development in 1998. There are several other preliminary development applications
(PAC) on surrounding properties.

Land Values under Altematfve {/ses

Farmers will often pay more for land than its capitalized value to- produce crops or
livestock. However the price premium still generally results in tand prices of under
$10,000 per acre. Prices that land developers will pay depend on many factors such as
the size of the parcel, zoning and other factors. The market for apen land in this area
that is in close proximity to the Urban Growth Boundary of Washougal ranges from
$25,000 to $50,000 or more per acre. At these prices there is no opportunity to attract
farmers who intend to operate long-term commercial agricultural enterprises to locate
here.

Proximity to Markets

The land within and near the proposed MacDonald — Washougal proposed development
is close to the Vancouver-Portiand metropolitan area. However, looking more broadly
across the County, crops and related production enter many different processing and
distribution systems. Not all products are sold to local buyers for local markets. Close
proximity to a metropolitan market does not guarantee local market access.

Conclusions

Changing the Comprehensive Plan and rezoning the MacDonald — Washougal praperty
to an urban density designation from agricufture (AG-20) will not diminish agricuttural
production or the existing agricultural industry in Clark County. For all of the reasons
stated in this report, the MacDonald — Washougal property does not meet the criteria of
agricultural land as defined by the GMA. Revision of the UGB to include this property
and its subsequent rezone should not be denied on the basis that this property is
productive agricultural land on either an historical, current or future basis. There is also
no reason to expect that the MacDonald — Washougal property will be converted to
agricultural use in the future because it has no apparent commercial agricultural
potential. These conclusions are also true for the other land in the vicinity of the
MacDonald — Washougal property.

Sincerely,

Bruce A. Prenguber



Attachment 1: Curriculum Vita for Bruce Prenguber

Professional Experience: President, Globalwise, Inc.
1996 -- Present

Developed and currently manage a successful,
diversified economic and marketing consulting
practice with a portfolio of over 40 clients.
Analyzed economic damages and lost earnings
capacity for the clients of attorneys in the Pacific
Northwest and testified in court or gave depositions
as requured.

Managed projects for clients that have resulted in
new business formation, on-going new product
sales, based on recommendations for objective
management decision-making.

Executive Director, Western U.S. Agricultural Trade

Association

2000 -- 2002

Managed 13 member state export program in
cooperation with private companies. Improved
overall federal funding for states and companies
despite declining availability of federal funding.
Led the staff in development and implementation of
a project tracking and reporting system that
provided new management information and
documented credible results for the largest number
of companies assisted in the history of the
association.

Evaluated and proposed projects in new federal
programs that resulted in $600,000 of new program
funding to the association.

Increased association reserve funds by 15 percent
and led the Board to adopt new reserve fund
Investment policies.

Assistant Director, Western U.S. Agricultural Trade

Association

1980 -- 2000

Initiated and managed international market
development programs in 10 countries that
introduced over 100 U.S. companies to importers
and distributors. These programs had sales of over
$10 million for U.S. companies.

Managed program reviews and evaluation contracts
that led to elimination of low performing activities
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and additional funding and management support to
high success programs.

Officer and Principal, Northwest Economic Associates
1978 - 1996

e Proposed and managed over 100 economic and
marketing consulting projects with a total contract
value in excess of $2.5 million.

Education: University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

M.S.--Agricultural Economics, 1975

Washington State University
Pullman, Washington
B.S.--Agricultural Economics, 1973

Professional Associations: Member, National Association of Business Economics

Teaching: Adjunct Instructor of Economics, Washington State
University-Vancouver, WA Branch Campus, 2005

* Other Activities: Member, Northwest Foods Processors Association

Member, Friends of Washington State University—School of
Economic Sciences

Publications

“Economic Impacts of Food Plant Closure: Analysis of the J. R. Simplot Plant in
Hermiston, Oregon” for Oregon Food Processors Council, September, 2004.

“Economic Impacts of Food Plant Closure: Analysis of the Pacific Coast Seafood Plant in
Warrenton, Oregon” for Pacific Seafood Group, Portland, Oregon, February, 2004.
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“Economic Impacts of Food Plant Closure: Analysis of the Seneca Plant in Dayton,
Washington” for Washington Food Processors Council, Olympia, Washington,
September, 2003.

"Personal Consumption Greatly Impacts Economic Damage Calculations" in Oregon
Casualty Adjusters Association Newsletter, February, 2004.

“Value-Added Agriculture and U.S. Competitiveness: A Western U.S. Viewpoint”
Analysis and speech presented at the USDA Agricultural Outlook Forum 2002,
February 21, 2002, Washington, D.C.

“Crops and Marketing Opportunities For A gricultural Producers at the Former Wind River
Nursery, Skamania County, Washin gton” analysis presented in “Wind River
Nursery Site and Facility Plan” for Skamania County Wind River Redevelopment
Team, Stevenson, Washington, June 1, 2000.

“Implications of Changes in the Food Supply Chain for Small and Medium-Sized Produce
Firms 1n the Pacific Northwest” for USDA Agricultural Marketing Service,
Washington, D.C., May 2000.

“Market Analysis for Metlakatla Native Plant Seed Enterprise” for Metlakatla Indian
Community, Metlakatla, Alaska, September 1998.
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LANDERHOLM, MEMOVICH, LANSVERK & WHITESIDES, P.S.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

www.lan derholm.com

Pacific Tower Vancouver (360) 696-3312
805 Broadway, Suite 1000 Portland (503) 283-3393
P.O. Box 1086 . Facsimile (360) 696-2122
- Vancouver, WA 98666-1086 Email randy.printz@landerholm.com
Randall B. Printz October 2, 2006

Marty Snell, Director of Long Range Planning
Clark County Community Development

P.O. Box 9810

Vancouver, WA 98668-9810

Re:  Narrative for McDonald Property — Draft EIS Comments
Dear Mr. Snell:

On behalf of MacDonald Properties, we are submitting comments related to the Draft EIS Plan
for parcel 129825-000, totaling approximately 78 acres. The subject property is located at the
southeast corner of the intersection of SE 352™ Avenue and 20" Street in Washougal,
Washington. The comprehensive plan designation on the parcel 1s Agriculture (AG) with an
Agricultural — 20 (AG-20) zoning designation. We support the City of Washougal’s request that
the property be included in Washougal’s UGB.

Surrounding properties are currently zoned Agricultural-20 with the average parcel size of the 11
adjoining lots at 12.5 acres. The current proposed UGB includes property east of this site for
industrial growth and also includes high density residential to the west and low density
residential to the south. There is also a small commercial element directly west. The EC zoning
would provide for anticipated employment and jobs for the proposed surrounding residential
zones.

When deéiding on parcels to include in the various UGB’s, Staff often requests that the
Applicant address the 20 year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Policies, the Unified
Development Code, and address Clark County Criteria for Map Changes.

The criteria to be analyzed for Comprehensive Plan Amendment applications are found at CCC
40.560.010. These criteria include the following:



Marty Snell, Director of Long Range Planning
Draft EIS Comments — Washougal Property
October 2, 2006

Page 2

Criteria for All Map Changes (CCC) 40.560.010 (G)

(1) The proponent shall demonstrate that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
Growth Management Act and requirements, the county wide planning policies, the
community framework plan, comprehensive plan, city comprehensive plans, applicable
capital facilities plans and official population growth forecasts.

A. Growth Mapagement Act

Agricultural land is defined by the GMA as “land primarily devoted to the commercial
production of horticulture, viticulture, floriculture, dairy, apiary, vegetable, or animal products or
of berries, grain, hay, straw, turf, seed, Christmas trees or livestock, and that has long-term
commercial significance for agricultural production” (WAC 365—190-050). As noted in the
2004 Comprehensive Plan, quality soils are a primary factor in classifying and designating
agricultural resource lands. DCTED provides 10 indicators to assess these factors; however, it is
left up to the local jurisdictions to interpret these guidelines in the designation of resource lands:

the availability of public facilities,

tax status

the availability of public services

relationship or proximity to urban growth areas

predominant parcel size

land use settlement patterns and their compatibility with agricultural practices
intensity of nearby land uses

history of land development permits issued nearby

land values under alternative uses, and

proximity to markets

-0 0 0 6 0 ¢ ¢ o o o

In adopting the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, the County created a “Farm Focus Group”. The
purpose of the group was to make recommendations on agricultural lands to the commissioners.
The group split on whether there was ANY land within Clark County that met the GMA
agricultural land criteria. The criterion of “long term commercial significance” was the primary
factor in this debate. '

- In an attempt to satisfy the GMA obligation of identifying resource lands (including agriculture),
Staff recommended, and the Commissioners ultimately adopted, a Comprehensive Plan
containing agricultural land. These designations were made with little or no site specific
analysis; but rather the designations were primarily based on generalized soil types, parcel
size and proximity to larger parcels. In this case, the Applicant can demonstrate that not
withstanding the County’s “broad brush” agricultural designation in 1994, this property does not
meet the statutory test for agricultural land under the GMA.

M:\open\MACP0!-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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Bruce Pengruber, an agricultural economist, has prepared an agricultural analysis of the
McDonald property, submitted as part of the IDEIS comments. In his analysis, Mr. Pengruber
studies not only the 20 acre parcel in question, but analyses surrounding properties, their
agricultural history and their economic success or fajlure. His conclusion for this 20 acre
property is that it fails to meet both elements of the GMA definition of agriculture: it has not
been producing agricultural products in recent times and it does not have si gnificant commercial
agricultural potential for the future. We encourage you to take a close look at this study as it 1s
very detailed and analysis the property at many levels.

The following GMA goals support the Comprehensive Plan Amendment:

Goal One “Urban Growth”

Goal Two "Reduce Sprawl!"

Goal Three “Transportation”

Goal Five “Economic Development”

Goal One and Two encourage the reduction in the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land
into sprawling, low density development. These goals relate to concentration of development
within the urban growth boundary and to the sizing of urban growth boundaries and the desire to
create compact, efficient urban growth within them. The granting of this request will not
adversely impact these goals because the land will be developed at urban densities, rather than
chopped into 1 or 2.5 acre lots as occurred prior to the adoption of the 1994 Comprehensive
Plan. Additionally, the land is in close proximity to the existing UGA and is needed to
accommodate the 20 year growth projection for Washougal. '

Goal Three of the GMA encourages efficient, multi-modal transportation systems that are based
on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans. This
application will encourage the efficient uses of the transportation system given it’s accessibility
to Jennings Road. Some additional infrastructure would be needed to service this parcel for
transportation purposes, as would some of the surrounding properties proposed to enter the UGB
in this area of Washougal. This presents a good opportunity to master plan circulation in this
area to create an efficient transportation network. The same can be said for the provision of
sewer and water facilities.

Goal Five encourages economic development throughout the state that is consistent with adopted
comprehensive plans.  Due to soil types that have little history of use for any agricultural
purposes other than pasture or hay production, this property has little economic value as
agricultural land. If brought into the UGA and provided urban zoning its assessed value would
increase significantly; thus providing an economic benefit to the county.

M:wopen\MACP01-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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Goal Eight addresses Natural Resource industries and encourages the conservation of
productive agricultural lands, discouraging iricompatible uses. As discussed throughout this
narrative, this parcel is not productive agricultural land and does not meet the statutory test for
Agricultural Lands provided for in the GMA. By following the proposed zoning for the UGB
area, no incompatible uses will be created given that the property would be surrounded with high
density residential, and employment uses.

B. Clark County Comprehensive Plan Criteria

The proposal complies with specific goals and policies of the Clark County's 20-Year
Comprehensive Growth Management Plan. Following are several of the specific goals and
policies of the Plan and how the proposal will further implement the Plan.

Economic Development

9.1.1 The county and cities will demonstrate their commitment to long-term economic growth
by promoting a diverse economic base, providing opportunity for all residents, including
unemployed and disadvantaged person.

9.1.8 The county and cities will provide for orderly long-term commercial and industrial
growth and an adequate supply of land suitable for compatible commercial and industrial
development.

9.1.9 The county and cities will encourage the recruitment of new business employers to
absorb the increasing labor force, and to supply long-term employment opportunities for
county's residents who are currently employed outside of the State.

Agriculture Policies

3.4.1 Encourage the comservation of the county’s highest quality agricultural lands for
productive agricultural use and protect the opportunity for these lands to support the widest
variety of agricultural crops and products as listed in (RCW 36.704.030(2)) by designating
agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance.

3.4.2 In order to conserve commercial agricultural lands, the county shall limit residential
development in or near agricultural areas and limit public services and facilities, which lead to
the conversion of agricultural lands to non-resource uses.

3.4.12 Residential development on lands adjacent to agricultural land shall be located away

from the agricultural land and shall provide a buffer between residential and agricultural
activity.

M:\open\MACP01-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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This land has not been used for agricultural uses nor will it likely do so in the future. The
property is not high quality agricultural land, mor is it commercially viable as agricultural land.
Any development that occurs on the property pursuant to its adoption in the UGB will no longer
be surrounded by adjacent agricultural activity, as most of the surrounding property is proposed
to come into the UGB with industrial, employment center and residential uses.

2)

The proponent shall demonstrate that the designation is in conformance with the
appropriate locational criteria identified in the plan.

Agriculture Lands

These lands have the growing capacity, productivity, soil composition, and surrounding
land use to have long-term commercial significance for agriculture and associated
resource production. This designation is implemented by the Agriculture (AG-20) base
zone.

In response to item (2) above, it is first impaortant to point out that the current designation
1s not in conformance with its own locational criteria. The site is made up of two soil
types. These soil types, Hesson clay loam 0-8% slopes (HcB) and Hesson clay loam §-
20% slopes (Hcd) are not conducive to agricultural purposes other than pasture or hay
production. Again, they do not meet the GMA mandated statutory test for Agricultural
Land. Regardless of whether this property was brought into the UGA, it should nto be
designated as Agricultural Land.

Clark County — Employment Center

Areas within this designation are implemented with Office Campus (OC) and Business
Park (BP)-base zones and are intended to provide the community with a compatible office
and attractive new non-polluting industries. Office and Business Park areas are
designated for more intensive job related land uses that pay family wages, such as
professional offices, research and techriology related industries located in a campus like
setting. Business Park areas may also be targeted by special public and/or private
incentive programs that provide up front public service improvements or other
inducements to attract family wage employment where higher job densities are
encouraged.

The subject parcel complies with the Employment Center / Business Park locational
criteria above. Again, assuming the adjacent proposed zoning for Washougal’s new
UGB, EC/BP responds to the neighboring LI , UH and UL zones with the provision of
jobs.

M:\open\MACPQ1-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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(3) The map amendment or site is suitable for the proposed designation and there is a lack
of appropriately designated alternative sites within the vicinity.

Both the map amendment and site are suitable for the EC/BP designation. There are other more
appropriately designated Agricultural properties in southwest Washington.

(4) The plan map amendment cither: 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.

This request better implements applicable comprehensive plan policies than the current map
designation due to the fact that the parcel does not meet the GMA criteria for agricultural land.

(5)  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. Swch services may include water, sewage, storm
drainage, transportation, fire protection and schoois. Adequacy of services applies
only to the specific change site.

This criteria is only applicable to designations within the UGB because the GMA prohibits
extension of those urban services beyond the UGB. However, the City of Washougal has
adopted updated Capital Facilities Plan dated July 2006 for both sewer and water. These plans
are attached to this letter and indicate drainage basin boundaries that have been identified to
serve this site and sewer service areas. An existing water booster pump station exists in the near
vicinity of the parcel and proposed water lines surround the north boundary and a portion of the
western boundary of this parcel.

Rezone Criteria (CCC 40.560.020(H))

The proponent must also comply with the requirements of CCC 40.560 (Plan and Code
Amendments) and case law in order to be granted a request for rezone that accompanies the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment application. Following is a brief discussion of the proposal's
compliance with the cited code section and case law. CCC 40.560.020 sets specific criteria that
must be met in order to approve a zone change as follows.

(1) Requested rezone is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation.

The proposal is not consistent with the current Comprehensive Plan designation and therefore a
.Comprehensive Plan Amendment has been proposed and is discussed in detail in this document.

M:\open\MACP01-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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Approval of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment to an EC/BP designation would allow the
proposed rezone of the parcel zoned AG-20 to be consistent with the Plan designation.

2) The request zone change is consistent with the plan policies and locational criteria,
and the purpose statement of the zonirzg district.

As discussed previously in this document, this request complies with the comprehensive plan
policies and locational criteria set forth for the EC/BP Designation.

(3) The zone change 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.

The proposed rezone better implements applicable comprehensive plan policies than the current
map designation of Agriculture. This criteria and how the proposal complies is discussed earlier
in this narrative.

(4) There are adequate public facilities and services to serve the requested zone change.
This criteria and how the proposal complies is discussed elsewhere in this document.

As demonstrated throughout this document, the requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment and
Rezone further the goals and policies of the County's Comprehensive Plan, comply with the
applicable zoning ordinance locational criteria and purpose statements, and capital facility
elements.

We ask that you consider our request with a recommendation to the Clark County Board of
Commissioners to rezone this parcel from AG (Agriculture) to Employment Center / Business
Park (EC/BP).

Very truly

RANDAI_,Lé . PRINTZ
RBP\kf

c: Client

M:\open\MACP01-000005\McDonald Draft EIS Comments.docM:\open\MACP01-000005\Mi cDonald Draft EIS Comments.doc
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TO: Board of County Commissioners
Clark County Planning Commission

FROM: Marty Snell, Director, Community Planning
Prepared by: Gordy Euler, Planner 11

DATE: May 21, 2007
SUBJECT: Bringing Resource Lands into UGAs

introduction

Cierk County is in the process of updating its comprehensive plan. Part of the plan update inciudes a
proposal to expand urban growth boundaries around each of the cities. The Preferred Altermnative
presented In the final EIS analyzes urban growth boundary expansions of 12,063 acres. Of this, 4,727
acres are designated as resource (agriculture and fores?) lands. The purpose of this stall repori is to
present information to be used by the Pianning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners
{Board) In determining whether or not these resource lands should be brought into UGAs. Resource
iands In each UGA are broken out by suberea and are shown in Attachment A.

Background

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that each county shall designate where appropriate
“agricultural lands that are not elready characterized by urban growth and that have long-term
significance for the commercia! production” (RCW 36.70A.170). RCW 36,70A.060 requires that
counties “...develop reguiations to assure the conservation of agriculture, forest, and mineral resource
lands...", and that “such regulations shall assure that the use of lands adjacent to agriculiure, forest, and
mineral resource lands shall not interfere with the continued use.* The county has designated resource
iands and deveiopmenl regulations to assure their conservation in the current comprehensive plan.

The Planning Commission and Board were presented & stal report on commercially viable agricutture
cn May 4, 2007. The staff report cites the two recent court cases regarding the criterie used by counties
in the designation and de-designation of resource lends, information that is relevant 10 this exercise.
Also cited in that staff report and attached (Attachment D) is 2 study done by Bruce Prenguber of
Globalwise entitled “An Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Cenditicns in Clark County,
Weshington”, This document chareclerizes the current stete of agriculturat operations in the countv ang
provides some conclusions about the future. Both the cour: cases and the report ere summarized
beijow.

1300 Frenklin Sireel » P 810 » VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 9BBES-9610
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Court cases. Thg first Sieci.sion, Snohomish County v. Corinne Hensiey et al,, stated that soil types were
the primary consideration in GMA when determining land's suitability for agricultural purposes. At this

point it appeared that the courts were going to strictly interpret resource land suitabllity in terms of soil
types. '

Shortly after the Snohomish County decision, the State of Washington Supreme Counl (Supreme Court
hereafter) then issued the Lewis County decislon (Lewis County vs. Western Washington Growth
Managemen! Hearings Board). The coun! stated that the designation of agricutiural land need not be

solely based on the physical character of the land (e.g., soll type). The Supreme Court further ruled that
agricuttural lands are those lands that;

are not already characterized by urban growth;

e are primarily deyoted to the commercial production of agricultural products enumerated in RCW
36.70A.030(2), including |and in areas used or capable of bsing used for production based on
land characteristics; and

* have long-term commercial significance tor agricultural production.
The last two criterla are also stated in the definition of “agricultural land” found at RCW 36.70A.030(2),

The Court emphasized the broad discretion counties have in making choices within the parameters set
by the GMA and the implementing regulations issued by the Department of Community Trade and
Economic Development. After the Supreme Court decided the Lewis County case, the Court of
Appeals modified the Snohomish County decision to hold that soil types were a consideration but not the
primary consideration in designating agricultura! lands,

Globalwise Report Globalwise’s report concludes that traditional agriculture is rapidly declining in Clark
County, primarily due to increasing property values. “Niche agriculture,” the growing of land-intensive
specialty crops, has replaced land-extensive traditional row crops such as com and wheat. The county
has elso seen a decline in other agricultural uses such as dairy farms.

Discussion

In order to de-designate agricultural lands, the Board is required to make findings based upon the record
that the lands do not meet one or more of the three bulleted criteria above. County staff prepared a
matrix that includes information based on these criterla. The matrix is included as Attachment B,

= Characterized by urban growth:

Staff used the plain reading of “iand already characterized by urban growth” e lands parcelized to
urban levels with water and or sewer lines within the boundaries. Also noted was whether the sub
area is adjacent to an urban growth area, an urban reserve area, or a rural center.

» Primarily devoted to commercial production of agricultural products or capable of production:
This criterion relates to whether or not the land is in production or is capabie of being used. The
matrix indicates whether the land is actually being farmed by referencing the maps included in the
Giobaiwise Report regarding the 145 farms that were identified as commercial farms, The

1300 Franklin Street » P.O. BO, . HINGTON 88666-9 2
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percentage of land in the County’s agriculture/term current use program is also provided, Regarding
capabllity, percentage of prime agricultural sofls is indicated, as well as environmental constraints.

* Having iong-lemn commaercial significance;

This critarion considers the potential long-term commercial significance of land for agriculture based
on growing capacity, proguctivity, and soil composition as well as proximity to population areas ang
the possibllity of more intense uses of the land (RCW 36.70A.030(10)). The matrix indicates the

land's soil types. With respect to proximity 1o population areas and the possibllity of more intense
use, the rest of the columns reflect the WAC criteria (WAC 365-180-050) that address this issue:

Availablility of public faciiities;

Tax status;

Availabllity of public services (combined with pubiic tacitities):

Relationship or proximity to urban growth aress;

Predominant parce! size; '

Land use settiement patierns and their compatibility with agricultural practices:
Intensity of nearby land uses;

History of Land development permits issued nearby:;

Land values under alternative uses; and

Proximity to markets.

The Preferred Altemative includes 155 acres of forest lands proposed for inciusion in the Camas UGA
(Subarea CA-2). In order to de-designate forest lands, a similar tinding 1o that for agricuttural land has
to be made by the Board. Included in the matrix (Attachment B) is information based on the WAC
criteria tor these {orest iands.

Additional information

Attachmeni C is data provided by the Depanment of Assessment and GIS indicating the assessed value
of parcels per acre and per zone without deductions for current use or senior exemptions. Those values
nighlighted in green are specifically the zones that are proposed lor the resource lands discussed in this
statf repont and are utilized to address the “Land Vaiues under Alternative {ses” criteria.

Attachment E and F includes information that was presentec to the Board and Planning Commission in
the previous staff report. Attachment E is the technical environmental information that was provided by
GIS. Attachment F is a letter from a rural property owner staling that their farm can no longer sustain

even onhe fumity wage job in furming, and that the owners would like their propenty includes in the UGB.

Attachments:

: Agriculture Viability Study Areas-Preterrec Alternative Maps (by UGA)

Assessment of Resource Lands in the Preferred Alternative

Assessed Value without Tax Deductions by County Zoning Classification

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County, Washingion
Agriculturel or Forest Zoned Properties in Preferred Plan Urban Growth Boundary Expension
Letter from Rural Property Owner

mTmMoom>

1390 Freniim Streol +_F-O. BOX 9810 « VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 88666-8810 3
(360) 3672280 + FAX (360) 758-6762 + TDD (360} 367-5057



- - e

?, ASSESSED VALUE WITHOUT TAX DEDUCTIONS BY COUNTY ZONING CLASSIFICATION

L2007

FREQUENCY Ares Byliting Vaive Ling Value Zoning Tols Acm} Land Vsivs por Acrs | Totsl Vatue par Ack,
1855 GEBS3478 3245008 674.3D4.700 ] & 43E 420,690 {Communy Commenc.s| J253.38! § 22,473 46 §20,706.41
20198]  330177570.877000 3 2,307.71£,100| & 1,83€.606,100 [R16 75758 A2 306 S 67288575
18277  330685446.012000 §  2,065121.800] ¢ 1,687,068, 100 |[R1-7.5 7951, 41820543 | § £2¢,030.63
o 1hI0BBLTOSRN 3 86415.200( € 67,560,100 [Diled commarei 4864/  TIRTi560) 8 527 616 &1
B  1624056U8437d 5 f16,138.600| 8 72.¢58 000 3TN T 1B T Tl 5 509,736,34
2 RITSE4.87808 ¢ £635.020] 3 4 485,600 208418 A 2aEpy] ¢ 487,00 68
E73 BB63RAT) 5 ¢ 4756E0000) e 265,282 800 1568700 § 186, 416,64 | ¢ 465 896 82
7802] 231372374 $ 158208500015 052455700 2:i1eUs 162,372,06 | § 462,106.32
350  28ZOTISETIBA S 144,{56800|% 126,435 800 650.38/ 8 AR DIA0A] § 420,687 8¢
H 3255306 | § 3.551.300 [Neighorh X 44 18001 & 408, 656,86
§OSBROMATOONY 200376630 [Ughiindawal 307048801 § 222,065.1E
qs 192,400 | § 94,800 {OR43 2,863, § 268 885 7%
$ 67,400 | § 1.873.400 [oR-18 MBA1220| § 254,388 30
$ 228670400} 8 22,554 BOO Heawy industrat 20043181 § 224,196.91
§ 102,206 3 13% 70 1221821 ¢ 218,145,085
s 60371900 3 13.023 800 J s 46837471 ¢ 21807881
"2 8,418, H 17,036,700 [N 13418706 ] 5 405,307 .43
$ 431020013 129,288,000 Heavy industra 58648.40] & WIITATE
4 DIBE0|S 23,340,200 |Rure comm.-mside nw.centers €7.01628 3 104,422.67
s 4,1350001( % 3,969,800 |Rural comm.~outside rur.caner 95,065.35 | § 103,584 25
s 38876200 | & 26,241,500 [R-16 732w 8 181,308.52
[ - s 1.128.100 JOR-27 174,456.42 | 3 174,45 42
$ 7233184005 178,254,405 IRap 33439833 188,100.96
3 127,344000( 8 21,721,500 R1-20 63382111 3 151,404 25
$ 272302300 (|S  28bB7B 100 ngistnal 81.071.48] 8 4PN31.88
5 8533500001 % 308,827,100 [RZZ7 34270801 $ 138,883.30
5 15005790013 157,429,300 (Mixed wen i 88028 78| 3 - 190,187.7¢
50 2 68,457,100 8 43,883,800 [Heavy incu 4882838 3 128,000 86
a: 13,348,400 | & §,834,700 Gorge rewdential 5 4002876 | 3 115,695 B
s - s 4,580,400 |Mining iandh 116,087,087 | 3 115,087 87
5 257909410005 278,924,800 |Urban reserve-10 5101275 8 105,513.09
§ 412051420018 842,004,320 |R-18 2605845 | 5 67,005.58
$ 128527001 $  8%777,200 [Rure CMNOIE - 1 2¢ unimain 3265800 8 83,182.93
$ 284046160013 2,704,504,250 |Rurs'-5 es192| 3 10,488.32
€ 4004220 | % 30,580,850 JRural centen. - 2.5 sc minimum 7742442 8 63,5113
3 8BO746D0| 3 44,834,200 3 16064821 § 81,026.03
$ 29722001 3 -9,108,400 COMMercal L AB220S5| 3 C7.17B 44
$ 13.580,100] ¢ 20,462 600 3857056 & 35,777.82
$  20011100|$ 3400030 3 2965 8 €1,088.41
s 102000001 § 13,634,200 [Gorge residenser 10 W28 3 61,282.75
§ 335484700 § 225,525,700 |R3.5 17894911 & 4361826
3 16983300]% 3£5123%0 20648 3 35.512.34
[ . H 233,500 [Gorpe SIA non-fedorel forax: 3B880,07) 8 3588007
1264B115.0423% § 3.707,1004 $ €.233.200 21841611 & 34,512,683
165787480064 $ 178,800] & 887,000 . 2480156 3 25.801.01
3 291.878,000] S  «27,687,380 Rurai-10 22642 84 1888704 ¢ 31.708.19
3 A38.088,300]5 806,273,200 37263.28 1808294} 3 2738206
P 283,000] $ BB5,000 [Gorgs SMA feders] Tores! 43.50] 3 T 2872828
as 1406800 3 2,550,200 {Gorge smstt woodiand 4G 148.24; § 72027218 2671272
$ 76.524900 15 118,984,100 [Rural.20 7623.08; § 15,143,885 | § 24.726.47
3 845,900 | § 2,536,100 |Urben resarve-20 12485 8 2020727 | ¢ 24,650 3¢
F] 4,601,500 3 7,713,300 |Gorge semar-scale agricliure 566.81] ¢ 1252207 20,8209
3 2303, 20013 2,718,800 |Gorpe SMA sgricutiure 249,05 § 10516.82 | § 16,152 47
3 1,008,4001 8 2,807,200 |Borge smal woodland 20 237.41] ¢ 10.982.08 | § 1561284
3 71852001 3 14,192 200 40 1582.521 8 p00z0p| % 12 BR1 S5
$  2582B28D0] %  411.271,000 €1106.04 ¢ B730561 10,975.10
5 €4430001 § 12,180,400 tatoge 11618000 § E64B45] 8 B,447.71
20083121.0261d § 280018 3042400 [Waier 451.05 § B551.000 8 B,657.26
50017341 74903 2 1.648.800 | & 7.965,8%0 | Gorge krgo-sceie ag 50 1163.80 3 83014713 741211
5576444288.310000 ¢ 1DE.300,050 8 6E1,632,600 | Forsal tier 180 128017.54 ¢ 43000018 5,188 14
4653884562801 § R L 4,555,500 SMA open apace 1088.38; § 426383 | § 428501
G177308,350000 $  ©¢3,350,0001$ 808,323,100 R B026.00 $ 3427088 | & 138.882.3¢
1 1420382966200 3 220060015 11,486,600 |ApAcuiture AWidide 3269 A1) 3 380T17] ¢ 4.971.74
NOTE: | THOSP 70nws propoked 162 tine Incduded in Bise Prefyrec Altemnative
Attachmen! C



Anelysis of the Agricultural
Feonomic Trends and Conditions in
Clark County, Washington

Prepared for Clark County, Washington
By Globahwise, Inc,

April 16, 2007

TH ye ) -5 T i 5 ~
Prefimingyv 1 eperd Alschment 13

o



Acknowledgements

Many people were contacted during this analysis and their time and perspectives are
gratefully acknowledged. The full list of contacts is at the end of the report in Appendix
E.

Photographs used in this report are from several sources. Charles Brun, Clark County
Extension Office, generously offered photos from his extensive digital photo library.
Historical photos are from the archives of the Clark Conservation District, and include
one from Al Monner. Staff at the County also generously shared photos.

Many staff in the departments of Community Planning and Assessment and GIS have
been very helpful during the course of this analysis. Their assistance with retrieving
data and assisting with the GIS maps, data tables and related information collection is
greatly appreciated.




Table of Contents

Table of Contents

EXOCULIVE SUMMBIY ......ovvniiinieenaneresesioes sersossasosnsssressnnssanens

N BeEReNeIEestiba ety sbarnabastbnssansanee veans IV

INETOAUCHION ...c.cciiiiciiicinrienisnsserrasssnsaresienssossesesssennssesssnssnsssssssssasssssesesssns

Historical Conditions...........

seseurinacantibeatitbanaces wrsee

Mdiaidddiddiadd i add AL LALL LA L L L L L T LT L T Y R T Y T T Y Y P PP OP T O P, .

The Land Base of All FATMS .................ccccocvveineinniinrenens
Number of Farms by INCOme and ACIBAQIL..............ceceiniienisiecnsnint s iesssssessessssssoseses s
Economic Trends in Clark County Agrlculture 8

------------------------------- Yo iarr e

1
2
Historical Description of the Extent and Location of Farms .......................... 2
3
5

Total NEeL FArm INCOME ...t cciieesieeeiaeeeensronns 8
Average Farm Proprietor Income .......................................................... R -
Proprietor Employment as Share of Farm melo yment. a
Total Farm Employment .....ccovveeivunniiennn.s
Farm Employment as Percent of Total Employment ...........c....... Frreusesseerararvesnorerarenars 1]
Average Earnings per Farm Job......... ... eereeeniaae Cevareriieenns it rerer st rieeanrianes e d2
Hired Farm Labor Expenses............ SRR ORP et enen e RS b,

Current Conditions In AQFICUIUTE ... e senereneeesenss 18

Locabon and Types of farms .......... D DS SO URRURRNR P |
Tree Fruits.................... e h et et e e ettt e senbmemaa e e a et e en e aertn et eann ey ea e 17
Vegetables ..... F b e E L e ek e ha b e et ebe b ek eesnseranes
Christmas Tree FErmS.oviveeeeniiriiivinnnninn.
Ornamental Plant NUrsSeries . ..coovveecciiiiiviirnennns, evrr v
Other Specialty Crops .......... et aer et irarerrr e e e OO PTTUPI 21
w’neﬂes and W’ne Grapes"'OO“"""““'“""""“'l"'"’!'l“'b“lll¢10'b'Dl"'l'lht'luvucoo .......... 1.2]
Beef Catﬂe ....n..--ununu"vn-nnu»-Ntn-40“-Hu--un-tunnnn-n-uu~s-n-unuu-..nu.-..-..-..uzj
Cow and GOBL DAITTES .......cee e iiiiiviiiriireiinsennrnns berrrvreneian T
HOIMSES «oviireiiiuneit et tie e teeraaate i eiresarnensanranrnararnes B USRS~ )~
Poultry and Eggs ....... cerenens errerrernaees et e wieldd
Other LiveStocK..........ccccueue. er et err e tren e raann, T TR |

What is Commercial AQTICUIUIET.............cvviviviirenimnmnnecnsininenenensssssnsssssassssassssssseseenee. 28
Changing Conditions for Agricultural Production............c.eeirennenncesensnessensesmne. 26

FalT: T Te T I - T4 1 T T et b e tsseasaeteetrtannnas 26
Local Marketing.......covvevveiiiinneniiniiiinninin o, e 27

Review of the Recent Supreme Court RUlING..............coocmineninaennnesnessnsiensnonnonn, 28
Agriculwm' L‘”d lﬂ c.ark county ®esssctocsncerrsnsrnnInes oo $201000000cetninncnccanens bocsssongy 29

Land in the Expansicn Areas that are in the Agriculture Zone at the Current UGA
BoOUNUANTBS ....covvreeeitieviissiisanannnn, Cerrerneenens PO, ettt eerrenes vereeens e 29
Agricultural Lend in the EXpansion Ar€as.............cccoceeeceviviieneieniniiiieeseeeannnn, verveaens .30
Farms within the Citles and in Expansion Areas...............ccoee.o, e e e e reeias 3
Agricultural Current Use Tax Land in Expansion Areas.. e e ee e reses e e nens. 33
location of Land in Current Use Taxation...... F et e ettt s s e s et 33

Location of Agricultural Land in Current Use Taxation Relatlve to Agrlculture Zoning...... 35

L N N R R I R NS IO AP

Globalwise, inc



Table of Contents

Current Contributions of Agriculture to the Economy of Clark County.......uuuceeneern, 37
Covered Employees and EStabliSHMeNts...................oov.v..oeeveomvovrrssoosoooo 37
Community Economic Impacts......... Creeresiia, e, T T T 38

Agriculture and the Clark County Economy - Changes from 1994 to 2004...................... 42
Agricultural Sector Changes................................ e, orrvaasd e, 42
The Food Manufacturing INQUSETY oot 45

Conclusions ......... L e e e e e S e reaeess ... 48

Appendix A: Sub Area Maps Showing Location of Agriculture Zoned Land.................50

Appendix B: Description of the Impact Methodology...........couummmmmvieeereer oo 57

Appendix C: Clark County Economic Sector Performance for 1994 & 2004............._ 58

Appendix D: WAC Criteria for Agricultural Land Designation ...........c..ooveeeecoreonnn . 61

Appendix E: Study Contacts..............eun......... T SR US 62

List of Tables

Table 1 — Farms in Clark County; 1987, 1992, 1997 and 2002 ...

Table 2 — Farms by Size in Clark County ...

Table 3 — Types of Agricultural Crops Grown on Famms i in Clark County T
Table 4 — Characteristics of Land in the Ag 20 Zone and Expansmn Areas ... 29

Table 5 — Types of land Use in the Alternative 2 Expansion Area ....................... ... 30
Table 6 — Types of land Use in the Alternative 3 ExpansionArea ... .. 31
Table 7 — Number of Parcels and Acres in ldentified Farms by Jurisdiction .. 32
Table 8 — Land Added to Farm and Agriculture Current Use in Clark County, 198402004 ... . . 35
Table 9 — Covered Employment, Earnings, and Establishments in Clark County, 2002 to 2005 ......... .38
Table 10 — Estimate Value of Direct Agricultural Output Loss under Alternatives 2 and 3. ceeenn.39
Table 11 — Clark County Total Economlc Impact Due to Loss of Agncultural Acreage under Alternatives

2and 3 .. L s . ...40
Table 12 —State and Local Tax lmpacts Due to Loss of Agricultural Acreage under Altemanves 283 .41
Table 13 — Economic Contribution of Agriculture in Clark County, 2004 ................. ... 44
Table 14 — Economic Contribution of Agriculture in Clark County, 1994 ... .. ... 44
Table 15 —Local Agricultural Contributions to Food Manufacturing Sectors, Clark County, 2004 ... .. ... . 45
Table 16 — Local Agricultural Contributions to Food Manufacturing Sectors, Clark County, 1994 ....... 46
Table C-1 — Clark County Output, Employment, Labor Income, and Other Value Added, 2004 ...... . . 57
Table C-2 — Clark County Output, Employment, Labor Income, and Other Value Added, 1994 ... ... 58




Table of Contents

List of Figures
Figure 1 — Total Net Farm Income for Clark County, 1969 to 2004

................................................. 8
Figure 2 — Average Farm Proprietors INCOME ... .o 0
Figure 3 — Proprietor Share of Total Farm Employment, Clark County, 1969 to 2004 ....................... 10
Figure 4 — Clark County Farm Employment, 1968 to 2004 .. R PRRU |
Figure 5 — Farm Employment as a Percent Total Employment in Clark County 1969 to 2004 .. K
Figure 6 — Average Eamnings per Job in Clark County, 1968-2004 ................cccooooeviiii i, 12
Figure 7 — Total Hired Farm Labor Expenses in Clark County, 1969102004 ............................... 13
Figure 8 — Map of Identified Farms by Farm Type in Relationship to Preferred Alternative ................. 15
Figure 9 — Map of Prime Agricultural Soils with Location of |dentified Farms ................................ .16
Figure 10 — Map of Land in Current Use by Time Periods .......................coociiiii oo e 0034
Figure A-1 — Map of Battle Ground Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning .......50
Figure A-2 — Map of Camas Preferred Altemative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ................ 51
Figure A-3 — Map of La Center Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ... ..........52
Figure A-4 — Map of Ridgefield Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ... ........53

Figure A-5 — Map of NW Vancouver Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ......54
Figure A-6 — Map of NE Vancouver Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ...... 58
Figure A-7 — Map of Washougal Preferred Alternative Boundary with Farms and Rural Zoning ........... 56

Globalwise, Inc. iii



Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Clark County has grown and changed remarkably in the last 50 years. One industry that
has not shared in that growth is agriculture. In fact, agriculture in Clark County has
been in general decline for decades. This report documents many of the changes,
assesses current conditions and evaluates the effects of the expansion of the county’s
Urban Growth Boundaries on agriculture.

The county’s traditional agricultural enterprises include dairy, cattle, fruit and vegetable
production. All of these sectors are in decline. The most promising sector is plant
nurseries. Christmas tree production has probably reached its plateau. Small scale
livestock operations such as sheep and goat farms are found in small numbers
throughout the county, as are diversified fruit and vegetable operations which generally
engage in direct marketing, Food processing in the county is not linked to county
production, except for the lone remaining milk bottling plant.

As the overall economy of Clark County increases, agriculture is a shrinking share. In
2004, agriculture employment accounted for about one percent of the county’s total
employment. Local agriculture also does not contribute very significantly to local food
manufacturing. The analysis of the Clark County economy for 2004 showed that less
than four percent of the county’s food processing is contributed from within the county
when measured by the value of county raw product inputs as a percentage of the value
of output (Table 15).

Economic data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis shows that total farm income in
Clark County has been steadily declining. During the period of 1969 to 2004, farm

income peaked in 1973 at $41.8 million and was lowest in 2002 at $6.3 million (all in 2004 -
dollars, see Figure 1). Farm income rebounded somewhat in 2003 and 2004 from the low
in 2002. In 2004 the average Clark County farm proprietor’s income was $10,560 (Figure
2). This reveals the part-time nature of farming in the county.

Lack of income and profit by farmers in Clark County has led to reduced land area in
commercial farming. Reliable estimates are not available of how much commercial farm
land has gone out of production over time. The one long term source of data on farmers
and farm land is the U.S. Census of Agriculture and it is not limited to tracking
commercial farming. This data source reports a mix of commercial agriculture with land
owners who conduct non-commercial agricultural activities.

For this analysis, farms in Clark County were identified that are now actively engaged in
commercial sales of farm and agricultural products. This study has identified 145 farms
with 3,115 acres in production. Some of these farms are also leasing or renting
additional land for their operations and this acreage is not reflected in the total.

The 2002 Agriculture Census reports that there were 1,596 farms with 70,694 acres.
However, over half of these farms had sales of less than $2,500. Much of what the
Agriculture Census is reporting is rural acreages that are comprised of the land area
associated with the homes of rural residents who combine non-commercial agricultural

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County iv
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Executive Summary

activities with their rural lifestyle. The 2002 Agriculture Census does report 170 farms
with gross income of $25,000 or more.

Much more land is in the current use farm and agriculture program than is
commercially farmed. As of 2006 there is a total of about 48,450 acres in these
designations in the county. Over 95 percent of the acreage was placed in the program
from the time the program began in the early 1970's through 1993. The remaining five
percent (2,150 acres) are parcels that were placed in the current use program after 1993,
The acreage being placed in current use for farm and agriculture designation is declining
rapidly.

Based on analysis of the most active farms currently in Clark County, about 28 percent
of the land (868 acres) in these farms is within the cities’ incorporated areas, adopted
UGAs and Preferred Alternative UGA boundary. Inevitably, some or even most of this
land will go out of production. However, historical trends and existing conditions
indicate that the action to expand the UGA boundary is not the cause for the
diminishing long term commercial significance for agricultural production from these
lands. The land markets have already signaled that farmers will not bid for land for its
agricultural productive capacity at prices equal to what buyers for homes and other
development uses will pay. Farming much of these land areas is not viable for the long
term even though the following actions have been taken: 1) the county’s agricultural
zoning limits development, 2) land owners can receive greatly reduced property taxes
through current use farm and agricultural land designation and 3) technical assistance is
offered to farmers through W5U Extension’s various United States Department of
Agriculture incentive programs.

Rapidly escalating land prices in the County have created a major barrier for new
farmers to enter this business. Intervention in the land market by actions such as
purchase of development rights is the only assured way of holding land for agriculture.
However, most often these types of land resource programs also need to be
implemented with other farmer support programs to guide the agricultural industry to
greater prosperity in a highly urbanizing county. Clark County does not have the full
array of agricultural support programs in place.

Competitive economic forces among agricultural producers determine who has the right
products at suitable prices to meet customer demand. Consumer demand can alter the
dynamics of the market and change the course of an industry. Demand for locally
produced food and other agricultural products is probably the most encouraging
prospect for Clark County farmers. However, the growth in local demand and the
prices consumers are willing to pay is not sufficient to reverse the longstanding trends of
declining farm activity or to encourage large numbers of farmers to locate in Clark
County.

Globalwise, Inc.
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Introduction

This report addresses the agricultural conditions of Clark County, Was}dngton with consideration;
of the historical perspective, current conditions and future expected conditions. This report
provides the Board of County Commissioners and others with objective data and background
information to address the issues of agricultural resource lands designation and protection in the
context of approving z preferred alternative for the new Comprehensive Growth Management
Plan,

Clark County has a iong and rich tradition of agriculture, Farmers and agricultural producers have
o always been very diverse with regard to what they
produce and their size and types of operations. Yet
this industry sector continues to evolve and change
In response to many influences, and it will
undoubtedly continue to do so in the future. Land
use plarning is one of the major influences over
how much and of what type of agriculture remains
in Clark County. Yet thete are many, many other
factors over which the county has little or no
influence that direct this industry toward its future.

Two elements of the comprehensive planning

process are considered:

1) Agricultural lands within the expansion areas (Altlernatives 2 and 3 as of March, 2006 and the
Preferred Alternative as of October, 2006).

2) Agricultural lands in the more rural areas of the county,

Analysis int this report emphasizes the conditions related to the expansion areas of Alternatives 2
and 3 and the Preferred Alternative. Thisis a fact-finding report that draws on existing information
to the maximum extent possible. One county level data source that is almost universally relied
upon for agricultural production data is the U.S. Census of Agriculture (Ag Census). It is certainly
not perfect and its validity is often disputed. Nonetheless, it is official government data and it
captures some trends since the census is taken every five years. This report also-contains reference
to other government data sources and special studies that address relevant topics covered in this
report. The observations of local persons who are active as farmers/agricultural producers or who
work closely with farmers are also referenced and considered (see Appendix E),

Bruce Prenguber of Globalwise Inc. is the principal author of this report. Globaiwise is an
agricultural economic consulting company based in Vancouver, Washington. Bruce has studied
many aspects of local, regional, national and international agriculture over the past 25 vears, He
has also analyzed lands in the agricultural zone that are within the Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) of
Clark County for their significance for long-term commercial agricultura) production. Nick
Beleiciks has assisted Globalwise with collectiony of agricultural data to describe agricultural activity
and to estimate the economic contributions of agriculture to the overall county economy.

Analysis of the £griculiural Economic Trends and Conditions ir Clark County 1
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Historical Conditions

An in depth look at Clark County agriculture from the 19K s to the mid-twentieth cemtury is
aveilabie from a series of documents authored by the Washington State Department of
Agricuiture and USDA. All references in this report fo conditions in Clark County agriculture
ir 1954 or earlier are from these documents unless otherwise noted, !

The: L5, Census of Agriculture (Ag Census) is also a primary document used in {his report. liis
inpsortant 1o remember whten reviewing census dete in this report that there is no distinetion o
& “commercial” farm from o “non-comrnercial” farm: the Ag Census counts = farm if the
respondent self reports that they are & farmer, regardluss of the amount of acreage so long as the
{arm income is actually or normally $1,000 or more per year. 1t should also be pointed out that
some of the newer {and typically smaller scale) types of diversified farms are not in the USDA
database to receive the Ap Census, so their responses are often not included.

Historical Description of the Extent and Location of Farms !
In the 1950's there were over 200,000 acres in farms. The 1957 report gives & general description
of their location:

“Most of the countys 219,000 acres in farms are located on the alluvial plains of the
Columbia, Lowis and Washougal Rivers; the Salmon and La Camas Creeks and on the
sloping terraces above these streams. Terruces and benchlands where the Columbia and
other rivers meandered during early peologica! timez are large in ares.” ?

A description: of land and soils also reveals how USDA considered soils, the general jocation of
tarm lands and utilization of the land for agriculture.

“The land of Clark County is divided into six broad classes of economic land use. Class )
and 11 lands are of high and better ~than-average productivity and suppont the farms
with the highest income. This good farming land, however, is limited in area. It includes
the siity loams of the Columbia River bank flood plains surrounding Vancouver Lake
and the low terraces along the river north of Vancouver. Small areas are found east of La
Center and on the drained lake bed of Fargher Lake northeast of Yacolt. Class HI and 1V
lands are about average in productivity and support farms of tair income when prices ate
good for farm products. This ares covers most of the higher terraces and sloping land
five to fiftcen miles inland from the Columbia River, including the prairies and bottom
lande of the Washougal, La Camas, Salmon Creek, East Fork and Cedar Creek Valleys.” -

i gﬂgm&w&mm Crop and Livestock Reporting Service Bulletin, published in

39‘37 l‘bc do-:uments are at:

| ; NG jati vy Siate W j i eniniy Profil 71w,
( rop and t m.»stock Reporting ‘)vrvxce Bull tir, “Par- Ill ansamﬂ I‘Aewmno , Clark Coungy
Agricudmre: Washingion. 1957 page 16,

#ioid page 3%

Telab bease Tng
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Historical Conditions

The 1957 report also describes the relative importance of Clark County agriculture in terms of
production in the rest of Washington to add perspective for the county’s contributions in this
earlier time.

“Clark is noted as the Jeading western Washington orchard growing area and as a county
with well-diversified livestock, poultry and field crop type of agriculture. The pattern of
farming is greatly influenced by part-time farming and its proximity to the Portland
urban area. In production of plums and prunes, Clark County is second in the state and
32 in the nation. Italso has ranked among the first ten counties of the state in
production of cherries, pears, dairy products and turkeys according to recent census.
Clark was 21# in the state in value of farm products sold during 1954, with total sales of
$8,584,322. Of this sum, $6,068,113 was received by producers for livestock and livestock
products, eighth highest in Washington. Income per farm is slightly below the state
average mainly because of numerous, small, part-time farms which outnumber the larger
commercial farms. While secondary to manufacturing, agriculture has played an
important part in the expanding population and economy of Clark County.” 4

A 1972 publication by USDA has a more recent descriptive assessment of agriculture in the
county. * Following are direct quotes from that report:

o “About 42 percent of the county is cleared and in farmland.” (Equivalent to about 168,000
acres).

o “Most of the farmmiand lies in the central, western and southwestern parts of the county.
This area is composed of terraces and terrace plains, about 30 to 800 feet above sea level.”

o “Inthese areas farming is confined to the Jarger valleys. Much of the cleared Jand is in hay
and pasture.”

o “Dairying is the most important farm enterprise in the county; it accounts for more than 40
percent of the value of farm products sold. Other important farm products are vegetables,
berries and orchard fruits.”

The Land Base of All Farms

The U.S. Census of Agriculture was conducted in either five or 10 year intervals between 1900
and 1954. It shows the number of farms in the county grew steadily from 1,873 farms with
192,700 acres in 1900 to 4,934 farms with 204,850 acres in 1945. Note that the census has always
counted all entities in the category of “farm” so long as there is at least $1,000 of sales.

The peak year for acreage in farms was 1950 when the census reported that almost 220,000 acres
were in farms. This was 54.1 percent of the county’s total land base. A sizeable amount of
woodlands were included in the total acreage estimate along with cropland, pasture and grass
fields.

* Crop and Livestock Reporting Service Bulletin, “Part I - History of Clark County Agriculture”, Clark

County Agriculture Washington, 1957, page 1.
s See Soil Survey of Clark County, Washington, by Soil Conservation Service, USDA, November 1972,

page 1.
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Historical Conditions

In contrast to the 1950's, the 2002 Ag Census reports that Clark County had 1,596 farms with
70,694 acres.

The historical farm statistics show that Clark County has always been dominated by small
farms. However, “small keeps getting smaller”. In 1954 it was reported that:

“Small farms are characteristic of agriculture in Clark County. Over two thirds of all
farms in the county are less than 50 acres in size.”

In 2002 the census data shows 80 percent of all farms were less than 50 acres in the county. In
1954 the average size of farms in the county was 51 acres; in 2002 the average size was 44 acres
and the median size was 20 acres.

Globalwise, Inc.
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Number of Farms by Income and Acreage

The Census of Agriculture shows o large number of respondents who reported gross sales of

less than £2,500 and the numbers have fluctuated widely between 1987 and 2002 (see Table 13,
The 2002 census shows a 78 percent increase in this category from 1997 to 2002, |

Net iIncome is cne of the best determinants of whai conSﬁmtas commercial farm buginesses
versus non-commercizl farmers. Gross sales do not provide a clear indication of comumercia}
tarm businesses, but higher leve! of sales does vorrelate with on-guaing business intentions,
Table 3 shows the number of farms with sales. of $25,000 and over to give an indication of

commercial farm trends. Comparison of 1987 to 2002 shows a decrease of 30 farms with sales of

$25,00C or more. However the low point was in 1997 at 151 operations, and the number rose 1o
170 in 2002,

Table 1 - Number cf Faems in Clark County: 19587, 1992, 4957 & 2002

R T R e e T i Lo

| ﬁ' ésgg - " w —— -~ Etl ——
;3;333 o 16 148 15 | 1s7 i
: 3 - : s ~7v=_..,-_.=.n..=,.§ o e e e . N
g;g:ggg o 114 130 . 128 138 5
825,000 10 | R
;9‘999 40 | 43 51 4 20 ,
, . RS air TS e e e e e [ S s et
390,006 " I YR ,
vs'lOQ,BDO e S : t T SR, i R
?o'?;if’d 1,468 1,243 1,478 1508 o
Total With ' B -
Sales Over 200 185 181 170 ; 413 ;
| $25,000 : '

Source: 1967, 1992, 1997 and 2002 U.S. Ceneus of Agriculture for (ark T ’mmiy:_ %%’Séi\étngmn by
National Agricuitural Statistical Service, .S, Department of Agriculture ’ "

The census data also shows the amount of land in “ali farme” and this is given in Table 2. There
has been major growth in the number of farms in the 1te 5 acreage class from: 1907 when there
were 297 farms reported compared 1o 477 in 2002, There was also an increase in the 0t 42
acre class in the same five year period
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Note: “All farms” are farms reporting sales of $1,000 0r more or farms that normally have sale- of
$1,000 or higher. ‘

Sousrce: 1987, 1992, 1997 and 2002 U.S, Census of Agriculture for Clark County, Washington by
NMational Agncultural Statistical Service, US. Department of Agriculturs,
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Table 3 presents & comparison of the fype of crops grown on farms in Ulark County ir 197 and
2002. The largest single crop vategory produced iy 2002 is nursery, greenhouse and flovicultvre
crops at $18.7 million. Ranked second by total sales is milk and milk products at $6.5 miliion,
followed by poultry at $7.0 million, fruit and berries at $5.8 million, cattle and calves 8{ $4.67
million and Chiristmas trees st $1.3 million. Ali ather categories had less than $1.0 million iz
estimated sales.

Grains, Dry Beans, Dry NA | Na 7  s64

| Peas i L. AN

"Vegetables, Melons, T : e

Pg!:m Swest Potatoes NA o NA 4% $e74
Nursery, Greenhouse. o . T ——
Floricuhure, 6Seo ;. MA WA 140 $16,682 |

! Cut Christmas Trees & ; B R
Shorl-Rotshon Woody ' NA NA | &L 3390
Crops _ - L ? ‘

Dlobalwiee, Ine



Nugrber ui Fanus by Income ;mr’ Acreage

abfe 3- -'t’ygm of &gmu(turai Pmtﬁuct bm‘wn on Al Farmys fa Clark Cournty :-»

1897 and 2002

Ecm!try 8 Egps
| Catile & Caives
Wik & Other Dal Products . h
from Covs ERR $14,231
R
Hogs & Pigs R | 91
Sheep, Goats & their , T T
Products | NA NA

Horses, Ponies, Mules, NA
Burms s, & Donkeys

Vaiue of Ag Products Soid
Directly for Human 347 8817
! consumption

| Value of Certified !

Organically Produced ‘ NA NA
Commodities e ‘
Notes: NA = Not Available; I+ Not Disclosed |
Source: Table 2, 2002 U.8. Census of Agriculture for Clark County, Washington by National
Agricultural Statistical Service, U.S. Department of Agricuiture
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Economic Trends in Clark County Agriculture

The agricultural production sector of Clark County”s economy, ke the county’s economy in
general, has undergone many changes in recent years. To understand how Clask Countv's
current agriculfure sector compares to the county’s historic tradition of sgricultare, it is av pha
to review the trends of key farm business indicators. Below are historical reviews of farm
incorne and farm employment in Clark County from 1959 to 2004.

Total Net Farm Income

Net farm moome is the annua) differvnce between all farm related earningg and all farm related
expenses. Farm related earnings include cash recelpts from the sale of livestock and crops,
govemmient farm payments, hote consamption of farm producty, and rental income from fzrm,
machinery. The cesh receipts received by farmers from: livestock and crop sales are larpely
determined by prices set in the world commodity markets 7o the extent that farmers “brend”
thefr products or directly market their products 1o consumers, they may escape somie 0f the
world price competition. However, In aggtegate, the farm product markets are primarily
driven by highly volatile commodity and whclesale pricing. Parm income changes drastically
trom year to year. Farm related expenses include livestock, feed and seed purchases, chemnica!
products such as fuel and fertilizer, and farm labor expenses, Parm input prices are alsc largely
out af the farmer’s control. Fuel prices ere determined on the world market and can change
significantly during a growing season. affecting net income, Labor costs are less volatile, but
farmers face a steady increase in the cost of hiring workes:.

Net farm income in Clark County over the past 35 years reflects the fluctuation in farm
commodity output and input prices. Figure 1 shows the inflation adjusted tote] net farm
income for all farms in the county, including sole proprietorships, partnerships, and
cerporations.

st Wt Farm tn
2004 (51,0006

ne, Glark County,

()3
2004 Dollare

Source: Buresu of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic
ntormation Svatern, Tubie CA4E, and Bureau of Labor Statistics,
infiation Calrulnior.
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The best year for farm income in the county was 19735, when high cormnodity prices led the
courty’s tote! net farm income 1o an adjusted high of $43.8 million, The lowes) level of total res
farm income oceurred in 2002, when declining agrieuitura) acreage and low corumodity prices
dropped the county’s total to $6.3 million. Recent rises in commodity prices and the increase of
nursery crop production in Clark County heve brought total nei farm mcome up to $16.5
nullion in 2004, the most current available year of data.

Average Farm Proprietor income

Avetage farm proprietor income reveais the general leve of profit for non-corporate farme i,
Clark County. Figure 2 shows the inflation adjusted average farm proprietor income from 1960.
2004, and compares the county with Washington State’s average farm proprietor income, The
trends {or average farm proprietor income follow closely the total farm income trends in Figtre
1. Income was highest in Clark County in 1975 at $47.663 when adfusted for inflation, and farm
proprietor income reached its fowest point in 2002 at $3,902. Clark County farm proprietor
income has been Jess than half of Washington State’s average in mosi years. For the most
current available year 2004, Clark County’s average was $10,563 and Washington State’s
average was $25,584,

st lncome.

Source: Burean of Economic Analysis, Regiona! Economic Information
System, Tables CA45 and CADS, and Buteay of Labor Statistics, Inflation
Calculator.

e

Proprietor Employment as Share of Farm Employment

On the county’s small farms, the main source of labor is most likely the owner operator angd
tamily members. Since farmn labor expenses are significantly reduced on these types of farms, or
they have another off-farn job to rely upon for the majority of the family income, some
producers may be able to continue fatming when commercial agniculture is otherwise ne fonger
viable. The percentage of proprietor farm employmen! suggests what proportion of farms iy
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the county are these types o el farms A Yo pereeniage indicates post Brm work
perionned by hived word »re, which s moere charschinistie of large o1 conanercal farms. Figure
5 shiyws partrer and sole proprietor farm employment as a percentage of total farm
employment in Clark County over the last 35 years, In 1969, thess owner operators made up 60
percent uf farm emplayment in the county. Farm proprietor's share of employment increased
uniil 1978 when it reached 87 percent, Tt d ipped through the nex! decsde, but proprietor shure
of farm emplayment ten reached its all fime high 0f 91 percent i 1687, Py oprietor share of
fasmy vmplovment has peneraily shrunk sinee then, and was 7% percent during the mosi curren
avarlable year of 2004

Figure 3 < Propristor Share of Yatat Earm
Employmant, Glark County, 18682004

PR

Source: Buteau of Economic Analysis, Regional Econoric
imformation Svstem, Table CAZ5.

Total Farm Employment .

Tetat farm employment i the number of people who work in the direct production of crops or
fivestock, Unlike farm income, total farm employment in Clatk County does not vary
drastically from year ¢ year. Figure 4 shows the total farm empleymaent for all formes in the
county, which includes sole proprieters and partners working on their own farms, the workers
they hire. and hired laborers working on corporate farms. Farm emploviment in the county
reached its peak mn 1983 when there were 2.457 agriculfural workers. The lowest ievel of tolal
net farm income orcurred in 1972, when there were 1,255 agricultura employees in the county.
Tolal employment stabilized in 1987 and has since remained near the most current avatlable
figure of 1,778 workers in 2004,
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S-ouﬁ:e: Bureau af émmmic Aﬁ&!ysis Rimi Ej
Information System, Tabli CAZS,

Farm Employment as Percent of Total Employment

Total farm employment numbers show how many people arc directly involved in agriculfure,
To understand how significant agriculture employment is relative to the size of Clark County's
total workforce, farm employment needs to be compared to non-farm employment. Figure 5
shows the perceniage of farm employment te tota) emplovment in the county over the last 35
years. Farm emplovimnent’s share of tota! employment was highest in Clark County at 3.5
percent in 1969 and ageir in 1982- 3983, Agricuiture’s share of total employment has declined
steadily since them, and was 1.0 percent of total employment in 2003, the most current available
year. Total employment in Clark County has risen every year since 1983. The steady rise of
non-farm employment in comparison 1o the relatively flat number for farm employment
accounts for the declining share of sgricuitural employment as a share of tota) ooty
employment.

Source: Bureau of Bconeic Anialysis, Regiona! Fronomic
Informiation System, Table (AZE,

Analysis of ihe Agriculturs! Fronomis Trends uned € ondinens i {
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Average Earnings per Farm Job

Agricultura; job wand 1 Te seasonal and many of these jobs pay less per hivr Hhan nop-
agriculturel johs. Conseguently the average exrnings for farm jobs arw lower than other ety
jobs. Figure 6 comnpares the inflation adjusted average wage for farm and nor-farm jobs in
Clark County from 1969-2004. Farm wages were nearhy as high as non-farm wages in 1973, but
have since dedined ¢ well below half of non-farm worker's earmnings. In 2034, the most curren:
year, average farm camings were $13,184, while non-farm earnings were §35,677,

Source: Butreau of Economic Analvsis, Regional Eeonomic Enformation
System, Tables CA45 and CAOS, and Buréiu of Labor Statistics, Inflation
Caloulator.

Hired Farm Labor Expenses

The cast of hired labor for commercial farms is an important factor in overall profitability.
Labor rosts will affect whether or not & commerdial farm can siny in business, and In which
regions new comumercial farms choose to locate. Figure 7 shows the inflation adiusted total 1arm
labot expenses {which includer wages, benefits and employers’ contributions to Socia) Secur: ry
and Medicare) for all farms in Clark County. In 1999, hired labor expenses reached its high&si'
level i the last 35 years at an adjusted $11.703 million. Clark County farms spend the least
amount on Jabor in 1981 when labor expenses were $5.742 million in 2004 dollars. In 2004, the
most current zvaileble vear, Clark County farms spent about $16.295 wmillion on hired farn:
lzbor pxpenses. Although farm luhor expenses vary on a yearly basis, farm labor expenses have
beers generally increasing on an inflation adiusted basis sinae 1981,
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Carrent Conditions us Agricubture
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Current Conditions in Agriculture

Based on conversations with farmers in the county, it is clear thet for many years there has been
a lose of the Jarger traditional commercial farms including dairies, berry farmers, fruit
producers, and others. Commercial broiler chicken production has remained fairly constant in
terms of total production, but the number ot growers has declined as the most successful or welj
capitalized farmers heve expanded production. One bright spot in Clark County agriculture is
the omamental nursery sector which has experienced growth in recent years. QOtherwise “new”
agricultural production has primarily occurred among smaller scale farmers who tend to sell
directly to consumers through farm stores, farmers markets, to subscription buyers or over the
Internet. New smail scale agriculture has not made up for the loss of traditional farmers and
the total amount of land devoted to commercial agriculture continues to decrease,

Location and Types of Farms

The best way to analyze current conditions is to address farming at the individua! farm level.
In this analysis, 145 farms (including nurseries and Christmas trec growers) have been
identified. Assome data sources are at least one year old, some of these operations may be out
of business. A number of different sources have been used to identify and locate Clark County
farms. The information sources include Clark County Extension, published farms in local
newspapers, indusiry directories, telephone directories and discussions with farmers. The
types of farms are classified as livestock/dairy, vegetable and/or fruit, narseries, Christnas
trees, or specialty crops. There are 3,135 acres identified with the above farms.

The land area associated with the farms has been tracked in the county GIS program. There are
two data limitations to recogriize. First, it is not possible to locate every commercial agricultural
producer. Second, there are many farmers who operate a part of their operation on leased land,
and there is no information to link the farm ownership data with leased or rented lands, using
GIS.

Figure 8 is a map showing the location of the identified farms. The farms are well dispersed
throughout the lower elevation areas of the county. The fruit and vegetable farms are generally
located in the central part of the county, north of Vancouver and lo the northwest in the vicinity
of Ridgefield. Christimas tree farms are well dispersed with some larger farmers east of La
Center. Livestack operations are also wel] dispersed.

Figure 9 shows the general location of the identified farms with prime soils. The prime soils
outside of the city boundaries are quite broadly located across the lower elevations in Clark
County, Farms arc quite evenly located around areas with either the prime/class ] or Il soils or
the prime Class 11l soils. Discussions with larmers, however, reveal that many of the newer
farms have located based on many criteria with soils only being one tactor of consideration.

Agriculture in Clark County is diverse and conditions vary among the various sectors. The
{ollowing is a summary of agricultural conditions based mainly on discussions with loczl
farmers and Extension persormel.

Clebahyise, Inc. 14
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Current Conditions in Agriculture

Berries

For many years red raspberries, strawberries, and blueberries have been key crops produced in
Clark County. One bellwether crop, raspberries, is in decline. The Washington Red Raspberry
Commission collects mandatory grower assessments which offer a picture of the trend in
production of processed raspberries but does not cover the smallest producers of fresh
raspberries. ¢ Processed raspberries are marketed mainly in frozen whole form or converted to
juice and juice concentrate. Their data shows steady attrition in the number of producers over
the Jast five years. In 2000 there were 17 Producers with 3.13 million pounds of production.
The number of producers has steadily declined to 10 producers in 2005 with 2.5 million pounds
of production. Washington agricultural statistics for 2004 show that Clark County is a distant
third in raspberry production, after Whatcom and Skagit counties.

Consumer demand of blueberries is very strong and production in Clark County, as elsewhere
in the Pacific Northwest, has responded. The state agricultural statistics estimate that in 2004
Clark County harvested 1.5 million pounds on 300 acres, New plantings are in the ground but
there are no statistics to estimate the acreage.

Tree Fruits

Clark County was once a leading Italian prune producing county. That ended many years ago.
Today tree fruit production is confined to a few farms, most of which do direct marketing.
Peaches and apples are probably the main fruit trees left in production. Pear trees have
historically been significant with Bartlett pear production for canning. However Clark County’s
Bartlett trees are nearly all gone as other fruit production areas in the region introduced newer,
more popular fresh market varieties. No county Jevel production statistics on tree fruits are
available.

. Vegetables

There are no statistics or reliable way to estimate the acreage or number of farms that produce
vegetables in the county. Most farms that raise vegetables are diversified in the number of
crops produced and they vary the mix of rops year-to-year depending on perceived consumer
demand. About 10 years ago there were larger farms with several hundred acres devoted to
selected vegetable crops. Virtually all of those farms have ceased production. The 2002 Ag
Census shows 46 farms with 622 acres producing vegetables. Only about one third of the
acreage was indicated as irrigated.

¢ Growers who produce less than 6,000 pounds of raspberries are exempt from paying assessments and
reporting to the Washington Red Raspberry Commission.

y
~J

Analysis of the Agricultural Econormic Trends and Conditions in Clark County
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crops. Mosi or all are selling frosl vegotables
by direct market means or selling 1 other direc
) marketing retail vutlets or farmers markets,
. Clark County farmers tend to grow the high
} gYoss revenue vegetable crops including
pPumpkins, squash, sweet corn, cacnbers, and
i\ tomatoes. Crops such as lettuce, cabbage,

R CcRrrols end potatoes are grown in very small
¥ quantities by the remaining local vegetable
§ farmers. 1t should be noted that a small
ST S S——— - number of farmers who sell vegetables are alsy
Fumpking are g favorite of loce! consumers. diversified and many grow ten or more crops,
including berries and fruits. Some have found success by directly selling their own and othes
farmer's cropt through their own farm stores, at local farmer markets or to consumers whe
subscribe 10 purchase the crops. Farmers who ran their own direct retzil stores have also
branched out to sell value added products such as appie cider, jams, and other foods of
ormnamental piants. A further source of revenues for some retafl farm markets include such agri-
lourism atiractions as corn mazes, petting zoos, pumpkin launches and hay rides.

Christmas Tree Farms

Christinas trees are grown in marnly locations and on a variety of different sized parcels in the
county. Christmas tree production has been one of the larger segments of agricultural land use
in the county in recent years and & number of Clark County growers have been interviewed for
this analysis.

Many rural landownere investigate growing Christmas trees but the number of growers that
have entervd this business in recent years is probably in the range of 20 10 30. There is an
increasing number of “choose and cut” growers who sell tvees at their farm. Most of these
growers are in the smaller size grower group (under 20 acres) and they can be identified by the
listings in the local newspapers. The 2008 newspaper listings of growers suggest that Clark
County has in the range of 25 to 35 farms that are directly sélling their trees. There are
undoubtediy more small growers that are hard to document because they operate more
informa! small businesses that sell small quantities of trees to other growers or wholesalers,

Muost of the growers who were contacted believe that there are some new growers entering thi
business. However finding quality land for new operations is a challenge. One very
knowledgeable and well-established grower said they carefully and comprehensively surveyed
the entire county two years ago for new land to plani a commercial stand of Christmas trecs
(particularly Noble Firg). They did not find any high quality sites, which would incinde parcels
g} 20-3C acres in size, have adequate soils for good water drainage, have the proper wind
conditions and related micro climatic factors for ideal tree production. Good drainzge is
prriicularly imporiant for Noble Firs, which is the species in greatest demand, bui other tree
specier also benefit from proper soil dramage. 1t is likely that most of the new futhaye plantings
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Current Conditions in Agriculture
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will come on the small acreages adjoining the owner’s residence or perhaps on leased land or
land on which other land use is anticipated in 10 plus years in the future. These considerations
are not related to the primary characteristics for the land for tree production and compound the
difficulty for the county to foresee where new Christmas tree production may locate.

At the present time most observers think the Christmas tree industry in the Northwest is in a
down cycle. Growers report that wholesale and retail Christmas prices were “soft or flat” in
2006 and the outlook is the same in 2007. One large grower has already contracted for 2007
sales of Noble Firs with some long standing customners at prices three to four percent lower than
they received in 2006.

The plantings data for Oregon is the only published data to assess the near term economic
conditions. There is no comparable plantings data for Washington, and Oregon is by far a
much larger production area than Washington. During the period 1999-2006, Oregon had
annual plantings of 8.0 million or more trees. The peak planting year was 2001, at 10.4 million

vulnerable growers will be first time sellers who must break in as unknown suppliers. New
sellers, espedially in wholesale markets, must usually offer lower prices to establish themselves,
particularly in down market cycles. Retail “choose and cut” growers will also see more
downward price pressure.

The technical knowledge needed to manage an efficient and profitable Christmas tree farm is
significant and this affects the ability of new growers to successfully enter the business, While
WSU Extension is working closely with growers and offering short courses and management
advice, new growers commonly underestimate the importance of selecting the proper sites and
applying needed cultural practices to assure a crop of high quality, disease-free trees. The need
for close field monitoring and applications of herbicides, fungicides, insecticides and fertilizer
also complicate the management of tree farms when they are located near residential properties,
other built environments and waterways.

Marketing and farm location are crucial for smaller farms that want to sell by the “choose and
cut” direct sale retail method. Small acreage growers rarely find it cost effective to invest in the
commercial tree baling and loading facilities needed to fill semi-trucks destined for wholesale
markets. As Clark County growers have expanded their wholesale and retail channels, new
small growers must find their niche in this business in order to thrive. Choose and cut sales
may seem the easiest and more profitable marketing approach, but success is often highly
dependent on farm locations that are easy to find and the growers must offer the buying
experience and suitable quality that customers are seeking.

Clark County is not among western Washington's top five largest counties for Christmas tree
production. It is most likely that total production will plateau and then decline in the years
ahead. There are several reasons for this. Development patterns in the county have already
limited the availability of land parcels of 20 acres or more that are well suited for Christmas

-
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trees, Second, high current land prices preciude growers from establishing new jong-term
operations as sites for Christmas tree production. Planting Christinas treps on open land oo be
7 means for saving property taxes as land owners awail further land development. Finally,
most Clark County growers are generally in the age range of 50 vears and older. There are fev
next generatior: land buyers who can follow by managing commercin! size properties and
cavering the many vears of negative cash fiow.

Given all of the factors discussed above, it may likely be difficuli for the county lend use
planners to predict where new Christmas tree farms may locale. There will undoubledly by
some growers who will overcome the production and marketing barriers to establish
themselves in Clark County. However, few are likely to locate on parcels over 20 acres and they
will not fully replace the expected loss of existing Christmas tree farms which go out 2 new
development extends from urban areas to non-urban areas.

Ornamental Plarit Nurseries

Omamental plant nurseries cover many fypes of
growing operations, from greenhouses to contamer
nurseries to retail garden centers. This has been the
[} more growth-oriended side of agriculture in Clark
M County and it has been propelled in large part by the
E  growth in new housing and the general trend ‘oward
home and commercial site beautification. A good
resource for showing the diversity and extent of
nurseries irt the county is found in 2 publication
L prepared annually for the membership of the
Local retail sales are the main market  Specialty Nursery Association of Clark County
outict for Clark County piant growers. {SNACC).” The SNACC membership includes
nurseries that sell arnual anid perenriial plants, shade
trees; fruit trees, other trees, shrubs, herbs, produce {food plant starts), berry plants, ground
cevers and more. There are both wholesale and retail nurseries listed, A total of about 20
nutsexies in Clark County are listed in their latest guide, and some of the major murseries in the
county are et members af SNACC.

The 2002 Ag Census shows 140 farms within the category of nursery, greenhouse, floriculture,
reushrooms, sod, and vegetable seeds in the county. The census data also shows 1.528 million
square feet under glase or other protection and 642 acres in open feld production.

To remain iry business the independent garden centers and the smaller nurseries that supply the
independent garden centers must effectively compete againist the “big box” chain stores like
Wal-Mart, Lowes and Home Depol. In Clark County, the big box chains have an increasing
presence and are supplying a farge share of the total market. Meanwhile there are independent
retafl garden centers that are succeeding and some are expanding. Charles Bran, Clark County
Extension horticultural specialist, hes identified the key strategy for the nurseries and

Pl H06 Specizity Nursery Gulde, by the Specialty Nursery Association of Clark County.
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Current Conditions in Agriculture

independent garden centers: grow specialty plant materials outside of the mainstream plant
groups which the large retailers feature, Some growers and retailers are building profitable
riches. [See http://gardencentemursery.wsu.edu/markeﬁng/lndependents(:ompetehﬁn.j The
independent nurseries need strong business skills to complement production know-how.

The Willamette Valley of Oregon is & very large nursery production area and Clark County
retail garden centers generally look there first for sourcing most plants, Many independents are
members of the Northwest Nursery Buyers Association and the NNBA reports that Clark
County has no wholesale growers who are on the association’s approved vendor list.

Because of the future growth in Clark County, there will be opportunities for expansion by loca]
nurseries. From a land use perspective, it is important to remember that plant nurseries are
land irlltensive. In other words, 500 to 1,000 acres of open field and greenhouse production for
the entire county is a very significant amount of land for these businesses to produce plant
materials. Based on discussions with nursery growers, wholesale nursery businesses are often

“grow out” some plant materials are usually on three to five acres. A wholesale growing
nursery with 15 to 20 acres is considered a large operation in Clark County.

The location of a grower’s nursery that relies on at least some retail sales generally needs easy
customer access. It is less difficult for nurseries to Operate near a residential population than
almost any other type of agricultural enterprise. The soils of nurseries are often highly
amended, unless the operation has extensive in-ground tree production. Often shrub and smal]
stock plant production is in containers and the native soils are notused. For these reasons, it is
very hard to pre-determine where new nurseries may locate.

Other Specialty Crops

Crops such as ginseng, golden seal and chestnuts are specialty crops produced on relatively
few, small-acreage farms in Clark County. However, the successful specialized producers have
refined their production techniques and found market outlets that bring them sizeable gross
and net income. Strong management skill and production know-how are crucial to their
success. Markets for these crops are finite and it is hard to predict the land characteristics and
location where future specialty farm operations like these may be established.

Wineries and Wine Grapes

Clark County is home to three wineries that produce wine from grapes grown here. Pinot noir
is the main wine grape varietal grown in the county. In addition to the three wineries, which alj
produce grapes, Clark County has three other wine grape growers who sell their grapes to
wineries. According to one winery owner, about 75 acres in Clark County are devoted to wine
grape production. Expansion is proceeding slowly with perhaps three to 10 acres being added
annually in recent years.

Beef Cattle

The latest Ag Census reports that Clark County had 4,543 beef cattle and calves in 2002,
Discussions with some of the livestock Operators suggest that there are zbout four to five la1 ger
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operations thet logether account foy severe) thousand hesd. The one large comumercial cattie
feeding operation knuwn to txist uses very Jow cos! food waste frem o local stack food
mianulacturer. A tew herds o} 50 16 100 head are ales reporied. The cattle sector is very
restvicied within Clark County because there ie ne low cost pablic jand for grazing and there
gre 1o USDA inspected sleughter facilities. * Many of the beef cattle i the county are grown
non-commercially for persona) beef consumption on the small rural properties. Additionally
some beef cattle are sold to third parties who ther have the anfimals slaughtered by mobile meat
processors. Thir is a very small scale enterprise because re-sale of the meat is not allowed by
lew since the processing is not donc in » USDA puperted packing plant

Cow and Goat Dairies

Historically cow dairies were a major pert of Clarh County agriculture. The county’s dairy
industry hay steadily declined. Tiairy tarmers in the county indicate that there are seven
remaining cow dairies. 1t i reported by the WSU dairy specielist that in 1984, there were §4
dairies in the county. ¥ Dairy operators and former dairv operators state that many reasons
exist for the decline, Firsl, the clear trend is for fewer and larger dairles, which have achieved
economies of scale. The move to larger dairles alse is part of the reason milk prices are low,
which pressures the smaller dairies und Jeads them to expand or leave the industry.

The favored areas for dairy production in the
Pacific Northwest are east of the Cascades ir;
eastern Washington, eastern Oregon and in

j 1dshe. Among the reasons the industry has

- been re-Tocating to these areas relative to

- western Washington are: less costly feed

| {principally aifalfa hay), lower cost land which
allows the diary operators to expand their land
base and herd size, better access to Jabor and
weorkers who are experienced with ivestock

- cere and management, and less effort/lower
cost to mee! mantire management standards.

Clark County has at least two Grade A goat

o TR R duiries, and perhaps more which may or may
not be licensed. Gost dairies are mort specialized operations than cow dairies and can operate
on & much smaller land base.

Horses

Clark County has & large number of residents that own horses, Feeding, boarding and other
aspects of horse ownership contribute to agriculture. A 2004 survey of horse owners was
conducted by the Clark County Executive Horse Couneil {CCEHC). This analysis reliad on

* The closest USDA inspected meat packing plant e in Cowlitz County,
+ Persor! communication with Gary Fridorieks, WS Clork Courty dairy speosiist,
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Current Conditions in Agriculture

survey sampling which was used to project the number of horses in the county. The resulting
survey estimate was 35,000 horses in the county with an average of 3.9 horses per horse-owning
household. The analysis states that the average number of horses per household has increased
slightly from 2000 to 2004, but that the number of horses per household declined significantly in
the county from 1983 to 2004. The study points to long term population growth (and growth in
households) as the reason that horse numbers are growing despite the lower average of horses
per household from 1983 to 2004.

The accuracy of the estimation of 35,000 horses is not known, although an estimate of the
statistical accuracy is stated in the CCEHC report. The 2002 Census of Agriculture estimates
that there were 3,433 horses and ponies on 540 farms in the county. This wide difference is
partly due to the fact that the Ag Census is sent to persons who are identified as “agricultural
producers”, and it is not sent to every horse owner. However, the relevant question is not the
total number of horses in the county but how many properties with horses can be considered
part of commercial agriculture?

Identifying and describing “commercial horse farms” is problematic. Landowners with small
acreage and a few horses for personal enjoyment do not constitute an agricultural enterprise.
Horse breeding farms with barns, pens and pasture for 10 or more brood mares and one of
more standing stallions are rare in Clark County. It is more common to find horse breeding
operations with four to eight mares. In most cases, this is a supplemental source of income or
an avocation. Few people make their sole or primary income from breeding, raising or buying
and selling horses. Some trainers have significant business and often combine training with
operating boarding stables or other equine related pursuits such as judging at equestrian shows.

Long-time horse industry observers say that the larger breeding farms have declined in Clark
County because climate, land prices, feed costs, clustering of equine services and other factors
favor their location in other more rural areas. In addition, the loss of tax-advantaged treatment
for horse breeding farms under federal legislation has reduced the popularity of establishing
such operations.

There are many types of horse boarding facilities throughout the county to serve the many
horse owners here. Stables may function only to house horses or they may be also feature
added equestrian services such as horse training, riding instruction, and horse breeding. Some
horse boarding facilities have adjoining land where horses are turned out to graze or where
nearby riding trails are available. Other stables have very little open land since horses are
primarily housed and fed in stalls with periodic exercise in arenas. Many of the county’s horse
facilities were built in the 1970's and 1980's. In older facilities there are greater maintenance
costs as the buildings age. Stables are generally not considered financially strong businesses so
facility upgrade and renovation is an economic issue for some operators. As residential
development expands, some facilities are now close to urban development and are receiving
odor or insect complaints from neighbors. In addition, the rising land values give stable owners
an incentive to close and look for less dense residential areas if they wish to remain in this
business. Horse enthusiasts are concerned that the loss of open space and the business
pressures on stables are negatively impacting the sustainability of this sector in Clark County.
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Current Conditions in Agriculture

The horse sector is a source of demand for agricultural crops such as hay. or grain. In this
regard, the horse sector contributes to agriculture and rural agricultural land use. This also

adds a requirement for pasture land for commercial horse operations such as commercial horse
breeding operations and for grass hay production.

Poultry and Eggs

Clark County is a significant producer-of fryer chickens. The Washington Fryer Commission
reports that Clark County produces 11.45 percent of the state’s fryer chickens.  This represents
an estimated production of 5.2 million birds (the 2002 Ag Census reported 4.37 million
chickens). The vast majority of production is accounted for by a few large contract growers.
Lewis County dominates state production but Clark and Thurston counties are tied for the
second. Fryers are produced in “fryer barns” that take up little land area. Nearly all
Washington fryer production is on the west side of the state, near the two major poultry
processors.

There are no known major egg producers in Clark County. Some of the small scale diversified
farms have laying chickens and sell eggs.

Other Livestock

Commercial production of hogs, sheep, lamas, and alpacas complete the assessment for the
main types of livestock produced in Clark County. Most observers believe that these species
are either in stable production or decline in Clark County. Sheep, lamas and alpacas can be
used for fiber production. It is hard to predict that there is any discernible growth in textile use
of fibers in the county. There is no tracking of goat production for meat, but there is a sizeable
goat population (perhaps over 1,000 head) and it is mainly due to the popularity for goat meat
with some ethnic groups. Meat production from hogs and sheep is minor and expansion is
limited because Clark County has no USDA approved slaughter facilities.

10 See www.cluckcluck.org.
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What is Commercial Agriculture?

There are wide ranging views about what defines 2 commercial farmes or agricultural operator,
Many of the long time growers in Clark County point to the largest among them that are left i,
business as “the farmers”. Many of the long time farmers also have the view that agriculture is
gone or is }ust about finished here. At the other end of the spectrum, some residents and small

farm advocztes claim that anyone that produces Plants or livestock for sale, repardless of the
amount of sales, are farmers.

A more precise concept of who make up the cornmercial tarming, industry is nportant &
address for both the long-term land uge planning framework of the county and compliance with
the GMA. This i also at the crux of the discussion over how (o best conserve Jang for
agricultural production. For example if the emphasis is on larger commerciai farmers, then
larger parcel sizet arc generally more important than if the facus is on “all growers”. Also
ground water availability ie a different issue for larger farms than for smaller scale farming,

Defiring commercial agricultural operations is also complicated because there are many
different types of agriculturai operations in the county. One way to establish a definition is to
view farmiers as those who are abie to derive a living from their agricuitural business, In this
case, farming provides a significant saurce of income although not necessarily the only source
of income.

Using the dichionury meaning of commerdial agriculture, the corcept is clearly rooted in
salability, profit and success of farms. This requires more thar. mere physical producton.
Thete is stability and on-going enterprisc. These concepts have to do with the ability to
produce, sell and earn & financial return that compensates the business owner for the expense
and risk of their business, While some do not want to see farming reduced to financial terms, it
appears to be the principal way to narrow the scope of commerdial agriculture to & concept that
allows the county to best identify and plan for land resource protection that will support
successful agricultural enterprises in the future.

The concept of a Biving wage is ane measure of the minimum income necessary to support a
tamily and cover its necessary household expenses. These expenses include foad, child care,
medical, housing, transportation, and other items. The amount of household expenses required
varies according to regional cost differences, such as housing costs, and the size of the family,
Data for 2004 estimiates that the living wage for one adult in Clark County is $16,07¢ and
increases to $42,732 for a family of two sdults and two children, -

If farmers earned a living wage this wouid more likely assure Clark County of having a
sustained agriculture industry with more full time producers. Lower income levels are
sufficient to keep some farmere in business, particularly very small scale pari-time farmers.
Regardless of what income threshold is chosen, a positive net income that js increasing over
time is necessary in order to cover the cosis and risks inherent in production agriculture. The
absence of growth in net income has led 1o the long, dewnward slide in this industry in Clark
County.

e ——

" The living wage estimates are from the Poverty in Ametich website at WWwWPeRaisaneiee pa e
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Changing Conditions for Agricultural Production

Changing Conditions for Agricultural Production

One fundamental issue from the land use perspective of Clark County agriculture is how
changing conditions have impacted the land required by the county’s agricultural producers.
Some observations are warranted.

1.

Singular consideration of physical condition, particularly soil, does not indicate the
“best” farmland. There is an important interaction between physical and economic
factors. For example, the peat soils in Clark County have traditionally been considered
as some of the most productive soils. These soils produce excellent quality and yields of
cole crops such as cabbage, broccoli and cauliflower. However, the farm gate and retail
prices for these vegetable crops are very low and these crops are no longer economically
viable to produce in the county. In this case, farmers are not looking to operate land that
in a purely physical sense is the most productive.

Air drainage and heat units are usually very important factors for determining where
the best agricultural lands are located. The highest yields are found on land that
receives the most exposure to sunlight and where air moves freely, preventing pockets
of colder air from being trapped close to the ground. However, cooler locations are
sometimes desirable for crops. Some tree species for Christmas tree production for
example, do better on somewhat higher elevations in cooler climatic conditions.

The leve] of soil wetness on some former agricultural lands and the location of wet soils
are likely to have changed over time due from the change in drainage caused by built-up
land areas. This may have contributed to important changed conditions for agricultural
land use when comparing 1950 conditions to present. This also may render some of the
soil survey analyses as inaccurate under present conditions.

Soil amendment such as adding organic matter to reduce the clay layer of heavy soil is
not practical when large acreages are farmed. However, on small scale farm operations,
this is more feasible. As Clark County transitions to smaller farm acreages, this also
reduces the singular importance of soils to the decision over where to locate a farm
operation.

Because land has become so expensive, agricultural producers often rent or lease land,
including land adjoining land to their base operations. Beginning farmers have also
traditionally rented land to get into business with less capital outlay. However in the
current land market finding land to rent or lease is more difficult and this is not
satisfactory for establishing long term commercially stable agricultural production.

Financing Farms

One of the notable findings of this analysis is that there are very few agricultural operations
financed by commercial or government lenders. Information provided by the Farm Service
Agency (FSA) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture shows that they have had no new
borrowers in Clark County in the last 10 years that have purchased 10 or more acres under the
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ayandy's farg loan programs, ¥ This js sigrificant because the FSA is the governmend lender i,
futm Bortowery who do net cualify for standard commerda) Joans, If FSA is not raking these
loans, it 1s alse very doubtiul that commerciai lenders have borrowers who huve purchased
lend and other capital assets. In fact, contacts with several commercial banks identified only
ure bank which sald they had made loans o ¢ lew nurseries in recent Vi,

Discussions with farmers and other agticultura! operators in the county reveal thet many newer
operators have used their own capital Lo buy iand or they have combined g small-scale fprm
enterprise with the purchase o1 their rura) residence. Others hiave enlarged thoiy agricultura!
enterprise with leased Jand. This situation has led 10 & low base level of new africulturs!
enterprise development which carnot fully replace the larper, agricultiyal vperations such as
dairies and berry farms, whick are g0ing ou! of business.

Local Marketing
One of the WAC criteria 16 assoss the long tern commercial sigrdficance of agricufture je the
critenia of “proximity to markets”. Often this is sssumed to mean proximil ¥ Lo pepulation
centers. For newer farmers in Clark County, reaching local markets is at Jeast one main factor in
h MRSt -, ¢  their marketing program. They may gel
) at farmers markets in the ares, sel up
roadside stands, operate a CS4
{Comanunity Supported Agricuiture)
farm with subscribers who pay for s
- share of the production, or offer other
forms of direct tarketing channels.
However the Jocal sales approach is not
NP \  uniformnly adopted by Ciark County
R S 0 SRS  farmers. Local matkels have net
- ¢ Benerated sufficient revenues to gitract

B e e o5 t

very many new farms to the county.
The case of daivies Tustrates the dichotomy of how and wiwre farm products are sold. Some of
ihe few remaining dairies do sell locally to the one milk bottler in the county. On the other
hand, one of the largest dairies in the county is shipping their milk out of the county (and out of
the Portiand metropolitan erea) because they realize a significant price premiwm. In this cace
the higher price received justifies the added transpottation cost.

There are also examples of iocal nurseries that self mast of thelr specialty tees over the Intermet,
and they ship by express delivery. Their markess are oHen widely dispersed geographically,

Fresh fruft and vegetable producers, and Christmas tree growers are the besl exampies of
agriculfural crops that do relv primarily on local markets. However the lurger of the Chyistmas
tree growers are wholesalers end their main markets are out-of-state. principally Californi:

 Based on lstier with gttachments dated February 14, 2007 foom Jelfrey Peterson, Farm Loar Oifiver,
Fare Services Agency, USDA, Chahadls, Washington office.
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Review cf the Recent Suprerme Court Ruling

Review of the Recent Supreme Court Ruling

The Washington Supreme Court recently ruled on Lewis County’s procedures to designate
agricultural lands for conservation under the GMA. ¥ The Court has clearly stated that counties
have discretion to designate lands as agricultural land if they follow the requirements of GMA,
The court also stated that the designation of agricultural land need not be solely based on the
physical character of the land. The Supreme Count has further ruled that agricultural lands are
those lands that: 1) are devoted to agriculture, 2) have the capability for production and 3) have
long-term commercial significance for agricultural production.

Of these three requirements, long-term commercial significance for agricultural production is
the most difficult criteria to evaluate because this is forward looking and lands that otherwise
are agricultural can still be de-designated if they are subject to development pressure or they
have some change in growing capacity or productivity that affects their ability to contribute
significantly to agricultural output.

The Supreme Court acknowledges that counties can also use criteria to designate agricultural
Jands of long-term comumercial significance that are based on regulations promulgated by the
Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development. There are 10
factors CTED has delineated as guidelines for determining the intensity of development
pressure on agricultural lands. **

The Supreme Court also ruled that counties can use additional criteria beyond any that are
specified in the GMA or CTED regulations for'designation of agricultural Jands as long they are
consistent with the intent and requirements of GMA.

In Lewis County’s case, they advanced the argument that they were establishing the total
acreage of agricultural land for designation based on an “agricultural industry needs
assessment”. Preparing proper needs assessment that can pass the GMA requires extensive
data requirements and this procedure is generally subjective. It is not recommended that Clark
County adopt this as a point of analysis to support the total land area for designation. Rather, it
is prudent to re-evaluate all of the county lands and apply a consistent set of agricultural land
designation criteria to establish which lands pass the test of having characteristics of long-term
agricultural production capacity.

The original tests for what constitutes agricultural lands is defined in GMA and is assisted by
the 10 factors delineated by CTED. The latest Supreme Court ruling provides ample guidance
for Clark County to establish its own set of agricultural land designaticn criteriz. The Board of
Clark County Commissioners to date has not adopted any new criteria for designation of
agricultural land in the county.

»? Washington Supreme Court, docket number 76553-7, August 10, 2006,
1 See Appendix D for the guidelines from CTED.
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Agricultural Land in Clark County

This section reports on the type and location o agriculivral jand in the county, with particular
emphagis on the expansion areas Proposed as Alternatives 2 and 3 for the Comprehensive Plar,
which includes land in the Freferred Alternative,

The Iatert Agriculture Census estimater that there wes 70,694 aeres of land i farms in 3003
This census also estimpties that 22 898 acres were i harvested rroplend, and 4,752 scree were
irrigated. Some people believe only the mure intensive farmed land is agricultuzal whiie other
are inclined to count any agricultural refated use in the total,

Using the mort recont Clark County current use tax assesgent dats as 3 guide gives a very
differsnt estimate of the county’s agriculture] land area. The latest estimate from Clark County
i that there are 44,457 acres enrolled in either Farm or Agricultural use designation. Note that
this estimate includes parcels which have ¢ portion of the land area enrolled i Open Space or
Farest or Timber tax designation ss well as Farm and Agricultural, 5o there is potentia) for lang
to be counted s Farm or Agricultare when it is in fact in one of these other classifications.

These differences in tallving agricultural acreage point out why there can be discrepancies in
discussions about the amount of agriculturel land that is availabie or used for agricultural
purposes. The types of agriculturs} activity and the definition of what constitutes commercia)
farming have much to do with determining the size of the Jand base that exists in the county.

Land in the Expansion Areas that are in the Agriculture Zone at the
Current UGA Boundaries

Data on the extent of lands that adjoin the current UGAs and are in the eXpansion areas is given
ir: Table 4. This data shows the amount of land in parcels which are in either Allernative 7 o 3
and are in the Ag-20 zone and abut the current UGA houndaties,

Table & - Characteristics o Land in the Ag-20 Zone and in Expansion Aress that zre 4§
Adjacent to the Current UGAs i

Atematvez | 7 - 376 g

i , |

PRI * = =t e .HT E e {

{ Alternative 3 i 1€ 2 5§80 g 382 !
Source: Clerk County GiS, October 18, 2005 ‘
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Agricultural Land in the Expansion Areas

Ulark County GlIS provided photo interpretation of serial phodos taker in 2008 in the

Alternative 2 and 3 expansion arcas. Twelve types of “open” Iand uses were dassified for the
land within each alternative. Table 5 shows the resulting acreages by type of |

Alternative 2, and Table € shows this datz for Alternative 3,
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&evicultursl Land in Clark Canmty
SR PR e T = 3T F R e i st - O LT S A S s i
£} g3

“Brush 23 857 !
 Bult 13 177.2

' Christmas Trees 2 33 ;
; - - tep i e r—]
- Cumvation ¢ G

Fﬁlw or V 5 7

, Woodiand LR
| Golt Course : o o

¢ Hay 88 876.2 \

B

205 i

I
ﬁ; R S NI =-~_4i
|

?Nurser'y 5

Gp@r Space 53 ' 148.¢ ) ___j
_ Pasture 78 9731
‘L ‘Perenne: Crops 23 2168 4
i Wates/Wetiand 17 AN
fm&f Al Uses 557 | - AW :
" Yoto) Ag Uses EN 2,182.0 3

Note: Perennial crops include orchards, vineyards, or otfes long term plantings,
Sowsre Clark County GIS, Ociober 8, 2606

Using the 2002 Agricultura! Census as 3 guide, if there was 70,000 acres of agricwltural land in
Clark County n 2002, currently the county would have approxitnately 65,000 to 68,000 acres in
agricuitural use. Using the mid-point of 66,500 acres as the current tota) agricultural land base,
the agricultural land within the expansion arcas of Allernative 2 account for about 4.0 percent of
the county’s fota) agricultural land., Similarly, the Alternative 3 agriculiural land area ix ghou)
3.3 percent of the rounty’s total agricultural land. * Note that this is only based on land use
calculations; this is nol o calculation of lands used for commercial agricultural production,

Farms within the Cities and in Expansion Areas

Apart from the Ag Census, a different way to look el agriculture in the expansion areas is {o
aralyze this in terms of the mdividual farms that have besn identified in the Clark Coumty
database and assess their location relative to the Preferred Alternative. Figure & and the maps
in Appendix A show the location of farms in relation to the existing city boundaries, the 2604
adopted UGB and the proposed Preferred Alternative UGA boundaries,

Y the agricalteral ind o the ERDEREION &t i» considered i nolude land in Chrenma s treps cuttivirdon,
hav, fwrsery, pasture aod perennial Crop:.
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Vhere are 5 separate parcel ownerships associated with the farms identified in the Clerk
Coundy database. Twerdy parcels comprising shout 153 acros are currently swithin ¢ity
boundaries of the cities. Anothaa 17 parcels with 120 acres are withiin the 2004 adopted UGH
and 14 parcels with 584 acres are within Preferred Alternative UGA {see Figure § and Table 71,
In total there are 51 parcels with 865 acres that are currently within city boundaries or nside the

2034 UGA boundaries o7 within the Preferred Alternative boundaries,
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Agricultural Land in Clark County

v

Ancther key is the comparison of farm acreage within the Preferred Alternative area to the totg)
farm acreage in the county that is associated with the 145 farme. The 868 acres within the cities’
incorporated boundaries, adopted UGAs, and the Preferred Altemnative is about 28 percent of
the 3,118 acres in all 145 farms.

Appendix A shows a series of maps at a large scale showing the city boundaries, the adopted
UGA boundary (2004) the Preferred Alternative boundary for each daty, zoning for land
generally outside the city limits, and the location of identified farms. These maps show severa]
farms are within existing city limits as well as the adopted UGA and the Preferred Alternative

Alternative UGA.

Agricultural Current Use Tax Land in Expansion Areas

Within Alternative 2 expansion areas, there are 108 parcels that are in current use tax
designation and have been identified through the 2005 aerjal photos as having agricultural use,

primary use, 27 had grass hay production as the primary use and 52 others were “fields” whose
specific use was not determined from aerial photo interpretation.

Within Alternative 3 expansion areas, there are 74 parcels that are in current use tax designation
and appear to have some degree of agricultural use or use potential. Two of the parcels were
cultivated and probably were being prepared to plant some type of crops. Nine have primarily
wooded cover but alsc have some agricultural use, 12 are primarily in pasture, 22 are in hay
production, and 29 are primarily “fields” with unknown specific agricultural use.

Location of Land in Current Use Taxation

There is an extensive amount of land in farm and agricultural designation for current use
taxation in Clark County. These lands have been mapped in GIS and they are shown in Figure

shows that the recently added current use Jands are broadly dispersed in the county. Most of
the current use farm and agriculture lands that are within the boundaries of the Preferred
Alternative entered the current use program priox to 1994.

This data includes only parcels that are still active in the current use program. Lands that have
been withdrawn are not tracked in the GIS system so no data is presented on the acreage that
has been withdrawn from current use for farm or agriculture,

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Coenditions in Clark County
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From eatdy 1970s up 0 1994, 46,309 seres were ¢lassified tarm ot agricultural and remain in the
program. From 1994 to 2006 there hias been 2,14% acres added to the farm and agriculture
designation and vemain in the program. Table # provides a further breakdown of the screage
#nd number of parcels added to this land designation since 1994, Toble § shows & clear ree.
thzt property owners are placing fewer acres in farm or agricnlture designation over time. In
the 1995 to 2005 period, the greatest amount of land placed in the program was 546 acres in
W996-1997. Since then the niext haghest e vear period was 2000 2001 with 318 acres added.
The number of parcels placed in the program i alse trending downward. Only partial year
data is available for 2006.

; a N

& () CQ4 toy U .

f

' j004-190% 532.0% o Mdé - o . iz4
1996-1067 54537 | .81 . ke
1996-1908 28327 7] 123
20002007 | 31838  ml  ep
2022003 | terev,  gg| Y
2004-2008 2764 LA . e 38
2008 A3 S S ] 3.4
Totals 2,148.56 | 203 | 108

Wote: This date Includes only iand presently in the curren! use program, Parcels withdrawn frem
rurrent use ave¢ not included,
Source: Clark County GIS

Location of Agricuftural Land in Current Use Taxation Relstive to
Agriculture Zoning

The county’s GIS program was used to determine the extent and location of land in Farm and
Agricultural Jand classification und this was compared to the agricultural land zone (Ag-20),
There are a lolal of 956 parcels comprising 16,569 acres in Clark County’s current use program
for Farm and Agricultural lands. " Appreximately 6,700 acres in 328 parceis which are in
Farm and Agricultural land classification are alsn in the Agriculture 20 zone. This represents
about 40 pervent of the total land in Farm and A gricuitural land dlassification in Clark County.
The remaining 60 percent of land in Parm and A griculture current use is located Across ather

# Parcels are excluded which have SOMETEROTY s die beceuse the ipagd = wwming out of Fasmn and Agricvitural
Land classificotion. Some parcels have soveral mprent wee bing classificaions (g Open Spa Foomyang
Agriculture, o0 Timber Land) and Desigonted Forest Land. These parcels with muliple dassifiorions 310 eunied o
Fexmn and Agriuliurhs Jand svEe i o porier. is bn Desipriowdd Fovest Land. Thereioge o & sl exiond e data
presented ovarsiates the wmound of lend i Farm end Apricubural cassification.
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Agricuitural Land in Clark County

land use zones. The tw: principal zones which include Farm and Agricultitre land aze the
Rural] five acres (R-5) zone and the Rural ten acres {R-10) 2one, The R-5 zone has 34) parcels
with 3,371 acres of Farm and Agriculture current use land and the R-10 zone has 137 parcels
with 2,184 acres of Farm and Agriculture Land. The remaining 173 parcels with 5,377 acres are
widely distributed among all of the other land use zones.
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Current Contributicns of Agriculture te the Economy of Clark County

Current Contributions of Agriculture to the Economy of Clark
County

This section describes the characteristics of Clark County’s present agricultural economy,
beginning with descriptive data on employment and agricultural businesses. Analysis is then
presented for how the removal of all agricultural land by expansion of UGAs under
Alternatives 2 and 3 would impact related sectors such as food Processing as well as the indirect
and induced economic losses that affect the entire local economy. Later in this report, analysis
is given of changes in the county’s agricultura] economy from 1994 to 2004 and data is
presented for agriculture’s contributions relative to the total economy of Clark County.

Covered Employees and Establishments

The Washington State Employment Security Department tracks the number of agricultural
employees that meet unemployment insurance requirements. These covered employees’ can
include workers on corporate farms, regular (steadily employed) workers on small farms and
proprietors who choose to pay into the unemployment insurance system. The Employment
Security Department also tracks the number of farms reporting to the unemployment insurance
system (covered employment), and the annual reported employee earnings (covered earnings).
Because many farm proprietors do not opt into the unemployment insurance program and
temporary workers do not meet unemployment insurance requirements, Washington State
Employment Security Department employment figures under estimate the actual number of
agriculture workers in Clark County. However, the covered employment numbers are included
to provide a minimal count of the county’s agricultural workforce and farms and this gives a
reasonable directional trend for employment over time.

, Table 9 shows covered employment data for the four-year period 2002 to 2005. In 2005 there
were 454 covered employees in agriculture, with 319 working in crop production and 135
working in animal production. The average crop production worker earmed $15,263 (up from
$11,257 in 2002), while the average animal production worker earned $23,186. The difference in
earnings is probably due to the seasonal nature of crop production. In 2005 there were 88
agricultural farms reporting, 64 of which were producing crops (down from 67 in 2002) and 24
were raising animals.

Covered food manufacturing workers are also included in Table 9. There were 29 reporting
food manufacturing farms in 2005 with 1,103 employees earning an average of $41,514 annually.

[#%]
~

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditione in Clark County



Curgnnt Comrbubions o Agvizaliure to e h.@ﬂdi*m of Ciark County

ﬁmﬁne Apriculturai Employses
C‘Qp Production
An*’rﬁ! Pmdadior
Avezraga Anm;;f Agricunnm! Eamlng:: 14430 $14,247 L 515.40;—— 317.619‘
Crop Production H1267 $14.307 | s2626 | &15.263
- Anima’ Production | $22,869 922690 |  $23485 o386
- Agricultuiral Firms Reporting 1 0| e 3
~ Crop Production 7 67 87 | 63] 64 |
Animl Production | 24 23 23 24 |
?Avm'g?ﬁm Manufacturing g ~ N i )
. Employess E 1,150 1,183 1 e
] : ' :
“Aversgt Anmual Food Manwlacting | o o T e T T
£ il $27.817 $37,938 $42,277 341,54 |
! Food? Manufacturing Firms Reporting 28 32 28 28

‘;wrcé Washington State Employment Security Dept.. Covered Employment and Wage Series (ES.
2023,

Community Economic impacts

In this study an “Impart Analysis for PLANing” (IMPLAN) economic impact analysis model of
Clark County is utilized to determine the direct, indirect and induced impacts of the loss of
agriculturs] acreage under Comprehensive Plan Altermatives 2 and 3. See Appendix B for »
brief discussion of the impact analysis methodology.

This assessment assurnes that all agriculiural land inside the growth management ares is
completely removed from production, 1t also assumes that the diminished production is not
replaced elsewhere in the county. Note that this assessment also does not consider resulting
economic impacts from future uses of the removed agricultural land. The additional
contributions to the econemy of Clark County from the new jand uses could be very
substantial, especiaily if signiticant land ares is devoted o industrial uses which bring new jobs,
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Seversl negative inipacts ensue from e loee of agrienitural bands fhat windd lead 1o other
ecanomit iosses in the county. First, workess o some farmiand would ose theor jobs and
earrings and this would mean their houschoid consumption and expenditures would decreace
ins the local economy. This leads to Girect, indirect and induced losees of jobs and income by
others in the county.

A second direct impact results from the reduction { local business purchases by affected
farmers, Some local businesses and individuals fhat rely on purchases from farms would in
furn termirale employees and this would ripple through the local ecomomy with further
negative impacts.

The value of agricultural output that would be removed under Alternatives 2 and 3 was
estimated using twoe steps. First, Clark County GIS dasta was used to estumate how many acres
of each type of crop would be reduced under each alternative. The acres removed were
converted into percentages of that crop’s totai acreage. The percentage of #TeagE removed
from each crop was then used to estimate fhe value of removed production, based on the
IMPLAN crop output levels, Each crop’s reduced value was then entered in the IMPLAN
model. See Table 10 for these reductions.

Table 10 ~ Estimate Value of Direet Agricuitural Output Production Loce in
Clark County Under Comp Blan Allernativas 7 & 3, 2006

] ’ & Meion Farming $6,120 ’ $0
Frult & Berry Farming 4,038,920 -$1,468,070
Greenhouse & Nursery Farming’ ; ~$648,600 ..$1,3684,980

| Hey 6 Other Crop Farming $720560 | 5316 950
" Cattle Ranching & Dairy | $1,084050 | 81,152,460
_Total Direct Loss _ SIB6240, 4263340

=Gremhom& Nursery Farming include Chrictmas tree farme.
Source: IMPLAN model economic anslysis

A summary of the total loss to Clark County's BLOnOmy from the agricultural land losses i
presented in Table 11. For both Aliernetive 2 and Alternative 3 of the Comp Plan, economic
impacis are given as direct Impacts, indirect and induced impucts, and total impacts. Direct
impacts are the value of agricultural production loss stemming directly from the reduction of
agricullural acreage assuming each slternztive was adopted and brought into the UGAs.
Indirect impacts are the losses to businesses thet supply goods and services to the agriculturs)
production industry. Induced impacts are Josses to businesses resulting from the lost earnings
of workers in directly and indirecily aiferted ndustries. Therefore Induced losses reflect Uy
diminished spending power of emplovees. Total irpacts are the sum of diredt, indiredt and
induced iosses,
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Bach row in Table 17 shows fhe means thwough which the countv is econemically affected.
Quiput is the total produciion value Jost for all industries under the scenarios, i&hm property
income is the loss of corporate profits, and the Joss from interest, rents, dividends and other
noredsbor income sources. Indirett business taxes are excise and sales taxes paid by individuzis
1o business during their everyday ransactions. N egative indirect business tax tigures indicate »
loss of government revenue. Labor income i¢ the eamings and benefits received by employees,
including selt-employed workers. The employment figure is the loss of foll and part-time jolw:
in the county, inchuding self-+mploved workers,

Outpat | STEIEIC | SUETBEE | SEISRO0E | S4IMBIC | SITNIEES | $eisAcz

i .
Other ’ —
Property . SRTEETE SHRTE | 41Z6ME | 8960166 SR | B s s
inconH {

1 1
Business L sasam [ 386,546 T0065 | SesE 99,817 5195644
Texes ‘

¥
Labor income BOTR225 | SAIRORE | S141635 | $4.228.042 $518,284 24 747 296
- Emgirymen 8% S 2 88 g em
i

Seurce: IMPLAN using 2004 Clork Cotenty dats,

A detuiled estimate of the amount of tax revenue lost to the state and county from the joss of
agricultural land is presenied in Table 12, The total tax revenue fost under Alternative 2 is
estimated to be §187,826. Over half of this loss is from sales tax Joss (cstimated at $95,346) and
almost ¢ fourth is from an estimated $42,719 loss of property taxes. The tate] tax revenue Jost
under Alternative 3 is estimated to be $215,204. The loss of sales tax revene is $109,189, ang
the ioss of property tax revenue is $48.975. Agein, the reader is reminded that this analysie iz
not considering the contributions that other land use will add to the county economy. This is
merely eddressing the losses from the Joss of agricultural production i agricuttursl land is
completely removed in the two expansion aress.
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Agriculture and the Clark County Econemy - Changes from 1994-2004

Agriculture and the Clark County Economy - Changes from
1994 to 2004

Agriculture’s changing economic relation to the rest of Clark County’s economy is best viewed
relative to changes happening in the entire county economy. Descriptive IMPLAN models of
the county were created for 1994 and 2004 to assess these changes. The resulting aggregated
industrial tables are presented in Appendix C, and the following descriptions of Clark County’s
economy closely follow Tables C-1 and C-2 presented in the Appendix. Dollar figures are in
1994 and 2004 dollars respectively, and have not been adjusted for inflation. These tables were
created using different sectoring schemes making direct comparison of individual sectors
difficult. A brief explanation of this is given at the bottom of Appendix C.

Agricultural Sector Changes

Clark County grew rapidly in the period from 1994 to 2004, both in population and in the size of
its economy. Although population increased nearly 40 percent, the local economy was able to
expand to meet the demands of that growth. The county’s total industrial output nearly
doubled in this period from just over $11 billion in 1994 to nearly $20.3 billion in 2004. Labor
income also nearly doubled from $3.6 billion in 1994 to $6.8 billion in 2004. Other value added,
which includes corporate and property income as well as taxes, increased from $2.4 billion in
1994 to $11.2 billion in 2004.

The agricultural industry in Clark County has faced tremendous pressure from encroaching
development and rising land costs in the last decade. These pressures have lead to an overall
loss of farm production. In 1994, Clark County’s total agricultural output was nearly $93
million, or 0.8 percent of total county output. By 2004, Clark County’s total agricultural output
had shrunk to $83.6 million, which by now had become only 0.4 percent of Clark County’s total
output. Labor income, which includes wages and benefits, declined from about $34 million in
1994 to $21 million in 2004, a decline of 38 percent. Other value added however, which includes
corporate profits, property income and indirect business taxes, increased over the same period
from $25 million in 1994 to $40.7 million in 2004.

The crop production sector of agriculture was affected the most from agricultural Jand being
taken out of production. Total crop production was $52 million in 1994, and the crop sectors
employed an estimated 1,286 people. By 2004, total crop production was less than half that at
$20.7 million, and now employed just 380 people. Some of this loss is due to the move of some
traditional crop production into the greenhouse and nursery sector, which grew significantly
over the decade. The greenhouse and nursery sector, which includes Christmas tree farms,
increased output between 1994 and 2004 from about $5.5 million to nearly $19 million. That
growth caused an estimated 415 increase in the number of greenhouse and nursery jobs. The
growth of greenhouses and nurseries is an example of a growing agriculturai sector in Clark
County.

Clobalwise, Inc.



Agriculture and ihe Ulsrk County Economy - Changes from 1994-2604
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The beef and dairy cattle sector data presents an interesting contradiction that is most likely ddye
to changes in the nature of cattle herds in the county. Cattle output fell from $25.6 million in
1994 10 $21.6 million in 2004. At the same time, labo; income decreased from almost $12 milijon
in 1994 to only $1 million in 2004, yet employment rose from 270 in 1994 to 499 in 2004, The lose
of Jaber income can be attributed mostly fo proprietors, who lost 99 percent of their share of
labor income between 1994 and 2004, Hired employee carnings in this sector d ecreased 49
percent over the same time period. The decreased proprielor income coupled with high
employment level in the beef and dairy cattle sector Suggests that a larger percentage of the
county’s cattle are being raised on small farms now, instead of in commercial sized herds. A
theoretical example of 2 small cattle farm is a farmer who raises two steers, slaughters onc for
the household’s consumption and sells the other. This farmer is counted as a cattle sector
proprietor employee, and yet has little or no income 1o show for jt,

The pouliry and egg procuction sector grew from an output of almost $5 million in 1994 to
nearly $15 million in 2004. The sector's employment grew as well, from 32 jobs in 1994 to 82
jobs in 2004. This sector, along with the greenhouse and nursery sector are the only agricultural
sectors that have been able to significantly increase their production value over the last decade.

Other animal production increased from almost $2.5 million in 1994 10 $4 million in 2004. There
were an estimated 127 employees in this sector in 1994 and 307 employees in 2004. Other
animal preduction includes pigs, sheep, goats, Hamas, horses, rabbits and any other animal
produced in the county. This sector may see growth if niche animal production in the county
continues to grow.

The agriculture and forestry services sector is important to note, This sector includes horse
stables, another business that may be directly affected by the removal of agricultural land,
Unfortunately, this sector also includes logging which dominates the sector, so the change in
commercial value of horse stables in the county is impossible to separate here. However, the
agriculture and forestry services sector is included when reporting the agriculture industrv
output, employment, labor income and other value added totals.

Another industry that is often considered as parl of agriculture’s industrial complex is food
manufacturing. Clark County’s food and beverage manufacturing industry grew al a faster rate
than Clark County’s economy as a whole between 1994 and 2004, In 1994 the food
manufacturing sectors produced $308 million worth of food and beverages, almost 2.8 percent
of the counly’s entire economy. By 2004 the industry had more than doubled its output to $679
millior, or 3.3 percent of the county’s economy. Food manufacturing is not included when
reporting agricultural industry totals.

Tables 13 and 14 provide more detail about specific Clark County crops and their economic
contributions to the county. Table 13 shows detailed crop values for output, employment and
labor compensation in 2004, and Table 14 shows the same for 1994. Once again due to changes
in industrial classification, not all sectors are directly comparable.

LN
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Vegeteble & Melon Farming | $1.223 | 191 $382

Frt&BeryFaming | sse41 187 $2,315
Hay 8 Other Crop Farming 810565 | 1871 s2.823)

Greenhouse & Nursery Producion | $18,972 519 $0,726
"Cattie Ranching & Dairy 521,681 490 $4,011 |
Poultry & Egg Production 814,767 | 82 $2,265

"All Other Animal Production $4,039 307 vy
Totals $50,132 1,778 U s184%4

Coumty data.

Tabrte 14 - Economic Sontributions of Agriculiure mn Clark Sounty,

Source: IMPLAN and BEA Regional Eoonoxmc Information 8ystem (Table CAZ25) using 2004 Clark
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Food Grains ?
Feed Grains $184 |
Vegetable & Farming $2,084 |
Tree Rut Farming $87
Fruit & Berry Famning $11.673
Miscellaneous Crops $7
Grass Seeds $33
| Hay and Pasture $1,707
Greenhouse and Nursery Progucts | $2,765
_ Catle Ranching & Dairy i $11,910
Pouiﬁy & Egg Productior: i $% 264
| A Oiner Anlmal Production | sea
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The Food Manufacturing Industry
With the notable exception of 2 few sectors, the lood manufacturing industry in Clark, County
purchases very little from local agricultural producers. Consequently, jocal agriculture benefiis
very little from the presence of the county's larger food manufacturing businesses, This divice
between local agricultural production and local fond manufacturing has increased over the past
ten years.

Tables 15 and 16 show the food manufachuring sectors outpui
cotumn shaws the value of Clark County sgriculture that is p
sectors. Unoe again, due to industry reclassification in 2007,

comparable.

Tablo 15 - Local Agrizuliural Cantributions to Food &
Clark County, 2004 (1,000s})

L e e L

tor 1994 and 2004, The iz right
urchased by the manufactaring
the sectors may not be directly

anufacturing Sectors,

Fiwd milik manufacturing - $55,386 | $16,070 |
Animal, excepl pouliry, siaughtering o 840,474 | $3.010 |
Other snack food manufactunng k S564, 778 $2.010 |
Ice Gream and frozen dessert maﬁufscwmr;igi 826,618  Tsmen
Meat pmcesseu?rom carcasses o gg;i:gg $580
| Ali other food P’t&ﬂﬂf&dﬂmg ‘32'9733 €300 .
; Fruit and vegetable canning and drying . $15,408 ]
. Winenes B $5,266 230
" Pouttry processing ) 5452 3180
! Mait manutacturing ' $136 6565 €120
"Coffee and tes manufacturing | ee | by
' Fats and ois refining and b!enemg $1.783 $40 |
Seefood product preparation and packaging 51,805 TTsan
_ Breac end bakery product, ercem frozen 36,267 $20
Other animal food manJfacturing $4 547 B ;515”
Mixes and douph made from purchased foar | 2] T
:’ Totals © ss7e63| 0 ;;;,}g;;
.:Sowce: IMPLAN using 2004 Clark County data. A
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f&q\témﬁumi Gontribiztions to Faod Manufacturing Sectors,
' Clark County, 1964 (10005

Mgt £61.608

Ganned Fruks ang Vegeteblee | $21,317

 Meat Packing Piants s2.828

| Petato Chips & Simigr Snacks : $170,059
Fiuid Mtk : $24,518

Frozer Frulls, Julces and Vegetables ! 8615 -

‘Wines, Brandy, and Brandy Spirits | $660

'ga_usagasandotbarweparedm{s 3863,

Jéé Cream and Frozen Desseris $80%2 .
Other Prepared Fouds $2,182
Blended and Prepered Fiou! $856

\;E}ead, Cake, and Related Products $541

_égokiee and Crackers $7,541 <810,
Confectionery Pioducis $380 <$90 !
Chooolate and Cocoa Products $1,977 T s 10
Animat end Marine Fats and Ollg $603 < 810
Ma Beverages $2505| <310
Other Food Preparations B 8376 < $10

T Totals | $308,162 86010

Source: IMPLAN using 1998 Clark County data.

The largest purchaser of local farm production in 2004 was the fluid milk industry, which
purchased about §15 million worth of raw milk from the dairy sector. This inciudes the value of
raw milk produced at integrated dairies that produce raw milk and bottle it themselves, The
enimal slaughtering sector was also a large purchaser of local farm production, utilizing $3.9
million worth of loeal livestock, Custom slaughtering of privately raised livestock is included

in thie sector in 2004 and listed in Table 14, but is not included in mest packing plants sector in
Table 15, Therefore, the value of farm grown livestock slaughtered in the county is
underrepresenied in the 1994 table. Another food mariufacturing sector worth mentioning is
canped {Tuits and vegetables which purchased $1.4 million worth of local farm goods in 1594,

-

but enlv 5340,000 1y 2004, TiHscussions with loval farmers reveal that this reducton from Jost




Agricalture and the Clark County Economy - Changes from 1994-2004

Clark County fruit production that has been replaced with fruit procured from outside the
county.

The dominating manufactured products in both 1994 and 2004 are snack chips and malt. These
two sectors are responsible for over 75 percent of Clark County’s manufactured food sales. The
two main crop inputs needed for these products are processing potatoes and malting barley.
Neither of these crops is commercially grown in Clark County. Therefore both of these
processing sectors rely heavily on bringing in these raw product ingredients from outside the
county. The effect of using imported crops means that, although the snack chip and malt
manufacturing businesses are major employers and contributors to the local economy, they do
little to directly support the county’s agricultural industry.

Analysis of the Agricuitural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County 47
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Conclusions

Ini the first halt of the twentieth Century, Clark County had a vibran! farm economy, For at
least the last 30 years agriculture in Clark County has been in a long downward trend in
production and farm profits. The mix of crops and livestock produced in Clark C ounty 1s skl
diverse, but the farms are small and there are ever declining numbers of agricultural producere,

Many factors contribute to the decline in the courty’s agriculture. The most basic factor is that
agricultural producers in other areas grow, process and market crops and products at lower
prices that meet consumer demand.

One of the key obstacies iu Clark County is the limited access to high quality agricultural land
at an affordable cost. This impacts both existing farmers and potential new farmers. Few nevw
producers are repiacing those who have left the industry or are preparing to leave. Newer
farmers have cften adopted strategies of downsizing, renting land, or operating part-time,
Additionally, apart from Extension and USDA programs, Clark County has very little in the
way of support for farmers to combat the many forces that confinually drive farmers to quit or
leave the area. All of these conditions do not bode well for a secure future in farming.

Farmers can only sustain themselves when they are profitable. To be profitable in Clark
I g County, the costs of inputs used in the
operation must be competitive, or farmers need
higher prices and/or greater vields than their
& competitors. Demand by metropolitan ares
y residents is growing for locally produced food
. and agricultural erops but this demand is not
sufficiently strong to reverse the trends and
- allow farmers to expand with profitable
operations in the county. The statistics show
Wl that Clark County farm income has continued

MR to decline (Pigures 1, 2 and 6).

' P PR B There is little evidence that farmers ape
bamwmg fmm exther convenhonai or govemment lenders fo establish new farms.
Conuniercial credit is not practical given the immense cost of purchasing land and other assets
needed to establish a farm. The logical conclusion is that new farms are commonly self-
financed. This explains why so many are small scale operations on acreages of two to ten oy
twenty acres. These farmers often earn a small farm incorme that supplements their other
sources of income.

Significant intervention by government is required if farms in Clark County are to be saved.
Programs must be quickly put in place if public policy is to keep Jand and farmers in the future,
One example of & program i the purchasing of devejopment rights on selected Jands
considered prime for farming, Purchasing development rights to land is not sufficient to
susiain farming, As crucial 8s it is {0 keep land zvailable, the most vita) need is for much higher
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Conclusions

.,

demand by local residents for local farm angd agricultural products. Government can exert little
influence over consumer purchasing patterns,

Clark County can offer and implement a set of programs to support the income-producing
needs of farmers. Public support for agri-tourism, regulatory relief and technical assistance,
new market support and other programs may all be needed if a significant number of farmers
are going to enter this business. Without a series of focused efforts and programs specifically
designed to support farmers to a much greater degree, the downward trend of farming in Clark
County will almost certainly continue,

In this context, loss of farms that are located within the expansion areas will only slightly
contribute to the downward decline. However being inside the UGA does not necessarily mean
the farms go out of business, since some farms (mostly nurseries) are within city boundaries.
However, in many cases these urban-centered farms can be expected to cease operation. Their
special challenge is that they are closest to development and least able to handle their higher
costs, uncertain land tenure and land use incompatibilities. Most are small and are struggling
to be competitive and remain in business. Exdsting agricultural zoning and programs of
support are not sufficient to help these agricultural operations be competitive in order to remain
in business for the longer term. Some are located on high quality soils but this is not uniformly
true.

About 72 percent of Clark County’s identified commercial agricultural Jand remains outside of
the boundaries of the Preferred Alternative area. Out of the 145 identified farms in Clark
County, there are 112 farms in production which are located outside of the boundaries of the
Preferred Alternative. There are 11 identified farms located within the expansion areas of the
Preferred Alternative and 22 farms within the current city limits or the 2004 adopted UGA
boundary.

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County 4¢
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Appendix B: Description of the Impact Methodology

Appendix B: Description of the Impact Methodology

The impact model used in this study is Impact Analysis for PLANing (IMPLAN). It was first
developed by the U.S. Forest Service for land and Tesource management planning, The
IMPLAN system has been in use since 1987 at the University of Minnesota, Its further
development has been privatized at the Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG). The model of Clark
County was specified with IMPLAN Pro Version and uses 1994 and 2004 county IMPLAN data.

The description model is based upon regional economic accounts. The accounts are tables of
interactions that describe an economy by the flow of dollars from purchasers to producers
within the defined region. The model is predictive in that multipliers define the response of the
economy to a change in demand or production. Purchasers for fina] use (final demand) drive
the input-output model. In this case, agriculture sectors are produding goods for final demand,
either by local consumers, food manufacturers or export. The agricultural sectors also purchase
goods and services from other producers, which also sets off further purchases of goods and
services. These indirect purchases (known as indirect effects) continue until leakages from the
region—such as imports, profits, or wages—stop the economic transactions within the region,
Added to the impact of direct and indirect effects are induced effects. These are the effects of
household spending in the regional economy.

This model of Clark County was specified with two modifications of the IMPLAN data
provided by MIG. First, the total number of jobs in the agricultural industry was increased to
match Clark County employment data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The number of
jobs was distributed to each agricultural sector according to IMPLAN proportions. This
adjustment was necessary because IMPLAN uses national job per output ratios to estimate
agricultural employments. The national job-output ratios reflect large-scale commercial
agricultural rather than the smaller farm operations that are typical in Clark County, and
therefore would underestimate actual employment. The second modification was the increase
of the fluid milk manufacturing sector’s output, value added and employment ﬁgures in the
1994 model. This adjustment was made because that sector’ s 1994 IMPLAN data did not
resemble a typical year for this sector in the early 1990's. No other modifications were made to
key relationships such as trade flows, absorption coefficients, production functions or
byproduct coefficients in the county data.

The model uses Social Accounting Matrices (SAM) based local relationships. Social accounting
allows for consideration of non-industrial transactions such as payments of taxes by business
and households. The comparison models are specified with year 1994 and 2004 data. The
impact model is specified with 2004 data, which is the latest available, and price deflators are
used to bring the impact estimates to 2006 prices.

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County. 57
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Appendix C: Clark County Economic Sector Performance for
1994 & 2004
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Appendix C: Clark County Economic Sector Performance for 1994 & 2004

The figures reported here are in 1994 dollars and 2004 doliars respectively.

An important note needs to be made about industrial classification in Tables B-1 and B-2. The
1994 table is organized using the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) sectoring scheme.
IMPLAN replaced the SIC method of organization with the North American Industrial
Classification System (NAICS) in 2001, and the 2004 data is organized under NAICS, The two
classification systems are not directly comparable, which creates a problem when comparing
Tables B-1 and B-2. However, every effort has been made to structure the agricultural sectors
accordingly in these tables to ease comparisons within the agricultural sectors.

Globalwise, Inc.
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Appendix D
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Appendix D: WAC Criteria for Agricultural Land Designation

The Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development has
promulgated regulations in the Washington Administrative Code. This is to guide counties in
determining agricultural and forest lands that have “long-term commercial significance” (see
WAC 365-190-050,10).

This regulation states that counties shall also consider the combined effects of proximity to
population areas and the possibility of more intense uses of the land as indicated by:

a) The availability of public facilities;

b) Tax status;

¢) The availability of public services;

d) Relationship or proximity to urban growth areas;

e) Predominant parcel size;

f) Land use settlement patterns and their compatibility with agricultural Ppractices
g) Intensity of nearby land uses;

h) History of land development permits issued nearby;

i) Land values under alternative uses; and

) Proximity of markets.

Analysis of the Agricultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County 61



Appendix E: Study Contacts

Appendix E: Study Contacts

Dorothy Anderson, Washington Blueberry Commission

Rich Bachert, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service
Joe Beaudoin, Joe's Place Farm

Ronny Bell, Pioneer Organics

Henry Bierlink, Washington Red Raspberry Commission
Steve Boynton, La Center Farm

Charles Brun, WSU Clark County Extension

Evelyn Casella, Christmas Creek Ranch

Laurie Conway, Conway Farm

Amy Cziske, Washington Cattlemen’s Association

Ray de Vries, Ralph’s Greenhouse

Ben Dobbe, Holland America Bulb Farms

Gary Fredericks, WSU Clark County Extension

Steve Frice, Frice’s Berry Farm & Coﬁ.ntry Store

Merrill Firestone, Firestone Farms

Jack Giesy, Veterinarian

Peggy Gresham, Llama breeder

Erin Harwood, WSU Clark County Extension

Walt Hauser, Bethany Vineyards

Robin Harmon, Harmon Farm

Samantha Hatch, East Fork Nursery

Josh Hinerfeld, Organically Grown Company

Kent Hoddick, USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service
Bill Hodges, Bird’s English Nursery

Jinger Jacobson, Washougal Farmers Market

Jane Larwick, Larwick’s Christmas Tree Farm

Carol Miles, SW Washington Research & Extension Unit, WSU
Donna Moir, Heritage Bank ‘

Chuck Natsuhara, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service

Globalwise, Inc.
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Appendix E: Study Contacts

Tom Peerbolt, Peerbolt Crop Management

Jeffrey Peterson, USDA Farm Service Agency

John Petty, Riverwood Tree Sales Company

Ronna Pourd, Bank of America

Robert Ray, Vancouver Farmers Market

Carol Rounds, Columbia Bank FSB

Neal Schoen, Schoen Farm

Denise Smee, Clark Conservation District

Terri Smykowski, Clark County Saddle Club

Sandra Starbuck, USDA Farm Service Agency

Doug Steinbarger, WSU Clark County Extension

Sue Svendsen, Clark County Executive Horse Council

Glen Thomnton, Thorntons’ Treeland

John Trax, Northwest Nursery Buyers Association

Dale Waite, Realtor and Horse Trainer

Tim Wigren, Command Performance (Horse Trainer and Private Horse Stables)
John Wines, Washington State Employment Security Department

Blair Wolfley, WSU Southwest Washington Research & Extension Unit
Jim Youde, Y’s Acres

Bill Zimmerman, Bi-Zi Farms

Analysis of the Agzicultural Economic Trends and Conditions in Clark County
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Mectood G Lriin - K tud
Amfy AT Law RECEIVED SEP 20 2008
1915 WASHINGTON HE/:I!QJ AC SUB T L

VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660

TELEPHONE: (360) §54-8121

TO BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS |

WALKER FARMS 1S OWNED BY JIM AND LAURIE WALKER AND DAVID CALLAHAM. [T
IS A 103+ ACRE PARCEL, A PORTION OF WHICH FRONTS ON 10TH AVENUE AND A PORTION
FRONTS ON 279TH. IT PRESENTLY. IS USED FOR GROWING CORN AND RAISING PIGS.

A CLUSTER KNOWN AS HELEN’S VIEW IS LOCATED DIRECTLY TO THE NORTH OF THE
PARCEL DESIGNATED AS WALKER FARMS. ATTACHED TO THIS PRESENTATION IS A COPY
OF A PETITION SIGNED BY THE MAJORITY OWNERS OF HELEN'S VIEW AND SUBMITTED TO
THE CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION IN OCTOBER, 2003.

HELEN’S VIEW AND WALKER FARM ARE BOTH SERVED WITH ELECTRICITY AND
WATER BY THE PUD, NATURAL GAS BY NW NATURAL GAS, CABLE BY ‘COMCAST, FIRE
PROTECTION BY FIRE DISTRICT 12, AND SEWER IS ABOUT 1,000 FEET TO THE SOUTH.

WALKER FARMS IS CURRENTLY ZONED AG-20. THE WALKER FAMILY DISCOVERED
ABOUT FIVE YEARS AGO THAT THE FARM IS NOT LARGE ENOUGH TO PROVIDE EVEN ONE
FAMILY WAGE JOB. IN FACT, BOTH JAMES WALKER AND HIS WIFE ARE HAVING TO HOLD
DOWN OTHER JOBS OFF THE FARM IN ORDER TO SUPPORT 'I'HE FARM AND THEIR FAMILY.

THE OWNERS OF WALKER FARM SUPPORT Ti-iE RIDGEFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION.
AND RIDGEFIELD’S CITY COUNCIL IN THEIR DESIGNATION OF WALKER FARM TO BE
LOCATED IN THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT AREA FOR RIDGEFIELD AS SHOWN ON YOQUR
ALTERNATIVE 2.

Very Respectfully,

W/Z‘M N’( g/:v Vi J‘f Attaéhment F

MICHAEL G. LANGSDORF
Attomey at Law
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‘ / TO: CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

RE: Expaniian tif Ritl:eﬁclg Urhon Growth Areu Eust From 145 to include the
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TO: CLARW COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

RE: Expansinn of Ridgelicld Urhun Growth Aven Eust From 1.8 to include the
followlng properties Jocated in the NV ¥ of Seetion 23 TINRIFAWM and esnt of Nt
10" Avenue: . }

Walker Farms LLC 2720) NE. (0% Avenue, Ridgefield
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Sy e\
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TO: CLARK CULNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

«
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MM Avenur:

Wilker ¥arme LLC 27201 NF. 0% Avenue, Ridpefiety

Helen's View Phase T (resldentia) plan fovared eust of NE 1" Avenve uny
Seuth of NF. 279" Strectend udjacent und narth of Walkor Farms, Ridgefiddd

We suppont the inclusion of ahove prapentiay in the City O Ridaefield Urlan Cirovak,
Areain accordunce with the plun sdwseed by the City ni'Rid )

peblic haweing.  “Chese propenies ate mivhed BX on the I displayed on the oveher)
at the hearing befors vou on ﬁcptcmhc' PARYIUIAR

pelield vn dume 26, 2003 in o

Additionully, we support the designation of Urbas Noldizg (WH-200¢) tor the Walkes
Furms peopeny. The Jand has bren divided s the paies (:at the remulring tarmland
cennat sippan many full-time famncers. This new designstion would te campatible wath
the existicg residentisl uses and would ratain Lurge parsels fas Toture indusii) LeoWh
thus providing povential family-income joks far our shildeen ws sweelins a goad tux hasr
loe tne Uity of Kideelield.
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TO: CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMINSION MFEMBERS AND

KE: Expapsion of Rideeficld 'rhyn Growth Aren €

Ut From 1.5 to lacludcethe ™
followiny pruperties Jocatrd in the NW % of Sretion I TINRIEWM and cust of NE
16" Avenoc; .

Wutlker Farmy LLC 2720) NF. 16" Avenue, Ridgeficld

Helen's View Phase Y [regldenti

al plan 1otated eaxt of NE 0% Avénve nnd
Sourh of NF. 279™ Strect and adjsceny

4nd north uf Wilker Farms, Ridgefidd

We support the inclusion of above PAOPCriss in the Cly o Ridpelicld Utban Cinpnk
Areiin accordunce with the plun wdonied by the ity o' Ridpelicld un June 26, 2003 ina
npublic hearing,  Vhese propentics are marhed F& on the map displaved on the everhew)
al the hearing belors you on ﬁep'.cmhw 25, 202,

Additinnally. we suppont the designution of Urbay 1 oldizge (UH-200) for the Walker
Farms property, “Vhe lamd ks been dividad iy the PYEL (AL IS remaiving tamband
cennd seppan many ull-titee lammers,  This new designution would be compuithls vk
the existing rosidantial uses and would ratuin latge parcals for fuune indesirial growsth
thus prividing potential famdly-income Jjobs for our chiil

dren ag woli 08 a good tax baes
for the City of Ridyefield.
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TO: CLARK COUNTY PLANNING CCOMMISSION MEMBERS ANn'

RE: “Expansion of Rideefiets Urhun Growih Aren i,.,( p';;,m 1.5 tn include the

fol'lowing prupertics Jacated fn the NW ¥} of Scetion 2 TINRIEWM and cast of NE
16" Avenue:

Walker Farms LLC 2720] N¥, (0™ Avenue, Ridgefield

}le}.cn‘a \‘i'cw Phase ¥ {residential plan totated cust of NE 10™ Avenue and
Sauth of NF, 279" Strect aud adjnceat und north uf Welker Farms, Ridgehicly

We suppan the inclusion of nhove prispertiay in the Chiy o Ridechicld Urban Cirnwals
Areinaceardance with the pdun adupted by the Uity o4 Ridpelicld on June 26,2003 in o
public hearing.  "Theve properties are muarked FUR on the map 2isilayed on the overbend
atine hearing befacs you on %ep'.-:mh\" 28,2002, :

Additionaily, we suppan the designution of Urban Voldisg (17 H-2ire) for the Walkeg
Furms propeny, The Lied has beea divided 10 the poies trat e remalring Sirmland
cennol xuppest mnaly full-time e, “This pew designztion would be campatibie witk
the existiny residentia) bwes And wouls retin large rareuds for Future indusisia) prowsn

thus pruviding potential family-income jobs for oor 2uildren v w2ll 1 8 2oad Gix Baxe
for the City of Kidgelicld,
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TO! CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

RE: Expansion of Ridgefield Urban G rowth Aren Fast Froem 1.5 to nclode the |
(ol;owing propertic: lncated in the NW % of Scctian 28 TANRIEWM 30d cant of NF,
16 Avenuc: '

Wilker Farms 1.1.C 27201 N 16* Aveone, Ridsclield

Relen’s View Phases 1 and 2 - regidentia) auhdivizion loeated cast of NF. [0*
Avenac asd South of N¥. 279" Strect and adjacent 2ud north of Waltker Farms,
Ridgelicdd

We support the inclusion o) the above propertics in the City of Ridpelicld Urban Growth
Arett in sccatdance with the plan adoptod by the Civy of Ridgeficld on Junc 26, 2003 in o'
public hearing.  These propenties bee marked

RY on the map displuyed un the averhend
3¢ the hearing hefore you on Seplember 25,2003,

Additienally, we support the dexignation of Urban Holding (1/H-20x) for the Walker
Farmpropeny. “The Land has been divided i the point that the remalning furmland
cannot support muny full-imues farmers. “Fhis new desigmition wanld b cumpatible with

the existing residential vses and would retain large puniels for futere industrial growth

thus providing polential fumily-income jobs for oue children as well ox g good tax base
for the City o)'Ridpeficld.
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Moctbel & zg,éw / 2
ATTORNEY AT LAW RECEIVED SEP 20 ZUDB
1915 WASHINGTON H’E/:th A SUBr e

VANCOUVER, WA SHINGTON 58660

TELEPHONE: (360) 654-8121

TO BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

WALKER FARMS 1S OWNED BY JIM AND LAURIE WALKER AND DAVID CALLAHAM. IT
IS A 103+ ACRE PARCEL, A PORTION OF WHICH FRONTS ON 10TH AVENUE AND A PORTION
- FRONTS ON 279TH. IT PRESENTLY. IS USED FOR GROWING CORN AND RAISING PIGS. |

A CLUSTER KNOWN AS HELEN’S VIEW IS LOCATED DIRECTLY TO THE NORTH OF THE
PARCEL DESIGNATED AS WALKER FARMS. ATTACHED TO THIS PRESENTATION IS A COPY
OF A PETITION SIGNED BY THE MAJORITY OWNERS OF HELEN'S VIEW AND SUBMITTED TO
THE CLARK COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION IN OCTOBER, 2003.

HELEN'S VIEW AND WALKER FARM ARE BOTH SERVED WITH ELECTRICITY AND
WATER BY THE PUD, NATURAL GAS BY NW NATURAL GAS, CABLE BY COMCAST, FIRE
PROTECTION BY FIRE DISTRICT 12, AND SEWER IS ABOUT 1,000 FEET TO THE SOUTH.

WALKER FARMS IS CURRENTLY ZONED AG-20. THE WALKER FAMILY DISCOVERED
ABOUT FIVE YEARS AGO THAT THE FARM IS NOT LARGE ENOUGH TO PROVIDE EVEN ONE
FAMILY WAGE JOB. IN FACT, BOTH JAMES WALKER AND HIS WIFE ARE HAVING TO HOLD
DOWN OTHER JOBS OFF THE FARM IN ORDER TO SUPPORT THE FARM AND THEIR FAMILY.

THE OWNERS OF WALKER FARM SUPPORT THE RIDGEFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION.
AND RIDGEFIELD’S CITY COUNCIL IN THEIR DESIGNATION OF WALKER FARM TO BE
LOCATED IN THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT AREA FOR RIDGEFIELD AS SHOWN ON YOUR
ALTERNATIVE 2.

Very Respectfully,

icha gé 7 J‘( Attachment F

MICHAEL G. LANGSDORF
Attomney at Law






13

e “”’"V ‘/ﬂﬁ.,mx

- DY e |
sy u‘\},‘/gq~lfc'
B mj"‘%"’?" NN

¢ tire gl pring I-b P e gty

SrL O™ \00\.:: oo ouv‘: . [ lad
ﬁ' 2 .—J‘& \\' ! e ."", lo nea‘ oy g ' r
‘0.,' ','&?‘; vl (N ey :

Vo TP

'ol de\ ~«-4\ r .
v ffv ~
-

To. ct .,\Rh COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

RE: Evpaniian of Ritlzeficld Urhun Growih Aren Eust From 15

toinclude the
following properties dncaled in the NW ¥ of Seeiion 23 1 YNRIFAWYM and eust of NE
1™ Avenue!

Wulker Farms LLC 2720) NF. 10" Avenue, Ridgeficld

Helen's View Phase 1 (reside

;! atial plaa larated cust of NE 10™ Avenue npd
South of NE 279 K¢y

cet and udjacent und porth uf Wilker barms, WRidgehidld

We suppert the inclusion of abave propenics in the Ci ity o Rud
Arci in secordunce with the plan wdozeed by the Clhy o a(nd;..lu.ld on Jute 26,2003 in

rublie h..\rml. Thest propenics are rwku.d B on iz map disslayed on the overheat
it the hearing befars you an %epzcm..\*v 28,2003,

wselield Urlan Cinat,

Additinnally. we suppoant the designation of Urban § loldis @ (UH-200) 197 the Watker
Farms propenry,  The lard haa been dividad W the PMC st the rematring fummland
sennet sipp-azt many fuil-lime tarmers, I'his new dexdnstlon would be computibly wik
the existing residantal uses and woild retoin lury pe rantals tor foure indusirial prowsi

thos proveiding potential family-incume jobs for our children ae sl ag a govd zx hase
for tho City ©f Kidgeheld.

NAME ARDRESS :
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F«‘I

LN
O

TO: CLARK COUNTY PLARNING COMMISSION MEMBERS AND

tuinclude the
following prupertics )m:alrd inthe NV Y of Section 23 TINRIEWM and eost of NE
1™ Avenoe:

Wialker Farms LLC 2720) NF. (0% Avenue, Ridgefield

Helen's View Phase 1 (residentia) plan 102120 cust of NE 10™ Aveave nnd
Sauth of NF 279" Strect and udjneeat und north of Wilkier Farms, Ridgehidd

We supront the snclusion of abave propeniiss in tue City of Ridefietd Urlan Cirosett,
Arein cecardunce with the plan sdozied By the iy ol Rigpatield un dune 26, 2007 b
pobhic henang. “Uhes propeies are mavked B8 o i map digdaved on (he overhea!
A the heacing tefors you on .’\;epzcmhc' 280U

Additionally, we suppan the designaion of Urban Dalding (UH-2000) Tor 1he Walker
Farms peapeny,  The land has biot divided tos the PR R E2 rmalring timland
comal kuppan maany fullstime lamaees, This aew destpnation would be compuiihle with
the existing residentizl uses and would retom Large rarsals for fuore indusiial BrOWIR

thus providing petential lamiiy-income jobs for our thiliren s awilias a goad tax bas.
for the Uity of Kidyelield.

NAME ANDRESS DATE
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"RE: Expansion of Ridzeficld
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TO: CLARK CUUNTY PLANRING ¢:0MM LSSION MRMBERS AND

o

Urhon Growth Ares F::.m(!:rom 1.8
followlug praperties Jogated §n

th faclude the
A the NW % of Scction 22 TINR
™ Avenuc:

LEAYM and cut af NE

Witlker ¥aymx LLC 27201 NF. 10" Avenue, Ridpefiely

Helen's View Phase 1 (restden lia) plan foeared cuxt of NE 10™ 4y

cnue anyg
udjacent und narth of Welker Farms,

Ridygefivle

We suppont the inclusion of ahove p: 14 Urlon Cirowat,
Areain seeorduace with the plan adesced by the City 0" Ridgpefield un dung 20, 2003 in 1
nublic hearing.  “Thest properies are murhed R& v the 103 displayed on the overhead
at the hearing befars vou on S;eplcmhcr 28,2000,

Apertidy in the City ot Ridaefic

Additionally, we support the designation of Urban
Farms propeay. The Jamd has been divided s the
cennal sppan many full-tise fammera. This new dexignztion would he compatible witk
the existittg residantial uses and would ratuin large parauls Far fuwre induasia) prowin
thus previding povential frnily-incame Jobs for our shildeen g walins 2 oad tix hose
loe tae City of Kidgelield.

Voldizg (UH-2000) fr the Walkey
PGS (AL tha remairing lhemland

D&
'rint yaur nome bhelirs
Mo signtirc

e (ORZTT 27707 NE 1064 10-1- a3
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TO: CLARK COUNTY PLANNING CONMISSION MEMBERS AND

RE: Expansion of Ridgeficld Urhun Growih Aren €ust From 1.5 1o facludethe ™

followiny pruperties Jocatrd in the NW ¥ of Section 23 TINRIEWM and cust of NE
16™ Avenuc;

Witlker Farms LLC 2720) NF. 10™ Avenue, Ridgeficid

Helen®s View Phase ¥ [residentia) plan 1avated caxt of NE 10™ Avénve nad
Sourh of NF, 279" Strect and adjacent und north uf Wilker Farms, Ridyefidd

We support the inclusion of above propenics in the Chy o' Ridgelield Urtain Ciasank,
Ares in seeardunce with the plen wdopied by the ity o' Ridgeficld on dune 26,2003 ina
public hearing,  These propertics are mivked RR on the map diepdayed on the everbeu)
attne haaring hefors you on S;ep'.cmh\'- 25,20,

Additimnally. we suppod the designution of Urban Yoldizg (UH-2Ur5) far the Walker
Farms property, The Lind hat been dividad to the pie? (7,80 ths remadeing tamitand
cennn suppan sy (uiltire femmess, This new designetion would be compuiihls wik
the existing residantial uses and would retuin lurge pareals for fowre indusirial prowsh
thus providing potentinl famdly-income jobs for our chilitren as weli 88 2 good tax bas:
for the Ciry of Ridyetield.
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TO: CLARK CUUNTY PLANNING CONMMISSION MEMBERS AND

-

RE: “Expansian of Rittrefield Urhan Growih Arey Eint F‘;;:m V.5 tninclude the
l'ol‘l‘owing pruperties Jacated in the NV v of Section 2XTINRIEWM and cust of NE
16 Avenuc!

Walker Farms LLC 27205 N¥. (0™ avenue, Rlugefield

Helen's View Phase ¥ {residentia) plan lozated exst of NE 0™ Avenne nnd
Saurh of NF 279" Street and adjneent und north uf Welker Farms, Ridgefidy

We suppan the inclusior of mbove prispentia in the Ciy o' Redgeficld Urban Cirnwals
Arexinaveardance with the tdun adopted by the City v Ridgelield on June 26,2003 in a
public hearing.  “These peoperties are muwhed BR on the wap eisilaved an the ovedheasd
atine hearing befors vou on %c'p'.cmh\" 25,2003,

Additionatily, we suppan the dexignution of Urhan Holdizg (UH-20r¢) fiar the Walkag
Farms properiy. The Lird bas beea divided 10 the pairs (rat the remairing Sirmlnd
cennal xuppst mnaly full-tine lamars, This pew Jdesignztion would be campuiibie wiek
the existing resideniia) uses and wou!s rein large rarcels for future indusieia) pravsn
thus pruviding potential Mevdls income Jobs for vur suildron ve w2l as

A goad tix base
for tae Clty of Kideefield,
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TO: CLARK COUNTY PLANNING CbMM!SSlON MEMBERS AND

RE: Expansion of Ridgeficld Urhan Growth Aren Fast Frum 1.5 to inclade the

fallowtog propertic: lacated in the NW . of Scrtian 23 TANRIEWM sod cant of NE
18™ Avenuc:

Walker Farms LLC 27201 NE 16™ Aveone, Ridscliald

Helen's View Phases 1 and 2 - reyidentia) subdivision located east of NF. 10%

Avenncand Scuth of NI 279™ Street and adjacent xvd north of Wakker Fam;,
Ridgelickd

We support the inclusion ol'the above properies In the City af Ridpelicld Urban Growth

Ares tnuceardance with the plan odopted by the City of Ridgeficld on Junc 26.200) in v
public hearing.  Thesc propenties bre marked RY on the map displuyed on the averhend
at the hearing hefure you on September 25, 2001,

Additionally, we stpsport the dexignation of Urban Hoeldimg (UH20x) for the Walker
Fammspropeny. ‘The band has been divided 10 the point that the remalning furmland

€annot support muny Full-tioe Farmers.  ‘This pew designution would he cumpatible wilh
the exinting resldential uses and would retain lavge purtels for future industrial growth

thus providing polential fumily-income jobs for oue :hlldrm as well ne e good tax base
fnr the City o)'Ridgeficld.
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ORDINANCENO. X 20 7- 0913

An ordinance relating to land use; adopting an updated Growth Management

Comprehensive Land Use Plan, zoning maps and zoning ordinances; providing for
severability; providing an effective date; and requiring notice.

WHEREAS, Clark County is required to update its co;nprcﬁensivc plan in
accordance with the goals and requirements of RCW 36.70A (the Growth Management
Act, or GMA); and

WHEREAS, the county’s comprehensive plan is required to include maps and
descriptive text covering the objectives, principles and standards used to develop the
essential elements of the plan; and

WHEREAS, GMA directs counties to adopt urban-growth areas (areas within
which urban growth is encouraged and outside of which only non-urban growth can
occur) and to address these areas in the county-wide planning policies; and

WHEREAS, GMA mandates the county’s identification and designation of
critical areas and agricultural, forest, and mineral resources lands, together with the
adoption of protective regulations; and

WHEREAS, the update of the county’s comprehensive plan must be processed in
compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and include an analysis of
cumulative effects of development in the county; and

WHEREAS, the county needs to address site-specific requests for comprehensive
plan and zoning changes, and considered requests on more than 300 parcels; and

WHEREAS, 1) the county, pursuant to RCW 36.70A.130 revised UGAs to

accommodate a new 20-year OFM population projection in 2004; (2) the board



determined that the public interest requires adjustment of the growth assumption in the
2004 plan from 1.67% annually to 2.0% annually; (3) the plan horizon has remained the
same and the increased growth assumption continues to fall within the OFM range, and
(4) the plan reflects principles and values adopted by the board at the outset of the
update process; and

WHEREAS, copies of the county’s proposed updated comprehensive plan are
required to be and have been submitted to the state at least sixty days prior to final
adoption, and the plan must be transmitted to the state within ten days after final
adoption; and

WHEREAS, it is expcctca that the cities will complete the updates to their land
use and capital facilities plans to make them consistent with the county plan; now
therefore
BE IT ORDERED AND RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF WASHINGTON, as follows:
L. FINDINGS
A. Findings, General
The Board of County Commissioners (the Board) finds that all GMA prerequisites for the

revision of the county’s comprehensive plan have been met and that the plan adopted
herein achieves the goals and satisfies the requirements of the GMA, as follows:

1. Compliance with the Required Eiements of the Comprehensive Plan. The 20-year

Comprehensive Growth Management Plan adopted herein includes all of the
following required elements: Land Use, Housing, Capital Facilities and Utilities,
Rural and Natural Resources, Transportation, Economic Development, and Parks and
Open Space. In addition, the plan also comains the following optional elements:
Environment, Historic Preservation, Schools, Community Design, Annexation, and
Procedural Guidelines.

2. Compliance with Resource and Critical Areas Designations and Regulation.

Resource issues were not addressed in this plan revision; findings related to inclusion



of resource lands in UGAs are included in Section B below. Agricultural, forest and
mineral resource lands are designated on. the Comprehensive Plan map, and
conserved through the establishment of minimum lot sizes and other zoning
regulations.

- Public Participation. The public participation requirements of the GMA have been

met through an extensive public involvernent process that included the following:

a. A Technical Advisory Committee comprised of planners from the cities, the
county and special districts, who met to discuss ptanning issues of a technical
nature.

b.  Two county-wide mailings describing the GMA plan update process and progress
made, and asking for comments on a variety of growth management issues.

c. Three rounds of public meetings (February 2006; September 2006; May 2007)
throughout Clark County on the environmental impact statement/capita)l facilities
plan process, the land use alternatives, and the proposed plan,

d. Extensive use of the Clark County website that included information on the
GMA, an outline of the comprehensi ve plan update process, notices of meetings
and hearings, maps of alternatives considered in the EIS process, meeting
summaries, and issue discussions, the DEIS, and the FEIS, and a way to
comment to the county directly about GMA issues.

e. Ads, flyers, postcards, meeting summaries, etc. sent to a GMA e-mailing list of
780.

f. Outreach to special audiences, including neighborhoods and youth; community
groups; and staffing of a booth for the ten-day run of the 2006 Clark County Fair.

g Televised public hearings held by the Planning Commission and the Board on
plan adoption.

. State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The county has complied with the

environmenta] review process required by SEPA, as follows:

a. A scoping meeting was held in October 2005.

b. A Draft Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS) outlining three alternatives was
completed in August 2006. Open houses to review EIS information and to
prepare citizens to comment were held in September 2006. A public hearing on
the DEIS was held on September 20, 2006.

¢. A Final EIS was completed in May 2007. The FEIS focused on a preferred
alternative, which subsequently became the proposal that was the subject of
public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board.

d. The FEIS was a major decision tool in the comprehensive plan update process.

. Amendment. The Comprehensive Plan provides adequate monitoring and

amendment procedures.

a. The Comprehensive Plan provides for a procedure to monitor intemnal and mter-
jurisdictional consistency.

b. The Comprehensive Plan contains provisions governing its amendment,
Amendments will not be considered more than once each year.
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¢. The Comprehensive Plan provides for an automatic comprehensive review of

urban growth areas at least once every ten years.

6. Record of Process.

a.

The Board and the Clark County Plarining Commission conducted a duly-
advertised joint public hearing on the comprehensive plan update on June 5, 6,
and 7, 2007. .

The Clark County Planning Commission conducted a duly-advertised public
hearing concemning recommendations for adoption of the Comprehensive Plan on
June 7,11, 12, and 13, 2007. A public hearing on annual reviews and dockets was
held on May 17, 2007.

The Board conducted a duly-advertised public hearing concerning the Planning
Commission recommendation and adoption of the Comprehensive Plan on June
19, 20, 26, 28 and 29; July 5; August 14 and 28; and September |1, 18 and 25,
2007.

All public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board included

" opportunities for public comment.

All public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board were
transcribed, tape recorded, and televised locally on cable television. Written
transcripts, and video and audio tapes are on file.

Copies of all newsletters, articles, and other publications are on file.

g. Copies of all written correspondence received by the county are on file.

7. Internal Consistency. The Comprehensive Plan is internally consistent.

a.

. b

The policies within and among elements are complementary, not contradictory.
Both separately and together, they further the goals of the GMA.

The land use map represents a detailed analysis carried out in cooperation with
individual cities and the business and environmental communities. The analysis
and draft land use maps were subject to public scrutiny for several months as the
analysis progressed.

The Comprehensive Plan contains policies, implementation measures, and
procedures which provide for its review and adjustment if internal conflicts are
discovered.

8. Individual Site Specific Reguests. Clark County established a process to address
individual site specific requests for a change in designation and/or zoning as part of
the plan update.

9. Concurrency. The Comprehensive Plan meets the concurrency requirement of the
GMA. The plan requires direct concurrency for transportation (implemented by the
concurrency ordinance which specifies levels of service for identified corridors) for
water and for sewer, and the plan includes six and twenty-year project lists for these.
The plan also includes project lists for indirect concurrency elements (schools, parks
and stormwater).
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10.

1.

12.

13.

Inter-jurisdictional Coordination. The Comprehensive Plan is consistent with
adopted county-wide planning policies. The Community Framework Plan introduces
the element chapters of the plan. County-wide planning policies are included in each
plan element.

Coordination with other plans. .. The Cornprehensive Plan is coordinated with those of
neighboring jurisdictions. Environmental documents were developed jointly by the
county and the cities within it. Capital facilities plans were produced in cooperation
with cities, C-Tran, service providers, public safety agencies, schoo] districts, and
metropolitan area planning agencies. Park, recreation and open space planning has
been carried out cooperatively with cities and Vancouver-Clark Parks,

Analvsis of Cumulative Effects. An analysis of cumulative effects has been
completed as part of the review of the comprehensive plan under SEPA. The SEPA
was done jointly for the comprehensive plans of the county and its cities. Affected
jurisdictions and the public have had an opportunity to comment on this analysis.

GMA Goals. The Comprehensive Plan addresses the goals of the GMA through its
policies and implementation measures. 'The GMA contains 13 goals listed as follows
with corresponding policies of the plan noted. The plan is also in compliance with
more specific citations contained within the GMA. Plan goals and policies which
achieve compliance with the GMA in its entirety are also not limited to those cited
below in association with the 13 basic goals.

3

a. Urban Growth: Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public
facilities exist or can be provided in an efficient manner,

The Community Framework Plan contains policies that direct growth within
the region into existing urban areas. The plan addresses this objective most
directly through the goals and policies in the Land Use Element, as well as the
adoption of new urban growth boundaries surrounding local cities. Supporting
policies and implementation measures are contained throughout the document.

b. Reduce Sprawl: Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into
sprawling, low-density development.

The plan addresses this objective directly through the goals and policies in the
Land Use Element, as well as the adoption of new urban growth boundaries
surrounding local cities.

c¢. Transportation: Encourage efficient multi-modal transportation systems that are
based on regional priorities ‘and coordinated with county and city comprehensive
plans.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Transportation Element.
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d. Housing: Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic

segments of the population, promote a variety of residential densities and housing
types, and encourage preservation of the existing housing stock.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Housing Element, as well as the variety of residential designations
contained in the Comprehensive Plan map.

. Economic Development: Encourage economic development throughout the state

that is consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic
opportunity for all citizens of the state, especially for unemployed and for
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.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Economic Development Element, and through the designation of
industrial and commercial lands on the Comprehensive Plan map.

Property Rights: Private property shall not be taken for public use without just
compensation having been made. The property rights of landowners shall be
protected from arbitrary and discriminatory actions.

It is the intent of Clark County in administering the Comprehensive Plan to
ensure that regulatory actions affecting private property are not arbitrary or
discriminatory in any way. The rights of private property owners and the
avoidance of any taking of private property without just compensation have been
given due consideration in the development of the Comprehensive Plan policies
and implementation measures,

. Permits: Applications for both state and local permits should be processed in a

timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Housing Element, Rural and Resource Element and the Economic
Development Element, and through ordinance language that outlines specific
standardized processes for permit issuance.

. Natural Resource Industries: Maintain and enhance natural resource-based

industries, including productive timber, agricultural and fisheries industries.
Encourage the conservation of productive forest lands and productive agricuttural
lands, and discourage incompatible uses.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Rural and Resource Element and the Economic Development



Element, and through specific identification and designation of agricultural,
forest, and mineral resource lands.

i. Open Space and Recreation: Encourage the retention of open space and
development of recreational opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat,
increase access to natural resource lands and water, and develop parks.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Environmental Element and the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
Element.

j- Environment: Protect the Environment and enhance the state’s high quality of life
including air and water quality and availability of water.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Environmental Element and the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
Element, and related ordinances relating to protection of critical areas and
shorelines.

k. Citizen Participation and Coordination: Encourage the involvement of citizens in
the planning process and ensure coordination between communities and
jurisdictions to reconcile conflicts.

Throughout the plan update process Clark County has provided exiensive
opportunities for citizen involvement and coordination, ranging from community-
‘wide open houses to surveys to formal hearing testimony. The Community
Involvement Process is detailed in the Introduction to the Comprehensive Plar,
and within this ordinance.

l.  Public Facilities and Services: 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 locally-established minimum standards,

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Capital Facilities and Utilities Element and the Schools Element,
and the county’s transportation concurrency ordinance.

m. Historic Preservation: Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and
structures that have historical or archaeological significance.

The Comprehensive Plan addresses this most directly through the goals and
policies in the Historic, Archaeological and Cultural Preservation Element.

14. Compliance with countv-wide planning policies. As required by the GMA, Clark

County participated in discussions with cities within the county to revise urban



15.

16.

B.

growth area boundaries, and adopted such boundaries for each city consistent with the
county-wide planning policies. Further, the county provided notification to
surrounding jurisdictions of its comprehensive plan development process. The county
has achieved consistency with adopted county-wide planning policies.

Compliance with submission requirements. The required notice of intent to adopt
was filed with the Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic
Development (CTED) within the required time frame.
a. CTED received notice of the county’s intent to adopt a comprehensive plan under
the GMA on May 23, 2007.
b. Comments were received from CTED on the DEIS on October 12, 2006, and on
the FEIS in a letter dated June 4, 2007. CTED’s comments were considered in
- the update of the Comprehensive Plan.

Implementation measures. The county has adequate development regulations through
Title 40 in piace. Adoption of updates to zoning ordinances and other measures
necessary to implement the Comprehensi ve Plan are being adopted simultaneously
with this ordinance.

Findings, Contested Issues

17. SEPA issues

The Board finds that the EIS satisfies the rule of reason, specifically:

» Alternatives.

1. The EIS contains a ‘no-action’ alternative that is within the definition in the
SEPA rules.

2. The EIS contains a discussion of a ‘delay alternative’ by making reference to
phasing development as a way to mitigate the impacts of the proposal.

3. The EIS includes a reasonable range of alternatives, which, according to the
WAC 1) are required to be sufficient to do a comparative impact evaluation,
and 2) shall be limited to a general discussion of impacts of alternative
proposals for policies, for land use, and for implementation measures.

e The FEIS may respond to comments by incorporating a revised DEIS.

e The EIS contains an adequate analysis of cumulative impacts since the impacts
described are those that would occur at build-out at the end of the 20-year
planning horizon. A comprehensive plan EIS deals with land use over the
landscape and not with specific projects.

s The EIS contains adequate information to assist decision makers in their
discussions about where and where not to expand urban growth boundaries to
accommodate the projected growth.



* TheEIS contains a discussion about how current plans are consistent with the
proposal.

 The EIS contains a discussion of the preliminary cost figures for implementing
the proposal that has been substantially fleshed-out in the proposed Capital
Facilities Plan and Capital Facilities Financial Plan that are adopted as part of the
comprehensive plan by this ordinance.

« Capital facilities projects for transportation are similar for each aiternative in the
FEIS because the same road segments under county jurisdiction would need
capacity improvements under either alternative.

¢ The EIS contains an adequate discussion of the impacts of adding 6,300 acres of
impervious surface in UGAs over the next 20 years.

Based on the foregoing, the Board rejects the appeals challenging the adequacy of the
FEIS.

18. Apricultural lands

The Board finds de-designating of lands designated as ‘Agriculture’ and their inclusion in
urban growth areas to be appropriate, as follows:

e Battle Ground UGA. About 414 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
primarily because 1) of proximity to urban areas; 2) the lack of commercial
agricultural production; and 3) the presence of environmental constraints,

» Camas UGA. About 745 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
primarily because of 1) proximity to urban areas: 2) the possibility of more
intensive use; and 3) unique economic development activities. In addition, 69
acres of land is de-designated from *Forest’ and included in the UGA because of
the lack of long-term commercial significance.

* LaCenter UGA. About 652 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
primarily because of 1) the presence of urban growth; 2) the possibility of more
intensive use; and 3) the need to diversify the La Center economy.

* Ridgefield UGA. About 788 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
primarily because of 1) the presence of urban growth and proXimity to urban areas
(the so-called ‘doughnut hole), and 2) the possibility of more intensive use.

e Vancouver UGA. About 1,383 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
primarily because of 1) the presence of urban growth and proximity to urban
areas; 2) the paossibility of more intensive use; and 3) the need to create jobs with



a new industrial node to include and served by the county railroad which will
diversify the economic base in the B attle Ground School District.

¢ Washougal UGA. About 370 acres are de-designated and included in the UGA
because of the lack of long-term cornmercial significance.

19. Overrides

The Board asked each of the cities for a list of overrides to reflect 1) jobs on sites for
which development approvals have been granted, and 2) where transportation/planning
studies or development agreements indicate that the density is likely to be different from
that assumed in the VBLM density calculations. The overrides the Board accepted are
shown in Table 20 in the FEIS, and they were included in the calculations of how much
land would be needed to accommodate proj ected growth.

Additional Vancouver overrides have been recognized in the adopted plan. Even though
the city and county continue to disagree over certain overrides related to densities due to
city/county sub-area plans and recent development patterns, the conflict between
respective plan assumptions does not amourit to GMA violation so long as neither plan
precludes realization of the other. The adopted plan commits the county to coordinating
with the city in monitoring and adjusting VBBLM assumptions.

20. Fish and Wildlife

With regard to fish and wildlife in the county, the Board, in response to comments from
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), finds the following;

¢ The county’s habitat conservation ordinance (HCO) provides for connectivity
by establishing riparian habitat areas along the iength of streams, which along
with identified PHS sites, protects against fragmentation. The HCO also
allows the county to manage access to habitat areas.

o The comprehensive plan keeps open space between UGAs.

e The county’s efforts with regard to open space and wildlife corridors has been the
protection of more than 3,800 acres of high-quality shorelines, greenways, open
space, and fish and wildlife habitat. The Conservation Futures program is central
to this effort. The county is also looking into mitigation banking for both
wetlands and habitat, and is considering a ‘transfer of development rights’
program.

¢ The city of Camas responded to WDFW in a letter dated June 27, 2007. The
city included Camp Currie and the park land the south end of the Lacamas
Lake north shore in order to protect these areas from urban development.
The city has critical areas ordinances in place by which any development
would be reviewed. And, the city has a proposed Open Space Network map
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that incjudes a continuous open space alang the north shore of the lake
northwest to include Lacamas Creek .

* The Preferred Alternative for La Ceniter included the Eaglecrest subdivision
north-of La Center Road and all of the Lewis River bottomlands north and
east of the subdivision. The August 14, 2007 Land Use Map excludes all of
this area from the proposed La Center UGA expansion, leaving it in county
Jurisdiction.

. Capital Facilities Plans

With regard to capital facilities, the Board finds the following:

¢ Capital facilities plans for service providers (including school districts, public
safety, parks, water, sewer, and transportation) satisfy GMA requirements are
incorporated into the comprehensive plan.

¢ Thecity of Ridgefield has adequately addressed its sewer capacity issue.

II. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ADOPTION

Section 1. Adoption of the updated Ciark County Comprehensive Plan. The 20-year

land use plan is hereby adopted as the GMA Comprehensive Pian for Clark County, The
plan consists of the following documents: :

L.

2.

o no o

The 20-year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan document and all text and
policies contained therein (Exhibit 1).

Updated maps showing plan designations for unincorporated rural and resource lands,
and maps establishing urban growth area boundaries and providing plan designations
for unincorporated lands within the boundaries of cities and towns in Clark County
(Exhibits 2A and 2B). Such updates reflect the dockets process.

. An updated map showing arterial classifications and cross-sections for roadways

within the county’s land-use jurisdiction (Exhibit 3).

The following items, incorporated by reference:

a. Capital facilities plans for school districts; transportation; parks, recreation and
Open space services; water; sewer; sheriff; fire; and stormwater:

Clark County Capital Facilities Financial Plan

-2007-12;

Vacant and Buildable Lands Analyses for urban growth areas; and

County transportation analysis.

- Section 2. Adontion of the updated Clark County Zoning Map. An updated zoning

map is hereby adopted that implements the GMA Comprehensive Plan for Clark County.
(Exhibit 4)

11
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Section 3. Amendatory. Clark County Cocle Section 40.100.070 Definitions is
amended as shown in Exhibit 5.

Section 4, Amendatery. Clark County Code Section 40.230.070 Urban Holding
Districts is amended as shown in Exhibit 6.

Section 5. Repealer. Clark County Code Chapter 40.250.050 Interchange Area Overlay
District is repealed.

Section 6. Amendatory. Clark County Code Chapter 40.350 Transportation and
Circulation is amended as shown in Exhibit 7.

Section 7. Amendatory. Clark County Code Section 40.560.010 Plan Amendment
Process is amended as shown in Exhibit 8.

1. DOCKETS/ANNUAL REVIEWS

Section 8. Dockets/Annual Reviews. The findings and analysis contained in the Clark
County Planning Commission’s memorandutm dated May 17, 2007, relating to the 2007
Comprehensive Plan Amendments—Dockets is hereby adopted and incorporated herein
by reference, except inconsistent with the fol lowing:

Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Zoning M ap Modifications

1. The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map
Designation and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located at the
comner of NE 29™ Avenue and NE 139" Street is hereby amended from Neighborhood
Commercial (C-2) to Employment Center (OC) respectively as recommended by the
Planning Commission and as indicated on the attached map (Exhibit 9). In the matter
of Docket item number CPZ2007-00003 HCR Manor Care, the Board concluded
that the Employment Center designation is appropriate for the site due to its location
near similarly designated parcels and its proximity to medical facilities. Tax serial
numbers 186633-000, 186633-005, 186633-010, 186648-000, located in the NE
Quarter Section 26, Township 3 North, Range 1 East of the Willamette Meridian.

2. The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map
Designation and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located at the
intersection of NE Fourth Plain Boulevard and 162" Avenue is hereby amended to
remove the surface mining overlay as recommended by the Planning Commission and
as indicated on the attached map (Exhibit 10). In the matter of Docket item number
CPZ2007-00004 Eastlake Village, afier reviewing supplemental information
provided by County staff, the Board concluded the surface mining overlay was no

longer appropriate in the vicinity of the site and should be removed. Tax serial
numbers:
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107963472, 107963474, 107963476, 107963478, 107963480, 107963482,
107963484, 107963486, 107963488, 107963502, 107963504, 107963506,
107963508, 107963510, 107963512, 107963514, 107963516, 107963518,
107963520, 107963522, 107963524, 107963526, 107963528, 107963530,
107963538, 107963546, 107963548, 107963550, 107963560, 107963562,
107963564, 107963578, 107963580, 107963582, 107963602, 107963606,
107963608, 107963610, 107963612, 107963614, 107963616, 107963618,
107963620, 107963622, and 107963624 located in the NW Y% Section 12, Township 2
North, Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian,

. The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map
Designation and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located at 9600
NE 179" Street, is hereby amended from Rural Residential (R-5) to Rural Center
Residential (RC-1) respectively as indicated on the attached map (Exhibit 11). In the
matter of Docket item number CPZ2067-00005 Meadow Glade, the Board
concluded that higher density residential designation is suitable for parcel 193854-
000 (9600 NE 179™ Street) because the density of surrounding development is similar
to the proposed density and the parcel is not in the City of Battle Ground’s Urban
Growth Boundary. Tax serial number 193854-000, located in the NW ' Section 09,
Township 3 North, Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian, In a separate motion,
the board denied the proposed RC-1 zoning for Parcels 193928-000, 193932-000,
193927-000, 193936-000, 193923-000, 193931-000, 193940-000, and 193941-000,
‘'due to the fact that these parcels are now within the City of Battle Ground’s Urban
Growth Boundary. :

. The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map
Designation and corresponding Zoning Map for certain property located in the
vicinity of NE 88™ Street, west of the [-205 Interchange, is hereby amended from
Light Industrial (ML) to General Commercial (CH), and for certain property located
south of NE 88" Street, east of the 1-205 Interchange, is hereby amended from Light
Industrial (ML) to Low Density Residential (R1-6), as recommend by the Planning
Commission and as indicated on the attached map (Exhibit 12). In the matter of
Annual Review item number CPZ2007-00006 SW Barberton Commercial Area,
the Board concluded that the general commercial designation is more appropriate for
a designated area west of the 1-205 Interchange in recognition of the type and
intensity of commercial uses which would be suitable in this location. The Board
found that the amendment was contingently approved subject to a concomitant rezone
agreement that addresses needed transportation improvements not currently
programmed in the County’s Capital Facilities Plan. The change in designation to
General Commercial (CH) applies to tax serial numbers 106100-000, 106 104-000,
106104-007, 106112-000, 106124-000, 106128-000, 106128-005, 106132-000,
106136-000, 106140-000, 106146-000 located in the SE Y% Section 6, Township 2
North, Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian. In addition, the Board concluded
that the residentiel designation is more appropriate for the subject parcels east of the
[-205 Intersection, recognizing that the area is currently developed with single-family
homes at a density consistent with the proposed R1-6. The change in designation to
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Urban Low Density Residential (R1-6) applies to tax serial numbers 105689-000,
106361-476, 106361-478, 106361-480, 1 06361-482, 106361-484, 106361-486,
106361-488, 106361-490, 106361-492, 1 06361-494, 106361-496, 106361-498,
106361-500, 106361-502, 106361-504, 1 06361-506, 106361-508, 106361-510,
106361-512, 106361-514, 106361-516, 106361-518, 106361-520, 106361-522,
106361-524, 106361-526, 106361-528, 106361-530, 106361-532, 106361-534,
106361-536, 106361-538, 106361-540, 1 06361-542 located in the SE % Section 6,
Township 2 North, Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian. '

Clark County Capital Facilities Components

5.

Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities
Plans of the Camas School District Docket Item number CPZ2007-00007 and
including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital facilities plan for
the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance 2004-09-02, is
hereby approved as shown on these district's capital facilities plans and which sets
forth impact fees of $5,785.41 per single family residence and $ 5,997.61 per multi-
family unit for Camas School District (Exhibit 13).

Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities
Plans of the Green Mountain School District Docket Item number CPZ2007-
00008 and including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital
facilities plan for the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance
2004-09-02, is hereby approved as shown on these district's capital facilities plans
and which sets forth impact fees of $3,387.00 per single family residence for Green
Mountain School District (Exhibit 14).

Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities
Plans of the Hockinson Scheol District Docket Item number CPZ2007-00009 and
including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital facilities plan for
the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance 2004-09-02, is
hereby approved as shown on these district's capital facilities plans and which sets
forth impact fees of $7,090.02 per single family residence and $3,692.00 per multi-
family unit for Hockinson School District (Exhibit 15),

8. Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities

Plans of the La Center School District Docket Item number CPZ2007-00010 and
including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital facilities plan for
the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance 2004-09-02, is
hereby approved as shown on these district's capital facilities plans and which sets
forth impact fees of $6,891.90 per single family residence and $5,290.80 per multi-
family unit for La Center School District (Exhibit 16).

- 9. Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities

Plans of the Vancouver Scheaol District Docket I1tem number CPZ2007-00011 and
including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital facilities plan for
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the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance 2004-09-02, is
hereby approved as shown on these distract's capital facilities plans and which sets
forth impact fees of $1,112.00 per single family residence and $1,42].00 per multi-
farnily unit for Vancouver School Distric t (Exhibit 17).

Those changes and additions relating to the updated School District Capital Facilities
Plans of the Washougal School District Docket Item number CPZ2007-00012 and
including the revised impact fees proposed in the modified capital facilities plan for
the same School Districts, which plan was adopted by Ordinance 2004-09-02, is
hereby approved as shown on these district's capital facilities plans and which sets
forth impact fees of $ 5,339.39 per single family residence and $ 6,530.00 per multi-
family unit for Washougal School District (Exhibit 18). The Board's decision reflects .
a multi-family fee that is less than the reqquested fee of $8,163.33 due to their
concerns that high multi-family fees wou ld discourage the development of this type
of housing in Washougal.

Deferred Cases

11

13.

CPZ2006-00004 NE 379th Street

The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map Designation
and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located at 4517 NE 379" Street,
Is retained as Resource Lands Agriculture (AG-20) zoning as indicated on the
attached map (Exhibit 19). In the matier of Annual Review item number CPZ2006-
00004 NE 379tk Street, the Board concluded that designations of resource lands
countywide should undergo comprehensive review and, therefore, the subject
property should retain its resource land designation and this request should be
included in the comprehensive review. At the conclusion of the comprehensive
review should this property continue to retain its resource land designation, it may be
placed on the next docket agenda for consideration at no cost to the applicant. Tax
serial numbers 257006-000 located in the NW % Section 25, Township S North, Range
1 East of the Willamette Meridian.

. The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map Designation

and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located west of NE Ammeter
Road and south of Stauffer Road at NE 23 Street are retained as Forest Tier | (FR-80)
zoning as indicated on the attached map (Exhibit 20). In the matter of Annual
Review item number CPZ2006-00001 Fern Prairie, is hereby denied as recommend
by the Planning Commission. Tax serial number 140027-000 located in the SW Y
Section 20, Township 2 North, Range 4 East of the Willamette Meridian.,

The Clark County 20-Year Comprehensive Growth Management Plan Map Designation
and corresponding Zoning Map for that certain property located at 32619 NW Pekin
Ferry Road are retained as Resource Lands Agriculture (AG-20) zoning. In the matter
of Annual Review item number CPZ2006-00008 Pekin Ferry Road, the Board
concluded that the existing AG-20 zoning was not appropriate for the subject site and
that the rural designation is more appropriate for the site as indicated on the attached
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map (Exhibit 21). Tax serial numbers 210 126-000 and 210129-000 located in the SW Y4
Section 5, Township 4 North, Range 1 East of the Willamette Meridian.

IV. MISCELLANEQUS

Section 9. Effective Date. This ordinance shall go into effect at midnight on the date of
adoption, except for the expansion of urban growth boundaries and the corresponding

comprehensive plan and zoning designations (Section 2(2)), which will take effect at
12:01 am. at January 1, 2008.

Section 10, Severability. If any section, clause, or phrase of this ordinance should be
held invalid or unconstitutional by the Growth Management Hearings Board or a court of
competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity
or constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance.

Section 11. Instructions to the Clerk. The Clerk of the Board shall:

1. Transmit a copy of this ordinance to the Washington Department of Community,

Trade, and Economic Development within ten days of its adoption, pursuant to RCW
36.70A.106;

2. Record a copy of this ordinance with the Clark County Auditor; and

3. Cause notice of adoption of this ordinance to be published forthwith pursuant to
RCW 36.70A.290.

ADOPTED this 25" day of September, 2007.

Attest: - BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FOR CLARK COUNTY WASHINGTON

é élerk of the Board | Steve Stuart, Chair

Approved as to form only
AR . Betty Sue Morris, Commissioner
Prosgcut
By 1 )
Richard S. Lowry Marc Boldt, Commissioner

Chief Civil Deputy
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Court of Appeals No. 39546-1-11

COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
DIVISION TWO

CLARK COUNTY, CITY OF LaCENTER, GM CAMAS, LLC,
MacDONALD LIVING TRUST and RENAISSANCE HOMES,

Respondents below,
V.
WESTERN WASHINGTON GROWTH MANAGEMENT HEARINGS
BOARD, JOHN KARPINSKI, CLARK COUNTY NATURAL
RESOURCES COUNCIL and FUTUREWISE,

Appellants.

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING
BRIEF OF RESPONDENT MacDONALD LIVING TRUST

RANDALL B. PRINTZ, WSBA No. 13234
BRIAN K. GERST, WSBA No. 33035
LANDERHOLM, MEMOVICH,
LANSVERK & WHITESIDES, P.S.

805 Broadway Street, Suite 1000

P.O. Box 1086

Vancouver, WA 98666-1086

(360) 696-3312

Of Attorneys for Respondents MacDonald
Living Trust



STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) ss.
County of Clark )

The undersigned, upon oath, deposes and states as follows:

1. My name is Linda Gill. I am a citizen of the United States,
over the age of eighteen (18) years, a resident of the State of Washington,
and am not a party of this action.

2. On the 16th day of December, 2009, copies of the BRIEF
OF RESPONDENT MacDONALD LIVING TRUST were delivered
via first class United States Mail, postage prepaid, to the following

persons:

Tim Trohimovich and
Robert Beattey

Futurewise

814 Second Ave., Suite 500
Seattle, WA 98104

Meridee Pabst and

James Howsley

Miller Nash, LLP

500 East Broadway, Suite 400
Vancouver, WA 98660

Christine Cook

Clark County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office
P.O. Box 5000

Vancouver, WA 98666-5000

Gerald Anderson

Washington Attorney General
Licensing & Administrative Law Div.
P.O. Box 40110

Olympia, WA 98504



Daniel H. Kearns
Reeve Kearns, PC

621 SW Morrison Street, Suite 1225
Portland, OR 97205

: ,
Wna hul

SUBSCRIBED and sworn to before me this béo%day of
December, 2009.

s A Tl

N7 A o, Notary Public in and for thel State of
S 0% -, Washington, residing in Clark County
Q My Commission Expires: O(~ [S5=| D

o, D’
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